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complex legacy and influence of V. Solov’ev. Although different in their assessments of the 
value of law for guaranteeing personal autonomy and human rights, religious humanists 
responded to Dostoevsky and Nietzsche, drawing upon Solov’ev and further advancing his 
optimistic humanism and the tradition of integration, in which they saw the potential for 
a renewed wholeness of humanity and a true personhood. Part 5 begins with the insight-
ful discussion of Russian Marxism and its intricate development over a sixty-year period. 
It shows that while Marxism’s primary motivation was “freedom as the positive capacity for 
collective self-realization” (324), transformed into a powerful ideology of the totalitarian 
state, it “proved deeply inimical to its own humanist ideals” (21). The rest of part 5 deals 
with specific philosophical pursuits undertaken by Russian philosophers in the deadly en-
vironment of post-revolutionary Russia. Both within the country and in exile, questions of 
the fundamental value of individual freedom, protecting individual rights, and affirming 
the ideal of individual and collective personality play a prominent role in philosophical 
discussions and continue to determine further philosophical development in Russia, thus 
testifying to the vitality of the tradition of Russian philosophical humanism.

Overall, the book is a highly engaging text that deserves close study. Whether or not one 
agrees with its interpretations of the main thinkers, ideas, theories, philosophical schools, 
and intellectual movements, it offers an enlightening and thought-provoking journey 
through the vast intellectual terrain of Russian philosophy’s “long nineteenth century.”

M a r i n a  F .  B y k o v a
North Carolina State University

Dirk R. Johnson. Nietzsche’s Anti-Darwinism. Cambridge-New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2010. Pp. x + 240. Cloth. $85.00.

Focusing on the polemical Genealogy of Morality (1887), in this book Johnson provides a 
critical reassessment of Nietzsche’s alleged complicity with Darwinism, as emphasized, 
for example, by John Richardson in Nietzsche’s New Darwinism (Oxford, 2004). Whereas 
Richardson highlighted how Darwinian science was “the infrastructure for Nietzsche’s 
philosophical project” (10), Johnson argues that while Darwinism was a necessary condi-
tion for Nietzsche’s mature development, his final position was characterized by a “creative 
antagonism” (14) toward it.

Nietzsche was one of the first philosophers to recognize the decisiveness of Darwin’s 
theory of evolution by natural selection and how it “necessitate[d] a radical overhaul of 
traditional metaphysics and ethics” (25). Darwin’s Descent of Man (1871) postulated that 
while organisms are engaged in a struggle against other organisms for survival, central com-
ponents of what is deemed “morality,” namely human sympathy, altruism, and cooperative-
ness, could be explained as advantageous traits that have been selected for over the course 
of evolutionary time. Such instincts “became more deeply ingrained through communal 
approbation, the force of habit, and inheritance” (166). Morality, for Darwin, is a by-product 
of the evolutionary mechanism of community selection, whereby in the evolutionary past, 
groups and tribes that were galvanized by common symbols, life-meanings, expectations for 
behavior, and a sense of obligation toward others outcompeted other tribes. Membership 
in tribes organized in this way provided great survival value, enabling individuals to call 
on others to help ward off predators and enemies, and to have access to their skills, goods, 
and labor. In addition, traits that promoted peaceful social living served to heighten the 
potential for reproductive success. Darwin writes, “[T]hose communities, which included the 
greatest number of the most sympathetic members, would flourish best and rear the greatest number of 
off-spring” (40). However, from a Nietzschean perspective, Darwin’s narrative concerns the 
origination of herd/slave morality, having its basis in making human behavior “predictable” 
(143), and in heightening survival value and procreative success. Not only is such a herd 
morality representative of ethical egoism, it is nihilism.
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Shepherded by “ascetic priests” and enforced by guilt and punishment, the herd’s “mo-
rality of custom” (158; Genealogy II) operates out of ressentiment for individuals who resist it 
or who create their own values. While tribes and societies can often operate in “immoral” 
ways (in the metaphysical sense), the sovereign individual who, in “pursuit of creative self-
affirmation” (60), deviates critically from their codes is more apt to be eliminated in the 
struggle for existence than preserved. Nietzsche’s analysis reveals that in Darwin’s account, 
the herd triumphs over “the strong” in and through “slave morality,” which is the former’s 
“own brand of will to power” (133). For these reasons, against Darwin, Nietzsche explored 
“the phenomenon of distinct ‘moral’ wills” (46) and provided an alternative, multiper-
spectival interpretation of life, conceived of as the interplay or the clash of individual wills 
to power, rather than as a struggle for existence in which the “fit” are deemed to be those 
who have produced the most offspring. Furthermore, Nietzsche charges that the Darwin-
ian discourse on the origin of morality tacitly assumes the evolutionary developments it 
describes to be “good.” But this judgment involves recourse to a metaphysical conception of 
“the Good” that is inconsistent with an authentic evolutionary naturalism, a logical lacuna 
that has admittedly plagued evolutionary ethicists ever since, including Herbert Spencer, 
Julian Huxley, and even some contemporary evolutionary psychologists.

With its pretense to objectively true knowledge, Darwinian science combats traditional 
metaphysical and religious systems like Christianity, but Johnson argues that for Nietzsche, 
it is actually an extension of the latter’s ascetic, otherworldly, life-denying ideal, for both 
“claim to offer an ultimate vantage point from outside ‘nature’” (195–96). Grounded in 
disinterested and disembodied causal explanation, the objectively true knowledge that 
is claimed by science is not considered to have originated from within the evolutionary 
process. Rather, it is conceived of as standing implicitly outside of it, unconditioned by the 
laws of nature, and untouched by the biological motivations of those promoting it, rather 
than as a function of the will to power. Johnson’s examination of Nietzsche’s criticisms of 
Darwinian science here are timely, given the continued popularity of the New Atheists, who 
seek to build a global civilization by promoting values that are based in reason and science, 
rather than in religious faith, and who do little to consider the evolutionary underpinnings 
of the forms of knowledge that they emphasize.

There are several inconsistencies, idiosyncracies, and insularities in Johnson’s analysis, 
and he ought to have given more attention to the Lamarckian elements of Nietzsche’s 
thought. However, if read in conjunction with Richardson’s Nietzsche’s New Darwinism, which 
provides a thorough analysis of the contrast between Darwinian community selection and 
Nietzschean self-selection, this book is successful in illuminating key aspects of Nietzsche’s 
philosophy that have been widely suppressed or misunderstood.
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Wilhelm Dilthey has received a great deal of attention in recent years. The second volume 
of his Selected Works was published in 2010, making Dilthey’s works from the 1890s avail-
able in English for the first time. Frederick Beiser also devotes a chapter to Dilthey in The 
German Historicist Tradition (2011). And Paul Guyer has said that Dilthey will be one of the 
heroes of his forthcoming Evolution of Modern Aesthetics. The essays collected in Lessing, 
Makkreel, and Pozzo’s Recent Contributions to Dilthey’s Philosophy of the Human Sciences were 
originally intended for a new Dilthey International Yearbook, which would capitalize on the 
resurgence of interest in Dilthey.

The organization of Recent Contributions still reflects the themes to which the first two 
issues of the Yearbook were to be devoted. Part 1 is on Kant and Dilthey; part 2 is about Dil-


