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If post-modern philosophy has a spiritual father, this is surely Nietzsche.  The great revival of interest in his thought parallels our period’s discomfort with foundational, “metaphysical” thinking.  He appeals to our disquiet with talk of essences.  Many find his “deconstruction” of science and morality liberating.  Above all his doctrine of “perspectivism” has found a general ap​peal.  The pluralism that is its apparent result is attractive to everyone from feminists to defenders of multiculturalism.  There is, however, a darker side to Nietzsche.  There is the Nietzsche who speaks of the advance in women’s rights as “one of the worst developments in the general uglifica​tion of Europe.”
  This is the same Nietzsche who teaches that “almost everything we call ‘higher culture’ is based on the spiritualization and intensification of cruelty,”
 the Nietzsche, who in an​swer to his question “whither must we direct our hopes,” speaks of preparing “for great enterprises and collective experiments in discipline and breeding so as to make an end of that gruesome domi​nation of chance and nonsense which has hitherto been called ‘history’...”
  As much as we would like to forget the fact, this Nietzsche became the icon of the Nazis. 


How can Nietzsche present such different faces?  Is such duality also hidden in the post-modern projects continuing his legacy?   Is there a way to pursue this legacy without succumbing to its Janus like character--i.e., to embrace his perspectivism without engaging in his advocacy of cruelty?  Our position will be that Nietzsche’s perspectivism finds an essential impulse from Darwin's theory.  It can be understood in terms of the Darwinian struggle for existence.  The latter has an equally ambiguous character.  On the one hand, its notion of preservation through evolu​tionary adaptation provides the biological underpinnings for a plurality of perspectives.  On the other, the very notion of a Darwinian "struggle for existence" gives an adversarial quality to all the processes and perspectives of life.  It leads Darwin to deplore society's attempts to lessen the ef​fects of the struggle by looking after the maimed and the weak.  “Cruelty,” in the organic world, is not immoral but simply part of the processes of life.  For Nietzsche this implies that “a genuine and seriously constructed ethical system, based on Darwin’s teaching” involves the “bellum omnium contra omnes and the privileges of the strong.”
  Nietzsche, however, is no Darwinian.  The dual​ity of his own position is that he both maintains and undermines his teaching on perspectivism.  Thus, his interpretation of “will to life” as “will to power” transforms the struggle for organic exis​tence into a struggle for power.  The latter, whose end is not preservation, but rather endless in​crease of power, disrupts the Darwinian basis of his perspectivism.  Implying a single concept of being and value, its emphasis on the will places Nietzsche within the tradition of subject-centered metaphysics.  Ultimately, Nietzsche remains within the paradigm that inflates the self to a meta​physical principle.  


To escape this tradition, I shall end by suggesting a way where we can see Darwin as offer​ing a way out of this metaphysics, a way to cross the line from modernity to post-modernity.

I. Perspectivism


Heidegger, explaining Nietzsche’s doctrine of perspectivism, writes: “a lizard hears the slightest rustling in the grass but it does not hear a pistol shot fired quite close by.  Accordingly, the creature develops a kind of interpretation of its surroundings and thereby of all occurrence, not incidentally, but as the fundamental process of life itself.”
   Nietzsche himself put this in terms of the “moral prejudice that truth is worth more than appearance.”  This, he writes, is “the worst-proved assumption that exists. ... there would be no life at all except on the basis of perspective evaluations and appearances; and if ... one wanted to abolish the ‘apparent world’ altogether, as​suming you could do that ... nothing would remain of your ‘truth’ either!”
   What we have here is the abolition of the distinction of the real and the apparent.  It is, we claim, motivated by the Darwinian view of organic life.  In such a view, each species survives and preserves itself by oc​cupying its evolutionary niche.  Each succeeds by taking the world in a certain way, interpreting it according to its survival needs.  There is, for example, in the New England Aquarium, an exhibi​tion of items found in shark stomachs.  Almost everything is there, from diving helmets to old tires.  Whatever disturbs the water the shark takes as food.  Is the shark in error?  Is its life (or rather diet) one category mistake after another?  Not for Nietzsche.  For him, “Truth is the kind of error without which a certain species of life could not live.  The value for life is ultimately deci​sive.”
  Thus, the “truth” for the shark is precisely the interpretation (the “error”) without which it could not survive.  That it has survived is the sign of the “truth” of this error.  


If we accept this, then what counts as "truth" is utility in the struggle to preserve ourselves.  Again and again, Nietzsche draws the epistemological implications of this point.  He writes "we have senses for only a selection of perceptions--those with which we have to concern ourselves in order to preserve ourselves."
   This means that "the measure of that of which we are in any way conscious is totally dependent upon the coarse utility of its becoming conscious."
  We are con​scious of it if it helped preserve us.  The same holds for our knowledge.  To cite Nietzsche again:  "The meaning of 'knowledge' ... is to be regarded in a strict and narrow anthropocentric and bio​logical sense. ... The utility of preservation--not some abstract-theoretical need not to be deceived--stands as the motive behind the development of the organs of knowledge--they develop in such a way that their observation suffices for our preservation."
   Given this, the question is not whether a judgment is true or false.  “The question is to what extent it is life-advancing, life-pre​serving, species-preserving, perhaps even species-breeding.”  This holds for all forms of judg​ment--including those with apriori claims.  In Nietzsche’s words, we must “assert that the falsest judgments (to which synthetic apriori judgments belong) are the most indispensable to us, that without granting as true the fictions of logic, without measuring reality against the purely invented world of the unconditional and self-identical, without a continual falsification of the world by means of numbers, mankind could not live ...”
   We could not because such notions are our survival strategy.  As Nietzsche writes in answer to Kant’s famous question, “How are synthetic judgments apriori necessary,” they are necessary “for the purpose of preserving beings such as ourselves...”
   In other words, the use of “the fictions of logic” to interpret the world is simply our way of struggling for existence, of gaining an advantage and preserving ourselves.  The same holds for  all “the categories of reason.”  They have prevailed "through their relative utility."  Biologically regarded, “they represent nothing more than the expediency of a certain race and species--their utility alone is their '‘truth.’”
  Their truth, in other words, is their value for life; concretely, our success in this struggle is their truth.  It is a success written into our very organic structure, a structure which developed through this struggle.  Since "our apparatus of acquiring knowledge is not designed for 'knowledge,'" but rather success in this struggle,
 the latter sets both the form and the limits of such knowledge.
  Thus, different survival requirements would have resulted in a different set of the “fictions of logic.”  They would have been equally “true,” in the sense that each would have been part of an interpretation geared towards survival.  In fact, since without life there is no interpretation, since every distinction between the real and the appar​ent is simply a perspective (a view from some particular survival strategy where what counts for survival is “real,” and all else, illusion), Nietzsche’s famous doctrine follows: it is all interpretation all the way down.  In other words, there is nothing but the apparent.  The notion of an identical reality, a substantial “in itself” of which the various appearances are appearances, is simply a logi​cal fiction pertaining to our perspective.
  


With this we have Nietzsche’s insistence that his truth is his, “that another cannot easily ac​quire a right to it ...”
  The opposition here is to any idea of universal truth, a truth which is truth for everyone.  As Kant noted, such truths have objective validity, their universality coming from the fact that all judgements agreeing with one and the same object must necessarily agree with each other.
  For Nietzsche, on the contrary, each judgement expresses a perspective, a view whose “truth” is its value for life, the life of the one judging.  The basis of truth is, then, not correspon​dence with some given object, but rather existence.   What preserves existence is true.  Given this, "the way of knowing and of knowledge is itself already part of the conditions of existence."
   Such conditions shape us, determining what we see and what we ignore.  The existence of the judger, as resulting from such conditions, is, then, the concrete expression of the "truth" of his judgements.  Thus, only he can authorize this "truth," and he can do so only through action of his particular existence, his will to life.
  Since there are no universal truths, to proclaim one’s truth as universal, as “true for everyone,” is actually to take one’s own perspective (ultimately, one’s own existence) as universal.  To insist upon this is to encroach upon others; it is to override their perspectives, their truths, their existence, forcing them into one’s own mold.  As such, it appears as expression of a “will to power,” this being understood as a will “to grow, expand, draw to it​self, gain ascendancy.”
   


One way of reading Nietzsche comes from pursuing this analysis with the depth and pa​tience of a scholarship he himself had increasingly little time for.  I am referring to Foucault’s painstaking unmasking of one structure of modern science after another as an expression of will to power.  For Foucault this is liberating.  It exposes alternatives which have been masked by the prestige of science.
  We thus find the Nietzsche who is beloved by the post-moderns, the Nietzsche who is conceived as a pluralist, the Nietzsche who by unmasking the fiction of a “real” world validates multiple perspectives.  There is, however another face of this philosopher, one which is rooted in his equation of the will to life with the will to power.  Here, the will appears, not as the expression of a perspective, but as an ultimate ground.  Rather than being taken as a plu​ralist, the Nietzsche who proclaims it appears as the last exponent of the tradition of subject-cen​tered metaphysics.  He appears, in other words, as the last of the “modern” thinkers.  

II. Nietzsche as a Monist


To draw the contrast with Darwin, we must first note the similarities.  Darwin, like Nietzsche, is not shy about drawing the implications of his theory for society.  He writes: 

“with the savages, the weak in body or mind are soon eliminated; and those that survive commonly exhibit a vigorous state of health.  We civilized men, on the other had, do our utmost to check the process of elimination; we build asylums for the imbecile, the maimed, and the sick; we institute poor-laws; and our medical men exert their utmost skill to save the life of every one to the last moment. ... Thus the weak members of civilized societies propagate their kind.  No one who has attended to the breeding of domestic animals will doubt that this must be highly injurious to the race of man.”
 

At times he is quite gloomy in assessing the prospects for England.  If checks are not found for preventing “the reckless, the vicious and otherwise inferior members of society from increasing ..., the nation,” he warns, “will retrograde.”
   At other times he is more cheerful, noting that “civilized races have extended, and are now everywhere extending their range, so as to take the place of the lower races.”
   The problem of the extinction of one of these lower races is, biologi​cally, no different than “that presented by the extinction of one of the higher animals ... The New Zealander,” he adds, “seems conscious of this parallelism, for he compares his future with that of the native rat now almost exterminated by the European rat.”
  Behind these sentiments lies a view of life as constantly reproducing itself in greater numbers than can possibly survive.  The re​sulting struggle for existence is one in which only the fittest survive to pass on their characteristics to their offspring.  Here, survival is the sign of fitness.  It is always at the expense of other com​peting members.  When we interfere with this, we interfere with the fundamental mechanism re​sponsible for our success.
 


Parallel but darker thoughts are expressed by Nietzsche.  He writes that “life itself is essen​tially appropriation, injury, overpowering of the strange and weaker, suppression, severity, im​position of one’s own forms, incorporation and, at the least and mildest, exploitation ...”
  His celebration of these qualities, in particular, his celebration of cruelty is, in his eyes, a celebration of life.  In his view, “to refrain from mutual injury, mutual violence, mutual exploitation, to equate one’s will with that of another,” is nihilistic.  It is a “denial of life.”  As a “principle of society,” it is “a principle of dissolution and decay.”  Driving this point home, he writes that every social body “must, if it is a living and not a decaying body, itself do all that to other bodies which the individ​uals within it refrain from doing to one another: it will have to be the will to power incarnate, it will want to grow, expand, draw to itself, gain ascendancy--not out of any morality or immorality, but because it lives, and because life is will to power.”  “Exploitation,” he explains, “... pertains to the essence of the living thing as a fundamental organic function, it is a consequence of the intrinsic will to power which is precisely the will to life.”
 


This equation of the will to power with the will to life is crucial, particularly when we in​terpret the latter as a will to succeed in the struggle for existence, a struggle which necessarily in​volves the extinction of competing forms.  With it, we have a key to a number of Nietzsche’s posi​tions.  His hatred of women, for example, can be seen as a hatred for the “feminine virtues” of compassion and mildness.  His “respect” for her is, contrariwise, a respect for “her genuine, cun​ning, beast-of-prey suppleness, the tiger’s claws beneath the glove, the naïveté of her egoism, her ineducability and inner savagery,” all of which does not prevent him from declaring that “her first and last profession ... is to bear strong children.”
  A similar account of the inequality of women can be found in Darwin.
   He also shares with Darwin the view that the preservation of the “sick and the suffering” is “the corruption of the European race” as well as Darwin’s hopes for counter​ing this through the control of breeding.
 


Nietzsche, however, goes beyond Darwin, in raising the will to life or power to the status of what can only be called a fundamental metaphysical principle.  He gives an ontological ground to Darwin’s biologism.  This involves not just seeing “our entire instinctual life as the development and ramification of one basic form of will--as will to power ...”  It involves the hypothesis of tak​ing the “causality of the will ... as the only one.”  Given that “will can operate only on will--and not on matter,” this involves assuming that “all mechanical occurrences, insofar as force is active in them, are forces of will, effects of will.”  All “efficient force” is thus defined “unequivocally as: will to power.”  If we accept these assumptions, which Nietzsche characterizes as his theory, then, as he states the conclusion: “The world seen from within, the world described and defined accord​ing to its ‘intelligible character’--it would be ‘will to power’ and nothing else.”


Once we speak of the world “as seen from within,” the question naturally arises about its external perspectives.  What is the status of the view of it from “without”?  If the former is its “intelligible character,” what is the latter?  It seems that once we adopt the “foundationalist” stance of asserting a single cause, one to which all others can be reduced, we fall back into the schema of appearance and reality.  The view from without becomes that of mere appearance.  This is an ap​pearance which must be unmasked in order to show its true “intelligible character.”  The exhibition of the latter is an exhibition of it as an expression of “will to power.”  Thus, again and again, Nietzsche devalues the explicit assertions of (among others) the moralist, scientist, philosopher, scholar, Jew and Christian.  He does not accept their self understanding of their work or motiva​tions.  Like Marx before him or Freud who was to follow, there is a reduction of other stances to what the author regards as their implicit ground.  Marx does not directly counter an opponent’s ar​guments but reduces them to expressions of the interests of his class.  Freud sees such arguments as expressions of the opponent’s anxiety, his neurotic resistance to psychoanalysis.  In the same vein, Nietzsche sees all other positions as masks, as appearances of a single will to power.  In each case we have the devaluation of the apparent in favor of the real.  Thus, the famous “nay saying” of Beyond Good and Evil is just this--the uncovering of the “real” as opposed to the apparent mo​tives for an activity.  The philosophers, for example, “pose as having discovered and attained their real opinions through the self-evolution of a cold, pure, divinely unperturbed dialectic ...”
  Nietzsche, however, asserts: “I ... do not believe a ‘drive to knowledge’ to be the father of philos​ophy, but that another drive has, here as elsewhere, only employed knowledge (and false knowl​edge!) as a tool.”
   The latter “drive is tyrannical.”  It is, in fact, the will to power.
  Similarly, in answer to the question of why the “mightiest men have ... bowed ... before the saint as the enigma of self-constraint and voluntary final renunciation,” Nietzsche does not reply by stating their religious motives.  He states, rather, that they “learned in the face of him a new fear, they sensed a new power ... it was the ‘will to power’ which constrained them to halt before the saint.”
  In the same vein, he does not see the democratic moment as the political expression of the Enlightenment.  Rather, the French Revolution is called the beginning of “the last great slave revolt.”
  The first, incidentally, began with the Jews.
  The Jews were not what they under​stood themselves to be, the people of the law, those chosen by the single God.  They were rather those whose will to power accomplished that “miraculous inversion of values” which first glorified the weak, the inversion which created the “herd” morality.  


The pattern in all these examples is readily apparent.  They all exhibit the reductionism which is common to foundational thinking.  Thus, in each case there is an unmasking, a refusal to take assertions at face value.  Movements, peoples, doctrines are not what they claim.  Their self understanding, what they take themselves to be, is just the outer appearance.  The reality which founds them is far different since actually they are one and all expressions of “will to power.”  What we confront here is a far cry from the easy pluralism which some post-moderns associate with the doctrine of perspectivism.  The notion of the will to power involves an ordering and ranking of perspectives.  Indeed, it is itself the principle by which Nietzsche constructs his moral hierarchies.  "There is," he claims, "a master morality and a slave morality."
  Whether a group belongs to one or the other depends on its ability to express and affirm will to power.  Thus, on the one side we have “the great majority, who exist for service and general utility and who may exist only for that purpose ...”
  On the other, we have the “noble caste” who “accepts with a good conscience the sacrifice of innumerable men who for its sake have to be suppressed and re​duced to imperfect men, to slaves and instruments.”
  For the former, religion provides “some transfiguration of the whole everydayness, the whole lowliness, the whole half-bestial poverty of their souls.”
  The latter, however, require no such comfort.
  In fact, the “free spirits,” the “new philosophers” of the coming age are precisely those who abandon all the comforting illusions provided by religion, morality and science and freely acknowledge the sole causality of the will.  It is their ability to express it, particularly to impose it on others, which gives them their rank.
  


This does not mean that the will they express is their will, i.e., that it pertains to them as individual beings.  Nietzsche asks, “what gives me the right to speak of an ‘I’, and of an ‘I’ as cause ...?”
   The dismissal of this right is, in fact, one of the substantiality of the subject.  Adopting Hume's stance, he writes: "The 'subject' is the fiction that many similar states in us are the effect of one substratum."
  Given this, will is not an individual possession.  Individuals do not possess will, it possesses them.  They feel their being, their sense of reality through it.  In Nietzsche's words, "The degree to which we feel life and power ... gives us our measure of ‘being,’ ‘reality’ ...”
   With this, we have the dual character of many of his epigrams.  The same philosopher who asserts the sole causality of the will, who ranks individuals and groups according to the strength of their will to life, also asserts: "But there is no such thing as will. ... No subject 'atoms.'  No 'substance,' rather something that in itself strives after greater strength, and that wants to 'preserve' itself only indirectly (it wants to surpass itself--)."
   The individual may want to preserve itself, but its ground, the will to power as such, wants to surpass itself.  The ground, however, is and is not the individual.  It is his acting center.  It is what wills itself through him.  


What we confront here is a kind of "inflation of the self": the self (or an aspect of it such as the will) takes on a trans-personal, non limited character.  Nietzsche calls this character "Dionysius."
  It first appears in The Birth of Tragedy with its assertion that the lyric poet ex​presses, not just himself, but also, in identity with this, the self of the god, Dionysius.  He may say "I" in his poems, but "this self is not the same as that of the waking, empirically real man, but the only truly existent and eternal self resting at the basis of things.”
  Since this self is the primal ground of appearance, we have the contrast between "the worlds of everyday reality and of Dionysian reality."
  The distinction is actually "between the [Dionysian] eternal core of things, the thing-in-itself, and the whole world of appearances."
  The principle of individuation reigns in the latter world.  It is composed of individual entities.  As for the former, it is made up of "the one living being."
   More precisely, what we confront here is "the will itself."
  This is the "will in its omnipotence," the will "behind the principium individuationis, the eternal life beyond all phenomena, and despite all annihilation."
  Such statements place us clearly within a founda​tionalist paradigm, one with a corresponding schema of appearance and reality.  Thus, on the one side, we have the notion of a primal ground which exists prior to all pluralization.  On the other, we have the grounded which consists of particular things marked by particular features.  The latter are what appear.  They constitute the visible realm.  The former, the ground which is “the inner​most kernel which precedes all forms or the heart of things” does not.  Its universality is before things.
  It only appears through them and, then, only as the source of their functioning.  


By the time of Beyond Good and Evil's invocation of Dionysius, this early "artist's meta​physics" has shed its Schopenhaurian origins.  The "will in its omnipotence" now appears as the "will to power," understood as a "will to life."  This will is not just a feature of the organic realm.  It has a universal agency.  As Nietzsche writes in 1885: "The victorious concept 'force' by means of which our physicists have created God and the world, still needs to be completed: an inner will must be ascribed to it, which I designate as 'will to power,' i.e. as an insatiable desire to manifest power."
   This completion gives us the doctrine of the sole causality of the will.  Will becomes the principle of rank and order.  Individuals are taken as its expressions, rather than the reverse.  It is the inner of which their conscious intentions are the phenomenal outer.  If we accept this, then we also accept Nietzsche's 1887 assertion: ""There is nothing to life that has value, except the de​gree of power--assuming that life itself is the will to power."
  What has not changed from the initial "artist metaphysics" of the Birth of Tragedy is the fact that such "will" is not a personal, but rather a metaphysical power.  It belongs to the ground of things rather than to any particular indi​vidual.  

III. The Dual Grounding


As Heidegger notes, an identification of Being with will is characteristic of German ideal​ism.  It is asserted by Leibniz, Kant, Fichte, Hegel and Schelling.  It forms the main theme of Schopenhauer’s major work, The World as Will and Representation.  “Nietzsche,” Heidegger adds, “is thinking the selfsame thing [as his predecessors] when he acknowledges the primal Being of beings as will to power.”
  In fact, the movement to which Nietzsche belongs began with Descartes.  It was the latter who initiated modern philosophy with his attempt to see the self or subject as an ultimate ground.  The figures Heidegger mentions continued this movement by working out the identity of the self and the will.  In this subject-centered metaphysics, an apparent subjective function--the will--comes to be seen as an ultimate ground or, in Heidegger’s terms, as the “Being of beings.”  


Nietzsche’s contribution to this is twofold.  On the one hand, he identifies the will with will to power.  On the other, he equates this with the will to life.  Life involves "appropriation, injury, overpowering of the strange and weaker, suppression, severity, imposition of one’s own forms, incorporation and, at the least and mildest, exploitation."  The reference, at least on the surface, seems to be to the Darwinian account of the struggle for existence.
  The epistemological implica​tions of Darwin’s theory, the implication, for example, that “even logic alters with the structure of the brain,” allow Nietzsche to advance his perspectivism of appearances.
  As we saw, the de​mands of preservation (or survival) in the struggle are taken as shaping both our senses and intel​lect.  Different conditions of existence lead to different demands and hence to the organic shaping of consciousness to particular perspectives. We are, thus, led to assert the reality of a plurality of ways of bringing reality to appearance, while denying the claim of any to exclusively represent the “real” as it is “in itself.”  If Nietzsche had remained here, he would have been unambiguously post-modern.  His thinking would have been post-metaphysical in the sense that it would have refused to make the distinction between the real and the apparent (in Heidegger’s terms between “what truly is” and what, measured against this, “is not truly in being”).
  Nietzsche, however, does seek a ground for the appearances.  He looks for a reason why one perspective rather than another is given.  His answer, as we have seen, is “its value for life.”  More precisely, what decides is the will to life understood as a will to power.  We thus enter into a foundational mode of thinking which attempts to reduce everything to the will.  A sign of this is Nietzsche’s assertion that there is no free, as opposed to unfree, will (the question of such being a question of morality).  There is only “strong and weak wills,” the question here being that of power.
  He brushes aside all other grounds by adding: “It is we alone who have fabricated causes, succession, reciprocity, relativity, compulsion, number, law, freedom, motive, purpose.”
  Engaging in such fabrications, we be​have “mythologically.”  With his metaphysical doctrine of the sole causality of the will, the result, then, is not a perspectivism, but rather a monism.  We assert that "all events that result from inten​tion are reducible to the intention to increase power."
  We, thus, have both a ranking of life ac​cording to the strength of the will and a clearing of the field of behavior of all other values, all other life practices, so that power alone decides.


To assert the will to power as a sole causality is to leave Darwin far behind.  As we said at the beginning, Nietzsche is no Darwinian.  He is not because the goal of will to power is not mere preservation, not simple survival.  Its goal is simply itself.  It is a constant increase of power.  Thus, Nietzsche complains of “the inconceivably one-sided doctrine of the ‘struggle for existence’” with its emphasis on the “so-called preservative instinct.”
  Having made preservation formative of our senses and intellect, he none the less asserts, “the struggle for existence [understood as simply a struggle to preserve oneself] is only an exception, a temporary restriction of the will to live; the struggle, be it great or small, turns everywhere on predominance, on increase and expan​sion, on power, in conformity to will to power, which is just the will to live.”
   The struggle is not just for “self-preservation,” but “aims at the extension of power.”
  Its object is the unlimited increase of power.  This, of course, is different than the Darwinian struggle.  The latter is based on the Malthusian principle that species, unchecked, tend to increase their numbers geometrically, thus increasing the competition between individuals for limited resources.  Against this, Nietzsche asserts: “the general condition of life is not one of want or famine, but rather of riches, of lavish luxuriance, and even of absurd prodigality--where there is struggle, it is a struggle for power.  We should not confound Malthus with nature.”
   From the Malthusian perspective, the struggle for scarce resources is one for self-preservation, scarcity being the motivating force.  As Nietzsche came to realize, the primacy of will to power implies that the struggle continues even when re​sources are plentiful.  It stems not from scarcity.  Its source is the unlimited character of the desire for power.  


With the above, we have the collapse of the perspectivism Nietzsche bases on preservation.  Instead of asserting that life adapts to different conditions of existence, we assert: “A living thing desires above all to vent its strength--life as such is will to power: self-preservation is only one of the indirect and most frequent consequences of it.”
   This shift can be put in terms of the func​tioning of the subject.  If preservation is our principle, then such functioning becomes a matter of life adapting to “its” world.  It becomes shaped by it into a plurality of forms and perspectives.  If, however, preservation is simply a consequence, i. e., if the principle is will to power as such, this functioning has a different cast.  It now becomes shaped by the will to power.  As we said, such “will” is not “mine” in the sense of being the result of my agency.  It is rather the cause of such agency.  The result is that what determines my functioning is not "my" world (or environment) in my attempts to adapt to it.  It is, rather, the pre-plural ground of the world--the single force that manifests itself in all the plural, competing forms of life.  


Closely regarded, there is a twofold instability in Nietzsche’s position.  His thought dis​plays a duality which is responsible for the dramatically different hermeneutical contexts--ranging from post-modernism to Nazism--claiming his thought.  The first instability is theoretical.  Nietzsche affirms his doctrine of perspectivism as based on utility and preservation and under​mines this by reducing it to a consequence of will to power.  To assert the primacy of the latter in​volves a second, practical instability.  Will to power is the power to overcome, exploit and en​croach upon the other.  Insofar as will expresses an ultimate ground, its exercise by an individual struggling with its competitors can know no limit.  The same holds for collective subjects, groups and races.  In each case, the subject in its identity with its ground--in its identity as expressing will to power--takes on a universal, “pre-plural” character.  It cannot limit its claims since not only does it not recognize any others like itself, but the self which it does express is (qua will to power) all encompassing.  The situation this doctrine leaves us with is, thus, highly unstable.  The lack of limits of will to power implies the possibility of an ultimate winner in the competitive struggle.  Biologically, such a possibility is realized in the disease which kills its host, thus bringing about its own demise.  The same sort of unstable victory of the one over all can be seen in the planetary domination of man, a domination Heidegger saw expressed in his technology.
 

IV. Crossing the Line


Does the post-modernism which claims Nietzsche for its ancestor also betray this same Janus face?  Is there a subject-centered principle lying concealed within its embrace of perspec​tivism?  The jury, I think, is still out on this question.  Certainly the example of Heidegger (another figure claimed by post-moderns) is decidedly ambiguous.
  


To genuinely cross the line from the modern to the post-modern, we would have to aban​don the subject-centered metaphysics which is at the core of modernity.  This implies more than simply abandoning the notion of the subject as an ultimate ground.  We would also have to aban​don the typical strategy of German idealism which is to pass through the subject to some ultimate ground.  A ground which is uncovered in the depths of the subject may be ultimately pre-plural.  Its expression, however, remains subjective.  Thus, the will to power which expresses itself through individuals, may be non-personal; yet the expression of its unlimited claims still occurs through individuals.  To avoid all such claims, the notion of an ultimate ground must itself be abandoned.  It must not just be reversed as Nietzsche tried to do with his inversion of all values.  It must rather be dissipated in such a way that we cannot distinguish the ground from the grounded.  How are we to do this?


One way of proceeding is suggested by a number of Darwin’s examples.  To read them as clues we must of course first strip from them the rhetoric of will or “struggle” which Darwin shared with most of his contemporaries.  Two such examples stand out.  The first is his descrip​tion of the relationship between humble bees and cats.  He begins by observing that “humble bees alone visit red clover, as other bees cannot reach the nectar.”  He then notes, that “the number of humble bees ... depends ... upon the number of field-mice, which destroy their combs and nests.   Now the number of mice is largely dependent, as everyone knows, on the number of cats.”  The conclusion, then, is that “the presence of a feline animal in large numbers in a district might deter​mine ... the frequency of certain flowers.”
  One could, in fact, imagine a dairy which, saving the milk cats drank by eliminating them, actually ended up by decreasing the available milk, this given that its cows fed on red clover.  Darwin presents this instance as an example of the “web of com​plex relations” binding different species together.  The second example is the fact that sowing a plot of ground with “several distinct genera of grasses” produces “a greater weight of dry herbage” than sowing it with “one species of grass.”  This shows that the presence of different species in​creases the presence of life, in Darwin’s words, “that the greatest amount of life can be supported by great diversification of structure.”
  Such examples do not just point out that diversity in​creases life and that the life of any one species is dependent in often incalculable ways upon others.  They also call into question the notion of a “struggle” for existence, at least in its anthropomorphic sense of a subject-centered desire.  In the account of the cat and the humble bee, as in any account of a complex web of biological relations, it is extremely difficult to speak of the actor in the sense of a particular bearer of the will to life.  To think in terms of the “authorship” of a “will to life or power” is not to think of an individual, race or species in competition with others.  Such author​ship, if it lies anywhere, lies in the whole complex web or system.  Its “will” to life is a will to in​crease it through diversity.  In other words, the multiplication of perspectives (biologically, the di​versification of the forms of life) is the way life increases.  If we grant this, then the ultimate author of a particular “perspective” is neither the individual in his struggle with others nor the will to power working through him to make unlimited claims.  It is rather the world which includes the individual.
 


The best way to put this is in terms of a hermeneutical circle involving both the individual and its surrounding world.  On the one hand, we have to say that it is individuals who act: individ​ual cats which hunt individual mice, individual mice which destroy the nests of bees, etc.  Yet each action necessarily affects the individual’s environment, the very environment which situates and hence motivates the actions (the “willing”) of the individual.  We thus have a circle of “will” de​termining the environment, and the environment (through the objects it presents) determining the “will.”  Given that this environment necessarily includes other actors, the whole is necessarily quite complex.  If we wish to continue to speak of the will, its result is a kind of perspectivism of the will; it is the will’s pluralization by different motivating contexts.  In such a situation, to iden​tify the acting individual with the ground of his action--here, through his openness as a sensing and knowing self to what surrounds him--particularizes rather than universalizes his categories.  This is because his ground is not some “pre-plural,” pre-individual foundation--one which would ultimately lead to a monism with its corresponding reductionism.  It is rather the world understood as a self-determining plurality of individual activities and actions, each of which is open to the others which situate it.  To accept this is, in fact, to dissipate the notion of a ground.  In a situation of individuals determining environments determining individuals, there is no first cause, no ulti​mate determinant.  Where each act is both ground and grounded, the notion of a ground is robbed of its foundational character.
  Embracing the circle of such determination is, then, to abandon any claim to a foundationalist metaphysics.  It is to cross the line from the modern to the post-modern. 
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