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Truth, Meaning, and Language in Frege and Nietzsche:
A Comparative Study

Abstract

This article explores the similarities and differen-
ces regarding language, meaning, and truth,
between two distinct representatives of philosop-
hical traditions: Gottlob Frege and Friedrich Ni-
etzsche. While Frege is known for formalizing the
logical structure of language and distinguishing
between sense (Sinn) and reference (Bedeutung),
Nietzsche develops a genealogical critique of truth,
arguing that concepts are rooted in metaphor and
conditioned by historical and psychological forces.
Despite their opposing aims—Frege seeking se-
mantic stability through logic, Nietzsche pointing
to the instability behind all linguistic claims—
both thinkers challenge the assumption that lan-
guage transparently reflects reality. They share an
awareness of language’s mediating role in shaping
thought and even reality, although they interpret
its implications differently: Frege emphasizes logi-
cal objectivity and compositionality, while Ni-
etzsche stresses perspectivism, interpretation,
and the constructive force of metaphor. Through
a comparative analysis, this paper highlights not
only their diverging ontologies of language but
also their shared recognition of the tension
between language and reality. Ultimately, the
comparison between Frege’s analytic clarity and
Nietzsche’s critical suspicion reveals two influen-
tial frameworks for understanding the limits of
meaning and the nature of truth. By tracing both
convergence and divergence in their accounts,
this article contributes to a deeper understanding
of contemporary debates on the epistemology of
language and the foundations of philosophical se-
mantics.

Keywords: Frege, Sense and Refrence, Nietzsche,
Truth, Philosophy of Language, Perspective.

Bu makale, iki farkli gelenegin temsilcisi olan
Gottlob Frege ile Friedrich Nietzsche’nin dil, an-
lam ve hakikat Uizerine gelistirdikleri gértisleri
karsilastirmali olarak ele almakta, bu dogrul-
tuda benzerliklerine ve farkliliklarina dikkat
cekmektedir. Frege, dilin mantiksal yapisini bi-
cimlendiren ve anlam (Sinn) ile gonderim (Bede-
utung) ayrimini sistematik hale getiren bir yak-
lasim gelistirirken; Nietzsche, hakikatin soybi-
limsel bir elestirisini sunar ve kavramlarin me-
taforlara dayanan, tarihsel ve psikolojik kosul-
larla sekillenmis oldugunu savunur. Karsit yo6-
nelimlerine ragmen her iki distnur de dilin ger-
cekligi dogrudan yansittig1 varsayimina karsi ¢i-
karlar. Aksine, ikisi de dilin diistinceyi ve hatta
gercekligi sekillendirme giiciine sahip oldugunu
kabul eder. Yine de bu durumu farkh sekillerde
yorumlamaktadirlar: Frege mantiksal nesnel-
lige ve dilin yapisal butinltigtine vurgu yapar-
ken, Nietzsche bakis acisina, yoruma ve meta-
forun yaratici/kurucu giciine odaklanir. Bu
makale, iki filozofun sadece dil ontolojilerindeki
ayriliklarini degil, ayni zamanda gerceklik ve dil
arasindaki gerilimi nasil gérdtiklerini de ortaya
koymaya calismaktadir. Frege’nin analitik net-
ligi ile Nietzsche’nin elestirel kuskuculugu ara-
sinda kurulan bu karsilastirma, anlamin sinir-
larin1 ve hakikatin dogasini anlamaya yoénelik
iki etkili cerceveyi ortaya koyar. Bu baglamda,
her iki diistintirtin ortaklastiklar: ve ayrildiklar
noktalar1 takip eden bu calisma, cagdas dil
epistemolojisi ve felsefi anlambilim tartismala-
rina katki sunmay1 amaclamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Frege, Anlam ve Génderim,
Nietzsche, Hakikat, Dil Felsefesi, Bakis Acisi.
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Introduction

The question of how language relates to thought, reality, and truth stands
at the heart of modern philosophy. Within this domain, Gottlob Frege and Fri-
edrich Nietzsche offer uniqe aprroaches. At first glance, Frege and Nietzsche
seem to represent two radically opposed traditions in philosophy of language.
Frege is considered the architect of modern logic and formal semantics, and
Nietzsche as the critic of all stable meaning, conceives language as rooted in
metaphor and power. Yet despite their divergent aims and methods, both thin-
kers share several underlying assumptions about the limitations of language
and the mediated nature of human understanding. These shared concerns form
a subtle but significant common ground between them. However, the common
point between them is not only their nationality or the generation they belong,
but also their interest on the philosophy of language in terms of its relation to
reality. Both thinkers approach language, meaning, and truth from radically
different orientations. While Frege, as a logician and mathematician, seeks to
formalize language through objective reference and precise logical function. Ni-
etzsche, on the other hand, is trained as a philologist and known for his genea-
logical method, regards language as an inherently metaphorical and perspecti-
val construct, rooted in human psychology and social convention. Although they
might not write their works related to language on the same basis, it can be said
that they both pointed to the problems within the language in terms of concepts
and truth. This paper aims to explore their views on meaning, reference, truth,
and objectivity, ultimately bringing their perspectives together within their op-
position. Although it does not seem reasonable to compare such radically diffe-
rent philosophical traditions, namely analytical and continental philosophies,
such a debate would especially contribute to ongoing discussions about episte-
mology and the philosophy of language.

For this purpose, mainly three works of Frege’s which are Function and
Concept (1891), On Sense and Reference (1892), and Nietzsche’s On Truth and
Lies in a Non-Moral Sense (1873)! will be used. In this context, The analysis is
organized into three main parts. Firstly Frege’s distinction between sense and
reference will be explained as it is significant in terms of understanding the
notion of concept. In the second part, Nietzsche’s thoughts on language, truth

1 For the convenience, throughout the essay, the following abbreviations will be used
referring to Nietzsche’s works: OTL_On Truth and Lies in a Non-Moral Sense, GM_ On
the Genealogy of Morals, GS_ The Gay Science, HAH_Human all too Human, WP_ The
Will to Power, TI_ Twilight of Idols. Moreover the character ‘§’ points to the section num-
bers while Roman numeral indicates book chapters. All other references will be given in
accordance with the APA Referencing System.
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and perception will be scrutinised. Finally, the last section will offer a compara-
tive discussion that reveals both similarities and dissimilarities.

1. Frege on Language, Meaning, and Truth

Frege criticizes everyday language for its ambiguity, noting that words
like “man” or “number” can refer to multiple things depending on context such
as Plato, Socrates, or Charlemagne, or the numbers 1 and 2. He argues that
such language relies too much on guesswork. Uttered sentences do not always
contain the necessary information. Rather, they require gestures, tone, or situ-
ation to convey meaning. For Frege, this makes it unsuitable for scientific pur-
poses, which require a precise and unambiguous system of expression (Frege,
1914/1979, p. 213)2. This view shows Frege’s skepticism toward natural langu-
age. He acknowledges its practical utility in daily life, but he considers it ina-
dequate for serious logical or scientific inquiry. His response is to develop a
formal logical language that would replace the ambiguities of ordinary speech
with strict rules. This critical stance toward natural language is not incidental
but foundational to his broader philosophical project. Indeed, he is considered
as “the founding father of the philosophy of language” since for developing his
mathematical-logical project, he begins with analysing language, challenging
traditional concepts and finally introducing new logical distinctions (Polimenov,
2018, p. 119).

Sense (Sinn) and reference (Bedeutung) have significant place in Frege’s
semantic theory, which is developed across Function and Concept, and On Con-
cept and Object, but most notably articulated in On Sense and Reference. These
works introduce a crucial distinction between the sense of an expression (Sinn-
its mode of presentation) and its reference (Bedeutung-the object it stands for).
According to Frege, each expression has a sense if they are grammatically for-
med well and the main ingredient of sense is characterised as mode of presen-
tation of a thing which is the Bedeutung of that expression (Textor, 2011). Itis
significant to understand that this distinction is not merely semantic but allows
Frege to explain how sentences with the same referent can differ in cognitive
value.

Frege believes that there is a confusion between form and concept, sign
and the thing signified. Frege’s examples demonstrate how two expressions may

2 Frege explains that his initial motivation came from a desire to give mathematics a
firmer foundation. He realized that numbers are not collections of objects or properties
of such collections, but rather refer to concepts we use in counting. However, the ina-
dequacies of natural language made such analysis difficult, so he developed a formal
system to overcome these problems. This path ultimately led him from mathematics
into the domain of logic (Frege, 1919/1079, p. 253). Despite that, this paper mainly will
focus on Frege’s thoughts related to language.
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have the same reference but differ in sense: while “2+5” and “3+4” both denote
the number 7, they do so via different cognitive routes (Frege, 1891, p. 131). In
other words, there is a difference if they are not conceived by their equality. For
this reason, it seems that Frege attributes two kinds of meanings to expressions
which are sense and Bedeutung. The latter refers to an object of an expression
while the former does not necessarily require a denotation. Crucially, Frege ar-
gues that expressions may possess sense even in the absence of reference—as
with fictional or mythological names like “Odysseus” or “Pegasus.” Pegasus has
a meaning, or a sense, even if it does not point to an object in real world. Similar
to that, sentences like “Odysseus was set ashore at Ithaca while sound asleep”
also have sense although part of it, Odysseus in this case, does not refer to
anything (Frege, 1892, p. 62). There must be a referent for “Odysseus” for so-
meone to take the sentence seriously (Textor, 2011). If there is a missing part
in the sentence in terms of referencing, the thought loses its value for us at once
since we normally expect that sentence has a reference, and once it has, we
recognise it (Frege, 1892, p. 64).

Polimenov emphasizes this point further by analysing Frege’s approach
in fictional discourse. He believes that fictions “shed valuable light” on Frege’s
approach to philosophy of language (Polimenov, 2018, p. 120). In his view, Frege
treats names in fiction like “Odysseus” as “pseudo-proper names” which have
sense but do not fall under the regular conditions of reference. Although a pro-
per thought is always either true or false, pseudo-thoughts of fictions are neither
of them. Thus, “a pseudo-proper name is a name which has a sense but no
reference” (ibid, p. 126). In this case, names such as Pegasus or Odysseus are
fictional with sense but without reference, and neither true nor false. Creating
“pseudo-assertions” by using such fictional characters in stories does not cause
the question of truth (ibid, p.128). This supports Frege’s claim that sense and
reference are distinct, and the absence of one does not invalidate the presence
of the other.

It is important for Frege to recognize the same Bedeutung in expressions
such as “27, “1+1”, “3-1” or “6:3” (Frege, 1891, p. 132). According to all of these
examples, we can replace 2+5 with 7 or 3+4 in this case, as they all have the
same Bedeutung, in other words, proper names of the same number. The rep-
lacement does not affect to them as an identity is signified by them all, yet they
have different senses. The sense is the mode of presentation—how an object is
given in thought—while the reference is the object itself, assuming one exists.
This distinction is essential to Frege’s attempt to explain how informative iden-
tity statements, e.g., “the Morning Star is the Evening Star”, can be both cogni-
tively significant and logically valid, despite referring to the same astronomical
body, Venus. In common language, the “Evening Star”is understood as a planet
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which can be seen in evenings while the “Morning Star” is supposed to be ob-
served in mornings. However, they both refer to the same planet, i.e. Venus
(Frege, 1892, p. 29). Although they have the same Bedeutung, for a person who
does not know this information, it means there are two planets because their
senses are different. It is considered as two distinct objects; one is seen in the
morning and the other in the evening. Therefore, in this case, “the morning star
is morning star”, which is a priori, and “the morning star is evening star”, which
is a posteriori, are different sentences. Although they sign the same object, as
their sense is different, they present two different modes of presentations and
one of them might be considered as false by that person who does not have the
knowledge of their identity.

Frege insists that a sentence’s sense (its mode of presentation) determi-
nes its reference (its truth-value), and that this reference is objective, regardless
of the subject’s beliefs. In other words “senses of primitive expressions that are
relevant to compositionality and the senses of those concept words that are the
result of analysis that contain modes of presentation of functions from objects
to truth-values” (Macbeth, 2007, p. 76). From this point of view, senses are
modes of presentation. They point to various aspects of the references. As in the
evening star/morning star example, both names refer to a single object, which
is Venus. Yet, the senses are different due to their usage in different contexts.
This is related to the notion of “mode of determination”.

To elaborate this more, it is significant to emphasis the way it occurs. For
instance, one can distinguish the brightest object in the evening and the other
one in the morning. In this case, the modes of determination of the first and
second object are “intuitively different” if it is not known to the one that they
both refer to the same object (Textor, 2011, p. 105). In this case, two different
names should be introduced as Frege asserts that “{O]ne must give the object
determined by the two modes of determination different names each name cor-
responding to one of the modes” (cited in Textor, 2011, p. 105). In his logicist
project, he insists that every declarative sentence expresses a thought which is
either true or false—independently of our beliefs or attitudes toward it3.

For Frege, thoughts—the senses of complete sentences—are objective
and can be shared between individuals, unlike subjective ideas. For instance, a
point in a triangle can be designated by two modes of presentation such as the
intersection point of a and b, and intersection point of b and c (Frege, 1892,

3 However, as mentioned before, this is not relative to pseudo-thoughts or pseudo-as-
sertions in fictions. For him only assertoric speech can be conceived in relation to truth
value which he defines with the term “assertoric force” to indicate whether a thought is
being presented as an assertion or merely expressed without claiming its truth (Polime-
nov, 2018, p. 130).
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p-57). This means having the same Bedeutung is not having the same sense, in
other words, “they do not contain the same thought” (Frege, 1891, p. 138). A
thought is a sense of a statement which is “the linguistic form of equations”
(ibid, p. 139). Truth-values (the True and the False) are not subjective experien-
ces but objects in his logical ontology. If someone wants to give different names
to one object due to the lack of knowledge, that is because the object’s modes
of presentations are different. To recognise that they are the same object requi-
res further investigation and information. If one does not have sufficient evi-
dence for the truth of her thought, she should not use just one name to cover
both modes of presentation because, according to Frege, it violates the rule of
non-ambiguity, “the most important rule logic imposes on language” (cited in
Heck & May, 2006, p. 28).

Frege sees logic as the deep structure that underlies both mathematical
reasoning and linguistic meaning. He establishes a formal language capable of
expressing pure thought free from the ambiguities of natural language. Accor-
ding to Frege, a concept is a function for an expression to reveal truth value for
that expression. In other words, “concepts are functions from objects to truth-
values” (Textor, 2011, p. 209). He considers a concept (Begriff] as a special kind
of function which is signified by incomplete expression. Frege conceives truth
value as “the circumstance that it is true or false” and for him “there are no
further truth-values”, only “the True” and “the False” (Frege, 1892, p. 63). This
formalism is not merely technical; it expresses his conviction that arithmetic
reveals objective, mind-independent truths. This thought seems similar to
Plato’s Forms. For Frege, thoughts or expressions of theorems like Pythago-
rean’s, are timelessly and independently true. It doesn’t require neither consci-
ousness nor a bearer (Frege, 1956, p. 302)4. Yet, to be able to render arithmetic
meaningful, the existence of an ontological realm is necessary. Without the on-
tological realm, signs lose meaning (Stenlund, p. 76, 84).

To illustrate this point, examining Frege’s example is essential, and it is
as in the following:

We saw that the value of our function x2 = 1 is always one of the two truth-
values. Now if for a definite argument, e.g. -1, the value of the function is

4 There are many debates related to Frege’s Platonism although he is usually accepted
as a Platonist. For Kluge, Frege’s concept of sense, even if have some similarities in
surface with Platonic ideals such as being “non-sensible, atemporal and non-spatial”, it
would be “a superficial resemblance” to accept him as Platonic (Kluge, 1980, p. 227).
He claims that “there are weighty reasons” to reject the belief for Platonist interpretation
(1980, p. 62). On the other hand, for instance, Reck (2005) scrutinises Frege’s Platonist
statements to investigate the idea. For him, there are two theses: Platonism A which
includes analogy to real world, objecthood, and truth correspondance; and Platonism
B, on the contrary, is related to natural laws, numbers and logic. According to Reck,
Frege’s account is closer to the latter. Many other examples can be included to this
debate, however, it would exceed the limits of this essay.
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the True, we can express this as follows: 'the number -1 has the property
that its square is 1'; or, more briefly, '-1 is a square root of 1'; or '-1 falls
under the concept: square root of 1'. If the value of the function x2 = 1 for
an argument, e.g. for 2, is the False, we can express this as follows: '2 is not
a square root of 1' or '2 does not fall under the concept: square root of 1'.
We thus see how closely that which is called a concept in logic is connected
with what we call a function. Indeed, we may say at once: a concept is a
function whose value is always a truth-value. (Frege, 1891, p. 138-139)

Frege’s formulation highlights how logic captures objective truth through
this functional structure, separating concepts from psychological associations
or subjective usage.

Another example can be given to explain the relationship between func-
tion and concept as it is significant for the rest of the essay. According to this,
for instance, “f the function x2 = 1 returns for an argument the value the True,
Frege says that the argument falls under the concept § is a number whose se-
cond power is 1; if the function returns for the argument the value the False,
the argument does not fall under this concept” (Textor, 2011, p. 229). As it can
be seen, a function is a concept which determines whether the reference is true
or not. However, it does not have to be a function in terms of having an x and
its power. It can be constructed as in the following: “( )>2” denotes the concept
being greater than 2, which maps every object greater than 2 to The True and
maps every other object to The False (Zalta, 2016,). This indicates that numbers
such as 3, 8 or 56 would fall under the concept which is greater than 2 and
thus true. As stated before, it was Frege’s aim to involve functions in language.
These examples given above are related to numbers and equalities, but in daily
language, functions are used as wells.

Building on Frege’s formal account of functions and truth-values, we now
turn to a very different approach. Nietzsche’s treatment of language and truth
shifts the focus from logical structure to the historical, metaphorical, and affec-
tive foundations of meaning. The intention here is not to draw a harmonious
picture between the two philosophers, rather to offer a broader perspective on
epistemological and lingustic views.

2. Nietzsche on Language, Metaphor, and Perspectivism

Nietzsche’s account of meaning and truth departs radically from Frege’s
formalism and logic-based semantics. His concerns are genealogical and rheto-
rical rather than analytical. In his early essay OTL, Nietzsche presents a provo-
cative view: truth is not the faithful correspondence between words and things,
but rather a product of metaphorical transformation and social convention. He

5 Examples of this will be given in the third section of this essay, while comparing it
with Nietzsche.
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conceives truth as “a mobile army of metaphors, metonymies, anthropomorp-
hisms” established on human relations, used for a very long time so that it is
forgotten that they are illusions and metaphors (OTL, pp. 29-30). There is no
truth for him since “there are many kind of eyes [...] and consequently there are
many kind of “truths” (WP, §540). Neither we can know truth: “We do not 'know'
nearly enough to be entitled to any such distinction. We simply lack any organ
for knowledge, for 'truth™ (GS, 354). For Nietzsche, truth becomes a way of de-
signating things. It has force and same validity widespread and “the legislation
of language likewise yields the first laws of truth” (OTL, p. 23). Nietzsche refers
to truth not as something that can be discovered but “as the product of creation”
and “our creations eventually became our truths” (Nehamas, 1985, p. 174). This
position rejects the idea that language transparently reflects reality. Instead,
Nietzsche claims that our concepts originate in metaphor: sensations are trans-
lated into images, which are then further translated into words. These words
become habitual, fixed by linguistic convention, and mistaken for literal truth.

Nietzsche argues that while language allows individuals to mediate
between themselves and the world, there is no possibility of direct correspon-
dence between linguistic propositions and the factual features of reality. As Za-
rathustra puts it, “how should there be any outside-myself?” Words, Nietzsche
suggests, establish arbitrary connections between sounds and aspects of the
world, but these sounds do not inherently “contain” the qualities they refer to.
Since this link is conventional rather than intrinsic, it cannot reveal any essen-
tial or eternal truth about the world. In other words, language, as a symbolic
system, fails to give us truthful knowledge of the world (BGE, §268). Instead,
understanding depends on a shared cultural background that shapes our vo-
cabulary (GS, §354). He claims that consciousness arises primarily for the sake
of communication and that the words we become conscious of are merely su-
perficial signs (Gori, 2017, p. 208). Human beings invent words which are to
denote objects or situations. However, it is not merely finding similarities with
their own understanding, perspective or experiences. In the long turn, those
inventions become conventions which make everyone to obey it in the name of
the truth. Yet, as concepts depend on the human psychology or cultural factors,
they alter from language to language (Sluga, 2007), and so is the truth.

In Nietzsche’s view, the so-called “truth” is nothing but a collective agre-
ement to use the same metaphors in the same way. The only way for anyone to
claim that he posseses truth is to forget its illusiory nature (OTL, p. 24). Langu-
age does not lead us to objective knowledge, but instead gives us an apperarence
of stability, an illusion necessary for survival. For example, even if one believes
to have knowledge of trees, colours, snow or flowers, she only possesses metap-
hors which are firstly stimulated by nerves and translated into an image as the
first metaphor, and it is imitated by a sound which is the second metaphor. To
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illustrate this, Nietzsche gives the example of a deaf man who would gaze in
confusion at the Chladnian sound-figures in sand, sees the vibration of a string
as the cause of sound, and thus thinks he has learnt what sound is (OTL, p.
206). Nietzsche believes that this is what happens to all of us when using langu-
age. He considers language as a work “originally at the construction of concepts”
(ibid, p. 41).

The very act of forming a concept, he says, already involves abstraction
and generalization. A concept arises by equating dissimilar things: “Every word
becomes a concept, [...] when it has to fit countless more or less similar-that is,
strictly speaking, never equal, hence blatantly unequal-cases”. Each concept is
constructed on human experiences with the object by separating it from the
others. Nietzsche illustrates this point by criticizing the very foundations of how
language is formed. He questions the assumption that language emerges from
a concern for truth or certainty. For example, when we say “the stone is hard,”
we treat “hard” as if it refers to an objective property, when in fact it merely
reflects a subjective impression. We assign grammatical genders arbitrarily by
calling the tree masculine, the plant feminine without any grounding in truth.
Similarly, we name a creature a “snake” based solely on its slithering motion,
which could just as easily describe a worm (ibid, p. 27).

Across different languages, the immense variety of expressions for the
same phenomena shows that truth or adequacy is never the guiding principle
in naming. Rather, the origin of language lies in metaphor and in our relation
to things, not in an objective grasp of their essence. The “thing-in-itself”, pure
and unmediated truth, remains inaccessible even to the creator of language,
and is not the goal of linguistic designation, which serves pragmatic and hu-
man-centered ends (ibid, pp. 25-26). Nietzsche critiques the formation of con-
cepts as a forgetting of the original metaphorical act. Once metaphors lose their
imaginative force and are no longer perceived as such, they become reified as
objective truths. This process generates an illusion of stability in language and
knowledge. Nietzsche explains the relation between concept and truth as in the
following:

[...] concepts, too, as bony and eightcornered as dice, and just as moveable,
are but the lingering residues of metaphors, and that the illusion of the ar-
tistic rendering of a nerve stimulus into images is, if not the mother, then at
least the grandmother of every concept. In this dice game of concepts, how-
ever, "truth" means using every die as it is marked, counting its dots pre-

cisely, establishing correct classifications, and never violating the order of
castes and rankings of class. (OTL, pp. 32-33)

Here, Nietzsche criticizes not only the formation of concepts, but also the
moral demand to conform to them. For him to be truthful means to employ the
usual metaphors.; “morally expressed, the obligation to lie in accordance with
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a fixed convention” in a manner of herd style (OTL, p. 30). People unconsciously
tell lies since they misuse the already established conventions as they prefer
“the valid tokens of designation —-words” or statements such as “I am rich” and
this way he makes the “unreal appear to be real” (ibid, p. 23). This critique
highlights Nietzsche’s belief that what we call "truth" is less about uncovering
objective reality and more about preserving social coherence through shared
illusions.

For Nietzsche there are many perspectives at least as much as the num-
ber of observers. He stands against absolute truths and thus writes that “there
is only a perspective seeing, only a perspective “knowing”; and the more affects
we allow to speak about one thing, the more eyes, different eyes; we can use to
observe one thing, the more complete will our “concept” of this thing, our “ob-
jectivity,” be” (GM, III, 12). It illustrates that truth cannot be obtainable by one
perspective only as in the commonly known elephant story. According to it, six
blind men touch different parts like trunk or tail of an elephant and resemble
those parts to a wall, a rope, a snake or a tree and such. Although each of them
considers that they find reality or truth, none of them is able to tell it is an
elephant. They can only assert their own perspective. If they collect all of the
information they obtain, they might get the idea of elephant.

In this view, knowledge is never absolute or detached, but always situa-
ted within a perspective. Every perception, judgment, or concept arises from a
particular position, shaped by bodily drives, cultural background, and linguistic
norms. There is no “thing-in-itself” accessible independently of interpretation
as it is “nonsensical” when “all the relationships, all the 'properties,' all the 'ac-
tivities' of a thing” are removed “the thing does not remain over" (WP, 558). The
thing-in-itself cannot be independent of interpretation since it is perspectival
(Nehamas, 1985, p. 81).

Nietzsche's view that all language is interpretation, shaped by contingent
human needs and perspectives, directly challenges Frege’s goal of stabilizing
reference and securing objectivity. For Nietzsche, the longing for absolute, inde-
pendent truth is itself a psychological need, a product of the will to power that
seek to fix meaning and impose order. For him truth is not a pre-existing pro-
perty to be uncovered. Instead he suggests that truth is a dynamic effect of
interpretation, grounded in language and historical contingency.

It might be claimed that Nietzsche’s account of language, truth, and me-
aning seems to stand in sharp contrast to Frege’s formal semantics. Yet both
thinkers share a crucial insight: that language does not merely reflect the world
but plays an active role in shaping it. The difference lies in how they respond to
this insight. The next section will point to similarities and dissimilarities
between the two philosophers’ approaches.
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3. Shared Assumptions and Divergences

Although Nietzsche and Frege come from very different philosophical tra-
ditions, they share several foundational assumptions. Frege and Nietzsche both
engage deeply with the problem of language and its relation to reality. At the
same time, the philosophical aims, methods, and conclusions they draw from
these assumptions diverge significantly. While Frege constructs a logical system
to anchor language in truth-values and semantic stability, Nietzsche deconst-
ructs the assumptions behind such stability, arguing that language is funda-
mentally metaphorical, perspectival, and historically contingent. Although they
depart to different directions along the way, the initial concern is the same.

To begin with, Frege argues that the mode of presentation of Bedeutung
is provided by the sense of an expression and the difference of sense between
two statements reveals the difference in their “cognitive value” (Klement, 2002,
p-959). It can be claimed that such a value depends on the mental and psycho-
logical situations of the subjects’ exchanging thoughts during communication.
Consider the following example:

Jones might prove a certain thought and then communicate it to Smith who,
as it happens, actually associates a different thought with that same sen-
tence; Smith then correctly derives some other thought from that one and
then communicates it back to Jones, who in turn associates a different tho-

ught with that sentence, one that does not actually follow from the thought
that he associated with the original sentence. (Heck & May, 2006, p. 32).

This example illustrates a problem Frege identifies with communication.
a single expression can be associated with different thoughts by different indi-
viduals, which leads to shifts in meaning during communication. Because of
this, Frege argues that each proper name should ideally have a single associated
mode of presentation. While this rule can be relaxed in casual contexts, precise
communication requires such consistency. In the light of these, a kind of sub-
jectivity might be attributed to the way of obtaining the sense of a statement. It
depends on the subject who acquires information or a thought from an expres-
sion, in this case through communication. Furthermore, it can be said that cog-
nitive values of an expression might alter the meaning significantly because of
its mental or physical aspects. Yet, it might be claimed that this is similar to
perceiving reality and describing it in terms of language. At this point, it seems
possible to find a common ground for Frege and Nietzsche.

The similarity between these two approaches seems to lie in the cognitive
aspect which might be due to physical or mental situation. They cannot be fo-
und arbitrary as Nietzsche asserts that “the spell of grammatical functions is in
the last resort the spell of physiological value-judgments and racial conditions”
or in other words of psychological situations (cited in Sluga, 2007, p. 19). It
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might be for this reason Nietzsche considers truth, reality or language as anth-
ropomorphic. According to him, human beings designate everything in a relati-
onship with themselves, yet they can only arrive at metaphors.

Both thinkers challenge the naive belief that words simply correspond to
things in the world. For Frege, concepts are functions that assign truth values
to objects—they are structured and formal. Similar to Frege, Nietzsche also re-
jects the idea that language can directly correspond to reality. According to Ni-
etzsche, language does not uncover but fabricates reality; it depends on a hu-
man being to constitute a relationship between language and objective reality
depending on sensory experience through metaphorical abstraction. A concept,
for him, is what remains after a series of reductions and generalizations from
immediate experience. When we call something a “leaf,” for instance, we ignore
all the variations and individual characteristics of particular leaves. We simplify,
abstract, and forget the richness of the original perception. This forgetting is
what allows a metaphor to become a concept, and what allows a concept to
appear true (Nietzsche, 2020, p. 28). From this standpoint, the notion of a fixed
reference is untenable. Words do not refer to immutable objects but to socially
agreed-upon simplifications. The supposed transparency of meaning is, for Ni-
etzsche, a function of forgetting that all language is metaphor. Thus, even the
concept of reference is contingent on a chain of metaphors that cannot secure
objectivity.

Interestingly, both acknowledge the multiplicity of interpretation. For
Frege, ideas are subjective and changes from man to man. As a result of this,
different ideas might be associated with the same sense as in the example of
Bucephalus. Moreover, the same object can be connected to one idea by some-
one and to another by someone else even if they grasp the same sense. In other
words, “if two persons picture the same thing, each still has his own idea” yet
as their sensations might be different and it is not exactly comparable (Frege,
1892, p. 60). Similarly Nietzsche embraces this multiplicity of interpretation. He
insists that meaning is inherently perspectival and rooted in the individual’s
position and affects. His metaphor of the blind men describing different parts of
the elephant makes this point: each person has a perspective, but no single
person can access the whole truth. Even if they combine all their views, the
totality would still be a construction. Yet Frege treats these differences as irre-
levant to meaning proper, which is grounded in public, logical structure. Ni-
etzsche, in contrast, insists that meaning is inherently plural and perspectival.
This contrast actually reflects deeper metaphysical commitments. Frege’s pro-
ject is constructive and logical, aiming to reveal objective semantic structures
while Nietzsche’s is genealogical and critical, aiming to uncover the human, his-
torical, and affective origins of linguistic convention.
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It can be seen that human beings build concepts and designate truths
according to their own. However, their perspectives should not conflict with the
conventions of society. For this reason, if there is a new issue that there is no
convention on, it is sufficient to create “new names, and valuations and appea-
rances of truth” to create new “hings” (GS, §58). When applied to the Venus
example, naming it “Evening Star” and “Morning Star” creates two different de-
signations. For Nietzsche, this reflects how language generates new appearan-
ces through naming. Each term carries a different metaphorical perspective.
Frege, on the other hand, argues that if someone does not know both names
refer to the same object, then logic demands that they are treated as distinct.
He insists that each name corresponds to its own mode of determination. From
this point of view, it seems that Frege supports what Nietzsche despises.
However, this divergence does not imply that Frege is unaware of the multiplicity
of cognitive associations tied to a single reference.

As mentioned before, for Frege, the same object might give different sen-
ses, yet it ought not to be connected with the same idea. According to him, ideas
are subjective and changes from man to man. As a result of this, different ideas
might be associated with the same sense such as; “A painter, a horseman, and
a zoologist will probably connect different ideas with the name 'Bucephalus”
(Frege, 1892, p. 59). In such a case, each of these people would have a different
idea of Bucephalus although the sense is same just as blind men having diffe-
rent idea of the elephant. This does not mean their ideas do not have truth
value. Nietzsche, as well as Frege, attributes a truth value to ideas but in a
limited way. For instance, if someone creates a definition for mammals, later
inspects a camel and declares “Behold, a mammal”, this is a way of revealing
truth. Frege seems to point a similar idea as he agrees that “All whales are
mammals”is a general statement but “if we ask which animal then we are spe-
aking of, we are unable to point to anyone in particular. Even supposing that a
whale is before us, our sentence still does not assert anything of it” (cited in
Textor, 2011, p. 95). It is a limited truth because it is anthropomorphic for Ni-
etzsche, thus does not contain a single point which could be said to be “true in
itself”, in real and in a universally valid sense, regardless of mankind (2010, p.
34). In other words, Nietzsche attempts to show that men-made conventions
about language are not true because they are designated by the very experiences
of men, not related to the object itself. Considering Frege’s claim that extensive
knowledge of the Bedeutung, or the object, requires realising each sense that
belongs to it immediately, and thus no one can acquire such knowledge (Frege,
1892, pp, 57-58). Perhaps for this reason Nietzsche claims, as people cannot
know the nature or the thing’s itself, it causes the unconsciously telling lies as
mentioned before. This epistemic limitation is central to Nietzsche’s wider cri-
tique of objectivity and has led to different interpretations of his perspectivism.
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Clark and Nehamas, the two significant Nietzsche commentators, offer
contrasting accounts on his perspectivisim and this debate may provide a useful
axis for comparing Frege and Nietzsche. Maudemarie Clark (1990) reads Ni-
etzsche as a thinker who, despite rejecting metaphysical realism, still operates
within an epistemological framework that allows for non-metaphysical objecti-
vity. According to Clark, Nietzsche is in an epistemologically constrained posi-
tion: He denies the existence of an absolute, interpretation-independent truth,
but he does not abandon the notion of better or worse interpretations. On this
view, truth remains viable as a function of coherence, explanatory power, or fit
within a shared interpretive context. Clark locates this nuanced form of objec-
tivity particularly in Nietzsche’s later works such as The Genealogy of Morals
and Ecce Homo, where he critiques absolute truth claims without rejecting the
possibility of more or less adequate interpretations (Clark, 1990, pp. 103-117).
He affirms that truth is not about correspondence to a reality "in itself," but is
rather an idealization of justified human interpretation under non-metaphysical
constraints (Clark, pp. 94-97, 127-144). Overall, it might be claimed that Ni-
etzsche's critique is not of truth per se, but of a dogmatic, metaphysical concep-
tion of truth.

In contrast, Alexander Nehamas (1985) develops a more radical reading,
in which Nietzsche’s perspectivism is tightly connected to astheticism. For Ne-
hamas, Nietzsche sees the world as interpretations of our practices and lives.
There are no facts outside of interpretation, and interpretation itself is not me-
rely epistemic: “In itself, the world has no features, and these can therefore be
neither correctly nor wrongly represented” (Nehamas, 1985, p. 45). In this view,
Nietzschean truth is best understood not as correspondence or even coherence,
but as an act of interpretation that attributes meaning (1985, p. 62). In other
words, For Nehamas, Nietzschean truth is not something to be discovered but
something created—a form of life, a mode of existence. According to him, a fea-
ture of a character may have a very different value in different contexts” thus it
would be “wrong to think that the same things are true or false from every point
of view or that truth is always useful and falsehood always harmful” (Nehamas,
1985, p. 52). This seems suitable with Nietzsche’s constructive view of meaning
which includes inventing new names for new situations. Here, the act of naming
is itself an act of world-making. If there is no fixed referent, then language does
not reveal what is, but brings forth what can be. In this framework, the thinker,
the poet, or the philosopher becomes not a passive mirror of truth, but a creator
of meaning.

This divergence in readings is significant when brought into dialogue with
Frege. Frege’s project is committed to the possibility of objective knowledge, gro-
unded in a stable semantic architecture. He distinguishes between sense and
reference to preserve the logical integrity of language. For Frege, a statement
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has a truth value—the True or the False—regardless of how or whether it is
interpreted. The sense of a sentence may vary from person to person, but the
reference (i.e., its truth value) remains fixed, assuming the sentence is meaning-
ful and properly constructed.

Clark’s Nietzsche retains something akin to this Fregean notion of objec-
tivity, albeit without the metaphysical grounding. She sees Nietzsche as rejec-
ting timeless, context-transcendent truths, while still permitting critical evalu-
ation between competing interpretations. In this light, Nietzsche’s perspectivism
does not abandon the concept of objectivity altogether, but redefines it in hu-
man, historical, and cultural terms. Nehamas’s Nietzsche, by contrast, repre-
sents a sharper break with Frege. For Nehamas, Nietzsche’s perspectivism en-
tails that all meaning and truth are inseparable from the style of interpretation
itself. There is no neutral standpoint from which to judge interpretations, no
logical space of reasons that stands outside of contingent rhetorical and aest-
hetic forms. The eternal recurrence theory is developed exactly for this reason:
accepting the word as it and searching for any meanings behind it (Nehamas,
1985, p. 232).

These interpretive differences point to a fundamental opposition between
Nietzsche and Frege. Frege constructs a system that aspires to clarity, precision,
and universality—a logic that secures reference and truth independently of con-
text or subjectivity. Nietzsche, particularly in Nehamas’s reading, views such
aspirations as products of historical illusion and metaphysical prejudice. Truth
is not discovered but invented, and logic itself is not neutral but a cultural ar-
tifact shaped by human needs and values. For Nietzsche, as he writes in Twilight
of the Idols, “logic is the attempt to understand the world according to ourselves,
to impose upon it our own image” (7, Reason in Philosophy, 85, p. 169).

Logic also signals to even broader disagreement between the two. In
Frege’s logical system, each term and well-formed formulas designates expres-
sions which include firstly “simple names of objects” such as “2” or “mt”, se-
condly complex terms that denotes objects such as 2% or “3 + 1”7, and lastly
sentences which also included in the second kind of denotation (Zalta, 2016).
Frege seems to use these various expressions to explain language with a new
attitude which paves the way for many developments. Usage of laws of logic and
arithmetic is what makes it possible. In other words, his logical system assigns
functions to concepts, turning them into mappings from objects to truth values.

Concepts are thus logical tools, defined in terms of their role in producing truth.

Nietzsche, in contrast, criticises logic which he sees as is a kind of facili-
tation not for truth but as a mediator of expression (WP, §538). For him, “logic
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is merely slavery within the fetters of language” (Hales, 1996, p. 821). As men-
tioned before, Nietzsche considers truth is an illusion since it is a convention
and a schema or a metaphor which is established anthropomorphically. For
him, language is the foundation of the metaphysical assumptions embedded in
common sense realism—beliefs in substances, identity, and a “true world” that
has no actual counterpart in reality (Gori, 2017, p. 209). The same approach
might be observed in his opposition to logic. He claims that “logic too depends
on presuppositions with which nothing in the real world corresponds, for
example on the presupposition that there are identical things, that the same
thing is identical at different points of time” (HAH, Of First and Last Things,
8§11). A further examination can be found in TI, where he writes that “...science
of formulae, sign-systems: such as logic and that applied logic, mathematics. In
these reality does not appear at all, not even as a problem; just as little as does
the question what value a system of conventional signs such as constitutes logic
can possibly possess” (cited in Hales, 1996, p. 821). Therefore Nietzsche believes
that logic is not an imperative “to know the true” but rather an arrangement of
a world which we would call as true and this time he asks a new question which
is that “are the axioms of logic adequate to reality or are they a means and
measure for us to create reality, the concept “reality,” for ourselves” (WP, §516)?

It is quite clear that Nietzsche would answer this question negatively as
he thinks logic is bounded in examples of identical case and thus, cannot be a
will to truth because it can only be carried through after “a fundamental falsifi-
cation of all events assumed” (ibid, §512). It is claimed that Frege attempts to
develop a logical system which is to capture complex theories about semantics,
meaning and language, yet he fails (Klement, 2002). Nietzsche’s critics might be
found true from this point of view. As it can be seen, Nietzsche does not favour
logic on the way of attaining truth because it is based on universal principles
and systems of propositions which he considers as mere conventions. Hence,
logic causes people embrace object realism which is treated as universally valid.
He is against such an attitude because he believes in perspectives. For this re-
ason, he seems to advocate another kind of thinking if one demands to know
reality.

Frege’s mature logical system includes sentences as denoting terms
which have truth values (Zalta, 2016). For instance, “Socrates is mortal” is a
simple proposition which Frege analysis as the argument “Socrates” and “x is
mortal”. In such cases of propositions, value of a function is “conceptual con-
tent” of that proposition (Beaney, 2007, p. 96). Sentences can also be complex.
In this sense, concepts or functions map objects to either the True or False.
Frege sees these two truth values as objects and separates functions and objects
sharply. In sum, an expression can either have both sense and reference or just
sense without reference. Sense is a mode of presentation and thus it is sufficient
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to have a meaning for a statement. However, it does not satisfy us if reference
is missing because “we are concerned with its truth value” (Frege, 1892, p. 63).
It is contained as the thought of a sentence which has a truth value, i.e. is in
general true or false. This is the Bedeutung of the sentence, if there is no refe-
rence; it means that there is no truth value for that statement since there is no
corresponding object in reality.

Nietzsche, by contrast, interrogates the supposed neutrality and univer-
sality of logic. In Twilight of the Idols, he attacks the foundations of logic and
grammar, stating that logical identity (A = A) is not a law of nature but a gram-
matical prejudice: “The law of identity proves itself to be a belief in the “being'
of things” (TI, Reason in Philosophy, 85, p. 169). For Frege, the natural laws of
mathematical or logical cannot be changed at all, since it is not invented but
discovered (1879, p. 4, 133). However, Nietzsche argues that logic rests on evol-
ved habits of thought rather than metaphysical necessity. It depends on pre-
suppositions which do not correspond to the real world like the presupposition
of “there are identical things, that the same thing is identical at different points
of time”, and this also applies to mathematics, “which would certainly not have
come into existence if one had known from the beginning that there was in na-
ture no exactly straight line, no real circle, no absolute magnitude” (HAH, Of
First and Last Things, §11). Language, similarly, does nor provide any informa-
tion related to reality. It functions not by virtue of abstract logical relations but
through rhetorical force, repetition, and metaphor. Grammar in this context can
be understood as faith or as “the tendency to suppose that the structure of
language gives us knowledge of the world” (Clark, 1990, p.108). For Nietzsche,
this is not a discovery of truth, but a creation shaped by belief, habit and con-
venience.

As mentioned before both Frege and Nietzsche recognize that language
mediates rather than mirrors the world. However, their assessments of this me-
diation differ sharply. Frege aims to salvage objectivity through logical struc-
ture, insisting that despite variability in sense, reference can be stabilized. Ni-
etzsche, in contrast, denies that any such stabilization is epistemically or me-
taphysically possible: for him, all meaning is perspectival, culturally contingent,
and ultimately illusory. In The Genealogy of Morals, he argues that what is often
called “objective” knowledge is merely the dominant perspective made to appear
neutral. Truth, for him, is always dependent on the power structures and cul-
tural conditions that shape human judgment. Frege would reject this view, since
for him, the truth of a thought is independent of who holds it. He writes that
even if nobody believes a thought, it can still be objectively true. This shows a
fundamental difference: Frege sees objectivity as the goal of logic, while Ni-
etzsche sees it as an illusion maintained by social forces.
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In conclusion, although Frege’s initial interest in mathematics and logic,
when it comes to language both he and Nietzsche begin with skepticism, yet
they respond in very different ways. Frege builds a system to overcome ambigu-
ity and provide stable meaning. Nietzsche dismantles systems to reveal their
contingent and metaphorical roots. While Frege’s philosophy aims to formalize
thought, Nietzsche’s aim is to expose the historical and affective origins of thin-
king. These differences reflect their deeper philosophical commitments—Frege
to logic and truth, Nietzsche to critique and perspective.

Conclusion

It is clear that both Frege and Nietzsche are interested in language, con-
cept, truth and logic. Both of them doubt the reliability of common language
and do not trust it. Nevertheless, although they seem to depart from same point,
they prefer to choose different paths to clarify these doubts and to establish
their systems. Frege attempts to prove his logical system and its extension to
language with the laws of logic and arithmetic. He separates sense and reference
to illustrate the difference between two semantic relations in terms of meaning
to solve two puzzles about language (Zalta, 2016). He applies to functions to
enhance his work and include complex sentences which consists empty spaces.
With the usage of functions, truth values can be attributed to concepts which
map expressions either to true or false. However, truth is not definable in the
content of the word (cited in Sluga, 2007, p. 4-5).

Nietzsche, on the other hand, is also critic about truths since he sees
them as a mystery, a metaphor or an illusion in terms of its anthropomorphic
constitution. According to him, also, truth itself is not definable since each per-
son has “an eye”, i.e. own perspective. This causes everyone to define truth from
their own point of view. The collection of perspectives cannot give us the truth.
Contrary to Frege, this cannot be achieved with logical presuppositions or uni-
versal definitions. Neither logic nor language can be trustable in this sense.
Therefore, it can be said that Nietzsche is interested in a similar questions which
Frege takes into account. However, he uses the same terms with a different
sense from Frege. In fact, even this point seems to justify their philosophies.
There is the same object, i.e. language in this case; however they perceive it
differently because language provides them with different senses. This could be
related to the example of “Bucephalus”. Nietzsche is a philologist and Frege is a
logician. Therefore, it is understandable that they approach language separa-
tely.

To sum up, although there are many differences in terms of their holding
the subject, it is attempted to shown that their notions coincide from time to
time. This comparison demonstrates not only a philosophical contrast but also
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a mutual challenge: Frege’s precision illuminates the structure of rational tho-
ught, while Nietzsche’s suspicion reveals the cultural and psychological scaffol-
ding that undergirds such structures. Their differing approaches open up bro-
ader questions about how language both enables and limits our access to the
world.

Hitherto, Frege has been influencing analytic philosophers such as Bert-
rand Russell, Ludwig Wittgenstein, Rudolf Carnap and Michael Dummett and
so many others. Frege’s legacy, especially in exploring issues of meaning, refe-
rence, and logical form still can be seen. On the other hand, Nietzsche has re-
mained a pivotal figure for post-structuralist and continental thinkers. Philo-
sophers such as Richard Rorty, Michel Foucault, Alexander Nehamas, Maude-
marie Clark and Brian Leiter have drawn on Nietzsche’s perspectivism and his
critique of metaphysics to analyse the nature of truth, knowledge, and subjec-
tivity. Frege’s formalist attempt and Nietzsche’s genealogical method continue
to inspire contrasting but equally significant approaches to problems of langu-
age and truth. Together, these commentators demonstrate that Frege and Ni-
etzsche not only shaped their own traditions but continue to affect central de-
bates in the philosophy of language, truth, and epistemology. The main endea-
vour for both is to relate language to the world. Even if contrasting from time to
time, understanding their respective contributions allows us to better navigate
modern debates about the nature of meaning, truth, and the scope of human
knowledge.
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