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Continuing my read of Nietszche's Will to Power, some pertinent comments regarding the nature of Gnosis and Will are presented in a hyper-rational context that as often with Nietszche, approaches the metaphysical.  Opening up section 7, entitled: Judgment. True--False, Nietszche in a critique of Kant asks:
The proton pseudos (First Falsehood or Original Error): how is the fact of knowledge possible? is knowledge a fact at all? what is knowledge? If we do not know what knowledge is, we cannot possibly answer the question whether there is knowledge.--Very well! But if I do not already "know' whether there is knowledge, whether there can be knowledge, I cannot reasonably put the question "what is knowledge?" Kant believes in the fact of knowledge: what he wants is a piece of naivete: knowledge of knowledge!
Plato presents the idea that there is no such thing as a 'fact'; only that we can hope to hold correct opinion.  This is especially important in a Universe where change equals stability (the Hermetic Axiom).  So that if we can hold no fact, then we cannot expect to hold knowledge; is it no wonder that this is the title of the 'invisible' sefira on the Tree-of-Life.  But then, what of Gnosis?  Though the word is Greek for 'knowledge', Gnosis is often defined as 'experience' or 'experience of the divine.'  The Gnostic Dialogue then becomes a quest for experience that must somehow become internalized; perhaps in terms of the judgments we make or the conclusions we reach (those Aha! experiences in particular), as Nietszche writes, further on in the opening of this section:
"Knowledge is judgment!" But judgment is a belief that something is thus and thus! And not knowledge! "All knowledge consists of synthetic judgments" of universal validity (the case is thus and not otherwise in every case), of necessary validity (the opposite of the assertion can never occur).
But experience has its own limitations, for as Nietszche continues:
Necessity and universality can never be given by experience! thus they are independent of experience, prior to all experience! 
The Gnostic experience being essentially a-rational (after all as AL puports: reason is a lie), we at least give ourselves leave here for the possibility of universal experience.  Essentially, our physical science is taking us there as it verges on the metaphysical at this point in the development of this discipline.  But before we can shall we say, backup into metaphysics, we must first finally dispose of Kant and his assessment of reason.  This Nietszche does well, as he continues in his opening to this section:
That insight that occurs a priori, therefore independently of all experience, out of sheer reason, is "a pure form of knowledge"!
"The basic laws of logic, the law of identity and the law of contradiction, are forms of pure knowledge, because they precede all experience."--But these are not forms of knowledge at all! they are regulative articles of belief.
To establish the à priori character (the pure rationality) of the judgments of mathematics, space must be conceived as a form of pure reason.
And as physical science has approached metaphysics, it seems Kant may have opened the intellectual door for them.  This comes to us through an indirect refutation of Hume:
Hume had declared: "There are no synthetic à priori judgments." Kant says: But there are! Those of mathematics! And if there are such judgments, perhaps there is also metaphysics, a knowledge of things by pure reason!
Mathematics is possible under conditions under which metaphysics is never possible. All human knowlege is either experience or mathematics.
We are then left to ponder the nature of judgment or those conclusions that we might reach.  Here I am reminded of Crowley's comment on the nature of truth and beauty in predicting the nature of the upcoming solution to AL's final riddle (AL:II.75).  In recognizing the prophesied solution, Crowley writes:
"Be ye well assured all that the solution, when it is found, will be unquestionable.  It will be marked by the most sublime simplicity, and carry immediate conviction."
Elsewhere, Crowley writes on the connection with beauty, implied in the use of the word 'sublime' as well.  But what may be simple to the more enlightened mind, may not be so that one in the greater darkness, as we are really dealing with that which is abstract.  But essentially, we are dealing with something that sets off a spontaneity of connections in the mind; that Aha! experience...that tingling of one's Khu.  This is the methodology of the pure Qabalist; the discovering of mathematical connections in various gematric processes.  Nietszche continues with some relevance to this:
A judgment is synthetic; i.e., it connects different ideas.
It is à priori; i.e., every connection is a universally valid and necessary one, which can never be given by sense perception but only through pure reason.
If there are to be synthetic a priori judgments, then reason must be in a position to make connections: connection is a form. Reason must possess the capacity of giving form.
Giving form is but the process of [be]coming into manifestation; it is the lie that is the curse of the Grade of Magus in the A.'.A.'. and indeed, the key to all Magick.  Therefore, this form or body must be deemed actual and not illusory or symbolic.  Plato postulates all forms as having an original or ideal nature, existing in modern terms, in holograms in our collective unconscious, which may be connected with the consciousness of the Earth herself.  (For more on this, cf. the GCL document Liber Vox Viva Voce vel Video.)  We may then find a certain and rational starting point in our quest for knowledge or Gnosis to be of the human body; starting with each of us--our individual bodies.  In Note 532, Nietszche writes:
Essential: to start from the body and employ it as guide. It is the much richer phenomenon, which allows of clearer observation. Belief in the body is better established than belief in the spirit.
This is further developed in Note 533:
The intellect posits its freest and strongest capacity and capability as criterion of the most valuable, consequently of the true--
"True": from the standpoint of feeling--: that which excites the feeling most strongly ("ego");
from the standpoint of thought--: that which gives thought the greatest feeling of strength;
from the standpoint of touch, seeing, hearing--: that which calls for the greatest resistance.
Thus it is the highest degrees of performance that awaken belief in the "truth," that is to say reality, of the object. The feeling of strength, of struggle, of resistance convinces us that there is something that is here being resisted.
Two ideas about struggle: one is of the 'ego' and its tendency to resist that change that is the stability of the Universe; thus two, the Universe herself as a field of contending forces.  Note Crowley's ninth theorum in MITP:
"A man who is doing this True Will has the inertia of the Universe to assist him."
Inertia and truth are connected in Note 537:
What is truth?--Inertia; that hypothesis which gives rise to contentment; smallest expenditure of spiritual force, etc.
But Nietszche and his Adam Kadmon, Zarathustra, consistently wax towards the metaphysical and hence, the spiritual.  I think we can deduce that Nietszche's 'spiritual force' is that force of the mind that in our own terminology we would call 'soul'; differentiating this from 'spirit' and of that soul, attributing to it "spiritual force."  The mind itself, being a source of sub-atomic particularity and hence, quite physical or of the body and perhaps composed of an aethyr of sub-atomic particularity as will be formally presented in an unfinished and unpublished GCL document to be entitled: Liber Eugenia.
Further on, in Note 542, Nietszche supports the truth of manfestation (regardless of the assertion by the ego-losers that the Universe is an illusion:
If the character of existence should be false--which would be possible--what would truth, all our truth, be then?--An unconscionable falsification of the false? The false raised to a higher power?--
And he continues this in Note 543:
In a world that is essentially false, truthfulness would be an antinatural tendency: such a tendency could have meaning only as a means to a higher power of falsehood. In order for a world of the true, of being, to be invented, the truthful man would first have to be created (including the fact that such a man believes himself "truthful").
Proceeding to sub-section 8, we are shown how the ego is formed as a singularity in deference to our own and Gurdjieff's assertion of multiple egos fractured into this one larger structure.
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Psychological history of the concept "subject." The body, the thing, the "whole" construed by the eye, awaken the distinction between a deed and a doer; the doer, the cause of the deed, conceived ever more subtly, finally left behind the "subject."
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Our bad habit of taking a mnemonic, an abbreviative formula, to be an entity, finally as a cause, e.g., to say of lightning "it flashes." Or the little word "I." To make a kind of perspective in seeing the cause of seeing: that was what happened in the invention of the "subject," the "I"!
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"Subject", "object", "attribute"--these distinctions are fabricated and are now imposed as a schematism upon all the apparent facts. The fundamental false observation is that I believe it is I who does something, suffer something, "have" something, "have" a quality.
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In every judgment there resides the entire, full, profound belief in subject and attribute, or in cause and effect (that is, as the assertion that every effect is an activity and that every activity presupposes an agent); and this latter belief is only a special case of the former, so there remains as the fundamental belief the belief that there are subjects, that everything that happens is related attributively to some subject.
We are moving into the field of epistemology as we examine our observational process, but clearly again, we establish that which is truth as the knowledge of self, per the Hermetic Axiom: Know thyself; that larger subject or structure.  Nietszche then further relates his commentary on Hume as he then connects the 'I' with 'Will' (continuing Note 550):
I notice something and seek a reason for it; this means originally: I seek an intention in it, and above all someone who has intentions, a subject, a doer: every event a deed--formerly One saw intentions in all events, this is our oldest habit. Do animals also possess it? As living beings, must they not also rely on interpretations based on themselves?--
The question "why?" is always a question after the causa finalis' after the "what for?" We have no "sense for the causa efficiens": here Hume was right; habit (but not only that of the individual!) makes us expect that a certain often-observed occurrence will follow another: nothing more! That which gives the extraordinary firmness to our belief in causality is not the great habit of seeing one occurrence following another but our inability to interpret events otherwise than as events caused by intentions. It is belief in the living and thinking as the only effective force--in will, in intention--it is belief that every event is a deed, that every deed presupposes a doer, it is belief in the "subject." Is this belief in the concept of subject and attribute not a great stupidity?
Question: is intention the cause of an event? Or is that also illusion?
Is it not the event itself?
We come full circle to experience here; the experience of an event is experienced by the doer as also, the observer (and whatever epistemological considerations it may have).  Thus we are bound ultimately to come to truth as will, reveled by its expression, which gives form to knowledge.  In this we heed the necessity of the injunction in AL: Success is your proof; courage your armour.  We cannot be separated from our acts as they are both one and the same; therefore Will is Action (per the assertion found on the GCL homepage).  Nietszche elaborates on this eloquently in Note 551:
Critique of the concept "cause".- We have absolutely no experience of a cause; psychologically considered, we derive the entire concept from the subjective conviction that we are causes, namely, that the arm moves--But that is an error. We separate ourselves, the doers, from the deed, and we make use of this pattern everywhere--we seek a doer for every event. What is it we have done? We have misunderstood the feeling of strength, tension, resistance, a muscular feeling that is already the beginning of the act, as the cause, or we have taken the will to do this or that for a cause because the action follows upon it--cause, i.e.,-
There is no such thing as "cause"; some cases in which it seemed to be given us, and in which we have projected it out of ourselves in order to understand an event, have been shown to be self-deceptions. Our "understanding of an event" has consisted in our inventing a subject which was made responsible for something that happens and for how it happens. We have combined our feeling of will, our feeling of "freedom," our feeling of responsibility and our intention to perform an act, into the concept "cause": causa efficiens and causa finalis are fundamentally one.
We believed that an effect was explained when a condition was detected in which the effect was already inherent. In fact, we invent all causes after the schema of the effect: the latter is known to us--Conversely, we are not in a position to predict of any thing what it will "effect." The thing, the subject, will, intention--all inherent in the conception "cause." We search for things in order to explain why something has changed. Even the atom is this kind of super-added "thing" and "primitive subject"--
Will as action is then the only truth; a truth that is all about the creation of form; as Nietszche purports in Note 552:
Will to truth is a making firm, a making true and durable, an abolition of the false character of things, a reinterpretation of it into beings. "Truth" is therefore not something there, that might be found or discovered--but something that must be created and that gives a name to a process, or rather to a will to overcome that has in itself no end--introducing truth, as a processus in infinitum, an active determining--not a becoming conscious of something that is in itself firm and determined. It is a word for the "will to power."
Life is founded upon the premise of a belief in enduring and regularly recurring things; the more powerful life is, the wider must be the knowable world to which we, as it were, attribute being. Logicizing, rationalizing, systematizing as expedients of life.
Man projects his drive to truth, his "goal" in a certain sense outside himself as a world that has being, as a metaphysical world, as a "thing-in-itself," as a world already in existence. His needs as creator invent the world upon which he works, anticipate it; this anticipation (this "belief" in truth) is his support.
All events, all motion, all becoming, as a determination, degrees and relations of force, as a struggle--
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