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Abstract: The Internalization Hypothesis (I.H.), as ex-
pressed in GM II 16 of On the Genealogy of Morals, is 
the essential albeit under-theorized principle of Nie-
tzsche’s psychology. In the following essay, I investigate 
the purpose I.H. serves concerning Nietzsche’s theory of 
drives as well as the Hypothesis’s epistemic warrant. I 
demonstrate that I.H. needs a Neo-Darwinian underpin-
ning for two reasons: 1) to answer the Time-Crunch Prob-
lem of Transformation, and 2) in order to render it coher-
ent with Nietzsche’s physiological determinism as articu-
lated in Twilight of the Idols. My re-examination of I.H., 
then, serves to underwrite the Hypothesis on solid empiri-
cal footing. In addition, my analysis provides further evi-
dence to think that Brian Leiter’s initial (but naïve) type-
fact reading of Nietzsche’s philosophy of psychology is 
accurate, deterministic warts and all. 
  
Keywords: Internalization Hypothesis, Genealogy, Drive 
Theory, Type-Fact Theory, Time-Crunch Problem of 
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Introduction 
 
In essay two, section 16 of On the Genealogy of Morals, 
Nietzsche argues that violent and aggressive drives that 
do not find outward expression turn inward, creating new 
targets for the drives’ successful manifestations. The pri-
mal drives to which Nietzsche is referring are the animal-
like instincts of pre-humans. When proto-humans were 
prevented from acting on these natural predispositions, it 
caused the origin of the “entire inner world,” the birth of 
subjectivity. As Nietzsche explains, the ‘self’ “… ex-
panded and extended itself, acquired depth, breadth and 
height in the same measure outward discharge was inhib-
ited.” (GM: II 16).1 It was this blockage of primal in-
stincts that transformed our ancestors from what Nie-
tzsche calls “semi-animals” to the rational agents we (er-
roneously) believe ourselves to be today. (GM: II 16). 
The expression of these drives carves out our character; 
indeed, our very identity and, as such, may lead to life-
denying and self-lacerating feelings like resentiment–
along with its corresponding ethics, the ascetic ideal–or if 
harnessed correctly could “become the womb of all ideal 
and imaginative phenomena.” (GM: II 18). 

The above explanation for the emergence of subjectiv-
ity I shall call the Internalization Hypothesis (hereafter, 

I.H.). It is a central feature of Nietzsche’s philosophy of 
action. However, for all its importance, it is appallingly 
undertheorized in the secondary literature a point well-
established in William Beals’s relatively recent and sig-
nificant article, “Internalization and Its Consequences.”2 
Indeed, there appear to be several iterations of the Hy-
pothesis in the Genealogy of Morals alone.3 The lack of 
scholarship regarding this Hypothesis (or hypotheses) is 
unsettling. With this point in mind there are three main 
concerns with Nietzsche’s thesis : 1) it’s undertheoriza-
tion in general and, of related importance, its epistemic 
warrant; 2) the importance of the Hypothesis vis a vis un-
derstanding Nietzsche’s theory of psychology and in par-
ticular his theory of drives; 3) the possibility that there 
may be several different interpretations of the hypothesis. 
My primary goal in the following paper is to examine the 
passage of GM: II 16 where the Internalization Hypothe-
sis is given its most unambiguous expression through the 
explanatory framework provided by GM II 1-3, where 
Nietzsche elucidates the prehistorical, and most im-
portantly, problematic well-spring of bodily forces which 
had to be redirected in order for the internalization of hu-
manity to take place.  

Regarding the third concern, a problem Beals himself 
identifies in his paper, I cannot entertain it here but would 
argue that there are not different theories of internaliza-
tion at all, but instead that the internalization of humanity 
is one and the same process. In fact, the progression and 
deepening development of internalization, in general, is 
one of the central conclusions of the Genealogy, or so I 
would argue. Internalization, therefore, is a continuum, 
but there are definite points in history which Nietzsche 
flags so as to signal to his readers the emergence of new 
relationships to, and therefore new interpretations of, 
one’s animalistic drives. Most significantly, these new 
readings of, what are fundamentally animal instincts, pro-
vide the alchemical formula for the further transfor-
mations of humanity. In tracing these varied and contin-
gent readings of said drives, Nietzsche’s genealogical 
method is liberating in that it shows that no interpretation 
is any more metaphysically necessary than any other, (de-
spite what the priest might think) though some might be 
more life-enhancing.4 

Thus, the primary foci of the following paper will be 
on issues one and two with the bulk of the essay concen-
trating on the first of these problems. I will begin by ex-
amining concern two, namely, the role I.H. plays in Nie-
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tzsche’s philosophy of psychology as it pertains specifi-
cally to the Genealogy before examining issue one, the 
veracity of the theory itself. The question: What epistemic 
warrant does the theory have? Has not been asked, let 
alone answered in the secondary literature. I intend to cor-
rect this oversight. I demonstrate that the underpinnings 
of I.H. are false, at least on the standard reading. For the 
standard reading of GM: II 3 holds that the entire justifi-
cation of I.H. rests on Lamarck’s plainly incorrect Inher-
itability Thesis. I intend to correct this error by demon-
strating that the preparatory stages leading to Nietzsche’s 
announcement of the I.H. in section 16 of GM:II may be 
reinterpreted using Neo-Darwinian insights. The solution 
to this part of the puzzle regarding I.H. relies heavily on 
my thesis (developed in a prior article) that artificial and 
unconscious selection perform the same work as La-
marckianism.5 The upshot of this interpretation is that 
Nietzsche’s explanation for the initial ground-work of bad 
conscience in section GM: II 3 is on solid epistemic foot-
ing after all.  

This Neo-Darwinian account plays another role. It al-
so has a significant philological part to play, for it serves 
as a bridge between Nietzsche’s Genealogy and his more 
deterministic and physiologically inspired works like Twi-
light of the Idols and Anti-Christ. Thus, a Neo-Darwinian 
reading of I.H. smooths out the wrinkles produced by the 
standard, Lamarckian reading of GM: II 3 and thus re-
solves the apparent incongruity between the Genealogy 
and Nietzsche’s later work.  

My solution, however, does not come without its own 
problems. Despite the distinct epistemic advantages of the 
Neo-Darwinian reading, there is an issue with the pro-
posed solution: the I.H would now seem superfluous. If 
all behavior is grounded on genetic inheritance and said 
genetic inheritance is determined by past mechanical and 
biological procedures that cannot be changed then we 
seem to be asserting a biologically reductionist solution to 
all human behavior, a temptation that some philosophers 
have eagerly embraced. This outcome may favor and in-
deed justify Nietzsche’s position in Twilight and the Anti-
Christ but would leave the I.H. without any work to per-
form in Nietzsche’s philosophy of psychology. In the last 
section, I save the Internalization Hypothesis by demon-
strating how it may be modified if one restricts its scope. 
In essence, the Hypothesis does not explain the peculiar 
psychology of the mediocre, as Nietzsche would put it, 
but is limited to the priestly type and its progeny. 

 
 
1. Problem Two: The Role of I.H in Nietzsche’s theory 
of mind 
 
Nietzsche provides a rich and profound account for the 
origins of memory, conscience, and agency in sections 1-
18 of GM II. But Nietzsche’s conclusions have loftier 
ambitions; they extend further becoming incredibly sig-
nificant regarding his overall philosophy of psychology. 
Nietzsche’s genealogical investigations serve as both a 
springboard for and cornerstone of significant moral and 
psychic truths that are representative of Nietzsche’s psy-
chology. Indeed, the result of these explorations regarding 
the primeval unconscious of future humans may be dis-

tilled to a fundamental psychological principle that, seem-
ingly, applies to the entire scope of past, present, and fu-
ture human behavior. That principle is the Internalization 
Hypothesis. This eventual lodestone for Nietzsche’s phi-
losophy of action is best expressed in GMII, 16: 
 
All instincts that do not discharge themselves outwardly 
(Aussen) turn inward—this is what I call the internalization 
(Verinnerlichung) of man: thus it was that man first developed 
what was later called his “soul.” (Seele) The entire inner world, 
originally as thin as if it were stretched between two mem-
branes, expanded and extended itself, acquired depth, (Tiefe) 
breadth, (Breite) and height (Höhe), in the same measure as 
outward discharge, was inhibited.”6  
 
The Internalization Hypothesis becomes a powerful ex-
planatory tool in reference to Nietzsche’s drive theory, a 
veritable cottage industry in the secondary literature. The 
basic tenets of this theory hold that primordial drives like 
sex and violence always take targets for their expression. 
As Peter Poellner puts it, “Nietzsche ultimately treats 
drives not as attributes of agents (like desires) but as 
agents themselves.”7 Drives moreover that are not always 
expressed in terms of their original objectives (e.g. sex) 
will find some other avenue for their successful manifes-
tation, and thus drives that do not find outward expression 
turn inward leading to new dispositions, and according to 
some scholars, new emotions.8 John Richardson states the 
nature of drives well when he writes, “A drive is a plastic 
disposition...inasmuch it tends to produce different behav-
iors in different circumstances, in such a way that the 
same outcome is reached, by different routes, in all of 
them…Such plasticity depends on a capacity to ‘respond’ 
to circumstances …in some minimal way.”9  

The drive theory, as expressed in many of Nietzsche’s 
works (See Human and all Too Human, I. 32, Daybreak 
119, GM III: 24) is well-complemented with a rich, ma-
ture, and profound articulation of the theory in the sec-
ondary literature. While it would be beyond the scope of 
this paper to define all of the positions on Nietzsche’s 
theory of drives in the scholarship, still one can say, min-
imally, that drives motivate behaviors and thus are the 
bedrock for Nietzsche’s system of values and psycholo-
gy.10 Nietzsche intends his drive theory not only to ex-
plain our initial evaluations as to why some objects 
should be pursued or avoided but indeed to explain the 
reflective value judgments we come to have on said eval-
uations.11 The drive, as Paul Katsafanas summarizes its 
role is, “Nietzsche’s principle explanatory token within 
psychology.”12 

Yet given the apparent importance of Nietzsche’s 
drive theory to his ethics and psychology it is perplexing 
to note that scholars have not focused on challenging the 
very historical foundation for the idea itself, which is, of 
course, I.H. In order to fully capture Nietzsche’s theory of 
drives it is critical to examine the role the I.H. plays in 
this regard. An examination to which I now turn. 

 The I.H. performs two functions in Nietzsche’s theory 
of mind. First, it explains how human beings acquired a 
bad conscience and later a more fully developed sense of 
agency and moral being. The explanation for the creation 
of self was an enfolding as it were of instinctual, animal 
drives. The I.H., therefore, plays a grounding role in 



SAVING NIETZSCHE’S INTERNALIZATION HYPOTHESIS FROM NAÏVE DETERMINISM 
 

 185 

terms of naturalizing the process of transformation from 
that of our animal ancestors to the contemporary, rational, 
and free agents we assume ourselves to be today. Nie-
tzsche’s explanation is biological or, indeed, zoological in 
that it purports to show how we were transformed into a 
different species than we once were.  

However, the theory also plays a further psychological 
role in that it attempts to explain the behavior of human 
beings as well as the reasons humans use to explain / ra-
tionalize their behavior. For example, it underpins Nie-
tzsche’s development of slave vs. noble values as ex-
plained in the first essay of the Genealogy and plays a 
significant explanatory role concerning Nietzsche’s ac-
count of what he diagnosed as the significant sickness of 
the current age, nihilism.13 In this latter role, the Internali-
zation Hypothesis attempts to reduce matters of what 
Kant would call quid Juris (or justification with respect to 
one’s reasons) to a mere quid facti or etiological ap-
proach.14 The Internalization Hypothesis, I submit, is the 
lynch-pin connecting Nietzsche’s reductionist biological 
naturalism with his philosophy of psychology.  

The second essay of Nietzsche’s Genealogy of Morals 
presents the historical warrant behind the Internalization 
Hypothesis and, therefore the epistemic underpinnings of 
Nietzsche’s psychology. It is vital to examine, more 
closely, how secure the foundation for this hypothesis is. 
In what follows, I propose to provide a more in-depth 
reading of GM: II 3 than that which is typically offered in 
the secondary literature in order to demonstrate the epis-
temic obstacles that underpin I.H in GM II: 16. 

 
 

2. The Lamarckian Context of Nietzsche’s Internaliza-
tion Hypothesis 
 
The purpose of Nietzsche’s On the Genealogy of Morals 
is to provide a naturalistic account for the development of 
morality per se and subsequent proliferation of moralities. 
In keeping with the central tenets of philosophical gene-
alogy, Nietzsche’s account is one that does not and must 
not invoke the supernatural (whether construed as the 
Christian God or any other deity). The task before Nie-
tzsche then, distilled to its essence15 is one of explaining 
how an “animal” grows a conscience —a moral “organ,” 
as it were— that acts against the animal’s natural, selfish 
instincts, at least most of the time. According to most 
scholars the key explanation for this process of moral 
transformation can be found in essay two of the Genealo-
gy entitled “Guilt, Bad Conscience and the Like.” The es-
say attempts to reconstruct the formatting of the human 
being from an unrecognizable “semi-animal” with neither 
capacious memory nor robust agency to the rational, mor-
al subjects we believe ourselves to be today.16  

In thinking about the question that perplexed Nie-
tzsche, namely, “How did the promise-making animal, 
man, come to be?” he adopts a course of investigation 
perfectly consonant with the biologically infused intellec-
tual climate of late 19th-century thinking.17 In keeping 
with those naturalistic sentiments of the time, Nietzsche 
poses that the answer to this question can be found in the 
conditioning of the body of these semi-animals. For ex-
ample, emotions that contemporary subjects experience 

today, like guilt, were produced, ultimately, from simpler 
physical well-springs and mechanical procedures that re-
directed primal drives. Guilt, to use Nietzsche’s terminol-
ogy was “bred up” (heranzuzüchten) from several origins 
that were once distinct but then subsequently cultivated, 
redirected and amalgamated over a relatively short period 
of time, all things considered.18 It is through violence 
claims Nietzsche, that “the oldest state thus appeared as a 
fearful tyranny, as an oppressive and remorseless ma-
chine, and went on working until this raw material of 
people and semi-animals was at last only thoroughly 
kneaded and pliant but also formed.” (GM: II, 17) 

The genealogy of this naturalistic account of how the 
modern human being evolved begins in GM II: 3. The 
standard reading of this section (and in conjunction with 
sections 16 and 17) proposes that there were two principal 
drivers for the creation of the new promise-making ani-
mal. The first was communal enclosures (e.g. walls). The 
received view holds that walls served as flight deterrents 
in early human communities because they forced proto-
men and women to submit to the laws and rules of their 
overlords whom Nietzsche charitably describes as artistic 
warriors and in other cases, more animalistically as 
blonde beasts of prey.19  

The second driver was torture. Breathtakingly cruel 
tortures were used to deter our early ancestors from 
climbing over the walls of their new-found pens. Never-
theless, said tortures served another purpose, Nietzsche 
avers. As noted, Nietzsche depicts our ancestors as semi-
animals without much in the way of memory or agency. 
The question Nietzsche asks: How was memory burned 
into the human animal? Is answered, so the standard read-
ing suggests as follows: over several millennia, a combi-
nation of mechanical techniques (i.e. torture directly ap-
plied to the animal misbehaving along with public specta-
cles of torture meant to serve as warnings to others) were 
used to traumatize and deter early humans from escaping 
civilization. Over time, a generation of these proto-
humans, inherited, rather miraculously, five or six of the 
prohibitions created by the first Ur Community of warri-
or-artists, which then became central to the development 
of civilization itself.20 

The above summary as to the creation of memory is 
well-supported in the secondary literature. Daniel Con-
way, in his masterful On the Genealogy of Morals: A 
Reader’s Guide, sums up the received view well when he 
writes, “The community, in turn, acquired a collective 
identity of its own, which it maintained on the strength of 
its credible threat to renew the founding trauma. The 
practice of what we now know to be punishment thus be-
gan as an attempt to tame those primitive human beings 
who were forcibly immured in the earliest communi-
ties.”21 

Brian Leiter also agrees with Conway’s assessment. 
He notes in his Nietzsche on Morality A Reader’s Guide 
to On the Genealogy of Morals that “Two factors are sin-
gled out by Nietzsche as formative for the human animal 
in its development of regular behavior and a memory: the 
morality of custom and the role of pain in mneumonics.”22  

Finally, we have Lawrence Hatab. Hatab, in his Nie-
tzsche on the Genealogy of Morals An Introduction, ech-
oes the above interpretations by writing the following: 
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In section 3 Nietzsche elaborates on the “long history” of cruel 
practices that made something like conscience possible…such a 
phenomenon could only come about when prepared by the 
struggle to establish memory in the face of active forgetfulness. 
This is the role played by cruel punishments and torments–
Nietzsche mentions practices such as mutilation, stoning, impal-
ing, flaying, drawing and quartering, boiling alive–which served 
to “burn” a memory into the victims and onlookers because 
“pain was the most powerful aid to mnemonics.”23  

 
Taking all these interpretations together, in reconstructing 
Nietzsche’s speculative analysis contained within sections 
GM: II 3 (and to a lesser degree, GM II: 16, 17) it is in-
disputable, then, that some definite group with a clear 
identity seized control of a motley collection of creatures 
who were far less technically, psychologically and cultur-
ally advanced. The first original community then refor-
matted this assemblage setting it on the path to memory, 
agency, and morality.  

What is unclear is the mechanism employed to alter 
the instinctual animal-like nature of our ancestors. How, 
exactly, did the lessons of torture come to be imparted or 
“burnt in” to creatures who are described by Nietzsche as 
lacking capacious memory, that is, the sort of memory 
necessary for a culture to revamp aggressive, natural in-
stincts to conform to the strait-jacket of civilization? No-
tice that only a robust sense of memory, a “culture-
serving” notion of memory as I put it in a prior article, 
would be able to constrain such instincts and additionally 
provide the sine qua non for civilization that the I.H., all 
by itself, clearly lacks in Nietzsche’s account. 24 

However, what is most striking about this problem is 
that Nietzsche clearly understands it because he articu-
lates it well near the beginning of GM: II 3. He writes, 
“How can one create a memory for the human animal? 
How can one impress something upon this partly obtuse, 
partly flighty mind, attuned only to the passing moment, 
in such a way that it will stay there?” (GM II: 3). Why is 
Nietzsche’s question such a problem? Moreover, how is 
that many scholars in the secondary literature have failed 
to recognize or at the very least, fail to mention the prob-
lematic nature of Nietzsche’s answer?  

To bring this problem into sharper focus, consider the 
training of a guard dog as an analog for our semi-animal 
ancestors. The proto-guard dog will be expected to learn a 
few basic commands. Such commands may be instilled by 
employing heinous forms of Pavlovian negative rein-
forcement techniques, an analog for torture that was ap-
plied to early humans, so Nietzsche contends. But then 
again, these same techniques would need to be redeployed 
to every generation of the dog after that. The puppy of the 
guard-dog would not know the commands instilled in its 
mother. It would need to learn these commands in the 
same way its mother learned them—through violence--
that is if the analogy between early humans is to hold. 
Nonetheless, this is not and cannot be what Nietzsche is 
suggesting. He is suggesting that the capacity to remem-
ber is itself something that can be bred up from previous 
generations. One generation first remembers the first five 
or six “thou shall nots” of civil society; the next or several 
generations after that builds on these rules by learning the 
rudiments of culture, namely its laws, songs, and stories. 
As this culture progresses so too subsequent generations 

of these individuals' capacity to remember evolves. Each 
succeeding generation of proto-humans begins with the 
learning, the memories inscribed in its parents. If this 
were not true then the very fundaments of civilization, 
namely the regulation of behavior and as Brian Leiter puts 
it, “regular civilized intercourse” would always need to 
start over from scratch–just like the puppy who must learn 
the commands of its mother.25 What Nietzsche requires, 
undoubtedly, is a mechanism other than behavioral psy-
chology to account for this radical zoological transfor-
mation. 

The solution to the above problem of transforming an 
animal into an agent means that there are only a few theo-
retical contenders that fit the bill. According to some the-
orists, natural selection would be one such theory.26 How-
ever, Nietzsche faces another constraint that would elimi-
nate this possibility as well. He is under a time-crunch 
problem in that he must explain how mechanical proce-
dures of torture could inscribe fear and aversion in essen-
tially an animal population lacking memory, and yet 
acknowledge that these same mechanical procedures cre-
ated a being that resembles contemporary agents of today. 
Moreover, this Herculean task must have taken place, if 
Nietzsche’s account is to remain even remotely warrant-
ed, within the space of say 12,000 years– a very, very 
generous timeframe indeed for the origin of civilization 
defined for our purposes as communities with walls and 
tax collection.27 Combining both of these points, the prob-
lem of essentially zoological transformation and the rela-
tively short time period in which said transformation took 
place, I shall call the Time-Crunch Problem of Transfor-
mation (hereafter TCPT)28. This problem is significantly 
under-theorized in the secondary literature and, as a re-
sult, has led to some surprising and in some cases not 
well-thought-out answers. One of the leading contenders 
offered by scholars in the secondary literature to solve 
this problem is Lamarck’s Inheritability thesis.  

Lamarck’s Inheritability Thesis (sometimes also re-
ferred to as the “Second Law”) claims that the learned 
traits and experiences of the parent animal may be passed 
on to that animal’s progeny. Lamarck explains the thesis 
well in his late-nineteenth-century article: 

 
All that nature acquires or loses in individuals by the influence 
of circumstances to which the race has been exposed for a long 
time, and in consequence by the influence of the predominate 
employment of such organ, or by the influence of disuse of such 
part, she preserves by generation, among new individuals which 
spring from it, providing the acquired changes be common to 
both sexes, or to those which have produced new individuals.29 

 
Contained within this short quotation are the two main 
principles of what is popularly called “Lamarckism.” The 
first is that the continued use of the same organ causes 
that organ to enlarge while its disuse causes the organ to 
shrink and eventually disappear. One of Lamarck’s favor-
ite examples to prove his theory are cave-dwelling ani-
mals. Fish who live in cave-ponds once had the same ca-
pacity for vision as their ancestors, so Lamarck thought. 
However, because having eyes in the total darkness of a 
cave would not supply a survival advantage, some of 
these fish lost their ability to see while other species de-
veloped eyelids covering their eyes completely. These 
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fish so Lamarck’s theory would have it, lost their eyesight 
over many generations because their eyes were no longer 
being utilized.30  

The second notion of Lamarck’s principle holds that 
the developments that occur within the life-span of an or-
ganism (whether positive or negative) are transferred, bio-
logically, to their offspring. Another favorite example of 
Lamarck’s and one that has often been lampooned in the 
literature is the giraffe. Lamarck thought that giraffes 
were once the size of deer. However, these proto-giraffes 
were not blessed with access to abundant, rich woodlands 
as their European and North American counterparts clear-
ly were. Accordingly, giraffes had to stretch their necks to 
eat leaves from trees, and this stretching caused the indi-
vidual giraffe to elongate its neck ever so slightly during 
its lifespan. These early giraffes would have produced 
progeny whose necks were a little longer when compared 
to other members of their species who either did not 
choose to stretch their necks and, over several genera-
tions, died off entirely. The pseudo-giraffes who survived 
would engage in the same practice as their ancestors, un-
til, over many generations, the proto-giraffe, deer-like in 
size, evolved to become the giraffe we know today. 31  

Lamarck’s thesis solves the TCPT all too well, but 
strikingly neither Conway, Leiter, nor Hatab mentions the 
name of Lamarck in their respective commentaries on 
section GM: II, 3. Indeed Lamarck’s name does not ap-
pear anywhere in any of the above works, and yet it 
seems evident that Nietzsche had Lamarck in mind when 
writing this section. I will call this group of scholars the 
“covert Lamarckians” as their respective interpretations 
all seem to rely on the Inheritability Thesis in order to 
remain coherent. In the next section, I examine two overt 
Lamarckians, Richard Schacht and John Richardson, who 
lament Nietzsche’s adoption of the French biologist’s 
theory but agree that Nietzsche’s theory is propped up by 
the Second Law. 

 
 
3. Overt Lamarckianism in the Secondary Literature 
 
John Richardson and Richard Schacht believe that Nie-
tzsche was a Lamarckian. Both agree that Nietzsche’s 
adoption of the Inheritability Thesis to fortify his account 
in the second essay of the Genealogy is regrettable. Re-
garding GM:II 3, Richardson argues: “Consider his fa-
mous account in GM II of how a “memory” was “burned 
into” pre-civilized humans: this memory is fixed not by 
selection of those who can remember, but by the acquisi-
tion of pain associations that are inheritable.”32 Richard-
son goes on to cite other passages from Nietzsche’s work, 
(most notably GS 143 and BGE 213), that support a La-
marckian reading.33 In examining the totality of the evi-
dence, Richardson concludes “He (Nietzsche) carries 
much further a Lamarckism that Darwin also accepts, but 
uses much less.”34  

Schacht, too, holds that Nietzsche underpins the ac-
count of GM: II 3 on Lamarckism. He notes that “A part 
of it (the explanation of our newfound moral ‘essence’) 
would appear to be the idea that the application of ‘fearful 
means’ of ‘torture’ over a very long period of time even-

tually altered the character of the dispositions we start out 
with.”35 

Furthermore, Schacht goes on to note that Nietzsche 
“…seems to have become convinced, in the course of his 
attempts to inform himself with respect to the life scienc-
es in the 1880s, that changes can and do happen among 
living creatures—human beings included—in Lamarckian 
ways (even if perhaps in other ways as well). We take it 
for granted that this idea is largely mistaken; but Nie-
tzsche evidently considered it to be common knowledge 
among the sophisticated…”36  

However, neither Richardson nor Schacht are very 
forthcoming when it comes to providing the details of this 
supposed Lamarckian underpinning of Nietzsche’s story. 
Schacht acknowledges that Lamarck’s is a false theory 
and, therefore, perhaps finds getting into the details of 
how the Inheritability Thesis matches up with Nietzsche’s 
investigation pointless. He implies that we must over-
come our prejudice in thinking that a great philosopher 
like Nietzsche would have seen the error of his ways by 
invoking Lamarckism to defend his account and therefore 
would seem to acknowledge that Nietzsche’s story, at 
least as it pertains to the formation of bad conscience, is 
just that, a work of fiction.37 Richardson, in contrast, goes 
beyond the philological upshot of Schacht’s article. He 
desires to supplant Nietzsche’s Lamarckism by offering a 
sophisticated, Neo-Darwinian defense of Nietzsche’s ac-
count that rests on utilizing drives and not genes as the 
target of selective processes. His silence, then, when it 
comes to integrating Lamarckism38 with Nietzsche’s ge-
nealogical explanation is consistent with his overall posi-
tion—if we wish to save the feasibility of Nietzsche’s in-
terpretations regarding the transformation of drives over 
time, then a new foundation for that interpretation must 
be invoked.39 

Despite this silence, it is essential to clarify how one 
might interpret sections 3, 16 and 17 of GM: II through a 
Lamarckian filter with a dual-emphasis on the two princi-
pal aspects of Lamarckism outlined above: the biological 
inheritance of learned behavior and the enlargement or 
atrophy of an organ in accordance with the organ’s use or 
lack thereof. With that aim in mind, the origin of the pre-
paratory stage of bad conscience, namely capacious me-
mory, may be explained as follows. Early human herds 
were captured by more sophisticated yet highly organized 
beasts of prey, warrior-artists. The members of this origi-
nal Ur-community were, initially, like “forces of nature”–
imposing their will and design on the hapless creatures 
they captured. Eventually, they came to learn how to cre-
ate a new being from this formless mass of flesh before 
them. They constructed walls to imprison these new-
found guinea pigs of morality and imposed tortures so 
that the first five or six prohibitions required for the for-
mation of civilization would be “burnt” into the flesh of 
these semi-animals. In other words, these creatures inher-
ited trauma suffered by their forebears, thereby forming 
the very foundation for what Nietzsche would later call 
the “straitjacket” of civil society in the centuries to come. 
It was this trauma, so holds the Lamarckian reading, that 
was transferred to subsequent offspring of these tortured 
creatures. The biological remnants of the suffering the 
original group of captured proto-humans experienced, 
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sedimented and was transferred to their progeny. The pro-
cess of torture and inheritance continued producing a new 
organ, that of memory or, more precisely, the capacity to 
remember cause, effect, and consequences of one’s be-
havior. Over several centuries this inherited trauma turned 
into something else, the Internalization Hypothesis, which 
then becomes the touchstone for understanding Nie-
tzsche’s much-vaunted and much valued psychological 
explanations.  

As simple as this Lamarckian narrative sounds, there 
are two problems with it. The first is epistemic, and the 
other is philological. Firstly, and rather obviously, La-
marck’s Inheritability Thesis is false. Nevertheless, if 
Nietzsche’s interpretation regarding the development of 
humanity is subtended by a false scientific theory, then 
surely the I.H. is also unwarranted. Secondly, the La-
marckian reinterpretation of GM II: 3 stands at odds with 
Nietzsche’s later, physiological and deterministic reduc-
tionism found in writings like Twilight of the Idols and 
the Anti-Christ. These works would seem to be more con-
gruent with contemporary biological and physiological 
reductionist approaches to action theory, and indeed 
scholars such as Brian Leiter and Joshua Knobe have 
shown how the essential principles of these works are 
well-supported in the contemporary, empirical psycholog-
ical literature.40 If, however, a Lamarckian reading of I.H. 
subtends the insights of Nietzsche’s psychological princi-
ples, then these principles, too, are suspect–an important 
point that seldom if any commentators have picked up on.  

However, there is another significant but this time 
philological problem that concerns the I.H. irrespective of 
its Lamarckian lineage. In order to draw out this problem, 
I need to delve more deeply into Nietzsche’s physiologi-
cally reductionist psychology as articulated in his late phi-
losophy. 

 
 
4. Nietzsche’s Physiological Philosophy: The Late Pe-
riod 
 
Ruth Abbey in her Nietzsche’s Middle Period provides an 
informative if critical lens through which to view Nie-
tzsche’s psychology cum physiology stance. Abbey writes 
that Nietzsche’s philosophy of psychology 
  
…is a circular approach to action and identity. Bad or degener-
ate action is a sign of declining life; it indicates that either one’s 
inheritance was inferior to begin with or has become impover-
ished, while beautiful action is a function of a good, thriving 
inheritance. How uninformative an approach to identity and ac-
tion this is becomes apparent when Nietzsche applies it reflex-
ively, describing the illness that forced him to resign his profes-
sorship at Basel as “that bad inheritance from my father’s side.” 
If higher types falter or fail, it must be due to something faulty 
in their inheritance.41  
 
One of the passages to which Abbey refers in defense of 
her assessment is the diet of Cornaro as described by Nie-
tzsche in section 1 of “The Four Great Errors” of Twilight 
of the Idols. One of these errors is confusing cause and 
consequence. Cornaro’s secret to long-life, then, as Nie-
tzsche explains, is backwards—Cornaro’s paltry diet did 
not extend his life, but rather it was the only diet he could 

stomach as a consequence of his incredibly slow metabo-
lism. It was the slow metabolism Cornaro inherited, 
which resulted in his peculiar physiological characteris-
tics and, therefore, distinctive eating habits.  

Nietzsche’s strong physiological reductionism is not 
peculiar to this section. Both Twilight and the Anti-Christ 
contain many other physiological interpretations to either 
explain or explain away philosophical and religious puz-
zles. In section I of ‘Improvers of Mankind’ in Twilight, 
Nietzsche makes clear that “there are no moral facts” but 
instead argues that “morality is merely a sign-language, 
symptomatology.”42 What do moral codes signify one 
might ask? Nietzsche again is clear: degenerating signs of 
life. In physiological terms, Nietzsche explains in the very 
next section, “…in the struggle with the beast (the blond 
beast of prey) making it sick can be the only means of 
making it weak. This the Church understood: it corrupted 
the human being, it weakened him—but it claimed to 
have ‘improved’ him.”43 Other well-known sections that 
reduce morality to a physiological sign-language may be 
found in section 6 of “Morality as Anti-Nature.” In writ-
ing on so-called ‘freewill’ that is believed by the masses 
to be latent within each individual, Nietzsche instead de-
clares, “The individual is, in his future and in his past a 
piece of fate, one law more, one necessity more for every-
thing that is and everything that will be.”44  

What is more, even philosophical thinking writ large, 
at times, is also reduced to superstition—a crude ineffica-
cious way of looking at the world. In a striking passage 
from section 3 of ‘Reason in Philosophy’ in Twilight Nie-
tzsche writes: “We possess scientific knowledge today to 
precisely the extent that we have decided to accept the 
evidence of the senses—to the extent that we have learned 
to sharpen and arm them and to see them through to their 
conclusions.”45 “The rest, (Nietzsche declares) is abortion 
and not-yet-science: which is to say metaphysics, theolo-
gy, psychology, epistemology.”46  

The conviction that physiology is the true touchstone 
for determining values whether epistemic or otherwise 
appears once more in section 57 of the Anti-Christ where 
Nietzsche declares the following: 

  
In every healthy society, there can be distinguished three types 
of man of divergent physiological tendency which mutually 
condition one another and each of which possesses its own hy-
giene, its own realm of work, its own sort of mastery and feeling 
of perfection. Nature, not Manu, separates from one another the 
predominately spiritual type, the muscular and temperamental 
type and the third type distinguished neither in one or the other, 
the mediocre type—the last as the great majority…47  
 
It is clear, then, that Nietzsche is advancing a position 
where epistemic importance vis a vis morality lies with 
the natural sciences and more perspicuously put, biology 
and physiology. Ethical intuitions are nothing more than 
confessions of an individual’s physiological sympto-
matology; they are indicative of what a person will do, 
but neither they nor the person who holds them is causally 
efficacious.48  

These two works read much like contemporary Neo-
Darwinian approaches that attempt to explain the devel-
opment of moral psychology via natural selection, even 
though Nietzsche would have no understanding of the 
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second arm of this synthesis, namely, Mendelian genetics. 
Despite this difficulty, some scholars have interpreted this 
period of Nietzsche’s writing as one marked by the slogan 
“anatomy is destiny” as Freud later put it, and, according-
ly, have tried to make sense of this idea in light of con-
temporary scientific research. Brian Leiter, for example, 
argues that Nietzsche clarifies and refines a type-fact the-
ory during this phase of his writing.  

 The type-fact theory argues that human beings belong 
to fixed and immutable psycho-physiological, which de-
termine and, if understood correctly, explain the cognitive 
faculties, desires, and behavior of individuals.49 “Each 
person, Leiter declares, has a fixed psycho-physical con-
stitution, which defines him as a particular type of per-
son.”50 There are two types according to Leiter’s interpre-
tation. There are weak types who are impotent, reactive, 
prone to nursing grudges and intriguingly, desire to create 
values that serve their interests, and then there are strong 
types who are active, exuberant, healthy and express their 
values outwardly. Also, and in converse fashion to the 
weak type, the strong construct values which come to 
serve their instincts.51  

The above type-acts, it is important to emphasize, are 
immutable, at least according to the early Leiter. Type-
facts are physiological and psychological traits that con-
stitute a person, and which place him in one of the two 
categories (weak/strong) noted above. These type-facts 
may then be used to predict, with some degree of accura-
cy, the moral and theoretical beliefs of so-called persons. 
“A ‘person’ (Leiter proclaims and his inverted commas) 
is the arena in which the struggle of drives (type-facts) is 
played out; how they play out determines what he be-
lieves, what he values, what he becomes.”52  

According to Leiter’s later position, type-facts are mu-
table but cannot be changed by the person who ‘has’ them 
because a person remains (as with the earlier position) 
simply the unconscious expression of type-facts. If one’s 
type-facts do change, then this alteration is caused by cul-
ture, perhaps by turning genes on or off. What remains 
true in both Leiterian accounts is the causal inefficacy of 
the individual. As Leiter puts it in his recent book, Moral 
Psychology with Nietzsche, “Nietzsche holds that herita-
ble type-facts are central determinants of personality and 
morally significant behaviors, a claim well-supported by 
extensive empirical findings in behavioral genetics.”53 
What is more notable in Leiter’s later work, is his attempt 
to demonstrate that Nietzsche’s nineteenth-century mus-
ings on the relationship between physiology and con-
scious action are compatible with the results of experi-
ments on the nature of “free will” (it appears to be fiction) 
conducted in the field of contemporary neuroscience.54  

My account buttresses and fills in an important gap 
regarding Leiter’s position: he is at pains to show that 
Nietzsche’s genealogies are truthful accounts that chroni-
cle how strong types have been duped by what he calls 
Morality in a Pejorative Sense or MPS. The real purpose 
of On the Genealogy of Morals is to speak to the strong 
types who happen to read Nietzsche’s book. “The geneal-
ogy of morality, Leiter reminds us, is but one instrument 
for arriving at a particular end, namely a critique of mo-
rality” (My Italics)55 My reading lends further support to 
Leiter’s overall position and provides one mechanism that 

gave rise to these two distinct physiological types as ar-
ticulated by Leiter.  

Still, there is a more critical point to bear in mind. If 
the type-fact interpretation of Nietzsche’s later philoso-
phy is accurate it stands at odds with the Lamarckian in-
fused narrative as noted above. Consider that if one is de-
termined by immutable type facts, then the Internalization 
Hypothesis has no causal role to play when it comes to 
explaining the epistemic, affective or conative landscape 
of human beings. Moreover, since Lamarck’s is a false 
theory it is incommensurable with the contemporary re-
search Leiter uses to warrant Nietzsche’s physiological 
reductionism. I argue that a Neo-Darwinian account of 
GM: II 3 predicated as it is on artificial and unconscious 
selection to justify Nietzsche’s origin of memory, also 
explains the origins of the Internalization Hypothesis. My 
thesis provides further support for Nietzsche’s well-
known biologically reductionistic tendencies of his later 
years and vice versa; the Neo-Darwinian underpinnings 
regarding I.H outlined above, explains and deepens Nie-
tzsche’s physiological-psychological predestinarian lean-
ings in his late works. The upshot of my solution is that 
the law of internalization is a problem of scope: it does 
not apply to humanity write large but to a small subclass: 
the priestly/philosophical type. Outside of this class it is 
an unnecessary theoretical appendage that performs little 
philosophical work in Nietzsche’s late philosophy, and 
thus the problem disappears.  

My argument consists of two parts. First, I outline 
how the twin selective pressures of artificial and uncon-
scious selection do the same work as Lamarck’s Inherita-
bly thesis, and yet since they are components of the Neo-
Darwinian synthesis, such an account is more likely to be 
true. Second, I then show that this position acts a bridge 
of sorts that explains Nietzsche’s deterministic leanings in 
Twilight of the Idols and the Anti-Christ while also ensur-
ing that this bridge is consistent with empirical research 
that Leiter marshals forth to support the deterministic po-
sitions taken up by Nietzsche in these late works. 

 
 
5. Artificial and Unconscious selection and Nietzsche’s 
Type-Fact Theory 
 
In a previous article titled, “Artificial and Unconscious 
Selection in Nietzsche’s Genealogy: Expectorating the 
Poisoned Pill of the Lamarckian Reading”, I demonstrate 
that the most warranted mechanisms to explain the docili-
ty of early inhabitants of civilization–given Nietzsche’s 
narrative–are twofold. First, the warrior-artists selected 
those individuals who displayed capacities to retain what-
ever lessons were needed to be imparted to their subjects 
in the first civilizations. It was these creatures who could 
learn the first five or six commandments of early civiliza-
tion, and it was these same creatures that were then bred 
with others of a similar disposition preserving the genes 
of the two lines in the process. Those who were incapable 
of reformatting themselves “to behave” were tortured, as 
Nietzsche correctly suggests. However, the real benefit to 
civilization of said torture did not stem from the effects of 
torture itself, i.e. punishments. Incorrigible creatures did 
not learn to behave themselves. Instead, it was the result 
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of torture, namely the creature’s death, that was the caus-
ally active ingredient in terms of getting civilization off 
the ground.56  
 Evidence for this interpretation can be found in Nie-
tzsche’s discussion of the old Germanic punishments 
listed above by Hatab. Of the nine German punishments 
Nietzsche offers as analogs for pre-civilized forms of tor-
ture, it is critical to note that all of the practices end in the 
death of the tormented beast. The importance of torture, 
then, is this: because the creature dies, it is unable to pass 
on its unruly, aggressive drives subtended as these are by 
specific genes. Punishment is over-determined; a point 
Nietzsche makes clear in section GM II 13: “To return to 
out subject, namely punishment, one must distinguish two 
aspects: on the one hand, that in it which is relatively en-
during, the custom, the act, the “drama”, a certain strict 
sequence of procedures; on the other, that in it which is 
fluid, the meaning, the purpose, the expectation associated 
with the performance of such procedures.” (Nietzsche’s 
Italics). 

We believe, mistakenly, that ancient torture was 
meant to deter. It was not. Its real purpose was to cull. 
Memory was a desirable trait that was artificially selected 
for by those “blonde beasts of prey” as Nietzsche puts it.  

The second driver of civilization was unconscious se-
lection. The first animals in the early human Domus were 
bred for a variety of reasons. Animals were bred for their 
fertility, size, productivity (e.g. goats were bred for their 
milk), and overall health. Animals were bred, however, 
for yet another but unconscious reason: docility. Animals 
who could conform to the strictures of domestication are 
invariably more docile than their counterparts. Indeed, it 
is for this reason they are unconsciously selected for 
breeding in the first place. As agrarian anthropologist 
James Scott, himself a sheep farmer put it in Against the 
Grain:  

 
I have always been personally offended when sheep are used as 
a synonym for cowardly behavior and lack of individuality. We 
have, for the past 8000 years, been selecting among sheep for 
tractability, slaughtering first the aggressive ones who broke out 
of the corral. How dare we, then, turn around and slander a spe-
cies for some combination of normal herd behavior and precise-
ly those characteristics we selected for?57 
 
Sheep are sheepish in part because the ones displaying 
aggression are slaughtered before their wranglers allowed 
them to breed.  

The argument that I advance, then, is that aggressive 
or non-conducive drives for civilization itself, such as ad-
venture, war, hunting, and the like manifested themselves 
in some individuals and not others. Those pre-modern 
humans who had these drives were considered anathema 
to civilization and were tortured and killed for entertain-
ment by the rulers of the first “Ur community”. However, 
the entertainment of the warrior-artists also produced an-
other unconscious benefit, at least from their point of 
view: the genetic code of these individuals was not select-
ed because they were not bred. Such belligerent instincts, 
noted above, were held in the opinion of the first rulers of 
civilization, to be impediments to successful breeding and 
were therefore blocked from expression not because they 
were internalized but because they were bled out as a re-

sult of the painful practices of unconscious culling (tor-
ture) adopted by said rulers. Cruelty to oneself was and is 
a genetic predisposition that grew to feverish pitches as 
more and more “adventurous” types were eliminated from 
the genetic pool and more individuals with the desired 
genetic traits took their place. Tameness, then, the capaci-
ty to accept the new fetters of civilization was not initially 
something produced through internalization but genetical-
ly selected for.58 
 
 
6. Application of The Neo-Darwinian Synthesis to the 
Late Work 
 
If my reconstruction of Nietzsche’s speculative account of 
human development is accurate, then the reductionistic 
tendencies of Nietzsche’s later work are congruent with 
that of the Genealogy. The emergence of Nietzsche’s 
weak types may be explained, at least in part, in terms of 
the twin drivers of artificial and unconscious selection. 
Nietzsche’s much-heralded strong types did not, over a 
relatively short period of time, have their instincts inter-
nalized and reinterpreted via the Internalization Hypothe-
sis but rather saw most if not almost all its members 
culled to make way for a more docile creature, the Last 
Man. In contradistinction, the I.H. performs no explanato-
ry work in terms of elucidating the behavior of the weak; 
the actual driver behind obsequious, genuflection before 
power is to be explained via the genes said individuals 
inherited. Nietzsche too, it would seem is guilty of attrib-
uting a false cause in the Genealogy, and thus much like 
his explanation for Cornaro’s diet, the effects of the I.H. 
are the consequence and not the cause of the weak’s pro-
pensity for at least in part, docility.  

With the groundwork for a Neo-Darwinian approach 
in place, there remain several minor steps to establishing 
the final part of the argument, namely, saving I.H. as a 
theory that does, in fact, perform some work in Nie-
tzsche’s philosophy of mind. Firstly, it must be noted that 
Nietzsche’s fecund psychological acumen came, mainly, 
from his introspection and, as such, the psychological law 
of internalization is as much a reflection on Nietzsche’s 
mental make-up as it is an account of the bad conscience 
writ large. What we have is a problem of scope. The ex-
planation Nietzsche affords regarding the redirection of 
primal drives fits better with illuminating the psychology 
of Nietzsche’s priestly types. Under my interpretation, 
these individuals are deeply furrowed: they have a tre-
mendous and a genuine capacity to serve both their God 
and their flock, but they possess equally aggressive na-
tures which are now turned inward as the result of some 
form of initial physical illness leading to resentiment and 
the creation and embracement of slave values.59 They are 
self-lacerating individuals capable of incredible depths of 
cognitive dissonance; the priestly type is self-tormented 
but also quite capable of harnessing its violent instincts to 
wage war against his former aristocratic brothers, the war-
rior caste. Nietzsche supports this fragmented psychology 
of the priestly type in in the Genealogy and elsewhere: In 
GM I, 7 Nietzsche explains how the priestly style of ap-
praisal slowly begins to separate itself from the aristocrat-
ic model. He writes, “By now it will be clear how easily 
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the priestly mode of evaluation may diverge from the 
knightly-aristocratic mode and then develop [fortentwick-
eln] into its opposite.”60  

In GM III: 13, Nietzsche expands on this new gulf ex-
isting between the warriors and priestly caste by explain-
ing the primary mode of interpreting life for the priestly 
type, which is, of course, the ascetic ideal. He claims that 
“The ascetic ideal is derived from the protective and heal-
ing instincts of a degenerating life, which seeks to pre-
serve itself and fights for existence with any available 
means.61 These above quotations may be read as evidence 
for the priestly type’s mixed heritage, under a Neo-
Darwinian reading. A final piece of evidence for this 
reading can be gleaned from Nietzsche’s comments re-
garding the further evolution of the priestly type to that of 
the philosophical model. As Nietzsche gently suggests, 
“Contemplation first appeared on earth in disguised form, 
with an ambiguous appearance, with an evil heart and of-
ten with a frightening head.”62 If my argument is correct, 
then the priestly type is the paragon of a mixed breeding 
heritage: they are products from the interbreeding of doc-
ile and aggressive types.63 

The bad conscience as a form of self-laceration pro-
duced by the internalization of aggressive instincts is psy-
chologically correct as it pertains to the priestly and, to a 
lesser extent, philosophical type but not as an explanation 
that fits humanity as a whole. After all “It is precisely 
among criminals and convicts,” Nietzsche reminds us 
“…that the sting of conscience is extremely rare; prisons 
and penitentiaries are not the kinds of hotbed in which 
this species of gnawing worm is likely to flourish.”64 Nor 
are the docile, ambitionless Last Men (Letzter Menschen) 
whom Zarathustra contrasts with the Ubermensch subject 
to this psychological law either. The Last Man, Voegelin 
observed some 60 years ago, “…is the man without crea-
tive love, without creative imagination, without a desire 
for anything that is more than himself…he is satisfied 
with his little pleasures and the comforts of his exist-
ence.”65 Such a contemptible creature projected by Nie-
tzsche to be one possible destiny of the human race in the 
not so distant future is not aggrieved because all desire for 
freedom has been bred out, or so “modified” type-fact 
theory would suggest. Nietzsche’s penetrating psycholog-
ical law remains truthfulif we limit its scope to the con-
templative type, broadly construed to include both priests 
and philosophers.  

In conclusion, my solution to the time-crunch, trans-
formation problem (TCTP) in GM II:3 removes the prob-
lem of incommensurability between Lamarckian and 
Neo-Darwinian paradigms in accounting for the evolu-
tionary underpinnings of Nietzsche’s explanation for the 
development of bad conscience. In demonstrating that one 
can explain indispensable results of the Genealogy with-
out relying on Lamarckism, we now have a prominent 
bridge between the conclusions of the Genealogy and lat-
er works such as Twilight and Anti-Christ. The one wrin-
kle in the argument pertains to the priestly type. My solu-
tion to this problem, however, demonstrates that artificial 
and unconscious selection explain the development of the 
priestly sort as one who has inherited both aggressive and 
docile drives. This inheritance explains the fragmented 
psychology of this type that Nietzsche carefully notes in 

GM:I. The Internalization Hypothesis, long a bulwark of 
Nietzsche’s philosophy of psychology remains relevan 
but only as it applies to this category of types (along with 
its subsequent iterations like the philosopher) and not to 
humanity, in general. My interpretation also adds further 
sophistication and justification to Leiter’s type-fact theory 
in that it marshals forth additional philological evidence 
from Nietzsche’s corpus to reinforce Leiter’s initial and 
rather naïve interpretation. Furthermore, the added evolu-
tionary grounds provided above, in conjunction with the 
neuroscientific evidence already presented in Leiter’s 
most recent work leads one to think that Nietzsche’s type-
fact theory, deterministic warts and all, may very well be 
true. 
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