Nietzsche & Nihilism; Worksheet on Heidegger, “The Will to Power as Knowledge”, sections 8-15 (N III, pp. 53-100)
Note: If you’re pressed for time, I’d recommend reading Chapters 1 (pp. 3-9), 5 (pp. 32-38), and then Chapters 9-13 (pp. 56-89).

In Chapter 9, Heidegger makes his main interpretive claim about Nietzsche.  Heidegger first reminds us of Plato’s metaphysical view that particular physical things belong only to the “apparent,” or “illusory”, world; whereas the “true world” consists only of the constantly present universal Forms.  He then rehearses Nietzsche’s criticism of Plato’s evaluation: that this metaphysical view is based on a nihilistic, life-denying value-system.  Next, he attempts to show that, despite all appearances, Nietzsche’s basic concept of the will to power – his so-called “inversion” of Platonism – is (1) in no way at odds with the Western metaphysical tradition that began with Plato, but is rather its culmination, or completion; and (2) in no way opposed to the contemporary way in which we interpreting beings, but in fact is the basis for it.  The crucial concept here is that of Bestand, which means something like constant stock, or reserve: what is always already available for us – either to contemplate (as with Plato’s constantly present forms) or to use (as with technical equipment and “natural” and “human resources”).  (Bestand is translated as “stability,” “constancy,” “subsistence,” or “standing reserve”; bestandhaft is translated as “stable”; Beständigkeit is translated as “constancy” or “permanence”; beständig is translated as “permanent,” “constant,” or “stable”; and ständig is translated as “constant”).  For Heidegger, the entire metaphysical tradition, from Plato through Nietzsche, has, in various ways, interpreted beings as Bestand (i.e., what’s constantly available) and the beingness of beings as Beständigkeit (i.e., constant availability).  Thus for the metaphysical tradition what really and truly is (the ontos on) must be constantly available; whatever is not constantly available is not really (the me on, or me onta) (see Plato’s Republic 475b-480a).
1. Heidegger’s crucial argument for placing Nietzsche in the metaphysical tradition occurs in the paragraph on pp. 61-62.  Try to carefully explicate just what it is about life, interpreted as value-positing and evaluating, that compels it to interpret beings as constantly available.  Furthermore, what turns out to be really and truly ‘in being?’
2. How does Heidegger, in chapter 10, use his interpretation of Nietzsche’s view of life as value-positing and evaluating to interpret the claim from 1885: “Truth is the kind of error without which a certain kind of living being could not live” (WM 493, cited at N III p. 32).  See also similar remarks from 1873 in “On Truth and Lie in an Extramoral Sense”, e.g., “Man… will forever buy illusions for truths” [PN 45].  “Truth [is] a mobile army of metaphors, metonyms, and anthropomorphisms – in short, a sum of human relations, which have been enhanced, transposed, and embellished poetically and rhetorically, and which after long use seem firm, canonical, and obligatory to a people: truths are illusions about which one has forgotten that this is what they are” [PN 46f]).
3. In Chapter 11, Heidegger elaborates Nietzsche’s conception of knowledge, which differs significantly from the traditional view of knowledge (which the American philosopher Richard Rorty dubbed “the mirror of nature”) as merely a copy, imitation, or depiction in the mind of something in reality.  What is Nietzsche’s conception of knowledge, as expressed in WM 515 (cited at N III, p. 70)? 
(In the first line on p. 72, “what encounters us” should read “what we encounter.”)

4. In Chapter 12, pp. 78f, Heidegger suggests Davidson’s 1b (i.e., that a conceptual scheme, or “schema,” organizes [i.e., orders and articulates {p. 72}] the stream of sense-experiences, or “chaos”) as a possible interpretation of Nietzsche’s view of knowledge.  Heidegger then rejects this interpretation, on the grounds that the chaos that gets organized by a schema is not a mere set of sensations, but rather handy intraworldly beings that the living body “bodies” as it lives in the world.  A schema is thus “a preliminary projection of the world as a whole and for the governance of that world” (p. 80), where the world is the complex totality of interconnected practical possibilities disclosed to someone, i.e., the totality of ways in which s/he can use equipment, or what s/he can do with it.  Since schemas (“schemata”) organize chaos, and since Heidegger rejects interpreting Nietzsche in terms of 1b, this might suggest that Heidegger favors Davidson’s 1a: that schemas organize reality.  But is 1a Heidegger’s interpretation of Nietzsche’s view?  (In this regard, the paragraph on pp. 86f, the paragraph on pp. 87f, and the full paragraph on p. 92 are helpful.)
(Heidegger’s view of art [pp. 81f] should get clearer as we read “The Origin of the Work of Art.”)  
5. Explain the connection that Heidegger makes in Chapter 13 between life (the living of which is praxis), schema, perspective, and horizon (where a horizon is a particular set of possibilities [i.e., what we can interpret beings as], each of which has the same relation to Dasein).  
(At the very bottom of p. 85 and on p. 86, “occurrence” should read “carrying-out”, or “enactment”; and “being necessary” should read “necessitousness,” i.e., neediness.  On p. 89, the word translated as “re-presentation” is Vor-stellung; vor means “before”, and Stellen means “to place”, or “to put”; thus Vor-stellung means “to place before” oneself.  Heidegger’s point here is that Nietzsche’s view of knowledge interprets the will to power as actively and willfully imposing a schema.)
