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The state of Nietzsche scholarship in the world today is vibrant, particularly in the Anglo-
American community, as the three anthologies under review prove. All three volumes show-
case both well-established scholars and younger commentators, who are just beginning to 
make their mark. They also spotlight the set of concerns predominant within current English-
language scholarship. Some of these themes, to be sure, have been a staple of the research 
from the beginning – the nature of the Will to Power and the Eternal Return, the importance 
for Nietzsche of art and the tragic worldview, the centrality of nihilism. Others are more fine-
tuned motifs that have crystallized within the past two decades. The question is: to what 
extent are these concerns new, original, and different ways of seeing Nietzsche or simply reit-
erations of older positions but framed in more nuanced ways. This is an important question, 
because it will allow us to assess whether scholarship on Nietzsche has truly progressed be-
yond prior commitments or whether it continues to circle around the same core convictions. 

It would be impossible to do justice to the range and richness of all contributions (the 
volumes edited by Ansell Pearson and Ken Gemes & John Richardson alone encompass 63 
articles), and I can only concentrate, selectively, on certain texts and authors to highlight key 
issues and common themes. Due also to the vast number and range of contributions, I will 
also only be able to give synoptic coverage of their themes, as much as many of the writings 
would merit lengthier discussion. Here are just some of the topics on display: the tension 
between art and science and the world of appearances and truth/reality (Came: Companion 
and Handbook; Ridley: Handbook); the will to power as a cosmological versus a psychology-
based theory (Golomb: Handbook; Poellner: Handbook); the eternal return as a cosmologi-
cal theory (Loeb: Handbook); the role of the drives and instincts – how they are constituted, 
do they have a purpose, and their relation to one another (Gemes: Handbook; Richardson: 
Handbook; Katsafanas: Handbook); the nature of the “autonomous individual” (Migotti: 
Handbook; Anderson: Handbook); the role of the Nietzschean “individual” and how it is 
constituted (Nabais: Companion; Gerhardt: Companion); the role of a Nietzschean “religion” 
(Lampert: Companion); and the nature of Nietzsche’s form of life-affirmation (Conway: Com-
panion) and his understanding of nihilism (Reginster: Handbook; Sommer: Companion). 

But perhaps the leitmotif is Nietzsche’s alleged naturalism. The latter topic has preoc-
cupied Anglo-American Nietzsche scholars for some time: “Most commentators writing on 
Nietzsche today, be they of an analytic or a continental persuasion, agree in positioning him 
as a philosophical naturalist” (Ansell-Pearson, Companion, p. 14; see also Leiter, Handbook, 
p. 576). The anthologies cover other rewarding topics, and I will focus on some of them, but 
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I will need to return to the question of Nietzsche’s naturalism only because this discussion 
reverberates through many pieces. In my review, I will address both (what I consider) weak-
nesses and strengths of the naturalist framework. In terms of its weaknesses, I suggest that it 
diminishes Nietzsche’s other central concerns; that it parses his rich philosophy and reduces 
its complex arguments to slivers of positions; and that it makes his philosophy all about 
values, willing, agency, etc., which speaks more to the commitments of the interpreters than 
Nietzsche’s own. (Simon Robertson’s and David Owen’s “Influence on Analytic Philosophy” 
[Handbook, pp. 185–206] reveals how prominent analytic philosophers have absorbed Nietz-
sche’s philosophy into their tradition and have tweaked his concerns to match their own.) 

On the other hand, the naturalist readings acknowledge the importance of science for 
Nietzsche, which in itself is a great achievement. The question of science, however, should 
not be reduced to whether or not Nietzsche’s findings correlate with the natural sciences – in 
the end a rather insignificant question. More important is his philosophy’s implications for 
the natural sciences as they are currently understood and practiced. And such a question 
cannot simply be answered by positioning Nietzsche into one column or the other – either as 
a promoter of scientific method or as an antagonist to science. It means delving into his texts 
to better understand his deeper strategies and intentions; to explain how science meshes 
with his other concerns, such as his aesthetics or his preoccupation with decadence and 
nihilism; in short, to see how the sciences become part of his complete project in all its nu-
ances, not just the single dominant part.

1. The editor of Companion to Nietzsche, Keith Ansell Pearson, introduces the anthology 
with a balanced chronological overview of Nietzsche’s life and works, briefly presenting the 
themes of the commentators. Ansell Pearson acknowledges the importance of the natural-
ist framework within current (Anglo-American) Nietzsche scholarship. Simultaneously, he 
recognizes that the precise character of Nietzsche’s purported naturalism remains unsettled 
(p. 14). He gives the same judicious assessment of Nietzsche’s relationship to science: “Al-
though science is crucially important to Nietzsche’s project it is not a question for him of 
philosophical thinking and questioning being completely subsumed within its ambit.” (p. 9) 
The anthology is ordered according to broader themes, although many pieces reflect the re-
cent scholarly preoccupation with analytical and naturalist viewpoints and with Nietzsche’s 
engagement with science. 

The first piece of the collection (Jill Marsden, “Nietzsche and the Art of the Aphorism,” 
pp.  22–38) detects a connection between the modus of the Nietzschean aphorism and the 
effect that aphorism is meant to trigger in the reader at a root sensory level: “the challenge 
of aphoristic writing is that the reader will incorporate new values into thought.” (p. 36) On 
Marsden’s view, Nietzsche’s writing style becomes an important vehicle for his philosophi-
cal objectives.¹ This focus on rhetorical style also marks the project of Christopher Janaway 

1 German-language scholarship has, in recent years, been far more engaged in exploring the rhe-
torical and stylistic strategies Nietzsche employs in his texts as well as their implications for his 
philosophy. See e.g. Axel Pichler, Nietzsche, die Orchestikologie und das dissipative Denken, Wien 
2010; Jakob Dellinger, Zwischen ‚Meinung‘ und ‚Maske‘. Überlegungen zum Umgang mit Nietzsches 
Techniken der Subversion, in: Nietzscheforschung 19 (2012), pp. 317–326; Jakob Dellinger, ‚Sanitizing‘ 
Nietzsche? Bemerkungen zur Tendenz eines ‚naturalistischen‘ Nietzsche-Bildes, in: Renate Reschke / 
Marco Brusotti (Hg. im Auftrag der Nietzsche-Gesellschaft e.V.), „Einige werden posthum geboren“. 
Friedrich Nietzsches Wirkungen (Nietzsche Heute, Bd. 4), Berlin / Boston 2012, pp. 159–171; Werner 
Stegmaier, Nietzsches Befreiung der Philosophie. Kontextuelle Interpretation des V. Buchs der Fröh-
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(“Naturalism and Genealogy,” pp. 337–52): “Nietzsche’s inflammatory rhetoric in the Geneal-
ogy is a deliberatively contrived tool to provoke the reader’s affects, and this provocation is 
a vital part of the revaluation of values Nietzsche seeks” (p. 345). For Janaway, Nietzsche is 
“naturalistic” to the extent that he includes within the “natural” the “psycho-physical con-
stitution of the individual whose values are up for explanation” (p. 350); but he remains 
critical of “scientific method […] conceived as an impersonal, affect-free search for truth” 
(p. 350). Janaway has staked out an independent position within the current naturalist de-
bate. It allows him to argue that Nietzsche’s texts “do not conflict with science,” even though 
Nietzsche shows “little concern for methods that could informatively be called scientific.” 
(p.  350) Marsden’s and Janaway’s analysis of Nietzsche’s style of writing, the body of his 
texts, is a welcome antidote to an approach that revolves exclusively around debating Nietz-
sche’s precise position on the question of truth and scientific veracity. 

Richard Schacht (“Nietzsche and Philosophical Anthropology,” pp. 115–32) also stakes 
out an independent position. Schacht has little doubt that Nietzsche’s philosophy, particu-
larly in On the Genealogy of Morals (Schacht’s primary focus in both Companion and Hand-
book volumes [Handbook: “Nietzsche’s Genealogy,” pp. 323–43]), is an expression of philo-
sophical naturalism, but he has reservations about more expansive claims that Nietzsche is 
either “dogmatizing [or] purporting to be relating the straight facts, either historically or as 
matters now stand with respect to morality and humanity.” (p. 129) Nietzsche’s “naturalist” 
project is all about “translating man back into nature” (BGE 230), above all, about “achieving 
an understanding of human reality purged of religious, metaphysical, and moralistic bag-
gage, as a piece of ‘de-deified’ nature through and through.” (p. 117) Yet, Nietzsche remains 
mindful of the conjectural and experimental nature of his project – “taking certain ideas that 
seem plausible, well-warranted and promising, and running with them interpretively” (p. 
130) – and in these efforts, he is more reflective of “philosophical anthropology” than the 
strict methods of the natural sciences. In relation to the title of Nietzsche’s work, Schacht 
makes one inaccuracy that needs clarification: he claims that the word Zur in the title Zur 
Genealogie der Moral can be a contraction in German of either Zu der or Zu einer (p. 325). It 
cannot. Zur can only mean “towards the” or “concerning the,” not “to a”. This is an important 
distinction, because it suggests that Nietzsche was writing a (critical) response to the contem-
poraneously practiced genealogical naturalism, not offering his own scholarly contribution 
to it.  

Babette Babich (“Nietzsche’s ‘Gay’ Science,” pp. 97–114) argues that Nietzsche’s practice 
of “science” does not reflect standard nineteenth-century scientific practices. For her, Nietz-
sche’s vision of “science” is artistically inspired and creative – a project that doesn’t seek 
to compete with the sciences but is still “science” in some deeper (perhaps more original?) 
sense of the word: “Because science (as such) is not objectively neutral, science must always 
be critically reviewed not on its own basis (this cannot be done) but rather on the ground of 
what makes science possible, and that is what Nietzsche originally named the ‘light’ of art.” 
(p. 110) But Nietzsche, on my view, never argues for an alternative version of “science,” one 
that should replace the natural sciences. On the contrary: his understanding of science is 
merely modern science brought to its last, ultimate conclusion (GM III 27). This distinction is 
crucial, because the deeper awareness thus achieved will force modern scientists to question 
their own underlying assumptions rather than to dismiss Nietzsche as “un-scientific.” 

lichen Wissenschaft, Berlin / Boston 2012; Marcus Andreas Born / Axel Pichler (Hg.), Texturen des 
Denkens. Nietzsches Inszenierung der Philosophie in Jenseits von Gut und Böse (Nietzsche Heute, 
Bd. 5), Berlin / Boston 2013.
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In “The Naturalisms of Beyond Good and Evil” (pp. 148–68), Maudemarie Clark and Da-
vid Dudrick differentiate themselves from Brian Leiter’s understanding of naturalism (p. 157). 
They agree that Nietzsche accepted and worked from empiricist foundations. But Leiter, they 
imply, would argue that there can be very little true knowledge beyond the purview of the 
natural sciences. On their view, however, Nietzsche could be a naturalist without demanding 
that the “question of value” be incorporated into an explicit naturalism (p. 165). 

In their Handbook piece (“Beyond Good and Evil,” pp. 298–322), in many ways an elab-
oration of this position, they distinguish between esoteric and exoteric levels of meaning 
in BGE. Arguing mainly from a Kantian basis (Handbook, pp. 303–08), they conclude that 
“Nietz sche’s denigration of truth’s value and of the possibility of attaining it belong[s] only 
to the exoteric text” (p. 308), while – aside from his “crude-seeming claims” about truth at 
the exoteric level – his deeper meanings “give way to a much more philosophically interest-
ing and sophisticated claim at the esoteric level.” (p. 320) Although there is nothing against 
a Kantian interpretation per se, it is difficult to imagine that Nietzsche (whose knowledge of 
Kant did not run so deep and was mostly critical) composed this work with the Kantian so-
phistication that their interpretation suggests. One must also ask oneself how much is gained 
by dividing the work into exoteric and esoteric realms or if this approach gets us closer to 
defining Nietzsche’s position(s) on truth. After reading Clark and Dudrick, one is left with 
the sense that their interpretation seeks to circumnavigate his uncomfortable criticisms of 
science without really confronting them head on. 

Nuno Nabais, one in a handful of non-Anglo-American scholars represented in the 
Companion (along with Paul van Tongeren, Andreas Urs Sommer, and Volker Gerhardt), of-
fers an existential reading of the Nietzschean “individual”; his interpretation emphasizes 
the individual’s radical interiority: “each individual is pure interiority.” (p. 92) With such an 
understanding, Nietzsche undercuts a base scientific-mechanistic worldview by discovering 
“the essence of the world within the individual” (p. 92): “if each individual’s individuality 
is grounded in the deepest essence of the world – in eternity itself, in that eternity whose 
existence was required to bring into being every event of one’s existence – then to say yes 
to that eternity, to say yes to the entire universe, is to say yes to oneself and to one’s own 
character as a unique event.” (p. 93) But while Nabais touches upon biologistic elements 
within Nietzsche’s naturalism (pp. 90–91), he seems to question the possibility of an objec-
tive “reality” in which humans partake, that is, humans as circumscribed individuals within 
a “nature” that exists free from consciousness (p. 92). How do the individuals relate to na-
ture? And doesn’t Nietzsche talk rather objectively about “strong” and “weak” wills, health 
and decadence, which do affect individuals in their determinacy? 

A fitting companion piece to the above is Volker Gerhardt’s “The Body, the Self, and 
the Ego” (pp. 273–96). Basing his interpretation primarily on Z, particularly Z I, Despisers 
(KSA 4.39–41), Gerhardt argues that there is a room for the much-maligned notion of “rea-
son” in Nietzsche’s system, even though Nietzsche conceives of his “great reason” in terms of 
the body. The body is expressive of the drives; the ego is a coordinator of conflicting drives, 
i.e., it is the thinking will, the intellect, that “thinks” on the basis of what the drives present 
to it. It must mediate between a plurality of drives via “thought.” The self is that which can 
create, particularly in the realm of art, by harmonizing dissonances and internal contradic-
tions. It projects “beauty” as an expression of a harmony in the plurality of drives. Gerhardt 
places a high value on aesthetics for Nietzsche as the means by which the plurality of drives 
reaches a harmonious whole: “The ‘great reason’ in the body is […] to be understood as an 
aesthetic concept.” (p. 289) Exhibiting strong parallels to Freud’s theory of the id, ego and 
superego (p. 292), as well as to Kant (pp. 279–80), Gerhardt’s reading accepts certain natural-
ist premises, but, integrating Nietzsche’s other concerns (ethical, aesthetic), breaks free from 
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a purely naturalistic reading. In “Nietzsche and Ethics” (pp. 389–403), Paul van Tongeren 
comes to compatible conclusions about Nietzsche’s higher types as those figures who can 
“manage to keep their controlling force and their inner plurality in balance.” (p. 401)

In “Nihilism and Skepticism in Nietzsche” (pp. 250–270), Andreas Urs Sommer combines 
an in-depth knowledge of the texts with rigorous scholarship, producing a cautious, though 
persuasive analysis of nihilism and skepticism. As a careful scholar should, Sommer resists 
overarching theories of nihilism, such as by Heidegger and Elisabeth Kuhn, and instead pro-
ceeds from the textual evidence at hand: namely, “that with Nietzsche’s pronouncements 
on nihilism we are mainly dealing with posthumous jottings that do not document a sys-
tematic process of thought.” (p. 251) Though Sommer is committed to the texts and avoids a 
strong narrative presence, his analysis is never simplistic or over-interpreted. He touches on 
the interconnection between nihilism and decadence throughout (e.g., p. 253), but he leaves 
unanswered what that interconnection might mean for his larger philosophy. His judicious 
conclusion: that Nietzsche’s form of skepticism goes beyond passive critique and that he has 
a sense of “healthy skepticism” that is creative, affirmative, and form-giving (pp. 265–66).

In “Rebaptizing our Evil,” (pp. 404–18), “Nietzsche and Fatalism” (pp. 419–34), and 
“Naturalism and Nietzsche’s Moral Psychology” (pp. 314–44), Kathleen Higgins, Robert C. 
Solomon, and Christa Davis Acampora, respectively, target an understanding of naturalism 
too narrowly defined. For Higgins, “Nietzsche is a naturalist in that he interprets the natural 
world as our home. He is not urging that we see ourselves in terms of the abstract world 
theorized by scientists.” (p. 407) At its core, Nietzsche’s project is a “revaluation,” in which 
man must “re-baptize” his “evil” instincts to give himself a destiny and, in his own case, to 
assuage doubts about his mission (pp. 412–13). Higgins accepts an overall naturalistic foun-
dation for Nietzsche, thus her primary focus on the rebranding of the self on the instinctual 
level, but she leaves open a window for the possibility of self-fashioning and self-creating. 

In a similar vein, Solomon challenges overly deterministic readings of Nietzsche that 
take their cue from his forceful repudiation of “free will.” Solomon charts a middle-course, 
allowing for some pre-determined conditions to affect individual development but granting 
a measure of personal freedom and responsibility: “The Kantian conception of noumenal self 
is too extravagant, and the determinist account of self-creation too stingy, to capture either 
the conceptual complexity of self-creation or the richness of Nietzsche’s proposals.” (p. 427)

Acampora also challenges an awareness of naturalism in Nietzsche too beholden to the 
sciences, in particular in Brian Leiter’s iteration (p. 316), and coins the term “artful natural-
ism” to reflect “the centrality of art in his critique and appropriation of science” (p. 317). In 
her piece in the Handbook (“Beholding Nietzsche: Ecce Homo, Fate, and Freedom” [pp. 363–
385]), Acampora further distances herself from a naturalism narrowly understood, and like 
Solomon, argues for a level of personal freedom, rather than a radical determinacy, in Nietz-
sche’s project of “becoming who you are.” For all three commentators (Higgins, Solomon, 
Acampora), Nietzsche’s naturalist project can be loosely characterized by the dictum “trans-
lating man back into nature” (see Schacht’s position as well); but beyond that, the scholars 
would repudiate a “narrower conception of naturalism” that commits Nietzsche to having “a 
(nearly unqualified) positive estimation of science and to model his own philosophical think-
ing on scientific methods” (Acampora, Companion, p. 315). 

2. The Oxford Handbook, edited by Ken Gemes and John Richardson, is a very different an-
thology. Its organizing principle is Nietzsche’s life and works, and the generic titles of the 
contributions reflect this panoptic approach. Each chapter covers an aspect of the philoso-
pher’s life, a single work, or a central theme or concept (The Overman; Eternal Recurrence). 
Whereas the Companion allowed the authors to indulge in their own interpretative fancy, 
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this work exhibits a greater uniformity of style and approach among chapters. The writing 
throughout is clear and jargon-free, almost elegant, and the greater formality and plasticity 
of presentation lend an authoritative air to the articles. This restraint and greater accessibility 
do not detract from the high quality of the pieces. On the contrary, perhaps due to the inter-
pretative restraints imposed on contributors, the insights, the range, and the depth of many 
pieces often surpass those in the Companion. 

The three chapters that comprise the first section (“Biography”) – “Nietzsche and the 
Family” (pp. 19–45), “Nietzsche and Women” (pp. 46–62), “Nietzsche’s Illness” (pp. 63–80), 
written by Graham Parkes, Julian Young, and Charlie Huenemann, respectively – cover well-
trodden biographical terrain, although they manage to illuminate the life, occasionally, in 
new and meaningful ways. Parkes presents an overview of Nietzsche’s family relationships 
and his genealogical lineage, one of the most extensive I have come across (at least in such 
concise format). Still, I was disappointed with his final reading of Nietzsche’s relations with 
his mother and sister, in particular. Though attempts have been made to be more charitable 
toward Nietzsche’s sister, Parkes goes a bit far: he suggests that Elisabeth’s subsequent dis-
tortion of his legacy could have been avoided had the brother been more appreciative and 
kinder towards her (p. 44)!

On Parkes’ view, Elisabeth’s motivation to manipulate her brother’s image was “no 
doubt” motivated by an understandable desire to “pay him back for his lack of gratitude” 
(p. 43); several lines earlier he delivers a more prosaic explanation: “her ruthless determina-
tion to turn her brother’s legacy to her own financial advantage” (p. 43). Whatever one feels 
about Nietzsche’s dealings with mother and sister, it seems commendable that he avoided a 
complete rupture with either of them, probably due to his strong sense of familial piety and 
patriarchal obligation after the early death of his father. As for Elisabeth’s handling of his 
legacy: the real tragedy is that Nietzsche went insane and that his writings fell into the hands 
of someone whom he (keen psychologist that he was) had every ground to mistrust.

Young sheds little new light on Nietzsche’s views on women or the central Lou Salomé 
episode. That Nietzsche suffered terribly as a result of the “Lou affair” and that his views to-
ward women radicalized after the rupture is common knowledge. But Young never gets close 
to exploring the implications of that supposed “turn,” i.e., if it has any grounding in Nietz-
sche’s thought itself or any validity apart from being a biographical curiosity. Nietzsche’s 
later views on women need not be so different from his earlier ones, as Young on the contrary 
contends (p. 49). Instead, his philosophy as a whole became radicalized in his later works, 
and one facet of that critique was his rejection of the “women’s question” as an example 
of the modernity he detested tout court. That need not imply that he changed his views on 
women fundamentally due to the Lou trauma or that he was less predisposed to support 
women individually (p. 46). 

“Nietzsche’s illness” raises some suggestive perspectives. Huenemann presents evi-
dence that Nietzsche’s insanity was a result of a similar invasive brain tumor, or meningioma, 
that had struck down his father, at an equally young age (his father was 35; Nietzsche 44), 
and was not the consequence of a syphilitic infection, as is still widely assumed. (Parkes 
gives a detailed narrative of the father’s lingering suffering and demise at home and how they 
must have affected the four-year old son; pp. 34–35). Huenemann argues that “it would have 
been impossible for him not to have suspected that whatever killed his father and brother, 
and otherwise debilitated his mother’s relatives, lay also in his own future.” (p. 66) Huene-
mann’s analysis raises the possibility that Nietzsche rushed his final texts into publication 
perhaps due to fears of an impending collapse and the apprehension that his writings could 
then be misappropriated by his antagonists (which was already beginning to occur in the 
case of Anti-Semites and Social Darwinists). But recent scholarship on the possible causes 
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of his illness has complicated this matter further, and the final chapter on Nietzsche’s illness 
has yet to be written.²

In “Holding on to the Sublime: On Nietzsche’s Early ‘Unfashionable’ Project” (pp. 226–51), 
Keith Ansell-Pearson (in the Handbook with hyphen) examines the four “Unfashionable 
Observations.”³ These four early works do not receive the same critical attention as his semi-
nal later writings, but Ansell-Pearson allows us to appreciate their place within Nietzsche’s 
total output (he argues that the notion of greatness he developed there remained consistent 
throughout his career) and their particular set of concerns. As youthful pieces, the four “Un-
fashionables” were inspiring and hopeful in ways that his later texts were not and expressed 
an almost naïve faith in sublimity and grandeur. Ansell-Pearson’s focus on the element of the 
sublime in them captures their special charm. He also provides rich contextual evidence to 
show how his more mature positions grew out of insights explored in these texts.

Randall Havas contributes a suggestive reading of “The Overman” (pp. 461–84). Nietz-
sche “gives the actual term ‘overman’ a significant role to play only in Thus Spoke Zarathustra, 
and there […] most explicitly in the ‘Prologue’.” (p. 464) But the fact that his other writings 
fail to elaborate further on it does not signal that he rejected it but that he recognized its 
limited pedagogical use (p. 465). Simply proclaiming the overman to the masses would have 
little effect if they remained indifferent to overcoming humanity. But beyond this specific 
text, and as a powerful metaphor, the concept could remain resonant, bundling Nietzsche’s 
various notions of a higher humanity. The overman designates a “way of life, not a particular 
person” (p. 463). For us to get “over” the human being in its current state “demands that we 
affirm life’s temporal character where we once sought to deny it.” (p. 463) The overman thus 
challenges us to think of temporality in new ways, and to incorporate one’s past into one’s 
total affirmation of the self, in order to “live differently than we have lived thus far” (p. 463). 

Mark Migotti offers his contribution – and a forceful rebuttal – to the proliferating de-
bate on the nature of Nietzsche’s “sovereign individual” (p. 510), only referred to in such 
terms in GM II 1–2. This micro-discussion has taken on a life of its own, and I doubt that this 
piece, despite its solid arguments, will put a “final nail in the revisionist coffin” (p. 523). 
As I have argued in Nietzsche’s Anti-Darwinism (Cambridge 2010, pp. 140–45, p. 148 fn15), 
Nietzsche’s “sovereign individual” is meant as a foil to the man of “bad conscience,” the 
focus of the remainder of GM II. His “ripe fruit” of GM II 1–2, is intentionally meant to echo 
Kant’s notions of autonomy, thereby highlighting the irony that his own positive model of 
the “sovereign individual” is, in fact, the polar opposite of the idealists’ morally autonomous 
individual – in Nietzsche’s eyes, that other “dismal thing” (GM II 4): the festering man of 
ressentiment. Some scholars have invested considerable energy into this debate, probably 
because so much of their interpretation hinges on reading these two sections against their 
explicit grain. To  Migotti’s credit, he has contributed further evidence to destabilize such 
readings (pp. 519–23). 

2 Cf., however, concerning the diagnosis of Nietzsche’s illness Christiane Koszka, MELAS (Mitochon-
driale Enzephalomyopathie, Laktazidose und Schlaganfall-ähnliche Episoden) – eine neue Diagnose 
von Nietzsches Krankheit, in: Nietzsche-Studien 39 (2010), pp. 573–578; Roland Schiffter, Friedrich 
Nietzsches Krankheiten – eine unendliche Geschichte. Zu Christiane Koszka […], in: Nietzsche-Stu-
dien 42 (2013), pp. 283–292; Thomas Klopstock, Friedrich Nietzsche und seine Krankheiten: kein aus-
reichender Anhalt für MELAS. Zu Christiane Koszka […], und zu Roland Schiffter […], in: Nietzsche-
Studien 42 (2013), pp. 293–297.
3 The essay is a thoroughly revised and modified version of an essay first published in: Herman Sie-
mens / Vasti Roodt (eds.), Nietzsche, Power, and Politics, Berlin / New York 2008, pp. 767–99.
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Jacob Golomb’s “Will to Power: Does it Lead to the ‘Coldest of All Cold Monsters’?” 
(pp. 525–550) breaks no new ground with its views on the will to power, though it presents a 
reasoned case against a cosmological interpretation. Offering various arguments in a favor 
of a psychological-anthropological reading (p. 530), Golomb even challenges the one famous 
entry, which most lends itself to a cosmological rendition – namely, WP 1067 (Nachlass 1885, 
38[12], KSA 11.610–11; cf. BGE 36). On Nietzsche’s view, “the will to power also manifests itself 
to impose interpretative perspectives on nature in order to conceal it through a set of cogni-
tive projections.” This projection can be seen as a “heuristic-didactic clarification of the fun-
damental psychological consequences of the will to power that Nietzsche played with in his 
notebooks.” (p. 530) But this “cosmological” clarification lent no philosophical legitimacy 
to his official philosophy, and would even seem to counter it, which is why he chose not to 
include such speculations in his published work. 

Ken Gemes’ “Life’s Perspectives” (pp. 553–75) also engages with the will to power. 
Gemes proposes a series of axioms to explain: Nietzsche’s “perspectivism”; his “theory” of 
the drives; his “theory” of the will to power; and his prescriptive injunction “towards what 
Nietzsche regards as health” – his ideal of “ascending life, healthy life” (p. 573). Gemes sum-
marizes his “system” in the following way: “Life is an embodied collection of drives. Will to 
power is the tendency/disposition of the drives to seek domination of the environment and 
of the other drives […]. Perspectivism is the descriptive claim that each drive has its own 
perspective/interpretation of the world and seeks to express that interpretation often at the 
expense of the other drives” (p. 573). This naturalized framework is plausible and simple on 
the surface – though reductionist – but it fails to capture Nietzsche’s more complex, sophis-
ticated understanding of both the will and the will to power. 

Gemes’ position warrants a more thorough response; but I can only suggest one serious 
objection here. Nietzsche writes about, and is interested in, very naturalistically (as Gemes 
indicates), the drives – how they are constituted, how they remain in internal conflict, and 
how they might be harmonized at a higher level. But his true concern, and his interest in the 
will to power, is the individual will, or type, and its actions in the world. It is not a reduction-
ist “theory,” or science, about drives seeking supremacy or “domination of the environment” 
per se. Rather, it is about physiological types, wills, in conflict and seeking power based on 
drives that must be expressed, that is, be outer-directed, in some form or the other. The drives 
that produce the deed are ultimately unknowable and undefinable to us. Above all, they are 
covered over by layers of misinformation and misinterpretation due to the confusion wrought 
by misguided (moral) socialization. To speak of the will to power as a “tendency of the drives 
to domination” (italics mine) is thus misplaced.

Paul Loeb presents the strongest case yet for his position that the eternal recurrence is 
meant to be a cosmological theory and that it is “the most consequential discovery of [Nietz-
sche’s] career” (p. 645) (“Eternal Recurrence,” pp. 645–71). Loeb systematically challenges 
the scholarly consensus on the eternal return, in particular those commentators who inter-
pret it existentially (as a form of “counterfactual thought experiment”, p. 668) and who feel 
that Nietzsche could not have intended the doctrine in a scientifically credible sense. Loeb 
marshals considerable textual evidence for his argument (he provides additional compelling 
evidence for this same position in his Companion piece, “Identity and Eternal Recurrence,” 
pp. 171–88), and draws comparative parallels as well, particularly to Plato, in order to cap-
ture the deeper resonances in Z, the only work where Nietzsche expounds on his doctrine. 
Because the eternal return occurs in a poetical work, and does not appear worked out in a 
philosophically rigorous format, Loeb believes that scholars fail to appreciate its significance 
for Nietzsche and for all facets of his philosophy (p. 645). Whatever one’s commitments now 
are to the eternal return – and it no doubt remains one of the most complex, mysterious, and 

Authenticated | drjohnson@hsc.edu author's copy
Download Date | 12/9/14 11:28 PM



 Rezensionen   237

contentious concepts in Nietzsche’s work – Loeb forces us to engage with it seriously, and he 
gives it the prominence and stature in his thinking that it clearly deserves. Loeb’s insights 
into the eternal return are always original, challenging, and philosophically meticulous, and 
they will point the research in this field to new directions. 

Brian Leiter restates his case for Nietzsche as a “philosophical naturalist” in “Nietzsche’s 
Naturalism Reconsidered” (pp. 576–98). However, he acknowledges that commentators sym-
pathetic to him have responded critically to some aspects of his version, particularly his one 
bold claim that Nietzsche’s philosophy reflects “Methodological Naturalism” (“M-Natural-
ism”) “according to which ‘philosophical inquiry […] should be continuous with empirical 
inquiry in the sciences’” (p. 577). Leiter responds to those critics, and refines some of his 
own arguments, to show that (similar to Hume’s project) Nietzsche’s speculations on hu-
man nature, while speculative, are “informed by the sciences and a scientific picture of how 
things work.” (p. 577) Despite Nietzsche’s professed skepticism about natural laws and de-
terminism – Leiter considers such skepticism “not entirely cogent” (p. 578) – as well as his 
repeated critiques of causality, Leiter is determined to prove that Nietzsche’s philosophy can 
be aligned with the methods of the natural sciences. He admits that Nietzsche’s views on the 
will to power, particularly in a metaphysical dimension, would challenge the philosophical 
naturalist position he presents (p. 592), and begins to develop a case against it (p. 593), but 
he then altogether dismisses it as “crackpot metaphysics”: “If he had that thought – wholly 
inconsistent with the rest of his naturalism – so much the worse for him.” (p. 594)

Though I can appreciate Leiter’s reservations about a metaphysical understanding of 
the will to power, or even his being skeptical about its significance for his work as a whole, 
it would require a more nuanced argument (see e.g., Golomb, pp.  527–30, or also Peter 
Poell ner’s arguments in “Nietzsche’s Metaphysical Sketches: Causality and Will to Power,” 
pp. 675–700) than he provides here to dismiss a metaphysical will to power outright. Indeed, 
if his central argument is premised on denying its validity and significance, then a more 
persuasive and scholarly-informed case would need to be made. This also applies to Leiter’s 
conclusions. He contends that contemporary scientists can applaud Nietzsche’s more specu-
lative insights, because “with unsystematic data and methods he could nonetheless arrive at 
hypotheses that turn out to be supported by more systematic data and methods.” (p. 596) But 
Leiter has yet to make a cogent case that Nietzsche’s “naturalist” project ought to be judged, 
or if he even intended it to be judged, according to the benchmarks of (contemporary) science 
and its methods. This should not be an option until – and that is thus far been lacking – 
a persuasive interpretative framework can adequately make sense of the complete set of nu-
merous critiques (and affirmations) he made of science.

In “Nietzsche’s Philosophical Psychology” (pp. 727–755), Paul Katsafanas examines 
overly deterministic readings of Nietzsche’s psychology, in which the drives are seen as 
“simple urges and cravings or purely physiological states” (p. 728) or appear as mini-agents 
(“homunculi”) that have a will and “mind” of their own: “it would be rather incongruous for 
Nietzsche, who so vociferously argues against the superfluous positing of subjects, to mul-
tiply the number of subjects beyond measure by splintering each human being into a host 
of homunculi.” (p. 728) Not only would such a strategy reveal fundamental inconsistencies 
in Nietzsche’s position on drives (unlikely for a philosopher for whom psychology was the 
“path to the fundamental problems”); it would also impoverish Nietzsche’s sophisticated 
understanding of the human will and its drives (p. 728). As I indicated in response to Gemes, 
Nietzsche’s understanding of human motivation, based on his larger premise of the will to 
power, posits agents who remain deeply unaware of how the drives affect their conscious and 
unconscious thoughts at all levels. Katsafanas’ analysis recognizes the greater complexity 
of Nietzsche’s position and the inherent skepticism he harbors toward a reflective, rational 
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agent, as well as the central role he ascribes, in his discussions on drives, to delusion and 
self-ignorance (p. 745), the ways in which he sees drives acting on other drives (p. 749), and 
his belief in the essential inscrutability of human motivation (p. 752).

In “Nietzsche on Life’s Ends” (pp. 756–83), John Richardson explores the rich reso-
nances of the concept of “Life” in Nietzsche’s works. Richardson agrees that the term can ap-
pear vague and suspicious for analytic philosophers – they tend to dismiss it as useless and 
a “dead weight” in his theory (p. 756) – but he here reclaims its argumentative function for 
Nietzsche’s philosophy as a whole and its importance for his notion of valuing. Aside from its 
obvious poetic and metaphoric effects (i.e., “life is will to power”), Life is used by Nietzsche, 
alternately, in the sense of (1) the biological (life as all organisms); (2) the human, or life as 
all human beings; (3) the phenomenal, or life as the experience of living as such; and (4) 
the personal, or life as the individual biographical life lived (p. 759). Richardson argues that 
these four usages have argumentative bearing on Nietzsche’s sense of valuing, but that even 
the overtly affective uses of the term synthesize and round out his complex understanding of 
the drives and their ends. In some ways, the affective usages are the most important for Ni-
etzsche, because they allow “the different parts [to] function together in the crucial argument 
he makes, that ‘life’ supports or justifies his values.” (p. 782) Richardson here acknowledges 
the centrality of the “affective” dimensions (i.e., poetic and metaphoric) in Nietz sche’s phi-
losophy, both according them philosophical legitimacy (above all, for analytic practitioners) 
and finding a place for them in relation to his own naturalistic account of the drives – their 
evolution, their ends, and their future promise.  

3. Of the three volumes under review, A Companion to Friedrich Nietzsche (its title bearing a 
confusing similarity to the Blackwell anthology) is the one edition most geared to the gen-
eral reader seeking an informative overview of the life and works. Edited by Paul Bishop, 
the collection contains a combination of well-established Nietzsche scholars in philosophy 
(Lampert, Ansell-Pearson, Schrift), scholars of German literature (Bishop, Liebscher) – some 
of whom have published substantially on Nietzsche (Del Caro, Large) – as well as political 
scientists and theorists (Gillespie, Callanan). The pieces, whose quality is less consistent than 
those in either the Handbook or the “other” Companion, are also less original. Several contri-
butions were insightful and pleasurable to read (Thomas Brobjer’s piece on the “Early Writ-
ings”, pp. 24–47, Adrian Del Caro’s on The Birth of Tragedy, pp. 54–79, Laurence Lampert’s on 
Zarathustra, pp. 201–26, and Keith Ansell-Pearson’s on the Gay Science, pp. 167–92, deserve 
special mention), while others just skimmed the surface and contributed little new informa-
tion to their respective subjects. If one compares these chapters to those in the similarly con-
ceived Handbook, one cannot help but feel disappointed. But then again, one should keep 
in mind the volume’s target readership: a general audience that seeks entry into the life and 
general themes of the respective works and the periods. 

Structurally, the volume connects the works to the basic chronology of Nietzsche’s life, 
and it prefaces each individual chapter on the major texts, or bundle of texts (e.g., “early 
writings”; Nachlass; late writings), with a “link,” or introduction providing additional bio-
graphical and historical context. On my view, this editorial device was not convincing and 
often distracting, however, and much of the material in the “links” is standard biographical 
fare, at least for Nietzsche scholars. On the other hand, the index is rather detailed and the 
notes to each chapter are fairly extensive and the references well-documented, so that every 
effort was made to adhere to high scholarly standards. (In contrast, the index of the scholarly 
far superior Handbook was too general to be of much use.) Also distinctive, and in many 
ways commendable, is the editor’s decision to incorporate both original German and the 
English translations of Nietzsche’s texts, so that scholars who prefer to read the German can 
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consult the passages verbatim. Overall, in fact, this overview was clearly meant for readers 
approaching Nietzsche from a literary-cultural perspective (literary historians and scholars, 
and Germanists), for whom this volume might be rewarding. Its publisher Camden House 
is in an Anglo-American house that emphasizes scholarship on German-language literature 
and cultural aspects of German history.  

In the introduction, I raised the question whether Nietzsche scholarship has progressed fun-
damentally from earlier positions. We can now try to answer that question. Based on the arti-
cles in these primarily Anglo-American volumes, the qualified answer would be: Yes, and No. 
In the sense that more research has appeared on Nietzsche’s historical-cultural context, and 
that that has yielded a greater awareness of both his Umfeld and his debt to it, the answer is 
yes. Above all, there is now a greater appreciation for his complex relationship to the natural 
sciences of his time. The fact that the current naturalist wave in the research has succeeded 
in placing the sciences at the center of their exploration of his philosophy means that current 
researchers recognize that his position on science impacts all facets of his philosophy. 

And yet, if you look at examples in the first generation of research, initiated soon after 
Nietzsche’s collapse and death, you will discover similar preoccupations, i.e., an acceptance 
of Nietzsche’s connections to science as well as interpretations in which “scientific” markers 
assume prominence. Scholars of the first generation were interested in “biologistic” read-
ings of Nietzsche, particularly in relationship to questions of decadence and the debilitated 
will (these associations, allied as they were with eugenics, have now become suspect), while 
current researchers have returned to the explicit scientific markers, emphasizing Nietzsche’s 
views on the instincts and drives and their interplay (Gemes); the compatibility of his ideas 
with Darwinian natural selection (Richardson), indeed, his essential scientific mindset – to 
the point that Nietzsche can be heralded as a forerunner of the cognitive sciences (Leiter, 
Handbook, p. 596) and today’s “philosophers of mind” (Schacht, Companion, p. 131)! In 
some cases, scholars both acknowledge the role of the sciences, i.e., focus their discussion 
on the drives and instincts, and then find ways to subsume that discussion into a higher 
synthesis culminating in aesthetic and ethical conclusions (Gerhardt). This is redolent of 
first-generation efforts to reconcile Nietzsche’s overman – his alleged “idealism” regarding 
man – with evolutionary readings of Darwinian natural selection. 

Another problem with the naturalist approach is the question of “valuing” – that is, it 
leads to a forced separation of Nietzsche’s scientific concerns from his supposed interests 
in “values” and “valuing”. In other words, how does one reconcile Nietzsche’s supposed 
acceptance of value-free “science” and its conclusions with his explicitly value-laden pro-
ject? For some scholars, like Brian Leiter, there is not much of a problem, because the sci-
entific discoveries of his time are at one with Nietzsche’s more “speculative” project. Thus, 
the conclusions of science cannot stand in conflict with his overall evaluative goals, which 
are themselves informed by science. For Clark and Dudrick, a tension admittedly exists be-
tween the normative project and the findings of science, but their solution is to posit two 
distinct, though interlocking, realms in which norms can operate somewhat freely from 
scientific truths. For other scholars sympathetic to the naturalist approach (e.g., Solomon, 
Schacht, Higgins, Acampora), a crude and radical naturalism would be an impoverishment 
of Nietzsche’s perspectives, since it would diminish Nietzsche’s exploration into other cen-
tral questions (on autonomy, personal freedom, fate, life and life affirmation, nihilism and 
skepticism, the role of art). 

Nietzsche’s views on science are no doubt central, and of course impinge on his larger 
evaluative project. But we must return, here too, to GM as his most explicit treatment of this 
problem. The central issue for Nietzsche, as expounded throughout the GM (but particularly 
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in GM III), and at the core of GM, was not the science-vs.-value divide as such, but the fact that 
practitioners of contemporary science purport to be “objective” and value-free (i.e., “ascetic”) 
but should instead question their underlying assumptions and become value-transparent as 
well as explicitly value-setting. One must remind oneself, repeatedly, that Nietzsche com-
posed GM as a polemical response to the “English school” of (moral) genealogy that claimed 
to have provided an objective, scientific account of human nature and (moral) development. 
For example, in GM I 2 Nietzsche criticizes the “English genealogists” for lacking the “his-
torical spirit,” namely, accepting that our morality was a given – that it appeared out of the 
“blue” rather than having “gray” historical origins (GM, Preface 7). But on Nietzsche’s view, 
to accept values before we know why we value so-and-so is a naiveté and absurdity (GM I, Ad-
dendum). In GM II 11, he targets modern scientists for blindly projecting reactive values into 
natural processes; and in GM I 1 for assuming reactive impulses at work everywhere rather 
than recognizing how their own confused, suppressed instincts (actually, their ressentiment) 
pointed them in that direction. In GM III, he laments that the “truth drive” of modern science 
has put everything into question – except for its own will to truth. And the list goes on. 

Nietzsche’s challenges to science are explicit enough, but they get routinely ignored. He 
devoted an entire late work, the GM, in particular, its third essay, to a critical examination 
of the “scientific question.” But for Nietzsche studies to get beyond its (re)current focus on 
the science-values divide, the cornerstone of the naturalist debate, they must first appreciate 
that it is Nietzsche’s own values that inform his criticisms of science. At that point, we can 
begin to recognize him for what he intended to be: one of the most cogent, powerful, and far-
reaching critics of the modern scientific enterprise. Whatever new values will emerge from 
the eventual destabilization of modern science are yet to be seen. 
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