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of argumentation within the book. While reading, I often found the
author making claim after claim without defending each with careful
arguments. This caii be particularly frustrating for readers used to
well laid-out and carefully reasoned texts. However, it is clear in the
introduction that Evanoff recognizes this limitation as he makes the
point of informing readers that his approach will be synthetic instead
of analytic (7). The result is a work that feels more like a manifesto or a
work of creative philosophy where philosophical pieces are connected
or quilted together to form a unique new structure.

Second, crafting an ethic that tries to achieve "ecological
sustainability, social justice, and human well-being" seems like a
monumental task not easily accomplished within a book of 285 pages.
While the fact that this is a synthetic rather than analytic work helps
to explain the relative shortness of the text, I still feel that more work
needs to be done to further develop these ideas. The text is exhaustively
researched, and Evanoff's ethical approach is well outlined; however
the text seems more like a framework where areas still need to be fleshed
out. For example, I personally would like to have more information on
how this specific bioregional ethic would play out in reality and how
exactly we would go about putting such an ethic into practice. Perhaps
future work by this author or work that utihzes his transactional
approach will provide further details.

Bioregionülism and Global Ethics offers an interesting new ethic, and
I think readers of Environmental Philosophy will enjoy reading the book.
It makes connections between development ethics, social justice, and
environmental ethics that are sorely needed.

Dirk R.Johnson. Nietzsche's Anti-Darwinism.
New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010. 240 pages. ISBN:
0521196787 (hardcover). $76.50

Reviewed by David Storey, Fordham University

Dirk Johnson has added a new voice to the recently revived debate about
Nietzsche's philosophical biology and evolutionary theory, in general,
and his relationship to Darwin, in particular. Through an insightful
reading of neglected earlier works, a tracing of the Darwinian strains in
the middle period (part one), and a close reading of the Genealogy of Morals
(part two), Johnson argues, contra]ohn Richardson, that we should take
Nietzsche's later presentation of himself as the "Anti-Darwin" at face
value, and that this should not be seen as a sudden shift in his thought,
but as a dominant if latent strain in its development. As Johnson puts it.
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For Nietzsche, Darwin represented much more than the theory of
natural selection or the birth of evolutionary science. More than
anything else, Darwin signified a radical break with conventional
forms of morality. In that sense, Nietzsche's thinking always gravitated
within a Darwinian orbit, and an analysis of his engagement with
Darwin cannot and should not be reduced to explicit references. (3)

Conceding that Darwinian naturalism had a pivotal influence on
Nietzsche's intellectual development, Johnson contends that his
engagement with Darwinism was, true to his vision of noble philosophy,
one of agonistic opposition. To wit, he argues that Nietzsche's task was
to use the rhetoric of a naturalist to undermine naturalism.

Johnson situates his account between two traditions of scholarship.
The first, represented by Heidegger, who aimed to cleanse Nietzsche
of the taint of "biologism," treats Nietzsche as a "pure" metaphysician
and, Johnson contends, unduly disregards the historical context and
scientific aspect of his thought. The second, represented by Richardson,
redresses the former tradition's neglect of Nietzsche's engagement with
science but, according to Johnson, goes too far in framing Nietzsche as
a quasi-scientific naturalist and ignores his stated opposition to science.

Johnson is guided by four premises. First, Nietzsche was in
dialogue with Darwin throughout his entire philosophical career.
Second, though Nietzsche often appears to be siding with Darwin
against "vulgar popularizations" of his thought, such as Social
Darwinists, in, for example, the Genealogy, this should not lead us to
believe the two thinkers were in agreement because Nietzsche himself
does not distinguish between Darwin and his followers, and Darwin,
too, later attempted in the Descent of Man to expand evolutionary science
and naturalism into a broader theory that accounted for the emergence
of human morality. Third, the Genealogy contains Nietzsche's mature
critique of Darwin. Fourth, this text only makes sense when seen as a
polemic, and as a polemic against Darwin.

Johnson does a solid job of delineating the similarities and
differences between the two thinkers. He notes clear similarities that
had taken hold by Nietzsche's middle period: "[They shared] a belief in
the relativity of (moral) values; the rejection of a transcendent (moral)
universe; a concentration on biological wills and their struggle in
nature; and the attempt to find genealogical explanations for human
institutions and development." (45) One of the "original" and "crucial"
differences, according to Johnson, centers on the place of morality in
nature or, what is the same, on the nature of morality:

While the [Descent of Man] sought to explain how human "morality"
had evolved based on natural selection, Nietzsche sketches out his
contrary theory of self-contained "moral" types. Not only is rnorality
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not inscribed into "nature"; it is an entirely human, psychologically
based construct reflecting a specific constellation of instincts and
drives and their complex relationship to one another. (46)

This deviation from Darwin becomes amplified in Nietzsche's later
work into the difference that concerns Johnson the most: by his middle
period, Nietzsche had come to reject the philosophical anthropology of
the French and British moralists that had influenced science in general
and Darwin in particular and that retained remnants of Christianity and
was thus ridden with the "ascetic ideal," the delusional, resentful, life-
negating attitude that is Nietzsche's great adversary. Nietzsche's foil to
the Übermensch in Thus Spoke Zarathustra, the so-called "last man," represents
a thoroughly Darwinian creature who aims only at self-preservation and
lacks any greater, life-affirming vision of existence. Scientific naturalism
thus represents the.latest and most insidious because most unconscious
incarnation of the ascetic ideal. As Johnson puts it,

Darwin's interpretation continues to adhere to ascetic life-principles.
It assumes it can present a total description of existence, i.e., evolution
by natural selection, from an ascetic position outside life. But the
perspective of scientific truth must first assume an unacknowledged
basis from which to ground that particular understanding. . . . The
scientific perspective, then, continues to combat nature from a position
outside nature. [It] never implicitly challenges, questions, or desires to
overthrow morality. (197)

This is why Nietzsche claims that science is in fact the "best ally for
the ascetic ideal, for the simple reason that it is the most unconscious,
involuntary, secret and subterranean!" (197)

While Johnson's central contention—that despite positivist leanings
in his middle period, Nietzsche ultimately sought to undermine
naturalism—is basically correct, he neglects to distinguish between
different kinds of naturalism. He does point out that, "Whereas
Nietzsche viewed the clear-eyed naturalization of discourse in his times
as a great victory over philosophical idealism, he remained skeptical
of how remnants of that idealism still informed the terminology and
objectives of contemporary 'naturalism'" (8-9). If by naturalism
we mean what is typically referred to as "scientific naturalism," then
Johnson is certainly correct. However, if we mean something different,
such as a "non-reductive naturalism," then it is, at least, less clear
whether Nietzsche is against naturalization.

Richardson, for instance, paints Nietzsche as a quasi-neo-Darwinian
naturalist. Despite strains of vitalism, panpsychism, and Lamarckism
in Nietzsche's theory of the will to power—all of which lead, for
example, Daniel Dennett to reject Nietzsche's biology as speculative
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and metaphysical—Richardson argues that explanation by natural
selection figures heavily in Nietzsche's overall philosophy and that,
despite Nietzsche's stated opposition to Darwinism, his knowledge
of Darwin was mostly second-hand and his own positions are in fact
quite close to Darwin's. While Richardson tries to squeeze Nietzsche
into a neo-Darwinian framework, Gregory Moore portrays him as a
vitalist captivated by the popular and scientific biological superstitions
of his time. Moore charges that Nietzsche's philosophical biology is a
round square: his meta-biology of the will to power is a mashup of au
courant vitalist biological theories (many of which posited a so-called
Bildungstrab), yet he undermines the very scientific outlook out of which
such theories spring.

Johnson correctly critiques Richardson's attempt to squeeze
Nietzsche into a neo-Darwinian framework (though, to be fair,
Richardson concedes that the dominant strain in Nietzsche's texts is,
as Heidegger insists, the elevation of the will to power to the status
of a metaphysical life-force, while the recessive view, more friendly to
naturalism, is to see particular wills to power as products of natural
selection). On this point, Johnson seems to side with Moore: whatever
his philosophical biology, Nietzsche opposes scientific naturalism. Yet
he does not address Moore's critique: namely, that Nietzsche's positive
philosophy is conceptually indebted to the very biological science he
undermines. One might reply that the Romantic biologists from whom
Nietzsche drew were operating with a different understanding of nature
than that found among scientific naturalists, yet this would need to be
developed.^ As such, Johnson's proposal for Nietzsche's alternative
is unclear: just how are we to understand the "underlying instinctual
reality" of "biological wills" on which Nietzsche's critique of Darwin
depends? On Johnson's account, one almost gets the impression that
Nietzsche did not believe in Darwinian evolution in any sense, and
this seems wrong. On this point, Richardson's interpretation, while not
without its problems, seems on firmer ground. Nietzsche's challenge was
to digest the dangerous idea of evolution by natural selection without
succumbing to its apparently nihilistic implications: to be "minimally"
naturalistic in the sense of incorporating the insight of evolution into
philosophy proper but without adopting a mechanistic and materialist
metaphysics. Johnson's Nietzsche, however, appears to toss the baby of
evolution out with the bathwater of scientific naturalism.

It is somewhat unclear what Johnson believes Nietzsche's mature
philosophy of biology and nature amounts to. He laudably criticizes
the Heidggerian tradition of Nietzsche scholarship while correctly

2. See, for instance, Robert Richards, The Romantic Conception ofLffe: Sdence and
Philosophy in the Age of Goethe (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002).
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insisting on Nietzsche's antagonism toward scientific naturalism in
general and Darwinism in particular, but fails to adequately spell out
the alternative. By contrast, Richardson's text is replete with detailed
discussions of the nuts and bolts of the theoty of natural selection
and its latter-day neo-Darwinian exponents, despite the problems that
Johnson rightly identifies. Johnson's intuition that Nietzsche pursued
an alternative naturalism is sound—indeed, as he says, "[Brian] Leiter's
linkage of the empirical sciences with 'naturalism' (as exemplified by
Darwin's theories) is precisely the understanding of 'naturalism' that
this study will question" (8)—but just what this alternative consists in
is unclear.

Despite these problems, the book contains acute and careful
readings of a number of Nietzsche's texts, especially the Genealogy, and
displays an impressive command of the Nietzsche-Darwin scholarship.
It is geared toward those interested in Nietzsche studies, nineteenth-
centuty philosophy of biology in general, and the Nietzsche-Darwin
connection in particular.

Deborah Bird Rose. Wild Dog Dreaming: Love and Extinction.
Charlottesville, VA: University of Virginia Press, 2011. 184 pages.
ISBN 978-0-8139-3091-6 (cloth). $29.50.

Reviewed by Meg Mott, Marlboro College

Sixty-two years ago, Aldo Leopold published a short essay entitled,
"Thinking Like A Mountain," in which he tracked his journey from
thinking like a forester to a more ecological point of view. "In those days,"
he writes, "we had never heard of passing up the chance to kill a wolf."̂
But wolfless mountains, he soon discovered, were dead mountains.
Deer browsed the shrubs and seedlings, "first to anaemic desuetude,
and then to death." Cattlemen learned the hard way that the land could
not support a herd unlimited by predators. Overgrazing destroyed the
roots holding the thin topsoil in place. "Hence," concludes Leopold,
"we have dustbowls, and rivers washing the future into the sea" (130).
Only the mountain could "listen objectively" to a wolfs howl and not
react impulsively (129). If we wanted any sort of future, we needed to
stop eradicating species and start thinking like a mountain. Otherwise,
this rich land would die of "its own too-much" (132).

Deborah Bird Rose brings a similar concern to her exquisitely
rendered essays on the eradication of dingoes in New South Wales.
Australian settlers, it would seem, never pass up a chance to kill a dingo.

3. Aldo Leopold, A Sand County Almanac and Sketches Here and There, Special
Commemorative Edition (New York: Oxford University Press, 1989), 130.
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