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Abstract:

The aim of this paper is to shed light on Nietz&slegte investigation of the Western human being,
with particular reference towilight of the Idols| shall argue that this investigation can be seea
“pragmatic anthropology,” according to the meanitgt Kant gave to this notion in 1798.
Although the paper focuses on Nietzsche’s thoughtanalysis of Kant’'s anthropology and the
comparison between and Nietzsche’'s late views ef ltiman being, will show both their

differences and similarities on the topic.



Nietzsche's Late Pragmatic AnthropologyPR 40 (2015) 2

Nietzsche'sTwilight of the Idol only appears to be a collection of “philosophiveterodoxies?
of scattered thoughts on several topics. Rather fdcused on a fundamental aim, i.e. the diagnosi
of a well defined type of man peculiar to the Wast&uropean worldview: the&écadent
Nietzsche’s idea is that the social and culturalettgoment which started with Socrates and Plato
generated a declined type of life (Thhe Problem Socrate3; “Reason” in Philosophy6). By
dealing with the attributes of the European humaimdy Nietzsche is aimed at showing to his
contemporaries that it is possible to generatehamdype of human — a “higher” man; it all depends
on the perspective from which one interprets theldvorhis claim plays an important role in
Nietzsche’s late philosophy, since his projedRaValuation of All Valuew/as supposed to lay the
foundations of a new worldview, explicitly contredtwith the old (Christian) view (see e.g. BGE,
Preface and GM Il 27). Although Nietzsche’s merallapse made impossible the conclusion of
that project, at the end of 1888 he announced ithafirst part was ready to be published.
Moreover, Nietzsche explicitly wrote Tl with theraiof preparing his readers for his main work. In
that book we find thepars destruen®f Nietzsche’s project. In dealing with the attribs of the
European human being, with the prejudices and titoeseof the Platonic and Christian worldview,
Nietzsche shows us what we must abandon, if we nairto bedécadentd

The main aim of this paper is to stress Nietzscheaing with the question “What is (Western)
Man?” in Tl, a question which is mainly anthropadlzd, since it involves cultural and historical
investigations and not only a psychological ingetion of the human being. Moreover, | shall
show that Nietzsche’s aim in Tl can be understopddferring to Kant's notion of “pragmatic
anthropology,” i.e. “the investigation of what [njaas a free-acting being makes of himself, or can
and should make of himself” (Anth., AA VII: 119n his late writings, Kant contrasts this way of
investigating man with both transcendental anthi@gpoand empirical psychology and claims that
a pragmatic anthropology can complete the imagheohuman being drawn in his critical writings.
Moreover, as | shall show in detail, in MAsthropology from a Pragmatic Point of VieWant
explicitly distinguishes between a knowledge of ‘thature” of the human being (a “physiological
anthropology”) and a knowledge of the practicakssdl human life — of man seen as a citizen of the
world — and thus placed in a well defined histdrimad cultural context. According to Kant, we
must deal with this latter perspective, in ordepttoperly answer the question “What is Man?”

As a final introductory remark, | must say that tt@mparison of Kant's view with that of
Nietzsche which I will provide is only aimed at shog that the former’s notion of “pragmatic
anthropology” fits in many senses Nietzsche’s Iatestigation. Therefore, it can shed some light
on TI, with particular reference to Nietzsche’s ldepwith the notions of andfreedom(they both

play an important role in Kant'Anthropology too). In particular, despite the clear fundamienta
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differences between Kant's and Nietzsche’s philbszg views, we can find a similar approach to
the investigation of the human being, and arguettiey both consider the anthropological question
to be answered not on the pure theoretical plamesdher with reference to the practical, histalric
side of human life and the concrete forms of mael§-observation. In order to sustain this claim, |
will deal with Kant’'s “pragmatic anthropology” byamining the two words one by one. | shall
therefore show a) in which sense it is possibl&altio about an “anthropology” (in the Kantian sense
of the word) with regard to the late Nietzsche, Bhavhy the investigation carried out in Tl can be

defined as a “pragmatic” anthropology.

I. ANTHROPOLOGY

Anthropology is usually defined as the investigataoncerning the nature of the human being,
i.e. an attempt to answer the question: “What im®aAccording to this general definition, it
would be easy to accept that both Kant and Niezgehisued an anthropology. Indeed, they both
have been concerned with the human being and tbey donsidered this as an important aim of
philosophy (see Gerhardt 1989: 281). Unfortunatilg,issue is more complicated than this, since
in Kant the question concerning the nature of tin@dn being involves some problems that must be
taken into account.

It is well known that Kant explicitly refers to tligiestion “What is Man?"Was ist der Mensch?
as pertaining to anthropology in hisgic. In that book Kant adds this question to the otheze he
first published in theritique of Pure Reasgmwvhich represents the core of his critical invgion
(“What can | know?”; “What ought | do?”; “What mdyhope for?”. KrvV A 805/B 833). As for
these questions, Kant argues:

The first question is answered by metaphysics,séeond by philosophy, the third by religion, and tourth by
anthropology. But they at bottom might all be cdesed as pertaining to anthropology; because thee tffirst
guestions refer to the last one. (Lo8A 1X: 25)

Even though the scholars still discuss the role Kent attributed to anthropologyit is its
relationship with the critical works that propemtiefines this discipline. In hitntroduction to
Kant's AnthropologyMichel Foucault stresses this point and arguesdtfter the critical period the
anthropology becomes, for Kant, the peak of a gpbidbsophical investigation. According to

Foucault, in the late Kant the investigation of treture of the human being loses its empirical
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value, but gains a much higher one (Foucault 1964ff. See also Schmidt 2007: 166). Foucault
makes particularl reference to the development aftls thought and focuses on the way that
thought goes from th&rchitectonic of pure reasofwhere Kant argues that anthropology only
belongs to empirical philosophy) to tAathropology getting through the observations just quoted
from theLogic. Concerning this last work, although Kant claiinattthe questions concerning what
man can know, ought do, and may hope for pertaianthropology, he does not argue that this
discipline simply sums up the aims of the criticalestigation. On the contrary, the anthropology
takes place out of the theoretical plane and thareptetes what the thre€ritiques have left
undefined: the image of the human being (see Maargat®78: 24). This claim will be clearer after
the analysis of the notion of “pragmatic” that livarovide in section Il. For now, it is importatd
consider that in Kant the investigation of the hanfeeing is not limited to the “transcendental
anthropology” that he carries on in his criticallpsophical works. According to what Kant writes
after the critical period, the transcendental itigasion needs to be reinforced and supplemented
with a discussion of the empirical side of the honmature — that is precisely the aim of his
Anthropology(see Schmidt 2007: 165.f

If we now turn to Nietzsche, it is possible to $eeth that he pursued an anthropology (i.e. an
investigation of the nature of man) and that heswon this topic is in principle not far from thaft
Kant. In the opening of this section I've arguedtttihe description of the human being is one of the
main topics of Nietzsche’s philosophy (mayhe main one). Indeed, Nietzsche dealt with it during
his whole working period, from the moment he degldtémself to a philosophical investigation,
onward. During his last stage of thought, his iesein the nature of the human being focused on a
particular type of man: the declining one, thHécadent which is the product of Western
metaphysics. In TI this interest is particularlyidant, all the more so because that book was
supposed to show to Nietzsche’s readers which teffec metaphysical worldview had on them.
According to Nietzsche, to become aware of the [fdigy” character of the type of life that
followed from both the Socratic rationality and tRktonic (Christian) metaphysics — i.e. from the
WesternWeltanschauung, can help people to get rid of that culturatittian. Furthermore, it can
have a@ransformativeeffect on them, and thus make possible the genésisiew human type.

What characterizes the description of the humamgoé¢hat Nietzsche presents in Tl is the
attention paid to the practical plane of human ageNietzsche has always being concerned with
the problem of morals. Nevertheless, in severakbon which he deals with the anthropological
guestion (fromHuman, all too Humaiwn), many of his observations directly concernthemretical
plane. More precisely, for a long time Nietzsche been particularly interested in the physiological

side of the human being in order to understand whaan can see, know, and fé&ven inDawn,
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which is mostly devoted to morals, Nietzsche dealls some theoretical problems, since he is first
interested in investigating the physiological grdwi men’s beliefs and moral prejudices. One of
Nietzsche’s main aims, at least uniihus spoke Zarathustra was thus to draw a theory of
knowledge in order to give stable grounds to hitoghphy’ The aim of the last work is only partly
different. InOn the Genealogy of Moraland in the fifth book offhe Gay Scien¢eNietzsche’s
attempt is mostly to provide some principles ofiactto his readers, to help them orient in the
world 2 He focuses on Christian morality — the groundhef 19" century European society —, and
investigates its genesis in order to show thatbésc principles to which it makes reference have
lost their value after two millennia of culturalvidopment. According to Nietzsche, man could
finally get rid of them, but this “freedom” can lahieved only by admitting — and properly
understanding — the “death of Gaotll TI, then, Nietzsche’s interest is even moreuf®zl on the
anthropological plane, since his attempt in thaikbis to provide a description of the specific type
of man generated by Western metaphysics and itsalityorNietzsche’s investigation on the
décadencevhich characterizes his era is particularly ledthg idea that this is a physiological
phenomenon, not only a cultural ofeThus, in his late work Nietzsche makes somethimgem
specific than what he did in both tidenealogy of Moraland Gay Science Mhe focuses on the
concrete forms of Western European morality, whirci| are defined in physiological terms as a
“pathology” of the 18 century man.

Of course, although after 1885 his interest mosiifted to the practical plane, Nietzsche did not
ignore the theoretical questions with which he w@ascerned during the previous yearsBkyond
Good and Evilhe indeed refers to them once more and developge suf his earlier ideas
concerning the theory of knowledyeOf course, this is only one of the several topieated in that
book and Nietzsche’s general aim is clearly noy dinéoretical. Nevertheless, Beyond Good and
Evil Nietzsche still deals with a description of thature” of the human being, with all likelihood
for his interest has been excited by new readimgthat topic, and he therefore has something to
add to his previous treating epistemological qoesti What is new in 1888 is in fact Nietzsche’s
interest in the phenomenon décadenceWhen Nietzsche “gathers together” the materiétl le
unemployed after the editing of tAatichrist(see Montinari 1988 and Gori and Piazzesi 2012: 13-
16), he chiefly aims at investigating a particudacial and cultural context, and at describing the
type of man which is peculiar to it. The descriptiof the declined human being provided in TI
focuses on the practical plane, and in that boakZdche leaves the theoretical observations in the
background, making reference to what he previousbte without adding anything new to'ftin
his view, the theoretical investigation of man seful and unavoidable, but it's not enough to

answer the anthropological question. On the coptrarorder to understand what man is, Nietzsche
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needs to carry on an investigation of the effebtdt the Western worldview had on the human

being. He thus needs to consider what the Europeanhas become after two thousand years of
metaphysical thought, and in order to do so he haoagt at him as the product of an historical and

cultural developing context.

Thus, in some sense in Nietzsche completes what he provided in his previbooks. His
diagnosis of the declined type of life moves frois éarlier theoretical investigations and goes on
in showing what a man that sees, knows and feedscertain way, actually does. This is similar to
what Kant aimed at doing with h&nthropology As | very briefly showed, Kant thought that the
anthropological question must be added to the dtivee concerning what man can know, ought
do, and may hope for, although they already giveesamportant information about the nature of
the human being. According to Kant, in order tovile a good description of man and satisfactory
answer the anthropological question, it is necgsgarake into account the practical, historicadlesi
of the human being. To define man in terms of wigtis” is not enough, for Kant. What must be
done, rather, is to define him in terms of what'th@es” (see Cohen 2008: 506), and consider how
he relates to other human beings. This new waywdstigating man, and especially its difference
with a theoretical inquiry into the human being, tiee core of Kant'sAnthropology from a
Pragmatic Point of Viewto which | shall now turn. What characterizes dltteibute “pragmatic” is
indeed the reference to a knowledge of the prdcticke of human life, which Kant explicitly
distinguishes from a knowledge of the “nature” bk thuman being (Anth AA VII: 120).
Moreover, in the first part of hianthropologyKant deals with some epistemological statements,
taking them into account only as the backgroundi®fate investigation, in a way comparable with

what Nietzsche does in TI.

. PRAGMATIC

In thePrefaceto hisAnthropology Kant makes an important distinction:

A doctrine of knowledge of the human being, systirally formulated (anthropology), can exist eithier a
physiological or in a pragmatic point of view. —-yBiological knowledge of the human being concehasitvestigation
of what nature makes of the human being; pragmtii,investigation of what he as a free-acting dpeimakes of

himself, or can and should make of himself. (Arith9)
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This definition has one fundamental aim, since Khate distinguishes his approach to the
knowledge of the human being from “the manifoldnéggnth-century endeavors to establish a new
empirical science of the human domain” (Sturm 20085). Thomas Sturm'’s study on this topic is

explanatory, in particular when he argues that

[Kant's] choice to develop a “pragmatic” anthropgyoconstitutes a move beyond two competing appesaohhich
are in his time — especially within the German eaht- the leading options of a general empiricaksgtigation of
human cognition, feeling, and desire. On the ode,sthere is the conception called, especiallyrmitonly in the
school of Christian Wolff, “empirical psychologyOn the other side stands the conception of a “plygical” or
“medical” anthropology, defended prominently by theipzig professor of philosophy and medicine ErRftner.
These approaches differ, among other things, dwerguestion of whether it is possible to study arplain mental

states in physiological terms. (Sturm 2008: 495)

| am not interested here in Kant's relationshiphwihe philosophical and medical tradition
concerning the empirical psychology, but the contd#xthe Anthropologycannot be neglected, in
order to properly understand in which sense Kafiheg some concepts. In particular, the reference
to both “empirical philosophy” and “physiologicatthropology” in this excerpt is useful to see that
“pragmatic” in Kant’'s sense is first of all contted with two well defined disciplines. But that doe
not exhaust the meaning of this word, all the mswefor it does not show its relevance on the
philosophical plane. “Pragmatic” in Kant is relatéal the practical side of human life, to a
knowledge whose aim is not only to increase a neeuelition concerning the human being, but
rather to organize and guide his daily life, tophleim orient to the world* As I've argued, Kant's
anthropology is planned to be a knowledge of whah does and not of what mars (of “what
nature makes of the human being”). This view ineslva specific relationship with Kant's
theoretical writings; in particular, it confirmsethinadequacy of the questions concerning what man
can know, ought do, and may hope for in providirsgtisfactory description of the human being.

To answer these questions can only help in dra@mgmage of man that is purely theoretical,
and which concerns the human being “in itself.”haligh they give us a good description of the
nature of the human being, Kant seems not to bsfisdt with them and argues that the critical
philosophy does not completely describe the emaificactical side of the human beitigThat
does not mean, however, that Kant rejects his pusvinvestigations. In fact, in tenthropology,
he makes reference to some metaphysical staterm@mterning the human being in order to stress
the difference between an investigation of the &junan and a study of the “empirical” man.
According to Kant, the latter should deal with ngrself-representation and that's why he

particularly stresses the fact that man’s worldvisva phenomenal one. Kant in particular argues
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that the human being does not look at himself aslgect of pure intuition, nor does he refer to
himself as the pure | of the apperception. Rathikan takes as ground of his agency the image that
he can draw of himself, which is actually a pungfienomenal one.

What can also be argued from tAethropologyis that in Kant’s view the critical philosophy is
helpful in order to draw an image of the human geiout not to guide his life. Moreover, the
practical side of human life is so important thasinot possible to satisfactory describe the huma
being by taking him out of his historical and cudtucontext. Thus, in order to answer the
anthropological question properly, one must congptée image of man provided by the critical
philosophy with a description of his reaction tepecific historical and cultural backgroutid.

All these elements will be treated in what follovince what is peculiar to Kant's anthropology
is the “pragmatic” point of view, an investigatiof this concept shall characterize his view of the
“doctrine of knowledge of the human being, systecadly formulated,” thus providing the
necessary elements to carry on a comparison betiieeniew and Nietzsche’s late philosophy. In
particular, this analysis involves the two groumheepts of Kant's definition of pragmatic
anthropology: a) the “I” as empirical object of fsgbservation and subject of human agency; b)

“freedom” as the reference point of any human @gtiv

A. The “I”

The relationship between tlhenthropologyand Kant’s critical works (chiefly KrV) is particaily
evident in the first part of that book: tA@athropological DidacticIn that section (which, according
to Kant (AA VII: 412), actually concerns the questi“What is Man?”) Kant deals with the
cognitive faculty (book 1), the feeling of pleasared displeasure (book 2), and the faculty of éesir
(book 3). Although his investigation of the humaginy is carried on from a pragmatic point of
view, Kant cannot avoid making reference to sonmeksions of his work devoted to the theory of

knowledge. In talking about the “I”, for instande clearly moves to the empirical plane and takes
as the subject of his inquiry the concrete formsnah’s self-observation (see Foucault 1964: 24).
According to Kant, a pragmatic anthropology muattstrom there, since “the fact that the human
being can have the ‘I’ in his representations risies infinitely above all other living beings”, and
makes him “apersori (Anth.: 127). The “unity of consciousness” in pamlar makes possible
man’s agency, for in order to do anything he negedsok at himself as subject of his own deeds
(ibid.). The problem of self-consciousness was ase of the main topics of Kant's critical

philosophy; it was actually the ground of his dedayn of the phenomenal character of human
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knowledge. Although Kant dealt with this topic imth the Analytic and theDialectic of the
Critique of Pure Reasgrhis investigation did not get beyond the bourefanf a transcendental
analysis. The subject of Kant’s study was the puriethe apperception, whose metaphysical value
had to be put up for discussion, while the pragenatithropology concerns the empirical |, “an |
that is an ‘object’, and that can be known onlyhia phenomenal truth” (Foucault 1964: 23). We
can thus argue that thenthropology“fulfils a task that the transcendental invesiigatcould not
carry out; i.e. to shown concrete termshe phenomenal character of “man’s” knowledgethef
human nature, that the critique of both the pnealogy and the relative substantiality of the soul
that Kant carried out in the paralogisms first eded” (Manganaro 1978: 24).

Moreover, we must say that in his late investigaimd man Kant focuses on what is peculiar to
the human being: his making reference to objecthagappearto him, not as thewre (Anth.:

141). Kant stresses this point, and considers tlagaidable phenomenal character of the I:

It is true that | as a thinking being am one angl shme subject with myself as a sensing being. Memwas the
object of inner empirical intuition; that is, in $éar as | am affected inwardly by experiences ineti simultaneous as

well as successive, | nevertheless cognize mysélfas | appear to myself, not as a thing in itsgihth.: 142)

Even though on the theoretical plane the existaricthe | can be debated, his value on the
empirical plane is undisputable. For what concehesanthropology, this is what really interests
Kant, since a pragmatic description of the humangmust face the way he looks at himself, i.e. it
must concern the characters of the human beindfseggesentation. Thus, in 1798 Kant focuses
on the phenomenal side of human knowledge, witte linterest in what lies “behind” . That
obviously has to do with Kant’s aim in that yeaptovide a description of man as a “citizen of the
world” (Anth.: 120). If anthropology concerns tpeactical side of human life, then it must deal
with the reference points of agency and evaluamtbnly on the basis of their practical usefulness.

The focus on the phenomenal side of human knowledgman’'s looking at himself also
characterizes Nietzsche’s dealing with the anthiapoal question in TI. Even though the aim of
his investigation is different from Kant’s, Nietzgeis interested in providing a description of heow
human being looks at himself, too. In order to kis,tNietzsche considers several aspects of the
Western worldview, starting from its basic grounids, the principles of man’s self-representation.
The notion of “I”, in particular, is one of thesergziples, and Nietzsche deals with it in order to
show how erroneous are the reference points of huaggncy. In BGE 16 Nietzsche criticized
Descartes’ notion of “I think,” with special refer@e to the claim that it must be an “immediate
certainty”. In that section, Nietzsche stressedf#loe that it is not possible to have an idea oatvh

the “I think” is, beyond our representation of it:
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When | dissect the process expressed in the pitagosi think,” | get a whole set of bold claimsahare difficult,
perhaps impossible, to establish, — for instarttat,|tam the one who is thinking, that there must be sbimg that is
thinking in the first place, that thinking is artiaity and the effect of a being who is considetied cause, that there is
an “l,” and finally, that it has already been detared what is meant by thinking, — thakmow what thinking is.
Because if | had not already made up my mind wihiaking is, how could | tell whether what had jisstppened was
not perhaps “willing” or “feeling”? (BGE 16)

Any statement concerning the “I think” as an “imna¢d certainty” involves “a whole assortment
of metaphysical questions, genuinely probing ietglial questions of conscience” (ibid.) facing the
fact that no one can really know who is the subgcthis own” activity. The idea thatam an
acting being, thatam the cause of my own actions, is far from ba@ingimmediate certainty;” it is
rather a belief, a groundless faith that peoplendbwant to give up® In Twilight of the Idols
Nietzsche deals once more with that topic, in otdeshow that the Western worldview is grounded
on a “prejudice of reason” that “forces us to maike of unity, identity, permanence, substance,
cause, objectification, being” (TfReason” in Philosophy5). In doing this, Nietzsche refers to
what he previously showed in BGE (whose first baals also devoted to the basic “prejudices” of
the philosopher's world-interpretation). In partexy he stresses the role of language in man’s

representation of his inner-world, and focusesisrbhlieving in an acting “I”:

We enter into a crudely fetishistic mindset when eadl into consciousness the basic presuppositminghe
metaphysics of language — in the vernacular: tesyppositions ofeason It sees doers and deeds all over: it believes
that will has causal efficacy: it believes in thg fn the | as being, in the | as substance, dmudjects this belief in the

I-substance onto all things. (TReason” 5)

We must read these observations in the contexteoivhole TI. In both the sectiofiBeason” in
philosophy and The Four Great Errors Nietzsche’s aim is to provide a description o€ th
psychology that lies beyond Western morality, wotrticular reference to Christian Europe. Pure
epistemological questions and other statementsecoimg the existence of a substantial | are
therefore the background of his investigation anet2éche refers to them in order to carry on his

diagnosis of the “declined” human type. Accordiad\ietzsche, the “I” is one of the basic concepts
of human self-representation (another one is th&tee will”, which | will address in sec. I.B)a
concept whose existence can be discussed — andhyaiejected — on the metaphysical plane, but
that still remains an important reference poinhofman agency. Maneedsit, in order to act. That

is something that Nietzsche never denies, but ragtresses in many passages devoted to the

usefulness of the substantial entities we dailyspppose? Moreover, the belief in an “I” as the
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subject of our own actions lies on the ground ofi€ian morality. That will be clearer after my
dealing with the idea of “free will,” but one caas#ly understand that without the reference to,an |
no guilt can be ascribed to anyone. Nietzsche lgls@ows this in the section drhe Four Great
Errors, which particularly concerns the concepts of ‘atsausation” and “imaginary causes,” to
which belongs “the entire realm of morality andgien” (Tl, The Four Great Errors. See also
ibid., 88 1 and 3). As regards causation, Nietzsthesses that “people have always believed that
they knew what a cause was,” but they got thisesbéfrom the famous realm of the ‘inner facts,’
none of which have ever proven factual” (The Four Great Errors3). Moreover, Nietzsche

argues.

We believed that our acts of will were causallyicgf€ious; we thought that here, at least, we hagltacausality in
the act. Nobody doubted that consciousness wagldlge to look for all thentecedentiaf an act, its causes, and that
you would be able to find these causes there as-weider the rubric of “motives”: otherwise thetian could hardly
be considered free, and nobody could really be hetgonsible for it. Finally, who could deny thabtghts have

causes? That the “I” is what causes thoughtsBid.)i

The “I” therefore follows from the fundamental idefia causality of the will and is one of the
three unavoidable references of human agency,hegetith “the conception of consciousness as
cause” and that of will. But “the ‘inner world’ fall of illusions and phantasms,” argues Nietzsche,
along with claiming that “nowadays we do not bedievword of it.” Furthermore, Nietzsche states
that the “I” (the “subject”) “has become a fairyleaa fiction, a play on words: it has stopped
thinking, feeling, and willing altogether!” (ibid.)Nevertheless, the claim that the “good
Europeans,” Nietzsche’s imaginary readers, do metieve®e anymore in the fictions of | and will,
does not mean that they must (nor even can!) sttipgaby making reference to them. On the
contrary, these concepts have a strong practicumess, and men still need them in order to
orient themselves to the world.

Again, | shall develop this idea in what followdiea dealing with the notion of “will” in
Nietzsche’s and Kant's late investigation of maor Row, let me just go back to what | suggested
in sec. |, in order to define Nietzsche’s late @mncwith the human being. In Nietzsche’s view
of some topics with which he dealt in his previeuwks is different from his earlier investigations,
since he is mainly (almost solely) interested ia donsequences on the practical plane of men’s

believingin the worldview provided by the Western MetaphgsiThe “I” is part of this worldview
and for what concerns this concept, Nietzsche tsimerested in its erroneous charadgteitself
Rather, he deals with it because it is one of ¢fierence points of man’s agency and therefore must

be investigated in order to describe éfectson the human being of the “prejudices of reasdn.”
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Shortly,, it is already possible to say that in laie work Nietzsche asks himself and his readers:
“What actually makes of himself a human being toaks at himself and his world in a well
specified wayHow does he aet. In the same way as Kant rejects a physiolodicawledge of
man in theAnthropology since that could be useful only to investigate rature, in TINietzsche
is interested in defining man in terms of what beg] not in terms of what he is. That question, and
consequently the way of dealing with the groundcemts of human self-knowledge, is what makes
Nietzsche’s late investigation a “pragmatic” anffolmgy.

B. Freedom and free will

The | is the basic reference of human agency. Dedpis, it does not explicitly appear in Kant's
definition of “pragmatic anthropology.” What is aeatly mentioned is the concept of “freedom,”
which is the other element that characterizes dedfinition. The idea that the human being can
pursue a free action is simply fundamental in otdedeal with his agency, and therefore, to show
him how to become a good citizen. In tAethropology in particular, Kant stresses the practical
value of freedom in man’s everyday Iffeand confirms the perspective of his late invesiigaof
the human being. Moreover, his interest in the torakcside of human life involves a specific
attitude towards Kant's previous dealing with thation of freedom, with special regards (once
again) for the conclusions drawn in his criticaltumgs.

During his critical period, even though he admittieak it was impossible to show the existence of
human freedom on the theoretical plane, Kant pyassgd it on the practical one. As Allen Wood

argued,

we all know from the first two Critiques and tk&roundworkthat Kant regards human freedom as theoretically
indemonstrable and empirically uncognizable. Wevkradso that Kant regards the empirical world ofunatas a
strictly deterministic causal mechanism, in whichfree agency could be found, and therefore thdbtetes our free
agency in the noumenal world, inaccessible to enaimvestigation. He therefore also infers tHdtiman beings are
considered merely as parts of the natural world ihaccessible to our empirical cognition, humatioas cannot be
regarded as free. (Wood 2003: 43)

In several of his works Kant actually rejects thea of a free-acting human being, or at least
admits that it is not possible for us to demonstiaich an idea. For example, in etique of
Pure ReasonKrV A 550/B 578) Kant puts forth reasons for theechanistic development of

human agency:
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All actions of human beings in the domain of appaee are determined in conformity with the ordenature, (...)
and if we could exhaustively investigate all thegpegrances of the wills of human beings, there wooldbe found a
single human action we could not predict with dattaand recognize as proceeding necessarily frotecaedent
conditions. So far, then, (...) there is no freed@nV A 550/B 578)

Even though Kant explicitly traits human behaviasra mere part of the mechanism of nature,
that does not exhaust his view of freedom durirgydfitical period. According to Wood, in all the
three Critiques and throughout his ethical workanK‘expressed quite clear (...) that our coherent
conception of ourselves, as moral agents or evesulggcts of theoretical judgment, is one which
presupposes from a practical standpoint that weraeg (Wood 2003: 44. See e.g. KrV A 546-
547/B 574-575). This is what interests him the most798 and is why Kant did not project the
anthropology as a mechanistic natural science ¢Raludes human freedom. The fact that the
notion of freedom can be admitted only as one eftlinee postulates of pure reason does not seem
to be crucial for Kant. In hignthropologyhe deals with the empirical man, the man who ‘&ags
a” free-acting being and his aim is to provide afuksdescription of his relationship with other
human beings. As for this, Wood concludes thathtalgh Kant never pretends to seek or find
empirical proofs of human freedom, his empiricalthaopology always proceeds on the
fundamental presupposition that human beings ae find throughout it interprets the empirical
observations it makes on the basis of this pressippn” (Wood 2003: 44).

The conditional meaning of the “as” that Kant useseferring to the (presupposed) free agency
of man has been stressed by Hans Vaihinger. lwbik onThe Philosophy of “As-if? Vaihinger
does not actually deal with th&nthropology but his observations concerning the concept of
freedom in Kant are useful to draw a more detaieslv of what interests me in this paper. The
fundamental idea of Vaihinger is that Kant concdifreedom as a fiction, a concept whose reality
cannot be proved, but whose usefulness on theigabglane is undeniable. Vaihinger finds
evidence for this idea in theritique of Pure ReasofA 550ff./B 583ff.):

In the doctrine of antinomies (...) we find theldaling: In judging any action of a man we can digsnel all the
psychological conditions of his act; we can “conglle put aside” these empirical conditions “and gider the series
of conditions that have occurred as not havingrigilace and the deed itself as entirely uncondiiprso far as any
anterior situation is concerneals ifthe performer of the deed thereby himself origgdad series of effects.” Again and
again he repeats that it can, may, and must begarded but that objectively it is not so. And tthees not imply “the
reality of freedom.” “Freedom is here treated asgamscendental idea” — in other words only as aikga fiction.
(Vaihinger 1925: 274)
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Vaihinger is obviously interested in showing tharK made massive use of the “as-if” method, in
order to find historical confirmation to his ownvastigation. The emphasis he puts on that must
therefore be seen in the right perspective, bus ihevertheless possible to say that Vaihinger
highlighted some important features of Kant's thaudis stressing the fact that for Kant the
concept of freedom remains a pure transcenderdal &hd thus that it is only possible to attrikaute
heuristic value to it, is one of them. It is eagyske that this statement is of the greatest irapoet
for what concerns Kant's ethics and moral philosophtoreover, it plays a fundamental role in his
Anthropology since in that book Kant deals with the consegegrfor human agency of man’s
believing in freedom. I'll turn to this soon. First need to say something more concerning
Vaihinger’s reading of Kant.

In order to support his thesis, Vaihinger shows$ Kent stressed the idea of a pure heuristic value
of freedom also in his writings devoted to pradtigailosophy. For instance, Vaihinger writes that

in the final section of th&roundwork

the “concept of freedom” is treated as “the keythie explanation of the autonomy of the will.” Inetliourth
paragraph we read: — “Every being who can act aniger the notion that he is free is, for that vergson, also in
practice free (...). | therefore claim that eveagianal being possessing a will must necessarily be endowed with the
idea of freedom, in virtue of which alone he act3.{ This is only a short passage but it is ofri@aching importance;
for here Kant clearly and unambiguously declareedom to be but a mere idea without reality. Thaedivg of the
hole passage runs: “Freedom mustpbesupposeés an attribute of the will of all rational beirigév/aihinger 1925:
289¥°

In this passage, Vaihinger brings out another ingmrelement, which is the connection between
freedom and will. This connection will be cruciar fimy later comparison between Kant's view of
men’s agency and that of Nietzsche, since the faeliigee will is one of the most important topics
of TI. Apart from this, Vaihinger once again aimshowing that Kant did not believe in the reality
of freedom, but also that he presupposed the fraealothe will of any human being. Vaihinger
dealt with this topic in a previous work, makindgerence to what Friedrich A. Lange wrote against
Kant's idea of freedom:

Lange criticizes Kant's mysticoncept of freedopaccording to which, in order to avoid the contrgsiion between
“ideal and life,” thereality of freedom is shifted in the realm of the “thingiteelf.” Kant stated this, because he
believed that freedom was a necessarily groundvimrals, a necessarily postulate of the Practicals@e: we know
that we are free, as far as we are rational belraysge disagrees with this claim, and writes: nas true, that we know

that we are free-acting being¥eratheronly conceive ourselves as free-acting beifgaihinger 1876: 185)
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Lange focuses on a crucial point: the usefulnessetoncept of freedom for human agency does
not involve its reality. Moreover, it is not necassto postulate this reality, in order to act. Wha
man needs is only toonceivehimself he is a free-acting being, believein his freedom and
therefore in the autonomy of his will. This is tip@und of human agency and what lies beyond the
plane of human actions is only matter for metaptsysi

In the AnthropologyKant makes no reference to the nature of freedomee his aim is different
from that of the critical period. In his previousitimgs, Kant was interested in the foundations of
morality and he thereforeeededa metaphysical reference point for human agentyhis late
work, he only needs to state what Lange argues,tha& human beings can only conceive
themselves as free-acting beings. As | have suggdédst what concerned the concept of “I”, in the
AnthropologyKant focuses on man’s self-representation andbttss of his investigation is the
phenomenal side of the human being. According i® \lew, there is nothing to say about man’s
believing in freedom, since this is a matter fortapdysics, not for anthropology. The fact that in
his AnthropologyKant never deals with the concept of freedom, llisdnaking no reference to any
of his previous discussions of that topic, is thame not a sign of a changed view. Kant probably
always believed that it was necessarily to prodd&able ground for human agency and the only
way he had to do that was to postulate the Ide&sug Reason. Those Ideas play an important role
in Kant's system and with all likelihood he holdsat without them any attempt of making men
“happy” would miserably faif* But all these questions do not find a place in An¢hropology
Kant’'s aim in this work is to give men some useafdlications to become good citizens and he does
not need to discuss the grounds of human agenoydier to deal with it. We could thus draw an
imaginary line and make this distinction: while Kartreatment of the concept of freedom during
the critical period aims at providing a definitiohit — of what lays “beyond” our conceiving us as
free-acting beings — his anthropology merely deatk men’s use of this concept on the practical
plane. Vaihinger's statement, according to whicmtactually considers freedom as a mere fiction,
is probably too strong to be supported. Nevertisel¥aihinger focuses on a problematic point,
since, as Wood also argues, during the criticabpeKant dealt with the impossibility of showing
the metaphysical existence of freedom. Despite this arguable that in hi&nthropologyKant
investigated the consequences for the human béihig believing in that concept, and that he does
not need of (and has no interest in) dealing w&hbeing real or not.

The concept of freedom is one of the old “truthsthwvhich Nietzsche deals in *f| and whose
presumed reality he criticizes by stressing it§diwal charactef® Nietzsche actually deals chiefly
with men’s belief in “will as causal agent,” an tier fact” that is strongly bounded with the

conception of “consciousness (‘mind’) as cause, domh [with] that of the | (the ‘subject’) as
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cause” (TI,The Four Great Errors3). As | argued, Nietzsche claims that all thesgons are mere
“illusions and phantasms,” whose metaphysical erist has been rejected in the history of Modern
thought. “Meanwhile — he writes — we have thougéttdr of all this. (...) The will does not do
anything more, and so it does not explain anytling more either” (ibid.). Nietzsche dealt more
exhaustively with this topic in BGE, in the sametsm in which he criticized the notion of “I
think” and the other prejudices of Western phildss. For what concerns the concept of will,
Nietzsche argues that “philosophers tend to tatkuapt] as if it were the most familiar thing ihe
world,” but in his opinion they are only “adoptiagd exaggerating@opular prejudicé (BGE 19).
Nietzsche’s idea is that the concept of will is stinimg much more complicated than what one can
infer from his “inner sense.” In particular, thagle word actually hides many things and the will
must indeed be regarded as “a complex of feelirgthimking,” and moreover as “the affect of the

command” (ibid.). Nietzsche carries on this idea] then argues that

a whole chain of erroneous conclusions, and, caesdty, false evaluations have become attachebetonill, — to
such an extent that the one who wills believegydad faith, that willingsufficesfor action. Since it is almost always
the case that there is will only where the effefct@mmand, and therefore obedience, and therefciena may be
expectedthe appearancedranslates into the feeling, as if there wemeaessity of effectn short, the one who wills
believes with a reasonable degree of certainty Wikhtand action are somehow one; he attributes shecess, the
performance of the willing to the will itself, ancbnsequently enjoys an increase in the feeling mfigr that
accompanies all success. “Freedom of the will” at ik the word for the multi-faceted state of pleasof one who

commands and, at the same time, identifies himg#ifthe accomplished of willing. (ibid.)

“Freedom of the will” is therefore only a word, abkl denoting the surface of an elaborate
process involving feelings and thoughts. Its vasumerely logical, which means that people act by
making reference to their “free will”, but any mekgsical investigation of it reveals its ontolodica
lack of content’ The reason of the birth of the concept of “freedufrthe will,” and the role that it
plays in human life, are explained in BGE 21.

The causa suis the best self-contradiction that has been cepdgi(...) but humanity’s excessive pride has tyatf
profoundly and horribly entangled with preciselystbiece of nonsense. The longing for “freedomhaf will” in the
superlative metaphysical sense (which, unfortugastlll rules in the heads of the half-educateéd, longing to bear
the entire and ultimate responsibility for youriacs yourself and to relieve God, world, ancestohsince, and society
of the burden - all this means nothing less thamgb¢hat verycausa suiand, with a courage greater that

Minchhausen'’s, pulling yourself by the air from #veamp of nothingness up into existence.

“Responsibility” is the key-word for understandiNgetzsche’s view of freedom in TI, for that is

the point he is interested in stressing in thatkkbétis observations concerning both the concepts of
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will and | are in particular aimed at drawing thendview that generated the “declined” human

type. As | suggested, Nietzsche’s interest is moely metaphysical, i.e. he does not want to show
the fictional character of these notions in orderdject them. On the contrary, he is aimed at
describing the consequences on the practical manean’sfaith in these notions and thus shows

their role in the development of Western Europepanticular, Nietzsche states that the belief in
both the will as causal agent and the | as sulbjetttis will (the two concepts are bounded together
in that of “free will") are the ground of Christianorality:

Error of free will. — People have lost sympathy for the concept ofe“frdll”: we know all too well what it is — the
shadiest trick theologians have up their sleevesni@king humanity “responsible” in their sense lté term, which is
to saydependent on them | am just describing the psychology that comes iplay whenever people are held
responsible. — Whenever responsibilities are assigan instinct tpunish and judgés generally at work. Whenever a
particular state of affairs is traced back to a,wdh intention, or a responsible action, becommgtripped of its
innocence. The notion of will was essentially daseij with punishment in mind, which is to say theidetoassign
guilt. The whole of ancient psychology, the psychologwitif was conditioned by the desire of its arcbite(the priest
at the head of the ancient community) to estalhsir right to inflict punishment — or to assign the rightGod...
People were considered “free” so that they coulgudged and punished — so that they couldybity: consequently,
every acthadto be thought of as willed, every d@dto be seen as coming from consciousness.T{i&, Four Great
Errors 7)

What must be stressed is that, in Nietzsche’s vieg, not only the “prejudice” of the free will
that generated a declined type of life, but ratherbeliefin that prejudice. The idea that man can
represent himself only as author of some actioas$ bie “wants” to perform is something that
depends on his nature and therefore, it is notilplessor him to get rid of it. According to
Nietzsche, since our knowledge developed during ltdmg evolution of human beings, our
interpretation of the world must be evaluated imteof adaptation. There is no “truth” and “false”
in itself, but rather an evaluation that considées usefulness of every concept for the struggle fo
life. In the Gay Sciencefor example, Nietzsche states that “through imsegperiods of time, the
intellect produced nothing but errors; some of thtamed out to be useful and species-preserving;
those who hit upon or inherited them fought theght for themselves and their progeny with
greater luck” (GS 110). These “erroneous article$ah” are actually the categories of reason,
which makes us believe “that there are things, «ioidmaterial, bodies; that a thing is what appears
to be”, and “that our will is freé® (ibid.). Nietzsche carried on this epistemologigialv all along
his life, always stressing that these “truths” ply important role in human life since they are
useful in order to pursue an action. Moreover, taeythe reference points of man’s orientation to
the world, even though they provide only a “fatsifion” of it?° The fundamental role of the
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“erroneous” character of our world-interpretatian dlso stressed in BGE 34, where Nietzsche
argues that “life could not exist except on theidbas$ perspectival valuations and appearances.” In
that paragraph Nietzsche also suggests not to as%oath” and “false” as intrinsically opposed,
but rather “to assume that there are levels of agmee and lighter and darker shades and tones of
appearance.” Moreover, he complains that “someoamted to completely abolish the ‘world of
appearances’,” claiming that both truth and falsigfong to that realm. They are indeed a product
of human intellect and therefore, there cannot bg ‘@ruth” out of the world-picture that it
generates (ibid.).

According to Nietzsche, the greatest error madehleyWestern philosophers has been to have
trusted in the “prejudice of reason” (TReason” in Philosophys) and consequently to have turned
mere useful fictions into “idols”. Since these felds of faith” have a strong practical usefulnfess
human life, people trusted in their reality andidetd them to be not just a falsification of the
world, but rather its “true” representation. In 88Rietzsche sums up all of this in an extremely

plain note:

The aberration of philosophy is that, instead dcfirsg in logic and the categories of reason meansrtb the
adjustment of the world for utilitarian ends (badlig, toward an expedient falsification), one bedid one possessed in
them the criterion of truth and reality. The “critan of truth” was in fact merely the biologicalility of such a system
of systematic falsification; and since a speciesmmal knows of nothing more important than itsnogreservation,
one might indeed be permitted to speak here oftittrhe naivetéwas to take an anthropocentric idiosyncrasy as the
measure of things, as the rule for determiningl*raad “unreal”: in short, to make absolute someghtonditioned.
And behold, suddenly the world fell apart into au&” world and an “apparent” world: and precisdig tworld that
man’s reason had devised for him to live and sattlgas discredited. (PF 1888, 14[153], KSA 13)

We must see Nietzsche’s late dealing with the coihoé “freedom” in the light of these
statements. According to him, “freedom” is onlyietibn, but a very useful one on the practical
plane. Since this concept is a product of the humand, it is not possible to imagine a man who
does not represent himself as a free-acting bélihgt does not mean, however, that one must
believe in the metaphysical existence of freedorthefwill. Therefore, it is possible to assume that
Nietzsche never rejected freedom as a necessamnenee of human agency. On the contrary, he
aimed at showing how strongly that notion is bouhddth the development of man, on both the
theoretical and the cultural plafiebut in doing this he stressed the fact that dreilsl consider
freedom only as a skifl and nothing more. The result of Nietzsche'’s inigesion of freedom isn't,
therefore, a non-free action, but rather an agiimsued on the basis of man’s self-representafion o
himself as a free-acting being, which includes @meareness of the mere practical value of this

notion. According to John Richardson, Nietzsche&sn' isn't to view freedom solely in a



Nietzsche’s Late Pragmatic AnthropologyPR 40 (2015) 19

naturalistic or scientific spirit, to strip the ptece or concept of all valuative implications
whatsoever. Nietzsche still wants a practice ogpung and desiring freedom, in which the concept
counts as an ideal” (Richardson 2009: 131-132).

Let me briefly sum up my observations, in ordedtaw some conclusions. In Tl Nietzsche deals
with the décadentwho is the product of a specific historical andtural context. According to
Nietzsche, this context determines the way in whith human being represents himself (for
example, as responsible for his actions), and thexevhat he does of himself — what he becomes.
Nietzsche’s interest in the fictional characterboth the concept of “free will” and that of “I” is
thus aimed at highlighting the erroneous groundhef Western worldview in order to provide a
description of the type of man that this worldvigenerated. The faith in reason has indeed
generated a declined human being, a man who degaltlze “world of appearances” and believes
in the existence of a “true world®Therefore, in Tl a) Nietzsche’s interest in theib&errors” of
human knowledge (such as “free will”) is not purdigoretical, and b) he does not aim to reject the
practical usefulness of those errors. Rather, Nafiz only deals with the consequences for the
human being of th&aith in thetruthfulnessof those errors.

As | have suggested at the end of section Il.AtadEhe’s main question in his late work
concerns what a human being who represents hirms@fvery specific way actually does. This
guestion, formulated in the light of Nietzsche’sticism to the prejudices of reason, becomes:
“How does the human beingho trusts the prejudices of reasoact?” More specifically, the
guestion can be re-formulated, with regard to tymct of this paragraph: “How does the human
being who trusts in the free wijllact?” Finally, in Kantian terms, it is possible say that
Nietzsche’s aim in Tis to answer the question: “What makes of him¢efliuman being as a free-
acting being?” This last formulation shows the $amiy between Nietzsche’s late view on the
human being and Kant's investigation of man in Arghropology i.e. it shows the pragmatic
character of Nietzsche’s late anthropological itigasion. Of course, this is only a similarity, and
the comparison between Kant and Nietzsche on tipi€ tconcerns only the perspective of their
investigations of the human beiffyOne important difference between them can be shioyvn
stressing the conditional “as” in Kant’s definitioh“pragmatic anthropology” and therefore by re-
writing it as follows: “investigation of what theuman being makes of himsel$ if he were free-
acting being.” This formulation does not actualhange the definition, since although Kant doesn’t
explicitly admit the fictional character of freedofas Nietzsche does), his view on that topic is
focused on the practical value of that notion, gitee impossibility of showing its existence. On
the other hand, this formulation emphasizes the ptdyed by this conditional in both Kant’s and

Nietzsche’s dealing with the human being, thus shgwthe basic difference between their
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philosophical views. | will deal with it in my colusions. As for now, | want to very briefly stress
just another element of comparison between Katthropologyand Nietzsche’s Tl, that is, their
remarks on the role of the senses in human knowledg

C. Apology for Sensibility

In sections 8-11 of théAnthropology from a Pragmatic Point of Viewtled Apology for
Sensibility Kant offers a summary justification of ti&nnlichkei** His aim in doing this is to
contrast older positions, such as those of Leianid Wolff, according to which sensibility has only
a negative role in the process of knowledge. On dbetrary, Kant always considered the
importance of this faculty for human knowledge &mals stressed its role with special regard to its
relationship with the intellect (see Caygill 20A382 ff). In theAnthropology in particular, Kant
deals with the fundamental value of sensibilityairtling that it actually makes the empirical
cognition out of appearanc®Thus, he argues that “sensibility is not at fawther it is much more
to its credit that it has presented abundant nateriunderstanding, whereas the abstract concepts
of understanding are often only glittering pover(§’9, Anth.: 145). In hig\pology for Sensibility

Kant also writes:

The senses do not confugeerwirren]. (...) Sense perceptions (empirical represemati@ccompanied by
consciousness) can only be called inappearances(...) Theunderstandings neglecting its obligations if it judges
rashly without first having ordered the sense regméations according to concepts, and then lataptaons about their
confusion, which it blames on the particular sehaature of the human being. (8 9, Anth.: 144)

The senses do not decefetriiger; (...) not because they always judge correctly, father because they do not

judge at all. Error is thus a burden only to thdenstanding. (8 11, Anth.: 146)

These observations sound very similar to what Nate writes in Tl, a few lines before his

dealing with the prejudice of reason:

When all the other philosophical folk threw out ttestimony of the senses because it showed maltipland
change, Heraclitus threw it out because it madegthlook permanent and unified. Heraclitus did dmjustice to the
senses either. The senses do not lie the way #&i&s thought they didyr the way Heraclitus thought they did, — they
do not lie [ugen at all. What wedo with the testimony of the senses, that is wheeeliths begin, like the lie of unity,
the lie of objectification, of substance, of permace ... “Reason” makes us falsify the testimonyhef $enses. The

senses are not lying when they show becoming, passiay, and change. (TReason” in Philosophy2)
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I’'m not suggesting any direct influence betweerséhtexts, all the more so because there is no
evidence to support this hypothe¥isvly aim is rather to show that both Nietzsche ireftl Kant
in his Anthropology are interested in dealing with that side of thenho knowledge that is
sensibility. Moreover, they both do this in orderargue that, if there’s something “at fault” oéth
erroneous character of man’s world-representatias,the intellect, and not the senses. This claim
has been stressed by several scholars interestigtzsche’s and in Kant's thoughtAs for the
latter, it is arguable that Kant dealt with serlgibin the Anthropologyfor that faculty is the real
ground on which it is possible to build a “pragmattnowledge of the human being (of the human
being seen as a “phenomenoif’Moreover, Kant was interested in dealing with tipic, since
anthropology is the only discipline that can pravitbman sensibility with its rules, like the logic
does with respect to the intellect. According toolPaManganaro, the anthropology indeed
“specifies all the human activities, and the mamyctions concerning the sensibility (...): hearing,
eyesight, imagination, pleasure, desire, and siggt{Manganaro, 1978: 124).

The Apology for Sensibilitghus confirms what | suggested earlier in this pape. that in the
Anthropology Kant was concerned with the phenomenal characteth@fhuman being. This
approach is exactly what Kant's and Nietzsche'e lavestigations have in common. In TI,
Nietzsche is interested in investigating man oneimpirical plane and in dealing with it he also
stresses the fundamental role of sensibifitilietzsche’s view on this topic is of course diéer
from that of Kant. Although they both emphasize thenocence” of the senses on the
epistemological plane, Nietzsche’s dealing with teason and its “prejudices” is clearly stronger
than Kant's ascribing faults, confusion, and errtwsthe intellect. This deceiving character of
reason plays in particular a very important rold irand Nietzsche clearly shows this at the end of
the paragraph in which he deals with the testimointhe senses. Here — for the first time in that
book — he contrasts the “apparent world” with ttre€ world,” claiming that “the “apparent world”
is the only world; the “true world” is just lie added on to it..(TI, “Reason” in Philosophy2). |
will not deal with this well-known contrapositiohonly want to stress that in Nietzsche’s view the
“true” world’s being a lie should cause man to sbaghievingin it and to finally get rid of it. The
only “real” world is, for Nietzsche, the phenomenak, the world of appearances that the declining
type of man devalues. On the contrary, “the reapaaple give for calling ‘this’ world an illusion
argue much more convincingly in favour of its rgal+ nootherreality could ever be proven” (TlI,
“Reason” in Philosophy6).

As for Kant, his attitude towards reason is of seunot so negative. In particular, the role of the
intellect in human knowledge is never rejected dfalgification” of the world. Nevertheless, we

can say that in thénthropologyKant is especially interested in the “apparentldioas the
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reference of human agency and that is why he waite&pology for sensibility.” Thus, despite the
marked differences between Kant's and Nietzschaifogophical views, their dealing with the

“innocence” of the senses confirms the similarigtvieen their views on the human being. In
particular, it emphasizes the fact that, in oradeanswer — with very different aims — the question
“What is Man?”, both Kant and Nietzsche carry oraaalysis of the concrete forms of man’s self-

observation.

[ll. CONCLUSIONS

The main aim of this paper has been to show thatd#finition of “pragmatic anthropology”
given by Kant in 1798 can be applied to the ingadton of the Western European type of man that
Nietzsche carries on in Tl. In order to suppors thiatement, | stressed the similarities between
Kant's concern with what a human being can makehiofiself as a free-acting being and
Nietzsche’s investigation of the type of man getegtdy the Platonic and Christian worldview. At
the end of sec. II.B, | suggested modifying Kandafinition, in order to make it better fit
Nietzsche’s view. In particular, | emphasized tlenditional implied in that definition, and |
therefore defined the pragmatic knowledge of thedu being as an “investigation of what human
being makes of himselés if he were free acting being.”

As | have argued, this formulation does not chathgeessence of the definition, since for both
Kant and Nietzsche what is crucial is the practioé of freedom in human agency. Despite this,
the conditional “as if” can show an important pedphical difference between the two thinkers. In
particular, Kant neglects this conditional, forthenks that there cannot be any human action with
no reference to the concept of freedom. Althoughcéienot demonstrate it on the metaphysical
plane, Kant postulates freedom as the very grodnehan’s agency. Therefore, in his view the
fictional character of freedom plays no role in famlife and man actually acts “as a free-acting
being.”

In Nietzsche thinking things are quite differenistlas with Kant, Nietzsche thinks that freedom
is a very useful idea for human agency and withilk@lihood he also considers it as an unavoidable
reference point of man, but only on the practidahp. On the other hand, indeed, his “diagnosis”
of the realized human being also suggests thatvtrlview which sustains this idea generated a
declined type of man. l.e. the human being Wwkbevedin the value of freedom (and of the other
substantial entities such as “I”, “will” etc.) outf the mere practical plane, finally becomes
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“smaller,” décadent Thus, since on the metaphysical plane freedombzamlefined as a mere
fiction, Nietzsche stresses that the awarenesd tfis can modify the type of man. According to
him, it makes a big difference for the human beamthink that he is actinggs a free-acting being”
or “as if he werea free-acting being.” This is actually crucial fdietzsche, since on this little
difference lies the possibility of generating aHgghuman type.

More specifically, as regards the anthropologiqakstion (“What is Man?”), Nietzsche’s
approach to it strongly focuses on how man evadudtee ground concepts of his self-
representation. According to him, the type of mastrictly related with a specific worldview, i.e.
Nietzsche thinks that what man becomes follows fitmw he interprets himself and the world —
andfrom how he evaluates this interpretation. In otherds: the belief that the “truths” that human
intellect creates are “eternal idols” generategpe tof man, whereas from the idea that these are
nothing but a falsification of the world for prawl purposes, follows another human type. The
most important thing is that in both cases the tpralcvalue of these “truths” for human agency is
not denied and therefore, the “higher” type of nadso keeps on acting by making reference to
them. As regards the free will, for example, itasguable that, according to Nietzsche, the
Ubermensclis the one who rejects the metaphysical valugeddom, but not its practical value.
His agency, together with his attributes (that“ishat he does of himself’), follow from his
awareness of the fictional character of his refeeguoints. More widely, this means that in order to
avoid the nihilistic drift of Western metaphysitee 19" century man should admit that there is
only the “world of appearances,” the world of theeful fictions, while the “true world” is only a
lie, a “fable.” As Nietzsche puts it, the “true Wairis “an idea that is of no further use, (...) an
obsolete, superfluous ideapnsequentha refuted idea: let's get rid of it!” (TlHow the “true
world” finally become a fablg*

At the end, the main difference between Nietzsclaid Kant's anthropology lies on this
statement. They both seem to take note of theréitd any attempt of metaphysics to properly
describe the principles of human agency. But wi#éat, in order to make man a good and happy
citizen, tries to give a stable ground to it by tptsting the existence of man’s practical reference
points;* Nietzsche exhorts man tacethe ontological void of the substantial entitigsdoing this,
Nietzsche makes a step beyond Western metaphysicshaws the way to a new, “higher” type of

man??
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! Quotations from, and references to, Nietzsche'sksvand letters make use of the following abbréwiet ‘HAH’ for
Human, all too Human, IGS’ for The Gay Scien¢éBGE’ for Beyond Good and EyilGM’ for On the Genealogy of
Morality, ‘TI’ for Twilight of the Idols ‘EH’ for Ecce Homo ‘PF’ for Posthumous Fragment&SA’ for Samtliche
Werke: Kritische Studienausgaband ‘KSB’ for Samtliche Briefe: Kritische Studienausgalf@uotations from, and
references to, Kant's works make use of the follgnabbreviations: ‘AA’ for Gesammelten Werke Immanuel Kants,
Akademie AusgabeKrV’ for Kritik der Reinen VernunftAnth.” for Anthropologie im pragmatischer Hinsictdand
‘Log.’ for Logik Full bibliographic references for these works giken at the end of this essay.

2 See Nietzsche an H. Koselitz, 12 September 1888 &: 417.

% See Nietzsche an P. Deussen, 26 November 1888 8K&®L.

* On the genesis of TI, and its airsse Gori and Piazzesi 2012.

® Many books and papers have been written on tpis.tSee e.g. Brandt 1999 (with special regardbedntroduction,

p. 7-48), Wilson 2006, Frieson 2003, Manganaro 18¥atinelli 2010, Cohen 2008, Louden 2008, andriidh2007.

® Among many texts, | find the notes from 1881 atigalar interest. See on this topic Clark 1990 &iinm 1977.

" Nietzsche's reading of Friedrich Langéstory of Materialismhas been fundamental to develop this idea. Sed Sta
1983: 10-24.

8 On this topic see the interpretation of GS V pued by Werner Stegmaier in Stegmaier 2012.

° See GS 343, and in general the whole fifth bookhef Gay Science

1% 1n the Prefaceto The Case WagneNietzsche states that “nothing has preoccupi@d][more profoundly that the
problem ofdécadencg to which in the last years of thought he devdtissinvestigations concerning Western morality
and nihilism. The word décadenceappears in all Nietzsche’s “1888s book3hé Case Wagner, Nietzsche contra
Wagner, Twilight of the Idols, The AntichrishdEcce Hompand reveals a specific research interest, whickeaafter
Nietzsche’s reading of Paul BourgeEssais de psychologie contemporaiie 1883. On this topic see Gori and
Piazzesi 2012: 23 ff.

1 For example, BGE 12 and 14 concern atomism anavttil-description provided by f'ocentury physics; BGE 15
physiology and sensualism; BGE 16-17 the notioti"pBGE 54 what we can call “thought.”

121n T1, “Reason” in PhilosophyandThe Four Great ErrorsNietzsche makes particular reference to whatdted in
BGE, On the Prejudices of Philosophers. | will dedh thi in section 2.1 and 2.2.

¥ See also Sturm 2008: 499, and Wood 2003: 40 f.

4 See Anth. 120, and Foucault 1964: 20. See alspdBrE999: 10 and 51-53. Brandt especially arguasttre aim of
Kant's Anthropologyis to provide man with “eine Orientierung im prakfi-klugen Umgang mit anderen Menschen,
aber auch mit sich selbst” (Brandt 1999: 10).

15 This specific assumption chiefly concerns the nerfee points of man’s agency, which cannot be tmbge of the
Practical Reason

18 As Foucault argues, “man, in tAathropology is neithethomonatura nor the pure subject of freedom:; he is given
within the already operating syntheses of his i@tatvith the world” (Foucault 1964: 34).

" In an unpublished section of the manuscript ofAhthropologywe find some interesting remarks on that topic. In
talking about the only possible knowledge that anntan have of himself, Kant first refers to the ofedical
(physiological) knowledge of the nature of the harbaing. Then, he argues that “the I in every judghis neither an
intuition nor a concept [...], but an act of undensliag by the determining subject as such,” and tipatre
apperception itself therefore belongs merely taddgFinally, Kant writes: “The | of inner sensehat is, of the
perception and observation of oneself, is not thigext of judgment, but an object. Consciousnesthefone who
observes himself is an entirely simple represemtadi the subject in judgment as such, of which kmaws everything

if one merely thinks it. But the psychology hasnieto do in tracing everything that lies hidderitirAnd psychology
may not ever hope to complete this task and ansatisfactorily the question: ‘What is Man?™ (thpassage has been
published by Foucault in his edition of KanBathropology See Kant 2008: 265).
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8 |n BGE 17, Nietzsche goes on in criticizing thatiéf: “As far as the superstitions of the logicaare concerned: |
will not stop emphasizing a tiny little fact th&iese superstitious men are loath to admit: thbaght comes when ‘it’
wants, and not when ‘I’ want. It is, thereforefassification of the facts to say that the subject ‘I’ is thexdition of the
predicate ‘think.’ It thinks: but to say the ‘it§ jjust that famous old ‘I' — well that is just assamption or opinion, to
put it mildly, and by no means an ‘immediate cerigi” On this topic see Loukidelis 2005, Gori 2Q1Gori
(forthcoming), Lupo 2006: 236 ff. See also PF 18B§;79], KSA 13, where Nietzsche defines the “I"“asrr oldest
article of faith.”

9 On this topic see Gori 2009: 140 ff.

20 See Gori and Piazzesi’s introductory remarks éoseictiorfReason” in Philosophyin Nietzsche 2012: 160 ff.

2L Reinhard Brandt argues that when Kant defineshthman being as a free-acting being, he is notdsted in the
metaphysical problems of freedom and determinisozofding to him, in thénthropologyKant deals with “the notion
of freedom provided by the Aristotelian ethics, axad with the concept developed by the Stoic metsigk” (Brandt
1999: 39).

22 vaihinger worked thirty years on that book and|jgited it only in 1911. The book is particularlyénesting for my
present research, since it also includes a sectiddietzsche. An account of Vaihinger’s view of Karand
Nietzsche’s epistemological “fictionalism” has ratig been provided by Carlo Gentili (2013).

% A few pages onwards, Vaihinger writes: “That freetlis ‘merely an Idea of reason, whose objectiadityein itself
is doubtful’ is clearly repeated [in tl@roundworl: ‘All human beings think of themselves as fregfasas the will is
concerned’ — but they are not free, freedom beirlg an ‘as if assumption, a fiction” (Vaihinger 29: 291).

24 On the concept of “happiness” in Kant’s moral phiphy, see Guyer 2000: Part IV.

% See EH Twilight of the Idolsl: “What the word ‘idols’ on the title page medssjuite simply what had been called
truth so farTwilight of the Idols- in plain language: the end of the old truth...”.

% The concept of freedom to which | refer in thipeais that of the daily life, the freedom of thennon sense. In
Nietzsche’s writings we find several uses of thedvtfreedom” and the question concerning the frek iw Tl is
mostly related with that common concept, whichusdened with a metaphysical value that does natrigeto it. The
concept of freedom with which | will deal in whablibws, is particularly distinguished from that atdd with
Nietzsche’s important notions of “free spirit” afisovereign individual,” whose meanings involve drt side of
human agency (it concerns — so to say — a “highkifosophical plane, that of culture and civiliat). Over the past
decades many interpreters dealt with these notiadsdiscussed whether Nietzsche actually develagsakitive view
of freedom. As Brian Leiter (2011: 114) points oit,Nietzsche’s sense “freedom” often “does not méeedom
from constraint’, but its opposite: being subjext'ttard’ and ‘determinative’ laws.” This is the easf the artist’s
“feeling of freedom” that we find in BGE 213, or @oethe’s “spiritual freedom” from TISkirmishes49. Here,
“Goethe’s kind of ‘freedom’ (...) is equated to atitatle of ‘cheerful and trusting fatalism’ whiclm furn, is equated
with the Dionysian attitude that is clearly recamaiile asamor fat’ (Leiter 2011: 118). For what concerns the
“sovereign individual,” the question is more suldled open to debate. Nietzsche makes referendstdigure just
once in his whole writings (both published and usifgined), in GM Il 2, and considers him as the throt of a
specific historical labour of civilization” (AnseRearson 1991: 277). Given that, we can compartzdtibe’s account
of the cultural process that leads to the developoga free sovereign will in th@enealogywith Kant's description of
the task of becoming a sovereign individual in/Amhropology In the second half of that book, Kant indeed sitliat
account into a general account of the cultural bgraent of autonomy in the human species. But @aeily on
Nietzschean and Kantian view of autonomy, we finirdamental difference, as Jodo Constancio paintg2012:
156): “For Nietzsche, there is no ‘law’ in Kant'erse (...). A sovereign individual gives itself itwrolaw, but this
‘giving’ is a creatingof its own law.” Now, the sovereign individual'®ing capable of such a creation, and therefore
his being actually free to make his choices, apghreontradicts Nietzsche’s rejection of a “freédlwin BGE or TI.
As many scholars have stressed (see e.g. Gemes Raffardson 2009, Leiter 2011, and Constancio ROth2
guestion is in fact subtle and we must first coasidhether “freedom” has the same meaning in Nidizs talking
about “free will,” “free spirits”, and the “sovegm individual” as a “free’ man” and “master of tfiee will” (notice
that in GM Il 2 “free” is first placed in quotes éthen emphasized by Nietzsche himself). For exanimiter (2011)
argues that when Nietzsche praises “freedom” in IG®] he is not really praising what we mean by tivord. As for
him, the sovereign individual’s “freedom” is notgimore than &eelingof freedom and Nietzsche never contradicts his
“fatalistic” view and denial of “free will” (Leite2011: 102). In fact, that denial only concernsriietaphysical notion
of freedom, while the sovereign individual is anittnomous super-ethical individual” who has “frédgehself from the
ethics of customgittlichkeit der Sittg (GM 1l 2). With no aim of having the last word ia too wide and complicated
topic, we can just say that when Nietzsche clalmas such exceptional people as Goethe act fre¢)ySirmishes38),
he is talking about their role on the pure cultykne: because of their strong spirit, these “sziga individuals”
direct the process of civilization and the develeptof the European spirit (BGE, Preface). If wekeneeference to
the sovereign individual as an “ideal” (see LeR8d1 and Constancio 2012) we therefore reaphsitiveconception
of freedom, but we must not confuse the “indepettiédurable” and “unbreakable will” of the sovegei individual
(GM 11 2) with the “free will,” the will as a caus&aculty that Nietzsche criticizes in TErrors 7.

%7 On this topic see Gori 2009: 145 ff.
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% Nietzsche dealt with the origin of metaphysicathfan “freedom of the will” inHuman, all too Human“‘We are
hungry, but originally do not think that the orgsmi wills to sustain itself, but that feeling seetmsnake itself valid
without cause or purposet isolates itself and considers itsetbluntary Thus: belief in freedom of the will is an
original error of everything organic” (HAH 18).

2 On Nietzsche’s “falsificationism” see Clark 19%0yssain 2004 and Riccardi 2011.

%0 John Richardson dealt with this “naturalizatiorf’ foeedom in Richardson 2009 and made comparisdwesm
Nietzsche’s conception of freedom and that of KarmRichardson 2004: Chapter 4.

31 See Richardson 2009: 130: “Freedom [...] is a cersill or capacity, alunamis passed on from organism to
organism as an instinct or habit. This capacityehasdved, by biological and by social processenjgh different forms
in different historical settings. And in each cdlse skill is associated with a certain view of litsan idea of what is
being done, of what this freedom is it's achievimige skill itself involves a certain perspectivegshimportantly the
perspective on itself, of what it is and is trytegbe. Freedom is a skill aimed at an idea of foeed

*21n TI, “Reason” in Philosophy6, Nietzsche argues that “to divide the world iattirue’ half and an ‘illusory’ one,
whether in the manner of Christianity or in the mamnof Kant (arunderhandecChristian, at the end of the day), is just
a sign of décadence, — it is a symptom ofitifelecline..”.

% As | stated at the beginning of this paper, my &t contribute to an interpretation of NietzsshE in the light of
Kant’'s Anthropology Thus, | am not concerned with a comparative stfdyietzsche’s and Kant's view, although that
is a very interesting topic. In this passage | t#lksimilarity”, since there are no proofs of aatit influence of Kant on
Nietzsche and there are fundamental and strongrdif€es between their views which must be investiji order to
give a final word on that topic. But that, | repeata question for a comparative study, whereagpregent research
focused only on Nietzsche’s and Kant's views conicey two different concepts of freedom. In Bisthropology Kant
makes reference to a concept of freedom which deniable for the human being as a citizen and idcsiog he leaves
his previous metaphysical investigations apart.t2oy to what one might think, in Tl Nietzsche st moncerned with
a metaphysical conception of freedom only. His priyrinterest is to provide diagnosisof his time, of the type of man
from the 18' century Western Europe, and this is his anthragiotd concern. In a way very close to Kant, Niekesc
makes reference to the concepts of | and freedotheabasis of human self-understanding, i.e. hésdeith them as
practical,unavoidable reference points of our agency. Nietzsche’s famushat practical plane is what interests me at
the most in this paper.

3 Kant here develops what he briefly argued in Thenscendental Dialectiof the Critique of Pure ReasorfTruth
and illusion are not in the object, insofar asiintuited, but in the judgement about it insofauitas thought. Thus it is
correctly said that the senses do not ererf]; yet not because they always judge correctly, imdause they do not
judge at all” (KrV A 293/B 350). See also KrV B 15dn the relationship between imagination and &ditgi An
investigation of these sections of thethropologyhas been carried out by Howard Caygill (2003).

3 “Without sensibility there would be no materiabticould be processed for the use of legislativéerstanding”
(Anth.: 144). See also Manganaro 1978: 123.

% As regards Nietzsche, it is arguable that the @i this section of Tl is Gustav Teichmiiller, \whobookDie
wirchliche und die scheinbare Welietzsche read in 1883 (see Small 2001: Chaptan® Hussain 2004). The title of
Teichmuller's book in fact echoes in the final bnef the paragraph just quoted, where Nietzscheemtle distinction
between “true world” and “apparent world” (for somkilological remarks on this passage, see Niez&€H12: 168).
In his work, Teichmiller makes no reference to ‘@pology for sensibility.” Nietzsche’s statement thie “innocence”
of the sense organs is all the more surprisinghgesiit apparently supports direct representatienhdlieories of
perception, while the most influential scientistshis time (e.g. Hermann von Helmholtz and Ernstc)aprovided
arguments against these theories. Moreover, alderigdrich Lange’sHistory of Materialism(a book that strongly
influenced Nietzsche’s epistemological view) wedfiseveral claims supporting the idea that the seng&ns do not
show us how the world really is (Lange 1875/1925,205-19). The question, here, is whether we ita@rpret this
“registration” of reality as a “lie”, or whether waust talk of a “falsification” only with referende the judgemental
activity of Reason. It is worth noting that Langstatements were grounded on Helmholtz’s scientifiestigation of
the physiology of the sense organs and that Lamgeea that these investigation provided partialficoration of
Kant's fundamental claims.

37 Nietzsche’s “sensualism” has been studied, betwleemthers, by Robin Small (1999) and Mattia Ridcé2013).
As for Kant, see e.g. Caygill 2003 and Manganari819

3 See Manganaro 1978: 124. Foucault indirectly agveéth him and stresses the fact that Kant gaveettipic so much
space in his late work (see Foucault 1964: 22).

% In BGE 15, Nietzsche suggested to adopt “Sensnatis least as a regulative principle, if not deearistic principle”
(see Small 1999).

“%'In this section of TI, Nietzsche concludes that world of appearance also needs to be, or rashebblished once
the true world goes by the board, but that doesmesn that the former looses its character of baipgoduct of both
our sense organs and our intellect. Indeed, acugrdi Nietzsche, we cannot call thely world we know “apparent”
just because we deny the possibility of reachirgrdalm beyond our senses, and we therefore dbawat a “true”
world to contrast with the former anymore. Thisitldeads us to the open debate on Nietzsche'sifitaifonism” to
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which | referred above (see Clark 1990, Hussaim2&@d Riccardi 2011), since it is controversial thiee Nietzsche
rejects theexistenceof the Kantian “thing in itself”, or simply claimbiat we must not — and in fact cannot — cross the
boundaries of our knowledge. My view of this tofEdhat it is hard to accept the idea that Nietestéfended a strong
metaphysical claim such as the non-existence bing in itself. On the contrary, | am inclined tddrpret Nietzsche's
view in the light of the epistemological debatehef time. As Nadeem Hussain pointed out (2004:328ietzsche’s
understanding of [the Kantian] framework is shapgdneo-Kantians like Friedrich Lange, Afrikan Spind Gustav
Teichmiller. Once we understand what they meanh&yapparent world’, we come to see that a repectif the thing-
in-itself would lead Nietzsche to the kind of p@sit represented by one of his contemporaries: thesipist Ernst
Mach’s neutral monism (...). Such a view allow Nietzs both to be science-friendly and to accept sifizhtion
thesis.” Mach in fact rejects the Kantian thingitself by stressing “the superfluity of the roleapéd” by it (Mach
1886/1914: 30), but he never commits himself torgier metaphysical arguments about its actual nstemce.
According to Hussain, as | also have elsewheresstk (see Gori 2012), we can thus compare Nietasche
epistemological view with that of Mach and clainatlihe former has been in some sense a “phenorsgndlhis
reference to Mach and the neo-Kantian frameworkldda a second question, i.e. whether we can madizdthe a
“fictionalist”. Vaihinger gave that concept its mamplete expression and referred it also to N@te. Nietzsche
himself, as we have seen, talks about “fictiongdeegally in Tl. However, we must notice that “famalism” is
nowadays related with a specific philosophical viewethics. Whereas over the last decade someashdiscussed the
possibility of ascribing a fictionalist interpreimt of value judgements to Nietzsche (e.g. Huss207), an
investigation of Nietzsche’s epistemological fictadism (to be intended as a study and discussidaibfinger’s view)
is something that has never been provided. Givah we can see fictionalism as a logical conclugmrthe 19th
century positivism, which is the framework of Nigthe's epistemological view, a good starting pahtthat
investigation can be that framework itself. A comtmlization of Nietzsche’s view of truth is indetfte fundamental
basis for a comparison of his epistemology witheotfictionalist views of his time, e.g. William Jasis pragmatic
theory of cognition, which is especially groundedErnst Mach’s neutral monism (see Gori 2013).

! Nietzsche sums up Kant's view in the third steptlé “history of an error”: “The true world, unatiable,
unprovable, unpromisable, but the very thought a@kia consolation, an obligation, an imperativid; How the “True
World” Finally Become a Fable

2 The topic of this paper was first discussed duthgKant & Nietzschdnternational Conference/Workshowhich
took place in Lisbon in April, 2012. | would like thank Jodo Constancio for having invited me todbnference, as
well as all the participants for their sharp rensagbout my talk. | also thank Paolo Stellino andtieaRiccardi for
having read the first version of this paper, andtfieir useful corrections.



