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Introduction

The Shorter REP has emerged out of our experience
with Concise REP, the first one-volume distillation of
the original ten-volume Routledge Encyclopedia of
Philosophy published in 1998. Concise REP, appearing
in 2000, was composed of the initial, introductory or
summary sections of each of the 2,054 entries
contained in the parent work, which it therefore
matched everywhere for breadth, but hardly any-
where for depth. By virtue of its sheer range Concise
REP fulfilled a need, but we have heard from users
and reviewers who would evidently have preferred
more depth — and would have been willing, we must
presume, to sacrifice some breadth to get it. Thinking
about this valuable feedback quickly led to a different
conception of a single-volume reduction of the
encyclopedia, that now embodied in The Shorter
REP. By excising much of the more recondite
material we have made it possible for a considerable
number of entries on the more central and sought-
after topics to be included in their entirety, even
though in some cases that meant as much as 15,000
words or more.

The Shorter REP accordingly contains just 957
entries, but of these 119 are republished here in their
full original length, and marked out by bold type-
face in the headwords at the top of the page. The
reader will find substantial essays on all the major
figures of the Western philosophical tradition, like-
wise on all major topics and those we judged to be of’
most help to a student readership. Further, we have
reprinted in full all the ‘Signpost’ entries, in which
members of the original team of specialist subject
editors surveyed in brief, usually in about 2,000
words, their specialist field. There are twenty-four of
these, instantly recognisable from their light-grey
background; taken together they offer the reader a
highly informative outline sketch of pretty much the
whole of philosophy, Latin American, African,
Jewish, Arabic, Russian, Indian and East-Asian
thought all included. The Shorter REP is unashamedly
“Western’ in its emphasis, being designed to suit the
needs of undergraduate philosophy students and the
courses they are most likely to encounter. But so far
as the stringencies of a single volume allow it retains

the spirit of inclusivity and comprehensiveness that
was such a feature of its ten-volume ancestor.
Nowhere is the ‘Signpost’ the only entry allotted to
its area — in every case there are at least two others.

The inclusion of so many complete entries has
had another welcome effect, that of allowing us to do
a little more justice to at least some of the
encyclopedia’s most eminent authors: Richard
Rorty, Bernard Williams, Dagfinn Follesdal, Tim
Scanlon, Philip Kitcher, Timothy Williamson,
Onora O’Neill, Gary Gutting, Anthony Appiah,
Frank Jackson, Michael Friedman, Dan Garber,
Malcolm Budd, Terry Irwin and the list runs on,
though I have to stop, apologetically, somewhere.
Entries by all these and many others appear in their
original shape, unabridged.

The Shorter REP is not just a selective rearrange-
ment of the old material. Admittedly hardly anything
has been rewritten specifically for The Shorter RER,
just two very short entries in fact, but it nevertheless
contains a good deal that is new when compared
with the original 1998 publication. Any slight
suggestion of paradox is easily dispelled: since
October 2000 the Routledge Encyclopedia has been
available on the Internet as REP Online, in which
form it has seen additions (at present towards 100
new entries) and a number (now approaching thirty)
of updates and revisions, concentrating on entries
near the top of our list of user-statistics. Some of the
revised entries embody only minor changes, perhaps
the mention of a recent book or article, others differ
much more from their first versions, as for instance
Wittgenstein (by Jane Heal), which as well as various
smaller adjustments now has a whole new section on
recent interpretative controversy about Wittgen-
stein’s Tractatus. In one absolutely central case, of
obvious prime interest to students, we have a
completely rewritten replacement entry: this is David
Hume, by Don Garrett. All this new material for REP
Online was available to us as we made our selections
for The Shorter RED, and a good deal of it is now to
be found here. Some further examples of revisions
now in full in The Shorter REP as well as REP Online
are Plato (Malcolm Schofield), Socrates (John
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Cooper), Stoicism and Epicureanism (both David
Sedley), Hobbes (Tom Sorrell), Justice (Brian Barry
and Matt Matravers), Kant (Paul Guyer), Foucault
(Gary Gutting), Heidegger (Thomas Sheehan), Quine
(Alex Orenstein), Feminism (Susan James), Existenti-
alism (Charles Guignon), Infinity (Adrian Moore),
and Democracy (Ross Harrison). In addition, as many
as nineteen of the new entries, hitherto available only
on the Internet in REP Online, are to be found here
in their shorter form: Innateness in ancient philosophy;
Prolepsis; Techne; Telos; Magic; More, Thomas; Eclecti-
cism; Fourier, Charles; de Maistre, Joseph; Novalis; Apel,
Karl-Otto; Cloning; Normativity; Globalization; Sus-
tainability; Beccaria; Causation in the law; Justice,
corrective; and  Simulation theory. Besides this, two
new entries are printed here in full. One is Painting,
aesthetics of (Robert Hopkins); the other is a new
‘Signpost” entry: Nineteenth-century philosophy by
Robert Stern. I hope that as General Editor I may
be allowed to attach, to the second of these in
particular, my personal recommendation. The nine-
teenth century seems to me too little studied and
understood in English-speaking philosophical circles.
Too few of us could give a coherent sketch of its
currents and tensions, its emergence from the
eighteenth century and its legacy to the twentieth.
Stern can, so this new Signpost entry, together with
our substantial coverage of nineteenth century
philosophers, will help — if readers want it to.

In a work of this kind bibliographical information
can be very costly in terms of space and has to be
kept to a minimum. Nevertheless, our treatment of
the bibliographies, or ‘Further reading’, also allows
scope for revision or updating. We invited the
authors of the 119 main entries (i.e. those which
appear in full) to provide titles and authors of just two
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or three works likely to be helpful to the reader, not
of course necessarily drawn from their original
listing. Any especially suitable works published since
the middle of 1997 — when the ten volume REP
finally had to raise its drawbridge against any further
text — thus had at least the chance to be considered
for inclusion. The response was superb — we are
delighted to be able to include over 80 revised
Further reading sections.

So much for inclusion; what of the less happy
matter of exclusion? Such an enterprise is bound to
leave some regrets on this score in the minds of the
editorial team, some disappointment amongst
authors and some unfulfilled expectations amongst
readers. One volume, if it is to have a readable print-
size and paper thick enough not to be transparent,
can be crammed so full and no fuller. Complete REP
entries are on average nine times as long as their short
versions, so every one had to be felt to justify its
status. The thought that by printing one of the
biggest entries in full we were committing space
sufficient for perhaps thirty or forty short ones
focussed the mind; the regrettable fact that, for
example, Schopenhauer, and Peirce appear only in their
shortened forms has a lot to do with that considera-
tion. But the thinking behind such decisions often
had a positive aspect as well. Entries were in
competition for space not just with other topics,
but also with their own shorter versions; and where
this was especially well written and rich in informa-
tion it on several occasions prevailed, even when the
subject, in itself, might well have suggested full-
length treatment. Leaving nine-tenths of an author’s
work out does seem a backhanded way of showing
gratitude, but grateful we are, and we hope that
future readers have cause to be so too.
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A POSTERIORI

A prominent term in theory of knowledge since the
seventeenth century, ‘a posteriori’ signifies a kind of
knowledge or justification that depends on evi-
dence, or warrant, from sensory experience. A
posteriori truth is truth that cannot be known or
justified independently of evidence from sensory
experience, and a posteriori concepts are concepts
that cannot be understood independently of
reference to sensory experience. A posteriori knowl-
edge contrasts with a priori knowledge, knowledge
that does not require evidence from sensory
experience. A posteriori knowledge is empirical,
experience-based knowledge, whereas a priori
knowledge is non-empirical knowledge. Standard
examples of a posteriori truths are the truths of
ordinary perceptual experience and the natural
sciences; standard examples of a priori truths are
the truths of logic and mathematics. The common
understanding of the distinction between a posteriori
and a priori knowledge as the distinction between
empirical and non-empirical knowledge comes
from Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (1781/1787).
See also: A PRIORI; EMPIRICISM; JUSTIFICATION,
EPISTEMIC; KNOWLEDGE, CONCEPT OF

PAUL K. MOSER

A PRIORI

An important term in epistemology since the
seventeenth century, ‘a priori’ typically connotes a
kind of knowledge or justification that does not
depend on evidence, or warrant, from sensory
experience. Talk of a priori truth is ordinarily
shorthand for talk of truth knowable or justifiable
independently of evidence from sensory experience;
and talk of a priori concepts is usually talk of
concepts that can be understood independently of
reference to sensory experience. A priori knowl-
edge contrasts with a posteriori knowledge, knowl-
edge requiring evidence from sensory experience.
Broadly characterized, a posteriori knowledge is
empirical, experience-based knowledge, and a
priori knowledge is non-empirical knowledge.

Standard examples of a priori truths are the truths of
mathematics, whereas standard examples of a poster-
iori truths are the truths of the natural sciences.
See also: A POSTERIORI; JUSTIFICATION, EPISTEMIC;
KNOWLEDGE, CONCEPT OF; RATIONALISM

PAUL K. MOSER

ABDUCTION
See: DISCOVERY, LOGIC OF; INFERENCE TO THE BEST
EXPLANATION; PEIRCE, CHARLES SANDERS

ABELARD, PETER (1079-1142)

Among the many scholars who promoted the
revival of learning in Western Europe in the early
twelfth century, Abelard stands out as a consummate
logician, a formidable polemicist and a champion of
the value of ancient pagan wisdom for Christian
thought. Although he worked within the Aristot-
elian tradition, his logic deviates significantly from
that of Aristotle, particularly in its emphasis on
propositions and what propositions say. According
to Abelard, the subject matter of logic, including
universals such as genera and species, consists of
linguistic expressions, not of the things these
expressions talk about. However, the objective
grounds for logical relationships lie in what these
expressions signify, even though they cannot be said
to signify any things. Abelard is, then, one of a
number of medieval thinkers, often referred to in
later times as ‘nominalists’, who argued against
turning logic and semantics into some sort of
science of the ‘real’, a kind of metaphysics. It was
Abelard’s view that logic was, along with grammar
and rhetoric, one of the sciences of language.

In ethics, Abelard defended a view in which
moral merit and moral sin depend entirely on
whether one’s intentions express respect for the
good or contempt for it, and not at all on one’s
desires, whether the deed is actually carried out, or
even whether the deed is in fact something that
ought or ought not to be done.

Abelard did not believe that the doctrines of
Christian faith could be proved by logically
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compelling arguments, but rational argumentation,
he thought, could be used both to refute attacks on
Christian doctrine and to provide arguments that
would appeal to those who were attracted to high
moral ideals. With arguments of this latter sort, he
defended the rationalist positions that nothing
occurs without a reason and that God cannot do
anything other than what he does do.

See also: NOMINALISM

MARTIN M. TWEEDALE

ABORTION
See Lire AND DEATH (§5); REPRODUCTION AND
ETHICS

ABSOLUTE, THE

The expression ‘the Absolute’ stands for that
(supposed) unconditioned reality which is either
the spiritual ground of all being or the whole of
things considered as a spiritual unity. This use
derives especially from EW.,J. Schelling and G.W.E
Hegel, prefigured by J.G. Fichte’s talk of an absolute
self which lives its life through all finite persons. In
English-language philosophy it is associated with
the monistic idealism of such thinkers as EH.
Bradley and Josiah Royce, the first distinguishing
the Absolute from God, the second identifying
them.

See also: IDEALISM; KANT, I.

T.L.S. SPRIGGE

ABSOLUTISM

The term ‘absolutism’ describes a form of govern-
ment in which the authority of the ruler is subject
to no theoretical or legal constraints. In the
language of Roman law — which played a central
role in all theories of absolutism — the ruler was
legibus solutus, or ‘unfettered legislator’. Absolutism
is generally, although not exclusively, used to
describe the European monarchies, and in particular
those of France, Spain, Russia and Prussia, between
the middle of the sixteenth century and the end of
the eighteenth. But some form of absolutism existed
in nearly every European state until the late
eighteenth century. There have also been recogniz-
able forms of absolute rule in both China and Japan.

As a theory absolutism emerged in Europe, and
in particular in France, in the late sixteenth and
early seventeenth centuries, in response to the long
Civil Wars between the Crown and the nobility
known as the Wars of Religion. In the late
eighteenth century, as the reform movement
associated with the Enlightenment began to influ-
ence most European rulers, a form of so-called
‘enlightened absolutism’ (or sometimes ‘enlightened
despotism’) emerged. In this the absolute authority
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of the ruler was directed not towards enhancing the
power of the state, but was employed instead for
advancing the welfare of the subjects.

See also: FILMER, SIR ROBERT

ANTHONY PAGDEN

ABSTRACT OBJECTS

The central philosophical question about abstract
objects is: Are there any? An affirmative answer —
given by Platonists or Realists — draws support from
the fact that while much of our talk and thought
concerns  concrete (roughly, spatiotemporally
extended) objects, significant parts of it appear to
be about objects which lie outside space and time,
and are therefore incapable of figuring in causal
relationships. The suggestion that there really are
such further non-spatial, atemporal and acausal
objects as numbers and sets often strikes Nominalist
opponents as contrary to common sense. But
precisely because our apparent talk and thought of
abstracta encompasses much — including virtually
the whole of mathematics — that seems indispen-
sable to our best attempts to make scientific sense of’
the world, it cannot be simply dismissed as confused
gibberish. For this reason Nominalists have com-
monly adopted a programme of reductive para-
phrase, aimed at eliminating all apparent reference
to and quantification over abstract objects. In spite
of impressively ingenious eftorts, the programme
appears to run into insuperable obstacles.

The simplicity of our initial question is decep-
tive. Understanding and progress are unlikely
without further clarification of the relations
between ontological questions and questions about
the logical analysis of language, and of the key
distinction between abstract and concrete objects.
There are both affinities and, more importantly,
contrasts between traditional approaches to ontolo-
gical questions and more recent discussions shaped
by ground-breaking work in the philosophy of
language initiated by Frege. The importance of
Frege’s work lies principally in two insights: first,
that questions about what kinds of entity there are
cannot sensibly be tackled independently of the
logical analysis of language; and second, that the
question whether or not certain expressions should
be taken to have reference cannot properly be
separated from the question whether complete
sentences in which those expressions occur are
true or false.

See also: NOMINALISM; ONTOLOGY; REALISM AND
ANTIREALISM; UNIVERSALS

BOB HALE

ACRASIA
See AKRASIA



ACTION

Philosophical study of human action owes its
importance to concerns of two sorts. There are
concerns addressed in metaphysics and philosophy
of mind about the status of reasoning beings who
make their impact in the natural causal world, and
concerns addressed in ethics and legal philosophy
about human freedom and responsibility. ‘Action
theory’ springs from concerns of both sorts; but in
the first instance it attempts only to provide a
detailed account that may help with answering the
metaphysical questions.

Action theorists usually start by asking ‘How are
actions distinguished from other events?’. For there
to be an action, a person has to do something. But
the ordinary ‘do something’ does not capture just
the actions, since we can say (for instance) that
breathing is something that everyone does, although
we don’t think that breathing in the ordinary way is
an action. It seems that purposiveness has to be
introduced — that someone’s infentionally doing
something is required.

People often do the things they intentionally do
by moving bits of their bodies. This has led to the
idea that ‘actions are bodily movements’. The force
of the idea may be appreciated by thinking about
what is involved in doing one thing by doing
another. A man piloting a plane might have shut
down the engines by depressing a lever, for
example; and there is only one action here if the
depressing of the lever was (identical with) the
shutting down of the engines. It is when identities
of this sort are accepted that an action may be seen
as an event of a person’s moving their body: the
pilot’s depressing of the lever was (also) his moving
of his arm, because he depressed the lever by
moving his arm.

But how do bodies’ movings — such events now
as his arm’s moving — relate to actions? According to
one traditional empiricist account, these are caused
by wvolitions when there are actions, and a volition
and a body’s moving are alike parts of the action.
But there are many rival accounts of the causes and
parts of actions and of movements. And volitional
notions feature not only in a general account of the
events surrounding actions, but also in accounts that
aim to accommodate the experience that is char-
acteristic of agency.

See also: RATIONALITY, PRACTICAL

JENNIFER HORNSBY

ADORNO, THEODOR WIESENGRUND (1903-69)

Philosopher, musicologist and social theorist,
Theodor Adorno was the philosophical architect
of the first generation of Critical Theory emanating
from the Institute for Social Research in Frankfurt,

AESTHETIC ATTITUDE

Germany. Departing from the perspective of more
orthodox Marxists, Adorno believed the twin
dilemmas of modernity — injustice and nihilism —
derived from the abstractive character of Enlight-
enment rationality. In consequence, he argued that
the critique of political economy must give way to a
critique of Enlightenment, instrumental reason.
Identity thinking, as Adorno termed instrumen-
tal rationality, abstracts from the sensory, linguistic
and social mediations which connect knowing
subjects to objects known. In so doing, it represses
what is contingent, sensuous and particular in
persons and nature. Adorno’s method of negative
dialectics was designed to rescue these elements
from the claims of instrumental reason. Adorno
conceded, however, that all this method could
demonstrate was that an abstract concept did not
exhaust its object. For a model of an alternative
grammar of reason and cognition Adorno turned to
the accomplishments of artistic modernism. There,
where each new work tests and transforms the very
idea of something being a work of art, Adorno saw a
model for the kind of dynamic interdependence
between mind and its objects that was required for a
renewed conception of knowing and acting.
See also: ENLIGHTENMENT, CONTINENTAL

J.M. BERNSTEIN

AESTHETIC ATTITUDE

It is undeniable that there are aesthetic and non-
aesthetic attitudes. But is there such a thing as the
aesthetic attitude? What is meant by the aesthetic
attitude is the particular way in which we regard
something when and only when we take an
aesthetic interest in it. This assumes that on all
occasions of aesthetic interest the object attended to
is regarded in an identical fashion, unique to such
occasions; and this assumption is problematic. If an
attitude’s identity is determined by the features it is
directed towards; if an aesthetic interest in an object
is (by definition) an interest in its aesthetic qualities;
and if the notion of aesthetic qualities can be
explained in a uniform manner; then there is a
unitary aesthetic attitude, namely an interest in an
item’s aesthetic qualities. But this conception of the
aesthetic attitude would be unsuitable for achieving
the main aim of those who have posited the
aesthetic attitude. This aim is to provide a definition
of the aesthetic, but the aesthetic attitude, under-
stood as any attitude focused upon an object’s
aesthetic qualities, presupposes the idea of the
aesthetic, and cannot be used to analyse it. So the
question is whether there is a characterization of the
aesthetic attitude that describes its nature without
explicitly or implicitly relying on the concept of the
aesthetic. There is no good reason to suppose so.
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Accordingly, there is no such thing as the aesthetic
attitude, if this is an attitude that is both necessary
and sufficient for aesthetic interest and that can be
characterized independently of the aesthetic.

See also: AESTHETIC CONCEPTS

MALCOLM BUDD

AESTHETIC CONCEPTS

Aesthetic concepts are the concepts associated with
the terms that pick out aesthetic properties referred
to in descriptions and evaluations of experiences
involving artistic and aesthetic objects and events.
The questions (epistemological, psychological, logi-
cal and metaphysical) that have been raised about
these properties are analogous to those raised about
the concepts.

In the eighteenth century, philosophers such as
Edmund Burke and David Hume attempted to
explain aesthetic concepts such as beauty empiri-
cally, by connecting them with physical and
psychological responses that typify individuals’
experiences of different kinds of objects and events.
Thus they sought a basis for an objectivity of
personal reactions. Immanuel Kant insisted that
aesthetic concepts are essentially subjective (rooted
in personal feelings of pleasure and pain), but argued
that they have a kind of objectivity on the grounds
that, at the purely aesthetic level, feelings of pleasure
and pain are universal responses.

In the twentieth century, philosophers have
sometimes returned to a Humean analysis of
aesthetic concepts via the human faculty of taste,
and have extended this psychological account to try
to establish an epistemological or logical uniqueness
for aesthetic concepts. Many have argued that
although there are no aesthetic laws (for example,
‘All roses are beautiful, or ‘If a symphony has four
movements and is constructed according to rules of
Baroque harmony, it will be pleasing’) aesthetic
concepts none the less play a meaningful role in
discussion and disputation. Others have argued that
aesthetic concepts are not essentially distinguishable
from other types of concepts.

Recently theorists have been interested in ways
that aesthetic concepts are context-dependent —
constructed out of social mores and practices, for
example. Their theories often deny that aesthetic
concepts can be universal. For example, not only is
there no guarantee that the term ‘harmony’ will
have the same meaning in different cultures: it may
not be used at all.

See also: AESTHETIC ATTITUDE; ART CRITICISM; ART,
DEFINITION OF; BAUMGARTEN, A.G.; BEAUTY;
SUBLIME, THE

MARCIA EATON

AESTHETICS

Introduction

Aesthetics owes its name to Alexander BAum-
GARTEN who derived it from the Greek aisthanomai,
which means perception by means of the senses. As
the subject is now understood, it consists of two
parts: the philosophy of art, and the philosophy of
the aesthetic experience and character of objects or
phenomena that are not art. Non-art items include
both artefacts that possess aspects susceptible of
aesthetic appreciation, and phenomena that lack any
traces of human design in virtue of being products
of nature, not humanity. How are the two sides of
the subject related: is one part of aesthetics more
fundamental than the other? There are two obvious
possibilities. The first is that the philosophy of art is
basic, since the aesthetic appreciation of anything that
is not art is the appreciation of it as if it were art. The
second is that there is a unitary notion of the aesthetic
that applies to both art and non-art; this notion
defines the idea of aesthetic appreciation as disinter-
ested delight in the immediately perceptible proper-
ties of an object for their own sake; and artistic
appreciation is simply aesthetic appreciation of works
of art. But neither of these possibilities is plausible.

The first represents the aesthetic appreciation of
nature as essentially informed by ideas intrinsic to
the appreciation of art, such as style, reference and
the expression of psychological states. But in order
for that curious feeling, the experience of the
sublime — invoked, perhaps, by the immensity of the
universe as disclosed by the magnitude of stars
visible in the night sky (see SUBLIME, THE) — to be
aesthetic, or for you to delight in the beauty of a
flower, it is unnecessary for you to imagine these
natural objects as being works of art. In fact, your
appreciation of them is determined by their lack of
features specific to works of art, and perhaps also by
their possession of features available only to aspects of
nature (see NATURE, AESTHETIC APPRECIATION OF).

The second fails to do justice to the significance
for artistic appreciation of various features of works
of art that are not immediately perceptible, such as a
work’s provenance and its position in the artist’s oeuvre.
A more accurate view represents the two parts of
the subject as being related to each other in a looser
fashion than either of these positions recognizes,
each part exhibiting variety in itself, the two being
united by a number of common issues or counter-
part problems, but nevertheless manifesting con-
siderable differences in virtue of the topics that are
specific to them. In fact, although some issues are
common to the two parts, many are specific to the
philosophy of art and a few specific to the aesthetics



of non-art objects. Moreover, not every object of
aesthetic appreciation falls neatly on one side or the
other of the art—non-art distinction, so that
appreciation sometimes involves an element of
both of artistic and non-artistic appreciation (see
ENVIRONMENTAL AESTHETICS).

Both works of art and other objects can possess
specifically aesthetic properties, such as beauty and
gracefulness. If they do possess properties of this
sort, they will also possess properties that are not
specifically aesthetic, such as size and shape. And
they will be susceptible of aesthetic and non-
aesthetic appreciation, and subject to aesthetic and
non-aesthetic judgments. What distinguishes an item’s
aesthetic from its non-aesthetic properties and what
faculties are essential to detecting aesthetic properties
(see AESTHETIC CONCEPTS)? What is the nature of
aesthetic appreciation? It has often been thought that
there is a particular attitude that is distinctive of
aesthetic appreciation: you must adopt this attitude
in order for the item’s aesthetic properties to be
manifest to you, and if you are in this attitude you
are in a state of aesthetic contemplation (see AESTHETIC
ATTITUDE). This suppositious attitude has often been
thought of as one of disinterested contemplation
focused on an item’s intrinsic, non-relational, immedi-
ately perceptible properties. But perhaps this view of
aesthetic interest as disinterested attention is the product
of masculine bias, involving the assumption of a position
of power over the observed object, a reflection of
masculine privilege, an expression of the ‘male gaze’.
Another idea is that awareness of an object’s aesthetic
properties is the product of a particular species of
perception, an idea which stands in opposition to the
claim that this awareness is nothing but the projection of’
the observer’s response onto the object.

An object’s beauty would appear to be a
relational, mind-dependent property — a property
it possesses in virtue of its capacity to aftect observers
in a certain manner. But which observers and what
manner? And can attributions of beauty, which
often aspire to universal interpersonal validity, ever
attain that status (see BEAUTY)? The great German
philosopher Immanuel Kant presented a conception
of an aesthetic judgment as a judgment that must be
founded on a feeling of pleasure or displeasure; he
insisted that a pure aesthetic judgment about an object
is one that is unaffected by any concepts under which
the object might be seen; and he tried to show that
the implicit claim of such a judgment to be valid for
everyone is justified. But how acceptable is his
conception of an aesthetic judgment and how
successful is his attempted justification of the claims
of pure aesthetic judgments (see Kanrt, I. §12)?

1 Aesthetics of art
2 Aesthetics and the arts

AESTHETICS

1 Aesthetics of art

Those questions that are specific to the philosophy
of art are of three kinds: ones that arise only within
a particular art form or set of related arts (perhaps
arts addressed to the same sense), ones that arise
across a number of arts of heterogeneous natures,
and ones that are entirely general, necessarily
applying to anything falling under the mantle of art.

Here are some of the most salient facts about art.
Not everything is art. Artists create works of art,
which reflect the skills, knowledge and personalities
of their makers, and succeed or fail in realizing their
aims. Works of art can be interpreted in different
ways, understood, misunderstood or baffle the mind,
subjected to analysis, and praised or criticized.
Although there are many kinds of value that works
of art may possess, their distinctive value is their
value as art. The character of a work of art endows it
with a greater or lesser degree of this distinctive value.

Accordingly, the most fundamental general
question about art would seem to be: what is art?
Is it possible to distinguish art from non-art by
means of an account that it is definitive of the nature
of art, or are the arts too loosely related to one
another for them to possess an essence that can be
captured in a definition (see ART, DEFINITION OF)?
Whatever the answer to this question may be,
another entirely general issue follows hard on its
heels. It concerns the ontology of art, the kind of
thing a work of art is. Do some works of art fall into
one ontological category (particulars) and some into
another (types) or do they all fall within the same
category (see ART WORKS, ONTOLOGY OF)? And a
number of other important general questions
quickly arise. What is a work’s artistic value and
which aspects of a work are relevant to or determine
this value? Is the value of a work of art, considered
as art, an intrinsic or an extrinsic feature of it? Is it
determined solely by the work’s form or by certain
aspects of its content — its truth or its moral
sensitivity, for example? Can judgments about a
work’s artistic value justifiably lay claim to universal
agreement or are they merely expressions of
subjective preferences? And how is a work’s artistic
value related to, and how important is it in
comparison with, other kinds of value it may
possess (see ART, VALUE OF; FORMALISM IN ART;
ART AND TRUTH; ART AND MORALITY; SCHILLER,
J.C.E)? What is required to detect the critically
relevant properties of artworks, over and above
normal perceptual and intellectual powers, and how
can judgments that attribute such properties be
supported (see ART CRITICISM)? What kinds of
understanding are involved in artistic appreciation,
and must an acceptable interpretation of a work be
compatible with any other acceptable interpretation
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(see ART, UNDERSTANDING OF)? In what way, if
any, does the artist’s intention determine the
meaning or their work (see ARTIST’S INTENTION)?
‘What is an artist’s style and what is its significance in
the appreciation of the artist’s work?

2 Aesthetics and the arts

One question that arises only for a small set of art
forms concerns the nature of depiction. It might be
thought that the analysis of the nature of depiction
has no special importance within the philosophy of
art, for pictorial representation is just as frequent
outside as inside art. But this overlooks the fact that
real clarity about the ways in which pictures can
acquire value as art must be founded on a
sophisticated understanding of what a picture is
and the psychological resources needed to grasp
what it depicts. So what is it for a surface to be or
contain a picture of an object or state of affairs?
Must the design on the surface be such as to elicit a
certain species of visual experience, and must the
function of the means by which the pattern was
produced, or the intention of the person who
created it, be to replicate features of the visible
world? Or is a picture a member of a distinctive
kind of symbol system, which can be defined
without making use of any specifically visual
concepts (see DEPICTION)? Another question that
has a limited application concerns the distinctive
nature and value of a particular artistic genre, the
response it encourages from us, and the insight into
human life it displays and imparts. For example,
whereas a comedy exploits our capacity to find
something funny, a tragedy engages our capacity to
be moved by the fate of other individuals, and erotic
art aims to evoke a sexual reaction; and this
difference in the emotional responses at the hearts
of the genres goes hand in hand with the difterent
aspects of human life they illuminate (see COMEDY;
EMOTION IN RESPONSE TO ART; HUMOUR; TRAGEDY).

Questions about the individual natures and
possibilities of the various arts include some that
are specific to the particular art and some that apply
also to other arts. On the one hand, relatively few
art forms (architecture and pottery, for example) are
directed to the production of works that are
intended to perform non-artistic functions, or are
of a kind standardly used for utilitarian purposes,
and, accordingly, the issue of the relevance to its
artistic value of a work’s performing, or presenting
the appearance of performing, its intended non-
artistic function satisfactorily is confined to such arts
(see ARCHITECTURE, AESTHETICS OF). Again, only
in some arts does a spectator witness a performance
of a work, so that issues about a performer’s
contribution to the interpretation of a work or
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about the evaluation of different performances of
the same work are limited to such arts. And since
only some works of art (novels, plays and films, for
example) tell a story, and only some refer to fictional
persons or events, questions about the means by
which a story is told or how references to fictional
objects should be understood have a restricted
application within the arts (see INARRATIVE;
FictroNnar eENTITIES). On the other hand, most,
if not all, arts allow of works within their domain
being correctly perceived as being expressive of
psychological states, and, accordingly, give rise to
the question of what it is for a work to be expressive
of such a condition (see ARTISTIC EXPRESSION).
But the means available within the different arts for
the expression of psychological states are various:
poetry consists of words, dance exploits the human
body, and instrumental music uses nothing other
than sounds. And these different artistic media
impose different limits on the kinds of state that can
be expressed by works of art, the specificity of the
states, and the significance within an art of the
expressive aspects of its products (see GURNEY, E.).
Furthermore, it is a general truth about the various
arts, rather than one special to expression, that what
can be achieved within an art is determined by the
nature of the medium on which the art is based.
Accordingly, an adequate philosophy of art must
investigate the variety of such media and elucidate
the peculiar advantages they offer and the limita-
tions they impose (see FILM, AESTHETICS OF;
Hanstick, E.; LANGER, S.K.K.; LessiNG, G.E;
Music, AESTHETICS OF; OPERA, AESTHETICS OF;
PAINTING, AESTHETICS OF; PHOTOGRAPHY, AES-
THETICS OF; POETRY).

See also: AESTHETICS AND ETHICS; BELINSKII, V.G.;
METAPHOR; RHETORIC; Torstor, L.IN.
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AESTHETICS AND ETHICS

The contrast between ethical and aesthetic judg-
ments, which has provided a good deal of the
subject-matter of aesthetics, stems largely from
Immanuel Kant’s idiosyncratic view of morality as



a series of imperatives issued in accordance with the
dictates of practical reason, while for him judgments
of taste are based on no principles. This has led even
non-Kantians to argue that aesthetic judgments are
primarily concerned, as is art itself, with unique-
ness, while morality has mainly to do with
repeatable actions. This tends to separate art from
other human activities, a separation which was
encouraged by the collection of useless items by
‘connoisseurs’, who took over as their vocabulary of
appreciation the traditional language of religious
contemplation. This viewpoint has been attacked
passionately by idealist aestheticians, who claim that
art is a heightening of the common human activity
of expressing emotions, to the point where they are
experienced and rendered lucidly, as they rarely are
in everyday life. Marxist aestheticians, whose roots
lie in the same tradition as idealists, argue that art is
inherently political, and that the realm of ‘pure
aesthetic experience’ is chimerical. Meanwhile the
analytic tradition in aesthetics has spent much effort
amplifying Kant-style positions, without taking into
account their historical conditioning. There is a
tendency to contrast the activities of the moralist,
prescribing courses of action, with that of the critic,
whose only job can be to point to the unrepeatable
teatures which constitute a work of art.

See also: ART AND MORALITY; ART, VALUE OF;
Etnics; KanT, I §12

MICHAEL TANNER

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

The term ‘affirmative action’ originated in the USA
under President Kennedy. Originally it was
designed to ensure that employees and applicants
for jobs with government contractors did not suffer
discrimination. Within a year, however, ‘atfirmative
action’ was used to refer to policies aimed at
compensating African-Americans for unjust racial
discrimination, and at improving their opportunities
to gain employment. An important implication of
this shift was that affirmative action came to mean
preferential treatment.

Preferential treatment was later extended to
include women as well as other disadvantaged racial
and ethnic groups. The arguments in favour of
preferential treatment can be usefully classified as
backward-looking and forward-looking. Backward-
looking arguments rely on the claim that prefer-
ential treatment of women and disadvantaged racial
minorities compensates these groups or the mem-
bers for the discrimination and injustices they have
suffered. Forward-looking arguments rely on their
claim that preferential treatment of women and
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disadvantaged racial minorities will help to bring
about a better society.

There has been much criticism of both types of
argument. The most common accusation is that
preferential treatment is reverse discrimination.
Other criticisms are based around who exactly
should be compensated, by what means and to what
extent, and at whose cost. Finally, there is the fear of
the unknown consequences of such action. Argu-
ments have been forwarded to try and solve such
difficulties, but the future of preferential treatment
seems to lie in a combination of the two arguments.
See also: JUSTICE

BERNARD BOXILL

AFRICAN PHILOSOPHY

Introduction

In order to indicate the range of some of the kinds
of material that must be included in a discussion of
philosophy in Africa, it is as well to begin by
recalling some of the history of Western philosophy.
It 1s something of an irony that Socrates, the first
major philosopher in the Western tradition, is
known to us entirely for oral arguments imputed to
him by his student Plato. For the Western philo-
sophical tradition is, above all else, a tradition of
texts. While there are some important ancient
philosophers, like Socrates, who are largely known
to us through the reports of others, the tradition has
developed increasingly as one which pays careful
attention to written arguments. However, many of
those arguments — in ethics and politics, metaphysics
and epistemology, aesthetics and the whole host of
other major subdivisions of the subject — concern
questions about which many people in many
cultures have talked and many, albeit substantially
fewer, have written about outside the broad
tradition of Western philosophy. The result is that
while those methods of philosophy that have
developed in the West through thoughtful analysis
of texts are not found everywhere, we are likely to
find in every human culture opinions about some of’
the major questions of Western philosophy. On
these important questions there have been discus-
sions in most cultures since the earliest human
societies. These constitute what has sometimes been
called a ‘folk-philosophy’. It is hard to say much
about those opinions and discussions in places
where they have not been written down. However,
we are able to find some evidence of the character
of these views in such areas as parts of sub-Saharan
Africa where writing was introduced into oral
cultures over the last few centuries.
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As a result, discussions of African philosophy
should include both material on some oral cultures
and rather more on the philosophical work that has
been done in literate traditions on the African
continent, including those that have developed
since the introduction of Western philosophical
training there.

1 Oral cultures
2 Older literate traditions
3 Recent philosophy

1 Oral cultures

Two areas of folk-philosophy have been the object
of extended scholarly investigation in the late
twentieth century: the philosophical psychology of
people who speak the Akan languages of the west
African littoral (now Ghana) and the epistemologi-
cal thought of Yoruba-speaking people of western
Nigeria. In both cases the folk ideas of the tradition
have been addressed by contemporary speakers of
the language with Western philosophical training.
This is probably the most philosophically sophisti-
cated work that has been carried out in the general
field of the philosophical study of folk-philosophy
in Africa. It also offers some insight into ways of
thinking about both the mind and human cognition
that are different from those that are most familiar
within the Western tradition.

One can also learn a great deal by looking more
generally at ethical and aesthetic thought, since in all
parts of the continent, philosophical issues con-
cerning evaluation were discussed and views devel-
oped before the advent of writing. Philosophical
work on ethics is more developed than in aesthetics
and some of the most interesting recent work in
African aesthetics also focuses on Yoruba concepts
which have been explored in some detail by
Western philosophers. The discussion of the status
of such work has largely proceeded under the rubric
of the debate about ethnophilosophy, a term
intended to cover philosophical work that aims to
explore folk philosophies in a systematic manner.
Finally, there has also been an important philo-
sophical debate about the character of traditional
religious thought in Africa.

2 Older literate traditions

Although these oral traditions represent old forms of
thought, the actual traditions under discussion are
not as old as the remaining African literate
traditions. The earliest of these is in the writings
associated with the ancient civilizations of Egypt,
which substantially predate the pre-Socratic philo-
sophers who inhabit the earliest official history of
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Western philosophy. The relationship between these
Egyptian traditions and the beginnings of Western
philosophy have been in some dispute and there is
much recent scholarship on the influence of Egypt
on classical Greek thought.

Later African philosophy looks more familiar to
those who have studied the conventional history of
Western philosophy: the literate traditions of
Ethiopia, for example, which can be seen in the
context of a long (if modest) tradition of philo-
sophical writing in the horn of Africa. The high
point of such writing has been the work of the
seventeenth-century philosopher, Zar’a Ya’ecob.
‘Whose work has been compared to that of Descartes.

It is also worth observing that many of the
traditions of Islamic philosophy were either the
product of, or were subject to the influence of,
scholars born or working in the African continent
in centres of learning such as Cairo and Timbuktu
(see IsLaMIC PHILOSOPHY). Similarly, the work of
some of the most important philosophers among
the Christian Church Fathers was the product of
scholars born in Africa, like St AUGUSTINE, and
some was written in the African provinces of Rome.

In considering African-born philosophers, there
is Anton Wilhelm Amo, who was born in what is
now Ghana and received, as the result of an
extraordinary sequence of events, philosophical
training during the period of German Enlight-
enment, before returning to the Guinea coast to die
in the place he was born. Amo’ considerable
intellectual achievements played an important part
in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century polemics
relating to the ‘capacity of the negro’. Unfortu-
nately, only a portion of his work has survived.

3 Recent philosophy

Most twentieth-century work in African philo-
sophy has been carried out by African intellectuals
(often interacting with scholars outside Africa)
under the influence of philosophical traditions
from the European countries that colonized Africa
and created her modern system of education. As the
colonial systems of education were different, it is
helpful to think of this work as belonging to two
broadly difterentiated traditions, one Francophone
and the other Anglophone. While it is true that
philosophers in the areas influenced by French (and
Francophone Belgian) colonization developed sepa-
rately from those areas under British colonial
control, a comparison of their work reveals that
there has been a substantial cross-flow between
them (as there generally has been between philo-
sophy in the French- and English-speaking worlds).
The other important colonial power in Africa was
Portugal, whose commitment to colonial education



was less developed. The sole Portuguese-speaking
African intellectual who made a significant philo-
sophical contribution is Amilcar Cabral, whose
leadership in the independence movement of
Guinea Bissau and the Cape Verde islands was
guided by philosophical training influenced by
Portuguese Marxism. Cabral’s influence has not
been as great as that of Frantz Fanon, who was born
in the French Antilles, but later became an Algerian.
He was a very important figure in the development
of political philosophy in Africa (and much of the
Third World).

Among the most important political thinkers
influenced by philosophy are Kwame Nkrumah,
Kenneth Kaunda and Julius Nyerere (see AFRICAN
PHILOSOPHY, ANGLOPHONE). Out of all the intel-
lectual movements in Africa in the twentieth-century,
the two most important ones of philosophical
interest have been négritude and pan-Africanism
(see AFRICAN PHILOSOPHY, FRANCOPHONE).

Philosophy in Africa has changed greatly in the
decades since the Second World War and, even
more, as African states have gained their indepen-
dence. Given the significance of the colonial legacy
in shaping modern philosophical education in
Africa it is not surprising that there have been
serious debates about the proper understanding of
what it is for a philosophy to be African. These
lively debates, prevalent in the areas of African
epistemology, ethics and aesthetics, are found in
both Francophone and Anglophone philosophy.
See also: MARGINALITY; POSTCOLONIALISM
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AFRICAN PHILOSOPHY, ANGLOPHONE

Contemporary African philosophy is in a state of
flux, but the flow is not without some watersheds.
The chief reason for the flux lies in the fact that
Africa, in most part, is in a state of transition from a
traditional condition to a modernized one. Philo-
sophically and in other ways, the achievement of
independence was the most significant landmark in
this transition. Independence from European rule
(which began in Libya in 1951, followed by Sudan
in 1956, Ghana in 1957 and continued to be won at
a rapid pace in other parts of Africa in the 1960s)

AFRICAN PHILOSOPHY, ANGLOPHONE

did not come without a struggle. That struggle was,
of necessity, both political and cultural. Colonialism
involved not only political subjection but also
cultural depersonalization. Accordingly, at indepen-
dence it was strongly felt that plans for political and
economic reconstruction should reflect the needs
not only for modernization but also for cultural
regeneration. These are desiderata which, while not
incompatible in principle, are difficult to harmonize
in practice. The philosophical basis of the project
had first to be worked out and this was attempted by
the first wave of post-independence leaders. The
task of devising technical philosophies cognizant of
Africa’s past and present and oriented to her long-
term future has been in the hands of a crop of
professional philosophers trained in Western-style
educational institutions. Philosophical results have
not been as dramatic as in the case of the political,
but the process is ongoing.

The political figures that led African states to
independence were not all philosophers by original
inclination or training. To start with only the best
known, such as Leopold Senghor of Senegal, or
Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana, were trained philoso-
phers, but others, such as Kenneth Kaunda of
Zambia, brought only an educated intelligence and
a good sense of their national situations to the
enterprise. In all cases they were rulers enthusias-
tically anointed by their people to chart the new
course and lead them to the promised land. An
example of how practical urgency can inspire
philosophical productivity can be found in the
way that all these philosophers propounded blue-
prints for reconstruction with clearly articulated
philosophical underpinnings. Circumstantial neces-
sity, then, rather than Platonic selection made these
leaders philosopher-kings. It is significant, also, to
note that all the leaders mentioned (and the
majority of their peers) argued for a system of
socialism deriving from their understandings of
African traditional thought and practice, and from
their perceptions of the imperatives generated by
industrialization, such as it had been. Concern with
this latter aspect of the situation led to some
flirtation and even outright marriage with Marxism.
But, according to the leaders concerned, the
outcome of this fertilization of thought had enough
African input to be regarded as an African progeny.
Accordingly, practically all of them proftered their
theories and prescriptions under the rubric of
African socialism. No such labelling is possible in
the work of African philosophers, but there are
some patterns of preoccupation.

See also: AFRICAN PHILOSOPHY, FRANCOPHONE

KWASI WIREDU
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AFRICAN PHILOSOPHY, FRANCOPHONE

The imaginative and intellectual writings that have
come out of French-speaking Africa have tended to
be associated exclusively with the négritude move-
ment and its global postulation of a black racial
identity founded upon an original African essence.
Beyond its polemical stance with regard to
colonialism, the movement generated a theoretical
discourse which served both as a means of self-
validation for the African in particular and the black
race in general. This discourse developed further as
the elaboration of a new worldview derived from
the African cultural inheritance of a new humanism
that lays claim to universal significance.

Despite its prominence in the intellectual history
of Francophone Africa and in the black world
generally, négritude does not account for the full
range of intellectual activity among the French-
speaking African intelligentsia. The terms of its
formulation have been challenged since its incep-
tion, leading to ongoing controversy. This challenge
concerns the validity of the concept itself and its
functional significance in contemporary African
thought and collective life. It has involved a debate
regarding the essential nature of the African, as well as
the possibility of constructing a rigorous and coherent
structure of ideas (with an indisputable philosophical
status) derived from the belief systems and norma-
tive concepts implicit in the institutions and cultural
practices subsisting from Africa’s precolonial past.

The postcolonial situation has enlarged the terms
of this debate in French-speaking Africa. It has
come to cover a more diverse range of issues
touching upon the African experience of moder-
nity. As an extension of the ‘indigenist’ theme
which is its point of departure, the cultural and
philosophical arguments initiated by the adherents
of négritude encompass a critical reappraisal of the
Western tradition of philosophy and its historical
consequences, as well as a consideration of its
transforming potential in the African context.
Beyond the essentialism implied by the concept of
négritude and related theories of Africanism, the
problem at the centre of French—African intellectual
preoccupations relates to the modalities of African
existence in the modern world.

From this perspective, the movement of ideas of
the French-speaking African intelligentsia demon-
strates the plurality of African discourse, as shaped
by a continuing crisis of African consciousness
provoked by the momentous process of transition to
modernity. A convergence can be discerned
between the themes and styles of philosophical
discourse and inquiry in Francophone Africa and
some of the significant currents of twentieth-
century European philosophy and social thought

10

engaged with the fundamental human issues raised
by the impact of modern technological civilization.
Two dominant perspectives frame the evolution
of contemporary thought and philosophical dis-
course in French-speaking Africa: the first is related
to the question of identity and involves the
reclamation of a cultural and spiritual heritage
considered to be imperilled; the second relates to
what has been called ‘the dilemma of modernity’
experienced as a problematic dimension of con-
temporary African life and consciousness.
See also: AFRICAN PHILOSOPHY, ANGLOPHONE;
MARGINALITY

F. ABIOLA IRELE

AGENTS, MORAL

See MORAL AGENTS

AGNOSTICISM

In the popular sense, an agnostic is someone who
neither believes nor disbelieves in God, whereas an
atheist disbelieves in God. In the strict sense,
however, agnosticism is the view that human reason
is incapable of providing sufficient rational grounds
to justify either the belief that God exists or the
belief that God does not exist. In so far as one holds
that our beliefs are rational only if they are
sufficiently supported by human reason, the person
who accepts the philosophical position of agnosticism
will hold that neither the belief that God exists nor
the belief that God does not exist is rational. In the
modern period, agnostics have appealed largely to
the philosophies of Hume and Kant as providing the
justification for agnosticism as a philosophical position.
See also: ATHEISM; NATURAL THEOLOGY

WILLIAM L. ROWE

AGRIPPA VON NETTESHEIM, HENRICUS
CORNELIUS (1486-1535)

Famous in the sixteenth century for writings in
which he steps forward variously as magician,
occultist, evangelical humanist and philosopher,
Agrippa shared with other humanist writers a
thoroughgoing contempt for the philosophy of the
scholastics. In his more evangelical moods Agrippa
could be taken for a radical exponent of the philosophia
Christi of his older contemporary Erasmus, or
mistaken for a follower of Luther, whose early
writings he actively disseminated in humanist circles.
However, his deepest affinities are with magically
inflected philosophies: the Neoplatonism and
Hermetism of Marsilio Ficino, and the syncretic
Christian Kabbalah of Giovanni Pico della Mir-
andola, Johannes R euchlin and Johannes Trithemius.



As well as expounding an influential magical
view of language, Agrippa contributed to the
sixteenth-century revival of scepticism, denounced
the ‘tyranny’ of those who obstructed a free search
for truth, criticized the subjection of women and
(with a courage unusual in his time) resisted and
mocked the instigators of the witch-craze. Finding
in Hermetic—Kabbalistic doctrines the inner truth
both of religion and of philosophy, Agrippa was also
aware of parallels between these magical doctrines
and the Gnostic heresies. His heterodoxy made him
a target for pious slanders: within several decades of
his death he became the protagonist of demonolo-
gical fictions which were soon absorbed into the
legend of Dr Faustus.

See also: FEmiNism §2; HERMETISM; HUMANISM,
RENAISSANCE; KABBALAH; PLATONISM,
RENAISSANCE §5

MICHAEL H. KEEFER

AKRASIA

The Greek word ‘akrasia’ is usually said to translate
literally as ‘lack of self-control’, but it has come to
be used as a general term for the phenomenon
known as weakness of will, or incontinence, the
disposition to act contrary to one’s own considered
judgment about what it is best to do. Since one
variety of akrasia is the inability to act as one thinks
right, akrasia is obviously important to the moral
philosopher, but it is also frequently discussed in the
context of philosophy of action. Akrasia is of interest
to philosophers of action because although it seems
clear that it does occur — that people often do act in
ways which they believe to be contrary to their own
best interests, moral principles or long-term goals —
it also seems to follow from certain apparently
plausible views about intentional action that akrasia
is simply not possible. A famous version of the
suggestion that genuine akrasia cannot exist is found
in Socrates, as portrayed by Plato in the Protagoras.
Socrates argues that it is impossible for a person’s
knowledge of what is best to be overcome by such
things as the desire for pleasure — that one cannot
choose a course of action which one knows full well
to be less good than some alternative known to be
available. Anyone who chooses to do something
which is in fact worse than something they know
they could have done instead, must, according to
Socrates, have wrongly judged the relative values of
the actions.

See also: ARISTOTLE §23; MORAL AGENTS; MORAL
PSYCHOLOGY; RATIONALITY, PRACTICAL; SELF-
DECEPTION, ETHICS OF; SOCRATES §6; WILL, THE

HELEN STEWARD

ALCHEMY

ALBERT THE GREAT (1200-80)

Albert the Great was the first scholastic interpreter
of Aristotle’s work in its entirety, as well as being a
theologian and preacher. He left an encyclopedic
body of work covering all areas of medieval
knowledge, both in philosophy (logic, ethics, meta-
physics, sciences of nature, meteorology, mineralogy,
psychology, anthropology, physiology, biology, nat-
ural sciences and zoology) and in theology (biblical
commentaries, systematic theology, liturgy and
sermons). His philosophical work is based on both
Arabic sources (including Alfarabi, Avicenna and
Averroes) and Greek and Byzantine sources (such as
Eustratius of Nicaea and Michael of Ephesus). Its
aim was to insure that the Latin world was properly
introduced to philosophy by providing a systematic
exposition of Aristotelian positions.

Albert’s method of exposition (paraphrase in the
style of Avicenna rather than literal commentary in
the style of Averroes), the relative heterogeneity of
his sources and his own avowed general intention
‘to list the opinions of the philosophers without
asserting anything about the truth’ of the opinions
listed, all contribute to making his work seem
eclectic or even theoretically inconsistent. This was
compounded by the nature and number of spurious
writings which, beginning in the fourteenth
century, were traditionally attributed to him in the
fields of alchemy, obstetrics, magic and necromancy,
such as The Great and the Little Albert, The Secrets of
Women and The Secrets of the Egyptians. This
impression fades, however, when one examines
the authentic works in the light of the history of
medieval Aristotelianism and of the reception of the
philosophical sources of late antiquity in the context
of the thirteenth-century university.

See also: AQUINAS, T.; ARISTOTLE; IBN RUSHD; IBN
SiNA; LIBER DE CAUSIS; NEOPLATONISM

ALAIN DE LIBERA
Translated from the original French
by CLAUDIA EISEN MURPHY

ALBERTUS MAGNUS
See ALBERT THE GREAT

ALCHEMY

Alchemy is the quest for an agent of material
perfection, produced through a creative activity
(opus), in which humans and nature collaborate. It
exists in many cultures (China, India, Islam; in the
Western world since Hellenistic times) under
different specifications: aiming at the production
of gold and/or other perfect substances from baser
ones, or of the elixir that prolongs life, or even of
life itself. Because of its purpose, the alchemists’
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quest is always strictly linked to the religious
doctrine of redemption current in each civilization
where alchemy is practised.

In the Western world alchemy presented itself at
its advent as a sacred art. But when, after a long
detour via Byzantium and Islamic culture, it came
back again to Europe in the twelfth century, adepts
designated themselves philosophers. Since then
alchemy has confronted natural philosophy for
several centuries.

In contemporary thought the memory of
alchemy was scarcely regarded, save as protochem-
istry or as a branch of esotericism, until interest in it
was revived by C.G. Jung. Recent research is
increasingly showing the complexity of alchemy and
its multiple relation to Western thought.

MICHELA PEREIRA

ALCIBIADES
See Prato

ALGAZEL

See AL-GHAZALI, ABU HAaMID

ALIENATION

‘Alienation’ is a prominent term in twentieth-
century social theory and social criticism, referring
to any of various social or psychological evils which
are characterized by a harmful separation, disruption
or fragmentation which sunders things that properly
belong together. People are alienated from one another
when there is an interruption in their mutual aftection
or reciprocal understanding; they are alienated from
political processes when they feel separated from
them and powerless in relation to them. Reflection
on your beliefs or values can also alienate you from
them by undermining your attachment to them or
your identification with them; they remain your
beliefs or values faute de mieux, but are no longer
yours in the way they should be. Alienation
translates two distinct German terms: Entfremdung
(‘estrangement’) and Entiufferung (‘externalization’).
Both terms originated in the philosophy of Hegel,
specifically in his Phenomenology of Spirit (1807).
Their influence, however, has come chiefly from
their use by Karl Marx in his manuscripts of 1844
(first published in 1930). Marx’s fundamental
concern was with the alienation of wage labourers
from their product, the grounds of which he sought
in the alienated form of their labouring activity. In
both Hegel and Marx, alienation refers fundamentally
to a kind of activity in which the essence of the agent
is posited as something external or alien, assuming
the form of hostile domination over the agent.

See also: MARXISM, WESTERN

ALLEN W. WOOD
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ALIGHIERI, DANTE (1265-1321)

Although Dante never received a systematic training
in philosophy, he tackled some of the most
controversial philosophical problems of his time.
In his theory of science, he asked how we are to
explain the fact that science is a unified, strictly
ordered system of knowledge. He answered by
comparing the scientific disciplines with the celestial
spheres, claiming that the system of knowledge
mirrors the cosmological order. In his political
philosophy, he asked why all humans want to live in
a peaceful society. All humans seek full use of their
cognitive capacity, was his answer, and they can
achieve it only if they interact socially. In his
philosophy of nature, Dante asked what brings
about the order of the elements, and suggested that
the elements obey the laws of a universal nature in a
strictly ordered cosmos. He elaborated all his answers
in a scholastic framework that made use of both
Aristotelian and Neoplatonic traditions.

See also: COSMOLOGY; POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY,
HISTORY OF; RENAISSANCE PHILOSOPHY

DOMINIK PERLER

ALTERITY AND IDENTITY, POSTMODERN
THEORIES OF

Theories of alterity and identity can be said to be
‘postmodern’ if they challenge at least two key
features of modern philosophy: (1) the Cartesian
attempt to secure the legitimacy of knowledge on
the basis of a subject that immediately knows itself
and (2) the Hegelian attempt to secure self-
knowledge and self-recognition by showing that
knowledge and recognition are mediated by the
whole. Postmodern thought does not necessarily
champion a wholly other, but it generally conceives
of self-identity in terms of a radical alterity.

See also: POSTMODERNISM

PETER FENVES

ALTHUSSER, LOUIS PIERRE (1918-90)

Louis Althusser was the most influential philosopher
to emerge in the revival of Marxist theory
occasioned by the radical movements of the
1960s. His influence is, on the face of it, surprising,
since Althusser’s Marx is not the theorist of
revolutionary self-emancipation celebrated by the
early Lukics. According to Althusser, Marx, along
with Freud, was responsible for a ‘decentring’ of the
human subject. History is ‘a process without a
subject’. Its movement is beyond the comprehen-
sion of individual or collective subjects, and can
only be grasped by a scientific ‘theoretical practice’
which keeps its distance from everyday experience.
This austere version of Marxism nevertheless



captured the imagination of many young intellec-
tuals by calling for a ‘return to Marx’, with the
implication that his writings had been distorted by
the official communist movement. In fact, Althusser
later conceded, his was an ‘imaginary Marxism’, a
reconstruction of historical materialism reflecting
the same philosophical climate that produced the
post-structuralist appropriations of Nietzsche and
Heidegger by Deleuze, Derrida and Foucault. Most
of the philosophical difficulties in which Althusser
found himself can be traced back to the impossi-
bility of fusing Marx’s and Nietzsche’s thought into
a new synthesis.

See also: DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM

ALEX CALLINICOS

ALTRUISM

See EGOISM AND ALTRUISM

AMBIGUITY

A word, phrase or sentence is ambiguous if it has
more than one meaning. The word ‘light’, for
example, can mean not very heavy or not very dark.
Words like ‘light’, ‘note’, ‘bear’ and ‘over’ are
lexically ambiguous. They induce ambiguity in
phrases or sentences in which they occur, such as
‘Tight suit’ and ‘The duchess can’t bear children’.
However, phrases and sentences can be ambiguous
even if none of their constituents is. The phrase
‘porcelain egg container’ is structurally ambiguous, as
is the sentence ‘The police shot the rioters with
guns’. Ambiguity can have both a lexical and a
structural basis, as with sentences like ‘I left her
behind for you” and ‘He saw her duck’.

The notion of ambiguity has philosophical
applications. For example, identifying an ambiguity
can aid in solving a philosophical problem. Suppose
one wonders how two people can have the same
idea, say of a unicorn. This can seem puzzling until
one distinguishes ‘idea’ in the sense of a particular
psychological occurrence, a mental representation,
from ‘idea’ in the sense of an abstract, shareable
concept. On the other hand, gratuitous claims of
ambiguity can make for overly simple solutions.
Accordingly, the question arises of how genuine
ambiguities can be distinguished from spurious
ones. Part of the answer consists in identifying
phenomena with which ambiguity may be con-
fused, such as vagueness, unclarity, inexplicitness
and indexicality.

See also: LANGUAGE, PHILOSOPHY OF; SEMANTICS

KENT BACH

ANALECTS
See CONFUCIUS

ANALYTICAL PHILOSOPHY

ANALOGIES IN SCIENCE
See INDUCTIVE INFERENCE; MODELS

ANALYSIS, PHILOSOPHICAL ISSUES IN

The term ‘mathematical analysis’ refers to the major
branch of mathematics which is concerned with the
theory of functions and includes the differential and
integral calculus. Analysis and the calculus began as
the study of curves, calculus being concerned with
tangents to and areas under curves. The focus was
shifted to functions following the insight, due to
Leibniz and Isaac Newton in the second half of the
seventeenth century, that a curve is the graph of a
function. Algebraic foundations were proposed by
Lagrange in the late eighteenth century; assuming
that any function always took an expansion in a
power series, he defined the derivatives from the
coefficients of the terms. In the 1820s his assump-
tion was refuted by Cauchy, who had already
launched a fourth approach, like Newton’s based on
limits, but formulated much more carefully. It was
refined further by Weierstrass, by means which
helped to create set theory. Analysis also encom-
passes the theory of limits and of the convergence
and divergence of infinite series; modern versions
also use point set topology. It has taken various
forms over the centuries, of which the older ones
are still represented in some notations and terms.
Philosophical issues include the status of infinitesi-
mals, the place of logic in the articulation of proofs,
types of definition, and the (non-)relationship to
analytic proof methods.

See also: CONTINUUM HYPOTHESIS

I. GRATTAN-GUINNESS

ANALYTICAL PHILOSOPHY

Philosophical analysis is a method of inquiry in
which one seeks to assess complex systems of
thought by ‘analysing’ them into simpler elements
whose relationships are thereby brought into focus.
This method has a long history, but became
especially prominent at the start of the twentieth
century and, by becoming integrated into Russell’s
development of logical theory, acquired a greater
degree of sophistication than before. The logical
positivists developed the method further during the
1930s and, in the context of their anti-metaphysical
programme, held that analysis was the only
legitimate philosophical inquiry. Thus for them
philosophy could only be ‘analytical philosophy’.
After 1945 those philosophers who wanted to
expand philosophical inquiries beyond the limits
prescribed by the positivists extended the under-
standing of analysis to include accounts of the
general structures of language and thought without
the earlier commitment to the identification of
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‘simple’ elements of thought. Hence there devel-
oped a more relaxed conception of ‘linguistic
analysis’ and the understanding of ‘analytical philo-
sophy’ was modified in such a way that a critical
concern with language and meaning was taken to be
central to it, leading, indeed, to a retrospective re-
evaluation of the role of Frege as a founder of
analytical philosophy. At the same time, however,
Quine propounded influential arguments which
suggest that methods of analysis can have no deep
significance because there is no determinate struc-
ture to systems of thought or language for the
analytical philosopher to analyse and assess. Hence
some contemporary philosophers proclaim that we
have now reached ‘the end of analytical philo-
sophy’. But others, who find Quine’s arguments
unpersuasive, hold that analytical philosophy has
virtues quite sufficient to ensure it a role as a central
philosophical method for the foreseeable future.
See also: LOGICAL POSITIVISM

THOMAS BALDWIN

ANALYTICITY

In Critique of Pure Reason Kant introduced the term
‘analytic’ for judgments whose truth is guaranteed
by a certain relation of ‘containment’ between the
constituent concepts, and ‘synthetic’ for judgments
which are not like this. Closely related terms were
found in earlier writings of Locke, Hume and
Leibniz. In Kant’s definition, an analytic judgment is
one in which ‘the predicate B belongs to the subject
A, as something which is (covertly) contained in this
concept A’ (Critique 1781/1787). Kant called such
judgments ‘explicative’, contrasting them with
synthetic judgments which are ‘ampliative’. A
paradigmatic analyticity would be: bachelors are
unmarried. Kant assumed that knowledge of
analytic necessities has a uniquely transparent sort
of explanation. In the succeeding two centuries the
terms ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’ have been used in a
variety of closely related but not strictly equivalent
ways. In the early 1950s Morton White and W.V.
Quine argued that the terms were fundamentally
unclear and should be eschewed. Although a
number of prominent philosophers have rejected
their arguments, there prevails a scepticism about
‘analytic’ and the idea that there is an associated
category of necessary truths having privileged
epistemic status.

See also: CARNAP, R.; CONCEPTS; INTENSIONAL
ENTITIES; KANT, I.; LOGICAL POSITIVISM;
NECESSARY TRUTH AND CONVENTION

GEORGE BEALER
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ANAPHORA

Anaphora describes a dependence of the interpreta-
tion of one natural language expression on the
interpretation of another natural language expres-
sion. For example, the pronoun ‘her’ in (1) below is
anaphorically dependent for its interpretation on
the interpretation of the noun phrase ‘Sally’ because
‘her’ refers to the same person ‘Sally’ refers to.

(1)  Sally likes her car.

As (2) below illustrates, anaphoric dependencies also
occur across sentences, making anaphora a ‘dis-
course phenomenon’:

(2) A farmer owned a donkey. He beat it.

The analysis of anaphoric dependence has been the
focus of a great deal of study in linguistics and
philosophy. Anaphoric dependencies are difficult to
accommodate within the traditional conception of
compositional semantics of Tarski and Montague
precisely because the meaning of anaphoric ele-
ments is dependent on other elements of the
discourse.

Many expressions can be used anaphorically. For
instance, anaphoric dependencies hold between the
expression ‘one’ and the indefinite noun phrase ‘a
labrador’ in (3) below; between the verb phrase
‘loves his mother’ and a ‘null’ anaphor (or verbal
auxiliary) in (4); between the prepositional phrase ‘to
Paris’ and the lexical item ‘there’ in (5); and between
a segment of text and the pronoun ‘it’ in (6).

(3) Susan has a labrador. I want one too.
(4) John loves his mother. Fred does too.

(5) T didn’t go to Paris last year. I don’t go there
very often.

(6) One plaintiff was passed over for promotion.
Another didn’t get a pay increase for five years.
A third received a lower wage than men doing
the same work. But the jury didn’t believe any
of it.

Some philosophers and linguists have also argued
that verb tenses generate anaphoric dependencies.

NICHOLAS ASHER

ANARCHISM

Anarchism is the view that a society without the
state, or government, is both possible and desirable.
Although there have been intimations of the
anarchist outlook throughout history, anarchist
ideas emerged in their modern form in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries in the
wake of the French and Industrial Revolutions.
All anarchists support some version of each of the
following broad claims: (1) people have no general



obligation to obey the commands of the state; (2)
the state ought to be abolished; (3) some kind of
stateless society is possible and desirable; (4) the
transition from state to anarchy is a realistic prospect

Within this broad framework there is a rich
variety of anarchist thought. The main political
division is between the ‘classical’ or socialist school,
which tends to reject or restrict private property,
and the ‘individualist’ or libertarian tradition, which
defends private acquisition and looks to free market
exchange as a model for the desirable society.
Philosophical differences follow this division to
some extent, the classical school appealing princi-
pally to natural law and perfectionist ethics, and the
individualists to natural rights and egoism. Another
possible distinction is between the ‘old’ anarchism
of the nineteenth century (including both the
classical and individualist traditions) and the ‘new’
anarchist thought that has developed since the
Second World War, which applies the insights of
such recent ethical currents as feminism, ecology
and postmodernism.

Anarchists have produced powerful arguments
denying any general obligation to obey the state and
pointing out the ill effects of state power. More
open to question are their claims that states ought to
be abolished, that social order is possible without
the state and that a transition to anarchy is a realistic

possibility.
GEORGE CROWDER

ANAXIMANDER (610-after 546 BC)

The Greek philosopher Anaximander of Miletus
followed Thales in his philosophical and scientific
interests. He wrote a book, of which one fragment
survives, and is the first Presocratic philosopher
about whom we have enough information to
reconstruct his theories in any detail. He was
principally concerned with the origin, structure and
workings of the world, and attempted to account
for them consistently, through a small number of
principles and mechanisms. Like other thinkers of
his tradition, he gave the Olympian gods no role in
creating the world or controlling events. Instead, he
held that the world originated from a vast, eternal,
moving material of no definite nature, which he
called apeiron (‘boundless’ or ‘unlimited’). From this,
through obscure processes including one called
‘separation off’, arose the world as we know it.
Anaximander described the kosmos (world) and
stated the distances of the celestial bodies from the
earth. He accounted for the origin of animal life
and explained how humans first emerged. He
pictured the world as a battleground in which
opposite natures, such as hot and cold, constantly

ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY

encroach upon one another, and described this
process as taking place with order and regularity.
See also: ANAXIMENES; ARCHE; COSMOLOGY;
INFINITY; PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY; THALES

RICHARD MCKIRAHAN

ANAXIMENES (6th century Bc)

The Greek philosopher Anaximenes of Miletus
followed Anaximander in his philosophical and
scientific interests. Only a few words survive from
his book, but there is enough other information to
give us a picture of his most important theories.
Like the other early Presocratic philosophers he was
interested in the origin, structure and composition
of the universe, as well as the principles on which it
operates. Anaximenes held that the primary
substance — both the source of everything else and
the material out of which it is made — is air. When
rarefied and condensed it becomes other materials,
such as fire, water and earth. The primordial air is
infinite in extent and without beginning or end. It
is in motion and divine. Air generated the universe
through its motion, and continues to govern it. The
human soul is composed of air and it is likely that
Anaximenes believed the entire kosmos (world) to be
alive, with air functioning as its soul. Like other
Presocratics, he proposed theories of the nature of
the heavenly bodies and their motions, and of
meteorological and other natural phenomena.

See also: ANAXIMANDER; ARCHE; COSMOLOGY;
THALES

RICHARD MCKIRAHAN

ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY

Introduction

The philosophy of the Greco-Roman world from
the sixth century BcC to the sixth century AD laid the
foundations for all subsequent Western philosophy.
Its greatest figures are Socrates (fifth century sc) and
Plato and Aristotle (fourth century Bc). But the
enormously diverse range of further important
thinkers who populated the period includes the
Presocratics and Sophists of the sixth and fifth
centuries BC; the Stoics, Epicureans and sceptics of’
the Hellenistic age; and the many Aristotelian and
(especially) Platonist philosophers who wrote under
the Roman Empire, including the great Neoplato-
nist Plotinus. Ancient philosophy was principally
pagan, and was finally eclipsed by Christianity in the
sixth century AD, but it was so comprehensively
annexed by its conqueror that it came, through
Christianity, to dominate medieval and Renaissance
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philosophy. This eventual symbiosis between
ancient philosophy and Christianity may reflect
the fact that philosophical creeds in late antiquity
fulfilled much the same role as religious movements,
with which they shared many of their aims and
practices.

Only a small fraction of ancient philosophical
writings have come down to us intact. The
remainder can be recovered, to a greater or lesser
extent, by piecing together fragmentary evidence
from sources which refer to them.

Main features

The sixth and fifth centuries Bc
The fourth century Bc
Hellenistic philosophy

The imperial era

Schools and movements
Survival

NOoO o~ WN =

1 Main features

‘Ancient’ philosophy is that of classical antiquity,
which not only inaugurated the entire European
philosophical tradition but has exercised an unpar-
alleled influence on its style and content. It is
conventionally considered to start with THALES in
the mid-sixth century Bc, although the Greeks
themselves frequently made Homer (c.700 BC) its
true originator. Officially it is often regarded as
ending in 529 ap, when the Christian emperor
Justinian is believed to have banned the teaching of
pagan philosophy at Athens. However, this was no
abrupt termination, and the work of Platonist
philosophers continued for some time in self-
imposed exile (see NEOPLATONISM).

Down to and including Plato (in the first half of
the fourth century Bc), philosophy did not develop
a significant technical terminology of its own —
unlike such contemporary disciplines as mathemat-
ics and medicine. It was Plato’s pupil Aristotle, and
after him the Stoics (see Storcism), who made
truly decisive contributions to the philosophical
vocabulary of the ancient world.

Ancient philosophy was above all a product of
Greece and the Greek-speaking parts of the
Mediterranean, which came to include southern
Italy, Sicily, western Asia and large parts of North
Africa, notably Egypt. From the first century Bc, a
number of Romans became actively engaged in one
or other of the Greek philosophical systems, and
some of them wrote their own works in Latin (see
LucreTius; Cicero). But Greek remained the
lingua franca of philosophy. Although much modern
philosophical terminology derives from Latinized
versions of Greek technical concepts, most of these
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stem from the Latin vocabulary of medieval Aris-
totelianism, not directly from ancient Roman
philosophical writers.

2 The sixth and fifth centuries BC

The first phase, occupying most of the sixth and
fifth centuries BC, is generally known as PRE-
SOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY. Its earliest practitioners
(THALES; ANAXIMANDER; ANAXIMENES) came
from Miletus, on the west coast of modern Turkey.
The dominant concern of the Presocratic thinkers
was to explain the origin and regularities of the
physical world and the place of the human soul
within it (see especially PyTHAGOREANISM; HER-
AcLITUS; EMPEDOCLES; DEMOCRITUS), although
the period also produced such rebels as the Eleatic
philosophers (PARMENIDES; ZENO OF ELEA),
whose radical monism sought to undermine the very
basis of cosmology by reliance on a priori reasoning.

The label ‘Presocratic’ acknowledges the tradi-
tional view that SOCRATES (469-399 BC) was the
first philosopher to shift the focus away from the
natural world to human values. In fact, however,
this shift to a large extent coincides with the
concerns of his contemporaries the Sophists, who
professed to teach the fundamentals of political and
social success and consequently were also much
concerned with moral issues (see SopHISTS). But
the persona of Socrates became, and has remained
ever since, so powerful an icon for the life of moral
scrutiny that it is his name that is used to mark this
watershed in the history of philosophy. In the
century or so following his death, many schools
looked back to him as the living embodiment of
philosophy and sought the principles of his life and
thought in philosophical theory.

3 The fourth century Bc

Socrates and the Sophists helped to make Athens
the philosophical centre of the Greek world, and it
was there, in the fourth century, that the two
greatest philosophers of antiquity lived and taught,
namely Plato and Aristotle. PLATO, Socrates’ pupil,
set up his school the Academy in Athens. Plato’s
published dialogues are literary masterpieces as well
as philosophical classics, and develop, albeit unsys-
tematically, a global philosophy which embraces
ethics, politics, physics, metaphysics (see FOrwms,
PraTonic), epistemology (see INNATENESS IN
ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY), aesthetics and psychology.

The Academy’s most eminent alumnus was
ARISTOTLE, whose own school the Lyceum came
for a time to rival the Academy’s importance as an
educational centre. Aristotle’s highly technical but
also often provisional and exploratory school



treatises may not have been intended for publica-
tion; at all events, they did not become widely
disseminated and discussed until the late first
century BC. The main philosophical treatises (leav-
ing aside his important zoological works) include
seminal studies in all the areas covered by Plato, plus
logic, a branch of philosophy pioneered by Aris-
totle. These treatises are, like Plato’s, among the
leading classics of Western philosophy.

Platonism and Aristotelianism were to become
the dominant philosophies of the Western tradition
from the second century AD at least until the end of
the Renaissance, and the legacy of both remains
central to Western philosophy today.

4 Hellenistic philosophy

Down to the late fourth century Bc, philosophy was
widely seen as a search for universal understanding,
so that in the major schools its activities could
comfortably include, for example, biological and
historical research. In the ensuing era of Hellenistic
philosophy, however, a geographical split helped to
demarcate philosophy more sharply as a self-
contained discipline. Alexandria, with its magnifi-
cent library and royal patronage, became the new
centre of scientific, literary and historical research,
while the philosophical schools at Athens concen-
trated on those areas which correspond more closely
to philosophy as it has since come to be understood.
The following features were to characterize philo-
sophy not only in the Hellenistic age but also for the
remainder of antiquity.

The three main parts of philosophy were most
commonly labelled ‘physics’ (a primarily speculative
discipline, concerned with such concepts as causa-
tion, change, god and matter, and virtually devoid
of empirical research), ‘logic’ (which sometimes
included epistemology) and ‘ethics’. Ethics was
agreed to be the ultimate focus of philosophy,
which was thus in essence a systematized route to
personal virtue (see ARETE) and happiness (see
Eupaimonia). There was also a strong spiritual
dimension. One’s religious beliefs — that is, the way
one rationalized and elaborated one’s own (nor-
mally pagan) beliefs and practices concerning the
divine — were themselves an integral part of both
physics and ethics, never a mere adjunct of philosophy.

The dominant philosophical creeds of the
Hellenistic age (officially 323—31 BcC) were Stoicism
(founded by Zeno or Citium) and Epicureanism
(founded by Epicurus) (see STO1CISM; EPICUREAN-
1sM). Scepticism was also a powerful force, largely
through the Academy (see CARNEADES), which in
this period functioned as a critical rather than a
doctrinal school, and also, starting from the last
decades of the era, through Pyrrhonism
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5 The imperial era

The crucial watershed belongs, however, not at the
very end of the Hellenistic age (31 Bc, when the
Roman empire officially begins), but half a century
carlier in the 80s Bc. Political and military upheavals
at Athens drove most of the philosophers out of the
city, to cultural havens such as Alexandria and
Rome. The philosophical institutions of Athens
never fully recovered, so that this decentralization
amounted to a permanent redrawing of the philo-
sophical map. (The chairs of Platonism, Aristot-
elianism, Stoicism and Epicureanism which the
philosopher-emperor Marcus Aurelius established at
Athens in AD 176 were a significant gesture, but did
not fully restore Athens’ former philosophical pre-
eminence.) Philosophy was no longer, for most of
its adherents, a living activity within the Athenian
school founded by Plato, Aristotle, Zeno or
Epicurus. Instead it was a subject pursued in small
study groups led by professional teachers all over the
Greco-Roman world. To a large extent, it was felt
that the history of philosophy had now come to an
end, and that the goal now was to seek the correct
interpretation of the ‘ancients’ by close study of
their texts. One symptom of this feeling is that
doxography — the systematic cataloguing of philo-
sophical and scientific opinions — concentrated
largely on the period down to about 80 Bc, as did
the biographical history of philosophy written ¢. AD
300 by D10GENES LAERTIUS.

Another such symptom is that a huge part of the
philosophical activity of late antiquity went into the
composition of commentaries on classic philosophi-
cal texts. In this final phase of ancient philosophy,
conveniently called ‘imperial’ because it more or
less coincides with the era of the Roman empire,
the Hellenistic creeds were gradually eclipsed by the
revival of doctrinal Platonism, based on the close
study of Plato’s texts, out of which it developed a
massively elaborate metaphysical scheme. Aristotle
was usually regarded as an ally by these Platonists,
and became therefore himself the focus of many
commentaries (see NNEOPLATONISM). Despite its
formal concern with recovering the wisdom of the
ancients, however, this age produced many power-
fully original thinkers, of whom the greatest is
Prorinus.

6 Schools and movements

The early Pythagoreans constituted the first philo-
sophical group that can be called even approxi-
mately a ‘school’. They acquired a reputation for
secrecy, as well as for virtually religious devotion to
the word of their founder PyTHAGORAS. ‘He
himself said it’ (best known in its Latin form ‘ipse
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dixit’) was alleged to be their watchword. In some
ways it is more accurate to consider them a sect than
a school, and their beliefs and practices were
certainly intimately bound up in religious teachings
about the soul’s purification.

It is no longer accepted, as it long was, that the
Athenian philosophical schools had the status of
formal religious institutions for the worship of the
muses. Their legal and institutional standing is in
fact quite obscure. Both the Academy and the
Lyceum were so named after public groves just
outside the walls of Athens, in which their public
activities were held. The Stoics too got their name
from the public portico, or ‘stoa’, in which they
met, alongside the Athenian agora. Although these
schools undoubtedly also conducted classes and
discussions on private premises too, it was their
public profile that was crucial to their identity as
schools. In the last four centuries BC, prospective
philosophy students flocked to Athens from all over
the Greek world, and the high public visibility of
the schools there was undoubtedly cultivated partly
with an eye to recruitment. Only the Epicurean
school kept its activities out of the public gaze, in
line with Epicurus’ policy of minimal civic
involvement.

A school normally started as an informal group-
ing of philosophers with a shared set of interests and
commitments, under the nominal leadership of
some individual, but without a strong party line to
which all members owed unquestioning allegiance.
In the first generation of the Academy, for example,
many of Plato’s own leading colleagues dissented
from his views on central issues. The same openness
is discernible in the first generations of the other
schools, even (if to a much lesser extent) that of the
Epicureans. However, after the death of the founder
the picture usually changed. His word thereafter
became largely beyond challenge, and further
progress was presented as the supplementation or
reinterpretation of the founder’s pronouncements,
rather than as their replacement.

To this extent, the allegiance which in the long
term bound a school together usually depended on
a virtually religious reverence for the movement’s
foundational texts, which provided the framework
within which its discussions were conducted. The
resemblance to the structure of religious sects is no
accident. In later antiquity, philosophical and
religious movements constituted in effect a single
cultural phenomenon, and competed for the same
spiritual and intellectual high ground. This includes
Christianity, which became a serious rival to pagan
philosophy (primarily Platonism) from the third
century onwards, and eventually triumphed over it.
In seeking to understand such spiritual movements
of late antiquity as HERMETISM, GNOSTICISM,
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Neo-Pythagoreanism, Cynicism and even NEO-
PLATONISM itself, and their concern with such values
as asceticism, self-purificaton and self-divinization,
it is inappropriate to insist on a sharp division
between philosophy and religion.

‘Ancient philosophy’ is traditionally understood
as pagan and is distinguished from the Christian
Patristic philosophy of late antiquity (see PATRISTIC
PHILOSOPHY). But it was possible to put pagan
philosophy at the service of Judaism (see PHILO OF
ALEXANDRIA) or Christianity (see for example
ORIGEN; AUGUSTINE; BOETHIUS; PHILOPONUS),
and it was indeed largely in this latter capacity that
the major systems of ancient philosophy eventually
became incorporated into MEDIEVAL PHILOSOPHY
and RENAISSANCE PHILOSOPHY, which they pro-
ceeded to dominate.

This extensive overlap between philosophy and
religion also reflects to some extent the pervasive
influence of philosophy on the entire culture of the
ancient world. Rarely regarded as a detached
academic discipline, philosophy frequently carried
high political prestige, and its modes of discourse
came to infect disciplines as diverse as medicine,
rhetoric, astrology, history, grammar and law. The
work of two of the greatest scientists of the ancient
world, the doctor Galen and the astronomer
Ptolemy, was deeply indebted to their respective
philosophical backgrounds.

7 Survival

A very substantial body of works by ancient
philosophical writers has survived in manuscript.
These are somewhat weighted towards those
philosophers — above all Plato, Aristotle and the
Neoplatonists — who were of most immediate
interest to the Christian culture which preserved
them throughout the Middle Ages, mainly in the
monasteries, where manuscripts were assiduously
copied and stored. Some further ancient philo-
sophical writings have been recovered through
translations into Arabic and other languages, or on
excavated scraps of papyrus. The task of reconstitut-
ing the original texts of these works has been a
major preoccupation of modern scholarship.

For the vast majority of ancient philosophers,
however, our knowledge of them depends on
secondary reports of their words and ideas in
other writers, of whom some are genuinely interested
in recording the history of philosophy, but others
bent on discrediting the views they attribute to them.
In such cases of secondary attestation, strictly a
‘fragment’ is a verbatim quotation, while indirect
reports are called ‘testimonia’. However, this
distinction is not always rigidly maintained, and
indeed the sources on which we rely rarely operate



with any explicit distinction between quotation and
paraphrase.

It is a tribute to the philosophical genius of the
ancient world that, despite the suppression and
distortion which its contributions have suffered over
two millennia, they remain central to any modern
conspectus of what philosophy is and can be.

See also: ATOMISM, ANCIENT; ARCHE; LOGOS;
Nous; PNEUMA; PrOLEPSIS; PsYCHE; TECHNE;
TELOS
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DAVID SEDLEY

ANIMAL LANGUAGE AND THOUGHT

The question of animal language and thought has
been debated since ancient times. Some have held
that humans are exceptional in these respects, others
that humans and animals are continuous with
respect to language and thought. The issue is
important because our self-image as a species is at
stake.

Arguments for human exceptionalism can be
classified as Cartesian, Wittgensteinian and beha-
viourist. What these arguments have in common is
the view that language and thought are closely
associated, and animals do not have language. The
ape language experiments of the 1960s and 1970s
were especially important against this background: if
apes could learn language then even the advocates
of human exceptionalism would have to admit that
they have thoughts. It is now generally believed that
whatever linguistic abilities apes have shown have
been quite rudimentary. Yet many sceptics are
willing to grant that in some cases apes did develop
linguistic skills to some extent, and clearly
evidenced thought. Studies of other animals in
captivity and various animals in the wild have
provided evidence of highly sophisticated commu-
nicative behaviour. Cognitive ethology and com-
parative psychology have emerged as the fields that
study animal thought. While there are conceptual
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difficulties in grounding these fields, it appears
plausible that many animals have thoughts and these
can be scientifically investigated.

DALE JAMIESON

ANIMALS AND ETHICS

Introduction

Does morality require that we respect the lives and
interests of nonhuman animals? The traditional
doctrine was that animals were made for human use,
and so we may dispose of them as we please. It has
been argued, however, that this is a mere ‘speciesist’
prejudice and that animals should be given more or
less the same moral consideration as humans. If this
is right, we may be morally required to be
vegetarians; and it may turn out that laboratory
research using animals, and many other such
practices, are more problematic than, previously
has been realized.

1 The traditional view
2 Challenges to the traditional view
3 The contemporary debate

1 The traditional view

In some Eastern systems of thought, animals are
accorded great respect. The Jains of India hold that
all life is sacred, drawing no sharp distinction
between human and nonhuman life. They are
therefore vegetarians, as are Buddhists, whose sacred
writings forbid all needless killing. In the West,
however, it was traditionally believed that animals
were made for human use. This idea, familiar from
the Old Testament book of Genesis and elaborated
by a long line of Jewish and Christian thinkers, also
formed part of Aristotle’s worldview. Aristotle
taught that ‘nature does everything for a purpose’,
and so, just as plants exist to provide food for
animals, animals exist to provide food and other
‘aids in life’ for humans.

This was cosmology with a moral point. AQUI-
NAS, who emphasized that it was God himself who
provided the animals for human use, made the point
explicit: ‘Therefore, he said, ‘it is not wrong for
man to make use of them, by killing or in any other
way whatever’ (Summa contra gentiles). Are there,
then, no limits on how animals may be treated? One
might think we have a duty to be kind to them out
of simple charity. But Aquinas insisted that this is
not so. ‘Charity; he said, ‘does not extend to
irrational creatures’
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There was, however, one way in which animals
could gain a degree of protection. They might be
the incidental beneficiaries of obligations owed to
humans. If someone has promised to look after your
dog, she is obliged to care for it. But the obligation
is owed to you, not to the dog. There might even be
a general duty not to torment animals, because, as
KANT put it, ‘He who is cruel to animals becomes
hard also in his dealings with men’ (Lectures on Ethics
1780—1). But once again, the point was to protect
the men, not the animals. (This has sometimes been
called the ‘indirect duty view’ — that we can have
duties to animals, but only indirect ones.)

This view might seem extreme in its near total
disregard for nonhumans. Nevertheless, the idea
that animals are essentially resources for human use
was accepted by almost every important thinker in
the Western tradition — including such figures as St
Francis, who is popularly but wrongly believed to
have advocated a more charitable stance. For this
view to be defensible, however, there must be some
difference between humans and other animals that
would explain why humans have a privileged moral
status. Traditional thought cited two such differ-
ences. For Aristotle, the difference was that humans
alone are rational. Religious figures added that man
alone was made in the image of God. These
explanations seemed sufficient until 1859, when
Darwin’s On the Origin of Species (1859) transformed
our understanding of man’s relation to the rest of
nature (see DARWIN, C.R.).

2 Challenges to the traditional view

Darwin demonstrated that humans are not ‘set
apart’ from other animals, but are related to them by
evolutionary descent (see EVOLUTION, THEORY OF).
It is no accident that we bear such a startling
resemblance to the apes. Our bones and muscles are
but modified versions of the ape’s bones and
muscles — they are similar because we inherited
them from the same ancestors. The same is true of
our rational faculties. Man is not the rational animal,
for other animals also possess a degree of rationality.
How could it be otherwise, when our brains
developed from a common source? Darwin went
so far as to declare, ‘There is no fundamental
difference between man and the higher mammals in
their mental faculties’ (Origin of the Species). Such
differences as do exist, he said, are matters of degree,
not kind.

Today it is widely accepted that Darwin was
right, at least in the main outlines of his view, and
this poses an obvious ethical dilemma: if humans are
similar in so many ways to other animals, and
humans merit moral protection, then why should
other animals not merit protection too? As Asa
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Gray, Darwin’s friend in America, put it, ‘Human
beings may be more humane when they realize that,
as their dependent associates live a life in which man
has a share, so they have rights which man is bound
to respect’ (Natural Science and Religion 1880).
Darwin himself regarded cruelty to animals, along
with slavery, as one of the two great human moral
failings.

Another nineteenth-century development also
cast doubt on the traditional exclusion of animals
from the range of moral concern. The utilitarians,
led by Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill,
argued that morality is fundamentally a matter of
seeking to promote happiness and prevent suffering
(see UTILITARIANISM). But Bentham saw no reason
to limit moral concern to human suffering. In fact,
in An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and
Legislation he suggested that disregard for animals
was a form of discrimination analogous to racism:

The day may come when the rest of the
animal creation may acquire the rights which
never could have been withholden from them
but by the hand of tyranny. The French have
already discovered that the blackness of the
skin is no reason why a human being should
be abandoned without redress to the caprice
of a tormentor. It may one day come to be
recognized that the number of the legs, the
villosity of the skin, or the termination of the
os sacrum are reasons equally insufficient for
abandoning a sensitive being to the same
fate . ... The question is not, Can they reason?
nor, Can they talk? but, Can they suffer?
(1789; original emphasis)

It must be noted, however, that for most of
Western history the moral status of animals did not
seem to be much of an issue, and philosophers did
not write very extensively about it (Bentham'’s
discussion, for example, is confined to a footnote).
The subject began to be widely discussed among
philosophers only after the publication of Peter
Singer’s Animal Liberation in 1975.

3 The contemporary debate

One of the striking things about the debate
concerning animals is that it is possible to reach
radical ethical conclusions by invoking only the
most common moral principles. The idea that it is
wrong to cause suffering, unless there is a sufficient
justification, is one of the most basic moral
principles, shared by virtually everyone. Yet the
consistent application of this principle seems to lead
straight to vegetarianism or at least to the avoidance
of factory-farmed meat. The argument is disar-
mingly simple. In modern factory farms, animals



who are raised and slaughtered for food suffer
considerable pain. Since we could easily nourish
ourselves without eating them, our only reason for
eating them seems to be our enjoyment of how they
taste. So, unless one thinks our gustatory pleasure is
a sufficient justification for causing torment, the
obvious conclusion is that we are wrong to produce
and consume such products.

Other arguments appeal to less commonplace
notions. The word ‘speciesism’ was coined by
Richard Ryder, a British psychologist who ceased
experimenting on animals after becoming con-
vinced it was immoral, and was popularized by
Singer in Animal Liberation. Speciesism is said to be
analogous to racism. Just as racists unjustifiably give
greater weight to the interests of the members of
their own race, speciesists unjustifiably give greater
weight to the interests of the members of their own
species (see DISCRIMINATION).

Consider, for example, the very different stan-
dards we have for using humans and nonhumans in
laboratory research. Why do we think it permissible
to perform a painful and destructive experiment on,
say, a rhesus monkey, when we would not perform
the same experiment on a human? Someone might
suggest that, say, humans are more intelligent than
monkeys, or that their social relationships are more
complex. But consider mentally retarded persons
whose cognitive and social capacities are no greater
than those of the animal. Would it be permissible to
perform the same experiment on them? Many
people think that, simply because they are human, it
would not. This is speciesism laid bare: there is no
difference between the human and the nonhuman
in their abilities to think, feel or suffer, and yet the
human’s welfare counts for more.

This line of thought suggests that animals may be
treated differently from humans when, and only
when, there are morally relevant differences
between them. It may be permissible to admit
humans, but not other animals, to universities,
because humans can read and other animals cannot.
But in cases where there are no relevant differences,
they must be treated alike. This is the sense in which
humans and nonhumans can be said to be morally
‘equal’: the bare fact that one is human never itself
counts for anything, just as the bare fact that one has
one skin colour or another never itself counts for
anything. So we may not treat an animal in any way
in which we would not be willing to treat a human
with the same intellectual and emotional capacities.

Such arguments have, of course, provoked lively
opposition. Many philosophers find it difficult to
believe that mere animals could have such powerful
claims on us. Morality, they say, is fundamentally a
human institution established to protect human
rights and human interests (see MORALITY AND
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ETHICS). Contractarianism, which has emerged in
the latter half of the twentieth century as the
principal rival to utilitarianism, makes this point
most clearly. According to this view, morality rests
on agreements of mutual benefit. Morality arises
within a community when each person agrees to
‘play the social game’, respecting other people’s
rights and interests, provided others will do so as
well. This agreement makes social living possible,
and everyone benefits from it. But animals are
unable to participate in such agreements, so they do
not come within the sphere of moral protection.
In addition to initiating a philosophical debate,
Peter Singer’s book is perhaps the most conspicuous
example of a philosophical work triggering a social
movement. The animal rights movement, with its
principled opposition to such practices as factory
farming, the use of animals in commercial and
scientific research, and the fur trade, has become a
familiar part of contemporary life. Rarely, if ever,
have philosophical thinking and social activism been
linked so closely.
See also: ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS; EVOLUTION AND
ETHICS; RIGHTS
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ANOMALOUS MONISM

Anomalous monism, proposed by Donald Davidson
in 1970, implies that all events are of one funda-
mental kind, namely physical. But it does not deny
that there are mental events; rather, it implies that
every mental event is some physical event or other.
The idea is that someone’s thinking at a certain time
that the earth is round, for example, might be a
certain pattern of neural firing in their brain at that
time, an event which is both a thinking that the
earth is round (a type of mental event) and a pattern
of neural firing (a type of physical event). There is
just one event, that can be characterized both in
mental terms and in physical terms. If mental events
are physical events, they can, like all physical events,
be explained and predicted (at least in principle) on
the basis of laws of nature cited in physical science.
However, according to anomalous monism, events
cannot be so explained or predicted as described in
mental terms (such as thinking, desiring, itching and
so on), but only as described in physical terms. The
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distinctive feature of anomalous monism as a brand
of physical monism is that it implies that mental
events as such (that is, as described in mental terms)
are anomalous — they cannot be explained or
predicted on the basis of strict scientific laws.

See also: REDUCTION, PROBLEMS OF; LAWS,
NATURAL; REDUCTIONISM IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF
MIND

BRIAN P. MCLAUGHLIN

ANSCOMBE, GERTRUDE ELIZABETH
MARGARET (1919-2001)

Elizabeth Anscombe has contributed to all principal
areas of philosophy, most influentially to ethics and
the philosophy of mind. She is the founder of
contemporary action theory, and an important
source of the revival of interest in virtue ethics.
The chief influences on her thought are the work of
her teacher, Ludwig Wittgenstein, much of which
she has translated and of which she is an important
interpreter, and the classical and medieval traditions,
as found in Aristotle and Aquinas. She has also made
a number of contributions to the defence of Roman
Catholic religious belief.

See also: CAUSATION; FREE wiLL §2; REASONS AND
CAUSES

MICHAEL THOMPSON

ANSELM OF CANTERBURY (1033-1109)

Anselm of Canterbury, also known as Anselm of
Aosta and Anselm of Bec or Saint Anselm, was first
a student, then a monk, later prior and finally abbot
of the monastery of Bec in Normandy, before being
elected Archbishop of Canterbury in 1093. He
remains one of the best-known and most readily
engaging philosophers and theologians of medieval
Europe. His literary corpus consists of eleven
treatises or dialogues, the most important of
which are the philosophical works Monologion and
Proslogion and the magnificent theological work Cur
deus homo (Why God Became a [God-|Man). He
also left three meditations, nineteen prayers, 374
extant letters including Epistolae de Sacramentis
(Letters on the Sacraments) and a collection of
philosophical fragments, together with a compila-
tion of his sayings (Dicta Anselmi) by Alexander, a
monk of Canterbury, and a compilation of his
reflections on virtue, De morum qualitate per exemplorum
coaptationem (On Virtues and Vices as Illustrated by a
Collage of Examples), possibly also by a monk at
Canterbury.

At Bec Anselm wrote his first philosophical
treatise, the Monologion, a title signifying a soliloquy.
This work was followed by the Proslogion, the title
meaning an address (of the soul to God). At Bec he
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also completed the philosophical dialogues De
grammatico (On (an) Expert in Grammar), De veritate
(On Truth), De libertate arbitrii (Freedom of Choice)
and De casu diaboli (The Fall of the Devil). Near the
end of his time at Bec, he turned his attention to
themes more theological, drafting a first version of
De incarnatione Verbi (The Incarnation of the Word)
before September 1092 and completing the final
revision around the beginning of 1094. During his
time in office at Canterbury, which included two
long exiles from England (1097-1100 and 1103-6),
he wrote the Cur deus homo, followed by the
concisely reasoned treatises De conceptu virginali et
originali peccati (The Virgin Conception and Origi-
nal Sin), De processione Spiritus Sancti (The Proces-
sion of the Holy Spirit) and De concordia praescientiae
et praedestinationis et gratiae dei cum libero arbitrio (The
Harmony of the Foreknowledge, the Predestination
and the Grace of God with Free Choice).

Though his principal writings at Bec were more
philosophical while his foremost writings as arch-
bishop were more theological, still we must remember
that Anselm himself made no express distinction
between philosophy and theology, that at Bec he
also wrote two meditations and sixteen prayers, and
that his Cur deus homo and De concordia, in dealing
with the weighty theological doctrines of atonement,
predestination and grace, incorporate philosophical
concepts such as necessitas praecedens (preceding
necessity) and necessitas sequens (subsequent necessity).

Anselm’s most famous philosophical work is
certainly the Proslogion, while his most influential
theological work is undoubtedly the Cur deus homo.
The style of the Proslogion imitates that of Augustine
in the Confessiones, where the soul invokes God as it
prayerfully reflects and meditates. By contrast, the
Cur deus homo is cast in dialogue form because, as
Anselm states in 1.1, ‘issues which are examined by
the method of question and answer are clearer, and
so more acceptable, to many minds — especially to
minds that are slower) About his aims in the
Proslogion there is no scholarly consensus. The
traditional view holds that he is undertaking the
twofold task of demonstrating the existence of God
and demonstrating certain truths regarding God’s
attributes. In carrying out this task, he has recourse
to a single consideration (unum argumentum),
namely, that God is aliquid quo nihil maius cogitari
potest (something than which nothing greater can be
thought). This single consideration gives rise to a
single argument form; the logical structure of the
reasoning which purports to establish that quo nihil
maius is actually existent is also the structure of the
arguments which conclude that quo nihil maius is so
existent that it cannot be thought not to exist, is
alone existent per se, is omnipotent, merciful yet
impassable, is supremely just and good, is greater



than can be thought, and so on. According to this
interpretation, the Proslogion seeks to establish most
of the same conclusions that were reached in the
earlier Monologion, but to establish them more
directly, simply and tersely.

The central thrust of the Cur deus homo may be
discerned from the title: namely, to explain why it
was necessary for God, in the person of the Son, to
become a man (that is, to become incarnate as a
human being (homo)). Anselm uses the Latin word
homo generically and not in the sense of male (vir).
This fact is seen clearly in Cur deus homo II, 8: ‘nil
convenientius, quam ut de femina sine viro assumat
[deus] illum hominem quem quaerimus’ ‘nothing is
more fitting than that God assume from a woman
without a male that man [human being] about
whom we are inquiring’. Though the sense of homo
varies in accordance with whether Anselm is
speaking about a human being or about a human
nature, there is no doubt about the meaning of the
title: the Son of God assumed a human nature,
thereby becoming a man; he did not assume another
man (in other words, assume a human person
together with a human nature) as the heretical
Nestorians had taught, nor did he become man (in
other words, become universal man, by assuming
unindividuated human nature as such).

Anselm’s detailed theory of satisfaction for sin
was in large measure a putative theoretical justifica-
tion of the institutionalized practices of the
confessional and the penitential system as found in
the medieval Christian church, which understood
every sin to constitute a punishable demerit and to
require both the imploring of God’s forgiveness and
the making of amends for having dishonoured him.
Throughout the intricate and sustained reasoning of
the Cur deus homo, Anselm seeks to show one central
truth: ‘because only God can make this satisfaction
and only a man ought to make it, it is necessary that
a God-man make it’ (Cur deus homo 11, 6).

As in the Cur deus homo, so also in his other
treatises Anselm proceeds insofar as he deems possible,
sola ratione (by recourse to rational considerations
alone). Accordingly, he is rightly called the ‘Father
of Scholasticism’. He understands ratio in a broad
sense, broad enough to encompass appeals to
experience as well as to conceptual intelligibility.
Although the main intellectual influence upon him
was Augustine, he is less platonistic than the latter,
and the influence of Aristotle’s De interpretatione and
Categories (from Boethius’ Latin translations) is
clearly discernible in his philosophical works.

See also: FREE wiLL; GOD, CONCEPTS OF; MEDIEVAL
PHILOSOPHY; OMNISCIENCE

JASPER HOPKINS

ANTI-SEMITISM

ANTHROPOLOGY, PHILOSOPHY OF

Anthropology, like philosophy, is multifaceted. It
studies humans’ physical, social, cultural and
linguistic development, as well as their material
culture, from prehistoric times up to the present, in
all parts of the world. Some anthropological sub-
fields have strong ties with the physical and
biological sciences; others identify more closely
with the social sciences or humanities. Within
cultural and social anthropology differing theore-
tical approaches disagree about whether anthropol-
ogy can be a science. The question of how it is
possible to understand cultures different from one’s
own, and to transmit that knowledge to others, is
central to anthropology because its answer deter-
mines the nature of the discipline. Philosophy of
anthropology examines the definitions of basic
anthropological concepts, the objectivity of anthro-
pological claims and the nature of anthropological
confirmation and explanation. It also examines the
problems in value theory that arise when anthro-
pologists confront cultures that do not share their
own society’s standards.

See also: UNIVERSALISM IN ETHICS

MERRILEE H. SALMON

ANTIREALISM

See INTUITIONISTIC LOGIC AND ANTIREALISM;
REALISM AND ANTIREALISM; SCIENTIFIC REALISM
AND ANTIREALISM

ANTI-SEMITISM

Anti-Semitism is a form of racism which sees Jews
as a dangerous and despicable group in society. It has
solid philosophical sources in the work of German
idealism which emphasized the distinctiveness of
Judaism and how it has been superseded by
Christianity. Both Kant and Hegel made a sharp
distinction between Judaism and what they regarded
as more rational religions, and they questioned the
capability of the Jewish people for playing an
integral role in the state. Sartre used the notion of
anti-Semitism to show how a sense of self-identity is
created by the attitudes of others towards the
individual and the group. That is, what makes
Jews Jews is the fact that there is anti-Semitism, and
there is nothing that Jews can do about anti-
Semitism. Anti-Semitism is a problem for the anti-
Semites themselves; anti-Semitism, by Sartre’s
account, is in fact an attempted solution to the
difficulties of taking free and authentic decisions.
Anti-Semitism has played an important role in Jews’
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self-definition, and in attitudes to the State of Israel
and to the religion of Judaism itself.
See also: FascisM; HOLOCAUST, THE

OLIVER LEAMAN
CLIVE NYMAN

APEL, KARL-OTTO (1922-)

The German philosopher Karl-Otto Apel is best
known for his wide-ranging ‘transcendental prag-
matic’ approach to a gamut of issues in theoretical
and practical philosophy. This approach accords
‘argumentative discourse’ and its essential normative
presuppositions a foundational role within all other
philosophical inquiries for which justifiable validity
claims are raised, for example epistemology, nor-
mative theories of rationality, Critical Theory and
ethics. If there are such presuppositions then any
interlocutor’s communicative intention to waive
them will clash with the construal of that debate as
rationally meaningful, since it involves the inter-
locutor in a kind of inconsistency that Apel (like
Habermas), drawing on speech-act theory, con-
ceptualizes as a ‘performative self-contradiction’.
Apel (unlike Habermas) develops this concept into
the doctrine of rationally definitive justification
(Letztbegriindung). Apel deserves to be better known
as the originator of discourse ethics (Diskursethik),
whose central contention (that some presupposi-
tions of discourse have universally valid moral
content) he developed in the mid-1960s.

See also: COMMUNICATIVE RATIONALITY

MATTHIAS KETTNER

APPLIED ETHICS

Introduction

Applied ethics is marked out from ethics in general
by its special focus on issues of practical concern. It
therefore includes medical ethics, environmental
ethics, and evaluation of the social implications of
scientific and technological change, as well as
matters of policy in such areas as health care,
business or journalism. It is also concerned with
professional codes and responsibilities in such areas.

Typical of the issues discussed are abortion,
cuthanasia, personal relationships, the treatment of
nonhuman animals, and matters of race and gender.
Although sometimes treated in isolation, these issues
are best discussed in the context of some more
general questions which have been perennial
preoccupations of philosophers, such as: How
should we see the world and our place in it?
What is the good life for the individual? What is the
good society? In relation to these questions, applied
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ethics involves discussion of fundamental ethical
theory, including utilitarianism, liberal rights theory
and virtue ethics.

‘Applied ethics’ and ‘applied philosophy’ are
sometimes used as synonyms, but applied philo-
sophy is in fact broader, covering also such fields as
law, education and art, and theoretical issues in
artificial intelligence. These areas include philosophical
problems — metaphysical and epistemological — that
are not strictly ethical. Applied ethics may therefore
be understood as focusing more closely on ethical
questions. Nevertheless, many of the issues it treats
do in fact involve other aspects of philosophy;
medical ethics, for example, includes such meta-
physical themes as the nature of ‘personhood’ or the
definition of death.

Definitions

Theory and practice
Method

Critics and opponents
Historical context
Professional ethics

Are there ethical experts?
Research in applied ethics
Institutions
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1 Definitions

While the name ‘applied ethics’ is comparatively
new, the idea is not. Philosophy has traditionally
concerned itself with questions both of personal
morality (what should I do?) and public morality
(what is the good society?), but while these
questions are fundamental to applied ethics, they
could also be said to characterize ethics in general.
Applied ethics is therefore distinguished commonly
as that part of ethics that gives particular and direct
attention to practical issues and controversies.

In the private sphere, ethical issues include, for
example, matters relating to the family (see FAMILY,
ETHICS AND THE), or to close personal relationships
(see FRIENDsHIP), the care of the old or disabled,
the raising of the young, particularly where matters
of morality are concerned, or personal ethical
problems arising for the individual in the work-
place. In the public sphere, applied ethics may
involve assessing policy in the light of the impact of
advances in biomedical technology (see LIFE AND
DEATH; TECHNOLOGY AND ETHICS), Or assessing
international obligations and duties to future
generations in the light of environmental problems
(sece FUTURE GENERATIONS, OBLIGATIONS TO;
PopULATION AND ETHICS). The public arena includes,
too, a range of issues for the plural society, such as
ethnicity or gender in relation to discrimination,



cultural understanding and toleration; more widely
still, it may extend to issues of interest also to
political philosophy, such as terrorism and the ethics
of war. In all these matters, the concern of applied
ethics is not only to supply a personal ethical
perspective, but also to provide guidelines for public
policy.

Applied ethics includes, as well, the area of
professional ethics; it examines the ethical dilemmas
and challenges met with by workers in the health
care field — doctors, nurses, counsellors, psychia-
trists, dentists — and by a wide range of workers in
other professions including lawyers, accountants,
managers and administrators, people in business,
police and law enforcement officers. Specific ethical
issues such as confidentiality, truth-telling or con-
flicts of interest may arise in all or any of these areas,
and most professions seek to codify their approaches
and provide guidance for their members.

2 Theory and practice

Underlying all such issues are questions about
justice, rights, utility, virtue and community. The
practice of distinguishing between theoretical and
applied ethics must, therefore, be treated with some
caution. Indeed, some have regarded the term
‘applied’ as redundant, on the grounds that there
cannot be an ‘ethics” which is not applied: on the
one hand, they argue, theoretical concepts such as
rights and justice should not be viewed as mere
abstractions; and, on the other, applied ethics should
not be detached from its roots in traditional
morality. But while it is important to stress this
continuity, there are certain characteristic features of
applied ethics which mark it out in practice from
theoretical ethics. These are (a) its greater attention
to context and detail and (b) its more holistic
approach — its willingness to link ethical ideals to a
conception of human nature and human needs (see
HumaN NATURE). Thus practitioners of applied
ethics may be more willing than proponents of
traditional academic moral philosophy to recognize
that psychology and sociology, a knowledge of
culture and history, the insights of good literature,
and even an understanding of humans as biological
entities, are all relevant to the determination of
moral issues in personal and public life.

The demarcation line between applied and
theoretical ethics which this suggests may be
drawn at that point on the spectrum of ethics
where ethical theory stops short of normative
recommendations and confines itself to the analysis
of moral concepts such as ‘right’, ‘good’, ‘respon-
sibility’, ‘blame’ and ‘virtue’ and to discussion of
what might be called the epistemology of ethics —
such theories as ethical realism, subjectivism and
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relativism (see MORAL KNOWLEDGE; MORAL REA-
Lism). This is the area sometimes described as
‘meta-ethics’. Drawing the line at this point may
be useful so long as it is not allowed to obscure the
truth that applied and theoretical ethics are not
discrete but lie on a continuum from the particular
to the general, the concrete to the abstract.

The ultimate focus of applied ethics may well be
entirely particular: the individual case study. And it
is this that gives rise to a further characteristic feature
of applied ethics: its concern with dilemmas — not
necessarily in the hard logical sense of situations in
which it is impossible to act rightly because each of
two opposite courses of action is either judged to be
mandatory or judged to be wrong; but in the looser
sense of cases in which a choice between courses of
action may be extremely difficult, the arguments on
both sides being compelling, and the person who
must act being strongly influenced in opposing
directions (for example, to sanction drastic medical
intervention to save a severely disabled baby which
would otherwise die, or to allow nature to take its
course). It should be said, though, that choosing
between options which are not morally equal is not,
strictly speaking, a dilemma, although it is admittedly
likely to be emotionally traumatizing, while choosing
between moral obligations that are indisputably of
equal weight is not a moral problem. The question
for applied ethics in such cases may well be whether
or not the available options are indeed morally equal.

Because it focuses on individual dilemmas,
applied ethics must confront the question of
universalization, which may also be seen as a ‘free
rider’ problem: many things are judged to be wrong
as a result of asking the question, “What if everyone
did that?’, even though, in a particular case, it might
seem harmless and more convenient for an
individual to ignore the rule, while benefiting
from the fact that everyone else is following it (see
UNIVERSALISM IN ETHICS). The applied ethicist,
like the theoretical moral philosopher, must find a
way to deal with this problem, but for the applied
ethicist, the problem is bound up with the need to
employ what is sometimes called moral casuistry.
This ancient science is not necessarily to be
despised, for while a secondary meaning of the
term ‘casuist’ is indeed ‘sophist” or ‘quibbler’, it was
not originally a term of abuse, but simply meant
accepting in a theological context people’s desire to
work out the ‘right answer’ to a difficult issue of
conscience in a particular set of circumstances.

3 Method

One method of reasoning employed in applied
ethics may be compared to that of a designer who
starts with a blueprint, but has to adapt it to the
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materials to hand and to the situations in which it is
required. There is some resemblance in this case to
the Hegelian method of dialectical reasoning, as
well as to the method of reflective equilibrium
favoured by such contemporary writers as Rawls, in
which intuitions in response to particular cases are
measured against principles, causing them to be
revised and their implications for particular cases
again reappraised (see MORAL JUSTIFICATION §2).
According to this view of the subject, the method of
applied ethics is neither purely deductive nor purely
inductive. For others, however, the deductive
model is more powerful, and the question to be
answered in any particular case is simply which
(inviolable) principle it falls under. Others again
would favour the inductive model, according to
which, by clearly seeing what is right in particular
cases, it becomes possible to formulate a general
principle encompassing these and other particular
judgments (see UNIVERSALISM IN ETHICS).

In general, discussion of ethical theories in
applied ethics aims to pursue, in the direction of
the highest degree of generality and abstraction, the
question of what humans should do. In practice,
discussion of theories is often confined to their
implications for the resolution of particular pro-
blems, since applied ethics characteristically seeks to
answer the broad question with a much greater
degree of particularity.

4 Critics and opponents

In seeking answers to practical problems, applied
ethics runs counter to much recent philosophy. The
view that prevailed during the dominance of
empiricism and positivism (the greater part of the
twentieth century) is that philosophy can have
nothing to say about pressing practical problems.

This view is grounded in two important philo-
sophical arguments: (a) Hume’s objection to argu-
ments that seek to derive an ‘ought’ from an ‘is’
(see HumE, D.); and (b) Moore’s argument that
to identify moral characteristics with ‘natural’ or
empirical ones is to commit a ‘naturalistic fallacy’
(see MOORE, G.E.; NATURALISM IN ETHICS). Both
of these arguments must be resisted if applied ethics
is to succeed in closing the gap between factual
descriptions of situations and moral judgments, and
both may partially at least be answered by insisting
that some facts ‘speak for themselves’ — torture,
child-murder, genocide, for example.

The argument that facts and values are to be kept
apart is, however, less of an obstacle to philosophers
outside the English-speaking world; the notion of
praxis, for example, is familiar from various
continental traditions, including Marxism, the
Frankfurt School, and the philosophy of Habermas;
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while the idea of the philosopher as engagé — as
concerned with playing a part in the world — is an
important part of French existentialist thought,
made familiar in the works of Sartre. These sources
have, however, produced a different kind of challenge
to the notion of applied ethics as an impartial and
essentially reason-based approach to ethical issues in
society. Objections to the conception of universal
moral norms and to foundationalist procedures in
reasoning (the ‘postmodernist’ challenge) are asso-
ciated with recent developments in Marxist theory,
certain feminist approaches to ethics and epistemol-
ogy, and the deconstructionist movement — schools
of thought which may also adopt an analysis of
power-structures in society incompatible with belief
in individual freedom of action (see FEMINISM AND
PSYCHOANALYSIS; DECONSTRUCTION). Supporters
of these theoretical positions often make strong
claims for the recognition of rights, but this is probably
better seen as exploitation of the preconceptions of
their opponents, rather than as recognition of
universal ethical concepts and human freedom.

Other critiques of traditional ethics may, how-
ever, be more sympathetic to applied ethics. On the
basis of research revealing the contextuality of many
women’s responses to ethical dilemmas, some
feminist writers, most prominently Carol Gilligan,
have argued that women in general are likely to
adopt an ethic of care and responsibility to particular
others rather than an abstract morality of principles,
rights or justice. Such an approach may well seem
better adapted to the resolution of ‘hard cases’ in,
for example, health care or social work.

Similarly, the approach known as ‘virtue ethics’,
with its emphasis on seeking the good in particular
situations, may seem well adapted to applied ethics,
even if its proponents sometimes appear to view it
in opposition, regarding their own stand as more
objective, and wrongly equating applied ethics with
subjectivism and relativism (see VIRTUE ETHICS).

Other stereotypes to be rejected are political:
applied ethics has typically been associated with
vegetarianism, pacifism, feminism and environ-
mentalism. It should be noted, however, that it
also includes criticism and evaluation of these
positions: defences of meat-eating or animal experi-
ments, scepticism about feminism, and resistance to
new ‘ecological ethics’ are to be found alongside
more orthodox publications on library shelves.
There is nothing wrong with variety of opinion
so long as this is within a broad ethical framework,
for it is of the essence of applied philosophy in
general to approach individual issues in their own
right and not as part of an ideological package-deal.

Applied ethics, then, is part of a whole view
of the human condition and takes a broad view of
ethical decision-making. Essentially, this is ethical



decision-making seen as practical policy that
consciously recognizes the constraints of moral
norms, rights and ethical principles capable of
commanding universal respect. Where this is
accepted, the object of applied ethics is plain: it is
to gain clearer perceptions of right and wrong, with
a view to embodying these insights in manners and
institutions.

5 Historical context

The inception of applied philosophy could well be
said to coincide with that of the Western philo-
sophical tradition as a whole, for the first of the early
Greek philosophers, Thales (c.585 Bc), is recorded as
having combined his speculative philosophical
interests with economic acumen and an interest in
legal and political reform. Later schools of philo-
sophy in ancient times — Pythagoreans, Epicureans,
Stoics — offered their followers principles for living
and even distinctive codes of practice.

For both Plato and Aristotle, ethical and political
questions were posed in terms of such notions as the
good for man, the ultimate good, or what is good in
itselfand for its own sake (see PLATO §16; ARISTOTLE
§21). Their assumption was that this inquiry led both
to a way of life for the individual, and to a conception
of the good society. They disagreed about whether
this would lead an individual necessarily to live
according to the ethical insight thus gained, Aristotle,
unlike Plato in his earlier writings, allowing for the
intervention of weakness of will to divert the person
who has recognized the good from pursuing it (see
AKRASIA).

Subsequent philosophers frequently applied their
ethical assumptions to particular cases, and saw this,
not as a way of fractionizing moral philosophy —
making it the science of the particular — but as a
route to formulating guiding principles. Aquinas
treated a range of practical issues including marriage
and the family in Summa theologiae, and this tradition
was developed further by Suirez and Grotius. Locke
wrote on the issue of toleration, Kant on suicide
and on the question of whether it is ever right to
tell a lie from benevolent motives (see LOCKE, J. §7;
TOLERATION; SUICIDE, ETHICS OF). Bentham put
forward a complex theory of punishment, even
formulating plans for a new type of prison, to be
called the ‘panopticon’. He also wrote on legal and
political reform. Hegel’s philosophy included views
on the family and on punishment. J.S. Mill’s
writings on toleration, paternalism and feminism
in On Liberty continue to be of interest in the
present day, as the controversies involved in these
areas remain subjects of disagreement and debate
(see FEMINISM; PATERNALISM), and Dewey’s theories
of education exercised enormous practical influence

APPLIED ETHICS

on education systems in the USA and Britain (see
EDUCATION, HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY OF).

The tradition in moral philosophy unsympathetic
to applied ethics is in fact of fairly recent origin. It
was associated with the dominance of positivism
and empiricism in the philosophy of science, and
the vogue for linguistic analysis in epistemology.
This is a twentieth-century phenomenon and, right
up to the closing years of the nineteenth century, a
more generous conception of ethics flourished. If a
certain myopia on applied issues is recognized
amongst philosophers in the English-speaking
world, coinciding roughly with the first half of
the twentieth century, various explanations may be
offered for the gradual return of visual focus. For
those with an interest in medical ethics, a research
project in Tuskegee in the USA in which a control
group with syphilis remained untreated for decades
after safe treatment was known to be possible is
often cited as a trigger generating widespread
discussion of issues such as autonomy, beneficence
and nonmaleficence, medical confidentiality, and
the ethics of experiments on human subjects (see
MepicaL ETHICS). This case may have been,
however, a symptom rather than a cause, for in
general medicine moved during those decades from
being a practice with little power to influence the
natural course of disease, to being a powerful
interventionist tool. Whatever the specific cause,
then, from roughly this period medical ethics
became an arena of critical and controversial
discussion.

Again in the USA, the Vietnham War and the
protests which it generated are cited as having
promoted discussion of a different range of applied
issues (civil disobedience, duty to conscience versus
duty to society) and as having led in a fairly direct
way to the setting up of the Society for Philosophy
and Public Affairs and the journal Philosophy and Public
Affairs (see CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE; CONSCIENCE).

Others, focusing on the applied philosopher’s
interest in animal welfare, cite the publication of the
volume Animal Liberation (1975) by Peter Singer as
ushering in a new conception of ethics as a practical
and possibly even campaigning area (see ANIMALS
AND ETHICS §3). Already, too, Rachel Carson’s
Silent Spring (1962) had alerted the general public to
many environmental hazards and thus opened the
way to an enlarged philosophical perspective in
which developments in science and technology and
the way in which these were applied by firms and
governments to the environment were seen as
matters of ethical concern. It was a decade or so
later that the internal operations of businesses
became matters for ethical scrutiny, prompted by
scandals connected with sharp practices such as
insider trading.
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Finally, it must be said that philosophy itself no
doubt provided a spur to the growth of applied
ethics. The preoccupation of academic moral
philosophy with entirely minor moral issues in a
century which had witnessed two world wars and
many accompanying gross violations of human
rights was too remarkable to pass for long,
particularly with wider access to higher education
and hence to the hitherto elite and somewhat
esoteric pursuit of philosophy.

This account of the rise of contemporary applied
ethics raises the question of what kind of study
applied ethics is exactly. Is it merely another kind of
academic study, or is it committed to the promotion
of change in the world? Is it conservative or radical?
Reactionary or revolutionary? The answer to this
last question is that it can be either. Reflection may
make one seek to promote change for the better,
but it may also cause one to recoil from change and
seek to preserve what is best from the past. The
controversial nature of most of the issues involved is
itself a spur to their philosophical study, for it is
probably true to say that until recently, despite
differences of religious or ideological background, a
common moral approach could in general be
assumed, and accepted norms of moral behaviour
could be taken as a starting-point for ethical
reasoning. Such moral consensus cannot now be
presupposed, and, while absolutist approaches are by
no means inconsistent with mainstream philosophi-
cal ethics, in practice the defence of an absolute
conception of morality against relativistic, subjective
and utilitarian approaches is often associated with a
religious perspective.

Many writers on applied ethics, however, adopt a
secular utilitarian stance. These include the Aus-
tralian philosopher Peter Singer, and the Oxford
philosopher Jonathan Glover, who has written
especially in the area of medical ethics (see
UTILITARIANISM). R.M. Hare, in Moral Thinking
(1981), puts forward a prescriptivist theory which
combines utilitarianism with Kantian universaliz-
ability (see PRESCRIPTIVISM). Also influential is the
ethic of care mentioned above, which is often
linked to gender differences. Other views include
those of the Australian philosopher John Pass-
MORE, who defends a liberal moral perspective,
especially in relation to environmental ethics, and
John Rawts, whose notion of reflective equili-
brium combines intuitionism with contract theory
(see MORAL JUSTIFICATION §2). Rawls’ A Theory of
Justice (1971) inaugurated a new, more practical
approach in ethics, which had implications for
economics, law and political theory. Sissela Bokhas
has written on the fine texture of issues in public life
in Lying: Moral Choices in Public and Private Life
(1978) and Secrets (1984) (see TRUTHFULNESS);

28

Mary Midgley, in Beast and Man (1978) and
elsewhere, has discussed the relations between
humans and other species; and Onora O’Neill has
brought a Kantian ethic to bear on the issues of
famine and poverty. The debate between commu-
nitarians and libertarians about the ethics of
capitalism and the role of welfare can also be seen
as a part of applied ethics (see COMMUNITY AND
COMMUNITARIANISM; MARKET, ETHICS OF THE).
The German philosopher, Jirgen HABERMAS, an
influential figure both in continental Europe and
the English-speaking world, has put forward a
notion of consensus as the object of theory expressed
in practice.

6 Professional ethics

Similar divisions may reveal themselves in profes-
sional ethics, although the idea that there should be
special codes of ethics peculiar to particular
professions has been current since ancient times,
when the Hippocratic oath was required of those
engaging in medical practice. Many modern
groups, including engineers, nurses and lawyers,
have adopted formal codes setting standards of
ethical practice for their profession (see PROFES-
SIONAL ETHICS).

Ethics also plays an increasing role in the training
of professionals. Often the preferred approach is
through the use of case studies, sometimes fictional,
sometimes using videos of actual cases. One
problem with the case study approach is its possible
negative effect. In stressing that there are at least two
sides to many ethical problems, and in presenting
ethical theories as giving conflicting outcomes, they
may risk generating a facile moral or cultural
relativism — the view that there are only opinions,
not answers. The use of case studies and discussion
based on situational ethics may also tacitly under-
mine principles (see SITUATION ETHICS). In con-
trast, some courses aim simply to increase the moral
sensitivity of trainees, on the assumption that if this
is successtul they will go on to make good
professional decisions.

7 Are there ethical experts?

Applied ethics does not involve a claim of moral
expertise, but often involves collaboration with
specialists in practical areas in order to arrive at
policy decisions that allow ethical considerations a
determining role.

There is now wide acceptance of the principle of
ensuring that a philosophical or ethical viewpoint is
represented in certain kinds of forums, such as
public enquiries, the reports of legislative commit-
tees or commissions of inquiry, and hospital ethics



committees. The USA has a President’s Commis-
sion to report directly on bioethical issues to the US
President, the UK has a National Bioethics
Committee funded independently of government,
while in France there is a French National
Committee on Ethical Affairs in Public Debate. In
1985, the Council of Europe created a multi-
disciplinary body with experts appointed by each
member country, now called the Comité Directeur
de Bioéthique (CDBI). Canada set up a Royal
Commission on New Reproductive Technologies,
and the European Parliament commissions advise
on scientific and technological policy options.
Other countries are following a similar pattern. In
addition, the Council of Europe in 1990 began
working on a European Convention on biomedical
ethics, which would be a legally binding instrument
on all countries signing it, the object being
ultimately to harmonize European legislation.

Individuals are also used as consultants on public
policy issues. In Europe in 1989, Jonathan Glover,
in collaboration with nationals of other European
countries, produced a report on fertility and the
family for the European Commission, while Will
Kymlicka has advised on this topic as a member of
the Canadian Royal Commission and, in the USA,
Arthur Caplan was a member of the President’s Task
Force on National Health Care Reform. In Britain,
the philosopher Mary Warnock was responsible for
official reports on the educational needs of children
with disabilities and learning difficulties, and on
new developments in reproductive medicine and
embryology; Bernard Williams played a similar role
in relation to pornography and censorship. The
debate about euthanasia in the Netherlands has
engaged philosophers, lawyers and social theorists.
Less happily, a visit by Peter Singer to Germany
provoked widespread protest related to the debate
on euthanasia and has led to the unpopularity of
bioethics in some circles, and a general and
unjustified rejection of applied ethics.

Some achievements in these areas may also be
recorded; examination of the ethics of clinical trials,
for example, particularly in relation to AIDS, led to
a total reconceptualization of what clinical trials
require, and to a multi-choice system being devised
which is both scientifically acceptable and also offers
a more acceptable level of choice to patients and
physicians.

8 Research in applied ethics

In general, those who fund research regard the
gathering of facts, often called the ‘generation of
new knowledge’, as crucial; philosophy, in contrast,
appears to involve reflection on facts, while
normative philosophy generates proposals for action

APPLIED ETHICS

or policy. Applied ethics offers at its best an
opportunity to combine these approaches: for facts
to be made the fruitful object of analytic and
morally sensitive reflection, and for philosophical
inquiry to accept the discipline of the need to take
account of the practical framework within which
speculation is cast.

Research in applied ethics, then, ideally starts
from a perceived problem and is motivated to find a
solution to that problem. It is frequently inter-
disciplinary. A research programme is often inspired
by technological progress, for it is this that has
placed ethical considerations at the heart of many
areas of public debate. Typical of these are the
controversies already mentioned surrounding the
new technologies of reproduction —embryo research,
donation of gametes, surrogate motherhood —
which raise questions about the status of the
human embryo and the definition of parenthood
(see REPRODUCTION AND ETHICS).

Other appropriate areas where ethics impinges
on practical inquiry include, for example, the ethical
implications of the Human Genome Project, the
ethics of confidentiality, insurance in relation to
AIDS or inherited disease, the care of the elderly,
homelessness, and mental illness (see GENETICS
AND ETHICS; MEDICAL ETHICS). One caveat to be
noted here, however, is that simply gathering data
about what people think is right is sociology, not
ethics, applied or otherwise.

9 Institutions

Many research centres have been created in recent
decades. Their function is usually to conduct
research, to produce publications and to arrange
lectures, seminars and conferences on practical
issues of ethical concern.

North America has the best-established institu-
tional network. First in the field was the Hastings
Center, New York (1969), then the Center for
Philosophy and Public Affairs, University of Mary-
land and the Center for the Study of Ethics in the
Professions at the Illinois Institute of Technology
(1976), the Center for the Study of Values,
University of Delaware (1977), and the Social
Philosophy and Policy Center, Bowling Green
State University, Ohio (1981). There are now
many other centres in universities both in the
USA and elsewhere, including, in the UK, the
Centre for Philosophy and Public Affairs at the
University of St Andrews, the Centre for Medical
Law and Ethics at King’s College London, and the
Social Values Research Centre at the University of
Hull. The Netherlands has Bioethics Centres in
Utrecht and Maastricht and work in applied ethics
in the Scandinavian countries is increasing, with a
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strong interest in reproductive ethics in Aarhus,
Denmark and in animal welfare issues in Copenha-
gen. The European Business Ethics Network
(EBEN) began with an initiative from Switzerland,
and business ethics is also well-established in Spain
and Germany. Apart from university-based units,
the Society for Applied Philosophy has general
interests in most areas of applied ethics and has a
broad membership not confined to professional
philosophers.

Australia has been a pioneer in many fields of
applied ethics: Peter Singer, together with Helga
Kuhse, founded the Centre for Human Bioethics
(1980) at Monash University, and there are now
several other applied ethics centres in Australasia; it
is worth noting the particular degree of interest
there in environmental ethics, where the issues of
species preservation, wilderness and ecological
threats such as damage to the ozone layer are of
direct concern to residents.

The creation of a Chair of Environmental Ethics
at Warsaw University represents the strong interest,
partly political in origin, in environmental ethics in
the former communist countries of Eastern Europe.
Other countries where applied ethics is of growing
interest are parts of Southeast Asia, including Thailand
and Hong Kong, India, and several African countries.
See also: BroeTHICS; BUSINESS ETHICS; CLONING;
ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS; JOURNALISM, ETHICS OF;
SEXUALITY, PHILOSOPHY OF; SUSTAINABILITY
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AQUINAS, THOMAS (1224/6-74)

Introduction

Aquinas lived an active, demanding academic and
ecclesiastical life that ended while he was still in his
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forties. He nonetheless produced many works,
varying in length from a few pages to a few
volumes. Because his writings grew out of his
activities as a teacher in the Dominican order and a
member of the theology faculty of the University of
Paris, most are concerned with what he and his
contemporaries thought of as theology. However,
much of academic theology in the Middle Ages
consisted in a rational investigation of the most
fundamental aspects of reality in general and of
human nature and behaviour in particular. That vast
domain obviously includes much of what is now
considered to be philosophy, and is reflected in the
broad subject matter of Aquinas’ theological writings.

The scope and philosophical character of med-
ieval theology as practised by Aquinas can be easily
seen in his two most important works, Summa contra
gentiles (Synopsis [of Christian Doctrine] Directed
Against Unbelievers) and Summa theologiae (Synopsis
of Theology). However, many of the hundreds of
topics covered in those two large works are also
investigated in more detail in the smaller works
resulting from Aquinas’ numerous academic dis-
putations (something like a cross between formal
debates and twentieth-century graduate seminars),
which he conducted in his various academic posts.
Some of those topics are taken up differently again
in his commentaries on works by Aristotle and other
authors. Although Aquinas is remarkably consistent
in his several discussions of the same topic, it is often
helpful to examine parallel passages in his writings
when fully assessing his views on any issue.

Aquinas’ most obvious philosophical connection
is with Aristotle. Besides producing commentaries
on his works, he often cites Aristotle in support of a
thesis he is defending, even when commenting on
scripture. There are also in Aquinas’ writings many
implicit Aristotelian elements, which he had
thoroughly absorbed into his own thought. As a
convinced Aristotelian, he often adopts Aristotle’s
critical attitude toward theories associated with Plato,
especially the account of ordinary substantial forms
as separately existing entities. However, although
Aquinas, like other medieval scholars of Western
Europe, had almost no access to Plato’s works, he
was influenced by the writings of Augustine and the
pseudo-Dionysius. Through them he absorbed a
good deal of Platonism as well — more than he was
in a position to recognize as such.

On the other hand, Aquinas is the paradigmatic
Christian philosopher-theologian, fully aware of his
intellectual debt to religious doctrine. He was
convinced, however, that Christian thinkers should
be ready to dispute rationally on any topic, especially
theological issues, not only among themselves but
also with non-Christians of all sorts. Since in his
view Jews accept the Old Testament and heretics



the New Testament, he thought Christians could
argue some issues with both groups on the basis of
commonly accepted religious authority. However,
because other non-Christians, ‘for instance, Moham-
medans and pagans — do not agree with us about the
authority of any scripture on the basis of which they
can be convinced. .. itis necessary to have recourse
to natural reason, to which everyone is compelled to
assent — although where theological issues are
concerned it cannot do the whole job’, since some
of the data of theology are initially accessible only
in Scripture (Summa contra gentiles 1.2.11). More-
over, Aquinas differed from most of his thirteenth-
century Christian colleagues in the breadth and
depth of his respect for Islamic and Jewish philosopher-
theologians, especially Avicenna and Maimonides.
He saw them as valued co-workers in the vast project
of philosophical theology, clarifying and supporting
doctrine by philosophical analysis and argumenta-
tion. His own commitment to that project involved
him in contributing to almost all the areas of
philosophy recognized since antiquity, omitting only
natural philosophy (the precursor of natural science).

A line of thought with such strong connections
to powerful antecedents might have resulted in no
more than a pious amalgam. However, Aquinas’
philosophy avoids eclecticism because of his own
innovative approach to organizing and reasoning
about all the topics included under the overarching
medieval conception of philosophical Christian
theology, and because of his special talents for
systematic synthesis and for identifying and skilfully
defending, on almost every issue he considers, the
most sensible available position.

1 Early years

2 First Paris regency

3 Naples and Orvieto: Summa contra gentiles
and biblical commentary

Rome: disputed questions, Dionysius and
the Compendium

5 Rome: Aristotelian commentary

6 Rome: Summa theologiae
7
8

»

Second Paris regency
Last days
9 Metaphysics
10 Philosophy of mind
11 Theory of knowledge
12 Will and action
13 Ethics, law and politics
14 Theology: natural, revealed and philosophical

1 Early years

Thomas Aquinas was born at Roccasecca, near
Naples, the youngest son of a large Italian
aristocratic family. As is generally true of even
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prominent medieval people, it is hard to determine
exactly when he was born; plausible arguments have
been offered for 1224, 1225 and 1226. He began his
schooling in the great Benedictine abbey at Monte
Cassino (1231-9), and from 1239-44 he was a
student at the University of Naples. In 1244 he
joined the Dominican friars, a relatively new
religious order devoted to study and preaching; by
doing so he antagonized his family, who seem to
have been counting on his becoming abbot of
Monte Cassino. When the Dominicans ordered
Aquinas to go to Paris for further study, his family
had him abducted en route and brought home,
where he was held for almost two years. Near the
end of that time his brothers hired a prostitute to try
to seduce him, but Aquinas angrily chased her from
his room. Having impressed his family with his
high-minded determination, in 1245 Aquinas was
allowed to return to the Dominicans, who again
sent him to Paris, this time successfully.

At the University of Paris, Aquinas first encoun-
tered ALBERT THE GREAT, who quickly became his
most influential teacher and eventually his friend
and supporter. When Albert moved on to the
University of Cologne in 1248, Aquinas followed
him there, having declined Pope Innocent IV’s
extraordinary offer to appoint him abbot of Monte
Cassino while allowing him to remain a Dominican.

Aquinas seems to have been unusually large, and
extremely modest and quiet. When during his four
years at Cologne his special gifts began to be
apparent, despite his reticence and humility, Albert
assigned the still-reluctant Aquinas his first active
part in an academic disputation. Having failed in his
efforts to shake his best student’s arguments on this
occasion, Albert declared, “We call him the dumb
ox, but in his teaching he will one day produce such
a bellowing that it will be heard throughout the
world’.

In 1252 Aquinas returned to Paris for the course
of study leading to the degree of master in theology,
roughly the equivalent of a twentieth-century PhD.
During the first academic year he studied and
lectured on the Bible; the final three years were
devoted to delivering in lecture form his commen-
tary on Peter Lombard’s Senfences, a standard
requirement for the degree at that time (see
LomBarp, P.). Produced in 1253-6, Aquinas’
massive commentary (often referred to as the
Scriptum super libros Sententiarum (Commentary on
the Sentences) is the first of his four theological
syntheses. It contains much valuable material, but
because it is superseded in many respects by his
great Summa contra gentiles (Synopsis [of Christian
Doctrine| Directed Against Unbelievers) and Summa
theologiae (Synopsis of Theology) the Scriptum has not
yet been studied as much as it should be.
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During that same four-year period, Aquinas
produced De ente et essentia (On Being and Essence),
a short philosophical treatise written for his fellow
Dominicans at Paris. Although it owes something to
Avicenna’s Metaphysics, De ente is distinctively
Aquinas’ own, expounding many of the concepts
and theses that remained fundamental to his thought
throughout his career (see §9 below).

2 First Paris regency

In the spring of 1256, Aquinas was appointed regent
master (professor) in theology at Paris, a position he
held until the end of the academic year 1258-9.
Quaestiones disputatae de veritate (Disputed Questions
on Truth) is the first of his sets of disputed questions
and the most important work he produced during
those three years. It grew out of his professorship,
which obliged him to conduct several formal public
disputations each vyear. Quaestiones disputatae de
veritate consists of twenty-nine widely ranging
Questions, each devoted to some general topic
such as conscience, God’s knowledge, faith, good-
ness, free will, human emotions and truth (the first
Question, from which the treatise gets its name).
Each Question is divided into several Articles, and
the 253 articles are the work’s topically specific
units: for example, q.1, 2.9 is ‘Is there truth in sense
perception?’

The elaborate structure of each of those articles,
like much of Aquinas’ writing, reflects the ‘scho-
lastic method’, which, like medieval disputations in
the classroom, had its ultimate source in Aristotle’s
recommendations in his Topics regarding coopera-
tive dialectical inquiry. Aquinas’ philosophical
discussions in that form typically begin with a yes/
no question. Each article then develops as a kind of
debate. It begins with arguments for the answer
opposed to Aquinas’ own position; these are
commonly, if somewhat misleadingly, called ‘objec-
tions’. Next come the arguments sed contra (but, on
the other hand), which are in later works often
reduced to a single citation of some generally
accepted authority on Aquinas’ side of the issue.
The sed contra is followed by Aquinas’ reasoned
presentation and defence of his position. This is the
master’s ‘determination’ of the question, sometimes
called the ‘body’ of the article (indicated by ‘c’ in
references). An article normally concludes with
Aquinas’ rejoinders to each of the objections
(indicated by ‘ad 1°, and so on, in references).

Conducting ‘disputed questions’ was one of the
duties of a regent master in theology, but the
theology faculty also provided regular opportunities
for ‘quodlibetal questions’, occasions on which a
master could, if he wished, undertake to provide
replies to any and all questions proposed by
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members of the academic audience. These occa-
sions were scheduled, for the master’s own good,
during the two penitential seasons of the church
year. Aquinas seems to have accepted this challenge
on at least five of the six such occasions occurring
during his first regency at Paris, producing Quaes-
tiones quodlibetales (Quodlibetal Questions) in which
he offers his considered judgment on issues ranging
from whether the soul is to be identified with its
powers to whether the damned behold the saints in
glory.

Aquinas’ commentaries on Boethius’ De trinitate
(On the Trinity) and De hebdomadibus (sometimes
referred to as ‘How Substances are Good’) are his
other philosophically important writings from this
period of his first regency. Although several
philosophers had commented on those Boethian
treatises in the twelfth century, the subsequent
influx of Aristotelian works had left them almost
universally disregarded by the time Aquinas wrote
his commentaries (see BorTHIUS, A.M.S.). No
one knows why or for whom he wrote them, but he
might well have undertaken these studies for his
own edification on topics that were then becoming
important to his thought. The De ftrinitate com-
mentary (Expositio super librum Boethii De trinitate)
presents Aquinas’ views on the relationship of faith
and reason and on the methods and interrelations of
all the recognized bodies of organized knowledge,
or ‘sciences’. Boethius’ De hebdomadibus is the locus
classicus for the medieval consideration of the
relation between being and goodness. Dealing
with this topic in his commentary on that treatise,
Aquinas also produced his first systematic account of
metaphysical participation, one of the important
Platonist elements in his thought. Participation, he
claims, obtains when the metaphysical composition
of something includes, as one of the thing’s
metaphysical components, X, which also belongs
to something else that is X in its own right in a way
that is presupposed by the first thing’s having X. In
this way a running man participates in running, a
human being participates in animal, and an effect
participates in its cause (see also §9 below).

3 Naples and Orvieto: Summa contra
gentiles and biblical commentary

Aquinas’ activities between 1259 and 1265 are not
well documented, but he seems definitely to have
left his professorship at Paris at the end of the
academic year 1258-9. He probably spent the next
two years at a Dominican priory in Naples, working
on the Summa contra gentiles, which he had begun in
Paris and which he subsequently finished in Orvieto
where, as lector, he was in charge of studies at the
Dominican priory until 1265.



Summa contra gentiles is unlike Aquinas’ three
other theological syntheses in more than one
respect. Stylistically, it is unlike the earlier Scriptum
and the later Summa theologiae in that it does not
follow the scholastic method; instead, it is written in
ordinary prose divided into chapters, like his
Compendium theologiae (Compendium of Theology)
which he seems to have written immediately
afterwards (1265—7). More importantly, the Scrip-
tum, Summa theologiae and the Compendium are all
contributions to revealed theology, which essen-
tially includes the data of revelation among the
starting points of its theorizing. In Summa contra
gentiles, on the other hand, Aquinas postpones
revealed theology to the last (fourth) book, in
which he deals with the ‘mysteries’, the few
doctrinal propositions that cannot be arrived at by
natural reason alone and that have their sources in
revelation only; and he takes these up with the aim
of showing that even those propositions ‘are not
opposed to natural reason’ (Summa contra gentiles
IV.1.3348). He devotes the first three books to
developing fully a natural theology, dependent on
natural reason of course, but independent of
revelation. As developed in Books I-III, this natural
theology is able to accomplish a very large part of
theology’s job, from establishing the existence of
God through to working out details of human
morality (see also §13 below).

Discussions important for understanding Aqui-
nas’ positions in many areas of philosophy are also
scattered, not always predictably, among interpreta-
tions of the text in his biblical commentaries.
During Aquinas’ stay in Orvieto and around the
time he was writing Book III of Summa contra
gentiles, on providence and God’s relations with
human beings, he also produced his Expositio super
Iob ad litteram (Literal Commentary on Job), one of
the most fully developed and philosophical of his
biblical commentaries, rivalled in those respects
only by his later commentary on Romans. The
body of the Book of Job consists mainly of the
speeches of Job and his ‘comforters’. Aquinas sees
those speeches as constituting a genuine debate,
almost a medieval academic disputation (deter-
mined in the end by God himself), in which the
thought develops subtly, advanced by arguments.
His construal of the argumentation is ingenious,
the more so because twentieth-century readers
have tended to devalue the speeches as tedious
reiterations of misconceived accusations countered
by Job’s slight variations on the theme of his
innocence.

Aquinas’ interpretation of the book’s subject is
also unlike the modern view, which supposes it to
be the biblical presentation of the problem of evil,
raised by a good God’s permitting horrible suffering
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to be inflicted on an innocent person. Aquinas
seems scarcely to recognize that Job’s story raises
doubts about God’s goodness. As he interprets it,
the book explains the nature and operations of
divine providence, which he understands as com-
patible with permitting bad things to happen to
good people. As Aquinas sees it:

If in this life people are rewarded by God for
good deeds and punished for bad, as Eliphaz
[one of the comforters| was trying to establish,
it apparently follows that the ultimate goal for
human beings is in this life. But Job means to
rebut this opinion, and he wants to show that
the present life of human beings does not
contain the ultimate goal, but is related to it as
motion is related to rest, and a road to its
destination.

(Expositio super lob ad litteram 7: 1—4)

The things that happen to a person in this life can
be explained in terms of divine providence only by
reference to the possibility of that person’s achieving
the ultimate goal of perfect happiness, the enjoy-
ment of union with God in the afterlife.

In discussing Job’s lament that God doesn’t hear
his prayers, Aquinas says that Job has that impression
because God sometimes ‘attends not to a person’s
pleas but rather to his advantage. A doctor does not
attend to the pleas of the invalid who asks that the
bitter medicine be taken away (supposing that the
doctor doesn’t take it away because he knows that it
contributes to health). Instead, he attends to the
patient’s advantage; for by doing so he produces
health, which the sick person wants most of all’. In
the same way, God sometimes permits a person to
suffer despite prayers for deliverance, because he
knows that those sufferings are helping that person
achieve what he or she wants most of all (Expositio
super Iob ad litteram 9:16).

4 Rome: disputed questions, Dionysius and
the Compendium

In 1265 Aquinas went from Orvieto to Rome,
having been appointed to establish a Dominican
studium (something like a twentieth-century col-
lege) and to serve as regent master there. This
Roman period of his career, which lasted until
1268, was particularly productive. Some of his
major works dating from 1265-8 are just what
would have been expected of a regent master in
theology, in particular, three sets of disputed
questions, Quaestiones disputatae de potentia (Disputed
Questions on [God’s| Power), Quaestio disputata de
anima (Disputed Question on the Soul) and Quaestio
disputata de spiritualibus creaturis (Disputed Question
on Spiritual Creatures). In the earliest of these, De
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potentia, there are eighty-three Articles grouped
under ten Questions; the first six questions are on
divine power, while the final four are on problems
associated with combining the doctrine of Trinity
with God’s absolute simplicity. The much shorter
De anima is concerned mainly with metaphysical
aspects of the soul, concluding with some special
problems associated with the nature and capacities
of souls separated from bodies (Articles 14-21). The
eleven articles of De spiritualibus creaturis again
address many of those same concerns but also go
on to some consideration of angels as another order
of spiritual creatures besides human beings, whose
natures are only partly spiritual.

During this same period, or perhaps while he
was still at Orvieto, Aquinas wrote a commentary
on the pseudo-Dionysian treatise De divinis nomini-
bus (On the Divine Attributes), a deeply Neo-
platonist account of Christian theology dating
probably from the sixth century. Aquinas, like
everyone else at the time, believed that it had been
written in the apostolic period by the Dionysius
who had been converted by St Paul. For that reason,
and perhaps also because he had first studied the
book under Albert at Cologne, it had a powerful
influence on Aquinas’ thought. Very early in his
career, while he was writing his Scriptum, he
thought Dionysius was an Aristotelian (Seriptum 11,
d.14, q.1, a.2), but while writing the commentary
on this text he realized that its author must have
been a Platonist (Expositio super librum Dionysii de
divinis nominibus, prooemium; Quaestiones disputatae
de malo 16.1, ad 3). His commentary, which makes
clear sense of a text that is often obscure, may, like
his commentaries on Boethius, have been written
for his own purposes rather than growing out of a
course of lectures. In any case, his study of
Dionysius is one of the most important routes by
which Platonism became an essential ingredient in
his own thought.

The Compendium theologiae (Compendium of
Theology), already mentioned in connection with
Summa contra gentiles, was once thought to have
been written much later and to have been left
incomplete because of Aquinas’ death. However, its
similarity to Summa contra gentiles not only in style
but also in content has lately led many scholars to
assign it to 1265—7. Among Aquinas’ four theolo-
gical syntheses, the Compendium theologiae is unique
in the brevity of its discussions and in having been
organized around the ‘theological virtues’ of faith,
hope and charity. Had it been completed, it might
have provided a novel reorientation of the wvast
subject matter of medieval theology, but Aquinas
wrote only ten short chapters of the second section,
on Hope, and none at all of the third section, on
Charity. He did complete the first section on Faith,

34

but since most of the 246 chapters in the section
simply provide much briefer treatments of almost all
the theological topics Aquinas had already dealt
with in Summa contra gentiles, the Compendium as he
left it seems important mainly as a precis of material
that is developed more fully in the other work (and
in Summa theologiae).

5 Rome: Aristotelian commentary

While some of Aquinas’ prodigious output in
Rome from 1265-8 is, broadly speaking, similar
to work he had already done, it also includes two
important innovations, one of which is the first of
his twelve commentaries on works of Aristotle. At
the beginning of this commentary on De anima
(Sententia super de animay), his approach is still a little
tentative and (for Aquinas) unusually concerned
with technical details. These features of the work
once led scholars to describe the commentary on
the first book of De anima as a reportatio (an unedited
set of notes taken at his lectures), or even to ascribe
this first third of Aquinas’ commentary to another
author. However, Gauthier has argued persuasively
that the difference between the commentary’s
treatments of Book I and of Books II and III of
De anima is explained by differences between the
books themselves, and that in fact none of Aquinas’
commentaries on Aristotle resulted from lectures he
gave on those books. Discrepancies within this
work, the first of Aquinas’ Aristotelian commen-
taries, are likely to be at least in part a consequence
of the fact that he was finding his way into this new
sort of enterprise, at which he quickly became very
adept. In a recent volume of essays on Aristotle’s De
anima, Martha Nussbaum describes Aquinas’ work
as ‘one of the very greatest commentaries on the
work’ and ‘very insightful’. T.H. Irwin, a leading
interpreter of Aristotle, acknowledges that at one
point in the Sententia libri Ethicorum (Commentary
on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics) Aquinas ‘actually
explains Aristotle’s intention more clearly than
Aristotle explains it himself’. Such judgments
apply pretty generally to Aquinas’ Aristotelian
commentaries, all of which are marked by his
extraordinary ability as a philosophical commentator
to discern alogical structure in almost every passage he
examines in every sort of text: not only Aristotle’s
but also those of others, from Boethius to St Paul.

Since commenting on Aristotle was a regular
feature of life for a member of a medieval arts
faculty but never part of the duties of an academic
theologian, Aquinas’ many Aristotelian commen-
taries were technically extra-curricular and there-
fore an especially impressive accomplishment for
someone who was already extremely busy. Some
scholars, admiring Aquinas’ achievements in general



but focusing on the fact that his professional career
was entirely in the theology faculty, have insisted on
classifying only the Aristotelian commentaries as
philosophical works. Certainly these commentaries
are philosophical, as purely philosophical as the
Aristotelian works they elucidate. However, Aqui-
nas wrote these commentaries not only to make
good philosophical sense of Aristotle’s very difficult
texts but also, and more importantly, to enhance his
own understanding of the topics Aristotle had dealt
with. As he remarks in his commentary on De caelo,
‘the study of philosophy has as its purpose to know
not what people have thought, but rather the truth
about the way things are’ (Sententia super libros de
caelo et mundo 1.22.228), and he believed that the
theologian’s attempt to understand God and every-
thing else in relation to God was the fundamental
instance of the universal human drive to know the
truth about the way things are. Moreover, his view
of the best way of making intellectual progress in
general looks very much like the age-old method of
philosophy: ‘But if any people want to write back
against what I have said, I will be very gratified,
because there is no better way of uncovering the
truth and keeping falsity in check than by arguing
with people who disagree with you’ (De petfectione
spiritualis vitae 26) (see ARISTOTLE).

6 Rome: Summa theologiae

The other important innovation from Aquinas’
three-year regency in Rome is Summa theologiae, his
greatest and most characteristic work, begun in
Rome and continued through the rest of his life.
Summa  theologiae, left incomplete at his death,
consists of three large Parts. The First Part (Ia) is
concerned with the existence and nature of God
(Questions 1-43), creation (44-9), angels (50-64),
the six days of creation (65—74), human nature (75—
102) and divine government (103-19). The Second
Part deals with morality, and in such detail that it is
itself divided into two parts. The first part of the
Second Part (Iallae) takes up human happiness
(Questions 1-5), human action (6—17), the goodness
and badness of human acts (18-21), passions (22—48)
and the sources of human acts: intrinsic (49-89) and
extrinsic (90—114). The second part of the Second
Part (Ilallae) begins with the three theological
virtues and corresponding vices (Questions 1-46),
goes on through the four ‘cardinal virtues’ and
corresponding vices (47-170) and ends with special
issues associated with the religious life (171-89). In
the Third Part, Aquinas deals with the incarnation
(Questions 1-59) and the sacraments (60-90),
breaking off in the middle of his discussion of penance.

Aquinas thought of Summa theologiae as a new
kind of textbook of theology, and its most
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important pedagogical innovation, as he sees it, is
in its organization. He says he has noticed that
students new to theology have been held back in
their studies by several features of the standard
teaching materials, especially ‘because the things
they have to know are not imparted in an order
appropriate to a method of teaching’: an order he
proposes to introduce. It may well have been his
enthusiasm for this new approach that led him to
abandon work on his quite differently organized
Compendium theologiae, and his natural preoccupa-
tion during this period with the writing of Summa
theologiae Ta may also help to account for the fact
that his other work of that time shows a special
interest in the nature and operations of the human
soul, the subject matter of Questions 75-89 of Ia
(see §13 below).

7 Second Paris regency

In 1268 the Dominican Order again assigned
Aquinas to the University of Paris, where he was
regent master for a second time until, in the spring
of 1272, all lectures at the university were canceled
because of a dispute with the bishop of Paris. The
Dominicans then ordered Aquinas to return to Italy.

Among the astounding number of works Aquinas
produced in those four years is the huge Second
Part of Summa theologiae (Iallae and Ilallae), nine
Aristotelian commentaries, a commentary on the
pseudo-Aristotelian Liber de causis (which, as Aqui-
nas was the first to realize, is actually a compilation
of Neoplatonic material drawn from Proclus),
sixteen biblical commentaries and seven sets of
disputed questions (including the set of sixteen
Quaestiones disputatae de malo (Disputed Questions
On Evil), the sixth of which provides his fullest
discussion of free choice). His literary productivity
during this second regency is the more amazing
because he was at the same time embroiled in
various controversies.

Sending Aquinas back to Paris in 1268 seems to
have been, at least in part, his order’s response to the
worrisome movement of ‘Latin Averroism’ or
‘radical Aristotelianism’, then gaining ground
among members of the arts faculty who were
attracted to interpretations of Aristotle found in the
commentaries of Averroes. However, only two of
his many writings from these years seem to have
obvious connections with the Averroist controversy.
One of these, his treatise De unitate intellectus, contra
Averroistas (On [the Theory of] the Unicity of
Intellect, against the Averroists) is an explicit
critique and rejection of a doctrine distinctive of
the movement; the theory, as Aquinas describes it,
that the aspect of the human mind ‘that Aristotle
calls the possible intellect is some sort of
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substance separate in its being from the body and
not united to it in any way as its form; and, what is
more, that this possible intellect is one for all human
beings’ (De unitate intellectus, prooemium). After
briefly noting that this view’s incompatibility with
Christian doctrine is too obvious to warrant
discussion at any length, Aquinas devotes the entire
treatise to showing that ‘this position is no less
contrary to the principles of philosophy than it is to
the teachings of the Faith’, and that it is even
‘entirely incompatible with the words and views’ of
Aristotle himself (De unitate intellectus, prooemium).

Besides the unicity of intellect, the other
controversial theory most often associated with
thirteenth-century Averroism is the beginningless-
ness of the universe. In many of his works Aquinas
had already considered the possibility that the world
had always existed, skilfully developing and defend-
ing the bold position that revelation alone provides
the basis for believing that the world began to exist,
that one cannot prove either that the universe must
or that it could not have begun, and that a world
both beginningless and created is possible (although,
of course, not actual). The second of Aquinas’
Parisian treatises that is plainly relevant to Averroism
is De aeternitate mundi, contra murmurantes (On the
Eternity of the World, against Grumblers), a very
short, uncharacteristically indignant summary of his
position. Aquinas could not complain that Aristotle
had been misinterpreted regarding the eternity of
the world; after initially supposing this to be the
case, he had become convinced that Aristotle really
did think he had proved that the world must have
existed forever. Aquinas’ position on this issue did
not distance him enough from the Averroists in the
view of their contemporary ‘Augustinian’ oppo-
nents, most notably the Franciscans BONAVENTURE
and Pecham. In fact, the ‘Grumblers’ against whom
Aquinas directed this treatise were probably not so
much the Averroists in the arts faculty as those
Franciscan theologians who maintained that they
had demonstrated the impossibility of a beginning-
less world.

Aquinas’ principled dissociation on this point
from some important Franciscans must have helped
to make his second Paris regency much more
troubled than his first. In disputations conducted in
Paris in 1266—7, the Franciscan master William of
Baglione implicated Aquinas’ views in the propo-
sitions he attacked, claiming that things Aquinas was
saying encouraged the two heretical Averroist theses
denounced by Bonaventure, namely the eternity of
the world and the unicity of the intellect. It has also
been persuasively argued that Aquinas’ De aeternitate
mundi was directed in particular against his Francis-
can colleague in theology, John Pecham. It seems,
then, that Aquinas’ development of a distinctly
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philosophical theology — which, like Albert’, was
more Aristotelian than Augustinian — was dividing
him from his colleagues in the Paris faculty of
theology during these years. It may also have been
bringing him closer to the philosophers in the arts

faculty.

8 Last days

In June 1272 the Dominicans ordered Aquinas to
leave Paris and go to Naples, where he was to
establish another studium for the order and to serve
as its regent master. Except for some interesting
collections of sermons (originally preached in his
native Italian dialect), the works dating from this
period — two Aristotelian commentaries and the
Third Part of Summa theologiae — were left
unfinished. On or about 6 December 1273, while
he was saying mass, something happened to Aquinas
that left him weak and unable to go on writing or
dictating. He himself saw the occasion as a special
revelation. When Reginald of Piperno, his principal
secretary and longtime friend, tried to persuade him
to return to work on the Third Part of Summa
theologiae, he said, ‘Reginald, I can’t’. And when
Reginald persisted, Aquinas finally said, ‘Everything
I've written seems like straw by comparison with
what I have seen and what has been revealed to me’.
He believed that he had at last clearly seen what he
had devoted his life to figuring out and, by
comparison, all he had written seemed pale and
dry. Now that he could no longer write, he told
Reginald, he wanted to die. Soon afterwards he did
die, on 7 March 1274 at Fossanuova, Italy, on his
way to the Council of Lyons, which he had been
ordered to attend.

9 Metaphysics

Every part of Aquinas’ philosophy is imbued with
metaphysical principles, many of which are recog-
nizably Aristotelian. Consequently, concepts such as
potentiality and actuality, matter and form, sub-
stance, essence, accident and the four causes — all of
which are fundamental in Aquinas’ metaphysics —
should be considered in their original Aristotelian
context (see ARiSTOTLE §11). He invokes such
principles often, and he employs them implicitly
even more often. Two of his earliest writings — De
principiis naturae (On the Principles of Nature) and
especially De ente et essentia (On Being and
Essence) — outline much of his metaphysics, almost
as if they had been designed to provide guidelines
for the development of his philosophy. Perhaps the
most important thesis argued in De enfe is the one
that became known as ‘the real distinction’,
Aquinas’ view that the essence of any created



thing is really, not just conceptually, distinct from its
existence. Metaphysically speaking, corporeal
beings are composites of form and matter, but all
creatures, even incorporeal ones, are composites of
essence and existence. Only the first, uncreated
cause, God, whose essence is existence, is absolutely
simple.

Except for his commentary on Aristotle’s Meta-
physics, Aquinas devoted no mature treatise to
metaphysics itself. However, since he considers
metaphysics to be the science of being considered
generally (ens commune), and since he argues that
being itself is first of all God himself and that all
being depends on God, his philosophy does begin
with metaphysics insofar as the most systematic
presentations of his thought (in Summa contra gentiles
and Summa theologiae) start with the investigation of’
God-in-himself considered as the foundation of the
nature and existence of everything (see for example,
Summa contra gentiles 1I11.25; Expositio super librum
Boethii de trinitate V.4, V1.1; §14 below).

Being, Aquinas says, is intellect’s most funda-
mental conception, ‘inherently its most intelligible
object and the one in which it finds the basis of all
conceptions.... Consequently all of intellect’s
other conceptions must be arrived at by adding to
being ... insofar as they express a mode of being
which is not expressed by the term “being” itself’
(Quaestiones disputatae de veritate 1.1c). There are, he
claims, just two legitimate ways of making such
additions. The first results in the ten Aristotelian
Categories, each of which is a ‘specified [or specific|
mode of being’ — substance, quantity, quality and
the rest. The results of ‘adding to being’ in the
second way are less familiar. Aquinas takes them to
be five modes of being that are entirely general,
characterizing absolutely every being. That is,
being, wherever and however instantiated, exhibits
these five modes, which transcend the Categories
because they are necessary modes of all specified
being: thing (res), one, something (aliquid), good,
true. These five, together with being itself, are the
‘transcendentals’, predicable correctly (if sometimes
a little oddly) of absolutely anything that is. ‘Good’
and ‘true’ are the philosophically interesting cases,
because some beings are obviously not good and
because ‘true’ seems applicable only to propositions.

The claim that all beings are true depends on
taking ‘true’ in the sense of ‘genuine’, as in ‘true
friend’, a sense that had been explored in detail by
ANSELM OF CANTERBURY. In Anselm’s view, any
being is true in this sense to the extent to which it
agrees with the divine idea of such a thing (and is
otherwise false, but only to some extent). Abso-
lutely every thing that is agrees to some extent with
the divine idea that is an ingredient in its causal
explanation. Propositions are true if they correspond
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to the way things are in the world; things in the
world are true if they correspond to what is in the
mind, Gods mind first, ours derivatively. So,
Aquinas says, ‘in the soul there is a cognitive and
an appetitive power. The word “good”, then,
expresses the conformity of a being to appetite (as
is said at the beginning of the Ethics: “The good is
what all desire”). The word “true”, however,
expresses the conformity of a being to intellect’
(Quaestiones disputatae de veritate 1.1c).

The central thesis of Aquinas’ meta-ethics grows
out of this theory of the transcendentals. The thesis
is the metaphysical principle that the terms ‘being’
and ‘good’ are the same in reference, differing only
in sense (Summa theologiae 1a.5.1). What all desire is
what they take to be the good, and what is desired is
at least perceived as desirable (see for example,
Summa contra gentiles 1.37; TI1.3). Desirability is thus
an essential aspect of goodness. If a thing of a certain
kind is genuinely desirable as a thing of that kind, it
is desirable to the extent to which it is perfect of that
kind: a complete specimen, free from relevant
defect. But a thing is perfect of its kind to the extent
to which it has actualized its specifying potential-
ities, the potentialities that differentiate its species
from other species in the same genus. So, Aquinas
says, a thing is desirable as a thing of its kind and
hence good of that kind to the extent to which it is
actualized and in being (Summa theologiae 1a.5.1).
Generally, then, ‘being’ and ‘goodness’ have the
same referent: the actualization of specifying
potentialities. The actualization of a thing’s specify-
ing potentialities to at least some extent is on the
one hand its existence as such a thing; it is in this
sense that the thing is said to have being. However
on the other hand, the actualization of a thing’s
specifying potentialities is, to the extent of the
actualization, that thing’s being whole, complete,
free from defect: the state all things are naturally
aimed at. It is in this sense that the thing is said to
have goodness (see for example Summa theologiae
lallae.1.5; 94.2; Summa contra gentiles 111.3; Quaes-
tiones disputatae de veritate 21.1-2.)

Aquinas’ concept of analogy is important to his
thought, though perhaps not so important as it has
sometimes been made to seem. It is often presented,
correctly, in terms of analogical predication. How-
ever, his concept of analogy can be explained at a
more fundamental level in connection with causation.
Setting aside ‘accidental’ causation — for example, a
gardener’s uncovering buried treasure — Aquinas
thinks that efficient causation always involves an
agent (A), a patient (P), and a form ( f). In non-
accidental efficient causation, A antecedently has f,
somehow. A’s exercising causal power on P brings
about fin B, somehow. Thus the efficient cause is A’s
acting (or exercising a power it has), and the effect is
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P’s having f. The fact that A and P can have f in
several different ways is what is brought out in
‘somehow’. The paradigm — straightforward efficient
causation — is the kind Aquinas calls univocal: cases in
which first A and then P have fin just the same way,
and in which f can therefore be predicated truly of
each in just the same sense. The metal hotplate and
the metal kettle bottom resting on it are both called
hot univocally: the form heat in these two causally
related objects is the same specifically and differs
only numerically.

However, Aquinas also recognizes two kinds of
non-univocal efficient causation. The first — equivocal
causation — characterizes cases in which there is no
obvious respect in which to say that the feftected in P
is found antecedently in A, and yet there is a natural
causal connection (as there standardly is an etymo-
logical explanation for equivocal predication). If A is
solar power and its effect is the hardening (f) of some
clay (P), then obviously the sun’s power is not itself
hard, as the clay is. To say what it is about solar power
that hardens clay will not be as easy as explaining the
heating of the kettle, and yet the hardening of the clay
must, somehow, be brought about by that power. In
such a case, A has fonly in the sense that A has the
power to bring about fin P

Second, analogical causation occurs when, for
instance, a blood sample (P) is correctly labelled
‘anaemic’, although of course the blood itself
doesn’t have anaemia and cannot literally be
anaemic. The physiology of the sample’s donor
(A) brings about a condition (f) in the sample that is
an unmistakeable sign of anaemia in A, thus
justifying that (analogical) labeling of the sample.
For theological purposes, Aquinas is interested not
in natural analogical causation but rather in the
artificial kind: the kind that involves ideas and
volitions, the artisan’s kind. ‘In other agents [the
form of what is to be brought about occurs
antecedently] in keeping with intelligible being, as
in those agents that act through intellect — the way a
likeness of the house exists antecedently in the
builder’s mind’ (Summa theologiae Ta.15.1c). Since
the status of entirely univocal causation depends on
there being a merely numerical difference between
the fin A and the fin B an intellective agent
effecting its ideas is obviously not a univocal cause.
But neither is this difference between the ante-
cedent f and the consequent f so wide as to
constitute equivocal causation. In fact, the kind of
association between the idea and its external
manifestation is closer than the kind found in
natural analogical causation; and since, in Aquinas’
view, ‘the world was brought about not by chance
but by God acting through intellect... it is
necessary that there be a form in the divine mind,
a form in the likeness of which the world was made’
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(Summa theologiae 1a.15.1¢). God, then, is the non-
univocal, non-equivocal, intellectively analogical
efficient cause of the world (see CAUSATION;
GOD, CONCEPTS OF).

10 Philosophy of mind

Aquinas’ philosophy of mind is part of his more
general theory of soul, which naturally makes use of
his metaphysics. Obviously he is not a materialist —
most obviously because God, the absolutely funda-
mental element of his metaphysics, is in no way
material. Aquinas classifies every thing other than
God as either corporeal or incorporeal (spiritual);
he sometimes calls purely spiritual creatures — such
as angels — ‘separated substances’ because of their
essential detachment from body of any sort.
However, this exhaustive division is not perfectly
exclusive because human beings, simply by virtue of
the human soul, must be classified not as simply
corporeal but also as spiritual in a certain respect.

Merely having a soul of some sort is not enough
to give a creature a spiritual component, however.
Every animate creature has a soul (anima) — ‘soul is
what we call the first principle of life in things that
live among us’ (Summa theologiae Ta.75.1c) — but
neither plants nor nonhuman animals are in any
respect spiritual. Aquinas holds that even the merely
nutritive soul of a plant, or the nutritive + sensory
soul of a beast, is like the soul of a human being in
being the form of a body. No soul, no first principle
of life, can be matter. On the other hand, any
vegetable or animal body has the life it has only in
virtue of being a body whose special organization
confers on it natural potentialities: that is, in virtue
of the substantial form that makes it actually be such
a body. Therefore, the first principle of life in a
living nonhuman body, its soul, is no bodily part of
that body but is rather its form, one of the two
metaphysical components of the composite of
matter and form that every body is. For plants and
beasts, unlike humans, the form that is the soul goes
out of existence when the composite dies, and it is
in that sense that the souls of plants and beasts are
not spiritual.

Only the soul of a human being is analysed as
nutritive + sensory + rational. Aquinas thinks of this
soul not as three nested, cooperating forms, but as
the single substantial form that gives a human being
its specifically human mode of existence. (In
defending this thesis of ‘the unicity of substantial
form’, Aquinas differed from most of his contem-
poraries.) He often designates this entire substantial
form by its distinctively human aspect of rationality.
He also thinks that the human soul, unlike the souls
of plants and beasts, is subsistent: that is, it continues
to exist after separating from the body in death. He



says, for example: ‘It is necessary to say that that
which is the principle of intellective activity, what
we call the soul of a human being, is an incorporeal,
subsistent principle’ (Summa theologiae 1a.75.2c).
The human soul, just because it is distinctively
mind (the principle of intellective activity), must
therefore be described not only as incorporeal but
also as subsistent.

It may seem impossible for Aquinas’ account to
accommodate the claim that souls persist and
engage in mental acts after the death of the body.
If the separated soul is a form, what is it a form of?
Aquinas is not a universal hylomorphist; unlike
some of his contemporaries, he does not think that
there is ‘spiritual matter’ that angels or disembodied
souls have as one of their components, but rather
that they are separated forms that configure no
matter at all. Thus when he claims that the soul
exists apart from the body, he seems to be holding
the view that there can be a form with nothing of
which it is the form. Moreover, Aquinas thinks that
an angel or the soul separated from the body
engages in mental activity. However, a form seems
not to be the sort of thing that enages in acts of any
sort, and so it appears that even if there were some
way to explain the existence of the soul apart from
the body, its acting could not be explained.

In this connection, it is helpful to examine
Aquinas’ broader view of form. The world is
ordered metaphysically in such a way that at the top
of the universal hierarchy there are forms — God and
angels — that are not forms of anything. Near the
bottom of the hierarchy are forms that configure
matter but cannot exist in their own right, apart
from the corporeal composites they inform. The
forms of inanimate things and of animate, non-
rational things are of that sort. Those forms inform
matter, but when the resultant composites cease to
exist, those forms also cease to exist. In the middle —
‘on the borderline between corporeal and separated
[that is, purely spiritual] substances’ — are human
souls, the metaphysical amphibians (Quaestio dis-
putata de anima 1c). Like angels, human souls are
subsistent, able to exist on their own; but, like the
forms of inanimate things, human souls configure
matter.

Seeing the soul in this light helps to explain some
of what is initially puzzling in Aquinas’ account.
The human soul has a double character. On the one
hand, unlike the forms of other material things, it is
created by God as an individual entity in its own
right, able to exist by itself as do purely immaterial
angels. On the other hand, like the form of any
corporeal thing, it exists in the composite it
configures, and it comes into existence only with
that composite, not before it (see SOUL, NATURE
AND IMMORTALITY OF THE).
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11 Theory of knowledge

Nature, Aquinas thinks, must be arranged so as to
enable human beings in general to satisfy their
natural desire to know (Sententia super Metaphysicam
1.1.3-4). His view of the arrangement actually
provided seems at first too tight to be true,
involving some sort of formal identity between
the extra-mental object (O) and the cognizing
faculty (F) in its actually cognizing O. However,
Aquinas takes that (Aristotelian) identity-claim to
mean only that the form of O is somehow in F
(Summa theologiae 1a.85.2, ad 1). O’s form comes to
be in F when F receives species, either sensory or
intellective, of O. These species may be thought of
as encodings of O% form. If O is a particular
corporeal object — an iron hoop, for instance — then
in O itself O’s form informs matter to produce an
iron hoop of just those dimensions at just that
spatio-temporal location. (In Aquinas’ account of
individuation, it is matter that is ‘designated’ or
‘determinate’ in this way that individuates O’s form:
see for example De ente et essentia 2.) But when the
appropriately encoded form 1is received in an
external sense faculty F (which uses a bodily
organ), then, even though it is received materially
in Fs matter, it is nonetheless received differently
from its reception in the matter of the hoop. The
imposition of the form on the matter of the sense
organ constitutes an ‘intentional’ or ‘spiritual’
reception of the form, contributing to a cognition
of the hoop rather than metaphysically constituting
a new, individuated matter—form composite.

Sensory species received in external senses are
standardly transmitted to ‘internal senses’, the
organs for which, Aquinas thought, must be located
in the brain. Among the most important of these for
purposes of cognition are ‘phantasia’ and ‘imagina-
tion’ (although Aquinas usually treats imagination as
part of the power of phantasia). Phantasia and
imagination produce and preserve ‘phantasms’, the
sensory data that are necessary preconditions for
intellective cognition. Imagination and phantasia are
also indispensable to conscious sensory cognition. In
Aquinas’ view, sensible species themselves are not
the objects of cognition, and what he says about
phantasia suggests that having sensible species isn’t
sufficient for having sensory cognition. O itself,
currently having a natural effect on the external
senses, is consciously sensed because phantasia has
processed O’s sensible species into phantasms.

The form presented in a phantasm has of course
been stripped of its original, individuating matter,
but a phantasm of O remains particularized as a
phantasm in virtue of having been received in the
different matter of phantasia’s organ, while remaining
recognizably the form of O because of the details of
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O that are preserved in it. However, cognition of O
as an iron hoop is conceptual, intellective cognition,
for which phantasms are only the raw material.

In intellect itself, Aquinas distinguishes two
Aristotelian ‘powers’. The first is agent intellect, the
essentially active or productive aspect of intellect,
which acts on phantasms in a way that produces
‘intelligible species’. These constitute the primary
contents of intellect, stored in possible intellect,
intellect’s essentially receptive aspect. ‘Through
intellect it is natural for us to have cognition of
natures. Of course, [as universals| natures do not
have existence except in individuating matter. It is
natural for us to have cognition of them, however,
not as they are in individuating matter but as they
are abstracted from it by intellect’s consideration’,
the work of agent intellect, producing intelligible
species (Summa theologiae 1a.12.4c). The intelligible
species of O are unlike sensory species of it in that
they are only universals, which occur as such only in
possible intellect: for example, round, metallic, iron
hoop. These ‘universal natures’ are not only
received in the intellective faculty E the possible
intellect, but are also of course used regularly as the
devices indispensable for intellective cognition of
corporeal reality: ‘Our intellect both abstracts
intelligible species from phantasms, insofar as it
considers the natures of things universally, and yet
also has intellective cognition of them [the things] in
the phantasms, since without attending to phan-
tasms it cannot have intellective cognition of even
those things whose [intelligible] species it abstracts’
(Summa theologiae 1a.85.1, ad 5). It is in this way that
‘in intellection we can have cognition of such
[particular, corporeal, composite| things in univers-
ality, which is beyond the faculty of sense’ (Summa
theologiae Ta.12.4c¢).

Thus both sense and intellect have cognition of
O, a particular corporeal thing. However, sense has
cognition of O only in its particularity (Sententia
super  Posteriora analytica 11.20.14). Further, an
individual intellect that happened to have the
concept ‘iron hoop’ would have cognition only of
a universal nature that happened to be instantiated
in O, and not also of any instantiation of that
nature — unless that intellect were also attending to
phantasms of O. It is as a result of this attending that
intellect also cognizes O itself, but as exemplifying a
universal, for example, as an iron hoop (Summa
theologiae  1a.85.5¢c;  Sententia  super de —anima
11.12.377).

Although intellect regularly has cognition of a
corporeal particular in the way described, its proper
object, Aquinas says, is that particular’s universal
nature, or ‘quiddity’. Intellect’s ‘first operation’,
then, is its cognition of a universal, its proper
object (although as we have seen, agent intellect’s
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abstracting of intelligible species is a necessary step
on the way to the cognition of the quiddities of
things). Aquinas sometimes calls this first operation
‘understanding’. However, scentia, which is one
of the last operations of intellect, a pinnacle of
intellective cognition, also has the natures of things
as its objects (see below). Universal natures, the
proper objects of intellect’s first operation and the
objects of the culminating theoretical knowledge of
nature, must then be thought of as proper objects
of both the beginning and the culmination of
intellective cognition. What is cognized in an
unanalysed way in the first operation of the intellect —
for example, animal — is in scientific cognition
analysed into the essential parts of its nature —
sensitive animate corporeality — which are themselves
comprehended in terms of all their characters and
capacities. In theory, in potentiality, the culminating
cognitive state is all that could be hoped for: ‘if the
human intellect comprehends the substance of any
thing — a rock, for example, or a triangle — none of
the intelligible aspects of that thing exceeds the
capacity of human reason’ (Summa contra gentiles
1.3.16).

Intellect’s ‘second operation’ is the making of
judgments, affirming by propositionally ‘com-
pounding’ with one another concepts acquired in
the first operation, or denying by ‘dividing’ them
from one another. At every stage past initial
acquisition, the cognition of quiddities will partially
depend on this second operation, and on reasoning
as well: ‘the human intellect does not immediately,
in its first apprehension, acquire a complete
cognition of the thing. Instead, it first apprehends
something about it — that is, its quiddity, which is a
first and proper object of intellect; and then it
acquires intellective cognition of the properties,
accidents, and dispositions associated with the
thing’s essence. In doing so it has to compound
one apprehended aspect with another, or divide one
from another, and proceed from one composition
or division to another, which is reasoning’. This is
sometimes called intellect’s third operation (Sumima
theologiae 1a.85.5¢).

The framing of propositions and the construction
of inferences involving them are necessary precon-
ditions of the culminating intellective cognition
Aquinas recognizes as scientia, which he discusses in
greatest detail in his Sententia super Posteriora analytica
(Commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics). The
interpretation of his account of sdentia is contro-
versial, but one helpful way to view it is as follows.
To cognize a proposition with scientia is, strictly
speaking, to accept it as the conclusion of a
‘demonstration’. Of course, many premises in
demonstrations may themselves be conclusions of
other demonstrations; some, however, must be



accepted not on the basis of demonstration but per se
(Sententia super Posteriora analytica 1.7.5-8). Such
propositions, knowable per se (although not always
per se knowable by us) are Aquinas’ first principles.
Like Aristotle, he calls them immediate propo-
sitions; that is, they cannot themselves be the
conclusions of demonstrations, and their truth is
evident to anyone who fully understands their
terms, who not merely grasps their ordinary
meaning but also comprehends the real nature of
their referents. The predicate of an immediate
proposition belongs to the ratio of the proposition’s
subject, and the ratio is the formulation of the
subject’s real nature (Sententia super Posteriora
analytica 1.10; 33). Thus for example, Aquinas
considers ‘God exists’ to be self-evident, since
according to the doctrine of simplicity God’s nature
is God’s existence. ‘God exists’ is a good example of
a proposition knowable per se but, as Aquinas insists
in rejecting Anselm’s ontological argument, not
knowable per se by us. It is for that reason that he
develops a number of a posteriori arguments for
God’s existence, among which the most famous are
the ‘Five Ways’, found in Summa theologiae Ta.2.3c
(see GOD, ARGUMENTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF).

Anyone who has a developed concept of the
subject’s real nature is certain of the truth of such an
immediate proposition, ‘but there are some
immediate propositions the terms of which not
everyone knows. That is why although the
predicate of such a proposition does belong to the
ratio of its subject, the proposition need not be
granted by everyone, just because its subject’s
[metaphysical| definition is not known to everyone’
(Sententia super Posteriora analytica 1.5.7). Because
proper demonstrations are isomorphic with meta-
physical reality, the facts expressed in their premises
are regularly to be construed as causes of the facts in
their conclusions (Sententia super Posteriora analytica
[.2.9), although in some cases demonstrative reason-
ing goes the other way, from eftects to causes. So,
having scientia with respect to some proposition is
the fullest possible human cognition, by which one
situates the fact expressed by a conclusion in an
explanatory theory that accurately maps metaphysi-
cal or physical reality.

According to Aquinas, then, what demonstration
provides is not so much knowledge as it has been
conceived of by foundationalists (for example,
DEscARTES) as depth of understanding and explana-
tory insight. In general, Aquinas does not begin
with self-evident principles and derive conclusions
from them deductively; ‘rather [he begins| with a
statement to be justified (it will become the
“conclusion” only in a formal restatement of the
argument) and “reduce[s]” it back to its ultimate
explanatory principles’ (see Durbin, St Thomas
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Agquinas 1968: 82). When Aquinas himself describes
his project generally, he says that there are two
different processes in which human reason engages:
discovery (or invention) and judgment. When we
engage in discovery, we proceed from first prin-
ciples, reasoning from them to other things; in
judgment we reason to first principles on the basis
of a kind of analysis. In his view, it is judgment’s
reasoning process, not that of discovery, that leads to
scientia, and judgment is the subject of the Posterior
Analytics: ‘Judgment goes with the certitude of
scientia. And it is because we cannot have certain
judgment about effects except by analysis leading to
first principles that this part of human reasoning is
called “analytics”’ (Sententia super Posteriora analytica,
prooemiumy).

Sceptical worries seldom intrude on Aquinas’
scattered development of his systematically unified
theory of knowledge, largely because it is based on a
metaphysics in which the first principle of existence
is an omniscient, omnipotent, perfectly good God,
whose rational creatures could not have been made
so as to be standardly mistaken about the rest of
creation (see GOD, CONCEPTS OF; KNOWLEDGE,
CONCEPT OF).

12 Will and action

Philosophy of mind is obviously relevant to
epistemology in its account of the mechanisms of
cognition, especially of intellect. In its account of
will it is just as obviously relevant to action theory
and to ethics. Aquinas’ concern with moral issues is
even greater than his considerable interest in
epistemological issues, and his ethics is so fully
developed that he integrates his systematic treat-
ment of acts of will into it rather than including
such a treatment in his philosophy of mind.

As intellect is the cognitive faculty of the
distinctively human rational soul, so will is its
appetitive faculty. Will’s metaphysical provenance is
more primitive than that of intellect; it is merely the
most subtle terrestrial instantiation of an utterly
universal aspect of creation. Not only every sort of
soul but absolutely every form, Aquinas maintains,
has some sort of inclination essentially associated
with it; and so every hylomorphic thing, even if
inanimate, has at least one natural inclination: ‘on
the basis of its form, fire, for instance, is inclined
toward a higher place, and toward generating its
like’ (Summa theologiae 1a.80.1c). Inclination is the
genus of appetite, and appetite is the genus of will.
The human soul of course involves natural appetites —
for example, for food — but its sensory and
intellective modes of cognition bring with them
sensory appetites, or passions — for example, for
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seafood — and rational appetite, or volition — for
example, for food low in fat content.

In human beings, sensory appetite, or ‘sensual-
ity’, is a cluster of inclinations (passions) to which
we are subject (passive) by animal nature. Following
an Aristotelian line, Aquinas thinks of sensuality as
sorted into two complementary powers: the
concupiscible — pursuit/avoidance instincts — and the
irascible — competition/aggression/defense instincts.
With the former are associated the emotions of joy
and sadness, love and hate, desire and repugnance;
with the latter, daring and fear, hope and despair,
anger.

For philosophy of mind and for ethics, one
important issue is the manner and extent of the
rational faculties” control of sensuality, a control
without which the harmony of the human soul is
threatened and morality is impossible — especially in
Aquinas’ reason-centred ethics with its focus on
virtues and vices. A human being who is not
aberrantly behaving like a non-rational animal ‘is
not immediately moved in accordance with the
irascible and concupiscible appetite but waits for the
command of will, which is the higher appetite’
(Summa theologiae 12.81.3¢c). But the kind of control
exercised by a cognitive rational faculty (standardly
identified in this role as ‘practical reason’ rather than
the broader ‘intellect’) is less obvious, and is
particularly interesting in view of Aquinas’ account
of intellective cognition. The rational faculties can
direct the attention of the external senses and
compensate to some extent for their malfunction-
ing, but they cannot directly control what the
external senses initially perceive on any occasion.
On the other hand, sensuality and the internal
senses are not directly related to mind-independent
external things, and so to some extent ‘they are
subject to reason’s command’, although they too
can fight against reason (Sumima theologiae1a.81.3, ad 3).
Elaborating an Aristotelian theme (Politics I, 2),
Aquinas observes that the soul’s rule over the body
is ‘despotic’: in a normal body, any bodily part that
can be moved by an act of will will be moved
immediately when and as will commands. But the
rational faculties rule sensuality ‘politically’, because
the powers and passions that are the intended
subjects of this rational governance are also moved
by imagination and sense, and so are no slaves to
reason. ‘That is why we experience the irascible or
the concupiscible fighting against reason when we
sense or imagine something pleasant that reason
forbids, or something unpleasant that reason
commands’ (Summa theologiae 12.81.3, ad 2).

According to Aquinas, the volition for happiness
in general is an ineluctable part of human nature
(see §13 below). Nonetheless, ‘the movement of a
creature’s will is not determined in particular to
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seeking happiness in this, or in that’ (Quaestiones
disputatae de veritate 24.7, ad 6). This sort of freedom
of will is freedom of specification or ‘freedom as
regards the object’, freedom in the ‘determining’
aspect of volition. It is distinguished from freedom
of exercise or ‘freedom as regards the act’, freedom
associated with will’s ‘executive’ capacity, for either
acting or not acting to achieve something appre-
hended as good.

The interpretation of Aquinas’ account of free-
dom of will is controversial. The very phrase
‘freedom of will’ is part of the difficulty, because it
imports a concept from a later tradition. Aquinas
conceives of freedom as liberum arbitrium (free
decision or judgment), which cannot be attributed
to will alone. It is a property that inheres in the
system of intellect and will as a whole, that emerges
from their interaction. However, it is perhaps safe to
say that, since Aquinas emphatically denies that any
volition caused by something extrinsic to the agent
can be free, his account of freedom of will is not a
version of compatibilism (see for example Summa
theologiae Tallae.6.4). The one apparent exception
has to do with God’s acting on a human will.
Aquinas holds that among extrinsic forces, God
alone can act directly on some other person’s will
without violating the will’s nature, that is, without
undermining its freedom (see for example Summa
theologiae Tallae.9.6). On this basis, some interpreters
characterize Aquinas as a theological compatibilist;
however, the subtle complexities of his account of
God’s action on human wills leads others to claim
that a full appreciation of those complexities would
show that Aquinas is not in any sense a compatibilist
(see DETERMINISM AND INDETERMINISM; FREE
WILL).

Aquinas’ analysis of human action, built on his
account of will and intellect, is complicated and not
readily summarized. Generally speaking, he finds
elaborately ordered mental components in even
simple acts. For instance, in a case of raising one’s
hand to attract attention we are likely to suppose
that the mental antecedents of the bodily movement
are just the agent’s combined beliefs and desires,
whether or not the agent is fully conscious of them.
Aquinas would of course agree that the agent need
not be completely aware of the overt action’s mental
antecedents, but he sees them as having a complex,
hierarchical structure.

On his analysis, the action begins when (I1) the
agent’s intellect apprehends a certain end — attracting
attention — as a good to be achieved in these
particular circumstances. (I1) thus gives rise to a
second component: (W1) the agent’s will forms a
simple volition for that end. Then, (I2) the agent’s
intellect considers whether the end can be achieved
at that time. If the result of (I2) is affirmative, then



on that basis (W2) the agents will forms an
intention to achieve the end by some means or
other. Next, (I3) the agent’s intellect surveys the
available means and settles on one or more that
would be suitable to achieve the end and acceptable
to the agent, and (W3) the agent’s will accepts the
means. If intellect has found more than one suitable
and acceptable means, then (I4) intellect compares
them and determines which is best in the
circumstances, and (W4) will opts for that means.
The process comes to its natural end when (W5) the
agent’s will exercises its control over the agent’s arm,
and the arm goes up. This ordered series looks
deterministic, but as Aquinas views the interaction
between intellect and will, the process could go
otherwise at almost any point because will could
direct intellect to reconsider, to direct attention in
some other way, or even just to stop thinking about
the issue (Summa theologiae lallae.6—17).

13 Ethics, law and politics

Aquinas’ moral theory is developed most exten-
sively and systematically in the Second Part of
Summa theologiae. (Broadly speaking, the general
theory is in Iallae and the detailed consideration of
particular issues is in Ilallae.) Like almost all his
predecessors, medieval and ancient, Aquinas sees
ethics as having two principal topics: first, the
ultimate goal of human existence, and second, how
that goal is to be won, or lost. Of the 303 Questions
making up Summa theologiae’s Second Part, 298 are
concerned in one way or another with the second
topic, and only the first 5 are concerned directly
with the first (although in Summa contra gentiles 111
he devotes chapters 25—40 to a detailed examination
of it).

Summa theologiae Tallae.1-5, sometimes called the
Treatise on Happiness, develops an argument to
establish the existence and nature of a single
ultimate end for all human action, or, more strictly,
the kind of behaviour over which a person has
‘control’. First, ‘all actions that proceed from a
power are caused by that power in accordance with
the nature of its object. But the object of will is an
end and a good’, that is, an end perceived as good
by the willer’s intellect (Summa theologiae Iallae.1.1c).
From this starting point Aquinas develops an
argument designed to show that a human being
necessarily (though not always consciously) seeks
everything it seeks for its own ultimate end,
happiness.

Aquinas argues that the often unrecognized
genuine ultimate end for which human beings
exist (their ‘object’) is God, perfect goodness
personified; and perfect happiness, the ultimate
end with which they may exist (their ‘use’ of that
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object), is the enjoyment of the end for which they
exist. That enjoyment is fully achieved only in the
beatific vision, which Aquinas conceives of as an
activity. Since the beatific vision involves the
contemplation of the ultimate (first) cause of
everything, it is, whatever else it may be, also the
perfection of all knowledge and understanding
(Summa theologiae Iallae.1.8; 3.8).

Aquinas devotes just four questions of Summa
theologiae Iallae (18-21) to ‘the goodness and
badness of human acts in general’. Although
considerations of rightness and wrongness occupy
only a little more than ten per cent of the discussion
in Questions 1821, Aquinas nonetheless appears to
think of rightness and wrongness as the practical,
distinctively moral evaluations of actions. His
emphasis on the broader notions of goodness and
badness reveals the root of his moral evaluation of
actions in his metaphysical identification of being
and goodness (see §9 above).

What makes an action morally bad is its moving
the agent not toward, but away from, the agent’s
ultimate goal. Such a deviation is patently irrational,
and Aquinas’ analysis of the moral badness of human
action identifies it as fundamentally irrationality,
since irrationality is an obstacle to the actualization
of a human being’s specifying potentialities, those
that make rational the differentia of the human
species. In this as in every other respect, Aquinas’
ethics is reason-centred:

In connection with human acts the words
‘good’ and ‘bad’ are applied on the basis of a
comparison to reason, because a human
being’s good is existing in accordance with
reason, while what is bad for a human being is
whatever is contrary to reason. For what is
good for any thing is what goes together with
it in keeping with its form, and what is bad for
it is whatever is contrary to the order
associated with its form.

(Summa theologiae 1allae.18.5¢)

It would be a mistake, however, to suppose that
Aquinas takes moral evil to consist in intellective
error. Because of the very close relationship he sees
between intellect and will, the irrationality of moral
wrongdoing will be a function of will as well, not
just of intellect. In Aquinas’ view, the moral
evaluation of a human action attaches primarily to
the ‘internal act’, the volition from which the
external act derives. Since ‘will is inclined toward
reason’s good [the good presented to will by
intellect] by the very nature of the power of will’,
bad volition stems from defective deliberation
(Summa theologiae Iallae.50.5, ad 3). As intellect
and will continually influence each other, so bad
deliberation can also be an effect of bad volition.
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Moreover, practical intellect’s mistakes in identify-
ing the best available course of action may also have
the passions of the sensory soul as sources.

Furthermore, ‘because the good [presented by
intellect] is varied in many ways, it is necessary that
will be inclined through some habit toward some
determinate good presented by reason so that [will’s
determining] activity may follow more promptly’
(Summa theologiae Tallae.50.5, ad 3). Habits of will
are conditions necessary for our carrying out our
volitions in particularly good or particularly bad
ways, as regards both the ‘executive’ and the
‘determining’ aspects of volition; and the habits
that play these crucial roles in Aquinas’ moral
theory are the virtues and the vices.

The four ‘cardinal virtues’ can be understood as
habits of this sort. Reason’s habit of good govern-
ance generally is prudence; reason’s restraint of self-
serving concupiscence is femperance; reason’s perse-
vering despite self-serving ‘irascible’ passions such as
fear is courage; reason’s governance of one’s relations
with others despite one’s tendencies toward self-
ishness is justice. Aquinas’ normative ethics is based
not on rules but on virtues; it is concerned with
dispositions first and only then with actions. In
addition to the moral virtues in all their various
manifestations, Aquinas also recognizes intellectual
virtues that, like the moral virtues, can be acquired
by human effort. On the other hand, the supreme
theological virtues of faith, hope and charity cannot
be acquired but must be directly ‘infused” by God.
Aquinas introduces these virtues and others in
Summa theologiae Iallae (49-88) and examines them
in detail throughout Ilallae (see VIRTUE ETHICS).

Passions, virtues and vices are all intrinsic
principles, or sources, of human acts. However,
there are extrinsic principles as well, among which
is law in all its varieties. Consequently, Aquinas
moves on in Summa theologiae 1allae.90—108 to his
Treatise on Law, a famous and original treatment of
the subject. The best-known feature of the treatise
is Aquinas’ concept of natural law. Law in general is
‘a kind of rational ordering for the common good,
promulgated by the one who takes care of the
community’ (Summa theologiae lallae.90.4c), and
‘the precepts of natural law are to practical reasoning
what the first principles of demonstrations are to
theoretical reasoning . . . . All things to be done or to
be avoided pertain to the precepts of natural law,
which practical reasoning apprehends naturally as
being human goods’ (Iallae.94.2c). Human laws of
all kinds derive, or should derive, from natural law,
which might be construed as the naturally knowable
rational principles underlying morality in general:
‘From the precepts of natural law, as from general,
indemonstrable principles, it is necessary that
human reason proceed to making more particular
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arrangements [which] are called human laws,
provided that they pertain to the definition (rationem)
of law already stated’ (Iallae.91.3c). As a conse-
quence of this hierarchy of laws, Aquinas unhesitat-
ingly rejects some kinds and some particular
instances of human law, for example: ‘A tyrannical
law, since it is not in accord with reason, is not
unconditionally a law but is, rather, a perversion of
law’ (Tallae.92.1, ad 4). Even natural law rests on the
more fundamental ‘eternal law’, which Aquinas
identifies as divine providence, ‘the very nature of
the governance of things on the part of God as ruler
of the universe’ (Iallae.91.1¢) (see NATURAL LAW).

In De regimine principum (The Governance of
Rulers), his most important political work, Aquinas
begins by sounding the familiar medieval theme:
monarchy is the best form of government. How-
ever, he realizes that a single ruler is easily corrupted
and that monarchy therefore has a tendency to turn
into tyranny. He seems not to countenance
revolution against a legitimate ruler who has
become tyrannical (De regimine principium 6), but
he maintains that radical means, including tyranni-
cide, may be justified against a usurper. Perhaps
because he came to appreciate the dangers in
monarchy, he gradually works republican elements
into his theory of good government. His later
commentary on Aristotle’s Politics seems to erode
the dominant monarchical model further in its
treatment of the notions of the commonwealth (res
publica) and of the citizen as one who rules and is
ruled in turn (see POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY, HIS-
TORY OF).

14 Theology: natural, revealed and
philosophical

Because Aquinas developed most of his thought
within the formal confines of thirteenth-century
theology, and because this has in turn affected his
place in the history of philosophy and the assessment
of his work, some attention must be paid to the
ways in which much of what we recognize as
philosophy was an essential component of what he
thought of as theology.

Aquinas devotes the first three books of Summa
contra gentiles to a systematic development of natural
theology, which he saw as part of philosophy
(Summa theologiae Ia.1.1, ad 2) (see NATURAL
THEOLOGY). As part of philosophy, natural theology
must of course be based entirely on ‘principles
known by the natural light of intellect’ (Summa
theologiae Ia.1.2c), principles of the sort that underlie
Aristotle’s metaphysics, which Aristotle himself
thought of as culminating in ‘theology’ (see
Aquinas’ interpretation of that thought in the
prooemium to his Sententia super Metaphysicam



(Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics). In fact,
the way Aquinas works in Summa contra gentiles I-111
strongly suggests that he may have thought of
natural theology as a science subordinate to meta-
physics, somewhat as he would have understood
optics to be subordinate to geometry.

However, there is something odd about that
project of his. By Aquinas’ day the churchmen
governing universities had overcome most of their
initial misgivings about the recently recovered
works of the pagan Aristotle, and had acknowledged
officially that the study of Aristotelian physics and
metaphysics (with their integrated minor compo-
nent of natural theology) was compatible with the
then universally recognized availability of revealed
truths about God. Medieval Christians had come to
appreciate the ancient philosophers’ attempts to
uncover truths about God on the basis of observa-
tion and reasoning alone as having been justified,
even commendable, given their total ignorance of
revelation. However, no philosopher in Aquinas’
circumstances could have justifiably undertaken a
new project of natural theology heuristically.

Still, no opprobrium would attach to natural
theology taken up expositionally. The aim of such
an enterprise would be not to develop theology
from scratch but rather to show, in the spirit of
Romans 1: 20, the extent to which what had been
supernaturally revealed could, in theory, have been
naturally discovered. Such an enterprise is what
Summa contra gentiles I-111 seems to represent.

Evidence from a chronicle written about seventy
years after Aquinas began Summa contra gentiles once
led scholars to suppose that he had written it as a
manual for the use of Dominican missionaries to
Muslims and Jews. If that were so, then the work’s
presentation of natural instead of revealed theology
in its first three books would have been dictated by
the practical purpose of rationally deriving the truth
about God, and about God’s relation to everything
else, for people who would not have acknowledged
the revealed texts Aquinas would otherwise have
cited as the source of that truth. But nobody, and
certainly not Aquinas, could have supposed that
Muslims or Jews needed to be argued into perfect-
being monotheism of the sort developed in those
first three books, which contain nothing that he
would have taken to be contrary to Judaism or
Islam. If Aquinas had intended Summa contra gentiles
as a manual for missionaries to educated Muslims,
Jews or Christian heretics, he would have wasted
the enormous effort represented in the 366
copiously argued chapters of Books I-III.

What Aquinas himself says about his purpose in
writing Summa contra gentiles suggests that what he
wrote had at least its formal cause not in an attempt
to aid missionary activities, but instead in his
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consideration of the interrelation of philosophy
and Christianity. He begins by writing about the
concerns of a wise person, one of those ‘who give
things an appropriate order and direction and
govern them well’ (Summa contra gentiles 1.1.2).
Obviously, such a person has to be concerned with
goals and sources, and so the wisest person will be
‘one whose attention is turned toward the universal
goal, which is also the universal source’, which
Aquinas takes to be God (I.1.3). Because this natural
theology is oriented as it is, ‘it must be called the
greatest wisdom itself, as considering the absolutely
highest cause of all’ (I1.4.874). Therefore, the
highest, most universal explanatory truth must be
wisdom’s concern. Anyone aspiring to wisdom will
attend to metaphysics, since, Aquinas reports,
Aristotle rightly identified metaphysics as ‘the
science of truth — not of just any truth, but of the
truth that is the origin of all truth, the truth that
pertains to the first principle of being for all things’
(I.1.5). And, as he says in an observation that suits
his own enterprise, ‘sometimes divine wisdom
proceeds from human philosophy’s starting points’
(I1.4.875). However, since it is the business of one
and the same science ‘to pursue one of two contraries
and to repel the other the role of the wise
person is to meditate on the truth, especially the
truth regarding the first principle, and to discuss it
with others, but also to fight against the falsity that is
its contrary’ (I.1.6). The truth regarding the first
principle will be the truth about God, supposing
natural theology can show that God exists; and so
the explanatory truth associated here with meta-
physics is the truth associated also with theology.
No one knows what title, if any, Aquinas himself’
gave to this work. In some of its medieval manu-
scripts, it is entitled Liber de veritate catholicae fidei
contra errores (A Book About the Truth of the
Catholic Faith, Directed Against Mistakes), a title
that comes closer to accurately representing the
book’s aim and contents than the more pugnacious,
traditional ~ Summa contra  gentiles (Synopsis [of
Christian Doctrine] Directed Against Unbelievers).
During the nineteenth century, when Summa
theologiae  (Synopsis of Theology) was instead
normally referred to as Summa theologica (Theolo-
gical Synopsis), Summa contra gentiles was sometimes
published under the deliberately contrasting title
Summa philosophica (Philosophical Synopsis). That
contrast, although potentially misleading, has some
truth in it, as may be seen in Aquinas’ plan for
Summa contra gentiles I-1II: ‘Since we intend to
pursue by way of reason the things about God that
human reason can investigate, the first consideration
is of matters associated with God considered in
himself [Book IJ; second, of the emergence of
created things from him [Book II]; third, of the
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ordering and directing of created things toward him
as their goal [Book III|" (1.9.57).

In this pursuit by way of reason, Aquinas must
and does shun ‘authoritative arguments’ of any sort,
but he shows good sense in not restricting himself to
‘demonstrative arguments’ in developing natural
theology. He does, of course, use demonstrative
arguments when he thinks he has them, but, like
almost all philosophers of any period, he recognizes
philosophy’s need for ‘probable aguments’ as well. A
demonstrative argument takes as its premises propo-
sitions that explain the fact in the argument’s
conclusion by elucidating its causes (or, sometimes,
its eftects), and so it produces, or presents, scientific
understanding. A probable argument — the sort that
has always been most prevalent and most appro-
priate in philosophy — is one based on premises of
any sort that are accepted widely or by experts in
the relevant field, and so one group may be
convinced by a probable argument that another
group rejects. Of course, Aquinas has to make use of’
authoritative arguments in the fourth (and last)
book, where he turns from natural to revealed
theology, and his tolerance of them there is part of
what distinguishes Book IV’s argumentation from
the sort that characterizes Books I-III.

In Summa contra gentiles TV, Aquinas engages in
what has come to be called philosophical theology, the
application of reason to revelation. Philosophical
theology shares the methods of natural theology
broadly conceived — in other words, analysis and
argumentation of all the sorts accepted in
philosophy — but it lifts natural theology’s restriction
on premises, accepting as assumptions revealed
propositions. This includes those that are initially
inaccessible to unaided reason, such as the ‘mys-
teries’ of Christian doctrine. In his many works of
philosophical theology, Aquinas tests the coherence
of doctrinal propositions (including the mysteries),
attempts explanations of them, uncovers their
logical connections with other doctrinal propo-
sitions and so on, in order to bear out his conviction
that the doctrines themselves are eminently under-
standable and acceptable, and that the apparent
incoherence of some of them is only a feature of our
initial, superficial view of them.

Summa theologiae is the paradigm of philosophical
theology. The very first Article of the very first
Question makes it clear at once that it is not natural
theology that Summa theologiae is a summa of, since
it begins by asking whether we need any ‘other
teaching, besides philosophical studies’; which in
Aquinas’ usage means the studies that medieval
beginners in theology would have just completed in
the arts faculty. The question arises because philo-
sophical studies are characterized not only as dealing
with ‘the things that are subject to reason’, but also
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as encompassing ‘all beings, including God’, as a
consequence of which ‘part of philosophy is called
theology’.

Although Aquinas accepts this characterization of’
philosophy’s subject matter as universal and as
including a part that is properly called theology,
he offers several arguments to support his claim that
revealed theology is nonetheless not superfluous. In
one of those arguments, he claims that a thing’s
‘capacity for being cognized in various ways brings
about a difference between sciences’. By this he
means that different sciences can reason to some of
the same conclusions on the basis of different
premises or evidence. In his example, he points out
that in order to support the proposition that the
earth is round a naturalist uses empirical observa-
tions, while a cosmologist might support that same
conclusion on a strictly formal basis. ‘And for that
reason’, he concludes, ‘nothing prevents the same
things from being treated by philosophical studies
insofar as they can be cognized by the light of
natural reason, and also by another science insofar as
they are cognized by the light of divine revelation.
That is why the theology that pertains to sacra
doctrina [in other words, revealed theology]| differs in
kind from the theology that is considered a part of
philosophy’ (ad 2).

In this argument, Aquinas might appear willing
to concede that revealed and natural theology differ
only in this methodological respect, that they simply
constitute two radically different ways of approach-
ing the very same propositions about God and
everything else. However, he would not actually
concede this. There are propositions that belong
uniquely to revealed theology’s subject matter,
simply because the different premises with which
revealed theology begins can also lead to conclu-
sions not available to unaided reason. And, of
course, no doctrinal proposition that is initially
available to human beings only in virtue of having
been revealed by God can be part of natural
theology’s subject matter.

On the other hand, no propositions appropriate
to natural theology are excluded from Summa
theologiae’s subject matter. The propositions that
belong to natural theology form a proper subset of
those that belong to revealed theology:

It was necessary that human beings be
instructed by divine revelation even as regards
the things about God that human reason can
explore. For the truth about God investigated
by a few on the basis of reason [without
relying on revelation] would emerge for
people [only| after a long time and tainted
with many mistakes. And yet all human well-

being, which has to do with God, depends on



the cognition of that truth. Therefore, it was
necessary for human beings to be instructed
about divine matters through divine revelation
so that [the nature of human] well-being
might emerge for people more conveniently
and with greater certainty.

(Summa theologiae Ta.1.1c)

When he sums up his examination of sacra
doctrina, or revealed theology, Aquinas says that its
‘main aim ... is to transmit a cognition of God, and
not only as he is in himself, but also as he is the
source of things, and their goal — especially of the
rational creature’ (Summa theologiae Ia.2, intro.).
Thus the subject matter of sacra doctrina, the
theology presented in this summa of theology, is
the most basic truths about everything, with two
provisos: first, it is about God and about things
other than God as they relate to God as their source
and goal; second, among things other than God it
deals with, it is especially about human beings,
whose study of theology should be motivated by the
fact that their wellbeing depends specially on their
grasp of certain theological truths. And, Aquinas
insists, universal scope is just what one should
expect in a rational investigation of the truth about
God: ‘All things are considered in sacra doctrina
under the concept of God, either because they are
God, or because they have an ordered relationship to
God as to their source and goal. It follows from this
that the subject of this science is really God’, even
though the intended explanatory scope of the
science is universal (Summa theologiae Ta.1.7¢).

In referring to sacra doctrina as a ‘science’, Aquinas
means to characterize it as a systematic, reasoned
presentation of an organized body of knowledge
consisting of general truths about some reasonably
unified subject matter. In that broadly Aristotelian
sense, it is not obviously wrong to think of theology
asascience (asit would be in the narrower, twentieth-
century sense of ‘science’). It is in that sense that the
science of theology as Aquinas develops it in Summa
theologiae would now be called philosophical
theology, the enterprise of employing the techniques
and devices of philosophy in clarifying, supporting
and extending the propositions that are supposed to
have been revealed for theology’s starting points.
Thus, some of the work of philosophical theology is
an attempt to explain revealed propositions and
systematically work out their implications.

Like natural theology, which is subordinate to
metaphysics, philosophical theology is a subordinate
science. However, because it begins its work on
divinely revealed propositions, Aquinas identifies
the ‘science’ to which it is subordinate as God’s
knowledge of himself and everything else, available
to human beings directly only in the afterlife
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(Summa theologiae Ia.1.2¢c). As he says earlier, ‘For
us, the goal of faith is to arrive at an understanding
of what we believe — [which is] as if a practitioner of
a subordinate science were to acquire in addition
the knowledge possessed by a practitioner of the
higher science. In that case the things that were only
believed before would come to be known, or
understood’ (Expositio super librum Boethii de trinitate
2.2, ad 7).

Not even the doctrinal mysteries are impervious
to rational investigation, although unaided reason
could never have discovered them. Regarding one
central mystery, for example, Aquinas says: ‘It is
impossible to arrive at a cognition of the Trinity of
the divine persons by means of natural reason’
(Summa theologiae 1a.32.1c). However, he says this in
the twenty-second of a series of seventy-seven
articles of Summa theologiae devoted to analysing
and arguing about the details of Trinity; in other
words, in the midst of subjecting this mystery to
philosophical theology. As he explains in the very
Article in which he rules out the possibility of
rationally discovering that there are three divine
persons:

There are two ways in which reason is
employed regarding any matter in one
way to provide sufficient proof of something
fundamental in the other way to show
that consequent effects are suited to something
fundamental that has already been posited. . ..
It is in the first way, then, that reason can be
employed to prove that God is one, and things
of that sort. But it is in the second way that
reason is employed in a clarification of Trinity.
For once Trinity has been posited, reasonings
of that sort are suitable, although not so as to
provide a sufficient proof of the Trinity of
persons by those reasonings.

(Summa theologiae 1a.32.1c)

Aquinas is also careful to point out that it isn’t mere
intellectual curiosity or even a defense of the faith
that is served by a rational clarification of Trinity. In
his view, this application of philosophical theology —
confirming faith by reason, showing that Trinity is
not after all irrational, exposing the intricate
connections between these and other doctrinal
propositions — aids one’s understanding of creation
and salvation (see TRINITY).

See also: ALBERT THE GREAT; DUNs Scotus, J.;
GOD, CONCEPTS OF; KNOWLEDGE, CONCEPT OF;
MEDIEVAL PHILOSOPHY; NATURAL THEOLOGY;
TuaoMmISM

47



ARCHE

References and further reading

Aquinas, Thomas (1248-73) Opera omnia (Complete
Works), ed. Leonine Commission, S. Thomae
Agquinatis Doctoris Angelici. Opera Omnia. lussu
Leonis XIII, PM. edita, Rome: Vatican Polyglot
Press, 1882—. (Many of the editions in this series
are repeated in the Marietti Editions.)

Kretzmann, N. and Stump, E. (eds) (1993) The
Cambridge Companion to Aquinas, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. (Ten studies speci-
fically designed to introduce all the important
aspects of Aquinas’ thought; includes bibliography.)

Stump, E (2003) Aquinas, London: Routledge.

NORMAN KRETZMANN
ELEONORE STUMP

ARABIC PHILOSOPHY

See [SLAMIC PHILOSOPHY

ARCHE

Arche, or ‘principle’, is an ancient Greek philo-
sophical term. Building on earlier uses, Aristotle
established it as a technical term with a number of
related meanings, including ‘originating source’,
‘cause’, ‘principle of knowledge’ and ‘basic entity’.
Accordingly, it acquired importance in metaphysics,
epistemology and philosophy of science, and also in
the particular sciences. According to Aristotle’s
doctrine of scientific principles, all sciences and all
scientific knowledge are founded on principles
(archai) of a limited number of determinate kinds.
See also: ARISTOTLE; STOICISM

RICHARD MCKIRAHAN

ARCHITECTURE, AESTHETICS OF

The philosophy of architecture is a branch of
philosophical aesthetics concerned with various
issues arising from the theory and practice of
building design. The oldest writings on architecture
date from antiquity and link architectural principles
to more general, metaphysical elements of form and
order. This tradition persisted into and beyond the
Renaissance, but in the eighteenth century it began
to give way to new philosophies of mind and value,
according to which the determining factors of
aesthetic experience are the interests and attitudes of
informed subjects. Thereby architecture came
within the sphere of the theory of taste.
Nineteenth-century revivals of classical and
Gothic styles produced renewed interest in the
nature of architecture, its place within the scheme
of arts and sciences, and its role in society.
Following this, twentieth-century modernism
offered various accounts of the rational basis of
architectural form and combined these with utopian
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political philosophies. As it had been in antiquity
and during the Renaissance, architecture was again
viewed as central to and partly definitive of a
culture. More recently, however, attention has
returned to analytical questions such as “What is
the nature of the aesthetic experience of architec-
ture?” and, relatedly, ‘How is it possible for there to
be reasoned, critical judgments about the meaning
and value of buildings?’

In order to deal with such issues philosophers in
different traditions have begun to develop accounts
of the social aspects of architecture, recognizing that
critical judgments presuppose the capacity to
identify buildings as being of various types: public,
domestic, formal, informal and so on. The nature of
architecture is in part, therefore, a matter of social
convention or more generally ‘forms of life’, and
this limits the scope for abstract ahistorical theoriz-
ing. None the less, the resources of metaphysics, the
theories of mind, action, meaning and value are all
utilized in contemporary philosophy of architecture.
See also: AESTHETIC ATTITUDE; FORMALISM IN ART;
HaBERMAS, J.; KANT, 1. §12; POSTMODERNISM

JOHN J. HALDANE

ARENDT, HANNAH (1906-75)

Hannah Arendt was one of the leading political
thinkers of the twentieth century. She observed
Nazi totalitarianism at close quarters and devoted
much of her life to making sense of'it. In her view it
mobilized the atomized masses around a simple-
minded ideology, and devised a form of rule in
which bureaucratically minded officials performed
murderous deeds with a clear conscience. For
Arendt the only way to avoid totalitarianism was
to establish a well-ordered political community that
encouraged public participation and institutiona-
lized political freedom. She considered politics to be
one of the highest human activities because it
enabled citizens to reflect on their collective life, to
give meaning to their personal lives and to develop a
creative and cohesive community. She was deeply
worried that the economically obsessed modern age
discouraged political activity, and created morally
superficial people susceptible to the appeal of
mindless adventurism.

B. PAREKH

ARETE

A pivotal term of ancient Greek ethics, arete is
conventionally translated as ‘virtue’, but is more
properly ‘goodness’ — the quality of being a good
human being. Philosophy came, largely through
Plato, to recognize four cardinal aretai: wisdom
(phronesis), moderation (sophrosyné), courage (andreia)



and justice (dikaiosyne). Others, considered either
coordinate with these or their sub-species, included
piety, liberality and magnanimity. The term gener-
ated many controversies. For example, is areté a state
of intellect, character or both? Does it possess
intrinsic or only instrumental value? Is it teachable,
god-given or otherwise acquired? Is it one thing or
many? If many, how are they differentiated, and can
you have one without having all?

See also: ArisTOTLE §§21-3; EunamMoONIA; PLATO;
SOCRATES; SOPHISTS; VIRTUE ETHICS; VIRTUES AND
VICES

DAVID SEDLEY

ARISTOTLE (384-322 BC)

Introduction

Aristotle of Stagira is one of the two most important
philosophers of the ancient world, and one of the
four or five most important of any time or place. He
was not an Athenian, but he spent most of his life as
a student and teacher of philosophy in Athens. For
twenty years he was a member of Plato’s Academy;
later he set up his own philosophical school, the
Lyceum. During his lifetime he published philo-
sophical dialogues, of which only fragments now
survive. The ‘Aristotelian corpus’ (1,462 pages of
Greek text, including some spurious works) is
probably derived from the lectures that he gave in
the Lyceum.

Aristotle is the founder not only of philosophy as
a discipline with distinct areas or branches, but, still
more generally, of the conception of intellectual
inquiry as falling into distinct disciplines. He insists,
for instance, that the standards of proof and
evidence for deductive logic and mathematics
should not be applied to the study of nature, and
that neither of these disciplines should be taken as a
proper model for moral and political inquiry. He
distinguishes philosophical reflection on a discipline
from the practice of the discipline itself. The corpus
contains contributions to many difterent disciplines,
not only to philosophy.

Some areas of inquiry in which Aristotle makes a
fundamental contribution are as follows:

(1) Logic. Aristotle’s Prior Analytics constitutes
the first attempt to formulate a system of deductive
formal logic, based on the theory of the ‘syllogism’.
The Posterior Analytics uses this system to formulate
an account of rigorous scientific knowledge.
‘Logic’, as Aristotle conceives it, also includes the
study of language, meaning and their relation to
non-linguistic reality; hence it includes many topics
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that might now be assigned to philosophy of language
or philosophical logic (Categories, De Interpretatione,
Topics).

(2) The study of nature. About a quarter of the
corpus (see especially the History of Animals, Parts of
Animals, and Generation of Animals; also Movement of
Animals, Progression of Animals) consists of works
concerned with biology. Some of these contain
collections of detailed observations. (The Meteorology
contains a similar collection on inanimate nature.)
Others try to explain these observations in the light of
the explanatory scheme that Aristotle defends in his
more theoretical reflections on the study of nature.
These reflections (especially in the Physics and in
Generation and Corruption) develop an account of
nature, form, matter, cause and change that expresses
Aristotle’s views about the understanding and
explanation of natural organisms and their behaviour.
Natural philosophy and cosmology are combined in
On the Heavens.

(3) Metaphysics. In his reflections on the
foundations and presuppositions of other disciplines,
Aristotle describes a universal ‘science of being qua
being’, the concern of the Metaphysics. Part of this
universal science examines the foundations of
inquiry into nature. Aristotle formulates his doc-
trine of substance, which he explains through the
connected contrasts between form and matter, and
between potentiality and actuality. One of his aims
is to describe the distinctive and irreducible
character of living organisms. Another aim of the
universal science is to use his examination of
substance to give an account of divine substance,
the ultimate principle of the cosmic order.

(4) Philosophy of mind. The doctrine of form
and matter is used to explain the relation of soul and
body, and the different types of soul found in
different types of living creatures. In Aristotle’s view,
the soul is the form of a living body. He examines
the different aspects of this form in plants, non-
rational animals and human beings, by describing
nutrition, perception, thought and desire. His
discussion (in On the Soul, and also in the Parva
Naturalia) ranges over topics in philosophy of mind,
psychology, physiology, epistemology and theory of
action.

(5) Ethics and politics (Nicomachean Ethics,
Eudemian Ethics, Magna Moralia). In Aristotle’s
view, the understanding of the natural and essential
aims of human agents is the right basis for a grasp of
principles guiding moral and political practice.
These principles are expressed in his account of
human wellbeing, and of the different virtues that
constitute a good person and promote wellbeing.
The description of a society that embodies these
virtues in individual and social life is a task for the
Politics, which also examines the virtues and vices of
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actual states and societies, measuring them against
the principles derived from ethical theory.

(6) Literary criticism and rhetorical theory
(Poetics, Rhetoric). These works are closely con-
nected both to Aristotle’s logic and to his ethical
and political theory.

Life
Order of Aristotle’s works
Appearances
Thought and language
Deduction
Knowledge, science and demonstration
Categories and beings
Change and substance
9 Causes
10 Change
11 Metaphysics
12 From being to substance
13 Why is form substance?
14 What are substantial forms
15 Universals, Platonic Forms, mathematics
16 Metaphysics: God
17 Soul and body
18 Perception
19 Appearance and thought
20 Desire and voluntary action
21 The human good
22 Virtue of character
23 Virtue, practical reason and incontinence
24 Choice, virtue and pleasure
25 Virtue, friendship and the good of others
26 Two conceptions of happiness?
27 Politics: ideal states
28 Politics: imperfect states
29 Rhetoric and poetics
30 Influence
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1 Life

Aristotle was born in 384 Bc, in the Macedonian
city of Stagira, now part of northern Greece. In his
lifetime the kingdom of Macedon, first under Philip
and then under Philip’s son Alexander (‘the Great’),
conquered both the Greek cities of Europe and Asia
and the Persian Empire. Although Aristotle spent
much of his adult life in Athens, he was not an
Athenian citizen. He was closely linked to the kings
of Macedon, whom many Greeks regarded as
foreign invaders; hence, he was affected by the
volatile relations between Macedon and the Greek
cities, especially Athens.

Aristotle was the son of Nicomachus, a doctor
attached to the Macedonian court. In 367 BC
Aristotle came to Athens. He belonged to Plato’s
Academy until the death of Plato in 347; during
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these years Plato wrote his important later dialogues
(including the Sophist, Timaeus, Philebus, Statesman,
and Laws), which reconsider many of the doctrines
of his earlier dialogues and pursue new lines of
thought. Since there was no dogmatic system of
‘Platonism’, Aristotle was neither a disciple of such a
system nor a rebel against it. The exploratory and
critical outlook of the Academy probably encour-
aged Aristotle’s own philosophical growth.

In 347 BC Aristotle left Athens, for Assos in Asia
Minor. Later he moved to Lesbos, in the eastern
Aegean, and then to Macedon, where he was a
tutor of Alexander. In 334 he returned to Athens
and founded his own school, the Lyceum. In 323
Alexander died; in the resulting outbreak of anti-
Macedonian feeling in Athens Aristotle left for
Chalcis, on the island of Euboea, where he died
in 322.

Aristotle married Pythias, a niece of Hermeias,
the ruler of Assos. They had a daughter, also called
Pythias. After the death of his wife, Aristotle
formed an attachment to Herpyllis, and they had a
son Nicomachus.

2 Order of Aristotle’s works

By the end of Aristotle’s life the Lyceum must have
become a well-established school. It lasted after
Aristotle’s death; his successor as head of the school
was his pupil Theophrastus. Many of the works in
the Aristotelian corpus appear to be closely related
to Aristotle’s lectures in the Lyceum. The polished
character of some passages suggests preparation for
publication (for example, Parts of Animals 1 5), but
many passages contain incomplete sentences and
compressed allusions, suggesting notes that a
lecturer might expand (for example, Metaphysics
VII 13). We cannot tell how many of his treatises
Aristotle regarded as ‘finished’ (see §11 on the
Metaphysics and §21 on the Ethics).

It may be wrong, therefore, to ask about the
‘date’ of a particular treatise. If Aristotle neither
published nor intended to publish the treatises, a
given treatise may easily contain contributions from
different dates. For similar reasons, we cannot
plausibly take cross-references from one work to
another as evidence of the order of the works.
External, biographical considerations are unhelpful,
since we lack the evidence to support any detailed
intellectual biography of Aristotle.

A few points, however, may suggest a partial
chronology.

(1) Some of Aristotle’s frequent critical discussions
of Plato and other Academics may have been
written (in some version) during Aristotle’s years in



the Academy. The Topics may reflect the character of
dialectical debates in the Academy.
(2) It is easier to understand the relation of the
doctrine of substance in the Categories and Physics I—
IT to the doctrine and argument of Metaphysics VII if
we suppose that Metaphysics VII is later.
(3) The Organon (see §4) does not mention matter,
perhaps because (a) Aristotle had not yet thought of
it, or because (b) he regarded it as irrelevant to the
topics considered in the Organon. If (a) is correct,
the Organon precedes the works on natural philo-
sophy.
(4) Some of the observations used in Aristotle’s
biological works probably came from the eastern
Aegean. Hence, Aristotle probably pursued his
biological research during his years away from
Athens. We might trace his biological interests to
the Academy (see Plato’s Timaeus); he may also have
acquired them from his father Nicomachus, who
was a doctor. Probably, then, at least some of the
biological works (or versions of them) are not the
latest works in the corpus.

(5) The Magna Moralia (if it is genuine) and the
Eudemian Ethics probably precede the Nicomachean
Ethics (see §21).

The order in which Aristotle’s works appear in
the Greek manuscripts goes back to early editors
and commentators (from the first century BC to the
sixth century AD); it reflects their view not about the
order in which the works were written, but about
the order in which they should be studied. This
entry generally follows the order of the corpus,
except that it discusses On the Soul after the Metaphysics
(see §17), not among the works on natural philosophy
(where it appears in the manuscripts).

3 Appearances

The general aim of rational inquiry, according to
Aristotle, is to advance from what is ‘better known
to us’ to what is ‘better known by nature’ (see
Physics 1 1; Posterior Analytics 71b33; Metaphysics
1029b3). We achieve this aim if: (1) we replace
propositions that we thought we knew with
propositions that we really know because they are
true and we understand them; (2) we find general
principles that explain and justify the more specific
truths that we began from; (3) we find those aspects
of reality that explain the aspects that are more
familiar to us.

The things better known to us in a particular area
are the relevant ‘appearances’ (phainomena). Aristotle
presents them through detailed collections of
empirical data, reached as a result of ‘inquiry’
(historia; for example, Parts of Animals 646a8).
Empirical inquiry proceeds from particular observa-
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tions, by means of generalizations through induc-
tion (epagoge) from these particular cases, until we
reach experience (empeiria). Experience leads us to
principles that are better known by nature (Prior
Analytics 46a17); we also rely on it to test principles
we have found (Generation of Animals 760b28).

Philosophical inquiry also relies on ‘appearances’.
However, the appearances that concern it are not
empirical observations, but common beliefs,
assumptions widely shared by ‘the many and the
wise’. The critical and constructive study of these
common beliefs is ‘dialectic’. Aristotle’s method is
basically Socratic. He raises puzzles in the common
beliefs, looking for an account that will do them
justice as a whole. Among common beliefs Aristotle
considers the views of his predecessors (for example,
Metaphysics I; On the Soul 1; Politics II), because the
puzzles raised by their views help us to find better
solutions than they found.

Inquiry leads us to causes and to universals.
Aristotle has a realist conception of inquiry and
knowledge; beliefs and theories are true in so far as
they grasp the reality that we inquire into (see REALISM
AND ANTIREALISM §2). Universals and causes are ‘prior
by nature’; they are not created by, or dependent on, any
theory, but a true theory must fit them.

If we attended only to Aristotle’s remarks on
what is better known to us and on the process of
inquiry, we might regard his position as a form of
empiricism (see EMpIRICISM). But in his remarks on
what is better known by nature, he insists on the
reality of universals and on the importance of non-
sensory forms of knowledge (see §15 on universals,

§19 on thought).

4 Thought and language

One means of access to appearances, and especially
to common beliefs, is the study of what words and
sentences ‘signify’ (sémainein). This is part of ‘logic’
(logike, derived from logos, which may be translated
‘word’, ‘speech’, ‘statement’, ‘argument’ or ‘reason’:
see Locos), which is discussed in the first section of
Aristotle’s works (Categories, De Interpretatione, Prior
Analytics, Posterior Analytics, Topics). This section of
the corpus came to be called the ‘Organon’
(‘instrument’), because logic, as Aristotle conceives
it, concerns statements and arguments in general,
without restriction to any specific subject matter; it
is therefore an instrument of philosophical inquiry
in general, rather than a branch of philosophy
coordinate with natural philosophy or ethics. The
Organon includes some elements of philosophy of
language, as well as formal logic (syllogistic; see §5)
and epistemology (see §6).

According to Aristotle’s account of signification
(see especially De Interpretatione 1—4), as commonly
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understood, the word ‘horse’ signifies horse by
signifying the thought of horse; in using the word,
we communicate thoughts about horses. When the
thoughts about horses we communicate are true, we
communicate truths about the universal horse; even
when our thoughts are not completely true, we may
signify the same universal horse.

To understand the signification of a name ‘F, we
look for the corresponding definition (logos, hor-
ismos) of F Aristotle distinguishes nominal defini-
tions, stating the beliefs associated with the name,
from real definitions, giving a true account of the
universal that underlies the beliefs embodied in the
nominal definition (see Posterior Analytics 11 8-10.
Aristotle himself does not use the labels ‘nominal
definition’ and ‘real definition’.).

Not every name corresponds to one nominal and
one real definition. Some names correspond to no
genuine universal; ‘goatstag’ signifies (in one way)
animals that are both goats and stags, but it does not
signify a genuine universal, since there is no natural
kind of goatstag. Other names correspond to more
than one universal, as ‘chest’signifies both a container
and a part of an animal. Chests are homonymous’
(homonyma) or ‘multivocal’ (pollachds legomena;
‘spoken of in many ways’); more than one definition
is needed to capture the signification of the name.
By contrast, since only one definition corresponds
to the name ‘horse’, horses are ‘synonymous’
(Categories 1).

Other philosophers make serious errors, Aristotle
believes, because they suppose they can give a single
account of things or properties that are really
multivocal. Once we see that different Fs are F in
different ways, we see that different, although (in
many cases) connected, accounts of what it is to be
F must be given. Some philosophically important
cases of multivocity are cause (Aristotle’s doctrine of
the four causes; see §9), being (the doctrine of the
categories; see §7) and good (the criticism of Plato’s
belief in a Form of the Good; Nicomachean Ethics 1 6).

5 Deduction

Part of logic, as Aristotle conceives it, is the study of
good and bad arguments. In the Topics Aristotle
treats dialectical arguments in general. In the Prior
Analytics he examines one type of argument, a
‘deduction’ (syllogismos; literally, ‘reasoning’, hence
the standard term ‘syllogism’). This is an argument
in which, if propositions p and ¢ are assumed,
something else r, different from p and ¢, follows
necessarily because of the truth of p and q (Prior
Analytics 24b18-20, paraphrased). Aristotle insists
that it is not possible for the premises of a deduction
to be true and the conclusion false (‘follows
necessarily’); that a deduction must have more

52

than one premise (‘if p and ¢ are assumed’); that the
conclusion cannot be identical to any premise
(‘different from p and ¢’); and that no redundant
premises are allowed (‘because of the truth of p and
¢). He takes deductions to express affirmative or
negative relations between universals, taken either
universally (‘Animal belongs to every (no) man’) or
not universally (‘Animal belongs (does not belong)
to some man’). He takes the affirmative and
negative claims to imply existence (so that ‘Biped
belongs to some dodo’ follows from ‘Biped belongs
to every dodo’; the latter affirmation is not
equivalent, therefore, to ‘If anything is a dodo, it
is biped’).

These different features of an Aristotelian
deduction differentiate Aristotle’s account of a
deduction from a more familiar account of
deductively valid arguments. An argument may be
valid even if it is redundant, or a premise is identical
to the conclusion, or it has only one premise, or it is
about particulars, or it contains neither ‘some’ nor
‘every’ nor ‘belongs’; but no such argument is an
Aristotelian deduction. Aristotle’s theory of the
different forms of deduction (often called ‘the
moods of the syllogism’) examines the various
forms of argument that necessarily preserve the
truth of their premises. He begins from ‘complete’
(or ‘perfect’) deductions whose validity is evident,
and classifies the different types of arguments that
can be derived from (shown to be equivalent to) the
complete deductions. He also explores the logical
relations between propositions involving modalities
(‘Necessarily (possibly) animal belongs to every
man’ and so on). Since Aristotle accepts this
relatively narrow account of a deduction, his
exploration of the different forms of deduction is
not a theory of valid arguments in general; the
Stoics come much closer to offering such a theory
(see SToICISM).

Aristotle’s theory of deduction is developed for
its own sake, but it also has two main philosophical
applications. (1) Deduction is one type of argument
appropriate to dialectic (and, with modifications, to
rhetoric; see §29). Aristotle contrasts it with
inductive argument (also used in dialectic), in
which the conclusion does not follow necessarily
from the premises, but is made plausible by them.
(2) It is essential for demonstration (apodeixis),
which Aristotle takes to be the appropriate form
for exhibiting scientific knowledge.

6 Knowledge, science and demonstration

The progress from what is known to us to what is
known by nature aims at episteme, the scientific
knowledge whose structure is exhibited in the
demonstrative pattern described in the Posterior



Analytics. A demonstration is a deduction in which
the premises are necessarily true, prior to and better
known than the conclusions, and explanatory of the
conclusions derived from them. Aristotle assumes
that if I know that p, then I can cite some
justification ¢, to justify my belief that p, and I
also know why q justifies p (Posterior Analytics 1 2).
The right sort of justification relies on things better
known by nature — the general laws and principles
that explain the truth of p. Since these are embodied
in demonstrations, grasp of a demonstration of p
expresses knowledge of p. Aristotle’s theory of
demonstration, then, is not intended to describe a
procedure of scientific inquiry that begins from
appearances; it is an account of the knowledge that
is achieved by successful inquiry.

To show that a deduction is a demonstration, we
must show that its premises are better known than
the conclusion. Sometimes we can show this by
demonstrating them from higher premises that are
even better known. This process of justification,
Aristotle claims, must be linear and finite. A circular
Justification’ must eventually ‘justify’ a given belief
by appeal to itself, and an infinite regress imposes on
us a task that we can never complete. Since,
therefore, neither a circle nor an infinite regress
can really justify, a proper justification must
ultimately appeal to primary principles of a science.

These primary principles are ‘assumptions’
(hypotheseis); we must see that they are better
known and prior to other truths of a science,
without being derived from any further principles.
Since they are the basis of all demonstration, they
cannot themselves be demonstrated; Aristotle claims
that we have non-demonstrative understanding
(nous: Posterior Analytics 11 19) of the ultimate
principles of each science (see Nous).

How are we entitled to claim understanding of
an ultimate principle? Aristotle believes that the
principles of a science are reached from appearances
(perceptual or dialectical or both), which are the
starting points known to us. He may believe that
this relation of the principles to appearances justifies
us in accepting them as first principles and in
claiming to have understanding of them. This
explanation, however, does not easily fit Aristotle’s
demand for linear and finite chains of justification.
That demand suggests that the assumptions of a
science must be self-evident (seen to be true
without any inferential justification), so that his
conception of knowledge expresses a foundational-
ist position (see FounpaTioNaLism). (On difficul-
ties in foundationalism see AGRIPPA.)

Although Aristotle’s aim of reaching a demon-
strative science reveals some of his epistemological
doctrines and assumptions, it does not evidently
influence most of the structure or content of most
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of the surviving treatises. In his main philosophical
works, the influence of dialectical methods and aims
is more apparent.

7 Categories and beings

Part of the task of logic is to explain the nature of
predication (‘A is B’, analysed by Aristotle as ‘B is
predicated of A’ or ‘B belongs to A’, as in ‘Animal
belongs to every man’), which is presupposed by
complex logoi (statements and arguments). In the
Categories (kategoriai; predications), Aristotle intro-
duces ten ‘categories’ (usually called schémata tes
katégorias, ‘figures (that is, types) of predication’).
The categories correspond to different sorts of
words (for example, count-nouns, adjectives, verbs)
and to different grammatical functions (for example,
subject, predicate), but they primarily classify the
different non-linguistic items introduced in pre-
dications. The sentences ‘Socrates is a man’ and
‘Socrates is a musician’ are grammatically similar,
but they introduce different sorts of things; the first
predicates a second substance of a first substance,
whereas the second predicates a non-substance of a
first substance.

The first category is called ousia (literally, ‘being’),
which is translated into Latin as ‘substantia’, and
hence usually called ‘substance’ (see SUBSTANCE).
The nine non-substance categories include quality,
quantity and relative (the only ones that Aristotle
refers to often; the categories are listed in Categories
4, Topis 1 9). Each category contains both
particulars and universals. The statement that this
individual man is an animal predicates a second
substance (that is, a universal in the category of
substance) of a first substance (that is, a particular in
the category of substance). “White is a colour’
predicates one universal quality of another.

The categories display the multivocity of beings
(see §4). Whereas animals constitute an ordinary
univocal genus with a single definition, beings do
not constitute an ordinary genus; hence there is no
single account of what it is for something to be a
being. Aristotle believes Plato mistakenly pursued a
single account of beings; the theory of categories is
meant to avoid Platonic errors.

In marking categorial divisions, Aristotle is
influenced by grammar and syntax, but also by his
ontology — his classification of beings. This classifica-
tion rests on his view of nature and change, which
clarifies his analysis of predication.

8 Change and substance

Aristotle’s Physics discusses nature, physis. The nature
of x is a principle (or ‘source’; arché), internal to x,
of change and stability in x; hence the inquiry into
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nature leads to a discussion of change in natural
substances (the elements, plants and animals).
Aristotle proceeds dialectically, raising and solving
puzzles involved in the understanding of natural
change. In solving the puzzles, he introduces the
different types of beings that are presupposed by a
coherent account of natural change.

In Physics 1 7-8, Aristotle analyses a simple
example of change — Socrates changing from being
pale to being tanned. This change involves a subject
(or ‘underlying thing’; hypokeimenon), Socrates, who
loses one contrary (his pale colour) and acquires
another contrary (his tan). Neither of the contraries
persists, but the subject persists (otherwise there
would not be a change in Socrates). This particular
subject that persists through change is what the
Categories calls a first substance. First substances
differ both from second substances and from non-
substances by being capable of undergoing change;
they persist while receiving opposites (as Socrates is
first pale and then tanned). They cannot, however,
remain in existence irrespective of any properties
gained or lost; Socrates’ ceasing to be a man is not a
change in Socrates, but the perishing of Socrates.

The properties that a first substance cannot lose
without perishing constitute (approximately) the
essence of that first substance (see ESSENTIALISM).
These essential properties define a kind to which the
first substance belongs. A kind may be a species
(eidos), for example, man or horse, or a genus
(genos), for example, animal. In predicating a second
substance of a first substance (as in ‘Socrates is a
man’), we place the first substance in the kind it
belongs to. If we predicate one of the contraries that
the first substance can lose without perishing, we
introduce an item (Socrates’ pale colour, his parti-
cular height, his ignorance, his being the husband of
Xanthippe) in one of the non-substance categories
(quality, quantity, relative, and so on). The kinds to
which these non-substantial items belong are non-
substantial universals.

Aristotle also examines the coming to be and
perishing of a first substance. Here again, he
distinguishes a persisting subject and two contraries.
If we make a statue from bronze, the lump of bronze
(the subject) acquires the shape of the statue, and
loses the shapelessness it had, and so changes
between contraries. But although the lump remains
in existence, a new subject, the statue, has come
into being. In this case, the subject of the change is
the matter (hyle), and what it acquires is the form
(eidos, also rendered ‘species’).

This analysis of change suggests an argument
(Physics 11 1) to show that the genuine subject, and
hence the genuine substance, is the matter, whereas
the apparent substance (for example, the statue) is
simply matter with a certain shape. Socrates does
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not become another subject if he changes shape;
hence (we may argue) the lump of bronze does not
become another subject simply by acquiring the
shape of a statue. Similarly, then, a natural organism
might be understood as a piece of matter shaped in a
certain way so as to embody Socrates. Natural
organic ‘substances’, such as Socrates and this tree,
turn out to be not genuine subjects, but mere
configurations of the matter that is the real
substance.

Aristotle does not endorse this eliminative attitude
to natural organic substances. He uses the argument
to raise a puzzle about whether matter or form is
substance. He discusses this puzzle in Metaphysics
VII (see §§12—14). This discussion relies on his
account of causation and explanation.

9 Causes

When we correctly answer questions such as “Why
does this event happen?” or “Why is this object as it
is?’, we state the cause (or explanation; aition) of the
event or object. Aristotle believes that causes are
multivocal (see Physics 11 3; Metaphysics 1 3).
Different accounts of a cause correspond to difterent
answers to why-questions about (for example) a
statue. (1) ‘It is made of bronze’ states the material
cause. (2) ‘It is a statue representing Pericles’ states
the formal cause, by stating the definition that says
what the thing is. (3) ‘A sculptor made it’ states the
‘source of change’, by mentioning the source of the
process that brought the statue into being; later
writers call this the ‘moving cause’ or ‘efficient
cause’. (4) ‘It is made to represent Pericles’ states
‘that for the sake of which’, since it mentions the
goal or end for the sake of which the statue was
made; this is often called the ‘final’ (Latin finis;
‘end’) cause.

Each of the four causes answers a why-question.
Sometimes (as in our example) a complete answer
requires all four causes. Not all four, however, are
always appropriate; the (universal) triangle, for
example, has a formal cause, stating its definition,
but no efficient cause, since it does not come into
being, and no final cause, since it is not made to
promote any goal or end.

Some have claimed that Aristotle’s ‘four causes’
are not really causes at all, pointing out that he takes
an aition to be available even in cases where the
why-question (for example, “Why do the interior
angles of this figure add up to two right angles?’)
does not seek what we would call a cause (in
Aristotle’s  division, an efficient cause). When
explanations of changes are being sought, however,
Aristotle seems to provide recognizably causal
explanations. Even the aitia (material, formal,
final) that do not initially seem to be causes turn



out to play an important role in causal explanation;
for this reason, the label ‘four causes’ gives a
reasonably accurate impression of Aristotle’s doctrine.

His comparison between artefacts and natural
organisms clarifies his claims about formal and final
causes. The definition of an artefact requires
reference to the goal and the intended function. A
hammer’s form and essence is a capacity to hammer
nails into wood. The hammer was designed to have
this capacity for performing this function; and if this
had not been its function, it would not have been
made in the way it was, to have the properties it has.
The form includes the final cause, by specifying the
functions that explain why the hammer is made as itis.

Similarly, Aristotle claims, a natural organism has
a formal cause specifying the function that is the
final cause of the organism. The parts of an
organism seem to perform functions that benefit
the whole (the heart pumps blood, the senses
convey useful information). Aristotle claims that
organs have final causes; they exist in order to carry
out the beneficial functions they actually carry out.
The form of an organism is determined by the
pattern of activity that contains the final causes of its
different vital processes. Hence Aristotle believes
that form as well as matter plays a causal role in
natural organisms.

To claim that a heart is for pumping blood to
benefit the organism is to claim that there is some
causal connection between the benefit to the
organism and the processes that constitute the
heart’s pumping blood. Aristotle makes this causal
claim without saying why it is true. He does not say,
for instance, either (1) that organisms are the
products of intelligent design (as Plato and the
Stoics believe), or (2) that they are the outcome of a
process of evolution.

Aristotle’s account of causation and explanation
is expressed in the content and argument of many of
his biological works (including those connected
with psychology). In the Parts of Animals and
Generation of Animals for instance, he examines the
behaviour and structure of organisms and their parts
both to find the final causes and to describe the
material and efficient basis of the goal-direction that
he finds in nature (Parts of Animals I 1). He often
argues that different physiological processes in
different animals have the same final cause.

Some ascribe to Aristotle an ‘incompatibilist’
view of the relation between final causes and the
underlying material and efficient causes. Incompa-
tibilists concede that every goal-directed process
(state, event) requires some material process (as
nutrition, for example, requires the various pro-
cesses involved in digesting food), but they argue
that the goal-directed process cannot be wholly
constituted by any material process or processes; any
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process wholly constituted by material processes is
(according to the incompatibilist) fully explicable in
material-efficient terms, and therefore has no final
cause.

Probably, however, Aristotle takes a ‘compatibi-
list’” view. He seems to believe that even if every
goal-directed process were wholly constituted by
material processes, each of which can be explained
in material-efficient terms, the final-causal explana-
tion would still be the only adequate explanation of
the process as a whole. According to this view, final
causes are irreducible to material-efficient causes,
because the explanations given by final causes
cannot be replaced by equally good explanations
referring only to these other causes. This irreduci-
bility, however, does not require the denial of
material constitution.

10 Change

Aristotle studies nature as an internal principle of
change and stability; and so he examines the
different types of change (or ‘motion’; kinesis) that
are found in the natural elements and in the natural
organisms composed of them. In Physics III 1 he
defines change as ‘the actuality of the potential qua
potential’. His definition marks the importance of
his views on potentiality (or ‘capacity’; dynamis) and
actuality (or ‘realization’; energeia or entelecheia) (see
Metaphysics IX 1-9).

The primary type of potentiality is a principle
(arche) of change and stability. If x has the
potentiality F for G, then (1) G is the actuality of
E and (2) x has F because G is the actuality of E
Marathon runners, for instance, have the potenti-
ality to run 26 miles because they have been trained
to run this distance; hearts have the capacity to
pump blood because this is the function that
explains the character of hearts. In these cases,
potentialities correspond to final causes.

Potentiality and possibility do not, therefore,
imply each other. (1) Not everything that is possible
for x realizes a potentiality of x. Perhaps it is possible
for us to speak words of Italian (because we recall
them from an opera) without having a potentiality
to speak Italian (if we have not learnt Italian). (2)
Not everything that x is capable of is possible for x;
some creatures would still have a potentiality to
swim even if their environment lost all its water.

These points about potentiality help to clarify
Aristotle’s definition of change. The building of a
house is a change because it is the actuality of what
is potentially built in so far as it is potentially built.
“What is potentially built’ refers to the bricks (and so
on). The completed house is their complete
actuality, and when it is reached, their potentiality
to be built is lost. The process of building is their
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actuality in so far as they are potentially built. ‘In so
far ...’ picks out the incomplete actuality that is
present only as long as the potentiality to be built
(lost in the completed house) is still present.
Aristotle’s definition picks out the kind of actuality
that is to be identified with change, by appealing to
some prior understanding of potentiality and
actuality, which in turn rests on an understanding
of final causation.

In the rest of the Physics, Aristotle explores
different properties of change in relation to place
and time. He discusses infinity and continuity at
length, arguing that both change and time are
infinitely divisible. He tries to show that the
relevant type of infinity can be defined by reference
to potentiality, so as to avoid self-contradiction,
paradox or metaphysical extravagance. In his view,
infinite divisibility requires a series that can always
be continued, but does not require the actual
existence of an infinitely long series. Once again,
the reference to potentiality (in ‘can always...") has
a crucial explanatory role.

11 Metaphysics

Some of the basic concepts of the Categories and
Physics — including substance, particular, universal,
form, matter, cause and potentiality — are discussed
more fully in the Metaphysics. This is a collection of
fourteen books, some of them loosely connected.
Aristotle probably did not deliver a course of
lectures in the order of the present treatise. Parts of
book I are almost repeated in book XIII. Book V is
a ‘philosophical dictionary’ that seems to interrupt
the argument of books IV and VI. Book XI
summarizes parts of book IV. Books II and XI
were probably not written entirely by Aristotle.
Still, whatever their literary origins, all these
books have a common subject matter, since they all
contribute to the universal science that studies the
common presuppositions of the other sciences. This
universal science has four names. (1) ‘First philo-
sophy’: it studies the ‘first principles’ and ‘highest
causes’ (including the four causes of the Physics)
presupposed by the other sciences. (2) “The science
of being’: every science presupposes that it studies
some sort of being, and the science of being
examines and defends this presupposition. (3)
‘Theology’: first philosophy is not only first in so
far it is most universal, but also in so far as it deals
with the primary sort of being, the sort on which all
other beings depend. The primary sort of being is
substance, and the primary sort of substance is
divine substance; hence the science of being must
study divine substance. (4) ‘Metaphysics’ (ta meta ta
physika; ‘the things after the natural things’): it is
‘after’ or ‘beyond’ the study of nature because (a) as
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theology, it studies entities outside the natural order,
and (b) as first philosophy, it starts from the study of
nature (which is prior and better known ‘to us’) and
goes beyond it to its foundations and presupposi-
tions (which are prior and better known ‘by nature’;
see §3).

The first three of these names are used by
Aristotle himself (Metaphysics IV 1-3, VI 1). The
fourth was given to the treatise in antiquity (at an
uncertain date); its use of ‘after’ captures Aristotle’s
different claims about the relation of the universal
science to other sciences.

The universal science is the science of being qua
being — that is, being in so far as it is being — just as
mathematics is the science of some beings qua
mathematical objects (see §16) and physics is the
science of some beings qua changeable. The science
of being studies the beings that are also studied by
other sciences, but it isolates the relevant properties
of beings by a different level of abstraction; it does
not rely on the fact that they have the properties of
mathematical or natural objects, but simply on the
fact that they are beings studied by a science
(Metaphysics IV 1-2).

A special science assumes that it begins with a
subject that has properties. The universal science is
the science of being because it studies the sort of
subject that is presupposed by the other sciences;
and it is primarily the science of substance because
substance is the primary sort of being. Aristotle’s
analysis of change in Physics I introduces substances
as subjects; the Metaphysics asks what sorts of subjects
and substances must be recognized by special
sciences.

Aristotle argues that if we are to signify a subject,
it is impossible for each of its properties both to
belong and not to belong to it. This principle is
often called the ‘Principle of Non-Contradiction’
(Metaphysics IV 3—4). To defend the principle,
Aristotle considers an opponent who is willing to
assert that a single subject, man, is both a bipedal
animal and not a biped animal. If the opponent
really says this about a single subject, then, when he
uses ‘man’, he must signify one and the same
subject, man. If he agrees that in using ‘man’ he
signifies a biped animal, then he cannot also deny
that man is a biped animal; for if he denies this, he
can no longer say what ‘man’ signifies, and hence he
cannot say what subject it is that he takes to be both
a biped animal and not a biped animal. This
property (which one cannot also deny of a subject)
is an essential property. Hence, the attempt to reject
subjects with essential properties is self~undermining.

Subjects of change must also, according to
Aristotle, have objective properties (that is, proper-
ties that they have whether or not they appear to
have them). An argument against Protagoras seeks



to show that any attempt to reject objective
properties undermines itself (Metaphysics IV 5).
Protagoras denies that there are any objective
properties, because he claims that how things appear
to someone is how they are. If he is to maintain the
infallibility of appearances against any possibility of
correction, then, Aristotle argues, he must claim
that it is possible for the same subject to change in
every respect at every time (to match different
appearances). This is possible, however, only if the
same subject can remain in being, but change in all
respects. Aristotle replies that if the same subject
persists, it must keep the same essential property
(the ‘form’); hence it cannot change in every respect
(IV 5).

12 From being to substance

In Metaphysics IV 2 and VII 1 Aristotle argues that,
since substance is the primary type of being and
other beings are in some way dependent on
substances, the science of being must primarily be
concerned with substance. The arguments of IV 4-5
describe some features of substances; they must be
subjects with stable, objective, essential properties.
Books VII-IX describe these subjects more fully, by
re-examining the conception of substance that is
presented in the Categories and Physics (see §§7-8).

Aristotle observes that we regard substance both
as ‘a this” and as ‘essence’ (or ‘what it is’). We might
assume that these two descriptions pick out two
sorts of substances — a particular subject (‘this’) and a
universal (‘what it is’), corresponding to the first and
second substances of the Categories. Aristotle,
however, insists that his question ‘“What is sub-
stance?’ will be satisfactorily answered only when
we have found the one thing that best satisfies the
conditions for being both a subject (a ‘this’) and an
essence (‘what it is’). Whatever best satisfies these
conditions is primary substance.

The different candidates that Aristotle considers
for this role are matter, form and the compound of
the two. He argues against the first and third
candidates, and defends the second. He regards
matter and compound as types of substance, but
argues that they are secondary to form because they
do not meet the relevant conditions to the same
degree. To show that form is primary substance, he
argues that a form is both a subject and an essence of
the right sort. In books VIII-IX he clarifies his
answer by identifying form with the actuality for
which the matter is the potentiality.

13 Why is form substance?

In claiming that form is substance, Aristotle relies
on the connections between form, cause, essence
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and identity. He rejects the eliminative view (§8)
that the so-called ‘coming-to-be’ or ‘perishing’ of
an artefact or organism is simply an alteration of the
matter. According to the eliminative view, this
alteration does not involve the existence or non-
existence of a distinct substance, any more than
Socrates’ coming to be musical involves the
existence of a distinct substance, musical Socrates.
Aristotle replies that the production of an artefact
and the generation of an organism introduce a new
subject, a substance that is neither identical to nor
wholly dependent on the matter that constitutes it
at a time (see IDENTITY §2). Although this statue of
Pericles has come into being from a particular piece
of bronze, we may repair the statue by replacing
damaged bits; we preserve the same statue but we
cause a different bit of bronze to constitute it.
Similarly, an organism remains in existence as long
as it replaces its matter with new matter: it persists as
long as its form persists (Generation and Corruption15).

When Aristotle speaks of the relation of form to
matter, he may refer to either of two kinds of
matter: (1) the proximate, organic matter (for
example, the organs and limbs making up the
organic body); and (2) the remote, non-organic
matter (for example, blood, earth, water) of which
the organic body is made. Remote matter can exist
without the form of the organism, but the organism
can persist without any particular piece of remote
matter. Proximate matter cannot exist without the
form (since it is the function of an arm or heart that
makes it the limb or organ it is); the form is the
actuality of which the proximate matter is the
potentiality (On the Soul 412a10; Metaphysics
1038b6, 1042b10).

The role of the form in determining the
persistence of an organism results from its role as
the source of unity. The form, including the
organism’s vital functions, makes a heap of material
constituents into a single organism (Metaphysics VII
16). A collection of flesh and bones constitutes a
single living organism in so far as it has the form of a
man or a horse; the vital functions of the single
organism are the final cause of the movements of
the different parts. The organism remains in being
through changes of matter, as long as it retains its
formal, functional properties. Since the structure,
behaviour and persistence of the organism must be
understood by reference to its form, the form is
irreducible to matter (see §9); the organism, defined
by its form, must be treated as a subject in its own
right, not simply as a heap of matter.

These facts about organisms explain why Aris-
totle sees a close connection between primary
substance and form. Organisms are substances
primarily because of their formal properties, not
because of their material composition; hence we
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cannot identify all the basic subjects there are unless
we recognize the reality of formal properties and of
subjects that are essentially formal.

14 What are substantial forms?

The conclusion that primary substance and form are
closely connected, however, explains only why
some substances are essentially formal; it does not
explain why form itself is substance. To explain this
further claim, we need to decide whether Aristotle
regards a substantial form as (1) a species form
(shared by all members of a given species, for
example, the form of man or horse), normally taken
to be a universal, or as (2) a particular form,
proprietary to (for example) Socrates. (See Meta-
physics VII 10-16, XII 5, XIII 10, Generation of
Animals IV 3, for important evidence.)

Some points favouring the ‘universal solution’
are the following. (1) Aristotle often contrasts the
form with the compound of form and matter, and
describes particulars as compounds; hence he
apparently does not regard particulars as forms. (2)
Similarly, he says that a particular differs from a
universal in having both form and matter; hence no
particular seems to be simply a form. (3) He says the
form is what is specified in a definition, but there is
no definition of a particular; hence a particular
apparently cannot be a form. (4) He says that
substance is prior in knowledge to non-substance,
but scientific knowledge of particulars is impossible;
hence they apparently cannot be substances, and
only a universal can be a substance.

In favour of the ‘particular solution’ it may be
argued: (1) a substance must be a subject, whereas
all universals are said of subjects; (2) a substance
must be a ‘this’, as opposed to a ‘such’, and hence,
apparently, some sort of particular; (3) Aristotle
argues at length that no universal can be a substance.

We might be tempted to conclude that Aristotle’s
position is inconsistent. His conviction that sub-
stance as ‘this’ and substance as ‘what is it must be
the same thing leads him to insist that the successful
candidate for substance must satisfy the criteria for
being both a this (a subject, and hence a particular)
and an essence (a property, and hence a universal). If
one and the same thing cannot satisfy both criteria,
then no one thing can satisfy all Aristotle’s
conditions for being a substance.

We need not draw this conclusion, however. We
can maintain that Aristotle consistently favours the
universal solution, if we can show: (1) a ‘this’ need
not be a particular; (2) some universals are subjects;
(3) a species form is not the sort of universal that
cannot be a substance.

We can maintain that he consistently favours the
particular solution, if we can show the following.
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(1) The contrast between form and matter does not
imply that they are always mutually exclusive; some
forms may be constituted by, or embodied in,
particular bits of matter. Sometimes, indeed, Aris-
totle speaks as though a form is a subject that can
persist and perish and can exchange its matter. (2)
The sense in which particulars do not allow
definition and scientific knowledge does not
prevent them from also being, in an appropriate
sense, prior in definition and knowledge to
universals (Metaphysics XIII 10 may attribute the
relevant priority to particular substances).

These two solutions are different ways of
expressing Aristotle’s belief that substances are
basic. Both his metaphysics and his natural philo-
sophy express and defend the conviction that natural
organisms and their kinds are substances because
they are fundamental; they are fundamental because
they are irreducible to their constituent matter. It is
more difficult to decide whether the individuals or
their kinds are more fundamental. Perhaps, indeed,
we ought not to decide; different things may be
fundamental or irreducible in different ways.

15 Universals, Platonic Forms, mathematics

These disputes partly concern Aristotle’s attitude to
the reality of universals. One-sided concentration
on some of his remarks may encourage a nominalist
or conceptualist interpretation (see NOMINALISM).
(1) He rejects Plato’s belief (as he understands it) in
separated universal Forms (see Prato §§10, 12-16;
Forms, Pratonic), claiming that only particulars
are separable. (2) In Metaphysics VII 13—-16 he
appears to argue that no universal can be a
substance. (3) He claims that the universal as object
of knowledge is — in a way — identical to the
knowledge of it (On the Soul 417b23).

Other remarks, however, suggest realism about
universals. (4) He claims they are better known by
nature; this status seems to belong only to things
that really exist. (5) He believes that if there is
knowledge, then there must be universals to be
objects of it; for our knowledge is about external
nature, not about the contents of our own minds.

Aristotle’s position is consistent if (1)—(3) are
consistent with the realist tendency of (4)—(5). The
denial of separation in (1) allows the reality of
universals. Similarly, (2) may simply say that no
universals are primary substances (which are his
main concern in Metaphysics VII). And (3) may
simply mean (depending on how we take ‘in a way’)
that the minds conception of the extra-mental
universal has some of the features of the universal (as a
map has some of the features of the area that it
maps). While Aristotle denies that universals can
exist without sensible particulars to embody them,



he believes they are real properties of these sensible
particulars.

He offers a rather similar defence of the reality,
without separability, of mathematical objects (Phy-
sics II 2; Metaphysics XIII 3). While agreeing with
the Platonist view that there are truths about, for
example, numbers or triangles that do not describe
the sensible properties of sensible objects, he denies
that these truths have to be about independently-
existing mathematical objects. He claims that they
are truths about certain properties of sensible
objects, which we can grasp when we ‘take away’
(or ‘abstract’) the irrelevant properties (for example,
the fact that this triangular object is made of
bronze). Even though there are no separate objects
that have simply mathematical properties, there are
real mathematical properties of sensible objects.

16 Metaphysics: God

When Aristotle claims that first philosophy is also
theology (see §11), he implies that the general
discussion of being and substance is the basis for the
special discussion of divine substance. (Hence later
writers distinguish ‘special metaphysics’, dealing
with God, from ‘general metaphysics’, dealing with
being in general.) The different features of substance
explained in Metaphysics VII-IX are included in the
divine substance of XII. (1) Primary substance is to
be identified in some way with form rather than
with matter or with the compound of form and
matter; divine substance is pure form without
matter. (2) Primary substance is in some way
numerically one, a ‘this’ rather than a ‘such’; divine
substance is completely one and indivisible. (3)
Primary substance is in some way actuality rather
than potentiality; divine substance is pure actuality
with no potentiality. (4) Primary substance is soul
rather than body (see §17); divine substance is pure
intellect without sense or body.

In each case the properties of primary substance
are found in a sensible substance (an animal or a
plant) only in so far as they belong to an object that
also has other properties; hence primary substance
in sensible reality is the form and actuality of an
object (a horse, for example) that also has matter and
potentiality. In divine substance, however, each
feature is found in separation from these other
properties; that is why a divine substance lacks
matter, multiplicity, parts or potentiality. Aristotle
argues that a substance with these pure substantial
properties must exist if any sensible substances are to
exist; for the existence of potentialities that can be
actualized presupposes the existence of an actuality
that does not itself include any potentiality (to avoid
an infinite regress).
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Since this primary type of substance is divine, it is
what traditional belief in the Olympian gods was
about, what the Presocratics were talking about
when they spoke of ‘the divine’, and what Plato was
talking about in speaking of a supreme god.
Aristotle mentions the traditional Olympian gods
without committing himself to acceptance of the
traditional conception of them. He rejects anthro-
pomorphic views of the gods, but he speaks of the
divine nature as a kind of mind. He believes that
there is something divine about the order and
workings of nature, and still more divine in the
heavenly substances (Parts of Animals 1 5). Although
he continues to speak of gods in the plural, he also
speaks of one divine mind as the ultimate cause of
the whole universe; these remarks help to justify the
later interpreters who take him to speak of the one
God who is the subject of (for example) Aquinas’
‘Five Ways’ (Summa theologiae 1a q.2 a.3) (see
Aquinas, T. §11).

Aristotle’s God is the ultimate cause of the
physical universe, but not its creator (as Plato’s
demiurge is), since Aristotle believes the universe is
eternal. Nor does Aristotle suggest that God has
providence or foreknowledge concerned with
future contingent events. But he believes that the
physical universe is dependent on God. In Physics
VIII he argues that the explanation of motion
requires recognition of a first cause of motion, and
in Metaphysics X1I this first cause is identified with
divine, immaterial, substance. This first mover is
itself unmoved; it initiates motion only as an object
of love initiates motion by attraction. It is the
ultimate final cause of the various movements in the
universe.

In treating the divine substance as a god, and
hence as a being with a soul and an intellect, Aristotle
attributes some mental life to it. But since it would
be imperfect if it thought of objects outside itself
(because it would not be self-sufficient), it thinks
only of its own thinking. This restriction, however,
is not as severe as it may seem, since Aristotle
believes that the various objects of thought are in
some way identical to the mind that thinks them
(see §15). In so far as God thinks of his own mind,
he thereby also contemplates the order of the universe
as a whole; this is the order that the different
movements in the universe seek to embody.

Sometimes (as in Physics VIII) Aristotle argues for
a single first mover. In Metaphysics XII, however, he
argues that an unmoved mover must be postulated
for each of the distinct movements of the heavenly
bodies. This astronomical interpretation of his
theological doctrine is difficult to reconcile with
his belief, reaffirmed in Metaphysics XII 10, that in
some way the universe is unified by a single first
unmoved mover.
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17 Soul and body

Aristotle’s treatise On the Soul is placed among the
works on natural philosophy, but should be read
with  Metaphysics VII-IX. In Aristotle’s view,
disputes about soul and body are simply a special
case of the more general disputes about form and
matter. He rejects both the Presocratic materialist
assumption that the soul is simply non-organic
matter, and the Platonic dualist claim that it must be
something entirely non-bodily. He argues that soul
is substance because it is the form of a natural body,
and that the body is the matter informed by the
soul. Although the soul is a substance distinct from
the non-organic body (the collection of non-
organic matter belonging to a living organism; see
§13), it is not immaterial (if being immaterial
excludes being composed of matter), nor is it
independent of some non-organic body or other.

Aristotle assumes that the soul is the primary
principle of life, and hence that it distinguishes the
living from the non-living. A living organism is
nourished, grows and diminishes, through itself —
from a causal origin within itself rather than from
the action of external agents. A living organism
must, therefore, be teleologically ordered, since (for
Aristotle) nutrition and growth cannot be under-
stood without appeal to final causation (see
TELEOLOGY).

If life must be conceived teleologically, and the
soul is the primary principle of life, then the soul is
form rather than matter. For the primary principle
is whatever explains our vital activities; since these
are goal-directed activities, their explanation must
refer to the goal-directed features of the subject, and
so to the form rather than the matter. If the soul is
what we live by primarily, it must be the final cause
of the body, and so a formal, not a material, aspect
of the subject. Soul must, therefore, be substance as
form.

Aristotle attributes to the soul the features of
substantial form (see §13). (1) It is a substance that is
irreducible to a material non-organic body (remote
matter); to that extent the soul is incorporeal, and
not just some ordinary material stuff. (2) It is the
source of unity that makes a heap of material
constituents into a single organism. For a collection
of flesh and bones constitutes a single living
organism in so far as it is teleologically organized,;
the activities of the single organism are the final
cause of the movements of the different parts. Since
a single organism has a single final cause, it has a
single soul and a single body. (3) The identity and
persistence of the soul determine the identity and
persistence of the creature that has it. If something
has a soul in so far as it has life, then Socrates
perishes if and only if his soul does. The truth of this
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Platonic claim (Phaedo 115¢—e) does not imply
Platonic dualism. (4) The definition of a soul must
mention the proximate material subject (the organic
body and its parts) whose capacities are actualized in
the functions of the organism (Metaphysics 1036b28—
30). A soul must be non-coincidentally connected
to a specific sort of organic body (On the Soul
407b20-4).

Some of the puzzles in Aristotle’s doctrine of
substantial form arise in his doctrine of soul and
body. If, for instance, he recognizes particular
substantial forms, then he also recognizes (as the
previous paragraph assumes) the individual souls of
Socrates and Callias; if, however, he recognizes only
one substantial form for each species, then he
recognizes only one soul for human beings, another
for horses, and so on.

Since the soul is the form of the living body, an
account of the different ‘parts’ or ‘capacities’ (or
‘faculties’; dynameis) of the soul does not describe
the different physiological processes underlying the
different activities of a living organism, but
describes their formal and goal-directed aspects.
Aristotle describes the capacities that distinguish the
different types of souls: nutrition (characteristic of
plants), perception and appearance (characteristic of
animals) and rational thought (characteristic of
rational animals) (see PsycHE). He describes some
of the physiological bases of these psychic capacities
in the shorter treatises on natural philosophy,
including the Parva Naturalia, the Movement of
Animals and the Progression of Animals.

18 Perception

To define perception, Aristotle returns to his
contrast between form and matter. Perception
happens in so far as (1) the perceiver becomes like
the object (On the Soul 417a18); (2) the perceiver
that was potentially F (for example, white) becomes
actually F when it perceives the actually F object
(418a3); (3) the perceiver acquires the form, but not
the matter, of the object (424a18-24). These
descriptions express a realist view of perception
and its objects; Aristotle assumes in (2) that an
object is actually white, square, and so on in its own
right, before we perceive it.

He is sometimes taken to imply in (1) that
perception requires physical similarity; but (3)
counts against this interpretation. A sense receives
the form without the matter in the way in which a
house without matter is in the soul of the architect
before the house is built. In the latter case, nothing
that looks like a house is in the builder, but features
of the house correspond to features of the builder’s
design. Similarly, when we hear a tune, our ears do
not necessarily sound like the tune, but a state of us



systematically corresponds to the tune (as features of
a map correspond to features of the area it maps).

A ‘common sense’ perceives common properties
of sensible objects, such as size, shape and number,
which are all perceived through the perception of
motion (On the Soul 425a14-20). This is not a sixth
sense independent of the other five, but the result of
the cooperation of the five senses. Aristotle argues
that we can explain our grasp of these common
properties without supposing that they are objects of
intellect rather than sense (contrast Plato, Theaetetus
184-6).

19 Appearance and thought

Appearance (or ‘imagination’; phantasia) links per-
ception to goal-directed movement. A lion sees or
smells a deer; it takes pleasure in the prospect of
eating the deer, and so wants to catch the deer. To
connect perception with pleasure and desire, we
need to say how the deer appears to the lion (as
prey); this is what Aristotle calls the lion’s
appearance of the deer (On the Soul III 3, 7).

Aristotle denies that this appearance constitutes a
belief (doxa). He argues that belief requires reason
and inference, which non-human animals lack; in
his view, they lack any grasp of a universal, and have
only appearances and memory of particulars (Nico-
machean Ethics 1147b4-5). The operations of sense,
memory and experience are necessary, but not
sufficient, for the grasp of a universal that is
expressed in concepts and beliefs (Posterior Analytics
IT 19; Metaphysics 1 1).

Concepts and beliefs require intellect (nous)
actualized in ‘understanding’ or ‘thinking’ (noein;
On the Soul I1I 4) (see Nous). Thought difters from
perception in so far as it grasps universal essences —
for example, what flesh is, as opposed to flesh itself.
Perception does not include grasp of the universal as
such; in grasping the universal, we recognize some
feature of our experience as a ground for attributing
the universal to a particular that we experience.

To explain how the mind is capable of grasping
universals when we interact causally with particular
perceptible objects, Aristotle distinguishes two
aspects of intellect — passive and ‘productive’ (or
‘active’ or ‘agent’) — claiming that these two aspects
must combine to produce thought of universals (On
the Soul III 5). He does not say how productive
intellect contributes to our grasp of universals. Later
interpreters suggest that productive intellect abstracts
the aspects relevant to the universal from the other
features of particulars that are combined with them
in perception (Aquinas, Summa theologiae 1a q.79 a.3).

Aristotle takes the presence of this productive
intellect to be necessary for any thinking at all.
Moreover, he believes that productive intellect is
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capable of existing without a body. He still
maintains his belief in the inseparability of soul
from body; for since productive intellect is not a
type of soul, its separate existence is not the separate
existence of a soul.

20 Desire and voluntary action

Perception, appearance and thought are connected
to goal-directed movement by means of desire. The
appearance of something as desirable is the source of’
an animal’s tendency to pursue one sort of thing
rather than another. External objects, however,
appear desirable to different agents in different ways.
Aristotle distinguishes the appetite (epithymia) that
animals have from the wish (rational desire; boulesis)
that only rational agents have; appetite is for the
pleasant and wish is for the good (On the Soul
414b2—-6, 432b5-7, Politics 1253a15-18).

A rational agent’s wish differs from appetite in so
far as it is guided by deliberation resting on one’s
conception of one’s good. Such a conception
extends beyond one’s present inclinations both at a
particular time and over time. Rational agents are
aware of themselves as extending into past and
future. Deliberation that is guided by reference to
these broader aspects of one’s aims and nature results
in the rational choice that Aristotle calls ‘decision’
(prohairesis; Nicomachean Ethics 111 3).

Agents who act on desire and appearance also act
voluntarily (hekousios), in so far as they act on some
internal principle (arché). While voluntary action is
not confined to rational agents, their voluntary
action has special significance, because it is an
appropriate basis for praise and blame. Since it has
an internal principle, it is in our control as rational
agents, and therefore we are justly praised and
blamed for it. We are held responsible for our
actions in so far as they reflect our character and
decisions (Nicomachean Ethics TIT1 1-5).

Aristotle’s defence of his belief that we are
appropriately responsible agents does not confront
the questions later raised by Epicurus’ claim that
responsibility is incompatible with the complete
causal determination of our actions (see EPICUR-
EANISM). An incompatibilist position is ascribed to
Aristotle by Alexander in On Fate. Aristotle neither
explicitly presents an incompatibilist position nor
explicitly endorses a compatibilist position of the
sort later defended by the Stoics.

A discussion of time, truth and necessity (the ‘Sea
Battle’; De Interpretatione 9) has suggested to some
interpreters that Aristotle is an indeterminist. His
opponent is a fatalist, who assumes that (1) future-
tensed statements about human actions (for example,
‘There will be a sea battle tomorrow’) were true in
the past, and infers that (2) the future is necessarily
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determined, independently of what we choose.
Aristotle certainly rejects (2). If he accepts the
validity of the fatalist’s argument, and rejects (1),
then he accepts indeterminism.

An alternative reply to the fatalist would be to
accept (1) and to deny the validity of the argument.
We might argue that the past truth of statements
about my actions does not imply that my actions are
determined independently of my choices. If on
Friday Socrates decides to walk, and he acts on his
decision on Friday, then it was true on Thursday
that Socrates would walk on Friday, and also true
that on Friday he would act on his decision to walk,
but it was not true on Thursday that he would walk
whether or not he decided to (see StoIicism).
Probably Aristotle accepts this alternative reply to the
fatalist, and hence does not endorse indeterminism.

21 The human good

Aristotle’s account of rational agents, choice,
deliberation and action is an appropriate starting
point for his ethical theory. Ethics is concerned with
the praiseworthy and blameworthy actions and states
of character of rational agents; that is why it
concerns virtues (praiseworthy states) and vices
(blameworthy states) (see ARETE).

Aristotle’s ethical theory is mostly contained in
three treatises: the Magna Moralia, the Eudemian
Ethics and the Nicomachean Ethics. The titles of the
last two works may reflect a tradition that Eudemus
(a member of the Lyceum) and Nicomachus (the
son of Aristotle and Herpyllis) edited Aristotle’s
lectures. The Magna Moralia is widely agreed not to
have been written by Aristotle; some believe, with
good reason, that it contains a student’s notes on an
early course of lectures by Aristotle. The Eudemian
Ethics is now widely agreed to be authentic, and
generally (not universally) and reasonably taken to
be earlier than the Nicomachean Ethics. Three books
(Nicomachean Ethics V-VII = Eudemian Ethics IV-VT)
are assigned by the manuscripts to both the
Eudemian Ethics and the Nicomachean Ethics.

Aristotle conceives ‘ethics’ (Magna Moralia
1181a24) as a part of political science; he treats
the Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics as parts of a
single inquiry (Nicomachean Ethics X 9). Ethics seeks
to discover the good for an individual and a
community (Nicomachean Ethics 1 2), and so it
begins with an examination of happiness (eudaimonia).
(“Wellbeing’ and ‘welfare’ are alternative renderings
of eudaimonia that may avoid some of the misleading
associations carried by ‘happiness’; see EubaI-
MONIA.) Happiness is the right starting point for
an ethical theory because, in Aristotle’s view,
rational agents necessarily choose and deliberate
with a view to their ultimate good, which is

62

happiness; it is the end that we want for its own
sake, and for the sake of which we want other things
(so that it is the ultimate non-instrumental good). If
it is to be an ultimate end, happiness must be
complete (or ‘final’; teleion) and self-sufficient
(Nicomachean Ethics 1 1-5, 7).

To find a more definite account of the nature of
this ultimate and complete end, Aristotle argues
from the human function (ergon), the characteristic
activity that is essential to a human being in the
same way that a purely nutritive life is essential to a
plant and a life guided by sense perception and
desire is essential to an animal (Nicomachean Ethics
7). Since a human being is essentially a rational
agent, the essential activity of a human being is a life
guided by practical reason. The good life for a
human being must be good for a being with the
essential activity of a human being; hence it must be
a good life guided by practical reason, and hence it
must be a life in accordance with the virtue (arete)
that is needed for achieving one’s good. The human
good, therefore, is an actualization of the soul in
accordance with complete virtue in a complete life.
This ‘complete virtue’ appears to include the
various virtues described in the following books
of the Nicomachean Ethics; this appearance, however,
may be challenged by Nicomachean Ethics X (see
§26).

22 Virtue of character

From the general conception of happiness Aristotle
infers the general features of a virtue of character
(ethikearete; Nicomachean Ethics 1 13). He agrees with
Plato in recognizing both rational and non-rational
desires (see PLATO §14). One’s soul is in a virtuous
condition in so far as the non-rational elements
cooperate with reason; in this condition human
beings fulfil their function well. The argument from
the human function does not make it clear what
states of a rational agent count as fulfilling the
human function. Aristotle seeks to make this
clearer, first through his general account of virtue
of character, and then through his sketches of the
individual virtues.

A virtue of character must be a ‘mean’ or
‘intermediate’ state, since it must achieve the
appropriate cooperation between rational and non-
rational desires; such a state is intermediate between
complete indulgence of non-rational desires and
complete suppression of them. (Aristotle is not
recommending ‘moderation’ — for example, a
moderate degree of anger or pleasure — in all
circumstances.) The demand for cooperation
between desires implies that virtue is more than
simply control over desires; mere control is ‘con-
tinence’ (enkrateia) rather than genuine virtue.



The task of moral education, therefore, is to
harmonize non-rational desires with practical rea-
son. Virtuous people allow reasonable satisfaction to
their appetites; they do not suppress all their fears;
they do not disregard all their feelings of pride or
shame or resentment (Nicomachean Ethics 1126a3-8),
or their desire for other people’s good opinion.
Aristotle’s sketches of the different virtues show
how different non-rational desires can cooperate
with practical reason.

23 Virtue, practical reason and incontinence

A virtuous person makes a decision (prohairesis) to
do the virtuous action for its own sake. The correct
decision requires deliberation; the virtue of intellect
that ensures good deliberation is prudence (or
‘wisdom’, phronésis; Nicomachean Ethics VI 4-5);
hence the mean in which a virtue lies must be
determined by the sort of reason by which the
prudent person would determine it (1107a1-2).
Virtue of character is, therefore, inseparable from
prudence. Each virtue is subject to the direction of
prudence because each virtue aims at what is best, as
identified by prudence.

In claiming that prudence involves deliberation,
Aristotle also emphasizes the importance of its
grasping the relevant features of a particular
situation; we need to grasp the right particulars if
deliberation is to result in a correct decision about
what to do here and now. The right moral choice
requires experience of particular situations, since
general rules cannot be applied mechanically.
Aristotle describes the relevant aspect of prudence
as a sort of perception or intuitive understanding of
the right aspects of particular situations (Nicomachean
Ethics VI 8, 11).

These aspects of prudence distinguish the
virtuous person from ‘continent’ and ‘incontinent’
people (Nicomachean Ethics VII 1-10). Aristotle
accepts the reality of incontinent action (akrasia),
rejecting Socrates’ view that only ignorance of what
is better and worse underlies apparent incontinence
(see SocraTes §6; AkRrasiA). He argues that
incontinents make the right decision, but act
contrary to it. Their failure to stick to their decision
is the result of strong non-rational desires, not
simply of cognitive error. Still, Aristotle agrees with
Socrates in believing that ignorance is an important
component of a correct explanation of inconti-
nence, because no one can act contrary to a correct
decision fully accepted at the very moment of
incontinent action.

The error of incontinents lies in their failure to
harmonize the demands of their appetites with the
requirements of virtue; their strong appetites cause
them to lose part of the reasoning that formed their
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decision. When they act, they fail to see clearly how
their general principles apply to their present
situation. If their failure results from an error in
deliberation, it is clear why Aristotle insists that
incontinent people lack prudence.

24 Choice, virtue, and pleasure

It 1s initially puzzling that virtuous people decide to
act virtuously for its own sake as a result of
deliberation. If they decide on virtuous action for its
own sake, then their deliberation causes them to
choose it as an end in itself, not simply as a means.
Decision and deliberation, however, are not about
ends but about ‘the things promoting ends’ (ta pros
ta telé, often rendered ‘means to ends’). Aristotle’s
description of the virtuous person, then, seems to
attribute to decision a role that is excluded by his
explicit account of decision.

This puzzle is less severe once we recognize that
Aristotle regards different sorts of things as ‘promot-
ing’ an end. Sometimes he means (1) that the action
is external and purely instrumental to the end; in
this way buying food ‘promotes’ eating dinner.
Sometimes, however, he means (2) that the action is
a part or component of the end, or that performing
the action partly constitutes the achieving of the
end; in this way eating the main course ‘promotes’
eating dinner. Deliberation about this second sort of
‘promotion’ shows that an action is worth choosing
for its own sake, in so far as it partly constitutes
our end.

This role for deliberation explains how virtuous
people can decide, as a result of deliberation, on
virtuous action for its own sake; they choose it as a
part of happiness, not as a merely instrumental
means. Prudence finds the actions that promote
happiness in so far as they are parts of the happy life.
Such actions are to be chosen for their own sake, as
being their own end; they are not simply instru-
mental means to some further end. The virtuous
person’s decision results from deliberation about the
composition of happiness; virtuous people decide
on the actions that, by being non-instrumentally
good, are components of happiness in their own right.

Aristotle’s demand for the virtuous person to
decide on the virtuous action for its own sake is
connected with two further claims: (1) the virtuous
person must take pleasure in virtuous action as such;
(2) in doing so, the virtuous person has the
pleasantest life. In these claims Aristotle relies on
his views about the nature of pleasure and its role in
happiness (Nicomachean Ethics VII 11-14, X 1-5).

He denies that pleasure is some uniform
sensation to which different kinds of pleasant action
are connected only causally (in the way that the
reading of many boring books on different subjects
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might induce the same feeling of boredom). Instead
he argues that the specific pleasure taken in x rather
than y is internally related to doing x rather than y,
and essentially depends on pursuing x for x’s own
sake. Pleasure is a ‘supervenient end’ (1174b31-3)
resulting from an activity that one pursues as an
activity (praxis or energeia) rather than a mere process
or production (kinésis or poiesis).

Aristotle insists, following Plato’s Philebus, that
the value of the pleasure depends on the value of the
activity on which the pleasure supervenes (1176a3—
29). The virtuous person has the pleasantest life, but
the pleasantest life cannot aim exclusively at
pleasure.

25 Virtue, friendship and the good of others

The virtuous person’s deliberation, identifying the
mean in relation to different desires and different
situations, is articulated in the different virtues of
character (described in Nicomachean Ethics 11I-V).
The different virtues are concerned with the
regulation of non-rational desires (for example,
bravery, temperance, good temper), external goods
(for example, magnificence, magnanimity) and
social situations (for example, truthfulness, wit).
Some concern the good of others to some degree
(bravery, good temper, generosity).

Aristotle’s Greek for virtue of character, éthikéarete,
is rendered into Latin as ‘virtus moralis’. The
English rendering ‘moral virtue’ is defensible, since
the virtues of character as a whole display the
impartial concern for others that is often ascribed to
morality. They are unified by the aim of the
virtuous person, who decides on the virtuous action
because it is ‘fine’ (kalon). Fine action systematically
promotes the good of others; we must aim at it if we
are to find the mean that is characteristic of a virtue
(1122b6-7).

A second unifying element in the virtues,
inseparable from concern for the fine, is their
connection to justice (V 1-2). Aristotle takes justice
to be multivocal (see §4), and distinguishes general
justice from the specific virtue concerned with the
prevention and rectification of certain specific types
of injustices. General justice is the virtue of
character that aims specifically at the common
good of a community. Since it is not a difterent state
of character from the other virtues, they must
incorporate concern for the common good.

To explain why concern for the good of others,
and for a common good, is part of the life that aims
at one’s own happiness, Aristotle examines friend-
ship (philia; Nicomachean Ethics VIII-IX). All three
of the main types of friendship (for pleasure, for
advantage and for the good) seek the good of the
other person. Only the best type — friendship for the
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good between virtuous people —includes A’s concern
for B’s good for B’s own sake and because of B’s
essential character (Nicomachean Ethics VIII 1-4).

In the best sort of friendship, the friend is
‘another self”; A takes the sorts of attitudes to B that
A also takes to A. Aristotle infers that friendship is
part of a complete and self-sufficient life (IX 9-11).
Friendship involves sharing the activities one counts
as especially important in one’s life, and especially
the sharing of reasoning and thinking. Friends
cooperate in deliberation, decision and action; and
the thoughts and actions of each provide reasons for
the future thoughts and actions of the other. The
cooperative aspects of friendship more fully realize
each person’s own capacities as a rational agent, and
so promote each person’s happiness. Hence the full
development of a human being requires concern for
the good of others.

26 Two conceptions of happiness?

Although Aristotle emphasizes the other-regarding,
social aspects of happiness, he also advocates pure
intellectual activity (or ‘study’, thedria) — the
contemplation of scientific and philosophical truths,
apart from any attempt to apply them to practice
(Nicomachean Ethics X 6-8). The connection
between the human function and human happiness
(see §21) implies that contemplation is a supremely
important element in happiness. For contemplation
is the highest fulfilment of our nature as rational
beings; it is the sort of rational activity that we share
with the gods, who are rational beings with no need
to apply reason to practice. Aristotle infers that
contemplation is the happiest life available to us, in
so far as we have the rational intellects we share with
gods (see §16).

According to one interpretation, Aristotle actu-
ally identifies contemplation with happiness: con-
templation is the only non-instrumental good that is
part of happiness, and the moral virtues are to be
valued — from the point of view of happiness —
simply as means to contemplation. If this is
Aristotle’s view, it is difficult to see how the virtues
of character are even the best instrumental means to
happiness. Even if some virtuous actions are
instrumental means to contemplation, it is difficult
to see how the motives demanded of the virtuous
person (see §§24-5) are always useful, rather than
distracting, for those who aim at contemplation.

Probably, however, Aristotle means that con-
templation is the best component of happiness. If
we were pure intellects with no other desires and no
bodies, contemplation would be the whole of our
good. Since, however, we are not in fact merely
intellects (Nicomachean Ethics 1178b3-7), Aristotle
recognizes that the good must be the good of the



whole human being. Contemplation is not the
complete good for a human being.

If this is Aristotle’s view, then contemplation fits
the conception of happiness that is upheld in the
rest of the Nicomachean Ethics and in the other
ethical works. The virtues of character, and the
actions expressing them, deserve to be chosen for
their own sakes as components of happiness. In the
virtuous person, they regulate one’s choice of other
goods, and so they also regulate one’s choices about
contemplation. The Politics may be taken to develop
this conception of happiness, since (in book VII) it
sets contemplation in the context of a social order
regulated by the moral virtues.

27 Politics: ideal states

The Politics pursues three connected aims: (1) it
completes the discussion of happiness, by showing
what kind of political community achieves the
human good (mainly books I, II and VII); (2) it sets
out moral and political principles that allow us to
understand and to criticize the different sorts of
actual states and their constitutions (mainly books
II and IV); (3) it offers some proposals for
improving actual states (mainly books V and VI).
The order of the books probably reflects Aristotle’s
aim of describing an ideal state after examining the
strengths and weaknesses of actual states.

An individuals desire for happiness leads even-
tually to the city. A human being is a ‘political
animal’, because essential human capacities and aims
are completely fulfilled only in a political commu-
nity; hence (given the connection between the
human function and the human good) the indivi-
dual’s happiness must involve the good of fellow
members of a community. The relevant sort of
community is a polis (‘city’ or ‘state’) — a self-
governing community whose proper function (not
completely fulfilled by every actual political com-
munity) is to aim at the common good of its
citizens, who (normally) share in ruling and in
being ruled. The city is the all-inclusive commu-
nity, of which the other communities are parts,
since it aims at advantage not merely for some present
concern but for the whole of life (Nicomachean Ethics
1160a9-30). Since happiness is complete and self-
sufficient, the city is a complete and self-sufficient
community (Politics 1252b28), aiming at a complete
and self-sufficient life that includes all the goods
needed for a happy life.

The connection between human nature, human
good and the political community is most easily
understood from Aristotle’s account of friendship.
Complete friendship, which requires living together
and sharing rational discourse and thought, is
restricted to individuals with virtuous characters,
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but this is not the only type of friendship that
achieves self-realization in cooperation; a similar
defence can be given for the friendship of citizens.
Collective deliberation about questions of justice
and benefit contributes to the virtuous person’s self-
realization because it extends the scope of one’s
practical reason and deliberation beyond one’s own
life and activities. Since the city is comprehensive,
seeking to plan for everything that is needed for the
complete good, a rational agent has good reason to
want to share in its deliberations.

Since, then, Aristotle believes that political
activity contributes in its own right to the human
good, he argues against a ‘social contract’ theory
that assigns a restricted instrumental function to the
state (safety, or mutual protection, or the safe-
guarding of what justly belongs to each person;
Politics TII 9). Political life is to be valued for itself,
apart from any instrumental benefit; the best city
aims at the development of the moral virtues and at
the political participation of all who are capable of
them.

In the light of these aims, Aristotle describes the
best city. It has to assume favourable external
conditions (geographical and economic) to allow
the development of political life. Its criteria for
citizenship are restricted, since they exclude every-
one (including women and manual labourers)
whom Aristotle regards as incapable of developing
the virtues of character. Within the class of citizens,
however, Aristotle is concerned to avoid gross
inequality of wealth and to ensure that everyone
shares both in ruling and in being ruled. The
institutions of the best state provide the political,
social, economic and educational basis for the
practice of the moral virtues and for contemplation.

28 Politics: imperfect states

Just as a correct conception of happiness is the basis
of the ideal city, various incorrect conceptions of
happiness define mistaken aims for different cities.
These mistaken aims underlie the different concep-
tions of justice that are embodied in the constitu-
tions of different cities. Partisans of oligarchy, for
instance, take happiness to consist in wealth; they
treat the city as a business partnership (Politics
1280a25-31). Partisans of democracy take happiness
to consist simply in the satisfaction of desire; they
assume that if people are equal in the one respect of
being free rather than slaves, they are equal
altogether, and should have an equal share in ruling
(1280a24-5). Neither view is completely mistaken,
since neither wealth nor freedom is irrelevant to
questions of justice, but each is one-sided.

These one-sided views cause errors about the just
distribution of political power or other goods. The
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proper basis for assigning worth in distribution will
be whatever is relevant for the common good, since
that is the aim of general justice. Since a correct
conception of the common good requires a correct
conception of happiness, a correct answer to the
question about distribution must appeal to a true
conception of happiness.

The criticism of existing constitutions seeks to
show both how they fall short of the norms that are
met by the ideal state, and how they can be
improved. Aristotle wants to describe not only the
ideal state, but also the best organization of each
political system. In some circumstances, he believes,
economic, social and demographic facts may make
(for example) democracy or oligarchy difficult to
avoid. Still, an imperfect constitution can be
improved, by attention to the aspects of justice,
and hence the aspects of happiness, that this
constitution tends to ignore. Even when Aristotle
may appear to be engaged in empirical political
sociology, or to be offering hints for the survival of a
particular regime, he is guided by the moral and
political principles that he defends in the more
theoretical parts of the Politics.

29 Rhetoric and poetics

In Aristotle’s classification, rhetoric and poetics
(poietike; literally ‘productive’) count as ‘productive’
rather than ‘practical’ disciplines; they are concerned
with ‘production’ (poiesis) — purely instrumental
action aiming at some external end — rather than
with ‘action’ (praxis) — action that is also an end in
itself. Rhetoric is a productive discipline in so far as
it aims at persuasion in public speaking, and seeks
the arguments, diction, language, metaphor, appeals
to emotion and so on, that are most likely to
persuade difterent types of audiences. Hence
Aristotle’s treatise on rhetoric contains sections on
these different topics. Dialectic and logic are useful
to a student of rhetoric, even though rhetoric does
not aim at the truth; for true or plausible claims
tend to be persuasive. Rhetoric I1 deals with another
aspect of rhetorical persuasion, by describing the
different emotions; the student of rhetoric must
know how to arouse emotions in an audience.
Aristotle also takes his moral and political theory
to be relevant to rhetoric, for two main reasons. (1)
Rhetoric is concerned with the moral and political
issues discussed in public assemblies or in courts,
and the orator needs to be familiar with the
convictions of a given audience. (2) Even more
important, the orator should be guided by correct
moral and political convictions (without necessarily
grasping their philosophical basis). Aristotle does
not endorse the conception of oratory as a
technique of persuasion that is indifferent to the
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moral and political aims that it serves. This
conception of oratory arouses Plato’s criticism in
the Gorgias (see PraTo §7) Aristotle replies to such
criticism by arguing that the orator should learn,
and should be guided by, correct principles. He sets
out some of these in the Rheforic.

Moral and political principles are also relevant to
Aristotle’s treatment of literary criticism in the
Poetics. The surviving part of this treatise deals
mainly with tragedy. Some of it is similar to the
Rhetoric, in so far as it discusses matters of technique
and psychology; Aristotle describes the various sorts
of plots, characters and dramatic devices that affect
the audience in different ways. He is also con-
cerned, however, about the moral aspects of
tragedy; in this he may be responding to the
criticisms of tragedy in book X of Plato’s Republic.
He argues that tragedy achieves its appropriate eftect
when it directs pity, fear, sympathy and revulsion at
the appropriate sorts of people and situations; and
he examines the plots and characters of various
tragedies from this point of view (see KATHARSIS;
MIMESTS).

30 Influence

Some aspects of Aristotle’s philosophy have become
so familiar that we do not even attribute them to
him. When we say that an event was a mere
‘coincidence’, or that an ignorant person is ‘ill-
informed’, or that someone’s behaviour is forming
good or bad ‘habits’, our vocabulary expresses
Aristotelian assumptions, transmitted through Latin
translations and interpretations.

The explicit influence of Aristotle’s philosophical
works and theories has been variable. In Hellenistic
philosophy, he is not prominently cited or discussed,;
some have even doubted whether the major Stoics
knew his works. From the first century BC,
however, the study of Aristotle revived. This revival
produced philosophers defending an Aristotelian
position, often incorporating Stoic or Platonist
elements, but sometimes sharpening contrasts
between Aristotle and the Hellenistic schools.
These Aristotelians began a long series of Greek
commentaries (lasting until the sixth century Ap).
Many of the later commentators were Neoplato-
nists; some of whom tried to reconcile Aristotelian
with Platonic doctrines (see NEOPLATONISM;
PorPHYRY).

Between the sixth and the thirteenth centuries,
most of Aristotle’s works were unavailable in
western Europe, although he was still studied in
the Byzantine empire and the Islamic world. Two
leading figures in the revival of Aristotelian studies
and of Aristotelian philosophy in medieval Europe
were the translator William of Moerbeke and Thomas



Aquinas. Aquinas’ attempt to combine Aristotelian
philosophy with orthodox Christian theology was at
first rejected by ecclesiastical authority, but then
came to be accepted (see AQuinas, T.).

The ‘scholastic’ philosophy of Aquinas and his
successors 1s often opposed, but often presupposed,
by Descartes, Locke, Hobbes and many of their
successors, who often do not distinguish it from
Aristotle’s own philosophy. The reader who com-
pares their representation of the scholastic position
with Aristotle’s own works (or with Aquinas) will
often be surprised by the sharp differences between
Aristotle’s (and Aquinas’) own positions and the
positions that are attributed to him by the seventeenth-
century philosophers who reject his authority.

Modern historical study of Aristotle begins in the
early nineteenth century. It has led to philosophical
reassessment, and his works have once again become
a source of philosophical insight and argument.
Many of the themes of Aristotelian philosophy — the
nature of substance, the relation of form to matter,
the relation of mind to body, the nature of human
action, the role of virtues and actions in morality —
have reappeared as issues in philosophical debates,
and Aristotle’s contributions to these debates have
influenced the course of philosophical discussion.

In some ways, Aristotle has suffered from his
success. At different times he has been regarded as
the indisputable authority in astronomy, biology,
logic and ethics; hence he has represented the
traditional position against which reformers have
revolted. If he is regarded neither as the indisputable
authority nor as a repository of antiquated and
discarded doctrines, his permanent philosophical
value can be more justly appreciated.

See also: ARCHE; BEING; CHANGE; DuAaLis™m;
FRIENDSHIP; METAPHYSICS; PNEUMA;
TELEOLOGICAL ETHICS; TENSE AND TEMPORAL
LOGIC; VIRTUE ETHICS; VIRTUES AND VICES
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ARITHMETIC, PHILOSOPHICAL ISSUES IN

The philosophy of arithmetic gains its special
character from issues arising out of the status of
the principle of mathematical induction. Indeed, it
is just at the point where proof by induction enters
that arithmetic stops being trivial. The propositions

ARNAULD, ANTOINE

of elementary arithmetic — quantifier-free sentences
such as ‘7+5=12" — can be decided mechanically:
once we know the rules for calculating, it is hard to
see what mathematical interest can remain. As soon
as we allow sentences with one universal quantifier,
however — sentences of the form ‘(¥x) f(x) =0’ — we
have no decision procedure either in principle or in
practice, and can state some of the most profound
and difficult problems in mathematics. (Goldbach’s
conjecture that every even number greater than 2 is
the sum of two primes, formulated in 1742 and still
unsolved, is of this type.)

It seems natural to regard as part of what we
mean by natural numbers that they should obey the
principle of induction. But this exhibits a form of
circularity known as ‘impredicativity’: the statement
of the principle involves quantification over proper-
ties of numbers, but to understand this quantifica-
tion we must assume a prior grasp of the number
concept, which it was our intention to define. It is
nowadays a commonplace to draw a distinction
between impredicative definitions, which are ille-
gitimate, and impredicative specifications, which are
not. The conclusion we should draw in this case is
that the principle of induction on its own does not
provide a non-circular route to an understanding of
the natural number concept. We therefore need an
independent argument. Four broad strategies have
been attempted, which we shall consider in turn.
See also: FrREGE, G.; HUSSERL, E.

MICHAEL POTTER

ARNAULD, ANTOINE (1612-94)

Antoine Arnauld, a leading theologian and Carte-
sian philosopher, was one of the most important and
interesting figures of the seventeenth century. As the
most prominent spokesperson and defender of the
Jansenist community based at Port-Royal, almost all
Arnaulds efforts were devoted to theological
matters. But early on, with his largely constructive
objections to Descartes’ Meditations in 1641, he
established a reputation as an analytically rigorous
and insightful philosophical thinker. He went on to
become perhaps Descartes’ most faithful and
vociferous defender. He found Cartesian metaphys-
ics, particularly mind-body dualism, to be of great
value for the Christian religion. In a celebrated
debate with Nicolas Malebranche, Arnauld advanced
something like a direct realist account of perceptual
acquaintance by arguing that the representative ideas
that mediate human knowledge and perception are
not immaterial objects distinct from the mind’s
perceptions, but are just those perceptions them-
selves. His criticisms of Leibniz gave rise to another
important debate. He also co-authored the so-called
‘Port-Royal Logic’, the most famous and successful
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logic of the early modern period. The underlying
motives in all Arnauld’s philosophical writings were,
however, theological, and his greatest concern was
to safeguard God’s omnipotence and to defend what
he took to be the proper Catholic view on questions
of grace and divine providence

See also: DuALISM; FREEDOM, DIVINE; PERCEPTION

STEVEN NADLER

ART, ABSTRACT

The use of the term ‘abstract’ as a category of visual
art dates from the second decade of the twentieth
century, when painters and sculptors had turned
away from verisimilitude and launched such modes
of abstraction as Cubism, Orphism, Futurism,
Rayonism and Suprematism. Two subcategories
may be distinguished: first, varieties of figurative
representation that strongly schematize, and second,
completely nonfigurative or nonobjective modes of
design (in the widest sense of that term). Both stand
opposed to classic representationalism (realism,
naturalism, illusionism, mimeticism) understood as
the commitment to a relatively full depiction of the
subject matter and construed broadly enough to
cover the traditional ‘high art’ canon through to
Post-Impressionism. Analytic and Synthetic Cubism
are model cases of the first subcategory while
Mondrian’s neoplasticism and Pollock’s classic drip
works are paradigms of the second. Though the
effect was revolutionary, the positive motivations for
this degree of abstraction in visual art were not
wholly new. What was new was the elevation of
previously subordinate aims to the front rank and
the pursuit of certain principal aims in isolation
from the full pictorial package. Thus abstract art
variously celebrates structural and colour properties
of objects, scenes and patterns; effects of motion,
light and atmosphere; aspects of perceptual process,
whether normal or expressively loaded; and forms
expressing cosmic conceptions, visionary states or
utopian ambitions. With a few exceptions (for
example, the Futurists) the founders of abstract art
were far from lucid or forthcoming about the
significance of their work, and viewers have found
successive waves of abstraction initially baffling and
even offensive. But abstract art now forms a secure
part of the ‘high art’ canon, though generally its
appeal is less well understood than that of the classic
modes of representation. Criticisms of abstract art
have also become more lucid.

The chief philosophical issues affecting abstract
art concern the definition of the term and the
delineation of subordinate types; the relation
between abstraction and other modes of avant-
garde art that superficially resemble it; the magni-
tude of the artistic values so far achieved by the
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various forms; and finally the theoretical limits of
significance attainable by abstraction as compared
with the limits encountered in figurative art.

See also: ADORrRNO, T.W.; DerPicTION; EMOTION IN

RESPONSE TO ART; FORMALISM IN ART

JOHN H. BROWN

ART AND EMOTION
See EMOTION IN RESPONSE TO ART

ART AND MORALITY

A complex set of questions is raised by an
examination of the relationship between art and
morality. First there is a set of empirical considera-
tions about the eftect that works of art have on us —
one obviously contentious case is that of porno-
graphy. Many would argue that the artistic merits of
a work are independent of any attitudes or actions it
may lead us to adopt or perform. This claim does
not survive scrutiny, however, though there is a
distinction to be drawn between artistic value and
the value of art as a whole. Though there are no
coercive arguments to show that we have to take
into account the moral qualities of works of art, it is
in practice very difficult to ignore them, especially
when the point of the work is insistently moral, or
when the work is conspicuously depraved.

There is a long tradition, dating back to Plato, of
regarding art with suspicion for its power over our
emotions, and much of Western aesthetic theorizing
has been a response to Plato’s challenge. The
longest-lasting defence justified art in terms of a
combination of pleasure and instruction, though the
two never hit it off as well as was hoped. In the early
nineteenth century a new, more complex account
of art was offered, notably by Hegel, in the form of
a historicized view in which art is one of the modes
by which we come to self-awareness; the emphasis
altered from truth to an independently existing
reality to truthfulness to our own natures, as we
explore them by creating art. Taken into the social
sphere, this became a doctrine of the importance
of art as an agent of political consciousness,
operating in subtle ways to undermine the view of
reality imposed on us by the ideologies that hold us
captive.

See also: AESTHETICS AND ETHICS; ARISTOTLE; ART,
UNDERSTANDING OF; ART, VALUE OF; ART WORKS,
ONTOLOGY OF; CoLLINGWOoOD, R.G.; CrOCE, B ;
EMOTION IN RESPONSE TO ART; HEGEL, G.W.F. §8;
JouNsoN, S.; Kant, 1. §12; MORALITY AND
EMOTIONS; MURDOCH, I.; POETRY; PORNOGRAPHY;
ScHILLER, J.C.E; Torstoy, L.N.

MICHAEL TANNER



ART AND TRUTH

Some things are true within the world of a literary
work. It is true, in the world evoked by Madame
Bovary, that Emma Roualt married Charles Bovary.
Here, however, we are not concerned with truth in
fiction but rather with what it is for a work of art to
be true of, or true to, the actual world. Representa-
tional works represent states of affairs, or objects
portrayed in a certain way. The concept of truth
naturally gets a grip here, because we can ask
whether the represented state of affairs actually
exists in the world, or whether a represented object
exists and really is the way it is represented to be, or
whether a representation of a kind of thing offers a
genuinely representative example of that kind. If so,
we could call the work true, or true in the given
respect.

A work will often get us to respond to what is
portrayed in a way similar to what our response
would have been to the real thing — we are moved
to fear and pity by objects we know are merely
fictions. But a work could also portray characters
responding in certain ways to the imaginary
situations it conjures, often with the implication
that the response is a likely human emotional or
practical response to that situation, or a response to
be expected of a character of the given type, and we
could reasonably call the work true if we believed
the portrayed reaction was a likely one.

Arguably, if we judge a work to be in some
respect true to life, we must already have known
that life was like that in order to make the
judgment. But, interestingly, works of art appear
to be able to portray situations that we have not
experienced, in which the portrayal seems to
warrant our saying that the work has shown (that
is, taught) us a likely or plausible unfolding of the
portrayed situation, or shown us what it would have
been like to experience the situation. It is also said,
especially of narrative fiction, that, because of its
power to show us what various alternative imagin-
ary situations would be like, it can enlighten us
about how we ought to live.

So we may consider how a work of art might be a
vehicle of truths about the actual world. This gives
rise to a further question — sometimes called the
problem of belief — of whether the value of a work
of art as a piece of art is related to its truth. If a work
implies or suggests that something is the case, ought
I to value it more highly as art if I accept what it
implies as the truth? Alternatively, should I take it as
an aesthetic shortcoming if I do not?

See also: ART AND MORALITY; ART, VALUE OF;
FictionaL ENTITIES; MURDOCH, I.; NARRATIVE

PAUL TAYLOR

ART, DEFINITION OF

ART CRITICISM

To criticize a work of art is to make a judgment of
its overall merit or demerit and to support that
judgment by reference to features it possesses. This
activity is of great antiquity; we find Aristotle, for
example, relating the excellence of Sophocles’
Oedipus Rex to the excellence of its plot construc-
tion. Criticism became a topic in philosophy
because reflection on the kinds of things said by
critics generated various perplexities and in some
cases encouraged a general scepticism about the
possibility of criticism. Two general and related
problems in particular have taxed philosophers. The
first is the question of whether criticism is a rational
activity, that is to say, whether critics can give
reasons for their judgments that would persuade
potential dissenters of the rightness of those
judgments. The second, a matter to which Kant
and Hume made notable contributions, is the
problem of the objectivity of critical judgments, it
being widely believed that critical appraisals are
wholly subjective or just ‘a matter of taste’.
Arguments that use deductive or inductive reason-
ing to demonstrate the possibility of proofs of
critical judgments are generally agreed to have
failed. Another approach redescribes the critic
altogether, not as someone who uses argument to
prove their judgments to an audience, but as
someone who aims to help the audience perceive
features of the work of art and understand their role
in the work.

See also: AESTHETIC CONCEPTS; ART,
UNDERSTANDING OF; ART, VALUE OF; ARTIST S
INTENTION

COLIN LYAS

ART, DEFINITION OF

Many of the earliest definitions of art were probably
intended to emphasize salient or important features
for an audience already familiar with the concept,
rather than to analyse the essence possessed by all art
works and only by them. Indeed, it has been argued
that art could not be defined any more rigorously,
since no immutable essence is observable in its
instances. But, on the one hand, this view faces
difficulties in explaining the unity of the concept —
similarities between them, for example, are insuffi-
cient to distinguish works of art from other things.
And, on the other, it overlooks the attractive
possibility that art is to be defined in terms of a
relation between the activities of artists, the
products that result and the audiences that receive
them.

Two types of definition have come to promi-
nence since the 1970s: the functional and proce-
dural. The former regards something as art only if it
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serves the function for which we have art, usually
said to be that of providing aesthetic experience.
The latter regards something as art only if it has
been baptized as such through an agent’s application
of the appropriate procedures. In the version where
the agent takes their authority from their location
within an informal institution, the ‘artworld’,
proceduralism is known as the institutional theory.
These definitional strategies are opposed in practice,
if not in theory, because the relevant procedures are
sometimes used apart from, or to oppose, the
alleged function of art; obviously these theories
disagree then about whether the outcome is art.
To take account of art’s historically changing
character a definition might take a recursive form,
holding that something is art if it stands in an
appropriate relation to previous art works: it is the
location of an item within accepted art-making
traditions that makes it a work of art. Theories
developed in the 1980s have often taken this form.
They variously see the crucial relation between the
piece and the corpus of accepted works as, for
example, a matter of the manner in which it is
intended to be regarded, or of a shared style, or of its
being forged by a particular kind of narrative.
See also: AESTHETIC CONCEPTS; ARTIST’S
INTENTION; CoLLINGWOOD, R.G.; CrOCE, B.;
DeriNITION; TOLSTOY, L.N.

STEPHEN DAVIES

ART, FORMALISM IN
See FORMALISM IN ART

ART, UNDERSTANDING OF

Art engages the understanding in many ways. Thus,
confronted with an allegorical painting such as Van
Eyk’s The Marriage of Arnolfini, one might want to
understand the significance of the objects it depicts.
Similarly, confronted with an obscure poem, such as
Eliot’s The Waste Land, one might seek to under-
stand what it means. Sometimes, too, we claim not
to understand a work of art, a piece of music, say,
when we are unable to derive enjoyment from it
because we cannot see how it is organized or hangs
together. Sometimes what challenges the under-
standing goes deeper, as when we ask why some
things, including such notorious productions of the
avant garde as the urinal exhibited by Marcel
Duchamp, are called art at all. Some have also
claimed that to understand a work of art we must
understand its context. Sometimes the context
referred to is that of the particular problems and
aims of the individual artist in a certain tradition, as
when the church of St Martin-in-the-Fields is
understood as a contribution by its architect to the
vexing problem of combining a tower with a
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classical fagade. Sometimes the context is social, as
when some Marxists argue that works of art can best
be understood as reflections of the more or less
inadequate economic organizations of the societies
that gave rise to them. The understanding of art
becomes a philosophical problem because, first, it is
sometimes thought that one of the central tasks of
interpretation is to understand the meaning of a
work. However, recent writers, notably Derrida,
query the notion of the meaning of a work as
something to be definitively deciphered, and offer
the alternative view of interpretation as an unending
play with the infinitely varied meanings of the text.
Second, a controversial issue has been the extent to
which the judgment of works of art can be divorced
from an understanding of the circumstances, both
individual and cultural, of their making. Thus Clive
Bell argued that to appreciate a work of art we need
nothing more than a knowledge of its colours,
shapes and spatial arrangements. Others, ranging
from Wittgenstein to Marxists, have for a variety of
different reasons argued that a work of art cannot be
properly understood and appreciated without some
understanding of its relation to the context of its
creation, a view famously characterized by Beards-
ley and Wimsatt as the ‘genetic fallacy’.

See also: ART AND MORALITY; ART AND TRUTH; ART
CRITICISM; ART, VALUE OF; ARTIST’S INTENTION

COLIN LYAS

ART, VALUE OF

Art has as many kinds of value as there are points of
view from which it can be evaluated. Moreover, the
benefits of art vary with the role of the participant,
for there are benefits that are specific to the
creation, the performance and the mere apprecia-
tion of art. But in the philosophy of art one value is
basic, namely the distinctive value of a work of art,
its value as a work of art, which can be called its
‘artistic value’. This value is intrinsic to a work in
that it is determined by the intrinsic, rather than the
instrumental, value of an informed experience of it,
an experience of it in which it is understood.
Artistic value is a matter of degree, but it is not a
measurable quantity, and whether one work is better
than another may be an indeterminate issue. A
judgment about a work’s artistic value claims
validity, rightly or wrongly, not merely for the
person who makes the judgment but for everyone.
Both David Hume and Immanuel Kant tried to
show how such a claim could be well-founded, but
their attempts are usually considered failures, and
there is no accepted solution to the problem they
addressed. Many philosophers have been concerned
with the relation between artistic value and other
values. The most famous attack on art, founded on



its supposed relation to other values, was made by
Plato, who claimed that nearly all art has undesirable
social consequences and so should be excluded from
a decent society. Plato overlooked many possibi-
lities, however, and the question of art’s beneficial
or harmful influence is a much more complex issue
than he recognized.

See also: AESTHETICS AND ETHICS; ART AND
MORALITY; ART AND TRUTH; ART, UNDERSTANDING
or; Kanr, 1. §12

MALCOLM BUDD

ART WORKS, ONTOLOGY OF

In trying to decide what kinds of thing art works
are, the most natural starting point is the hypothesis
that they are physical objects. This is plausible only
for certain works, such as paintings and sculptures;
in such cases we say that the work is a certain
marked canvas or piece of stone. Even for these
apparently favourable cases, though, there is a
metaphysical objection to this proposal: that works
and the physical objects identified with them do not
possess the same properties and so cannot be
identical. There is also an aesthetic objection: that
the plausibility of the thesis for painting and
sculpture rests on the false view that the authentic
object made by the artist possesses aesthetically
relevant features which no copy could possibly
exemplify. Once it is acknowledged that paintings
and sculptures are, in principle, reproducible in the
way that novels and musical scores are, the
motivation for thinking of the authentic canvas or
stone as the work itself collapses.

For literary and musical works, the standard view
is that they are structures: structures of word-types
in the literary case and of sound-types in the musical
case. This structuralist view is opposed by con-
textualism, which asserts that the identity conditions
for works must take into account historical features
involving their origin and modes of production.
Contextualists claim that works with the same
structure might have different historical features and
ought, therefore, to count as distinct works.

Nelson Goodman has proposed that we divide
works into autographic and allographic kinds; for
autographic works, such as paintings, genuineness is
determined partly by history of production: for
allographic works, such as novels, it is determined in
some other way. Our examination of the hypothesis
that certain works are physical objects and our
discussion of the structuralist/contextualist contro-
versy will indicate grounds for thinking that
Goodman’s distinction does not provide an accep-
table categorization of works.

A wholly successful ontology of art works would
tell us what things are art works and what things are

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

not; failing that, it would give us identity conditions
for them, enabling us to say under what conditions
this work and that are the same work. Since the
complexity of the issues to be discussed quickly
ramifies, it will be appropriate after a certain point
to consider only the question of identity conditions.
For simplicity, this entry concentrates on works of
art that exemplify written literature, scored music
and the plastic and pictorial arts.

See also: ART, UNDERSTANDING OF;
STRUCTURALISM; TYPE/TOKEN DISTINCTION

GREGORY CURRIE

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

Artificial intelligence (Al) tries to make computer
systems (of various kinds) do what minds can do:
interpreting a photograph as depicting a face;
offering medical diagnoses; using and translating
language; learning to do better next time.

AT has two main aims. One is technological: to
build useful tools, which can help humans in
activities of various kinds, or perform the activities
for them. The other is psychological: to help us
understand human (and animal) minds, or even
intelligence in general.

Computational psychology uses Al concepts and
Al methods in formulating and testing its theories.
Mental structures and processes are described in
computational terms. Usually, the theories are
clarified, and their predictions tested, by running
them on a computer program. Whether people
perform the equivalent task in the same way is
another question, which psychological experiments
may help to answer. Al has shown that the human
mind is more complex than psychologists had
previously assumed, and that introspectively ‘simple’
achievements — many shared with animals — are
even more difficult to mimic artificially than are
‘higher’ functions such as logic and mathematics.

There are deep theoretical disputes within Al
about how best to model intelligence. Classical
(symbolic) Al programs consist of formal rules for
manipulating formal symbols; these are carried out
sequentially, one after the other. Connectionist
systems, also called neural networks, perform many
simple processes in parallel (simultaneously); most
work in a way described not by lists of rules, but by
differential equations. Hybrid systems combine
aspects of classical and connectionist Al. More
recent approaches seek to construct adaptive
autonomous agents, whose behaviour is self-
directed rather than imposed from outside and
which adjust to environmental conditions. Situated
robotics builds robots that react directly to environ-
mental cues, instead of following complex internal
plans as classical robots do. The programs, neural
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networks and robots of evolutionary Al are
produced not by detailed human design, but by
automatic evolution (variation and selection).
Artificial life studies the emergence of order and
adaptive behaviour in general and is closely related
to AL

Philosophical problems central to Al include the
following. Can classical or connectionist Al explain
conceptualization and thinking? Can meaning be
explained by AI? What sorts of mental representa-
tions are there (if any)? Can computers, or non-
linguistic animals, have beliefs and desires? Could AI
explain consciousness? Might intelligence be better
explained by less intellectualistic approaches, based
on the model of skills and know-how rather than
explicit representation?

MARGARET A. BODEN

ARTISTIC EXPRESSION

Many kinds of psychological state can be expressed
in or by works of art. But it is the artistic expression
of emotion that has figured most prominently in
philosophical discussions of art. Emotion is
expressed in pictorial, literary and other representa-
tional works of art by the characters who are
depicted or in other ways presented in the works.
We often identify the emotions of such characters in
much the same way as we ordinarily identify the
emotions of others, but we might also have special
knowledge of a character’s emotional state, through
direct access to their thoughts, for instance.

A central case of the expression of emotion by
works of art is the expression of emotion by a purely
musical work. What is the source of the emotion
expressed by a piece of music? While art engages its
audience, often calling forth an emotional response,
its expressiveness does not consist in this power. It is
not because an art work tends to make us feel sad,
for instance, that we call it sad; rather, we react as
we do because sadness is present in it. And while
artists usually contrive the expressiveness of their art
works, sometimes expressing their own emotions in
doing so, their success in the former activity does
not depend on their doing the latter. Moreover, the
expressiveness achieved has an immediacy and
transparency, like that of genuine tears, apparently
at odds with this sophisticated, controlled form of
self-expression. It is because art presents emotion
with simple directness that it can be a vehicle for
self-expression, not vice versa. But if emotions are
the experiences of sentient beings, to whom do
those expressed in art belong if not to the artist or
audience? Perhaps they are those of a fictional
persona. We may imagine personae who undergo
the emotions expressed in art, but it is not plain that
we must do so to become aware of that expressive-
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ness, for it is arguable that art works present
appearances of emotions, as do masks, willow trees
and the like, rather than outward signs of occurrent
feelings. Expressiveness is valuable because it helps
us to understand emotions in general while
contributing to the formation of an aesthetically
satisfying whole.

See also: ART, VALUE OF; ARTIST’S INTENTION;
CorringwooDb, R.G.; Crocg, B.; EMOTION IN
RESPONSE TO ART; EMOTIONS, PHILOSOPHY OF;
Emortivism; HansLick, E.

STEPHEN DAVIES

ARTIST’S INTENTION

W.K. Wimsatt and Monroe C. Beardsley’s famous
paper ‘The Intentional Fallacy’ (1946) began one of
the central debates in aesthetics and literary theory
of the last half-century. By describing as a fallacy the
belief that critics should take into account the
author’s intentions when interpreting or evaluating
a piece of literature, they were rejecting an
entrenched assumption of traditional criticism —
and a natural one, since we normally take it for
granted that understanding actions, including acts of
speech and writing, requires a grasp of the
intentions of the agent. But they were expressing
an idea that has been greatly influential; it was a
central claim of the ‘new criticism’, while the
marginalization of the author is also a marked
feature of structuralist and poststructuralist literary
theory. Most of the debate over the artist’s
intentions — ‘artist’ here being used as a general
word for writer, composer, painter, and so on — has
centred on their relevance for interpreting art works.
More particularly, the question has been whether
external evidence about the artist’s intentions —
evidence not presented by the work itself — is
relevant to determining the work’s meaning.

See also: ART CRITICISM; ART, UNDERSTANDING OF;
ARTISTIC EXPRESSION; BARTHES, R.; DERRIDA, J.;
INTENTION; OTHER MINDS

PAUL TAYLOR

ASCETICISM

The term ‘asceticism’ is derived from the Greek
word, askésis, which referred originally to the sort of
exercise, practice or training in which athletes
engage. Asceticism may be characterized as a
voluntary, sustained and systematic programme of
self-discipline and self-denial in which immediate
sensual gratifications are renounced in order to
attain some valued spiritual or mental state. Ascetic
practices are to be found in all the major religious
traditions of the world, yet they have often been
criticized by philosophers. Some argue that the



religious doctrines that they presuppose are false or
unreasonable. Others contend that they express a
preference for pain that humans cannot consistently
act upon.

See also: RELIGTION AND MORALITY; SEXUALITY,
PHILOSOPHY OF

PHILIP L. QUINN

ASSERTION
See SPEECH ACTS

ATHEISM

Atheism is the position that affirms the nonexis-
tence of God. It proposes positive disbelief rather
than mere suspension of belief. Since many different
gods have been objects of belief, one might be an
atheist with respect to one god while believing in
the existence of some other god. In the religions of
the West — Judaism, Christianity and Islam — the
dominant idea of God is of a purely spiritual,
supernatural being who is the perfectly good, all-
powerful, all-knowing creator of everything other
than himself. As used here, in the narrow sense of
the term an atheist is anyone who disbelieves in the
existence of this being, while in the broader sense
an atheist is someone who denies the existence of
any sort of divine reality. The justification of
atheism in the narrow sense requires showing that
the traditional arguments for the existence of God
are inadequate as well as providing some positive
reasons for thinking that there is no such being.
Atheists have criticized the traditional arguments for
belief and have tried to justify positive disbelief by
arguing that the properties ascribed to this being are
incoherent, and that the amount and severity of
evils in the world make it quite likely that there is
no such all-powerful, perfectly good being in
control.

See also: AcNosTICcISM; EVIL, PROBLEM OF; GOD,
ARGUMENTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF; GOD,
CONCEPTS OF

WILLIAM L. ROWE

ATOMISM, ANCIENT

Ancient Greek atomism, starting with Leucippus
and Democritus in the fifth century BC, arose as a
response to problems of the continuum raised by
Eleatic philosophers. In time a distinction emerged,
especially in Epicurean atomism (early third century
BC), between physically indivisible particles called
‘atoms’ and absolutely indivisible or ‘partless’
magnitudes.

See also: DEMOCRITUS; EPICUREANISM; GASSENDI,
P.; Leuciprus; LUCRETIUS; MATTER; STOICISM;
XENOCRATES

DAVID SEDLEY

AUGUSTINE

ATOMISM IN THE SEVENTEENTH CENTURY
See GASSENDI, IERREV

AUGUSTINE (Ap 354-430)

Augustine was the first of the great Christian
philosophers. For well over eight centuries follow-
ing his death, in fact until the ascendancy of
Thomas Aquinas at the end of the thirteenth
century, he was also the single most influential
Christian philosopher. As a theologian and Church
Father, Augustine was the person who did the most
to define Christian heresy and so, by implication, to
formulate Christian orthodoxy. Of the three most
prominent heresies defined by Augustine — Donat-
ism, Pelagianism and Manicheism — the latter two
also have especially important philosophical impli-
cations. In rejecting Pelagianism and its thesis of
human perfectibility, Augustine rejected one form
of the principle, often associated with Kant, that
‘ought’ implies ‘can’, and in rejecting Manicheism,
with its doctrine that good and evil are equally basic
metaphysical realities, Augustine rejected one solu-
tion to the philosophical problem of evil.

The Categories may have been the only work of
Aristotle that Augustine actually read. Plato he
knew somewhat better. He seems to have been
familiar with several Platonic dialogues and he
clearly felt a special affinity for Plato and the
Platonists, which is particularly evident in De civitate
Dei (The City of God) and De vera religione (On
True Religion). Although he could be said to have
responded to classical Greek philosophy in con-
sequential ways, it must be added that what he
responded to had been filtered through Neoplato-
nism, Hellenistic scepticism and Stoicism. It was
principally through the writings of Cicero that
Augustine became schooled in the opinions of his
philosophical predecessors, and it was through the
works of the Neoplatonists that he developed his
deep appreciation for Plato.

Augustine’s philosophy thus draws significantly
on the philosophy of late antiquity as well as on
Christian revelation. Its originality lies partly in its
synthesis of Greek and Christian thought, and partly
in its development of a novel ego-centred approach
to philosophy that anticipates modern thought,
especially as exemplified in the philosophy of
Descartes. In his De trinitate (The Trinity) and De
civitate Dei, Augustine presents a line of thinking
that foreshadows Descartes’ famous cogito, ergo sum.
Through his Confessionum libri tredecim (Confessions,
more usually known as Confessiones), the first
significant autobiography in Western literature,
and also through his Soliloquia (Soliloquies), which
is a dialogue between himself and Reason, Augus-
tine introduced a first-person perspective to Western
philosophy.
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Early in his career, Augustine found himself
attracted to philosophical scepticism. In his earliest
extant work he offers his most extensive response to
the main sceptical arguments of his day, including
those that raise the possibility one might only be
dreaming. His later responses to scepticism, though
less extensive, are better focused; they concentrate
on the self-knowledge he considers directly avail-
able to each knowing subject, including the
knowledge that one exists. Taking the first-person
perspective one can also develop, he tries to show,
in his De trinitate, a convincing argument for mind—
body dualism. But supposing, as he does, that each
of us knows from our own case what a mind is
raises, as Augustine is perhaps the first philosopher
to realize, a problem about how one can ever know
that there are minds in addition to one’s own.

Augustine’s account of language and meaning
influenced the development of ‘terminist’ logic in
the high middle ages. His thoughts on language
acquisition in  Confessiones provide a foil for
Wittgenstein in the latter’s Philosophical Investigations.
Yet, some of Augustine’s own reflections on
ostensive definition in his dialogue De magistro
(The Teacher) anticipate Wittgenstein’s own views
on language learning.

Augustine develops what is described as an
‘active’ theory of sense perception, according to
which rays of vision touch objects whose conse-
quent action on the body is ‘noticed” by the mind
or soul. Although his ideas on sense perception are
interesting, his most influential epistemological
conception is certainly his ‘theory of illumination’.
Instead of supposing that what we know can be
abstracted from sensible particulars that instantiate
such knowledge, he insists that our mind is so
constituted as to see ‘intelligible realities’ directly by
an inner illumination.

The modern concept of the will is often said to
originate with Augustine. Certainly the idea of will
is central to his philosophy of mind, as well as to his
account of sin and the origin of evil. Strikingly, he
uses psychological ‘trinities’, including the trinity of
memory, understanding and will, to illuminate the
doctrine of the Divine Trinity, where there is also a
baffling unity in plurality. The theological warrant
for this analogy Augustine finds in the biblical idea
that God created human beings, and specifically the
human mind, in his own image.

Augustine’s attempts to achieve a philosophical
understanding of theology and religious belief set
the framework for much later medieval and early
modern philosophy. On the issue of how reason
should bear on religious faith, Augustine develops
the idea that reason should work out an under-
standing of what we must first accept on faith. Yet
he also displays a keen sensitivity to those issues
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most likely to challenge one’s religious faith.
Prominent among his concerns is the philosophical
problem of evil, to which he offers what has proved
to be perhaps the most influential type of solution.

Particularly striking is Augustine’s virtually life-
long preoccupation with human freedom and how
the fact that human beings are free to make their
own choices can be reconciled with the Christian
doctrines of God’s foreknowledge, predestination
and grace. Almost every important medieval
philosopher in the Christian West would later
contribute to the continuing effort to achieve a
satisfactory reconciliation of these issues. It is
significant that Leibniz, who gave the problem of
freedom, foreknowledge, predestination and grace
one of its most sophisticated treatments, also gave
much of his philosophical attention to the equally
Augustinian problem of evil.

Although Augustine did present an argument for
the existence of God, it is his understanding of the
divine attributes, and especially his insistence on
divine ‘simplicity’, that is, on the idea that God is
not distinct from his attributes, that has been
especially influential on later thinkers. Also influen-
tial are his various attempts to understand the
created world. Augustine made several important
efforts, perhaps most notably in the last books of his
Confessiones and in his De genesi ad litteram (The
Literal Meaning of Genesis) to give a philosophi-
cally sophisticated account of the creation story in
the biblical book of Genesis. His contrast between
God’s eternity and human temporality set the stage
for later medieval and modern discussions of these
issues, and his discussion of the nature of time in
Book XI of his Confessiones is sometimes taken to
epitomize philosophy.

Augustine’s descriptions of mystical experience
are among the most eloquent in Western literature;
they belong among the classic texts of mysticism.
However, Augustine’s attempts to understand ritual
are perhaps more remarkable for the directness with
which he identifies and confronts difficult issues
than for the success of his efforts to solve them.
Those efforts seem to be hobbled by his version of
mind-body dualism.

Augustine is a thoroughgoing intentionalist in
ethics. This feature of his thought, as well as his
unflinching insistence that one can do what one
knows one ought not to be doing, mark him off
from ethicists of the classical Greek period. Yet
Augustine also preserves in his own thinking
important strands of ancient Greek thought. Thus,
for example, his development of the doctrine of the
Christian virtues includes an echo of Plato’s idea of
the unity of the virtues. His insistence that ‘ought’
does not, in any straightforward way, imply ‘can’,
distinguishes him, not only from his contemporary



Pelagius, whom he helped brand as a Christian
heretic, but also from most modern ethicists as well.
The philosophy of history Augustine develops in
De civitate Dei initiates a branch of philosophy that
came into full flower in the nineteenth century.
Also in that same work Augustine makes an
influential contribution to what has come to be
called ‘just war theory’, an applied ethical theory
that has continued to develop even into the latter
half of the twentieth century.
See also: ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY; ANSELM OF
CANTERBURY; BoeTHIUS, A.M.S. EVIL, PROBLEM
OF; [LLUMINATION; MALEBRANCHE, N.;
MANICHEISM; NEOPLATONISM; OMNISCIENCE;
PATRISTIC PHILOSOPHY; PELAGIANISM;
PREDESTINATION; SCEPTICISM

GARETH B. MATTHEWS

AUSTIN, JOHN (1790-1859)

Although written in the early nineteenth century,
Austin’s is probably the most coherent and sustained
account of the theory of legal positivism. The
complex relationships between legal positivism and
the concepts of morality and politics are explored by
him but are often neglected or misunderstood in
modern commentaries.

See also: LAwW, PHILOSOPHY OF

ROBERT N. MOLES

AUSTIN, JOHN LANGSHAW (1911-60)

J.L. Austin was a leading figure in analytic philo-
sophy in the fifteen years following the Second
World War. He developed a method of close
examination of nonphilosophical language designed
to illuminate the distinctions we make in ordinary
life. Professional philosophers tended to obscure
these important and subtle distinctions with unde-
sirable jargon which was too far removed from
everyday usage. Austin thought that a problem
should therefore be tackled by an examination of
the way in which its vocabulary is used in ordinary
situations. Such an approach would then expose the
misuses of language on which many philosophical
claims were based.

In ‘Other Minds’ (1946), Austin attacked the
simplistic division of utterances into the ‘descrip-
tive’ and ‘evaluative’ using his notion of a
performatory, or performative utterances. His
notion was that certain utterances, in the appro-
priate circumstances, are neither descriptive nor
evaluative, but count as actions. Thus to say ‘I
promise’ is to make a promise, not to talk about
one. Later, he was to develop the concepts of
locutionary force (what an utterance says or refers

AUTONOMY, ETHICAL

to), illocutionary force (what is intended by saying
it) and perlocutionary force (what effects it has on
others).

See also: ORDINARY LANGUAGE PHILOSOPHY,
SCHOOL OF

J.0. URMSON

AUTHORITY

The notion of authority has two main senses:
expertise and the right to rule. To have authority in
matters of belief (to be ‘an authority’) is to have
theoretical authority; to have authority over action (to
be ‘in authority’) is to have practical authority. Both
senses involve the subordination of an individual’s
judgment or will to that of another person in a way
that is binding, independent of the particular
content of what that person says or requires. If a
person’s authority is recognized then it is effective
or de facto authority; if it is justified then it is de jure
authority. The latter is the primary notion, for de
Jjure authority is what de facto authorities claim and
what they are believed to have. Authority thus
difters from eftective power, but also from justified
power, which may involve no subordination of
judgment. In many cases, however, practical
authority is justified only if it is also effective.

Political authority involves a claim to the
obedience of its subjects. Attempts to justify it
have always been at the core of political philosophy.
These include both instrumental arguments appeal-
ing to the expertise of rulers or to their capacity to
promote social cooperation, and non-instrumental
arguments resting on ideas such as consent or
communal feeling. Whether any of these succeed in
justifying the comprehensive authority that modern
states claim is greatly disputed.

LESLIE GREEN

AUTONOMY, ETHICAL

The core idea of autonomy is that of sovereignty
over oneself, self~governance or self-determination:
an agent or political entity is autonomous if it is self-
governing or self-determining. The ancient Greeks
applied the term to city-states. In the modern
period, the concept was extended to persons, in
particular by Kant, who gave autonomy a central
place in philosophical discourse. Kant argued for the
autonomy of rational agents by arguing that moral
principles, which authoritatively limit how we may
act, originate in the exercise of reason. They are
thus laws that we give to ourselves, and Kant
thought that rational agents are bound only to self-
given laws. Much contemporary discussion has
focused on the somewhat different topic of personal
autonomy, and autonomy continues to be an
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important value in contemporary liberalism and in
ethical theory.

It is important to distinguish different senses of
autonomy because of variation in how the concept
is used. Self-governance or self-determination
appears to require some control over the desires
and values that move one to action, and some such
control is provided by the capacity to subject them
to rational scrutiny. Thus, autonomy is often
understood as the capacity to critically assess one’s
basic desires and values, and to act on those that one
endorses on reflection. In other contexts, autonomy
is understood as a right, for example as the right to
act on one’s own judgment about matters affecting
one’s life, without interference by others. The term
is also sometimes used in connection with ethics
itself, to refer to the thesis that ethical claims cannot
be reduced to nonethical claims.

See also: FREE WILL; FREEDOM AND LIBERTY;
NORMATIVITY

ANDREWS REATH

AVERROES
See [BN RusHD, ABu’L WALID MUHAMMAD

AVICENNA
See IBN SiNaA, ABU ‘ALl AL-HUSAYN

AYER, ALFRED JULES (1910-89)

A.J. Ayer made his name as a philosopher with the
publication of Language, Truth and Logic in 1936, a
book which established him as the leading English
representative of logical positivism, a doctrine put
forward by a group of philosophers known as
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members of the Vienna Circle. The major thesis of
logical positivism defended by Ayer was that all
literally meaningful propositions were either analy-
tic (true or false in virtue of the meaning of the
proposition alone) or verifiable by experience. This,
the verificationist theory of meaning, was used by
Ayer to deny the literal significance of any meta-
physical propositions, including those that affirmed
or denied the existence of God. Statements about
physical objects were said to be translatable into
sentences about our sensory experiences (the
doctrine known as phenomenalism). Ayer further
claimed that the propositions of logic and math-
ematics were analytic truths and that there was no
natural necessity, necessity being a purely logical
notion. Finally the assertion of an ethical proposi-
tion, such as ‘Stealing is wrong’, was analysed as an
expression of emotion or attitude to an action, in
this case the expression of a negative attitude to the
act of stealing.

During the rest of his philosophical career Ayer
remained faithful to most of these theses, but came
to reject his early phenomenalism in favour of a
sophisticated realism about physical objects. This
still gives priority to our experiences, now called
percepts, but the existence of physical objects is
postulated to explain the coherence and consistency
of our percepts. Ayer continued to deny that there
were any natural necessities, analysing causation as
consisting in law-like regularities. He used this
analysis to defend a compatibilist position about free
action, claiming that a free action is to be contrasted
with one done under constraint or compulsion.
Causation involves mere regularity, and so neither
constrains nor compels.

GRAHAM MACDONALD



BACHELARD, GASTON (1884-1962)

One indication of the originality of Bachelard’s
work is that he was famous for his writings both in
the philosophy of science and on the poetic
imagination. His work demonstrates his belief that
the life of the masculine, work-day consciousness
(animus), striving towards scientific objectivity
through reasoning and the rectification of concepts,
must be complemented by the life of a nocturnal,
feminine consciousness (anima), seeking an
expanded poetic subjectivity, as, in reverie, it creates
the imaginary.

In common with other scientist-philosophers
writing in the first half of the twentieth century,
Bachelard reflected on the upheavals wrought by
the introduction of relativity theory and quantum
mechanics. The views at which he arrived were,
however, unlike those of his contemporaries; he
argued that the new science required a new, non-
Cartesian epistemology, one which accommodated
discontinuities (epistemological breaks) in the
development of science. It was only after he had
established himself as one of Frances leading
philosophers of science, by succeeding Abel Rey
in the chair of history and philosophy of science at
the Sorbonne, that Bachelard began to publish
works on the poetic imagination. Here his
trenchantly anti-theoretical stance was provocative.
He rejected the role of literary critic and criticized
literary criticism, focusing instead on reading
images and on the creative imagination.

MARY TILES

BACON, FRANCIS (1561-1626)

Introduction

Along with Descartes, Bacon was the most original
and most profound of the intellectual reformers of
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. He had
little respect for the work of his predecessors, which
he saw as having been vitiated by a misplaced

reverence for authority, and a consequent neglect of
experience. Bacon’s dream was one of power over
nature, based on experiment, embodied in appro-
priate institutions and used for the amelioration of
human life; this could be achieved only if the
rational speculations of philosophers were united
with the craft-skills employed in the practical arts.

The route to success lay in a new method, one
based not on deductive logic or mathematics, but
on eliminative induction. This method would draw
on data extracted from extensive and elaborately
constructed natural histories. Unlike the old induc-
tion by simple enumeration of the logic textbooks,
it would be able to make use of negative as well as
positive instances, allowing conclusions to be
established with certainty, and thus enabling a firm
and lasting structure of knowledge to be built.

Bacon never completed his project, and even the
account of the new method in the Novum Organum
(1620) remained unfinished. His writings never-
theless had an immense influence on later seven-
teenth-century thinkers, above all in stimulating the
belief that natural philosophy ought to be founded
on a systematic programme of experiment. Perhaps
his most enduring legacy, however, has been the
modern concept of technology — the union of
rational theory and empirical practice — and its
application to human welfare.

Life

Works

The division of learning
The new logic

The idols of the mind
Induction

Natural philosophy
Bacon'’s influence
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1 Life

Francis Bacon was born into the political elite of
Elizabethan England. His father, Nicholas, was Lord
Keeper; his mother, Anne, sister-in-law to Lord
Burghley, the Lord Treasurer. Much of Bacon’s
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career and even some aspects of his philosophy can
best be understood as resulting from an upbringing
which made him familiar with the exercise of
power, and the wealth that came with it. His
perspective is always that of an insider, but of one
who experienced considerable difficulty in estab-
lishing his own position as such.

In 1573 Bacon was admitted to Trinity College,
Cambridge. In later recollection at least, he found
little to admire in the Aristotelian philosophy to
which he was introduced, and still less in the
writings of such authors as Peter Ramus, who were
becoming fashionable alternatives (see ARISTOTLE;
Ramus, P.). As was usual with undergraduates of
his social rank, he did not take a degree. In 1576 he
returned to London to train as a barrister at Gray’s
Inn, an institution with which he was to maintain a
much more enduring connection. His father died in
1579, leaving him with only a modest inheritance.
Throughout his life Bacon spent freely and lived
beyond his income; quite apart from considerable
personal ambition, much of his pursuit of office can
be seen as an attempt to repair chronic indebtedness.

Though he was elected to successive parliaments
from 1581 onwards, Bacon’s career did not flourish
under Queen Elizabeth, who recognized his
abilities but seems to have found his personality
unappealing. Burghley was more concerned to
advance the career of his own son Robert, later
Earl of Salisbury, and Bacon attached himself to
Elizabeth’s last favourite, the brilliant but insub-
stantial Earl of Essex. Essex’s attempt in 1601 to
restore his fortunes by staging an insurrection
proved a complete fiasco, and made him liable to
prosecution for treason. Bacon adroitly changed
sides and prosecuted his former patron with a skill
and vigour which provided ample confirmation
both of his remarkable talents and of a fundamental
coldness of character.

The accession of James I in 1603 presented the
prospect — initially unfulfilled — of professional
advancement. Bacon was knighted soon after the
King’s arrival in London, but he had to wait until
1607 before being given his first important office,
that of Solicitor General. It was only after the death
of Salisbury in 1612 that promotion became truly
rapid: in 1613 he was appointed Attorney General,
in 1617 Lord Keeper, and in 1618 Lord Chancellor.
This last office brought admission to the peerage,
first as Baron Verulam (1618) and then as Viscount
St Albans (1621).

Bacon’s fall was precipitous and catastrophic,
though not entirely unpredictable. He had supple-
mented the income from his office by taking
payments from those whose cases he heard, and
though this was far from unprecedented it did make
him vulnerable to attack. He was also important

78

enough to be a substantial sacrifice to an angry
House of Commons, without being so close to
James that he could not be dispensed with. At the
beginning of May 1621 Bacon was deprived of
office, imprisoned — albeit for only a few days — in
the Tower of London, fined £40,000, barred from
court and prevented from taking his place in the
House of Lords.

Despite his best efforts, Bacon never returned to
favour. He spent his last five years in retirement,
writing incessantly — at first with the hope of
regaining office, or at least influence, and then
merely to leave a testament to posterity. He died on
Easter Day 1626, according to John Aubrey (who
had the story from Hobbes) from a cold contracted
after an experiment of stuffing a chicken with snow.
As has often been remarked, it was a fitting end for
so fervent an advocate of experimental science.

2 Works

During the first two decades of his adult life Bacon
wrote little, or at least little that survives; it was
however in this period that his outlook and basic
ideas were formed — certainly by the early 1590s,
and probably earlier still; in 1625 he mentioned to a
correspondent that forty vyears earlier he had
advocated the reform of learning in a work (now
lost) entitled Temporis Partus Maximus (The Greatest
Birth of Time). The direction of Bacon’s interests is
apparent in a letter of 1592, written to Lord
Burghley, in which he (rather disingenuously)
disclaimed any political ambition while simulta-
neously indicating the scope of his intellectual
projects:

I confess that I have as vast contemplative
ends, as I have moderate civil ends: for I have
taken all knowledge to be my province; and if
I could purge it of two sorts of rovers, whereof
the one with frivolous disputations, confuta-
tions, and verbosities, the other with blind
experiments and auricular traditions and
impostures, hath committed so many spoils,
I hope I should bring in industrious observa-
tions, grounded conclusions, and profitable
inventions and discoveries; the best state of
that province.
(The Works of Francis Bacon
1857-74 VIII: 109)

These themes, developed and articulated, were to
preoccupy Bacon for the remainder of his life. No
echo of them was however to appear in print for
several years. Apart from some political tracts, the
only one of Bacon’s writings to be published during
Elizabeth’s reign was the first edition of the Essays
(1597); the only portion of this volume of any



philosophical significance is a short tract on “The
Colours of Good and Evil’, which provides early
evidence of Bacon’s lifelong interest in fallacies and
the pathology of the intellect.

The accession of James I stimulated a new burst
of literary activity, of which the most visible result
was The Advancement of Learning (1605), dedicated to
the King and evidently written in the (unfulfilled)
hope of munificent royal patronage. This was not
the only project to have occupied Bacon’s attention
during the first years of the new reign. A large
number of fragmentary treatises have survived, some in
English, some in Latin. Several have strange, enigmatic
titles: Temporis Partus Masculus (The Masculine Birth
of Time), Valerius Terminus of the Interpretation of
Nature with the Annotations of Hermes Stella, Filum
Labyrinthi (The Thread of the Labyrinth). Others
are more prosaic: Redargutio Philosophiarum (The
Refutation of Philosophies), Cogitata et Visa de
Interpretatione Naturae (Thoughts and Conclusions
on the Interpretation of Nature). The diversity of the
literary form displayed by these works is as striking
as their unity of message: Bacon knew at least in
outline what he wanted to say, but was undecided as
to the most appropriate form in which to say it.

The last of these fragments probably dates from
around 1608. For the next twelve years Bacon was
increasingly busy with his official duties, and much
of the time that remained was spent drafting and
redrafting the Novum Organum. He did however
find time to publish a second expanded edition of
the Essays (1612) and one new work, De Sapientia
Veterum (On the Wisdom of the Ancients) (1609),
an interpretation of ancient myths as allegories of
political and physical doctrine. The same pattern of
thought can be found in the unpublished De
Principiis atque Originibus (On Principles and Ori-
gins) (.1610-12?), which also shows the consider-
able influence of Bernardino Telesio on Bacon’s
physical doctrines, as do two other works written
around 1612, Descriptio  Globi  Intellectualis (A
Description of the Intellectual Globe) and Thema
Coeli (Theory of the Heavens), both left unfinished
and unpublished.

The first instalment of Bacon’s chief work, the
Instauratio Magna, was eventually published with
appropriate magnificence in 1620, when Bacon was
at the pinnacle of his success. The whole work was
to contain six parts, but all that appeared at this stage
were a general preface, an outline of the project as a
whole (the Distributio Operis), an incomplete section
of the second part (the Novum Oiganum), and a
short  Parasceve ad Historiam Naturalem et Experi-
mentalem (Preparative towards a Natural and Experi-
mental History).

In the years that followed, Bacon went some way
towards filling the lacunae in his original plan. The
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missing first part was supplied in 1623 by De
Dignitate et Augmentis Scientarum, a revised and
greatly extended translation of The Advancement of
Learning. Despite its evident incompleteness, noth-
ing more was added to the Novum Oiganum; most of
Bacon’s efforts went into the natural histories
intended to fill Part III, which he rather optimis-
tically planned to produce at the rate of one per
month. In the event only two were published before
his death: on winds (Historia Ventorum 1622) and on
lite and death (Historia Vitae et Mortis 1623),
although a work on the condensation and rarefac-
tion of materials (Historia Densi et Rari) was also
completed in 1623. Bacon’s executors ignored this —
it eventually appeared in 1658 — but did publish the
Sylva Sylvarum (1627), a natural history in English
filled with some very dubious material, which
proved very popular during the remainder of the
century, but which provided much material for
Bacon’s nineteenth-century detractors.

The final three parts of Instauratio Magna were
never written apart from short prefaces to parts four
and five. The first of these, Ladder of the Intellect, was
to contain actual examples of the new method in
operation — something closer to perfection than the
mere sketches provided in the Novum Organum. Part
V, Forerunners, or Anticipations of the Second Philosophy,
would, by contrast, exhibit discoveries made inde-
pendently of the method, by the ordinary workings
of the understanding. The content of the final part,
the Second Philosophy or Active Science, can only be
conjectured; one may suspect that Bacon himself
had no very precise idea of what it would contain.

Perhaps the best picture of Bacon’s final vision
can be found in a work of a very different kind,
published in the volume containing the Sylva
Sylvarum but of uncertain date. The New Atlantis is
an account of an imaginary voyage to an island in
the Pacific Ocean, and of the scientific institution,
Salomon’s House, found there. Like most utopian
narratives, this is deeply revealing of its author and
provides the fullest picture we have of Bacon’s
vision of a reformed, active science, and of the kind
of institution that he saw as necessary to its
flourishing. It also had a profound influence both
on the millennialist, visionary Baconianism of the
1640s and on the founders and early practice of the
Royal Society.

3 The division of learning

The Advancement of Learning contains two books, the
first on the dignity of learning and the reasons for
the discredit with which it was often regarded, the
second and much longer on the classification of its
various branches; in the 1623 translation this latter
was expanded further, and divided into eight books.
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The primary division of the branches of learning
reflects the faculties of the human mind: history
corresponds to memory, poetry to imagination, and
philosophy to reason. Philosophy itself has three
subdivisions: divine philosophy or natural theology,
natural philosophy, and human philosophy, this last
including the doctrine of the soul, logic, rhetoric,
ethics and politics). Metaphysics is a branch of
natural philosophy, concerned with formal and final
causes, in contrast with physics which studies the
material and the efficient. Metaphysics is a more
general and more abstract discipline than physics,
and rests on it, just as physics in turn rests on a
foundation of natural history. The image is that of a
pyramid whose vertex is the summary law of nature,
known to God but perhaps beyond the bounds of
human enquiry.

Rather unusually, Bacon made a distinction
between metaphysics and philosophia prima — primi-
tive or summary philosophy. The three main
subdivisions of philosophy are not like lines meeting
at a point, but like branches of a tree that join in a
common stem. Arboreal metaphors of this kind may
appear to suggest the Cartesian picture of science, in
which the trunk of physics grows out of and is
sustained by the roots of an a priori metaphysical
system, but the reality is quite different. Bacon’s
philosophia prima is a mere receptacle for such
miscellaneous principles as have applications in
several different disciplines — for example, that the
force of an agent is increased by the reaction of a
contrary, a rule with applications in both physics
and politics.

Bacon’s most important innovation was, how-
ever, the close linking of theoretical and practical
disciplines. In the Aristotelian tradition these had
been kept quite separate, but now (within natural
philosophy at least) each speculative discipline was
to have its operative counterpart: corresponding to
physics there would be mechanics; corresponding
to metaphysics, natural magic. Bacon had no
illusions about the pervasive fraudulence of the
magical tradition, but — as in the parallel case of
astrology — he sought reform, not abolition (see
ALCHEMY).

This close association of theory and practice was
of the utmost importance: Bacon saw the dismal
record of earlier natural philosophy as stemming
very largely from their divorce. The practitioners of
the applied arts had made what progress they had in
a purely empirical way, unaided by any method,
while the philosophers — especially, although not
exclusively, the schoolmen in the universities — had
disdained experience and, like spiders, had spun
metaphysical cobwebs out of their own insides. The
only hope of progress lay in uniting the two
approaches.
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4 The new logic

The Novum Organum has had far fewer readers than
either the Essays or The Advancement of Learning,
partly because of its more difficult subject matter,
and partly because it was written in Latin; it is,
however, Bacon’s most remarkable achievement,
and the one which he himself regarded most highly.
It cost him considerable trouble — William Rawley,
his chaplain, described having seen no fewer than a
dozen drafts revised year by year in the decade
preceding publication. Bacon’s chosen form is the
aphorism: initially these are short and highly
compressed, but as the work proceeds they grow
longer. In the second book, clearly less thoroughly
revised, Bacon’s grip slackens and then loosens
altogether, and the aphoristic form is abandoned
except in appearance.

As its title makes plain, the Novum Organum was
intended as an account of a new logic, designed to
replace the Aristotelian syllogistic which Bacon saw
as having hampered and indeed corrupted the
investigation of nature. The full exposition of this is
found in Book II; Book I contains a survey of the
task and its difficulties.

The basic themes of the Novum Organum are set
out in the first three aphorisms:

Man, being the servant and interpreter of
nature, can only do and understand so
much as he has observed in fact or in
thought of the order of nature: beyond this he
neither knows anything nor can do anything.
Neither the naked hand nor the understand-
ing left to itself can effect much. It is by
instruments and helps that the work is done,
which are as much wanted for the under-
standing as for the hand. And as the instru-
ments of the hand either give motion or guide
it, so the instruments of the mind supply
either suggestions for the understanding or
cautions.

Human knowledge and human power meet
in one, for where the cause is not known the
effect cannot be produced. Nature to be
commanded must be obeyed; and that which
in contemplation is as the cause is in operation
as the rule.

(Bacon 1620: 1.1-3)

Natural philosophy needs to begin with observa-
tion. Though Bacon sharply separated himself from
those whom he classed as ‘empirics’, his objection
to them lay in their lack of method and consequent
recourse to unsystematic experimentation, not in
their reliance on experience itself. Method is
absolutely essential: unmethodical experimentation
is mere groping in the dark, and is no more likely to



produce results than digging for buried treasure on a
purely random basis.

It is an essential feature of the new method that it
can be openly described, explained and taught. The
new reformed science is seen as an essentially
collective activity; though undoubtedly presuppos-
ing a certain minimum of intelligence in its
operatives, such an enterprise does not require,
and is therefore not dependent on, the appearance
of individual genius:

But the course I propose for the discovery of
sciences is such as leaves but little to the
acuteness and strength of wits, but places all
wits and understandings nearly on a level. For
as in the drawing of a straight line or perfect
circle, much depends on the steadiness and
practice of the hand, if it be done by aim of
hand only, but with the aid of rule or compass,
little or nothing; so it is exactly with my plan.

(Bacon 1620: 1.61)

There is therefore nothing intuitionistic about
Bacon’s approach, nothing at all resembling the
Cartesian reliance on clear and distinct ideas. Bacon
distrusted any appeal to the supposedly self-evident
at the outset of any enquiry. Validation could only
be retrospective: it was the ability of a theory to
endow its holders with power over nature that
provided the best, and indeed the only genuinely
satisfactory, evidence for its truth.

Previous attempts at discovery had failed because
men had either complacently supposed the mind
already to be adequately equipped for the task, or
else had despaired altogether. Nature is compre-
hensible, but its subtlety far exceeds that of the
human mind. In order for anything to be achieved,
a new logic based not on the anticipation but on the
interpretation of nature needs to be brought into use.

This contrast between anticipation and inter-
pretation is central to Bacon’s conception of his
project. Anticipations are not hypotheses, but rather
‘the voluntary collections that the mind maketh of
knowledge; which is every man’s reason’ ([¢.1603]
Works 111: 244). The root idea is one of super-
ficiality: these are the notions of ‘folk physics’ —
popular ordinary-language concepts such as arise in
the ordinary conduct of life, sometimes refined and
made more abstract by the labours of philosophers,
but not fundamentally altered. ‘There is no stronger
or truer reason why the philosophy we have is
barren of effects than this, that it has caught at the
subtlety of common [vulgarium] words and notions,
and has not attempted to pursue or investigate the
subtlety of nature’ ([c.1607] Works V: 421).

It was the all-pervasive unsoundness of the
concepts used that made the old logic useless as a
tool for the investigation of nature. Syllogisms
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incorporating confused and badly abstracted terms
merely propagate error without supplying any
means of correcting it; more generally, the teaching
of deductive logic encourages the natural tendency
of the mind to ascend hurriedly and without due
examination to propositions of great generality, and
then to regard these as securely established when
investigating further. Bacon’s method requires not
the liberation but the regulation of the intellect,
which ‘must not ... be supplied with wings, but rather
hung with weights, to keep it from leaping and flying’
(1620: 1.104).

Just as syllogisms are useless for any enquiry into
nature, so too is the induction by simple enumera-
tion described in logic textbooks. Bacon consis-
tently regarded this with contempt — ‘childish’ was
his favourite term of abuse. It operated on the
surface of things, employing ‘popular’ notions, and
was for that reason incapable of delivering certainty.
Bacon was no fallibilist, prepared to settle for a
natural philosophy of conjectures and merely
provisional conclusions. Certainty was quite as
important for him as it would be for Descartes,
but what he was looking for was certainty of a very
different kind — not immunity from sceptical doubt,
but complete reliability. This could be furnished by
induction, but it would have to be induction of a
new and much more elaborate kind, one that could
make use of negative as well as positive instances.

5 The idols of the mind

Before the new logic could be put to use, the
weaknesses of the human mind which it was
designed to correct or evade needed to be analysed.
The central section of Book I is a counterpart to the
analyses of sophistical reasoning provided in the
logic textbooks. What emerged, however, was not
merely a list of inductive fallacies, but rather one of
the most memorable and original parts of Bacon’s
system.

Bacon distinguished four classes of idols. The
‘Idols of the Tribe’ arise from the limitations of
human nature; they can be allowed for and guarded
against, but not removed entirely. Bacon had in
mind such weaknesses as the tendency to suppose
more regularity than actually exists, to be over-
influenced by the imagination, and even more by
hopes and desires. A very difterent kind of limitation
arises from the dullness of the senses. Bacon had no
sympathy with radical sceptical doubts of the kind
that were to preoccupy Descartes, but he was
acutely aware of the weakness of the human senses,
and of their complete incapacity to discern the
secret workings of nature. The problem was not one
to be abandoned to sceptical despair or solved by
metaphysical validation. Some assistance could be
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gained from the use of instruments, but the real
solution lay in experimental design. Hidden
processes would be linked with observable con-
sequences, and an experimental determination of
the latter would reveal the nature of the former.

The ‘Idols of the Cave’ arise from the idiosyn-
crasies of individuals, either natural or implanted by
education. Some minds are good at seeing distant
resemblances, others at making fine distinctions;
some are attracted to ancient wisdom, or what
might pass for it, others only to novelty; almost
everyone is influenced by those disciplines which
they know well, and even more by those to which
they have contributed.

The ‘Idols of the Forum’ (or ‘Idols of the Market
Place’) arise from the deficiencies of human speech.
Bacon had no respect for the categories of ordinary
language, or the habitual thought-patterns of the
uneducated; ‘popular’ is in his lexicon almost
invariably a term of disparagement. Words devised
for the ordinary purposes of life cannot provide a
satisfactory vocabulary for natural philosophy, and
attempts to remedy the situation by making
definitions achieve nothing: words are defined by
other words, which themselves share the same
defects.

These three classes of idols can be guarded against
and to some extent allowed for, but never extirpated
entirely. The fourth class is in this respect difterent.
This consists of the ‘Idols of the Theatre’ — the point
of the name was that rival philosophies were like
stage-plays, with different casts and different plots,
but all equally fictitious. The potential variety of
such systems is clearly unlimited, but Bacon
distinguished three main types. The natural philo-
sophy of Aristotle and his followers was corrupted
partly by logic, and partly by a reliance on common
notions — popular conceptions quite unsuited to the
task in hand. The empirical school (exemplified by
the alchemists, but also including William Gilbert
who investigated magnetism) was misled by too
narrow a line of experimental enquiry: restricted
ranges of data fill the imagination and lead to one-
sided accounts of the world in chemical or magnetic
terms. Platonism (Bacon had in mind not so much
the doctrines of Plato himself — whom he generally
treats with respect — as the Platonism of his own era)
(see PLaTONISM, RENAISSANCE) was worst affected
of all, being corrupted by theology and superstition.
Bacon’s own religious views are by no means easy to
discern and have been very diversely interpreted,
but one thing that is abundantly clear is that he was
wholly opposed to the intrusion of religious
doctrines, Christian or non-Christian, into natural
philosophy; the result of allowing this to happen
was a corruption of both, into a superstitious
philosophy and a heretical religion.
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6 Induction

Bacon’s methodological proposals occupy Book 11
of the Novum Oiganum. The first stage in any
investigation is the gathering together of a natural
and experimental history. This might be quite broad
in scope — for example, the history of heat in
aphorisms 11-18 — but it could be much more
narrowly focused: Bacons own examples include
histories of the rainbow, of honey and of wax. The
idea of a natural history was an old one, going back
through numerous Renaissance and medieval
encyclopedias to Pliny, and ultimately to Aristotle’s
Historia Animalium. Bacon, however, made an
innovation of crucial importance. His histories
would record not only material gathered from the
ordinary workings of nature, but also novel
phenomena generated by human activity. In the
Aristotelian tradition such artefacts would have
been discounted as inappropriate material for
investigation; Bacon, however, saw them not merely
as legitimate subjects of enquiry, but as especially
valuable: ‘by the help and ministry of man a new
face of bodies, another universe or theatre of things,
comes into view’ (Works IV: 253). Nature was to be
put to the question — a contemporary euphemism
for torture.

Histories of this kind could not be assembled
quickly, and the whole project would clearly absorb
a very large amount of labour and money. Bacon
was acutely aware of this, but could see no
alternative. The human understanding needed to
be purged and cleansed, and this had to be done not
by any Platonic (or Cartesian) detachment from the
data of the senses, but by an immersion into the
world of experience in its full individuality and
variety. Bacon was a good nominalist in the English
tradition: for him, individuals alone are real and our
most reliable cognitions are our direct sensory
awareness of them. Withdrawal to a world of
abstract objects supposedly accessible to reason leads
merely to illusion and the enunciation of empty
generalities; for Bacon the word ‘abstract’ — like
‘popular’ — almost invariably carries negative
connotations.

We have to begin, therefore, with particulars; we
have also to begin with as full a range of particulars
as possible. Bacon did not require all this data to be
correct, though manifestly false material ought to be
kept out where possible, and dubious reports
marked as such. Some falsehoods were bound to
creep in, but these could be dealt with; what could
not be dealt with were biases which affected the
whole history. Initial attempts to impose criteria of
relevance had therefore to be outlawed altogether.

Most histories would contain an immense
quantity of data — far too much for any individual



human mind to grasp as a whole — and an ordering
of this material into some kind of structure was
essential. Bacon proposed the use of three tables:
first a “Table of Essence and Presence’, listing all the
situations in which the nature under investigation is
present; then a “Table of Deviation or Absence in
Proximity’, describing all those situations which are
as close as possible to those in the first table but
where the nature under investigation is absent; and
finally a ‘Table of Degrees or Comparison’, a list of
those situations where the nature in question varies
in intensity, together with details of the circum-
stances accompanying that variation.

When first drawn up, the second and third tables
would both, in general, be incomplete in that they
would contain gaps corresponding to entries in the
first. One of the chief functions of experiment was
to remedy these defects: for example, given that the
rays of the sun can be concentrated by a convex
lens, a trial should be made to see whether such
lenses can produce heat by focusing the rays of the
moon, or any rays proceeding from heated stones or
vessels containing boiling water.

When the tables have been drawn up it is possible
to begin the inductive process itself:

The first work therefore of true induction . . . is
the rejection or exclusion of the several
natures which are not found in some instance
when the given nature is present, or are found
in some instance where the given nature is
absent, or are found to increase in some
instance where the given nature decreases, or
to decrease where the given nature increases.

(1620: 1i.16)

Only when this process of exclusion has been
completed will it be possible to grasp the true
essence (or form, to use Bacon’s own term) of the
nature in question.

This method clearly rests on several presupposi-
tions, of which the most fundamental is a principle
of limited variety. Though the world as we
experience it appears unendingly varied, all this
complexity arises from the combination of a finite,
and indeed quite small, number of simple natures.
There is an alphabet of nature, which cannot be
guessed or discovered by speculation, but which will
start to be revealed once the correct investigatory
procedures are employed. The time needed is
indeed not merely finite but quite short: once the
natural histories are complete, the unearthing of all
the secrets of nature will require no more than a few
years.

Bacon also assumed there to be a direct one-to-
one correlation between natures and the forms from
which they arise. He was aware that critics might
deny this and maintain (for example) that the heat of
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the heavenly bodies and of fire, or the red in a rose
and in a rainbow, are only apparently similar, having
quite different causes in reality. Bacon firmly denied
this — however apparently heterogeneous, these
things agree in the forms or laws which govern heat
and redness; indeed even such diverse modes of
death as by drowning, by hanging and by stabbing
agree in the form or law which governs death.

This way of thinking reinforces a tendency
already present in the alchemical tradition of
considering bodies as collections of simple natures,
each explicable (and therefore reproducible) in
isolation. Bacon certainly did think in this way:
gold is yellow, heavy, ductile, fixed (that is,
unaffected chemically by fire) and so on. Whoever
knows the forms of these natures can attempt to join
them together in a single body, and thereby
transform that body into gold. At other times,
however, Bacon seems to have recognized that
forms are seldom independent: ‘since every body
contains in itself many forms of natures united
together in a concrete state, the result is that they
severally crush, depress, break, and enthrall one
another, and thus the individual forms are obscured’
(1620: ii.24). They are not, however, hidden
altogether: since expansion is part of the form of
heat, all heated bodies must expand; but while the
expansion of air is easily noticed, that of iron is less
manifest to the senses.

The justification of the principles of limited
variety and of the direct correlation of forms and
natures could always be postponed; another pro-
blem, however, had to be faced at the outset.
Exclusion involves the rejection of simple natures,
‘and if we do not yet possess sound and true notions
of simple natures, how can the process of Exclusion
be made accurate?” (1620: ii.19). The old logic had
proved inadequate because of this deficiency; what
grounds are there for supposing that the replace-
ment would fare any better?

Bacon was acutely aware of this problem and of
the difficulty it posed for his project. His solution
was to propose a series of supports of induction: the
account of these occupies the last part of Book II of
the Novum Organum and is (characteristically)
lengthy, elaborate and unfinished; indeed all he
managed to describe was the first of his nine kinds
of support, the ‘Prerogatives of Instances’, of which
he distinguished no fewer than twenty-seven
difterent varieties. Bacon’s account of these demon-
strates, perhaps more clearly than any other passage
in his writings, the distinctive strengths and
weaknesses of his mind. The discussion is often
shrewd and sometimes much more — the instantia
crucis has passed into modern science, under the
name of a crucial experiment — but Bacon’s
addiction to elaborate systems of classification and
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portentous schemes of nomenclature is frequently
apparent, above all in the nineteen species of
motion described in aphorism 48. The immensity
of his intellectual distance from such contempor-
aries as GALILEO is nowhere more apparent than it
is here.

7 Natural philosophy

Bacon’s intellectual gifts were remarkable, but they
were not those of a scientist. He was a lawyer, and it
was here, as well as with human affairs in general,
that his real area of expertise can be found. He was
widely read in natural philosophy, but his approach
remained that of an outsider, albeit a shrewd and
exceedingly intelligent one. These limitations
became particularly apparent when Bacon turned
to astronomy, the most highly developed of all
contemporary scientific disciplines. He rejected
Copernicanism and, although he saw many of the
weaknesses of the inherited astronomical tradition,
unlike Kepler he had only vague and quite
unhelpful ideas about how the field might be
reformed.

Bacon’s own physics was fundamentally non-
mechanistic. Bodies contain two types of matter —
tangible and spiritual — and the operation of the
latter, although never explained clearly, is certainly
not conceived in mechanistic terms. Bacon did,
however, employ several ideas that were to be taken
over by the mechanical philosophers who followed
him, in particular that the observable qualities of
bodies are to be explained by the constitution of
their internal parts. Glass can be made white by
being crushed into tiny fragments, and water white
by being beaten into foam; heat is not a scholastic
real quality but a kind of motion. Later Baconians
such as Boyre and Hooke were able to take over
these ideas and express them in more unambigu-
ously mechanistic terms.

8 Bacon’s influence

Bacon’s philosophical writings met with little
appreciation in England during the 1620s and
1630s. Admirers of the older learning, from James
I downwards, were for the most part uncompre-
hending, and the one major scientist then practis-
ing, William Harvey, was brutally dismissive. Bacon
had more impact in France, where he was carefully
read by Mersenne, GASSENDI and DESCARTES, but
even they only responded to selected parts of the
system, notably the ‘Idols’ and the appeal to
experiment.

The political turmoil in Britain in the 1640s
stimulated a new interest in Bacon’s thought, both
among the advocates of universal reform like
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Samuel Hartlib, and among such natural philoso-
phers as Robert Boyle and Robert Hooke.
Baconianism indeed became the official philosophy
of the Royal Society, celebrated in Thomas Sprat’s
semi-ofticial History (1667). The hopes thus stimu-
lated, however, proved difficult to satisfy. NEwTON
paid little attention to Bacon, and the Principia was
an achievement utterly unlike anything projected in
the Novum Organum. Locke’s debt was rather
greater, especially in The Conduct of the Under-
standing, but by the early eighteenth century interest
in Baconianism had started to decline.

Following the example of Voltaire, the French
encyclopedists treated Bacon with great respect as
an empirical, essentially secular thinker, to be
contrasted favourably with Descartes who was
now seen as scientifically discredited and too
deferential to the Church. In Britain Bacon was
ignored by HuMEg, but admired by RED who
helped create a widely influential methodological
synthesis of Baconian and Newtonian ideas.

The Baconian revival reached its climax in the
second quarter of the nineteenth century. Sir John
Herschel’s Preliminary Discourse on the Study of
Natural Philosophy (1830) was a thorough attempt
to recast Baconianism in a form compatible with
contemporary science. John Stuart MiLL and
William WHEWELL, though disagreeing about
almost everything, both acknowledged a deep
debt to Bacon, and to the inductive method of
science. The most accessible introduction to early
Victorian attitudes towards Bacon is however
provided by Macaulay’s essay ‘Lord Bacon’ (1837).
Though respectful towards Bacon’s thought,
Macaulay took a less favourable view of his
character, and it was in response to his account
that James Spedding undertook the labours that led
to his Life and Letters (1857—74: vols VIII-XIV), and
to the critical edition of Bacon’s works produced
jointly with R.L. Ellis and D.D. Heath.

In the latter part of the nineteenth century,
Bacon’s reputation as a methodologist began to
decline. The trend continued after 1900, Bacon’s
reputation reaching its nadir mid-century when
Karl Poprrer proposed a method for science that
eschewed induction altogether, and historians such
as Alexandre Koyré offered accounts of the scientific
revolution that made Bacon’s contribution utterly
marginal. Since then there has been a modest
revival, but Bacon has still not recovered an assured
place in the philosophical canon.

See also: CRUCIAL EXPERIMENTS; HUMANISM,
RENAISSANCE; INDUCTION, EPISTEMIC ISSUES IN;
INDUCTIVE INFERENCE; SCIENTIFIC METHOD;
TECHNOLOGY, PHILOSOPHY OF
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BACON, ROGER (c.1214-92/4)

Associated with both the University of Paris and
Oxford University, Roger Bacon was one of the
first in the Latin West to lecture and comment on
Aristotle’s writings on subjects other than logic.
After he came to know Robert Grosseteste’s work
in natural philosophy, he became the advocate of a
curricular reform that emphasized scientific experi-
ment and the study of languages. His views were
often unpopular, and he constantly belittled all who
disagreed with him.

Bacon’s work in logic and semantic theory had
some influence during his lifetime and immediately
after his death. His work in science, however, had
little impact. His renown in the history of science is
due in part to his being viewed as a precursor of the
Oxford Calculators, who in turn anticipated certain
important developments in seventeenth-century
science.

See also: GROSSETESTE, R.; OXFORD CALCULATORS

GEORGETTE SINKLER

BAKHTIN, MIKHAIL MIKHAILOVICH
(1895-1975)

Bakhtin is generally regarded as the most influential
twentieth-century Russian literary theorist. His
writings on literature, language, ethics, authorship,
carnival, time and the theory of culture have shaped
thinking in criticism and the social sciences. His
name is identified with the concept of dialogue,
which he applied to language and numerous other
aspects of culture and the psyche.

Bakhtin viewed literary genres as implicit world-
views, concrete renditions of a sense of experience.
Strongly objecting to the idea that novelists simply
weave narratives around received philosophical
ideas, he argued that very often significant dis-
coveries are made first by writers and are then
‘transcribed’, often with considerable loss, into

BAKHTIN, MIKHAIL MIKHAILOVICH

abstract philosophy. For example, he regarded the
novelists of the eighteenth century as explorers of a
modern concept of historicity long before philoso-
phers took up the topic. He argued that consider-
able wisdom could be achieved by probing the
form, as well as the explicit content, of literary
works. In literature as in life, however, much
wisdom is never fully formalizable, although we
may approximate some of it and gesture towards
more. Such partial recuperation was, in Bakhtin’s
view, the principal task of literary criticism.

Bakhtin’s favourite genre was the realist novel. In
his view, novels contain the richest sense of
language, psychology, temporality and ethics in
Western thought. He revolutionized the study of
novels by arguing that traditional poetics, which
employed categories suitable to poetry and to
drama, had been unable to appreciate just what is
novelistic and especially valuable about novels.
Seeking the essence of ‘prosaic intelligence’, he
therefore formulated an alternative to poetics,
which critics have called ‘prosaics’. This term also
designates an important part of his worldview in
approaching many other topics, especially language.
Bakhtin stressed the prosaic, ordinary, unsystematic,
events of the world as primary. In culture, order can
never be presumed, but is always a ‘task’, the result
of work that is never completed and always upset by
everyday contingent events. Better than any other
form of thought, great prose, especially realistic
novels, captures this prosaic sense of life.

Believing in contingency and human freedom,
Bakhtin described individual people, and cultural
entities generally, as ‘unfinalizable’. Human beings
always manifest ‘surprisingness’ and can never be
reduced to a fully comprehensible system. Para-
phrasing the implications of Dostoevskii’s novels,
Bakhtin located humanness in the capacity of
people ‘to render wuntrue any externalizing and
finalizing definition of them. As long as a person
is alive he lives by the fact that he is not yet finalized,
that he has not uttered his ultimate word’ (Problemy
poetiki Dostoevskogo 1929; original emphasis). Ethi-
cally, the worst act is to treat people as if some
‘secondhand’ truth about them were exhaustible.
Psychologically,

A man never coincides with himself. One
cannot apply to him the formula of identity
A=A ... the genuine life of the personality
takes place at the point of non-coincidence
between a man and himself ... beyond the
limits of all that he is as a material being ...
that can be spied upon, defined, predicted
apart from its own will, ‘at second hand’
(Problenry poetiki Dostoevskogo 1929)
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Bakhtin therefore opposed all deterministic
philosophies and all cultural theories that understate
the messiness of things and the openness of time. He
rigorously opposed Marxism and semiotics,
although, strangely enough, in the West his work
has been appropriated by both schools. Stating his
own thought as a paraphrase of Dostoevskii, he wrote:

nothing conclusive has yet taken place in the
world, the ultimate word of the world and
about the world has not yet been spoken, the
world is open and free, everything is still in the
future and will always be in the future.
(Problemy poetiki Dostoevskogo 1929)

GARY SAUL MORSON

BAKUNIN, MIKHAIL ALEKSANDROVICH
(1814-76)

Bakunin was the leading proponent in the second
half of the nineteenth century of a variety of
anarchism rooted in a Romantic cult of primitive
spontaneity, and one of the principal ideologists of
Russian populism. But along with his public
defence of the principle of ‘absolute liberty’ he
attempted to set up networks of secret societies
which were to direct the revolution and subse-
quently assume dictatorial powers. The contra-
diction between these two aspects of his activities
has puzzled historians, many of whom have sought
the answer in his personality, in which the urge to
dominate was as strong as the urge to rebel.

AILEEN KELLY

BARTHES, ROLAND (1915-80)

In the field of contemporary literary studies, the
French essayist and cultural critic Roland Barthes
cannot be easily classified. His early work on
language and culture was strongly influenced by
the intellectual currents of existentialism and Marx-
ism that were dominant in French intellectual life in
the mid-twentieth century. Gradually his work
turned more to semiology (a general theory of
signs), which had a close association with the
structuralist tradition in literary criticism. In his later
work, Barthes wrote more as a post-structuralist
than as a structuralist in an attempt to define the
nature and authority of a text. Throughout his
writings Barthes rejected the ‘naturalist’ view of
language, which takes the sign as a representation of
reality. He maintained that language is a dynamic
activity that dramatically affects literary and cultural
practices.

See also: DECONSTRUCTION

JAMES RISSER

86

BAUMGARTEN, ALEXANDER GOTTLIEB
(1714-62)

The German philosopher Baumgarten is known
primarily for his introduction of the word ‘aes-
thetics’ to describe the affects of art and nature,
which in the course of the seventeenth century
replaced the older theory of beauty. Baumgarten
derived the term from the Greek aisthanomai, which
he equated with the Latin sentio. He understood it
to designate the outer, external or bodily sense, as
opposed to the inner sense of consciousness. Thus
aesthetics is the realm of the sensate, of sense
perception and sensible objects. Baumgarten under-
stood his usage to be consistent with classical
sources, but he was aware also that he was extending
logic and science into a new realm. Baumgarten’s
importance lay in adapting the rationalism of
Leibniz for both the study of art and what came
to be known after Kant as the aesthetic.

See also: AESTHETIC CONCEPTS; AESTHETICS;
SUBLIME, THE

DABNEY TOWNSEND

BAYESIANISM

See CONFIRMATION THEORY; INDUCTIVE
INFERENCE; PROBABILITY, INTERPRETATIONS OF;
RAMSEY, FRANK PLUMPTON; STATISTICS

BAYLE, PIERRE (1647-1706)

Bayle was one of the most profound sceptical
thinkers of all time. He was also a champion of
religious toleration and an important moral philo-
sopher. The fundamental aim of his scepticism was
to curb the pretensions of reason in order to make
room for faith. Human reason, he believed, suffers
from two fundamental weaknesses: it has a limited
capacity to motivate our actions, and it is more a
negative than a positive faculty, better at uncovering
the defects of various philosophical positions than at
justifying any one of them. This conception of
reason led Bayle to see, with an uncommon clarity,
that the nature of the sceptic’s arguments must be to
proceed by internal demolition, showing how
claims to knowledge undermine themselves in
their own terms.

Bayle’s moral thought is to be found essentially in
his critique of attempts (such as that of Male-
branche) to show how God, all-powerful and good,
could have created a world in which there is evil.
Such theodicies, he argued, rely on unacceptable
models of moral rationality. Bayle’s arguments reveal
a view of moral reasoning that is of considerable
interest in its own right. Like Malebranche (and
contrary to Leibniz, who attacked Bayle’s critique of
theodicy), he believed that there are duties superior



to that of bringing about the most good overall. But
unlike Malebranche, Bayle saw these duties as lying
not in what the rational agent owes himself but in
what he owes to the inviolable individuality of
others. This outlook had its psychological roots, no
doubt, in Bayle’s own experience as a Huguenot
victim of religious persecution.

See also: SPINOZA, B. DE

CHARLES LARMORE

BEATTIE, JAMES (1735-1803)

James Beattie was famed as a moralist and poet in
the late eighteenth century, and helped to popular-
ize Scottish common-sense philosophy. At Mar-
ischal College, Aberdeen, Beattie cultivated a
lecturing style which differed significantly from
that of his Aberdonian predecessors. Because he
believed that the form of abstract analysis char-
acteristic of the science of the mind in his day often
led students into the morass of Humean scepticism,
Beattie endeavoured to inculcate sound moral and
religious principles through the study of ancient and
modern literature. Consequently his version of
common-sense philosophy diverged from that
developed by Thomas Reid. Beattie was more of
a practical moralist than an anatomist of the mind,
and his treatment of common-sense epistemology
lacked the philosophical range and rigour of Reid’s.

PAUL WOOD

BEAUTY

On the subject of beauty, theorists generally agree
only on rudimentary points about the term: that it
commends on aesthetic grounds, has absolute and
comparative forms, and so forth. Beyond this,
dispute prevails. Realists hold that judgments of
beauty ascribe to their subjects either a nonrela-
tional property inherent in things or a capacity of
things to affect respondents in a way that preserves
objectivity. In both cases acute problems arise in
defining the property and in explaining how it can
be known. Classical Platonism holds that beauty
exists as an ideal supersensible Form, while eight-
eenth-century theorists view it as a quasi-sensory
property. Kant’s transcendental philosophy anchors
the experience of beauty to the basic requirements
of cognition, conferring on it ‘subjective univers-
ality and necessity’. Sceptics complain that the
alleged property is merely a reflection of aesthetic
pleasure and hence lacks objective standing. Partly
due to its preoccupation with weightier matters, the
philosophic tradition has never developed any
theory of beauty as fully and deeply as it has, say,
theories in the domain of morality. Comparative
neglect of the subject has been encouraged by the

BEHAVIOURISM, ANALYTIC

generally subjectivistic and relativistic bent of the
social sciences and humanities, as well as by avant-
gardism in the arts. However, several recent and
ambitious studies have given new impetus to
theorizing about beauty.

See also: AESTHETIC ATTITUDE; AESTHETIC
concerts; Hume, D. §§3, 4; KanT, 1. §12;
ProTiNus

JOHN H. BROWN

BEAUVOIR, SIMONE DE (1908-86)

Simone de Beauvoir, a French novelist and
philosopher belonging to the existentialist-
phenomenological tradition, elaborated an anthro-
pology and ethics inspired by Kierkegaard, Husserl,
Heidegger and Sartre in Pyrrhus et Cinéas (1944) and
Pour une morale de Pambiguité (The Ethics of
Ambiguity) (1947). In her comprehensive study of
the situation of women, Le deuxieme sexe (The
Second Sex) (1949), this anthropology and ethics
was developed and combined with a philosophy of
history inspired by Hegel and Marx. The most
prominent feature of Beauvoir’s philosophy is its
ethical orientation, together with an analysis of the
subordination of women. Her concept of woman as
the Other is central to twentieth-century feminist
theory.

See also: PHENOMENOLOGICAL MOVEMENT

EVA LUNDGREN-GOTHLIN

BECCARIA, CESARE BONESANA (1738-94)

Best known for writing Dei Delitti e delle Pene (On
Crimes and Punishments), Beccaria was a leading
figure of the Milanese Enlightenment who also
wrote about political economy and rose to high
office in the Lombard administration. His chief
work combines contractarian and utilitarian argu-
ments to offer a compromise theory of punishment.
According to him, law operates as a sanction to
deter harmful behaviour, and should be clear and
equal for all. Punishments must be proportionate to
the crime whilst preserving the liberty of individuals
to pursue their interests to the benefit of themselves
and society. He condemned torture and the death
penalty for failing to meet these criteria.

See also: CONTRACTARIANISM; CRIME AND
PUNISHMENT; ENLIGHTENMENT, CONTINENTAL;
UTILITARIANISM

RICHARD BELLAMY

BEHAVIOURISM, ANALYTIC

Analytical behaviourism is the doctrine that talk
about mental phenomena is really talk about
behaviour, or tendencies to behave. For an
analytical behaviourist, to say that Janet desires ice
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cream is to say that, all things being equal, she tends
to seek it out. To say that Brad is now feeling jealous
is to say no more than that he is now behaving in a
way characteristic of jealousy, or perhaps that he
would do so wunder appropriate provocation.
Analytical behaviourism differs from methodologi-
cal behaviourism in insisting that our ordinary use
of mental language really is, in some sense, already
about behaviour. The methodological version
claims either that in doing psychology we should
restrict ourselves to notions which can be defined
behaviourally, or, sometimes, that our general
psychological language, even if not already definable
in this way, should be reformed in this general
direction.

The most telling objection to this account of the
mind is that it is inconsistent with the requirement
that mental states are causes of behaviour. Ordina-
rily we might note that Brad has a tendency to
display jealous behaviour with little provocation,
and conjecture that this is caused by his feeling
jealous (rather than, say, practising for his forth-
coming part in a Jacobean tragedy). But according
to analytical behaviourism his feeling jealous is
merely his tendency to the behaviour, and since
nothing causes itself, his jealousy cannot be the
cause of the pattern of behaviour.

See also: RY1LE, G.

DAVID BRADDON-MITCHELL

BEHAVIOURISM, METHODOLOGICAL AND
SCIENTIFIC

Methodological behaviourism is the doctrine that the
data on which a psychological science must rest are
behavioural data — or, at the very least, publicly
observable data — not the private data provided to
introspection by the contents of an observer’s
consciousness. Scientific, or, as it was sometimes
called, ‘radical’, behaviourism contends that scien-
tific psychology ought to be concerned only with
the formulation of laws relating observables such as
stimuli and responses; not with unobservable mental
processes and mechanisms such as attention, inten-
tion, memory and motivation. Methodological
behaviourism is all but universally embraced by
contemporary experimental psychologists, whereas
scientific behaviourism is widely viewed as a
doctrine in decline. Both forms of behaviourism
were articulated by J.B. Watson in 1913. B.E Skinner
was the most prominent radical behaviourist.

In addition to its empiricist strictures against
inferred mental mechanisms, radical behaviourism
was also empiricist in its assumptions about
learning, assuming that: (1) organisms have no
innate principles that guide their learning; (2)
learning is the result of a general-purpose process,
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not of a collection of mechanisms tailored to the
demands of different kinds of problems; and (3)
learning is a change in the relation between
responses and the stimuli that control or elicit
them. Many of these ideas continue to be
influential, for example, in connectionism.

C.R. GALLISTEL

BEING

Although ‘being’ has frequently been treated as a
name for a property or special sort of entity, it is
generally recognized that it is neither. Therefore,
questions concerning being should not be under-
stood as asking about the nature of some object or
the character of some property. Rather, such
questions raise a variety of problems concerning
which sorts of entities there are, what one is saying
when one says that some entity is, and the necessary
conditions on thinking of an entity as something
which is.

At least four distinct questions concerning being
have emerged in the history of philosophy: (1)
‘Which things are there? (2) What is it to be? (3) Is it
ever appropriate to treat ‘is’ as a predicate, and, if
not, how should it be understood? (alternatively, is
existence a property?) and (4) How is it possible to
intend that something is? Twentieth-century dis-
cussions of being in the analytic tradition have
focused on the first and third questions. Work in the
German tradition, especially that of Martin Hei-
degger, has emphasized the fourth.

See also: EXISTENCE; ONTOLOGY

MARK OKRENT

BELIEF

Introduction

We believe that there is coffee over there; we
believe the special theory of relativity; we believe
the Vice-Chancellor; and some of us believe in
God. But plausibly what is fundamental is believing
that something is the case — believing a proposition,
as it is usually put. To believe a theory is to believe
the propositions that make up the theory, to believe
a person is to believe some proposition advanced
by them; and to believe in God is to believe the
proposition that God exists. Thus belief is said to be
a propositional attitude or intentional state: to
believe is to take the attitude of belief to some
proposition. It is about what its propositional object
is about (God, coffee, or whatever). We can think of
the propositional object of a belief as the way the
belief represents things as being — its content, as it is
often called.



We state what we believe with indicative
sentences in ‘that’-clauses, as in ‘Mary believes that
the Democrats will win the next election’. But belief in
the absence of language is possible. A dog may
believe that there is food in the bowl in front of it.
Accordingly philosophers have sought accounts of
belief that allow a central role to sentences — it
cannot be an accident that finding the right
sentence is the way to capture what someone
believes — while allowing that creatures without a
language can have beliefs. One way of doing this is
to construe beliefs as relations to inner sentences
somehow inscribed in the brain. On this view
although dogs do not have a public language, to the
extent that they have beliefs they have something
sentence-like in their heads.

An alternative tradition focuses on the way belief
when combined with desire leads to behaviour, and
analyses belief in terms of behavioural dispositions
or more recently as the internal state that is, in
combination with other mental states, responsible
for the appropriate behavioural dispositions.

An earlier tradition associated with the British
Empiricists views belief as a kind of pale imitation
of perceptual experience. But recent work on belief
largely takes for granted a sharp distinction between
belief and the various mental images that may or
may not accompany it.

1 Beliefs as sentences in mentalese: the
language of thought

2 Two problems for LOTH

3 Belief as a map by which we steer

1 Beliefs as sentences in mentalese: the
language of thought

Freds belief in the Devil cannot literally be a
relation between Fred and the Devil. Otherwise he
could not have the belief, unless the Devil existed.
One response is to treat belief as a relation to
sentences. To believe is to ‘believe-true’ a sentence:
Fred believes-true ‘“The Devil exists’. But animals
that lack a language have beliefs. My dog may
believe that his master is home, or that it is time for
a walk. Moreover, monolingual French speakers and
monolingual English speakers may agree in what
they believe, say, that it would be good if they knew
more than one language, and yet they may not agree
on which sentences they believe true. Finally, you
might believe-true the sentence ‘The Devil exists’
and yet not believe that the Devil exists because you
wrongly think that the word ‘Devil’ means ‘God’.
In this case what you believe is that God exists while
wrongly thinking that the sentence ‘The Devil
exists’ is a good sentence to use to express this
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belief. For these reasons, and others, belief is usually
thought of as a relation to a proposition. A
proposition is what is expressed by a sentence; it is
what is in common between sentences in French
and English that mean the same; the proposition
expressed is what is grasped when you understand a
sentence. Monolingual speakers believe alike by
believing the same propositions; dogs have beliefs by
virtue of believing propositions despite not having a
language to express them; someone who believes
that the sentence “The Devil exists’ is true while
thinking that ‘Devil’ means ‘God’ does not thereby
believe that the Devil exists because they are wrong
about what proposition ‘The Devil exists’ expresses.
These remarks slide over a lively controversy
concerning the ontological status of propositions.
Our immediate concern will be with a popular
view that gives sentences a prominent role in the
account of belief, but in a way which avoids the
problems just rehearsed.

According to the language of thought hypothesis
(LOTH), not only do certain sentences serve to
provide the propositional objects of beliefs (and
thoughts in general) but, in addition, the beliefs are
themselves sentence-like. A sentence may be
viewed as made up of significant parts put together
according to certain rules. In the same general way,
according to LOTH, beliefs have parts put together
in certain ways (see LANGUAGE OF THOUGHT).

How does LOTH mesh with the idea that beliefs
are relations to propositions? The idea is that a
belief’s propositional object is determined by how it
is made up from parts which have representational
or semantic properties — that is, the parts stand for
things, properties and relations much as the parts of
a natural-language sentence do (see SEMANTICS). In
English ‘biscuit’ represents certain things, and ‘crisp’
represents a certain property, and when we combine
them together to form the sentence ‘Biscuits are
crisp’” we get a sentence that makes a claim that is
true or false according to whether or not the things
have the property. This is how the sentence
expresses the proposition that biscuits are crisp
(see COMPOSITIONALITY). In the same way, there
are brain structures that represent things and
properties, and when these brain structures are put
together in the right way we get, says LOTH, a
more complex structure, a sentence in mentalese,
that represents the things as having the properties —
as it might be, the sentence of mentalese that says
that biscuits are crisp, that expresses that proposi-
tion, and that thereby provides us with a token of
the belief that biscuits are crisp.

This theory can allow that dogs have beliefs.
Dogs might have a language of thought even
though they do not have a public language. It can
explain how monolingual speakers of different
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language can agree in belief — their sentences of
mentalese may express the same propositions. It also
provides an explanation of a number of phenomena
associated with belief. First, it explains how what a
person believes can be causally relevant to what else
they believe and what they do. If you believe that
Mary is at the party and then learn that Mary is
always accompanied at parties by Tom, you will
typically come to believe that Tom is at the party.
What you believe combines with what you learn to
produce a new belief. LOTH explains these causal
transactions as transactions between the structures
that are the various beliefs. Much as a computer
processes information by manipulating electroni-
cally coded structures, so we arrive at new beliefs by
virtue of our brains manipulating the symbols of
mentalese. Similarly, what we believe contributes to
explanations of what we do. My belief that there is
coffee over there together with suitable desires may
lead me to move over there by virtue of its being a
belief that there is coffee over there. LOTH
accounts for this fact in terms of the causal influence
of the sentences of mentalese on the causal path to
bodily movement.

Second, LOTH explains the fact that typically
one who can believe that Jill loves Mary can believe
that Mary loves Jill, and in general if you can believe
that aRb, then you can believe that bRa (the
phenomenon known as systematicity). The fact that
if you can believe that aRb, then you can believe
that bRa, is explained by the fact that the state that
encodes the former is a re-arrangement of the parts
of the state that encodes the latter. And, of course,
this explanation generalizes to explain more com-
plex cases.

Finally, LOTH can explain our ability to form
quite new beliefs (the property known as produc-
tivity). Just as we can form new sentences by novel
combinations of the relevant words of a public
language, so the brain can form new beliefs by
means of novel combinations of the relevant words
of mentalese.

LOTH thus explains a lot of what needs to be
explained. Nevertheless, there are two serious
problems for this view as applied to belief.

2 Two problems for LOTH

First, unless the claim that mentalese exists is
trivialized — no matter what neuroscience reveals
about how the brain processes information, what it
reveals will count as the brain containing
mentalese — LOTH involves risky speculation
about how our brains work. The theory gives a
hostage to fortune. Some are happy to accept this. If
neuroscience reveals that there is no mentalese and
that we do not process information in a sentential
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manner, we should say that we do not have beliefs
and so embrace eliminativism about belief (see
EvimiNaTivism). This is, however, very much a
minority view.

Second, LOTH leaves the intimate connection
between belief and behaviour obscure. On the face
of it predictions about the behaviour of highly
complex organisms like ourselves should be enor-
mously difficult. Trees bend in the wind whereas we
put on jumpers, go inside houses, lean into the
wind, cancel our games of tennis, or whatever.
Unlike trees and simple machines, we respond to
stimuli in enormously varied ways. Nevertheless we
are quite good at predicting human behaviour. We
all make many successful predictions of the follow-
ing kind: someone who has uttered the word “Yes’
on hearing the sentence “Would you like to come to
dinner at 19.30 on the 21st?’” will arrive around
19.30 on the 21st at the house of the person the
sentence came from. What we do, of course, is use
hypotheses about what people believe and desire
and predict in terms of the rule that subjects will
tend to behave in such a way that they achieve what
they desire if what they believe is true. Our subject’s
“Yes’ tells us what they desire, and what we predict —
their turning up at the named time — is behaviour
that will achieve their desire for dinner.

Now we noted above how LOTH explains the
way belief contributes to causing behaviour. In the
same general way it explains how belief together
with desire explains behaviour. For LOTH treats
desires as like beliefs in being internal sentences of
mentalese. The difference is that, as it is often put,
the desires are stored in the ‘desire’ box, and the
beliefs are stored in the ‘belief” box. The metaphor
of different locations marks the fact that beliefs and
desires differ in how they relate to the world. Belief
is a state that seeks to conform to how things are —
the sight of coftee tends to extinguish my belief that
there is no coffee near; whereas desire is a state that
seeks to conform things to how it is — desire for
coffee tends to bring one near coffee. The stored
sentences that do the first job count as being in the
belief box; the stored sentences of mentalese that do
the second job count as being in the desire box. So
the way belief and desire combine to produce
behaviour is not a problem for the LOTH. The two
‘differently located’ stored sentences get together to
produce the behaviour.

The problem, rather, arises from the fact that the
connection between behaviour and what subjects
believe and desire is most immediately one between
behaviour and a rich system of belief and desire.
Individual beliefs and desires grossly underdeter-
mine behaviour. There is no behaviour that the
belief that there is a mine near the tree, together
with the desire to live, points to as such. It is, rather,



a rich system of belief — to the effect, say, that there
is a mine near the tree, that the mine is likely to be
triggered by going near it, that moving one’s legs in
such and such a way will not bring one near the
tree, that there is not a bigger mine that can only be
avoided by going close to the tree, that triggering
mines tends to cause death, and so on and so forth,
along with the desire to live being greater than the
desire to test out the trigger system of the mines —
that points to behaviour. When we give little
illustrations of connections between subjects’ beliefs
and desires and what they do, we take for granted a
great deal about what they believe and desire. This
is fine. It is by and large common knowledge. But
the point remains that only rich systems of belief
and desire have the intimate connection with
behaviour. The same point could be made with
the dinner invitation story. The prediction of our
subject’s behaviour assumed a great deal by way of
belief and desire. We assumed beliefs about what the
words mean, about who uttered them, about which
month was intended, ., and we assumed that
there were no countervailing desires that out-
weighed the desire to go to dinner.

The problem for LOTH is that it takes as its
starting point individual beliefs and desires. This
leaves it seriously unclear what the theory has to say
about the connection between a rich story about
belief and desire, on the one hand, and behaviour,
on the other. There is no behaviour that the
individual belief that p and desire that q point to. It is
rich systems of both belief and desire that point in some
reasonably determinate way to behaviour. The challenge
for LOTH is to find some kind of guarantee that the
account of individual beliefs and desires it offers is
such that if subjects have rich enough sets of these
individual beliefs and desires, these rich enough sets
of beliefs and desires will cause the reasonably
determinate behaviour that tends to satisfy their
desires if their beliefs are true.

3 Belief as a map by which we steer

One obvious fact about belief is the way we use
sentences to state what we believe. An equally
obvious fact is the connection between belief and
behaviour via desire discussed above. EP. Ramsey
(1931) famously captured this idea by describing
belief as a map by which we steer. The alternative to
LOTH is an account of belief that sees belief as
map-like.

For LOTH, individual beliefs are fundamental;
while on the map view systems of belief are
fundamental. Inside us is a hugely complex structure
that richly represents how things around us are in an
essentially holistic way. When you believe the bank
is bigger than the post office, there is no individual
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structure, no sentence of mentalese in your head,
that represents your belief that the bank is bigger
than the post office. Rather you believe that the
bank is bigger than the post office by having a belief
system according to which, among a great many
other things, the bank is bigger than the post office.
The key point can be made in terms of maps. A
map of the Earth might represent the fact that the
taller mountains are mostly near the deeper oceans,
but there is no part of the map that says just that in
the way that there may be a sentence that says just
that — for instance the very sentence ‘The taller
mountains are mostly near the deeper oceans’. Or
consider holograms. Holograms are ‘laser photo-
graphs’. When light from the laser is projected
through the negative, the well-known, three
dimensional, coloured array is produced. The
negative can be thought of as representing things
as being the way the coloured array depicts them.
However, no part of the negative has special
responsibility for some part of the array. Each part
contains information about the whole array. In
consequence, what happens if you damage part of
the hologram is a loss of detail, a blurring, of the
three dimensional array, not a loss in any particular
part of it.

Many of the phenomena explained by LOTH
can equally be explained by the map theory. We
noted how LOTH can explain the evolution of
belief over time in terms of the causal interactions of
the internal sentences with each other, and how
beliefs cause behaviour in terms of how the stored
sentences figure in the causal path to behaviour. But
internal maps guide rockets to their targets and
evolve over time. The same goes for the maps we
use every day — they guide our behaviour and
evolve over time. We noted that LOTH can explain
the fact that those with the capacity to believe that
the bookshop is bigger than the post office are also
able to believe that the post office is bigger than the
bookshop. But maps (and holograms) that can
represent that the bookshop is bigger than the post
office can equally represent that the post office is
bigger than the bookshop.

It has recently been argued that there is empirical
evidence that our brains represent how things are
around us in something like the way an internal map
or hologram might. This has led to a renewed
interest in the map theory of belief (see Con-
NECTIONISM).

The major question for the map theory concerns
whether believing is closed under entailment. On
the map theory to believe that p is to have a system
of belief according to which p; that is, to have a
system that could not be true unless p. But if p
entails ¢, then a system that could not be true unless p
must also be a system that could not be true unless q.
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This means that the map view must accept closure
under entailment, the principle that if p entails g,
anyone who believes p believes ¢g. But is it not
possible to believe that a triangle is equiangular
without believing that it is equilateral — as many
beginning geometry students know only too well?
The usual reply by map theorists is to insist that one
who believes that a triangle is equiangular does
believe that it is equilateral; what they may lack is
knowledge about the right words to capture what
they believe. But this is a matter of lively debate.
See also: BEHAVIOURISM, ANALYTIC; DE RE/DE
DICTO; FUNCTIONALISM; INTENTIONALITY;
PROPOSITIONAL ATTITUDES
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BELINSKII, VISSARION GRIGORIEVICH
(1811-48)

Belinskii was considered by his followers in the
nineteenth century, and by the official ideology of
the Soviet period, to be not only Russia’s greatest
literary critic, but also a leading Russian thinker.
Soviet encyclopedias label him ‘critic, publicist and
philosopher’. His role in Russian cultural life has
been given positive as well as negative assessments,
but there can be no doubt as to his huge influence.
He is largely responsible for the fact that Russian
literature and art, for a century and a half now, have
been considered an organ of society, a mirror of the
Russian nation’s destiny and a vehicle of its
historical progress. It is largely his merit — or
fault — that in Russia, art and literature have been
accorded a lofty status of leadership and authority,
and also that ‘art for art’s sake’ never became
respectable there. The influence of Belinskii’s
philosophy of art extended through the entire
political spectrum, far beyond his political legacy
which was limited to the revolutionary left. The
idea that art and literature are organic functions of
society, nationhood and historical progress, which
Belinskii took for granted, was passed on even to
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the Slavophile right and the liberal Westernizing
centre. It remains an integral part of the doctrine of
Socialist Realism.

VICTOR TERRAS

BELL’S THEOREM

Bell’s theorem is concerned with the outcomes of a
special type of ‘correlation experiment’ in quantum
mechanics. It shows that under certain conditions
these outcomes would be restricted by a system of
inequalities (the ‘Bell inequalities’) that contradict
the predictions of quantum mechanics. Various
experimental tests confirm the quantum predictions
to a high degree and hence violate the Bell
inequalities. Although these tests contain loopholes
due to experimental inefficiencies, they do suggest
that the assumptions behind the Bell inequalities are
incompatible not only with quantum theory but
also with nature.

A central assumption used to derive the Bell
inequalities is a species of no-action-at-a-distance,
called ‘locality’: roughly, that the outcomes in one
wing of the experiment cannot immediately be
affected by measurements performed in another
wing (spatially distant from the first). For this reason
the Bell theorem is sometimes cited as showing that
locality is incompatible with the quantum theory,
and the experimental tests as demonstrating that
nature is nonlocal. These claims have been
contested.

See also: PROBABILITY, INTERPRETATIONS OF;
QUANTUM MEASUREMENT PROBLEM

ARTHUR FINE

BENJAMIN, WALTER (1892-1940)

Walter Benjamin was one of the most influential
twentieth-century philosophers of culture. His
work combines formal analysis of art works with
social theory to generate an approach which is
historical, but is far more subtle than either
materialism or conventional Geistesgeschichte (cul-
tural and stylistic chronology). The ambiguous
alignment of his work between Marxism and
theology has made him a challenging and often
controversial figure.

See also: FRANKFURT SCHOOL

JULIAN ROBERTS

BENTHAM, JEREMY (1748-1832)

Jeremy Bentham held that all human and political
action could be analysed in terms of pleasure and
pain, and so made comprehensible. One such
analysis is how people actually do behave; according
to Bentham, by seeking pleasure and avoiding pain.



Another such analysis is of how they ought to
behave. For Bentham, this is that they should
maximize utility, which for him is the same as
producing the greatest happiness of the greatest
number, which, again, is the same for him as
maximizing pleasure and minimizing pain. His chief
study was planning how there could be a good
system of government and law; that is, how laws
could be created so that people being as they
actually are (secking their own pleasure) might
nevertheless do what they ought (seek the greatest
pleasure of all). The instruments which government
use in this task are punishment and reward, inducing
action by threats and offers. For Bentham, punish-
ment is done not for the sake of the offender, but to
deter other people from doing the same kind of
thing. Hence on his theory it is the apparent
punishment which does all the good, the real
punishment which does all the harm.

Bentham thought that the primary unit of
significance was the sentence, not the word. He
used this idea to produce profound analyses of the
nature of law and legal terms, such as’ right’, ‘duty’
or ‘property’. These are what he calls names of
fictions — terms which do not directly correspond to
real entities. However, this does not mean that they
are meaningless. Instead, meaning can be given to
them by translating sentences in which they occur
into sentences in which they do not occur. Thus
legal rights are understood in terms of legal duties,
because sentences involving the former can be
understood in terms of sentences involving the
latter; these in turn can be analysed in terms of
threats of punishment or, again, pleasure and pain.
This gives sense to legal rights, but sense cannot be
given in the same way to natural rights. For
Bentham, we have no natural rights and the rights
that we do have, such as property rights, are created
by government, whose chief task is to protect them.
Bentham also worked out how people could be
protected from government itself, designing an
elaborate system of constitutional law in which
representative democracy was a central element.

Bentham invented the word ‘international’, and
when he died he had an international legal and
political influence. His chief influence in philosophy
has been as the most important historical exponent
of a pure form of utilitarianism.

See also: DEMOCRACY; HAPPINESS; LAw,
PHILOSOPHY OF; MILL, ].S.; UTILITARIANISM

ROSS HARRISON

BERDIAEV, NIKOLAI ALEKSANDROVICH
(1874-1948)

Nikolai Berdiaev, Russian religious idealist, was one
of many non-Marxist thinkers expelled from Russia
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by communist authorities in 1922. Although
attracted to Marxism in his youth, even then he
tempered it with a Neo-Kantian ethical theory.
Well before the Bolshevik Revolution, he became
seriously disenchanted with Marxist philosophy
(though not with the idea of socialism) and
embarked on the career of elaborating a persona-
listic Christian philosophy that occupied him for
the rest of his life.

Dubbed ‘the philosopher of freedom’, Berdiaev
wrote prolifically on that subject and on related
topics in metaphysics, philosophy of history, ethics,
social philosophy and other fields (but not episte-
mology, which he rejected as a fruitless exercise in
scepticism). Because his approach to philosophy was
admittedly anthropocentric and subjective, he
accepted the label ‘existentialist’ and acknowledged
his kinship with Dostoevskii, Nietzsche and (to a
lesser degree) Jaspers. Like them, he constructed no
philosophical system, though he did expound views
that were coherently interrelated in the main, if
impressionistically and  sometimes  obscurely
expressed. Among his more prominent ideas were
his conception of freedom (for which he was
indebted to the mystical philosophy of Jakob
Boehme), his distinction between spirit and nature,
his theory of ‘objectification’, his doctrine of
creativity and his conception of time.

The most frequently translated of twentieth-
century Russian thinkers, Berdiaev has been widely
studied in the West since the 1930s, particularly in
schools of religion and theology and by philoso-
phers in the existentialist and personalist traditions.
Although many Western readers considered him the
voice of Russian Orthodox Christianity, his inde-
pendent views drew fire from some Orthodox
philosophers and theologians and also from strongly
anti-Soviet Russian émigrés. His writings while an
émigré were eagerly embraced in his homeland
once they could be published there, beginning in
the late 1980s.

See also: EXISTENTIALISM

JAMES P. SCANLAN

BERGSON, HENRI-LOUIS (1859-1941)

So far as he can be classified, Bergson would be
called a ‘process philosopher’, emphasizing the
primacy of process and change rather than of the
conventional solid objects which undergo those
changes. His central claim is that time, properly
speaking and as we experience it (which he calls
‘duration’), cannot be analysed as a set of moments,
but is essentially unitary. The same applies to
movement, which must be distinguished from the
trajectory it covers. This distinction, he claims,
solves Zeno of Elea’s paradoxes of motion, and
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analogues of it apply elsewhere, for instance, in
biology and ethics.

Bergson makes an important distinction between
sensation and perception. He repudiates idealism,
but claims that matter differs only in degree from
our perceptions, which are always perfused by our
memories. Perception free from all memory, or
‘pure’ perception, is an ideal limit and not really
perception at all, but matter. Real perception is
pragmatic: we perceive what is necessary for us to
act, assisted by the brain which functions as a filter
to ensure that we remember only what we need to
remember. Humans differ from animals by devel-
oping intelligence rather than instinct, but our
highest faculty is ‘intuition’, which fuses both.
Bergson is not anti-intellectualist, though, for intui-
tion (in one of its two senses) presupposes intelli-
gence. He achieved popularity partly by developing
a theory of evolution, using his élan vital, which
seemed to allow a role for religion. In ethics he
contrasted a ‘closed’ with a (more desirable) ‘open’
morality, and similarly contrasted ‘static’ with
‘dynamic’ religion, which culminates in mysticism.
See also: CoMEDY; HUMOUR

A.R. LACEY

BERKELEY, GEORGE (1685-1753)

Introduction

George Berkeley, who was born in Ireland and who
eventually became Bishop of Cloyne, is best known
for three works that he published while still very
young: An Essay towards a New Theory of Vision
(1709), Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous
(1713), and in particular for A Tieatise concerning the
Principles of Human Knowledge (1710). In the Prin-
ciples he argues for the striking claim that there is no
external, material world; that houses, trees and the
like are simply collections of ‘ideas’; and that it is
God who produces ‘ideas’ or ‘sensations’ in our
minds. The New Theory of Vision had gone some way
towards preparing the ground for this claim
(although that work has interest and value in its
own right), and the Dialogues represent Berkeley’s
second attempt to defend it. Other works were to
follow, including De Motu (1721), Alciphron (1732)
and Siris (1744), but it was the three early works that
established Berkeley as one of the major figures in
the history of modern philosophy.

The basic thesis was certainly striking, and from
the start many were tempted to dismiss it outright as
so outrageous that even Berkeley himself could not
have taken it seriously. In fact, however, Berkeley
was very serious, and certainly a very able

94

philosopher. Writing at a time when rapid devel-
opments in science appeared to be offering the key
to understanding the true nature of the material
world and its operations, but when scepticism about
the very existence of the material world was also on
the philosophical agenda, Berkeley believed that
‘immaterialism’ offered the only hope of defeating
scepticism and of understanding the status of scientific
explanations. Nor would he accept that his denial of
‘matter’ was outrageous. Indeed, he held that, if
properly understood, he would be seen as defending
the views of ‘the vulgar’ or ‘the Mob’ against other
philosophers, including Locke, whose views posed a
threat to much that we would ordinarily take to be
common sense. His metaphysics cannot be under-
stood unless we see clearly how he could put this
interpretation on it; and neither will we do it justice
if we simply dismiss the role he gives to God as
emerging from the piety of a future bishop. Religion
was under threat; Berkeley can probably be judged
prescient in seeing how attractive atheism could
become, given the scientific revolution of which we
are the heirs; and though it could hardly be claimed
that his attempts to ward off the challenge were
successful, they merit respectful attention. Whether,
however, we see him as the proponent of a fascinating
metaphysics about which we must make up our
own minds, or as representing merely one stage in
the philosophical debate that takes us from Descar-
tes to Locke and then to Hume, Kant and beyond,
we must recognize Berkeley as a powerful intellect
who had an important contribution to make.

Life
Influences
Berkeley’s metaphysics
The New Theory of Vision
The Introduction to the Principles
—8 The Principles
Three Dialogues between Hylas and
Philonous
10 De Motu
11 Alciphron and The Analyst
12 Siris
13  Concluding remarks
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1 Life

George Berkeley was born in (or near) the town of
Kilkenny, Ireland, and educated at Kilkenny
College and at Trinity College, Dublin, where he
took the degree of B.A. in 1704, and that of M.A.
in 1707, becoming a Junior Fellow in the latter year.
Before long he published the books for which he is
now most renowned. However, mention must first
be made of two notebooks, now known as the



Philosophical Commentaries, which he filled during
the years 1707-8. Since their first publication in
1871 (but more particularly since it was established
that they had at some stage been bound together in
the wrong order, thus giving a distorted picture of
the development of Berkeley’s thought) these have
proved an invaluable resource for scholars seeking to
understand the evolution of his thinking during this
crucial period. The major fruits of that thinking
were An Essay towards a New Theory of Vision (1709),
A Treatise concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge
(1710) — which was originally intended to be
merely Part I of a three- or four-part work— and the
Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous (1713),
which Berkeley published after he had moved to
London. In between the Principles and Dialogues he
published a slighter work, Passive Obedience (1712),
which gives the main insight into his thinking on
ethics, and on the basis of which he has been
described as a theological rule-utilitarian. Also
dating from about this time are essays published in
Richard Steele’s Guardian during the year 1713,
which evidence Berkley’s disdain for the anti-
religious sentiments of the ‘free-thinkers’.

From this time onwards, Berkeley’s life was active
and interesting. He made two continental tours, the
first (1713—14) as chaplain to Lord Peterborough,
during which he apparently met Malebranche, and
the second (1716-20) as tutor to George Ashe, son
of the Bishop of Clogher. Towards the end of the
second tour he wrote the Latin tract De Motu for
submission to the Royal Academy of Sciences at
Paris, which had offered a prize for an essay on the
cause of motion. He published this in 1721,
returned to Ireland in the same year, and was
appointed Dean of Derry in 1724. Already,
however, he had conceived a remarkable project
that was to dominate his life for ten years. During
the spring of 1722 he resolved to found a college on
the island of Bermuda, and before long he set about
soliciting support for and gaining a charter for St
Paul’s College, which would, had it come into
existence, have educated a number of young Native
Americans, as well as the sons of English planters.

In fact he never reached Bermuda but, newly
married, he set sail for Rhode Island in 1728, where
he stayed for over two years awaiting a promised
government grant, and where his house is preserved
as a monument to him. The grant never materi-
alized, so there was to be no college, either in
Bermuda or, as he had come to think would be
preferable, on the mainland. His time in Rhode
Island was not, however, wasted. While there he
wrote Alciphron: or the Minute Philosopher, an attack
on atheism and deism in dialogue form, which was
published in 1732, the year after his return to
London. He also became a friend of Samuel
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Jounson, later the first president of King’s College,
New York. Johnson’s Elementa Philosophica (1752) is
dedicated to Berkeley, and two letters from Johnson
written in 1729 and 1730 (published with Berke-
ley’s replies in volume 2 of the standard edition of
Berkeley’s Works) reveal that he was basically
sympathetic to, but also an acute critic of, Berkeley’s
main metaphysical doctrines.

Certainly the same could not be said of Andrew
Baxter, who in 1733 included as part of his Enquiry
into the Nature of the Human Soul what was, in fact,
the first extended critique of Berkeley’s Principles.
Baxter’s tone was hostile throughout. Berkeley
chose not to respond, though in the same year he
did answer an anonymous critic of The New Theory
of Vision — a third edition of which had been
annexed to Alcphron — by publishing The Theory of
Vision, Vindicated and Explained. He also published a
revised edition of the Principles and Dialogues in
1734. The Analyst (1734), which criticizes Newton’s
doctrine of fluxions, also relates to his earlier work
in that Berkeley refers back to his observations on
mathematics in the Principles, and it may be that
remarks Baxter had made on his treatment of the
mathematicians there played at least 2 minor role in
encouraging him to publish it. Berkeley does not
name the critic who, he says, had challenged him to
‘make good’ what he had said in the Principles, but if
it was Baxter he treats him dismissively as someone
who ‘doth not appear to think maturely enough to
understand either those metaphysics which he
would refute, or mathematics which he would
patronize’ (The Analyst §50).

However, Berkeley also had to think about
securing his and his family’s future, and his efforts
to gain preferment in the church were rewarded in
1734 when he was appointed Bishop of Cloyne in
Ireland. There, he thoroughly earned the reputation
he has had ever since as ‘the good Bishop’. The
tangible legacy includes The Querist (1735-7), which
evidences his concern for the economic wellbeing
of Ireland, and Siris (1744), so successful at the time
that it went through six editions in the year of
publication but which is now regarded as little more
than a curiosity. However, this was to be his last
original publication of any substance. He remained
in Cloyne almost to the end of his life, moving to
Oxford, where one of his sons was to study, in the
summer of 1752. He died there the following year.

2 Influences

The primary influence on Berkeley is unquestionably
John Locke, whose Essay concerning Human Under-
standing Berkeley had studied as an undergraduate
and continued to dwell on afterwards. The long
introduction to Berkeley’s Principles is for the most
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part a sustained attack on the view that we can
frame abstract ideas, focusing on Locke’s account of
abstraction. Illegitimate abstraction is ultimately
blamed for the supposedly untenable distinction
between primary and secondary qualities, the belief
in ‘material substance’, and the view that objects
have an existence distinct from ‘ideas’, all of which
are features of Locke’s position (see LOCKE, J. §§2—
5). Yet Berkeley owed a great deal to Locke whom
he likened in the notebooks to ‘a Gyant’ and who
should be seen as his mentor as well as one of his
philosophical targets. It is therefore understandable
that Berkeley has most often been seen as the
second of the three great British Empiricists, as
successor to Locke and precursor of HUME, these
three being placed in opposition to the three great
Rationalist philosophers, DESCARTES, SPINOZA and
LesNiz. Certainly, it would be tempting to say that
the importance of Locke’s influence on Berkeley
could hardly be overestimated, were it not for the
fact that it sometimes has been.

If only as a corrective, then, it is important to
stress that while it is evident that Locke was often in
Berkeley’s mind as he formulated his own position,
and while there is no doubt that none of Berkeley’s
major works would have existed in their present
form had Locke never published the Essay, Berkeley
would have insisted that much more was at stake
than whether Locke got things right. He targeted
certain views and assumptions that were very widely
held. Thus Locke is the only philosopher he actually
identifies and quotes from in the attack on abstract
ideas, but even there he sees himself as opposing,
not simply some quirky view of Locke’s, but one
which, as he put it in a letter, ‘Mr. Locke held in
common with the Schoolmen, and I think all other
philosophers’ (Works, vol. 2: 293). These certainly
included Malebranche, for example, who, Berkeley
elsewhere complained, ‘builds on the most abstract
general ideas’ (Works, vol. 2: 214). Again, when he
says that ‘Some there are who make a distinction
betwixt primary and secondary qualities’ (Principles
§9), he really does mean ‘some’, and not just Locke;
and the same could be said of his opposition to the
notion of ‘material substance’. In short, Berkeley
often had his eye on other thinkers too, and some of
these must also count as influences. As is now
widely recognized, these included writers in the
Cartesian tradition, most notably Malebranche but
also probably Pierre Bayle.

The relationship between Berkeley and Descartes
is interesting — after all, it was Descartes who had
introduced a radical dualism of ‘matter’ and ‘mind’,
and although Berkeley rejected matter, he adhered
to a broadly Cartesian view of the mind (see
Duatism). However, MALEBRANCHE is particularly
important in the story, both because Berkeley had
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studied his De la recherche de la vérité at an early stage,
and because Berkeley’s position struck many as
remarkably close to that of Malebranche. In
particular, Berkeley positively denies the existence
of bodies ‘without the mind’, but Malebranche had
already argued that it was impossible to prove their
existence conclusively, thus paving the way for their
dismissal. Again, Malebranche had insisted that
there are no corporeal causes, and that, strictly
speaking, God is the only cause, and Berkeley
certainly holds that only spirits can act. Moreover,
Malebranche held, and Berkeley at least suggested,
that in perception, God’s ideas are revealed to us. It
is significant, then, that in his own day, despite his
protestations, Berkeley was often seen as essentially a
follower of Malebranche. We might note, finally, that
while Malebranche had concluded that neither sense
nor reason could conclusively establish the existence
of bodies, he also held that faith in the Scriptures
did require this belief. When in the Principles Berkeley
considers a number of possible objections to his
positive rejection of ‘matter’, this argument from the
Scriptures is the last that he chooses to tackle. As he
says, ‘T do not think, that either what philosophers call
matter, or the existence of objects without the mind,
is any where mentioned in Scripture’ (Principles §82).

There is evidence that BAYLE too was an early
influence, and when, as in the preface to the
Principles, Berkeley refers to ‘those who are tainted
with scepticism’, arguments he found in Bayle’s
Dictionnaire  historique et critique were probably
towards the front of his mind. Bayle had offered
arguments against regarding extension and motion
as any more objective than colour or smell (which
the Cartesians recognized as mere ‘sensations’), and
for the view that the notion of real extension (for
Cartesians the essence of matter) involved contra-
dictions. Strict reasoning, Bayle argued, would thus
lead us to deny the existence of bodies, in the face
of our (fortunately) ineradicable beliefs. Berkeley
could welcome and adapt these arguments to the
extent that he was concerned to reject bodies
‘without the mind’, and while, unlike Bayle,
Berkeley firmly denied that they lead to scepticism
or to any conflict with common sense, it is hardly
surprising if many of his contemporaries took a
different view. As Andrew Baxter saw it, Berkeley
was committed to the conclusion that ‘he has
neither country nor parents, nor any material body (but
that all these things are mere illusions, and have no
existence but in the fancy’ (An Enquiry into the
Nature of the Human Soul 1733).

3 Berkeley’s metaphysics

Berkeley is understandably best known for his (at
first sight outrageous) claim that mind or spirit is the



only substance, and that it is God who produces
‘sensations’ or ‘ideas’ in our minds. From the
beginning, many regarded this view as sceptical at
best or insane at worst, and Berkeley recognized
that this might be the initial reaction. It is, then, an
important feature of his position that, if rightly
understood, his standpoint will be seen as common
sense, and in accord with the views of the
unsophisticated ‘vulgar’. The purpose of the present
section is to sketch in very general terms how
Berkeley could see things in this way.

To begin with, we can hardly make sense of
Berkeley’s position unless we see him as starting
from an assumption that he took both to be
obviously true and to be shared by other philoso-
phers, which was that each of us is aware only of the
‘ideas’, ‘sensations’ or ‘perceptions’ that are some-
how or other produced in our minds. On the most
common view — that taken by Descartes and Locke
for example — these are produced in us by external
objects, which objects we do not perceive ‘imme-
diately’ because, as Locke put it (whatever precisely
he meant by it), ‘the Mind ... perceives nothing
but its own Ideas’ (Locke, Essay IV 4: §3). Berkeley’s
first insight, and it is one that his reading of
Malebranche and Bayle must have encouraged, was
that if we set things up in this way — distinguishing
between the ‘ideas’ we perceive and the ‘real’
objects which lie hidden beyond them — scepticism
becomes inevitable. At best we can hypothesize the
existence of ‘real’ objects as the most likely causes of
our ideas, but then we are vulnerable to the
suggestion that there could be other -causes,
including, most plausibly, God. There are other
difficulties too. Berkeley found it widely admitted
that it is quite unclear how inert ‘matter’ could act
on minds so as to produce ideas or perceptions in
them (and Malebranche and other ‘occasionalists’
had denied that it in fact does) (see OCCASIONAL-
1sM); moreover, Berkeley found only obscurities
and incoherencies in the prevalent conceptions of
‘material substance’. Yet the most fundamental
insight was to follow.

This insight was that when we — ordinary men
and women — talk of houses, mountains, rivers and
so on, we are talking about what we experience or
are aware of, not of occult objects that we are not
directly aware of at all. It follows, or at least it
seemed to Berkeley to follow, that if when we refer
to houses, mountains and rivers we are referring to
things we are aware of, and if (as other philosophers
agreed) we are aware only of ideas, houses,
mountains and rivers must be ‘ideas’ or appearances
or, better, ‘collections’ of such ideas. Certainly —
and this was one thing that his readers found most
difficult to handle, but which Berkeley himself was
most insistent on — there is no need to deny that
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houses, mountains and rivers exist, but only to stress
(common-sensibly) that they are the very things we
perceive, which is to say that they are mind-
dependent ideas. Their esse (being) is percipi (to be
perceived); they exist only in the mind.

Berkeley’s major philosophical works, and in
particular the Principles and Dialogues, are, in the
main, a sustained defence of these insights and
doctrines, together with a working out of their
implications. For Berkeley, the implications, includ-
ing those for religion and the sciences, are as
important as the basic metaphysics. Yet the funda-
mental case for that metaphysics is supposed to be
very simple indeed. Even by the end of section six
of the Principles (under three pages in most editions)
that case has supposedly been established.

4 The New Theory of Vision

Although Berkeley’s An Essay towards a New Theory
of Vision (1709) was published just one year before
the Principles, and Berkeley was already convinced
that there was no such thing as ‘matter’, or bodies
‘without the mind’, this, his first major work,
stopped short of making that claim. As he said in the
Principles, although the earlier book had shown that
‘the proper objects of sight neither exist without the
mind, nor are the images of external things
(Principles §44; emphasis added), it had done nothing
to disabuse readers of the view that tangible objects
are external. At one level, then, the work can be
seen as a sort of halfway house on the route to
presenting his full case for immaterialism, but it is
undoubtedly also true that he was fascinated by
problems concerning vision in their own right. He
was clearly very well read in optical theory, he had
his own highly distinctive contribution to make,
and for many years that contribution was esteemed
by many who had little interest in, or were possibly
quite blind to, any wider implications it may have
had.

Ostensibly, then, the New Theory of Vision is
merely an attempt to ‘shew the manner wherein we
perceive by sight the distance, magnitude, and
situation of objects’, though, still in the opening
section, Berkeley also announces that he will be
considering ‘the difference there is betwixt the ideas
of sight and touch, and whether there be any idea
common to both senses’ (New Theory of Vision §1).
Broadly, the issue concerning ‘situation’, which
others had recognized, is that of how we see things
the ‘right’ way up (so to speak) when their images
are inverted on the retina; that concerning
‘magnitude’ is how we judge objects at a distance
to be small or large (one particular problem was
why the moon on the horizon looks larger than the
moon in the zenith, although they are virtually the
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same distance from us); and that concerning ‘out-
ness’ or distance is that of how we come to see
things as being at various distances, given that, as
Berkeley observes, it was accepted that ‘distance
being a line directed end-wise to the eye, it projects
only one point in the fund of the eye, which point
remains invariably the same, whether the distance
be longer or shorter’ (New Theory of Vision §2).
Berkeley’s solution is similar in each case. In the case
of distance, for example, even when an object is
relatively close, we do not, as others had supposed,
make our judgments on the basis of what Descartes
had described as a sort of ‘natural geometry’, and on
facts such as that lines drawn from the two eyes to
the object form a greater angle the closer the object
is: the supposed lines and angles are only theoretical
entities, and are not at any rate perceived. Rather,
we learn to make these judgments solely on the
strength of certain sensory cues including, for
example, the sensations accompanying the turn of
the eyes, and the increasingly confused appearance
of an object as it comes closer to us. An explanation
in terms of geometry is thus replaced by a
psychology of vision in which, crucially, the
connection between the cues and the distance
discoverable by touch turns out to be purely
contingent. ‘[I]f it had been the ordinary course
of Nature that the farther off an object were placed,
the more confused it should appear, it is certain the
very same perception that now makes us think an
object approaches would then have made us to
imagine it went farther oft” (New Theory of Vision §26).

Though often regarded as controversial, Berke-
ley’s work on the psychology of vision was also
highly influential even though, and indeed partly
because, Berkeley’s ultimate metaphysical commit-
ments are not apparent, and certainly not necessarily
required for an acceptance, for example, that ‘a man
born blind, being made to see, would at first have
no idea of distance by sight’. Admittedly Berkeley’s
account of our judgments is in terms of ‘sensations’,
‘appearances’ and ‘ideas’, as all we have to go on,
and we are told, for example, not only that the man
just cured of blindness would take the ‘objects
intromitted by sight’ to be ‘no other than a new set
of thoughts or sensations, each whereof is as near to
him as the perceptions of pain or pleasure, or the
most inward passions of his soul’, but that he would
be right to do so (New Theory of Vision §41). Yet
nothing is said to disabuse the reader of the thought
that there is, for example, a distant moon, which is
not at all dependent on the mind. There is a sense,
therefore, in which the New Theory of Vision ofters
us some of the fruits of idealism without explicitly
announcing the immaterialism, and one of those
fruits is an indication of the existence of God (see
IpEALISM). By the end of the work, Berkeley has
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concluded that there are no ideas common to sight
and touch: the extension perceived by touch, for
example, is quite distinct from, and has no likeness
to, any visual idea. Here he considers a problem first
raised by William Molyneux and discussed by
Locke, agreeing with them that a man just cured
of blindness who saw a cube and a globe for the first
time would not know just by looking which was
which, but seeing this answer as confirming his own
view that visual ideas are merely ‘signs’. These we
learn to correlate with tangible ideas in much the
same way as we learn a language. Berkeley takes this
analogy very seriously. His conclusion in the first
edition is thus that ‘the proper objects of vision
constitute the universal language of nature, whereby
we are instructed how to regulate our actions’, but
by the third edition ‘nature’ has become ‘the
Author of nature’, or God (New Theory of Vision
§147).

5 The Introduction to the Principles

Berkeley prefaces A Treatise concerning the Principles of
Human Knowledge (1710) with an important intro-
duction which is for the most part devoted to an
attack on abstract ideas, and in particular abstract
general ideas. In it he quotes freely from Locke. Yet,
as already stated, his target was wider, including
philosophers generally and, ultimately, a variety of
philosophical confusions. One needs to look outside
the introduction to discover what these alleged
confusions are. Sometimes this is fairly straightfor-
ward. Even in the New Theory of Vision the notion
that there is an idea of extension common to both
sight and touch is ascribed to the supposition that
we can abstract it from all other visible and tangible
qualities; while, in the Principles, the notion that the
supposed ‘primary’ qualities exist in the outward
object, although colours and the like are ‘in the
mind alone’, is undermined by the observation that
‘extension, figure, and motion, abstracted from all
other qualities, are inconceivable’. Similarly, the
idea of ‘pure’ or ‘absolute’ space is ruled out, it
being ‘a most abstract idea’. In one important case
the connection is perhaps less obvious: Berkeley
claims that holding that sensible objects can exist
unperceived depends on illegitimate abstraction, but
commentators have often found it difficult to see
precisely how this is supposed to work. In yet other
cases, the supposed connections have been less
frequently explored in the literature, as for example
when Berkeley has it that the Schoolmen were
‘masters of abstraction’ and, in the Dialogues, that
Malebranche ‘builds on the most abstract general
ideas’. These matters can probably be sorted out.
Malebranche had attacked the ‘disordered abstrac-
tions’ of the Schoolmen, who posited occult



qualities and powers, and who supposed that matter
is something distinct from its known attributes, and
in particular from extension, and Berkeley had
probably learned from that. Yet Malebranche
himself fell foul of Berkeley’s anti-abstractionism
by talking of ‘absolute’ and ‘intelligible’ extension,
by supposing that extension was the essence of
matter, and by assuming an idea of ‘being in
general’. The connection between abstraction and
the denial of the ‘esse is percipi’ principle is trickier.

Berkeley’s introduction attacks the view that,
although the qualities of objects are always ‘blended
together’ in them, we can frame a separate idea of
each quality; that we can form, for example, an
abstract idea of colour or extension in general; and
that we can frame an idea corresponding to the
word ‘man’ or ‘triangle’, as distinct from the ideas of
particular men or particular triangles, as Locke had
suggested. This in turn requires from Berkeley an
alternative account of language to Locke’s, which
will not require that each general term stands for an
idea. This alternative account is not worked out
very fully, but Berkeley does insist that ‘a word
becomes general by being made the sign, not of an
abstract general idea but, of several particular ideas,
any one of which it indifferently suggests to the
mind’ (Principles, Intro. §11). Moreover, suggestions
towards the end of the introduction that words have
other uses than to mark out ideas, including the
production of appropriate emotions — ‘May we not,
for example, be affected with the promise of a good
thing, though we have not an idea of what it is?’
(Principles, Intro. §20) — have rightly been seen as
significant, and further developments along these
lines, in particular in the seventh dialogue of
Alciphron, have even been seen as making him a
precursor of WITTGENSTEIN in this area.

6 The Principles

Berkeley’s basic metaphysical position is usually
known as ‘idealism’ or, because of what it denies, as
‘immaterialism’, and the classic defence of this
position is offered in A Tieatise Concerning the
Principles of Human Knowledge. Like all Berkeley’s
works, this is well structured, with just 156 short
sections: sections 1-33 argue the case for his
idealism, sections 34-84 anticipate and answer
possible objections, and the remaining sections
take ‘a view of our tenets in their consequences’.
As already indicated, Berkeley takes even his
opponents to accept that, whatever else there may
turn out to be in the world, we perceive only ideas.
This assumption emerges in the opening section of
the Principles (which is clearly modelled on the
opening sections of the first chapter of Book II of
Locke’s Essay). Here Berkeley writes, or at least
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suggests, that ‘the objects of human knowledge’ are
all ‘ideas’, adding that when certain ideas, for
example a certain colour, smell and so on are found
going together they are ‘reputed as one thing’. On
the face of it, this blurs Locke’s distinction between
‘qualities’ and ‘ideas’, and ignores Locke’s supposi-
tion of a ‘substratum’ for the qualities. Yet Berkeley
knows what he is doing, and clearly found
encouragement in Locke’s own preparedness not
only to use ‘idea’ where he means ‘quality’, but also
to assert that we have no other ideas of particular
sorts of substances ‘than that which is framed by a
collection of those simple ideas which are to be
found in them’. Certainly, we are supposed to start
with ‘ideas’, although — as Berkeley points out in
the second section — there are also the minds or
spirits that perceive them. However, he soon insists
that there can be no substance apart from mind.
Given that sensible objects are ideas, and that ideas
exist only when perceived, it becomes simply
absurd to suppose that these objects could have
any existence apart from perception; a fact that is
confirmed, in Berkeley’s view, simply by attending
to ‘what is meant by the term exist when applied to
sensible things’. When I say that a table ‘exists’, I am
referring to something that I perceive, or at least
that I might perceive, and certainly not applying
‘exists’ to some object which, because it is not an
idea, is not perceived at all.

This argument, like most of Berkeley’s argu-
ments, is tricky and needs careful handling.
Ostensibly, it seems to have very little to do with
the word ‘exists’ because, as Andrew Baxter
observed, neither philosophers nor ordinary people
seem to mean ‘is perceived’ by ‘exists’ in sentences
such as ‘the table exists’. That point is a fair one, and
Berkeley’s actual argument does seem to depend
heavily on the underlying assumption that the only
perceivable objects are mind-dependent items,
which must consequently be actually perceived.
The stress put on the word ‘exists’ remains puzzling,
however, and one relevant fact seems to be that
Locke had held that ‘existence’ was a simple idea
‘suggested to the Understanding, by every Object
without, and every Idea within’ (Locke, Essay, 11 7:
§7). Berkeley had convinced himself both that the
idea thus described was abstract (and hence
impossible), and that this idea is involved when
people suppose things to exist quite independently
of perception. To perceive a table as existing and to
simply perceive it are one and the same experience,
and the existence cannot be separated from the
perception so that we can attribute an ‘absolute
existence’ to the thing.

That is at any rate what Berkeley concludes on
the basis of the first few sections. But of course he
expected resistance. His tactic now becomes,
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therefore, to seize on supposedly unsatisfactory
features of his opponents’ position and, by exposing
them, to further his own case. If it is suggested, for
example, that our ideas are merely the likenesses of
external qualities, the counter is that an idea
(or perceived thing) can be like nothing but an
idea (or another perceivable thing). To those who
argue that the supposed ‘primary’ qualities exist in
outward objects but that colours and the like do
not, his response is twofold: first, we cannot even
conceive of an object having merely extension,
figure and motion, but lacking any of the qualities
these other philosophers recognize as mind-depen-
dent; second, the basic argument deployed to prove
that secondary qualities are mind-dependent (that is,
that the appearance varies in varying circumstances)
would prove the same of any quality whatsoever.
Furthermore, those who posit a material substratum
as the support of qualities find that they can attach no
clear meaning in this context even to the term
‘support’. There are other arguments, including a
particularly tricky and much discussed one in which
he proudly claims that it is impossible to conceive
that there even might be a mind-independent object,
for to conceive it would be to frame the idea of it,
which would mean that it was an object of thought
or perception after all. However, Berkeley is at his
rumbustious best in sections 18-20, arguing that
neither sense nor reason can establish that there are
external bodies, and that they cannot even be
posited as an hypothesis to account for our receiving
the ideas we do. Even if we suppose, arbitrarily, that
there are external bodies, the materialists ‘by their
own confession are never the nearer knowing how
our ideas are produced: since they own themselves
unable to comprehend in what manner body can act
upon spirit, or how it is possible it should imprint
any idea in the mind’ (Principles §19). What
emerges, predictably, is that the only possible
cause of our ideas is another, superior spirit, who
presents our ideas to us in orderly ways which in
fact constitute the Laws of Nature, and which
Berkeley also sees as constituting the language of
God himself.

7 The Principles (cont.)

While the first thirty-three sections of the Principles
are in an obvious sense basic, the sections in which
Berkeley deals with possible objections to his thesis
are important too. Here most readers new to
Berkeley are likely to find that the first objections
that spring to their minds have been anticipated,
while the answers Berkeley gives help to clarify his
basic thesis. The objections he envisages include, for
example, that, given his idealism, everything
becomes illusory or unreal; that we see things at a
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distance from us, so they are not ‘in the mind’; that,
if the esse of sensible things is percipi, they will
disappear when we stop perceiving them, which is
absurd; and that, if objects are only ideas, or
collections of ideas, there can be no causal
interaction between them, so we will have to
deny that fire heats and that water cools. Whether
Berkeley’s answers to such objections satisfy us is
another matter, but the objections are at least
confronted, and the answers are always interesting.
On the third objection mentioned above, for
example, it is eventually suggested that for an object
to exist it is necessary only for some mind to
perceive it, with the implication that God’s
perception may guarantee the continued existence
of objects. The answer to the fourth objection
above is that, just as we continue to say that the sun
‘rises’ despite scientific knowledge that it is the earth
that moves, so this is another area where ‘we ought
to think with the learned, and speak with the vulgar
(Principles  §51), recognizing that, strictly, the
regularities in nature we describe as causal are
ultimately down to God. In answering both these
objections, Berkeley is typically quick to point out
that his philosophical opponents are insecurely
placed to make them. Even those who hold that
there are external and material bodies are com-
mitted to the view that light and colours, or visible
objects, are ‘mere sensations’, and thus to holding
that these disappear when I shut my eyes; while,
when it comes to causal relationships between
objects, many other philosophers, both among the
Schoolmen and modern philosophers, have held
that God is the ‘immediate efficient cause of all
things’.

In answering the second of the above objections,
Berkeley predictably refers the reader back to the
New Theory of Vision; but his answer to the first
objection is more complex. There are, he stresses,
decisive differences between the ‘faint, weak, and
unsteady’ ideas of the imagination and those
imprinted on the senses by God, and though he
calls both ‘ideas’ to emphasize that they are equally
in the mind, he would not object to simply calling
the latter ‘things’. Nor does he deny even that there
are corporeal substances, if ‘substance’ is taken ‘in
the vulgar sense, for a combination of sensible
qualities’. It is, he suggests, only other philosophers he
opposes, for they take corporeal substance to be ‘the
support of accidents or qualities without the mind’.
‘We may well feel that this point glosses over the one
big difference between Berkeley and the vulgar,
which is that the vulgar do not recognize sensible
qualities to be mind-dependent ideas, but it is one
that Berkeley insists on. ‘The only thing whose
existence we deny, is that which philosophers call
matter or corporeal substance. And in doing of this,



there is no damage done to the rest of mankind,
who, I dare say, will never miss it’ (Principles §35).

8 The Principles (cont.)

The full title of the Principles describes it as a work
“Wherein the chief causes of error and difficulty in
the Sciences, with the grounds of Scepticism,
Atheism, and Irreligion, are inquired into’. While
Berkeley believes idealism to be true, he is as
interested in the benefits that flow from accepting it.
These include establishing the existence of God and
attaining a proper understanding of God’s role in the
world; the banishment of scepticism concerning the
nature and the very existence of ‘real’ things, both of
which result from distinguishing the ‘real’ from
what we perceive; and the resolution of certain
philosophical, scientific and mathematical perplex-
ities. From section 85 onwards, therefore, Berkeley
takes ‘a view of our tenets in their consequences’.

Some of the supposed advantages are obvious
once stated, and they include the resolution of three
issues Berkeley mentions at the outset: “Whether
corporeal substance can think?” (a possibility
mooted by Locke, which threatened belief in the
natural immortality of the soul); “Whether matter
be infinitely divisible?’ (a long-standing issue, with
Bayle in particular having exposed the paradoxes
that arise whether we suppose that it is or it is not);
and ‘how [matter| operates on spirit?” (a problem
that had exercised the Cartesians). None of these
questions arises once it has been proved that there is
no ‘matter’; that the soul is immaterial, or ‘one
simple, undivided, active being’ which is therefore
‘indissoluble by the force of Nature’; and that, just
as we can produce ideas in our own minds when
exercising our fancies, so God (the superior spirit)
can produce in our minds those ideas which
constitute sensible things. In addition, however,
Berkeley explores at some length the implications
for natural philosophy and mathematics.

These, it must be stressed, were not simply casual
interests for Berkeley. His very first publication — a
compilation of two titles, Arithmetica and Miscellanea
Mathematica, (1707) — evidences his early profi-
ciency in mathematics, and the philosophically
more significant manuscript Of Infinites was written
at about the same time. The latter concentrates on
the ‘disputes and scruples’ which infect modern
analytical geometry, all arising from ‘the use that is
made of quantitys infinitely small’. Moreover De
Motu (1721) includes an examination of the role
that such concepts as force, gravitation and attrac-
tion play in Newtonian mechanics. There would
have been more on these topics in the additional
parts of the Principles which Berkeley intended to
write, as indeed there would have been on persons,
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perceivers or spirits. What he does say on the latter
subject in the Principles as we have it is thin, and it is
perhaps necessary only to note that Berkeley’s view
is indeed broadly Cartesian, though the Berkeleian
dualism is between ‘indivisible, incorporeal, unex-
tended’ minds and ideas, not minds and ‘matter’;
that he even convinces himself that the soul always
thinks; and that the stress is on Berkeley’s claim that
we do not know ourselves, or other spirits, by way
of idea. This insistence underlies our earlier
observation that in the opening section of the
Principles Berkeley writes, or at least suggests, that all
the objects of knowledge are ideas; for the truth is
that, though Berkeley was prepared to give this
impression at the outset (presumably so as not to
raise an unnecessary complication early on), his own
use of ‘idea’ for ‘any sensible or imaginable thing’,
as he put it in the Philosophical Commentaries, rules
out any ‘idea’ of spirit, or of the operations of the
mind. Certainly, though, this is not supposed to be
worrying, and Berkeley is not suggesting that the
word ‘mind’ is insignificant. When he started
penning the entries in the Commentaries he had
indeed accepted the Lockian view that all significant
words stand for ideas, but he had soon rejected that
principle, partly as a result of deciding that the
essentially active mind must be carefully distin-
guished from its passive objects or ‘ideas’.

9 Three Dialogues between Hylas and
Philonous

The Principles of Human Knowledge is the most
important book in the Berkeleian corpus and, had
its reception not been so disappointing to Berkeley,
the Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous
(1713) would probably not have been written.
People were readier to ridicule than to read a
treatise that denied the existence of ‘matter’, while
those who did read it usually misunderstood it. The
Dialogues, therefore, were written, as Berkeley says
in the preface, ‘to treat more clearly and fully of
certain principles laid down in the First [Part of the
Principles], and to place them in a new light’, and the
dialogue form proved an admirable way of allowing
likely objections to be dealt with at each stage (as
well as making the book still perhaps the most
attractive introduction to Berkeley). The protago-
nists are Hylas (the name derives from the Greek
word for ‘matter’) and Philonous (the ‘lover of
mind’, representing Berkeley himself). At the outset
Hylas assumes that the Berkeleian is the proponent
of ‘the most extravagant opinion that ever entered
into the mind of man’ (Works, vol. 2: 172), but, as
the discussion progresses, Philonous is able to
demonstrate that, although he accepts with other
philosophers that ‘the things immediately perceived,
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are ideas which exist only in the mind’, his
additional acceptance of the view of ordinary men
and women that ‘those things they immediately
perceive are the real things’ allies him with common
sense (Works, vol. 2: 262).

Doctrinally there are no substantial innovations
here, although Berkeley has Philonous take pains
early on to convince Hylas that ‘sensible qualities’,
or the things immediately perceived, are mind-
dependent, making great play of how appearances
vary for different perceivers, and for the same
perceiver in different circumstances. Other features
include a striking passage, expanded in the third
edition, which contains an anticipation of, and an
attempt to answer, what is normally taken to be the
Humean point that material and spiritual substance
are on a par, so that if one is rejected, so too should
the other. It is indeed a particularly attractive feature
of the work that Hylas is allowed to be a quite
pugnacious opponent who really does test the
idealist’s position. To give just one other instance, it
is likely to occur to us that, if the things we perceive
are identified with ‘ideas’ or ‘sensations’, surely each
idea will be dependent on the particular mind that
has or perceives it, with the apparently far from
common-sense consequence that ‘no two can see
the same thing’. Berkeleys answer may or (more
likely) may not satisty us, but there is a deeper issue
underlying Hylas’ challenge which Berkeley himself
may not have adequately explored. This concerns
the relationship between particular ideas — whether
described as ‘sensations’ or ‘appearances’ — and the
‘collections’ of ideas which, for Berkeley, constitute
publicly observable objects. There are no more than
hints that Berkeley may be prepared to countenance
the notion that the permanently existent table is an
archetypal idea in God’s mind, and that we can be
said to perceive it when we perceive any of the
‘fleeting . .. and changeable ideas’ which, to some
degree, correspond to it.

10 De Motu

Berkeley intended to publish additional parts of the
Principles and apparently made some progress on the
second part, telling Samuel Johnson in 1729 that
‘the manuscript was lost about fourteen years ago,
during my travels in Italy, and T never had leisure
since to do so disagreeable a thing as writing twice
on the same subject’, but that was as far as he got.
Remarks in the Philosophical Commentaries suggest
that one part would have been ‘our Principles of
Natural Philosophy’, and we can assume that it
would have included the sort of material covered in
a work he did publish, De Motu (1721). This work
reiterates and develops certain points already made
in the Principles when Berkeley was taking ‘a view of

102

our tenets in their consequences’, but although it is
indeed assumed that minds are not corporeal, it
would not have been apparent to the reader that
Berkeley holds that the esse of sensible things is
percipi. Rather, what is insisted on is that ‘it is idle to
adduce things which are neither evident to the
senses, nor intelligible to reason’ (De Motu §21), and
that when we attribute gravity and force to bodies
we are improperly positing occult qualities which
take us beyond anything we can experience or
conceive. ‘Abstract terms (however useful they may
be in argument) should be discarded in meditation,
and the mind should be fixed on the particular and
the concrete, that is, on the things themselves’ (De
Motu §4).

It is, therefore, idle to look to the qualities of
bodies themselves in order to discover a cause of
motion, for ‘what we know in body is agreed not to
be the principle of motion’ (De Motu §24). Relying
as we should on what we can conceive, we must
look to mind for that principle, for we know from
our ability to move our limbs that minds can act.
On this basis we should conclude that ‘all the bodies
of this mundane system are moved by Almighty
Mind according to certain and constant reason’ (De
Motu §32).

It is clear, then, that De Motu fits in with
Berkeley’s ultimate aim in all his philosophical
writings, which is to bring out the dependence of
the world upon God. Yet here, as in the case of
everything he was to publish later, the elements of
his metaphysics that had most perplexed the readers
of the Principles and the Dialogues are either absent
or in the background. Indeed, it is a feature of De
Motu that Berkeley is anxious to present himself as
representing a tradition going back to the ancient
Greeks, but including the Schoolmen and the
Cartesians, which recognizes the ultimate depen-
dence of motion on God. Indeed, ‘Newton every-
where frankly intimates that not only did motion
originate from God, but that still the mundane
system is moved by the same actus’ (De Motu §32). It
must be stressed, however, that it is not this
supposed consensus that makes Berkeley’s philo-
sophy of science interesting, but his understanding
of the proper role of the natural scientist as
contrasted with that of the metaphysician. Terms
such as ‘gravity’ and ‘force’, for example, have a
legitimate use, in facilitating calculations on the
basis of certain observable regularities in the
behaviour of objects. We go wrong only if we
confuse the discovery of regularities with genuine
explanations of them. By contrast, absolute space
and absolute motion, which were posited in
Newtonian mechanics, are rejected outright, as
indeed they were in the Principles. We should
‘consider motion as something sensible, or at least



imaginable’, and ‘be content with relative measures’
(De Motu §66). If there were but one body in the
universe, it would make no sense to suppose that it
moved (see NEwTON, I.).

11 Alciphron and The Analyst

Berkeley published De Motu in 1721 and nothing of
any philosophical significance for over ten years
thereafter. Indeed none of his later writings
matched in importance what had already appeared.
Yet all were controversial, and some were taken very
seriously at the time. These included Alciphron (1732)
and The Analyst (1734) which represent, if in very
different ways, Berkeley’s commitment to defending
religion against those seeking to undermine it.

Alciphron is composed of seven lively dialogues in
which two Christian gentlemen, Euphranor and
Crito, defend the religious and Christian standpoint
against two ‘free-thinkers’, Alciphron and Lysicles.
These are, of course, fictitious characters, but are
allowed on occasion to present (or misrepresent, as
many have claimed) the views of such actual,
though unnamed, figures as the third Earl of
Shaftesbury and Bernard MANDEVILLE. Mandeville
complained bitterly that his thesis arguing private
vices are public benefits had been totally distorted in
Alciphron; others have said the same of Berkeley’s
treatment of Shaftesbury’s ethical theory. For all
that, the book remains very readable. It contains,
moreover, the only account of free will published by
Berkeley, and also the first explicit linking of the
doctrine concerning the heterogeneity of the
objects of sight and touch to a proof of the
existence of God. Additionally there is a discussion
in the Seventh Dialogue of particular interest in that
it returns us to the topic of language.

The context is still the acceptability of religion,
but at this point the objection from the free-thinker
Alciphron is that the Christian religion is ultimately
unacceptable, not because it can be shown to be
false, but because it is straightforwardly unintelligi-
ble, involving, as it does, such meaningless notions
as that of ‘grace’. Here Alciphron appeals to the
principle that ‘words that suggest no ideas are
insignificant’. Consequently this principle, which
Berkeley had himself assumed in a demonstration of
immaterialism nearly halfway through the Commen-
taries, now becomes his explicit target. He reiterates
his objection to abstract ideas, but also stresses the
role of words in directing our practices, whether in
mathematics and natural science, or in the religious
sphere. It has been debated whether or not what we
find here marks any decided shift from the line he
had taken in the introduction to the Principles, and it
is certainly true that Berkeley had long since moved
towards the position he adopts here, but the
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discussion in Alciphron does reflect his mature
consideration of the topic. It stresses the use of
words as signs which, as he had put it to Samuel
Johnson, ‘as often terminate in the will as in the
understanding, being employed rather to excite,
influence, and direct action, than to produce clear
and distinct ideas’ (Works, vol. 2: 293).

By contrast with Alcphron, the Analyst is a
technical work in the philosophy of mathematics,
containing criticisms of Newton’s calculus. The
adequacy of these criticisms is still debated, but they
were sufficiently acute to generate considerable
controversy among the mathematicians. To this
controversy Berkeley contributed two further works
in 1735, A Defence of Free-thinking in Mathematics,
and Reasons for not replying to Mr. Walton’s Full
Answer. Berkeley’s theological preoccupations are
again relevant in this area, for The Analyst was
addressed to an unnamed ‘infidel mathematician’,
who has generally been identified with Edmund
Halley (of Halley’s Comet fame). Halley had been
reported as claiming that Christian doctrines were
‘incomprehensible’, and the religion an ‘imposture’.
Berkeley is able to take delight in answering that the
objection comes ill from a mathematician. He
targets what he saw as obscurities and contradictions
in the calculus. Some of these result from assuming
an increment of infinitesimal value which, without
reaching zero, proceeds towards a limit of zero,
allowing the analyst to predict the system’s value at a
conceptual point at which the increment becomes
nothing. A consequence is that these ‘ghosts of
departed qualities’ are both used and disregarded in
one and the same proof. As already mentioned,
Berkeley’s interest in mathematics was of long
standing, as was his opposition to infinitesimal
quantities. He was able to show how these lead to
absurdities in the calculus, and to argue against those
who ‘though they shrink at all other mysteries,
make no difficulty of their own’. Moreover, he was
able to do this without mentioning his own idealist
view that, because esse is percipi, the smallest quantity
must be what he had earlier called the minimum
sensibile, which cannot be divided into parts.

12 Siris

Siris (1744), the last of Berkeley’s writings of any
substance, is also in many ways the strangest. His
championship of tar-water as a useful remedy
against many diseases (and as a possible panacea) is
likely to strike us as foolish, though it was to some
extent understandable given his apparently success-
ful use of it in his diocese. Moreover, although it
was practical experience that had led him to his
belief in the virtues of tar-water, Berkeley does go
deeply into the explanation of its effectiveness,
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relying on theories which gave prominence to the
role of ‘aether’, or ‘pure invisible fire’, as the vital
principle of the corporeal world. Here again we can
now see that Berkeley was wrong, although he was
able to appeal to authorities, both ancient and
modern. Indeed, this readiness to appeal to
authorities, or to seek for maximum consensus,
extends to the final sections in which his chain of
philosophical reflections leads him to focus on God
as ‘the First Mover, invisible, incorporeal, unex-
tended, intellectual source of life and being’ (Siris
§296). Here themes familiar from the early works
re-emerge — including the view that ‘all phenomena
are, to speak truly, appearances in the soul or mind’
(Siris §251) and that there are, strictly, no corporeal
causes. Yet these are now tied in with what appear
to be alien elements. There is a tendency to
disparage the senses, and Berkeley’s fascination
with the philosophies of the ancients extends to a
degree of sympathy for the Platonic Theory of
Forms. That said, Berkeley’s eclectic and somewhat
hesitant approach in Siris is such that it would be
wrong to look to it for evidence of a substantially
new philosophical position. Though fascinating in
its way, Siris now seems very dated indeed.

13 Concluding remarks

Inevitably, Berkeley is famed for the metaphysics of
the Principles, and Dialogues. It would be easy to
multiply quotations from people who treated this
metaphysics as absurd, but very wrong to suggest
that all the reactions have been hostile, or that the
more hostile responses have not frequently been
based on misunderstandings. At the other extreme,
John Stuart Mill was to refer to Plato, Locke and
Kant among others when describing Berkeley as
‘the one of greatest philosophic genius’ (Mill 1871:
‘Berkley’s Life and Writings’), while A.A. Luce, the
most prominent Berkeley scholar of the twentieth
century, held Berkeley’s views to be fundamentally
correct, and to coincide with the common-sense
view of the world. Even many who would be less
effusive have at least seen Berkeley as playing an
important role in the history of philosophy, if only
as marking one important stage on the route from
Locke to Hume, and then to Kant and modern
idealism. Certainly, no serious commentators would
judge that his views can be easily or simply
dismissed, though they would often give very
different accounts of what makes him important
and interesting. Luce, for example, found the role
God has to play in Berkeley’s system attractive; Mill
thought it an embarrassment. Phenomenalism, the
theory of perception which Mill himself espoused,
could indeed be described as ‘Berkeley without
God’ (see MitL, J.S. §6; PHENOMENALISM).
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The fact is that Berkeley was grappling with
problems that are perennial in philosophy, including
that of the relationship between appearance and
reality, or between our experiences and what we
take them to be experiences of. Their treatments of
these issues have very often led philosophers to say
things that would strike the ‘vulgar’ as strange, and if
Locke’s position, for example, seems initially more
congenial (in that Locke never doubts the existence
of a world corresponding to, but distinct from, our
‘ideas’, and treats scepticism in that area as absurd),
Berkeley was neither the first nor the last to see him
as, in effect, making knowledge of that world
impossible. Berkeley did not invent the sceptical
challenge that arises from insisting on a distinction
between what we ‘immediately’ perceive and an
external ‘material” world; if his way of dealing with
it is radical, one must recognize that ‘idealism’ in
one form or another was to have quite a history —
even now there are philosophers who are happy to
use the label to describe their own philosophical
positions.

Certainly Berkeley does sometimes exaggerate
the extent to which he is at one with the ‘vulgar’, or
with our ordinary views about the world. He may
be quite right that he is at one with those who
believe that ‘those things they immediately perceive are
the real things’. Yet, as we saw in §9 above, it is only
by combining this with the claim that ‘the things
immediately perceived, are ideas which exist only in the
mind’, which he attributes to ‘the philosophers’, that
he arrives at a theory concerning the nature of
reality that is very much his own. Consequently,
although he can chide his opponents for their
commitment to such views as ‘the Wall is not white,
the fire is not hot’, remarking in the Commentaries
(entry 392) that “We Irish men cannot attain to
these truths’, many of his own claims, such as that
‘Strictly speaking ... we do not see the same object
that we feel; neither is the same object perceived by
the microscope, which was by the naked eye’
(Works, vol. 2: 245), would strike the vulgar as
equally odd. Berkeley’s beliefs about what it is that
we ‘immediately’ perceive may or may not be true,
but clearly they are not vulgar views.

To be fair, Berkeley was not unaware that this
was the position. For example, his comment that on
the issue of causal relationships between objects we
should ‘think with the learned, and speak with the
vulgar (Principles §51) suggests that the vulgar have
not appreciated the truth of the matter; while claims
that he opposes only other philosophers contrast
with passages such as that in the Principles in which
he actually refers to the ‘mistake’ of the vulgar who
believe that the ‘objects of perception [have| an
existence independent of, and without the mind’
(Principles §56). To be sure, in the same discussion he



suggests that they cannot really believe this, because
the supposed belief involves a contradiction, and
‘Strictly speaking, to believe that which involves a
contradiction, or has no meaning in it, is impossible’
(Principles §54). The whole passage rests on the
equation of the objects of perception with ‘ideas’,
which is what makes the supposed belief contradictory.
The truth is, therefore, that for all his resolve in
the Commentaries (entry 751) ‘To be eternally
banishing Metaphisics &c & recalling Men to
Common Sense’ (and what he seems to have in
mind there is the arid metaphysics of the Schools),
Berkeley does offer us what we would naturally
describe as a metaphysics, and one that cannot be
refuted simply on the ground that it might strike the
average person as outrageous. His arguments must
be examined on their merits, together with any
underlying assumptions; attention has to be paid to
the notion of ‘immediate’ perception which he
works with; and account must be taken of possible
problems generated by his metaphysical conclusions.
These may include, as has often been claimed, an
unrecognized tendency towards solipsism. Not that
it is necessary to reject or accept his philosophy in
total, for there may be insights alongside what we
believe are mistakes. As with any philosopher of
Berkeley'’s stature, doing justice to Berkeley’s philo-
sophy turns out to be a very complex, but also a
rewarding exercise, which is why his philosophy still
exercises the commentators today.
See also: VisION
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BERLIN, ISAIAH (1909-97)

Berlin said that he decided about 1945 to give up
philosophy, in which he had worked up to that

BIOETHICS

time, in favour of the history of ideas. Some of his
best-known work certainly belongs to the history of
ideas, but he continued in fact both to write
philosophy and to pursue philosophical questions in
his historical work.

His main philosophical contributions are to
political philosophy and specifically to the theory
of liberalism. He emphasizes a distinction between
‘negative’ and ‘positive’ concepts of liberty: the
former is 2 Hobbesian idea of absence of constraint
or obstacle, while the latter is identified with a
notion of moral self-government, expressed for
instance in Rousseau, which Berlin finds politically
threatening. His anti-utopian approach to politics is
expressed also in his view that values necessarily
conflict; this irreducible ‘value pluralism’ may be his
most original contribution to philosophy, though he
advances it through example and historical illustra-
tion rather than in semantic or epistemological
terms. He also expresses himself against necessitar-
ian interpretations of history, and in favour of an
anti-determinist conception of free will.

See also: ENLIGHTENMENT, CONTINENTAL;
FREEDOM AND LIBERTY; HISTORICISM;
INCOMMENSURABILITY; PLURALISM

BERNARD WILLIAMS

BIOETHICS

While bioethics, a part of applied ethics, is usually
identified with medical ethics, in its broadest sense it
is the study of the moral, social and political
problems that arise out of biology and the life
sciences generally and involve, either directly or
indirectly, human wellbeing. Thus, environmental
and animal ethics are sometimes included within it.
In this regard, bioethics can be of broader concern
than is either medical/biomedical ethics or the
study of the moral problems that arise out of new
developments in medical technology.

The interrelated issues of who or what has moral
status, of what justifies a certain kind of treatment of
one creature as opposed to another, and whether, if
a creature has moral status, it can lose it, have proved
especially important issues in this broadest sense of
bioethics. The philosophical task of probing argu-
ments for soundness appears essential to deciding
these issues.

As a part of applied ethics, bioethics is exposed to
the difficulty that (1) we do not agree in our moral
convictions and principles about many of the cases
that feature in bioethics, (2) we do not agree in the
moral theories in which our moral principles find
their home and by which we try to justify them, and
(3) we do not agree in the test(s) of adequacy by
which to resolve the disagreements at the level of
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moral theory. We seem left with no way of deciding
between contending principles and theories.
See also: CLONING; TECHNOLOGY AND ETHICS

R.G. FREY

BIOLOGY, PHILOSOPHY OF
See EVOLUTION, THEORY OF; GENETICS; SPECIES;
TaxoNoMY; VITALISM

BLACKSTONE, WILLIAM (1723-80)

Blackstone produced the first systematic exposition
of English law as a body of principles. His enterprise
was founded upon the assumption that the detailed
rules of English law embodied and enforced natural
law. Blackstone’s invocation of natural law has
frequently been regarded as ornamental rather
than substantial, but there is no good reason for
taking this view. Blackstone is now remembered as
much for Bentham’s attacks upon him as for his own
contribution.

See also: LAwW, PHILOSOPHY OF

N.E. SIMMONDS

BLOCH, ERNST SIMON (1885-1977)

Bloch was one of the most innovative Marxist
philosophers of the twentieth century. His meta-
physical and ontological concerns, combined with a
self-conscious utopianism, distanced him from
much mainstream Marxist thought. He was sympa-
thetic to the classical philosophical search for
fundamental categories, but distinguished earlier
static, fixed and closed systems from his own open
system, in which he characterized the universe as a
changing and unfinished process. Furthermore, his
distinctive materialism entailed the rejection of a
radical separation of the human and the natural,
unlike much twentieth-century Western Marxism.
His validation of utopianism was grounded in a
distinctive epistemology centred on the processes
whereby ‘new’ material emerges in consciousness.
The resulting social theory was sensitive to the
many and varied ways in which the utopian impulse
emerges, as, for example, in its analysis of the
utopian dimension in religion.

VINCENT GEOGHEGAN

BOBBIO, NORBERTO (1909-)

The foremost legal and political theorist in Italy
today, Norberto Bobbio founded in the 1940s
Italian analytical legal positivism, trying to merge
logical positivism and Kelsen’s legal positivism. As a
political thinker, he defends a synthesis of liberalism
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and socialism, focusing in particular on the defence
of human and civil rights in democratic societies.
See also: DEMOCRACY; LAW AND MORALITY; LAw,
PHILOSOPHY OF; LIBERALISM

PATRIZIA BORSELLINO

BODIN, JEAN (1529/30-96)

Jean Bodin was one of the great universal scholars of
the later Renaissance. Despite political distractions,
he made major contributions to historiography and
the philosophy of history, economic theory, public
law and comparative public policy, the sociology of
institutions, as well as to religious philosophy,
comparative religion and natural philosophy.
Among his most celebrated achievements are his
theory of sovereignty, which introduced a new
dimension to the study of public law, and his
Neoplatonist religion, which opened new perspec-
tives on universalism and religious toleration.
Many of these intellectual positions, moreover,
were responses, at least in part, to great political
issues of the time. Against doctrines of popular
sovereignty and the right of resistance put forward
in the course of the religious wars, Bodin sought to
show that the king of France was absolute. Against
the widespread corruption and laxity that weakened
and undermined the monarchy, he argued for
administrative reform. And against the party that
pressed the king to impose religious uniformity, he
cautiously supported religious toleration. In all these
respects Bodin’s thought helped to inform the
policies of the early Bourbon dynasty esatblished by
Henry IV.
See also: ABSOLUTISM; HUMANISM, RENAISSANCE;
NEOPLATONISM; RENAISSANCE PHILOSOPHY;
SOVEREIGNTY; TOLERATION

JULIAN H. FRANKLIN

BOEHME, JAKOB (1575-1624)

Boehme was a Lutheran mystic and pantheist. He
held that God is the Abyss that is the ground of all
things. The will of the Abyss to know itself
generates a process that gives rise to nature, which
is thus the image of God. Life is characterized by a
dualistic struggle between good and evil; only by
embracing Christs love can unity be regained.
Boehme was highly regarded by such diverse writers
as Law, Newton, Goethe and Hegel.

See also: HEGEL, G.W.E NEOPLATONISM;

Serinoza, B.

JEAN-LOUP SEBAN



BOETHIUS, ANICIUS MANLIUS SEVERINUS
(c.480-525/6)

Boethius was a principal transmitter of classical
Greek logic from Aristotle, the Stoics and the
Neoplatonists to the schoolmen of the medieval
Latin West. His contemporaries were largely
unimpressed by his learned activities, and his
writings show him to have been a lonely, rather
isolated figure in a world where the old Roman
aristocrats were struggling to maintain high literary
culture in an Italy controlled by barbarous and
bibulous Goths, whose taste in music and hairgrease
Boethius found painful.

Boethius himself was born into a patrician family
in Rome, but was orphaned and raised instead by
Q. Aurelius Memmius Symmachus, a rich Christian
heir to a distinguished pagan line; Boethius later
married the latter’s daughter, Rusticiana. As well as
Symmachus, Boethius had a small circle of educated
friends, including the Roman deacon John (who
probably became Pope John I, 523-6), who shared
his enthusiasm for logical problems. The Gothic
king of Italy at Ravenna, Theoderic, had met high
culture during his education at Constantinople and
made use of experienced Roman aristocrats as
administrators. He employed Boethius to design a
sundial for the Burgundian king and also a water-
clock, specimens of advanced technology intended
to impress a barbarian; he also sent a harpist to
Clovis, the Frankish king, no doubt intended to
soften the latter’s bellicose spirit.

By 507 Boethius had gained the title ‘patrician’
and received letters addressed to ‘your magnitude’.
Symmachus was in a position to promote his public
career. He was nominated consul for the year 510, a
position without political power but of high
standing and requiring large disbursements of
private wealth; it also carried the perquisite that
the consul’s name stood on all dated documents for
that year. In 522 his two sons were installed as
consuls, a promotion that gave their father intense
pride and pleasure, and he took up seriously the
political post of Master of the Offices. In this
capacity, his determination to eliminate corruption
earned him numerous enemies among both Goths
and his fellow Roman aristocrats. His relations with
the courtiers at Ravenna became disastrous.

Boethius” fall came when he rashly defended a
senator who had been delated to King Theoderic
for conducting treasonable correspondence with
persons high in the court of the emperor at
Constantinople. There is no improbability in the
notion that, along with other Roman aristocrats,
Boethius would have preferred to be rid of the
crude Goths and to see Theoderic replaced by a
ruler congenial to the emperor. His great erudition
had aroused fears that he was engaged in occult
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practices dangerous to the Ravenna dynasty. In 524
or early 525, Boethius was imprisoned at Pavia
(Ticinum). Here, while awaiting the execution
already decreed against him, he composed his
masterpiece, De consolatione philosophiae (The Con-
solation of Philosophy).

De consolatione philosophiae, a bitterly hostile attack
on Theoderic prefacing a philosophical discussion
of innocent suftering and the problem of evil, must
have been smuggled out of prison, no doubt with
the aid of gold coins from Rusticiana or Symma-
chus. In the ninth century, the work captured the
imagination of Alcuin at the court of Charlemagne,
became a standard textbook in schools and was set
on the way to being one of the greatest books of
medieval culture, especially popular among laymen.

Boethius’ earlier works have been the preserve of
more specialized readers, especially those concerned
with the history of ancient philosophy. His stated
original intention was to educate the West by
translating all of Plato and Aristotle into Latin and
to supply explanatory commentaries on many of
their writings. That was too ambitious. He did not
proceed beyond some of the logical works (Orga-
non) of Aristotle, prefaced by a commentary on a
Latin translation of Porphyry’s Isagdgé (Introduction)
made in the fourth century by Marius Victorinus,
an African teaching in Rome, and then by a second
commentary on a translation of the same text made
by himself. This commentary underlay the medieval
debates on universals. He also wrote a commentary
on Aristotle’s Categories and two commentaries on
Aristotle’s De interpretatione. In addition, Boethius
adapted Nicomachus of Gerasa’s Arithmetic for Latin
readers, Nicomachus’ introduction to music as a
liberal art, a commentary on Cicero’s Topics, a short
treatise ‘On  Division’, important treatises on
categorical and hypothetical syllogisms and a further
tract on different kinds of ‘topic’.

Intricate theological debates between Rome and
Constantinople convinced him that a trained
logician could contribute clarification, and he
composed four theological tractates on the doc-
trines of the Trinity and the person of Christ,
concentrating on logical problems. In addition, a
fifth tract became a statement of orthodox belief
without much reference to logical implications. The
five pieces, or Opuscula sacra, became hardly less
influential than De consolatione philosophiae, especially
from the twelfth century onwards. We hear of critics
who thought contemporary theologians knew more
about Boethius than about the Bible.

Seealso: GOD, CONCEPTS OF; MEDIEVAL PHILOSOPHY;
NEOPLATONISM; PATRISTIC PHILOSOPHY; PLOTINUS;
PorPHYRY

HENRY CHADWICK
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BOHR, NIELS (1885-1962)

One of the most influential scientists of the
twentieth century, the Danish physicist Niels Bohr
founded atomic quantum theory and the Copenha-
gen interpretation of quantum physics. This radical
interpretation renounced the possibility of a uni-
fied, observer-independent, deterministic descrip-
tion in the microdomain. Bohr’s principle of
complementarity — the heart of the Copenhagen
philosophy — implies that quantum phenomena can
only be described by pairs of partial, mutually
exclusive, or ‘complementary’ perspectives. Though
simultaneously inapplicable, both perspectives are
necessary for the exhaustive description of phe-
nomena. Bohr aspired to generalize complementar-
ity into all fields of knowledge, maintaining that
new epistemological insights are obtained by
adjoining contrary, seemingly incompatible, view-
points.

See also: LOGICAL POSITIVISM §4; OPERATIONALISM;
QUANTUM MECHANICS, INTERPRETATION OF

MARA BELLER

BOLZANO, BERNARD (1781-1848)

Bernard Bolzano was a lone forerunner both of
analytical philosophy and phenomenology. Born in
Prague in the year when Kants first Critique
appeared, he became one of the most acute critics
both of Kant and of German Idealism. He died in
Prague in the same year in which Frege was born;
Frege is philosophically closer to him than any other
thinker of the nineteenth or twentieth century.
Bolzano was the only outstanding proponent of
utilitarianism among German-speaking philoso-
phers, and was a creative mathematician whose
name is duly remembered in the annals of this
discipline. His Wissenschaftslehre (Theory of Science) of
1837 makes him the greatest logician in the period
between Leibniz and Frege. The book was sadly
neglected by Bolzano’s contemporaries, but redis-
covered by Brentanos pupils: Its ontology of
propositions and ideas provided Husserl with
much of his ammunition in his fight against
psychologism and in support of phenomenology,
and through Twardowski it also had an impact on
the development of logical semantics in the Lwow-
Warsaw School.

See also: ANALYTICAL PHILOSOPHY

WOLFGANG KUNNE

BONAVENTURE (c.1217-74)

Bonaventure (John of Fidanza) developed a synth-
esis of philosophy and theology in which Neopla-
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tonic doctrines are transformed by a Christian
framework. Though often remembered for his
denunciations of Aristotle, Bonaventure’s thought
includes some Aristotelian elements. His criticisms
of Aristotle were motivated chiefly by his concern
that various colleagues, more impressed by Aris-
totle’s work than they had reason to be, were
philosophizing with the blindness of pagans instead
of the wisdom of Christians.

To Bonaventure, the ultimate goal of human life
is happiness, and happiness comes from union with
God in the afterlife. If one forgets this goal when
philosophizing, the higher purpose of the discipline
is frustrated. Philosophical studies can indeed help
in attaining happiness, but only if pursued with
humility and as part of a morally upright life. In the
grander scheme of things, the ascent of the heart is
more important than the ascent of the mind.

Bonaventure’s later works consistently emphasize
that all creation emanates from, reflects and returns
to its source. Because the meaning of human life can
be understood only from this wider perspective, the
general aim is to show an integrated whole
hierarchically ordered to God. The structure and
symbolism favoured by Bonaventure reflect mystical
elements as well. The world, no less than a book,
reveals its creator: all visible things represent a
higher reality. The theologian must use symbols to
reveal this deeper meaning. He must teach
especially of Christ, through whom God creates
everything that exists and who is the sole medium
by which we can return to our creator.

Bonaventure’s theory of illumination aims to
account for the certitude of human knowledge. He
argues that there can be no certain knowledge
unless the knower is infallible and what is known
cannot change. Because the human mind cannot be
entirely infallible through its own power, it needs
the cooperation of God, even as it needs God as the
source of immutable truths. Sense experience does
not suffice, for it cannot reveal that what is true
could not possibly be otherwise; so, in Bonaven-
ture’s view, the human mind attains certainty about
the world only when it understands it in light of the
‘eternal reasons’ or divine ideas. This illumination
from God, while necessary for certainty, ordinarily
proceeds without a person’s being conscious of it.
See also: AQuiNas, T.

BONNIE KENT

BOOK OF CAUSES
See LIBER DE CAUSIS

BOOK OF CHANGES
See YIJING



BOOLEAN ALGEBRA

Boolean algebra, or the algebra of logic, was devised
by the English mathematician George Boole (1815—
64) and embodies the first successful application of
algebraic methods to logic.

Boole seems to have had several interpretations
for his system in mind. In his earlier work he thinks
of each of the basic symbols of his ‘algebra’ as
standing for the mental operation of selecting just
the objects possessing some given attribute or
included in some given class; later he conceives of
these symbols as standing for the attributes or classes
themselves. In each of these interpretations the basic
symbols are conceived as being capable of combina-
tion under certain operations: ‘multiplication’,
corresponding to conjunction of attributes or
intersection of classes; ‘addition’, corresponding to
(exclusive) disjunction or (disjoint) union; and
‘subtraction’, corresponding to ‘excepting’ or
difference. He also recognizes that the algebraic
laws he proposes are satisfied if the basic symbols are
interpreted as taking just the number values 0 and 1.

Boole’s ideas have since undergone extensive
development, and the resulting concept of Boolean
algebra now plays a central role in mathematical
logic, probability theory and computer design.

J.L. BELL

BOSANQUET, BERNARD (1848-1923)

One of the most prominent and prolific of the
British Idealists of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, Bosanquet ranged across most
fields of philosophy, making his main contributions
in epistemology, metaphysics, aesthetics and espe-
cially political philosophy. He was deeply influenced
by Plato and by Hegel. Bosanquet and EH. Bradley
were close on many matters, and each regarded the
other as a co-worker; however, Bosanquet was
always more Hegelian, less rigorous in argument
than Bradley and lacking his sceptical approach.
Bosanquet treats knowledge and reality as a single
whole, working out the implications in the concrete
‘modes of experience’ of philosophy, science,
morality, art, religion, and social and political life.
He is at his best in explaining and developing the
thoughts of others, particularly of Hegel, Bradley,
Rousseau and T.H. Green.

See also: ABSOLUTE, THE; HEGELIANISM; STATE, THE

PETER P. NICHOLSON

BOYLE, ROBERT (1627-91)

Boyle is often remembered for the contributions
that he made to the sciences of chemistry and
pneumatics. Like other natural philosophers in

BRADLEY, FRANCIS HERBERT

seventeenth-century England, however, he was a
synthetic thinker who sought to advance knowledge
in all areas of human concern. An early advocate of
experimental methods, he argued that experimen-
tation would not only reveal the hidden processes
operative in the world but would also advance the
cause of religion. Through the study of nature,
experimentalists would come to understand that the
intricacy of design manifest in the world must be
the result of an omniscient and omnipotent creator.
Boyle’s experimental investigations and theolo-
gical beliefs led him to a conception of the world as
a ‘cosmic mechanism’ comprised of a harmonious
set of interrelated processes. He agreed with the
leading mechanical philosophers of his day that the
corpuscular hypothesis, which explains the causal
powers of bodies by reference to the motions of the
least parts (corpuscles) of matter, provided the best
means for understanding nature. He insisted,
however, that these motions and powers could not
be known by reasoning alone, but would have to be
discovered experimentally.
See also: ATOMISM, ANCIENT; EXPERIMENT;
MATTER; SCIENTIFIC METHOD

ROSE-MARY SARGENT

BRACKETING

See PHENOMENOLOGY, EPISTEMIC ISSUES IN

BRADLEY, FRANCIS HERBERT (1846-1924)

Bradley was the most famous and philosophically
the most influential of the British Idealists, who had
a marked impact on British philosophy in the later
nineteenth and earlier twentieth centuries. They
looked for inspiration less to their British pre-
decessors than to Kant and Hegel, though Bradley
owed as much to lesser German philosophers such
as R.H. Lotze, J.E Herbart and C. Sigwart.
Bradley is most famous for his metaphysics. He
argued that our ordinary conceptions of the world
conceal contradictions. His radical alternative can
be summarized as a combination of monism (that is,
reality is one, there are no real separate things) and
absolute idealism (that is, reality is idea, or consists
of experience — but not the experience of any one
individual, for this is forbidden by the monism).
This metaphysics is said to have influenced the
poetry of T.S. Eliot. But he also made notable
contributions to philosophy of history, to ethics and
to the philosophy of logic, especially of a critical
kind. His critique of hedonism — the view that the
goal of morality is the maximization of pleasure — is
still one of the best available. Some of his views on
logic, for instance, that the grammatical subject of a
sentence may not be what the sentence is really
about, became standard through their acceptance by
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BRAHMAN

Bertrand Russell, an acceptance which survived
Russell’s repudiation of idealist logic and meta-
physics around the turn of the century. Russell’s and
G.E. Moore’s subsequent disparaging attacks on
Bradley’s views signalled the return to dominance in
England of pluralist (that is, non-monist) doctrines
in the tradition of Hume and J.S. Mill, and, perhaps
even more significantly, the replacement in philo-
sophy of Bradley’s richly metaphorical literary style
and of his confidence in the metaphysician’s right to
adjudicate on the ultimate truth with something
more like plain speaking and a renewed deference to
science and mathematics.

Bradley’s contemporary reputation was that of
the greatest English philosopher of his generation.
This status did not long survive his death, and the
relative dearth of serious discussion of his work until
more general interest revived in the 1970s has meant
that the incidental textbook references to some of
his most characteristic and significant views, for
example, on relations and on truth, are often based
on hostile and misleading caricatures.

See also: GREEN, T.H.; HEGELIANISM; JaMES, W.;
Lotzge, R.H.; Moorg, G.E.

STEWART CANDLISH

BRADWARDINE, THOMAS
See OXFORD CALCULATIORS

BRAHMAN

The Sanskrit word brahman (neuter) emerged in late
Vedic literature and Upanisads (900-300 Bc) as the
name (never pluralized) of the divine reality
pervading the universe, knowledge or experience
of which is a person’s supreme good. The word’s
carliest usage (often pluralized) is to refer to the
verses of the oldest work in Sanskrit (and in any
Indo-European language), the Rg Veda (¢.1200 BcC),
which is a compilation of poems and hymns to Indo-
European gods. The individual verses of the poems
are mantras (brahmani), whose proper enunciation in
the course of ritual and sacrifice was thought to
secure various aims. Thematically, the Rg lVeda and
other early Indian literature presents a sense of
pervasive divinity. Apparently through an assimilation
of the idea of the magic of mantras to the divine
immanence theme the word brahman assumed its
later meaning. In any case, Brahman — the Absolute,
the supremely real — became the focus of Indian
spirituality and the centre of much metaphysics for
almost three thousand years, down to the present day.
In the Upanisads, which are mystic treatises contain-
ing speculation about Brahman’s nature and relation
to ourselves and the world, the central positions of
Vedanta schools emerge, all of which are philosophies
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of Brahman. But not even in the narrow set of the
earliest and most universally accepted Upanisads
(numbering twelve or thirteen) is there expressed a
consistent worldview. Important themes about
Brahman may be identified, but there is no overall
unity of conception, despite what later exegetes
claim. The unity of the early Upanisads concerns
the premier importance of mystical knowledge or
awareness of Brahman (brahma-vidya), not precisely
what it is that is to be mystically known. The
classical Indian philosophical schools of Vedanta
systematized the thought of early Upanisads.

See also: PANTHEISM; VEDANTA

STEPHEN H. PHILLIPS

BRENTANO, FRANZ CLEMENS (1838-1917)

Brentano was a philosopher and psychologist who
taught at the Universities of Wiirzburg and Vienna.
He made significant contributions to almost every
branch of philosophy, notably psychology and
philosophy of mind, ontology, ethics and the
philosophy of language. He also published several
books on the history of philosophy, especially
Aristotle, and contended that philosophy proceeds
in cycles of advance and decline. He is best known
for reintroducing the scholastic concept of inten-
tionality into philosophy and proclaiming it as the
characteristic mark of the mental. His teachings,
especially those on what he called descriptive
psychology, influenced the phenomenological
movement in the twentieth century, but because of
his concern for precise statement and his sensitivity
to the dangers of the undisciplined use of philo-
sophical language, his work also bears affinities to
analytic philosophy. His anti-speculative conception
of philosophy as a rigorous discipline was furthered
by his many brilliant students. Late in life Brentano’s
philosophy radically changed: he advocated a sparse
ontology of physical and mental things (reism),
coupled with a linguistic fictionalism stating that all
language purportedly referring to non-things can be
replaced by language referring only to things.

See also: INTENTIONALITY

RODERICK M. CHISHOLM
PETER SIMONS

BRITISH EMPIRICISTS
See HuME, DavID; LOCKE, JOHN

BRUNO, GIORDANO (1548-1600)

Giordano Bruno was an Italian philosopher of
nature and proponent of artificial memory systems
who abandoned the Dominican Order and, after a
turbulent career in many parts of Europe, was
burned to death as a heretic in 1600. Because of his



unhappy end, his support for the Copernican
heliocentric hypothesis, and his pronounced anti-
Aristotelianism, Bruno has often been hailed as the
proponent of a scientific worldview against sup-
posed medieval obscurantism. In fact, he is better
interpreted in terms of Neoplatonism and, to a
lesser extent, Hermeticism (also called Hermetism).
Several of Bruno’s later works were devoted to
magic; and magic may play some role in his many
books on the art of memory. His best-known works
are the Italian dialogues he wrote while in England.
In these Bruno describes the universe as an animate
and infinitely extended unity containing innumer-
able worlds, each like a great animal with a life of its
own. His support of Copernicus in La Cena de le
ceneri (The Ash Wednesday Supper) was related to his
belief that a living earth must move, and he
specifically rejected any appeal to mere mathematics
to prove cosmological hypotheses. His view that the
physical world was a union of two substances,
Matter and Form, had the consequence that
apparent individuals were merely collections of
accidents. He identified Form with the World-Soul,
but although he saw the universe as permeated by
divinity, he also believed in a transcendent God,
inaccessible to the human mind. Despite some
obvious parallels with both Spinoza and Leibniz,
Bruno seems not to have had much direct influence
on seventeenth-century thinkers.

See also: ATOMISM, ANCIENT; HERMETISM;
NEeoPLATONISM; NICHOLAS OF CUSA; PLATONISM,
RENAISSANCE; RENAISSANCE PHILOSOPHY

E.J. ASHWORTH

BUBER, MARTIN (1878-1965)

Martin Buber covered a range of fields in his
writings, from Jewish folklore and fiction, to biblical
scholarship and translation, to philosophical anthro-
pology and theology. Above all, however, Buber
was a philosopher, in the lay-person’s sense of the
term: someone who devoted his intellectual
energies to contemplating the meaning of life.
Buber’s passionate interest in mysticism was
reflected in his early philosophical work. However,
he later rejected the view that mystical union is the
ultimate goal of relation, and developed a philo-
sophy of relation. In the short but enormously
influential work, Ich und Du (I and Thou). Buber
argued that the I emerges only through encounter-
ing others, and that the very nature of the I depends
on the quality of the relationship with the Other.
He described two fundamentally different ways of
relating to others: the common mode of ‘I-It’, in
which people and things are experienced as objects,
or, in Kantian terms, as ‘means to an end’; and the
‘I-Thou’ mode, in which I do not ‘experience’ the
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Other, rather, the Other and I enter into a mutually
affirming relation, which is simultaneously a rela-
tion with another and a relation with God, the
‘eternal Thou’.

Buber acknowledged that necessity of I-It, even
in the interpersonal sphere, but lamented its
predominance in modern life. Through his scho-
larly work in philosophy, theology and biblical
exegesis, as well as his translation of Scripture and
adaptations of Hasidic tales, he sought to reawaken
our capacity for I-Thou relations.

See also: Hasipism; HoLocAUST, THE

TAMRA WRIGHT

BUDDHA
See BupDpHIST PHILOSOPHY; INDIAN

BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF MOMENTARINESS

See MOMENTARINESS, BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF

BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, CHINESE

When Buddhism first entered China from India and
Central Asia two thousand years ago, Chinese
favourably disposed towards it tended to view it as
a part or companion school of the native Chinese
Huang-Lao Daoist tradition, a form of Daoism
rooted in texts and practices attributed to Huangdi
(the Yellow Emperor) and Laozi. Others, less
accepting of this ‘foreign’ incursion from the
‘barbarous’ Western Countries, viewed Buddhism
as an exotic and dangerous challenge to the social
and ethical Chinese civil order. For several
centuries, these two attitudes formed the crucible
within which the Chinese understanding of Bud-
dhism was fashioned, even as more and more
missionaries arrived (predominantly from Central
Asia) bringing additional texts, concepts, rituals,
meditative disciplines and other practices. Buddhists
and Daoists borrowed ideas, terminology, disciplines,
cosmologies, institutional structures, literary genres
and soteric models from each other, sometimes so
profusely that today it can be difficult if not impossible
at times to determine who was first to introduce a
certain idea. Simultaneously, polemical and political
attacks from hostile Chinese quarters forced Bud-
dhists to respond with apologia and ultimately
reshape Buddhism into something the Chinese
would find not only inoffensive, but attractive.

In the fifth century Ap, Buddhism began to
extricate itself from its quasi-Daoist pigeonhole by
clarifying definitive differences between Buddhist
and Daoist thought, shedding Daoist vocabulary and
literary styles while developing new distinctively
Buddhist terminology and genres. Curiously,
despite the fact that Mahayana Buddhism had few
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adherents in Central Asia and was outnumbered by
other Buddhist schools in India as well, in China
Mahayana became the dominant form of Buddhism,
so much so that few pejoratives were as stinging to a
fellow Buddhist as labelling him ‘Hinayana’ (literally
‘Little Vehicle, a polemical term for non-Mahaya-
nic forms of Buddhism). By the sixth century, the
Chinese had been introduced to a vast array of
Buddhist theories and practices representing a wide
range of Indian Buddhist schools. As the Chinese
struggled to master these doctrines it became
evident that, despite the fact that these schools
were all supposed to express the One Dharma
(Buddha’s Teaching), their teachings were not
homogenous, and were frequently incommensurate.
By the end of the sixth century, the most pressing
issue facing Chinese Buddhists was how to
harmonize the disparities between the various
teachings. Responses to this issue produced the
Sinitic Mahayana schools, that is, Buddhist schools
that originated in China rather than India. The four
Sinitic schools are Tiantai, Huayan, Chan and Pure
Land (Jingtu). Issues these schools share in common
include Buddha-nature, mind, emptiness, tathagata-
garbha, expedient means (updya), overcoming birth
and death (samsara), and enlightenment.
See also: BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, INDIAN;
BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, JAPANESE; BUDDHIST
PHILOSOPHY, KOREAN; CHINESE PHILOSOPHY;
DAOIST PHILOSOPHY

DAN LUSTHAUS

BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, INDIAN

Buddhism was an important ingredient in the
philosophical melange of the Indian subcontinent
for over a millennium. From an inconspicuous
beginning a few centuries before Christ, Buddhist
scholasticism gained in strength until it reached a
peak of influence and originality in the latter half of
the first millennium. Beginning in the eleventh
century, Buddhism gradually declined and even-
tually disappeared from northern India. Although
different individual thinkers placed emphasis on
different issues, the tendency was for most writers
to offer an integrated philosophical system that
incorporated ethics, epistemology and metaphysics.
Most of the issues addressed by Buddhist philoso-
phers in India stem directly from the teachings
attributed to Siddhartha Gautama, known better
through his honorific title, the Buddha.

The central concern of the Buddha was the
elimination of unnecessary discontent. His principal
insight into this problem was that all dissatisfaction
arises because people (and other forms of life as
well) foster desires and aversions, which are in turn
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the consequence of certain misunderstandings about
their identity. Discontent can be understood as
frustration, or a failure to achieve what one wishes;
if one’s wishes are generally unrealistic and therefore
unattainable, then one will naturally be generally
dissatisfied. Since the Buddha saw human frustration
as an effect of misunderstandings concerning human
nature, it was natural for Buddhist philosophers to
attend to questions concerning the true nature of a
human being. Since the Buddha himself was held as
the paradigm of moral excellence, it was also left to
later philosophers to determine what kind of being
the Buddha had been. A typical question was
whether his example was one that ordinary people
could hope to follow, or whether his role was in
some way more than that of a teacher who showed
other people how to improve themselves.

The Buddha offered criticisms of many views on
human nature and virtue and duty held by the
teachers of his age. Several of the views that he
opposed were based, at least indirectly, on notions
incorporated in the Veda, a body of liturgical
literature used by the Brahmans in the performance
of rituals. Later generations of Buddhists spent
much energy in criticizing Brahmanical claims of
the supremacy of the Veda; at the same time,
Buddhists tended to place their confidence in a
combination of experience and reason. The interest
in arriving at correct understanding through correct
methods of reasoning led to a preoccupation with
questions of logic and epistemology, which tended
to overshadow all other philosophical concerns
during the last five centuries during which Bud-
dhism was an important factor in Indian philosophy.

Since the Buddha saw human frustration as an
effect that could be eliminated if its cause were
eliminated, it was natural for Buddhist philosophers
to focus their attention on a variety of questions
concerning causality. How many kinds of cause are
there? Can a multiplicity of effects have a single cause?
Can a single thing have a multiplicity of causes? How
is a potentiality triggered into an actuality? Questions
concerning simplicity and complexity, or unity and
plurality, figured prominently in Buddhist discussions
of what kinds of things in the world are ultimately
real. In a tradition that emphasized the principle that
all unnecessary human pain and conflict can ultimately
be traced to a failure to understand what things in
the world are real, it was natural to seek criteria by
which one discerns real things from fictions.

See also: BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, CHINESE;
BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, JAPANESE; BUDDHIST
PHILOSOPHY, KOREAN; HINDU PHILOSOPHY; JAINA
PHILOSOPHY; MOMENTARINESS, BUDDHIST
DOCTRINE OF

RICHARD P. HAYES



BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, JAPANESE

Buddhism transformed Japanese culture and in turn
was transformed in Japan. Mahayana Buddhist
thought entered Japan from the East Asian con-
tinent as part of a cultural complex that included
written language, political institutions, formal
iconography and Confucian literature. From its
introduction in the sixth century through to the
sixteenth century, Japanese Buddhism developed
largely by incorporating Chinese Buddhism,
accommodating indigenous beliefs and reconciling
intersectarian  disputes. During the isolationist
Tokugawa Period (1600-1868), neo-Confucian
philosophy and Dutch science challenged the virtual
hegemony of Buddhist ways of thinking, but served
more often as alternative and sometimes comple-
mentary models than as incompatible paradigms.
Only since the reopening of Japan in 1868 has
Japanese Buddhist thought seriously attempted to
come to terms with early Indian Buddhism,
Western thought and Christianity.

Through the centuries, Buddhism gave the
Japanese people a way to make sense of life and
death, to explain the world and to seek liberation
from suffering. When it engaged in theorizing, it
did so in pursuit of religious fulfilment rather than
of knowledge for its own sake. As an extension of its
practical bent, Japanese Buddhist thought often
tended to collapse differences between Buddhism
and other forms of Japanese religiosity, between this
phenomenal world and any absolute realm, and
between the means and end of enlightenment.
These tendencies are not Japanese in origin, but
they extended further in Japan than in other
Buddhist countries and partially define the character
of Japanese Buddhist philosophy.

In fact, the identity of ‘Japanese Buddhist
philosophy’ blends with almost everything with
which we would contrast it. As a development and
modification of Chinese traditions, there is no one
thing that is uniquely Japanese about it; as a
Buddhist tradition, it is characteristically syncretis-
tic, often assimilating Shintd and Confucian philo-
sophy in both its doctrines and practices. Rituals,
social practices, political institutions and artistic or
literary expressions are as essential as philosophical
ideas to Japanese Buddhism.

Disputes about ideas often arose but were seldom
settled by force of logical argument. One reason for
this is that language was used not predominately in
the service of logic but for the direct expression and
actualization of reality. Disputants appealed to the
authority of Buddhist sitras because these scriptures
were thought to manifest a direct understanding of
reality. Further, as reality was thought to be all-
inclusive, the better position in the dispute would
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be that which was more comprehensive rather than
that which was more consistent but exclusive.
Politics and practical consequences did play a role
in the settling of disputes, but the ideal of harmony
or conformity often prevailed.

The development of Japanese Buddhist philo-
sophy can thus be seen as the unfolding of major
themes rather than a series of philosophical
positions in dispute. These themes include the
role of language in expressing truth; the non-dual
nature of absolute and relative, universal and
particular; the actualization of liberation in this
world, life or body; the equality of beings; and the
transcendent non-duality of good and evil.

See also: BupDHIST PHILOSOPHY, CHINESE;
BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, INDIAN; DOGEN; KUKAT;
SHINTO

JOHN C. MARALDO

BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, KOREAN

Buddhism was transmitted to the Korean peninsula
from China in the middle of the fourth century AD.
Korea at this time was divided into three kingdoms:
Kokury6, Paekche and Silla. Both Kokuryd and
Paekche accepted Buddhism as a state religion
immediately after it was introduced, to Kokuryd in
372 AD and to Paeckche in 384 Ap. However, it was
not until two centuries later that Silla accepted
Buddhism as a state religion. This was because Silla
was the last of the three kingdoms to become
established as a centralized power under the
authority of one king.

It is not coincidental that Buddhism was accepted
by these three states at the very same time that a
strong kingship, independent of the aristocracy, was
created. These newly established kingships needed a
new ideology with which to rule, separate from the
age-old shamanistic tradition which had been
honored among the previous loose confederations
of tribes. Buddhism fulfilled this need. It became a
highly valued tool which kings used shrewdly, not
only to provide their societies with a political
ideology but to give them a foundation from which
to build a viable system of ethics and philosophical
thinking. Given this historical legacy, Korean
Buddhism came to possess a feature which set it
apart from the other East Asian traditions: it became
‘state-protection” Buddhism. Although this was not
a particularly sophisticated phenomenon on a
philosophical level, this feature had a lasting
influence on all aspects of Buddhist thought in
Korea. In general, Korean Buddhism has followed a
course of development more or less parallel to that
of the greater East Asian context, although with
notably closer ties to China than to Japan. There is
no historical evidence which indicates any direct
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BURIDAN, JOHN

intellectual transmission from India, Buddhism’s
birthplace; rather, most of the philosophical devel-
opment of Buddhism in Korea occurred as Korean
monks travelled to China to study and obtain
Buddhist texts which had either been written in or
translated into Chinese. Despite such close ties to
China, however, Korean Buddhism has developed
its own identity, distinct from that of its progenitor.
Compared to Indian and Central Asian Bud-
dhism, which developed along clear historical lines,
the development of Buddhism in China was largely
dependent on the personalities of individual monks,
and was thus aftected by such factors as their region
of origination and the particular texts which they
emphasized. Thus, in the process of assimilating
Indian Buddhism, the Chinese created and devel-
oped a number of widely varying schools of
Buddhist thought. In Korea, however, such a
diverse number of philosophical traditions was
never established. Rather, one of the distinct
features of Korean Buddhism has been its preference
for incorporating many different perspectives into a
single, cohesive body of thought.
See also: BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, CHINESE

SUNGTAEK CHO

BUNDLE THEORY OF MIND
See MIND, BUNDLE THEORY OF

BURIDAN, JOHN (c.1300-after 1358)

Unlike most other important philosophers of the
scholastic period, John Buridan never entered the
theology faculty but spent his entire career as an arts
master at the University of Paris. There he
distinguished himself primarily as a logician who
made numerous additions and refinements to the
Parisian tradition of propositional logic. These
included the development of a genuinely nominalist
semantics, as well as techniques for analyzing
propositions containing intentional verbs and para-
doxes of self-reference. Even in his writings on
metaphysics and natural philosophy, logic is Bur-
idan’s preferred vehicle for his nominalistic and
naturalistic vision.

Buridan’s nominalism is concerned not merely
with denying the existence of real universals, but
with a commitment to economize on entities, of
which real universals are but one superfluous type.
Likewise, his representationalist epistemology
accounts for the difference between universal and
singular cognition by focusing on how the intellect
cognizes its object, rather than by looking for some
difference in the objects themselves. He differs from
other nominalists of the period, however, in his
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willingness to embrace realism about modes of
things to explain certain kinds of physical change.
Underlying Buridan’s natural philosophy is his
confidence that the world is knowable by us
(although not with absolute certainty). His
approach to natural science is empirical in the
sense that it emphasizes the evidentness of appear-
ances, the reliability of a posteriori modes of
reasoning and the application of certain naturalistic
models of explanation to a wide range of phenom-
ena. In similar fashion, he locates the will’s freedom
in our evident ability to defer choice in the face of
alternatives whose goodness appears dubious or
uncertain.
See also: NOMINALISM; UNIVERSALS; WILLIAM OF
OcCKkHAM

JACK ZUPKO

BURKE, EDMUND (1729-97)

Edmund Burke’s philosophical importance lies in
two fields, aesthetics and political theory. His early
work on aesthetics, the Philosophical Enquiry into the
Origin of our Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful (1757),
explored the experiential sources of these two, as he
claimed, fundamental responses, relating them
respectively to terror at the fear of death and to
the love of society.

Active in politics from 1759, and Member of
Parliament from 1765, Burke wrote and delivered a
number of famous political pamphlets and speeches,
on party in politics — Thoughts on the Causes of the
Present Discontents (1770) — on the crisis with the
American colonies — On Conciliation with America
(1775) — on financial reform and on the reform of
British India — Speech on Mr Fox’s East India Bill
(1783). While clearly informed by a reflective
political mind, these are, however, piéces d’occasion,
not political philosophy, and their party political
provenance has rendered them suspect to many
commentators.

His most powerful and philosophically influential
works were written in opposition to the ideas of the
French Revolution, in particular Reflections on the
Revolution in France (1790), which has come to be
seen as a definitive articulation of anglophone
political conservatism. Here Burke considered the
sources and desirability of social continuity, locating
these in a suspicion of abstract reason, a disposition
to follow custom, and certain institutions — heredi-
tary monarchy, inheritance of property, and social
corporations such as an established Church. His
Appeal from the New to the Old Whigs (1791) insisted
on the distinction between the French and Britain’s
revolution of 1688; while his final works, Letters on a
Regicide Peace (1795), urged an uncompromising



crusade on behalf of European Christian civilization
against its atheist, Jacobin antithesis.

See also: CONSERVATISM; CONTRACTARIANISM;
REevorurioN; RI1GHTS; TRADITION AND
TRADITIONALISM

IAIN HAMPSHER-MONK

BURNET, G.
See CAMBRIDGE PLATONISM

BUSINESS ETHICS

Business ethics is the application of theories of right
and wrong to activity within and between com-
mercial enterprises, and between commercial
enterprises and their broader environment. It is a
wide range of activity, and no brief list can be made
of the issues it raises. The safety of working
practices; the fairness of recruitment; the transpar-
ency of financial accounting; the promptness of
payments to suppliers; the degree of permissible
aggression between competitors: all come within
the range of the subject. So do relations between
businesses and consumers, local communities,
national governments and ecosystems. Many, but
not all, of these issues can be understood to bear on
distinct, recognized groups with their own stakes in
a business: employees, shareholders, consumers, and
so on. The literature of business ethics tends to
concentrate on ‘stakeholders’ — anyone who
occupies a role within the business or who belongs
to a recognized group outside the business that is
affected by its activity — but not in every sort of
business. Corporations are often discussed to the
exclusion of medium-sized and small enterprises.
Theories of right and wrong in business ethics
come from a number of sources. Academic moral
philosophy has contributed utilitarianism, Kantian-
ism and Aristotelianism, as well as egoism and social
contract theory. There are also theories that
originate in organized religion, in the manifestos
of political activists, in the thoughts of certain
tycoons with an interest in social engineering, and
in the writings of management ‘gurus’. Recently,
business ethics has been affected by the ending of
the Cold War, and the breakdown of what were

BUTLER, JOSEPH

once command economies. These developments
have encouraged enthusiasts for the market econ-
omy to advocate moral and political ideas consistent
with capitalism, and the handing over to private
companies of activity in certain countries that has
long been reserved for the state.

See also: APPLIED ETHICS; ECONOMICS AND ETHICS;
PROFESSIONAL ETHICS

TOM SORELL

BUTLER, JOSEPH (1692-1752)

Joseph Butler the moral philosopher is in that long
line of eighteenth-century thinkers who sought to
answer Thomas Hobbes on human nature and
moral motivation. Following the Third Earl of
Shaftesbury, he rejects any purely egoistic concep-
tion of these. Instead, he analyses human nature into
parts, of which he notices in detail appetites,
affections and passions on the one hand and the
principles of self-love, benevolence and conscience
on the other. His ethics consists in the main in
showing the relation of these parts to each other.
They form a hierarchy, ordered in terms of their
natural authority, and while such authority can be
usurped, as when the particular passions overwhelm
self-love and conscience, the system that they
constitute, or human nature, is rightly proportioned
when each part occupies its rightful place in the
ordered hierarchy. Virtue consists in acting in
accordance with that ordered, rightly proportioned
nature.

As a philosopher of religion, Butler addresses
himself critically to the eighteenth-century flower-
ing of deism in Britain. On the whole, the deists
allowed that God the Creator existed but rejected
the doctrines of natural and, especially, revealed
religion. Butler’s central tactic against them is to
argue, first, that the central theses associated with
natural religion, such as a future life, are probable;
and second, that the central theses associated with
revealed religion, such as miracles, are as probable as
those of natural religion. Much turns, therefore, on
the success of Butler’s case in appealing to what is
present in this world as evidence for a future life.

R.G. FREY



CABALA
See KABBALAH

CALVIN, JOHN (1509-64)

John Calvin, French Protestant reformer and
theologian, was a minister among Reformed
Christians in Geneva and Strasbourg. His Institutes
of the Christian Religion (first edition 1536) — which
follows the broad outline of the Apostles’ Creed and
is shaped by biblical and patristic thought — is the
cornerstone of Reformed theology.

Calvin’s religious epistemology links self~-knowl-
edge and knowledge of God. He identifies in
humans an innate awareness of God, which is
supported by the general revelation of God in
creation and providence. Because sin has corrupted
this innate awareness, Scripture — confirmed by the
Holy Spirit — is needed for genuine knowledge of
God. Scripture teaches that God created the world
out of nothing and sustains every part of it.
Humanity, which was created good and with free
will, has defaced itself and lost significant freedom
due to its fall into sin. Calvin sees Christ the
mediator as the fulfilment of the OIld Testament
offices of prophet, priest and king.

Calvin insists that God justifies sinners on the
basis of grace and not works, forgiving their sins and
imputing Christ’s righteousness to them. Such
justification, received by faith, glorifies God and
relieves believers’ anxiety about their status before
God. On the basis of his will alone, God predestines
some individuals to eternal life and others to eternal
damnation.

Calvin dignifies even ordinary occupations by
seeing them as service to God. He recognizes the
distinction between civil government and the
Church, although he says that government should
protect true worship of God and Christians should
obey and support their government. Calvin’s
thought was dominant in non-Lutheran Protestant
churches until the eighteenth century and has
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enjoyed a resurgence since the mid-nineteenth
century.

See also: CAMBRIDGE PLATONISM; FAITH;
PREDESTINATION; RENAISSANCE PHILOSOPHY;
WILL, THE

RONALD J. FEENSTRA

CALVINISM
See CALVIN, JOHN

CAMBRIDGE PLATONISM

Cambridge Platonism was an intellectual movement
broadly inspired by the Platonic tradition, centred in
Cambridge from the 1630s to the 1680s. Its
hallmark was a devotion to reason in metaphysics,
religion and ethics. The Cambridge Platonists made
reason rather than tradition and inspiration their
ultimate criterion of knowledge. Their central aim
was to reconcile the realms of reason and faith, the
new natural philosophy and Christian revelation.
Although loyal to the methods and naturalism of the
new sciences, they opposed its mechanical model of
explanation because it seemed to leave no room for
spirit, God and life.

In epistemology the Cambridge Platonists were
critics of empiricism and stressed the role of reason
in knowledge; they also criticized conventionalism
and held that there are essential or natural
distinctions between things. In metaphysics they
attempted to establish the existence of spirit, God
and life in a manner consistent with the naturalism
and method of the new sciences. And in ethics the
Cambridge Platonists defended moral realism and
freedom of the will against the voluntarism and
determinism of Hobbes and Calvin. Cambridge
Platonism was profoundly influential in the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries. It was the inspira-
tion behind latitudinarianism and ethical rationalism,
and many of its ideas were developed by Samuel



Clarke, Isaac Newton and the Third Earl of
Shaftesbury.
See also: NEOPLATONISM; PLATO

FREDERICK BEISER

CAMPANELLA, GIOVANNI DOMENICO

See CAMPANELLA, TOMMASO

CAMPANELLA, TOMMASO (1568-1639)

Tommaso Campanella was a Counter-R eformation
theologian, a Renaissance magus, a prophet, a poet
and an astrologer, as well as a philosopher whose
speculations assumed encyclopedic proportions. As
a late Renaissance philosopher of nature, Campa-
nella is notable for his early, and continuous,
opposition to Aristotle. He rejected the fundamen-
tal Aristotelian principle of hylomorphism, namely
the understanding of all physical substance in terms
of form and matter. In its place he appropriated
Telesio’s understanding of reality in terms of the
dialectical principles of heat and cold; and he
adopted a form of empiricism found in Telesio’s
work that included pansensism, the doctrine that all
things in nature are endowed with sense. Especially
after 1602, Campanella’s exposure to Renaissance
Platonism also involved him in panpsychism, the
view that all reality has a mental aspect. Thus his
empiricism came to show a distinctly metaphysical
and spiritualistic dimension that transformed his
philosophy. At the same time his epistemology
embraced a universal doubt and an emphasis on
individual self-consciousness that are suggestive of
Descartes’ views.

Campanella’s career as a religious dissident,
radical reformer and leader of an apocalyptic
movement presents a political radicalism that was
oddly associated with more traditional notions of
universal monarchy and the need for theocracy. The
only one of his numerous writings that receives
attention today, La Citta del Sole (The City of the Sun)
(composed 1602, but not published until 1623), has
come to occupy a prominent place in the literature
of utopias though Campanella himself seems to have
expected some form of astronomical/apocalyptic
realization.

Campanella’s naturalism, especially its pansensism
and panpsychism, enjoyed some currency in
Germany and France during the 1620s, but in the
last five years of his life it was emphatically rejected
by the intellectual communities headed by Mers-
enne and Descartes, as well as by Galileo.

See also: GALILEI, GALILEO; PANPSYCHISM;
PratoNisM, RENAISSANCE; RENAISSANCE
PHILOSOPHY

JOHN M. HEADLEY

CANTOR’S THEOREM

CAMPBELL, NORMAN ROBERT (1880-1949)

Campbell made important contributions to philo-
sophy of science in the 1920s, influenced by
Poincaré, Russell and his own work in physics.
He produced pioneering analyses of the nature of
physical theories and of measurement, but is mainly
remembered for requiring a theory, for example,
the kinetic theory of gases, to have an ‘analogy’, that
is, an independent interpretation, for example, as
laws of motion of a swarm of microscopic particles.
See also: MEASUREMENT, THEORY OF; MODELS;
SCIENTIFIC REALISM AND ANTIREALISM

D.H. MELLOR

CAMUS, ALBERT (1913-60)

Albert Camus was awarded the Nobel Prize in 1957
for having ‘illuminated the problems of the human
conscience in our times’. By mythologizing the
experiences of a secular age struggling with an
increasingly contested religious tradition, he dra-
matized the human effort to ‘live and create without
the aid of eternal values which, temporarily
perhaps, are absent or distorted in contemporary
Europe’ (Le Mythe de Sisyphe 1943). Thus the
challenge posed by ‘the absurd’ with which he is so
universally identified.

See also: EXISTENTIALISM

DAVID A. SPRINTZEN

CANTOR, GEORG (1845-1918)

Georg Cantor and set theory belong forever
together. Although Dedekind had already intro-
duced the concept of a set and naive set theory in
1872, it was Cantor who single-handedly created
transfinite set theory as a new branch of mathemat-
ics. In a series of papers written between 1874 and
1885, he developed the fundamental concepts of
abstract set theory and proved the most important of
its theorems. Although today set theory is accepted
by the majority of scientists as an autonomous
branch of mathematics, and perhaps the most
fundamental, this was not always the case. Indeed,
when Cantor set out to develop his conception of
sets and to argue for its acceptance, he initiated an
inquiry into the infinite which raised questions that
have still not been completely resolved today.

See also: CANTOR’S THEOREM; INFINITY §§6-7;
PARADOXES OF SET AND PROPERTY; SET THEORY

ULRICH MAJER

CANTOR’S THEOREM

Cantor’s theorem states that the cardinal number
(‘size’) of the set of subsets of any set is greater than
the cardinal number of the set itself. So once the
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CARNAP, RUDOLF

existence of one infinite set has been proved, sets of
ever increasing infinite cardinality can be generated.
The philosophical interest of this result lies (1) in
the foundational role it played in Cantor’s work,
prior to the axiomatization of set theory, (2) in the
similarity between its proof and arguments which
lead to the set-theoretic paradoxes, and (3) in
controversy between intuitionist and classical math-
ematicians concerning what exactly its proof proves.
See also: CONTINUUM HYPOTHESIS

MARY TILES

CARNAP, RUDOLF (1891-1970)

Carnap was one of the most significant philosophers
of the twentieth century, and made important
contributions to logic, philosophy of science,
semantics, modal theory and probability. Viewed
as an enfant terrible when he achieved fame in the
Vienna Circle in the 1930s, Carnap is more
accurately seen as one who held together its widely
varying viewpoints as a coherent movement. In the
1930s he developed a daring pragmatic convention-
alism according to which many traditional philo-
sophical disputes are viewed as the expression of
different linguistic frameworks, not genuine dis-
agreements. This distinction between a language
(framework) and what can be said within it was
central to Carnap’s philosophy, reconciling the
apparently a priori domains such as logic and
mathematics with a thoroughgoing empiricism:
basic logical and mathematical commitments par-
tially constitute the choice of language. There is no
uniquely correct choice among alternative logics or
foundations for mathematics; it is a question of
practical expedience, not truth. Thereafter, the
logic and mathematics may be taken as true in virtue
of that language. The remaining substantive ques-
tions, those not settled by the language alone,
should be addressed only by empirical means. There
is no other source of news. Beyond pure logic and
mathematics, Carnap’s approach recognized within
the sciences commitments aptly called a priori —
those not tested straightforwardly by observable
evidence, but, rather, presupposed in the gathering
and manipulation of evidence. This a priori, too, is
relativized to a framework and thus comports well
with empiricism. The appropriate attitude towards
alternative frameworks would be tolerance, and the
appropriate mode of philosophizing the patient task
of explicating and working out in detail the
consequences of adopting this or that framework.
While Carnap worked at this tirelessly and remained
tolerant of alternative frameworks, his tolerance was
not much imitated nor were his principles well
understood and adopted. By the time of his death,
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philosophers were widely rejecting what they saw as
logical empiricism, though often both their argu-
ments and the views offered as improvements had
been pioneered by Carnap and his associates. By his
centenary, however, there emerged a new and fuller
understanding of his ideas and of their importance
for twentieth-century philosophy.

See also: ANALYTICAL PHILOSOPHY

RICHARD CREATH

CARNEADES (214-129 Bc)

The Greek philosopher Carneades was head of the
Academy from 167 to 137 Bc. Born in North Africa
he migrated to Athens, where he studied logic with
the Stoic Diogenes of Babylon; but he was soon
seduced by the Academy, to which his allegiance
was thereafter lifelong. He was a celebrated figure;
and in 155 BC he was sent by Athens to Rome as a
political ambassador, where he astounded the youth
by his rhetorical powers and outraged their elders by
his arguments against justice.

Under Carneades’ direction the Academy
remained sceptical. But he enlarged the sceptical
armoury — in particular, he deployed sorites
arguments against various dogmatic positions. He
also broadened the target of sceptical attack: thus he
showed an especial interest in ethics, where his
‘division’ of possible ethical theories served later as a
standard framework for thought on the subject. But
his major innovation concerned the notion of ‘the
plausible’ (to pithanon). Even if we cannot determine
which appearances are true and which false, we are
able to distinguish the plausible from the
implausible — and further to distinguish among
several grades of plausibility. It is disputed — and it
was disputed among his immediate followers — how,
if at all, Carneades’ remarks on the plausible are to
be reconciled with his scepticism.

See also: CIcERO, M. T.; STOICISM

JONATHAN BARNES

CARROLL, LEWIS
See DopGsoN, CHARLES LUTWIDGE

CARTESIANISM
See DESCARTES, RENE; MALEBRANCHE, NICOLAS

CARVAKA
See MATERIALISM, INDIAN SCHOOL OF

CASSIRER, ERNST (1874-1945)

Cassirer is one of the major figures in the
development of philosophical idealism in the first
half of the twentieth century. He is known for his



philosophy of culture based on his conception of
‘symbolic form’, for his historical studies of the
problem of knowledge in the rise of modern
philosophy and science and for his works on the
Renaissance and the Enlightenment. Cassirer
expanded Kant’s critique of reason to a critique of
culture by regarding the symbol as the common
denominator of all forms of human thought,
imagination and experience. He delineates symbolic
forms of myth, religion, language, art, history and
science and defines the human being as the
‘symbolizing animal’. All human experience occurs
through systems of symbols. Language is only one
such system; the images of myth, religion and art
and the mathematical structures of science are
others.

Being of Jewish faith, Cassirer left Germany in
1933 with the rise of Nazism, going first to Oxford,
then to university positions in Sweden and the
USA. In the last period of his career he applied his
philosophy of culture generally and his conception
of myth specifically to a critique of political myths
and to the study of irrational forces in the state.
See also: STATE, THE

DONALD PHILLIP VERENE

CAT, SCHRODINGER'’S
See QUANTUM MEASUREMENT PROBLEM

CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE
See KANTIAN ETHICS

CATEGORIES

Categories are hard to describe, and even harder to
define. This is in part a consequence of their
complicated history, and in part because category
theory must grapple with vexed questions concern-
ing the relation between linguistic or conceptual
categories on the one hand, and objective reality on
the other. In the mid-fourth century Bc, Aristotle
initiates discussion of categories as a central
enterprise of philosophy. In the Categories he
presents an ‘ontological’ scheme which classifies all
being into ten ultimate types, but in the Topics
introduces the categories as different kinds of
predication, that is, of items such as ‘goodness’ or
‘length of a tennis court’ or ‘red’, which can be
‘predicated of” subjects. He nowhere attempts either
to justify what he includes in his list of categories or
to establish its completeness, and relies throughout
on the unargued conviction that language faithfully
represents the most basic features of reality. In the
twentieth century, a test for category membership
was recommended by Ryle, that of absurdity:
concepts or expressions differ in logical type when

CAUSATION

their combination produces sentences which are
palpable nonsense. Kant, working in the eighteenth
century, derives his categories from a consideration
of aspects of judgments, hoping in this manner to
ensure that his scheme will consist exclusively of a
priori concepts which might constitute an objective
world. The Sinologist Graham argues that the
categories familiar in the West mirror Indo-
European linguistic structure, and that an experi-
mental Chinese scheme exhibits suggestively different
properties, but his relativism is highly contentious.
See also: ONTOLOGY IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY;
UNIVERSALS

ROBERT WARDY

CATHARSIS
See EMOTION IN RESPONSE TO ART; KATHARSIS;
TRAGEDY

CAUSATION

Two opposed viewpoints raise complementary
problems about causation. The first is from Hume:
watch the child kick the ball. You see the foot touch
the ball and the ball move off. But do you see the
foot cause the ball to move? And if you do not see it,
how do you know that that is what happened?
Indeed if all our experience is like this, and all of
our ideas come from experience, where could we
get the idea of causation in the first place?

The second is from Kant. We can have no ideas
at all with which to experience nature — we cannot
experience the child as a child nor the motion as a
motion — unless we have organized the experience
into a causal order in which one thing necessarily
gives rise to another. The problem for the Kantian
viewpoint is to explain how, in advance of
experiencing nature in various specific ways, we
are able to provide such a complex organization for
our experience.

For the Kantian the objectivity of causality is a
presupposition of our experience of events external
to ourselves. The Humean viewpoint must find
something in our experience that provides sufticient
ground for causal claims. Regular associations
between putative causes and effects are the proposed
solution. This attention to regular associations
connects the Humean tradition with modern
statistical techniques used in the social sciences to
establish causal laws.

Modern discussions focus on three levels of
causal discourse. The first is about singular causa-
tion: about individual ‘causings’ that occur at
specific times and places, for example, ‘the cat
lapped up the milk’. The second is about causal
laws: laws about what features reliably cause or
prevent other features, as in, ‘rising inflation
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CAUSATION IN THE LAW

prevents unemployment’. The third is about causal
powers. These are supposed to determine what
kinds of singular causings a feature can produce or
what kinds of causal laws can be true of it — ‘aspirins
have the power to relieve headaches’ for example.
Contemporary anglophone work on causality has
centred on two questions. First, ‘what are the
relations among these levels?” The second is from
reductive empiricisms of various kinds that try to
bar causality from the world, or at least from any
aspects of the world that we can find intelligible:
“What is the relation between causality (on any one
of the levels) and those features of the world that are
supposed to be less problematic?” These latter are
taken by different authors to include different
things. Sensible or measurable properties like ‘red-
ness’ or ‘electric voltage’ have been attributed a
legitimacy not available to causal relations like
‘lapping-up’ or ‘pushing over’: sometimes it is ‘the
basic properties studied by physics’. So-called
‘occurrent’ properties have also been privileged
over dispositional properties (like water-solubility)
and powers. At the middle level where laws of
nature are concerned, laws about regular associa-
tions between admissible features — whether these
associations are deterministic or probabilistic — have
been taken as superior to laws about what kinds of
effects given features produce.
See also: CAUSATION, INDIAN THEORIES OF

NANCY CARTWRIGHT

CAUSATION IN THE LAW

Causal language is pervasive in the law, especially in
those areas, such as contract law, tort law and
criminal law, that deal with legal responsibility for
the adverse consequences of voluntary and invo-
luntary human interactions. Yet there are widely
varying theories on the nature and role of causation
in the law. At one extreme, the causal minimalists
claim that causation plays little or no role in
attributions of legal responsibility. At the opposite
extreme, the causal maximalists claim that causation
is the primary or sole determinant of legal
responsibility. These divergent views are rooted in
different conceptions of: (1) the nature or meaning
of causation, (2) the relationship between causation
and attributions of legal responsibility, and (3) the
basic purposes of the relevant areas of law.

Much of the disagreement and confusion stems
from the ambiguous usages of causal language in the
law, which follow the ambiguous usages of causal
language in ordinary, non-legal discourse. In both
areas, causal language is sometimes used in its
primary sense to refer to the content and operation
of the empirical laws of nature, but at other times it
is used in a more restricted normative sense to
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signify that one of the contributing conditions has
been identified as being more important than the
other conditions, in relation to some particular
purpose. The relevant purpose in the law is the
attribution of legal responsibility for some conse-
quence. Thus, in legal discourse, causal language is
ambiguously employed to grapple not only with the
empirical issue of causal contribution but also with
the normative issue of legal responsibility. The failure
to use language that clearly identifies and distin-
guishes these two issues has generated considerable
disagreement and confusion over each issue and the
nature of the relationship between them.

Further disagreement and confusion have been
generated by the difficulty of providing useful,
comprehensive criteria for the resolution of each of
these issues. The most widely used criterion for the
empirical issue of causal contribution is the
necessary-condition (conditio sine qua non) test.
This test has been subjected to considerable
criticism as being over-inclusive or under-inclusive
or both, and as inviting or even requiring resort to
normative policy issues to resolve what supposedly
is a purely empirical issue. The deficiencies of the
necessary-condition test, coupled with the difficul-
ties encountered in trying to devise a useful
alternative test that does not beg the question,
have led many to conclude that there is no purely
empirical concept of causation, and that there is
thus no more than a minimal role for causation in
the attribution of legal responsibility.

This causal-minimalist position has been espe-
cially attractive to the legal economists and the
critical legal scholars, since it undermines the
traditional conception of the law as an instrument
of interactive justice, whereby everyone is required
to avoid causing injury to the persons and property
of others through interactions that fail to respect
properly those others’ equal dignity and autonomy.
The traditional conception, with its focus on
individual autonomy, rights and causation, is
inconsistent with the social-welfare maximizing
theories of the legal economists and the anti-liberal,
deconstructionist programme of the critical legal
scholars. The members of each causal-minimalist
group therefore argue that the concept of causation
should be: (a) jettisoned entirely and replaced by
direct resort to the social policy goals which they
believe do or should determine the ultimate
incidence and extent of legal responsibility; (b)
redefined as being reducible to those social policy
goals; or (c) retained as useful rhetoric that can be
manipulated to achieve or camouflage the pursuit of
those social policy goals.

See also: CAUSATION; RESPONSIBILITY

RICHARD W. WRIGHT



CAUSATION, INDIAN THEORIES OF
Causation was acknowledged as one of the central
problems in Indian philosophy. The classical Indian
philosophers’ concern with the problem basically
arose from two sources: first, the cosmogonic
speculations of the Vedas and the Upanisads, with
their search for some simple unitary cause for the
origin of this complex universe; and second, the
Vedic concern with ritual action (karman) and the
causal mechanisms by which such actions bring
about their unseen, but purportedly cosmic, eftects.
Once the goal of liberation (moksa) came to be
accepted as the highest value, these two strands of
thought entwined to generate intense interest in the
notion of causation. The systematic philosophers of
the classical and medieval periods criticized and
defended competing theories of causation. These
theories were motivated partly by a desire to
guarantee the efficacy of action and hence the
possibility of attaining liberation, partly by a desire
to understand the nature of the world and hence
how to negotiate our way in it so as to attain liberation.
Indian philosophers extensively discussed a
number of issues relating to causation, including
the nature of the causal relation, the definitions of
cause and effect, and classifications of kinds of
causes. Typically they stressed the importance of the
material cause, rather than (as in Western philo-
sophy) the efficient cause. In India only the Carvika
materialists denied causation or took it to be
subjective. This is unsurprising given that a concern
with demonstrating the possibility of liberation
motivated the theories of causation, for only the
Carvakas denied this possibility. The orthodox
Hindu philosophers and the heterodox Buddhists
and Jainas all accepted both the possibility of
liberation and the reality of causation, though they
differed sharply (and polemically) about the details.
The Indian theories of causation are traditionally
classified by reference to the question of whether
the effect is a mode of the cause. According to this
taxonomy there are two principal theories of
causation. One is the identity theory (satkaryavada),
which holds that the effect is identical with the
cause, a manifestation of what is potential in the
cause. This is the Sankhya-Yoga view, though that
school’s particular version of it is sometimes called
transformation  theory (parinamavada). Advaita
Vedanta holds an appearance theory (vivartavada),
which is often considered a variant of the identity
theory. According to the appearance theory effects
are mere appearances of the underlying reality,
Brahman. Since only Brahman truly exists, this
theory is also sometimes called satkaranavada (the
theory that the cause is real but the effect is not).
The other principal theory of causation is the
nonidentity theory (asatkaryavada), which denies

CAVENDISH, MARGARET LUCAS

that the effect pre-exists in its cause and claims
instead that the effect is an altogether new entity.
Both adherents of Nyaya-VaiSesika and the Bud-
dhists are usually classified as nonidentity theorists,
but they differ on many important details. One of
these is whether the cause continues to exist after
the appearance of the effect: Nyaya-VaiSesika claims
it does, the Buddhists mostly claim it does not.

Finally, some philosophers try to take the middle
ground and claim that an effect is both identical and
nonidentical with its cause. This is the position of
the Jainas and of some theistic schools of Vedanta.
See also: CAUSATION

ROY W. PERRETT

CAUSATION, MENTAL
See MENTAL CAUSATION

CAVELL, STANLEY (1926-)

Born in Atlanta, Georgia, Stanley Cavell has held
the Walter M. Cabot Chair in Aesthetics and the
General Theory of Value at Harvard University
since 1963. The range, diversity and distinctiveness
of his writings are unparalleled in twentieth-century
Anglo-American philosophy. As well as publishing
essays on modernist painting and music, he has
created a substantial body of work in film studies,
literary theory and literary criticism; he has
introduced new and fruitful ways of thinking
about psychoanalysis and its relationship with
philosophy; and his work on Heidegger and
Derrida, taken together with his attempts to
revitalize the tradition of Emersonian Transcen-
dentalism, have defined new possibilities for a
distinctively American contribution to philosophi-
cal culture. This complex oeuvre is unified by a set
of thematic concerns — relating to scepticism and
moral perfectionism — which are rooted in Cavell’s
commitment to the tradition of ordinary language
philosophy, as represented in the work of J.L. Austin
and Wittgenstein.

STEPHEN MULHALL

CAVENDISH, MARGARET LUCAS (1623-73)

The only seventeenth-century woman to publish
numerous books on natural philosophy, Cavendish
presented her materialism in a wide range of literary
forms. She abandoned her early commitment to
Epicurean atomism and, rejecting the mechanical
model of natural change, embraced an organicist
materialism. She also addressed the relations that
hold among philosophy, gender and literary genre.
See also: ATOMISM, ANCIENT; MATERIALISM

EILEEN O’NEILL
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CHANGE

CENSORSHIP
See FREEDOM OF SPEECH; JOURNALISM, ETHICS OF;
PORNOGRAPHY

CETERIS PARIBUS LAWS
See CAUSATION; IDEALIZATIONS; LAWS, NATURAL

CHANGE

Change in general may be defined as the variation
of properties (whether of things or of regions of
space) over time. But this definition is incomplete in
a number of respects. The reference to properties
and time raises two important questions. The first
concerns whether we need to specify further the
kinds of properties which are involved in change. If
we define change in an object as temporal variation
of its properties we are faced with the problem that
some properties of an object may alter without
there being a consequent change in the object itself.
The second question concerns the passage of time:
does temporal variation constitute change only in
virtue of some feature of time itself, namely the fact
(or putative fact) that time passes? Some philoso-
phers have wished to reject the notion of time’s
passage. Are they thereby committed to a picture of
the world as unchanging?

See also: EVENTS; PROCESSES

ROBIN LE POIDEVIN

CHAOS THEORY

Chaos theory is the name given to the scientific
investigation of mathematically simple systems that
exhibit complex and unpredictable behaviour. Since
the 1970s these systems have been used to model
experimental situations ranging from the early stages
of fluid turbulence to the fluctuations of brain wave
activity. This complex behaviour does not arise as a
result of the interaction of numerous sub-systems or
from intrinsically probabilistic equations. Instead,
chaotic behaviour involves the rapid growth of any
inaccuracy. The slightest vagueness in specifying the
initial state of such a system makes long-term
predictions impossible, yielding behaviour that is
effectively random. The existence of such behaviour
raises questions about the extent to which predict-
ability and determinism apply in the physical world.
Chaos theory addresses the questions of how such
behaviour arises and how it changes as the system is
modified. Its new analytical techniques invite a
reconsideration of scientific methodology.

See also: RANDOMNESS

STEPHEN H. KELLERT
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CHARITY, PRINCIPLE OF

The principle of charity governs the interpretation
of the beliefs and utterances of others. It urges
charitable interpretation, meaning interpretation
that maximizes the truth or rationality of what
others think and say. Some formulations of the
principle concern primarily rationality, recom-
mending attributions of rational belief or assertion.
Others concern primarily truth, recommending
attributions of true belief or assertion. Versions of
the principle difter in strength. The weakest urge
charity as one consideration among many. The
strongest hold that interpretation is impossible
without the assumption of rationality or truth.
The principle has been put to various philo-
sophical uses. Students are typically instructed to
follow the principle when interpreting passages and
formulating the arguments they contain. The
principle also plays a role in philosophy of mind
and language and in epistemology. Philosophers
have argued that the principle of charity plays an
essential role in characterizing the nature of belief
and intentionality, with some philosophers con-
tending that beliefs must be mostly true. A version
of the principle has even served as a key premise in a
widely discussed argument against epistemological
scepticism.
See also: SCEPTICISM

RICHARD FELDMAN

CHINESE PHILOSOPHY

Any attempt to survey an intellectual tradition
which encompasses more than four thousand years
would be a daunting task even if it could be
presumed that the reader shares, at least tacitly, many
of the assumptions underlying that tradition. How-
ever, no such commonalities can be assumed in
attempting to introduce Asian thinking to Western
readers. Until the first Jesuit incursions in the late
sixteenth century, China had developed in virtual
independence of the Indo-European cultural experi-
ence and China and the Western world remained in
almost complete ignorance of one another.

The dramatic contrast between Chinese and
Western modes of philosophic thinking may be
illustrated by the fact that the tendency of European
philosophers to seck out the being of things, the
essential reality lying behind appearances, would
meet with little sympathy among Chinese thinkers,
whose principal interests lie in the establishment
and cultivation of harmonious relationships within
their social ambiance. Contrasted with Anglo-
European philosophic traditions, the thinking of
the Chinese is far more concrete, this-worldly and,
above all, practical.



One reason for this difference is suggested by the
fact that cosmogonic and cosmological myths played
such a minor role in the development of Chinese
intellectual culture and that, as a consequence,
Chinese eyes were focused not upon issues of
cosmic order but upon more mundane questions of
how to achieve communal harmony within a
relatively small social nexus. The rather profound
linguistic and ethnic localism of what Pliny the
Elder described as a ‘stay-at-home’ China, rein-
forced by a relative freedom from intercultural
contact, generated traditional radial communities in
which moral, aesthetic and spiritual values could
remain relatively implicit and unarticulated. By
contrast, in the West these norms had to be
abstracted and raised to the level of consciousness
to adjudicate conflicts occasioned by the complex
ethnic and linguistic interactions associated with the
development of a civilization rooted almost from
the beginning in the confluence of Greek, Hebrew,
and Latin civilizations.

The distinctive origins and histories of Chinese
and Western civilizations are manifested in a
number of important ways. The priority of logical
reasoning in the West is paralleled in China by the
prominence of less formal uses of analogical,
parabolic and literary discourse. The Chinese are
largely indifferent to abstract analyses that seek to
maintain an objective perspective, and are decidedly
anthropocentric in their motivations for the
acquisition, organization and transmission of
knowledge. The disinterest in dispassionate spec-
ulations upon the nature of things, and a passionate
commitment to the goal of social harmony was
dominant throughout most of Chinese history.
Indeed, the interest in logical speculations on the
part of groups such as the sophists and the later
Mohists was short-lived in classical China.

The concrete, practical orientation of the
Chinese toward the aim of communal harmony
conditioned their approach toward philosophical
differences. Ideological conflicts were seen, not only
by the politicians but by the intellectuals themselves,
to threaten societal wellbeing. Harmonious inter-
action was finally more important to these thinkers
than abstract issues of who had arrived at the ‘truth’.
Perhaps the most obvious illustration of the way the
Chinese handled their theoretical conflicts is to be
found in mutual accommodation of the three
emergent traditions of Chinese culture, Confucian-
ism, Daoism and Buddhism. Beginning in the Han
dynasty (206 BCc—AD 220), the diverse themes
inherited from the competing ‘hundred schools’ of
pre-imperial China were harmonized within Con-
fucianism as it ascended to become the state
ideology. From the Han synthesis until approxi-
mately the tenth century ap, strong Buddhist and

CHISHOLM, RODERICK MILTON

religious Daoist influences continued to compete
with persistent Confucian themes, while from the
eleventh century to the modern period,
Neoconfucianism — a Chinese neoclassicism —
absorbed into itself these existing tensions and
those that would emerge as China, like it or not,
confronted Western civilization.

In the development of modern China, when
Western influence at last seemed a permanent part
of Chinese culture, the values of traditional China
have remained dominant. For a brief period,
intellectual activity surrounding the May Fourth
movement in 1919 seemed to be leading the
Chinese into directions of Western philosophic
interest. Visits by Bertrand Russell and John Dewey,
coupled with a large number of Chinese students
seeking education in Europe, Great Britain and the
USA, promised a new epoch in China’s relations
with the rest of the world. However, the Marxism
that Mao Zedong sponsored in China was ‘a
Western heresy with which to confront the West’.
Mao’s Marxism quickly took on a typically
‘Chinese’ flavour, and China’s isolation from
Western intellectual currents continued essentially
unabated.

See also: BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, CHINESE;
CONFUCIAN PHILOSOPHY, CHINESE; CONFUCIUS;
DAOIST PHILOSOPHY; MOHIST PHILOSOPHY

DAVID L. HALL
ROGER T. AMES

CHINESE ROOM ARGUMENT

John Searle’s ‘Chinese room’ argument aims to
refute ‘strong AD’ (artificial intelligence), the view
that instantiating a computer program is sufficient
for having contentful mental states. Imagine a
program that produces conversationally appropriate
Chinese responses to Chinese utterances. Suppose
Searle, who understands no Chinese, sits in a room
and is passed slips of paper bearing strings of shapes
which, unbeknown to him, are Chinese sentences.
Searle performs the formal manipulations of the
program and passes back slips bearing conversation-
ally appropriate Chinese responses. Searle seems to
instantiate the program, but understands no Chi-
nese. So, Searle concludes, strong Al is false.

See also: ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE;
CONSCIOUSNESS; INTENTIONALITY

ROBERT VAN GULICK

CHISHOLM, RODERICK MILTON (1916-99)

Chisholm was an important analytic philosopher
of the second half of the twentieth century. His
work in epistemology, metaphysics and ethics is
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CHOMSKY, NOAM

characterized by scrupulous attention to detail, the
use of a few basic, undefined or primitive terms,
and extraordinary clarity. One of the first Anglo-
American philosophers to make fruitful use of
Brentano and Meinong, Chisholm translated many
of Brentano’s philosophical writings. As one of the
great teachers, Chisholm is widely known for the
three editions of Theory of Knowledge, a short book
and the standard text in US graduate epistemology
courses. An ontological Platonist, Chisholm defends
human free will and a strict sense of personal
identity.

See also: A POSTERIORI; COMMONSENSISM;
FOUNDATIONALISM; FREE WILL; INTERNALISM AND
EXTERNALISM IN EPISTEMOLOGY; KNOWLEDGE AND
JUSTIFICATION, COHERENCE THEORY OF;
PERCEPTION; SCEPTICISM

DAVID BENFIELD

CHOMSKY, NOAM (1928-)

Fish swim, birds fly, people talk. The talents
displayed by fish and birds rest on specific biological
structures whose intricate detail is attributable to
genetic endowment. Human linguistic capacity
similarly rests on dedicated mental structures many
of whose specific details are an innate biological
endowment of the species. One of Chomsky’s
central concerns has been to press this analogy and
uncover its implications for theories of mind,
meaning and knowledge.

This work has proceeded along two broad fronts.

First, Chomsky has fundamentally restructured
grammatical research. Due to his work, the central
object of study in linguistics is ‘the language
faculty’, a postulated mental organ which is
dedicated to acquiring linguistic knowledge and is
involved in various aspects of language-use, includ-
ing the production and understanding of utterances.
The aim of linguistic theory is to describe the initial
state of this faculty and how it changes with
exposure to linguistic data. Chomsky characterizes
the initial state of the language faculty as a set of
principles and parameters. Language acquisition
consists in setting these open parameter values on
the basis of linguistic data available to a child. The
initial state of the system is a Universal Grammar
(UG): a super-recipe for concocting language-
specific grammars. Grammars constitute the knowl-
edge of particular languages that result when
parametric values are fixed.

Linguistic theory, given these views, has a double
mission. First, it aims to ‘adequately’ characterize
the grammars (and hence the mental states) attained
by native speakers. Theories are ‘descriptively
adequate’ if they attain this goal. In addition,
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linguistic theory aims to explain how grammatical
competence is attained. Theories are ‘explanatorily
adequate’ if they show how descriptively adequate
grammars can arise on the basis of exposure to
‘primary linguistic data’ (PLD): the data children are
exposed to and wuse in attaining their native
grammars. Explanatory adequacy rests on an
articulated theory of UG, and in particular a
detailed theory of the general principles and open
parameters that characterize the initial state of the
language faculty (that is, the biologically endowed
mental structures).

Chomsky has also pursued a second set of
concerns. He has vigorously criticized many philo-
sophical nostrums from the perspective of this
revitalized approach to linguistics. Three topics he
has consistently returned to are:

e Knowledge of language and its general episte-
mological implications

e Indeterminacy and underdetermination in lin-
guistic theory

e Person-specific ‘I-languages’ versus socially con-
stituted ‘E-languages’ as the proper objects of
scientific study.

See also: LANGUAGE, INNATENESS OF; LANGUAGE,

PHILOSOPHY OF; NATIVISM; UNCONSCIOUS MENTAL

STATES

NORBERT HORNSTEIN

CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY, EARLY
See PATRISTIC PHILOSOPHY

CHRISTIANITY AND SCIENCE
See RELIGION AND SCIENCE

CHRISTINE DE PIZAN (1365-c.1430)

Christine de Pizan, France’s ‘first woman of letters’,
is primarily remembered as a courtly poet and a
propagandist for women. Her extensive writings
were influenced by the early humanists, reflecting
an interest in education (particularly for women and
young people) and in government. Following
Aquinas, Christine defined wisdom as the highest
intellectual virtue and tried to apply the concept of
the just war to contemporary problems. Her works
are also noteworthy for their contribution to the
transmission of Italian literature to Parisian intellec-
tual circles.

See also: FEMINISM §2; HUMANISM, RENAISSANCE;

RENAISSANCE PHILOSOPHY

CHARITY CANNON WILLARD



CHURCH’S THEOREM AND THE DECISION
PROBLEM

Church’s theorem, published in 1936, states that the
set of valid formulas of first-order logic is not
effectively decidable: there is no method or
algorithm for deciding which formulas of first-
order logic are valid. Church’s paper exhibited an
undecidable combinatorial problem P and showed
that /P was representable in first-order logic. If first-
order logic were decidable, P would also be
decidable. Since P is undecidable, first-order logic
must also be undecidable.

Church’s theorem is a negative solution to the
decision problem (Entscheidungsproblem), the pro-
blem of finding a method for deciding whether a
given formula of first-order logic is wvalid, or
satisfiable, or neither. The great contribution of
Church (and, independently, Turing) was not
merely to prove that there is no method but also
to propose a mathematical definition of the notion
of ‘effectively solvable problem’, that is, a problem
solvable by means of a method or algorithm.

See also: CHURCH’S THESIS

ROHIT PARIKH

CHURCH’S THESIS

An algorithm or mechanical procedure A is said to
‘compute’ a function f'if, for any # in the domain of
f, when given n as input, A eventually produces fn as
output. A function is ‘computable’ if there is an
algorithm that computes it. A set S is ‘decidable’ if
there is an algorithm that decides membership in S:
if, given any appropriate n as input, the algorithm
would output ‘yes’ if n€ S, and ‘no’ if n ¢ S. The
notions of ‘algorithm’, ‘computable’ and ‘decidable’
are informal (or pre-formal) in that they have
meaning independently of, and prior to, attempts at
rigorous formulation.

Church’s thesis, first proposed by Alonzo Church
in a paper published in 1936, is the assertion that a
function is computable if and only if it is recursive:
‘We now define the notion...of an effectively
calculable function...by identifying it with the
notion of a recursive function.... Independently,
Alan Turing argued that a function is computable if
and only if there is a Turing machine that computes
it; and he showed that a function is Turing-
computable if and only if it is recursive.

Church’s thesis is widely accepted today. Since an
algorithm can be ‘read off” a recursive derivation,
every recursive function is computable. Three types
of ‘evidence’ have been cited for the converse. First,
every algorithm that has been examined has been
shown to compute a recursive function. Second,
Turing, Church and others provided analyses of the

CITIZENSHIP

moves available to a person following a mechanical
procedure, arguing that everything can be simulated
by a Turing machine, a recursive derivation, and so
on. The third consideration is ‘confluence’. Several
different characterizations, developed more or less
independently, have been shown to be coextensive,
suggesting that all of them are on target. The list
includes recursiveness, Turing computability, Her-
brand-Gdodel derivability, A-definability and Mar-
kov algorithm computability.

See also: COMPUTABILITY THEORY

STEWART SHAPIRO

CICERO, MARCUS TULLIUS (106-43 BC)

Cicero, pre-eminent Roman statesman and orator
of the first century BC and a prolific writer,
composed the first substantial body of philosophical
work in Latin. Rising from small-town obscurity to
the pinnacle of Rome’s staunchly conservative
aristocracy, he devoted most of his life to public
affairs. But he was deeply interested in philosophy
throughout his life, and during two intervals of
forced withdrawal from politics wrote two series of
dialogues, first elaborating his political ideals and
later examining central issues in epistemology, ethics
and theology. Designed to establish philosophical
study as an integral part of Roman culture, these
works are heavily indebted to Greek philosophy,
and some of the later dialogues are largely
summaries of Hellenistic debates. But Cicero
reworked his sources substantially, and his metho-
dical expositions are thoughtful, judicious and, on
questions of politics and morals, often creative. An
adherent of the sceptical New Academy, he was
opposed to dogmatism but ready to accept the most
cogent arguments on topics important to him. His
vigorously argued and eloquent critical discussions
of perennial problems greatly enriched the intellec-
tual and moral heritage of Rome and shaped
Western traditions of liberal education, republican
government and rationalism in religion and ethics.
These works also afford invaluable insight into the
course of philosophy during the three centuries
after Aristotle.

See also: EPICUREANISM; NATURAL LAW; PLATONISM,
R ENAISSANCE; STOICISM

STEPHEN A. WHITE

CITIZENSHIP

Within political philosophy, citizenship refers not
only to a legal status, but also to a normative ideal —
the governed should be full and equal participants in
the political process. As such, it is a distinctively
democratic ideal. People who are governed by

125



CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE

monarchs or military dictators are subjects, not
citizens. Most philosophers therefore view citizen-
ship theory as an extension of democratic theory.
Democratic theory focuses on political institutions
and procedures; citizenship theory focuses on the
attributes of individual participants.

One important topic in citizenship theory
concerns the need for citizens to actively participate
in political life. In most countries participation in
politics is not obligatory, and people are free to place
private commitments ahead of political involve-
ment. Yet if too many citizens are apathetic,
democratic institutions will collapse. Another
topic concerns the identity of citizens. Citizenship
is intended to provide a common status and identity
which helps integrate members of society. However,
some theorists question whether common citizen-
ship can accommodate the increasing social and
cultural pluralism of modern societies.

See also: DEMOCRACY; REPUBLICANISM

WILL KYMLICKA

CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE

According to common definitions, civil disobe-
dience involves a public and nonviolent breach of
law that is committed in order to change a law or
policy, and in order to better society. More, those
classed as civilly disobedient must be willing to
accept punishment. Why is the categorization of
what counts as civil disobedience of practical
importance? The usual assumption is that acts of
civil disobedience are easier to justify morally than
other illegal acts. Acts of civil disobedience, such as
those committed by abolitionists, by followers of
Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther King, Jr and
by opponents of the Vietnam War, have been an
important form of social protest.

The decision as to what exactly should count as
civil disobedience should be guided both by an
ordinary understanding of what the term conveys
and by what factors are relevant for moral
justification. For justification, nonviolence and
publicness matter because they reduce the damage
of violating the law. Tactics should be proportionate
to the evil against which civil disobedience is aimed;
someone who assesses the morality of a particular
act of civil disobedience should distinguish an
evaluation of tactics from an evaluation of objectives.

KENT GREENAWALT

CIVILIAN TRADITION
See ROMAN LAW
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CLARKE, SAMUEL (1675-1729)

Regarded in his lifetime along with Locke as the
leading English philosopher, Clarke was best known
in his role as an advocate of a thoroughgoing natural
theology and as a defender of Newtonianism, most
notably in his famous correspondence with Leibniz.
His natural theology was set out in his Boyle
lectures of 1704 and 1705, but it left little room for
revelation, and endeared him to neither side in the
quarrel between deists and orthodox Anglicans. A
staunch proponent of Newtonian natural philo-
sophy, he defended it against criticisms of its notions
of gravity and absolute space.

STEPHEN GAUKROGER

CLASSIFICATION

See TAXONOMY

CLONING

‘Cloning’ is the popular name given to Cell Nuclear
Replacement (CNR) or Cell Nuclear Transfer
(CNT) techniques. CNR involves a recipient cell,
generally an egg (oocyte), and a donor cell. The
nucleus of the donor cell is introduced into the
oocyte. With appropriate stimulation the oocyte is
induced to develop. In some cases, the created
embryo may be implanted into a viable womb and
developed to term. The first mammal to be born by
CNR was Dolly the sheep (1996-2003).

It is thought that CNR may have various
potential applications ranging from reproduction
to treatment of some of the most serious and life-
threatening diseases that afflict humankind (such as
cancer, Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s disease, spinal cord
injuries). However, many technical problems must
be addressed and resolved before CNR' becomes
viable for use in either therapy or reproduction.
Although research on CNR is still in its early stages,
CNR (cloning) attracts people’s attention in a way
that do few other advances in biomedical research.
Public debate on cloning has unfortunately been
influenced more by fiction than science. The
horrendous or absurd scenarios pictured in novels
and films are often mistakenly believed to be
possible, or even likely, outcomes of cloning. The
international community, immediately after news of
the birth of Dolly, imposed restrictions that may
make it difficult to refine the technique used.
Against ‘reproductive cloning’ a prohibition 1is
enforced virtually everywhere. ‘Reproductive clon-
ing’ is considered offensive to human dignity and a
threat to the well-being of the child or even to the
future of humankind. Most of these objections
are based on either a misunderstanding of CNR or
on inconsistent philosophical arguments. Against



‘therapeutic cloning’ objections are also raised. The
strongest are that CNR involves the creation and
destruction of embryos, and this is widely believed
to be unethical. Advocates of this position contend
that, although CNR may save human lives, the
technique still involves the taking of an innocent life
and therefore is the equivalent of killing one person
to save another. The debate on the moral status of
the embryo is ongoing, in bioethics, philosophy and
theology. However, if the arguments against the
killing of the embryo for the morally important,
life-saving purposes envisaged for CNR were to be
accepted, then the current legal and social context
of most European countries would have to be
revised, and abortion and in vitro fertilization (IVF)
made criminal offences. Abortion and IVF (which
involves creation of extra-embryos that may be
destroyed) are in fact accepted practices in most
European countries. Those who believe that
abortion, even in its therapeutic form, and IVF
are acceptable, admit that it may be ethical to
destroy an embryo either to save a life or to treat
infertility. If this is accepted, it is unclear why is it
unacceptable that embryos are used to treat highly
serious and lethal diseases (cancer or Parkinson’s
disease for example).

See also: APPLIED ETHICS; BIOETHICS; GENETICS
AND ETHICS; LIFE AND DEATH; MEDICAL ETHICS;
REPRODUCTION AND ETHICS
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COERCION

Coercion (also called ‘duress’) is one of the basic
exculpating excuses both in morality and in some
systems of criminal law. Unlike various kinds of
direct compulsion that give a victim no choice, a
coercee is left with a choice, albeit a very
unappealing one. They can do what is demanded,
or can refuse, opting instead for the consequences,
with which they are threatened. Sometimes courts
find that the coercive threat that led the defendant
to act as they did was objectively resistible by any

COHEN, HERMANN

person of reasonable fortitude, especially when the
defendant’s conduct was gravely harmful to others
or to the state.

A proposal is an offer when it projects for the
recipient’s consideration a prospect that is welcome
in itself, and not harmful or unwelcome beyond
what would happen in the normal course of events.
Coercive offers, according to some writers, are
those that force a specific choice from the victim
while actually enhancing their freedom. Some
argue, however, that genuine coercion requires the
active and deliberate creation of a vulnerability, and
not mere opportunistic exploitation of a vulner-
ability discovered fortuitously.

See also: FREEDOM AND LIBERTY; RESPONSIBLITY

JOEL FEINBERG

COHEN, HERMANN (1842-1918)

Hermann Cohen was the founder of the Marburg
School of Neo-Kantianism and a major influence
on twentieth-century Jewish thought. Die Religion
der Vernunft aus den Quellen des Judentums (Religion
of Reason out of the Sources of Judaism) (1919) is
widely credited with the renewal of Jewish religious
philosophy. Cohen’s philosophy of Judaism is
inextricably linked with his general philosophical
position. But his system of critical idealism in logic,
ethics, aesthetics and psychology did not originally
include a philosophy of religion. The mainly
Protestant Marburg School in fact regarded Cohen’s
Jewish philosophy as an insufficient solution to the
philosophical problem of human existence and to
that of determining the role of religion in human
culture. Thinkers who favoured a new, more
existentialist approach in Jewish thought, however,
saw Cohen’s introduction of religion into the
system as a daring departure from the confines of
philosophical idealism.

Cohen identified the central Jewish contribution
to human culture as the development of a religion
that unites historical particularity with ethical
universality. At the core of this religion of reason
is the interdependence of the idea of God and that
of the human being. Cohen derives this theme from
the Jewish canon through a philosophical analysis
based on his transcendental idealism.

See also: NEO-KANTIANISM

MICHAEL ZANK

COHERENCE THEORY OF JUSTIFICATION
AND KNOWLEDGE

See KNOWLEDGE AND JUSTIFICATION, COHERENCE
THEORY OF
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COLLINGWOOD, ROBIN GEORGE

COHERENCE THEORY OF TRUTH

See TRUTH, COHERENCE THEORY OF

COLLINGWOOD, ROBIN GEORGE
(1889-1943)

Collingwood was the greatest British philosopher of
history of the twentieth century. His experience as a
practising historian of Roman Britain led him to
believe that the besetting vice of philosophy is to
abstract propositions away from the context of the
practical problems and questions that gave rise to
them. Until we know the practical context of
problems and questions to which a proposition is
supposed to be an answer, we do not know what it
means. In this respect his concern with the living
activities of language users parallels that of the later
Wittgenstein. Collingwood also believed that the
interpretation of others was not a scientific exercise
of fitting their behaviour into a network of
generalizations, but a matter of rethinking their
thoughts for oneself. His conviction that this ability,
which he identified with historical thinking, was
the neglected and crucial component of all human
thought stamped him as original, or even a
maverick, during his own lifetime. He also shared
with Wittgenstein the belief that quite apart from
containing propositions that can be evaluated as true
or false, systems of thought depend upon ‘absolute
presuppositions’, or a framework or scaffolding of
ideas that may change with time. The business of
metaphysics is to reconstruct the framework that
operated at particular periods of history. Colling-
wood had extensive moral and political interests,
and his writings on art, religion and science confirm
his stature as one of the greatest polymaths of
twentieth-century British philosophy.

SIMON BLACKBURN

COLOUR AND QUALIA

There are two basic philosophical problems about
colour. The first concerns the nature of colour
itself. That is, what sort of property is it? When I say
of the shirt that I am wearing that it is red, what sort
of fact about the shirt am I describing? The second
problem concerns the nature of colour experience.
When T look at the red shirt I have a visual
experience with a certain qualitative character — a
‘reddish’ one. Thus colour seems in some sense to
be a property of my sensory experience, as well as a
property of my shirt. What sort of mental property
is it?

Obviously, the two problems are intimately
related. In particular, there is a great deal of
controversy over the following question: if we call
the first sort of property ‘objective colour’ and the
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second ‘subjective colour’, which of the two,
objective or subjective colour, is basic? Or do they
both have an independent ontological status?

Most philosophers adhere to the doctrine of
physicalism, the view that all objects and events are
ultimately constituted by the fundamental physical
particles, properties and relations described in
physical theory. The phenomena of both objective
and subjective colour present problems for physic-
alism. With respect to objective colour, it is difficult
to find any natural physical candidate with which to
identify it. Our visual system responds in a similar
manner to surfaces that vary along a wide range of
physical parameters, even with respect to the
reflection of light waves. Yet what could be more
obvious than the fact that objects are coloured?

In the case of subjective colour, the principal
topic of this entry, there is an even deeper puzzle. It
is natural to think of the reddishness of a visual
experience — its qualitative character — as an
intrinsic property of the experience. Intrinsic
properties are distinguished from relational proper-
ties in that an object’s possession of the former does
not depend on its relation to other objects, whereas
its possession of the latter does. If subjective colour
is intrinsic, then it would seem to be a neural
property of a brain state. But what sort of neural
property could explain the reddishness of an
experience? Furthermore, reduction of subjective
colour to a neural property would rule out even the
possibility that forms of life with different physio-
logical structures, or intelligent robots, could have
experiences of the same qualitative type as our
experiences of red. While some philosophers
endorse this consequence, many find it quite
implausible.

Neural properties seem best suited to explain
how certain functions are carried out, and therefore
it might seem better to identify subjective colour
with the property of playing a certain functional
role within the entire cognitive system realized by
the brain. This allows the possibility that structures
physically different from human brains could
support colour experiences of the same type as
our own. However, various puzzles undermine the
plausibility of this claim. For instance, it seems
possible that two people could agree in all their
judgments of relative similarity and yet one sees
green where the other sees red. If this ‘inverted
spectrum’ case is a genuine logical possibility, as
many philosophers advocate, then it appears that
subjective colour must not be a matter of functional
role, but rather an intrinsic property of experience.

Faced with the dilemmas posed by subjective
colour for physicalist doctrine, some philosophers
opt for eliminativism, the doctrine that subjective
colour is not a genuine, or real, phenomenon after



all. On this view the source of the puzzle is a
conceptual confusion; a tendency to extend our
judgments concerning objective colour, what
appear to be intrinsic properties of the surfaces of
physical objects, onto the properties of our mental
states. Once we see that all that is happening ‘inside’
is a perceptual judgment concerning the properties
of external objects, we will understand why we
cannot locate any state or property of the brain with
which to identify subjective colour.

The controversy over the nature of subjective
colour is part of a wider debate about the subjective
aspect of conscious experience more generally. How
does the qualitative character of experience — what
it is like to see, hear and smell — fit into a physicalist
scientific framework? At present all of the options
just presented have their adherents, and no general
consensus exists.

See also: COLOUR, THEORIES OF; CONSCIOUSNESS;
QuatLia; VISION

JOSEPH LEVINE

COLOUR, THEORIES OF

The world as perceived by human beings is full of
colour. The world as described by physical scientists
is composed of colourless particles and fields.
Philosophical theories of colour since the Scientific
Revolution have been driven primarily by a desire
to harmonize these two apparently conflicting
pictures of the world. Any adequate theory of
colour has to be consistent with the characteristics
of colour as perceived without contradicting the
deliverances of the physical sciences.

Given this conception of the aim of a theory of
colour, there are three possibilities for resolving the
apparent conflict between the scientific and percep-
tual facts. The first is to deny that physical objects
have colours. Theories of this kind admit that
objects appear coloured but maintain that these
appearances are misleading. The conflict is resolved
by removing colour from the external world.
Second, it might be that colour is a relational
property. For an object to possess a particular colour
it must be related in the right way to a perceiver.
One common version of this view analyses colour as
a disposition to cause particular kinds of perceptual
experience in a human being. Since the physical
sciences deal only with the intrinsic properties of
physical objects and their relations to other physical
objects and not their relations to perceiving
subjects, the possibility of conflict is removed. A
third possible response is to maintain that colour
really is a property of external objects and that the
conflict is merely apparent. Some theories of this
form maintain that colour is identical to a physical

COMMON SENSE SCHOOL

property of objects. Others maintain that colour is a
property that physical objects possess over and above
all their physical properties. Philosophical discus-
sions of colour typically take the form of either
elaborating on one of these three possibilities or
attempting to show more generally that one of these
three types of response is to be preferred to the
others.

DAVID R. HILBERT

COMEDY

In the narrowest sense, comedy is drama that makes
us laugh and has a happy ending. In a wider sense it
is also humorous narrative literature with a happy
ending. In the widest sense, comedy includes any
literary or graphic work, performance or other art
intended to amuse us.

Comedy began at about the same time as tragedy,
and because they represent alternative attitudes
toward basic issues in life, it is useful to consider
them together. Unfortunately, several traditional
prejudices discriminate against comedy and in
favour of tragedy. There are four standard charges
against comedy: it emphasizes the animal aspects of
human life, encourages disrespect for leaders and
institutions, is based on malice, and endangers our
morality. These charges are easily answered, for
none picks out something that is both essential to
comedy and inherently vicious. In fact, once we get
past traditional prejudices, several of the differences
between comedy and tragedy can be seen as
advantages. While tragedy tends to be idealistic
and elitist, for example, comedy tends to be
pragmatic and egalitarian. While tragedy values
honour, even above life itself, comedy puts little
stock in honour and instead emphasizes survival.
Tragic heroes preserve their dignity but die in the
process; comic characters lose their dignity but live
to tell the tale. Most generally, comedy celebrates
mental flexibility and a realistic acceptance of the
limitations of human life. The comic vision of life,
in short, embodies a good deal of wisdom.

See also: BErGson, H.-L.; HuMOUR; TRAGEDY

JOHN MORREALL

COMMON SENSE SCHOOL

The term ‘Common Sense School’ refers to the
works of Thomas Reid and to the tradition of
Scottish realist philosophy for which Reid’s works
were the main source. The ideas of the school were
carried abroad — to France; and to the USA, where
they were highly influential, particularly among
leading academics critical of Calvinism. Interest in
Reid and the tradition to which he gave rise was
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COMMONSENSISM

revived almost a century later by leading American
philosophers and their students.

See also: BEATTIE, J.; COMMONSENSISM;

Moorg, G.E.

EDWARD H. MADDEN

COMMONSENSISM

‘Commonsensism’ refers to one of the principal
approaches to traditional theory of knowledge
where one asks oneself the following Socratic
questions: (1) What can I know?; (2) How can I
distinguish beliefs that are reasonable for me to have
from beliefs that are not reasonable for me to have?
and (3) What can I do to replace unreasonable
beliefs by reasonable beliefs about the same subject-
matter, and to replace beliefs that are less reasonable
by beliefs that are more reasonable? The mark of
commonsensism is essentially a faith in oneself — a
conviction that a human being, by proceeding
cautiously, is capable of knowing the world in
which it finds itself.

Any inquiry must set out with some beliefs. If you
had no beliefs at all, you could not even begin to
inquire. Hence any set of beliefs is better than none.
Moreover, the beliefs that we do find ourselves with
at any given time have so far survived previous
inquiry and experience. And it is psychologically
impossible to reject everything that you believe.
‘Doubting’, Peirce says, ‘is not as easy as lying’.
Inquiry, guided by common sense, leads us to a set
of beliefs which indicates that common sense is on
the whole a reliable guide to knowledge. And if
inquiry were not thus guided by common sense,
how would it be able to answer the three Socratic
questions with which it begins?

See also: CONTEXTUALISM, EPISTEMOLOGICAL

RODERICK M. CHISHOLM

COMMUNICATION AND INTENTION

The classic attempt to understand communication
in terms of the intentions of a person making an
utterance was put forward by Paul Grice in 1957.
Grice was concerned with actions in which a
speaker means something by what they do and what
is meant might just as much be false as true. He
looked for the essence of such cases in actions
intended to effect a change in the recipient. Grice
saw successful communication as depending on the
recognition by the audience of the speaker’s
intention. Since then there have been many
attempts to refine Grice’s work, and to protect it
against various problems. There has also been worry
that Grice’s approach depends on a false priority of
psychology over semantics, seeing complex psycho-
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logical states as existing independently of whether
the agent has linguistic means of expressing them.
See also: MEANING AND RULE-FOLLOWING

SIMON BLACKBURN

COMMUNICATIVE RATIONALITY

The concept of ‘communicative rationality’ is
primarily associated with the work of the philoso-
pher and social theorist Jiirgen Habermas. Accord-
ing to Habermas, communication through language
necessarily involves the raising of ‘validity-claims’
(distinguished as ‘truth’, ‘rightness’ and ‘sincerity’),
the status of which, when contested, can ultimately
only be resolved through discussion. Habermas
further contends that speakers of a language possess
an implicit knowledge of the conditions under
which such discussion would produce an objectively
correct result, and these he has spelled out in terms
of the features of an egalitarian ‘ideal speech
situation’. Communicative rationality refers to the
capacity to engage in argumentation under condi-
tions approximating to this ideal situation (‘dis-
course’, in Habermas’ terminology), with the aim of
achieving consensus.

Habermas relies on the concept of communica-
tive rationality to argue that democratic forms of
social organization express more than simply the
preferences of a particular cultural and political
tradition. In his view, we cannot even understand a
speech-act without taking a stance towards the
validity-claim it raises, and this stance in turn
anticipates the unconstrained discussion which
would resolve the status of the claim. Social and
political arrangements which inhibit such discussion
can therefore be criticized from a standpoint which
does not depend on any specific value-commit-
ments, since for Habermas achieving agreement
(Verstandigung) is a ‘telos’ or goal which is internal to
human language as such. A similar philosophical
programme has also been developed by Karl-Otto
Apel, who lays more stress on the ‘transcendental’
features of the argumentation involved.

See also: HABERMAS, ].

PETER DEWS

COMMUNISM

Communism is the belief that society should be
organized without private property, all productive
property being held communally, publicly or in
common. A communist system is one based on a
community of goods. It is generally presented as a
positive alternative to competition, a system that is
thought to divide people; communism is expected
to draw people together and to create a community.
In most cases the arguments for communism



advocate replacing competition with cooperation
either for its own sake or to promote a goal such as
equality, or to free specific groups of people to serve
a higher ideal such as the state or God.

The word communism appears to have first been
used in the above sense in France in the 1840s to
refer to the ideas of thinkers such as Francoise Emile
Babeuf (1760-97) and Etienne Cabet (1788—1856),
both of whom advocated the collectivization of all
productive property. The concept is ancient,
however. Early versions of a community of goods
exist in myths that describe the earliest stages of
human culture; it was a major issue in ancient
Athens, a key component of monasticism and
became the basis for much criticism of industrial
capitalism.

The word communism later became associated
with the teachings of Karl Marx (§12) and his
followers and came to refer to an authoritarian
political system combined with a centralized
economic system run by the state. This form of
communism has roots in the earlier idea because the
ultimate goal of communism, as seen by Marx, was
a society in which goods are distributed to people
on the basis of need. The older usage continues to
exist in a worldwide communal movement and as a
standard by which to criticize both capitalism and
Marxian communism.

The idea of communism as collectively owned
property first appears in the Western tradition in
classical Greece. Plato’s Republic contains a notable
early defence (see Praro §14). Prior to the
invention of the word, major communist theories
can be found in some parts of the Christian Bible, in
medieval monasticism and in Thomas More’s Utopia
(1516). In all these cases the basis for collectively
owned property is that members of society are freed
from the need to devote their time to earning a
living or caring for private property so that they can
devote themselves to something more important
such as the pursuit of knowledge, God or personal
fulfilment. The assumption is that the need to
provide for oneself or one’s family gets in the way of
matters considered more important. For example,
Plato advocates abolishing the family in his Republic
because he fears that family ties will both distract the
individual from higher things and tempt people to
favour one group (family members) over others
(non-family members). In monastic communism,
which also abolishes the family, all property is
owned by the community and each individual
member of the community owns nothing, not even
their clothes. Everything is provided by the
community for each monk or nun; they are,
thereby, freed from the burden of property to
devote themselves to God. In More’s Utopia all
houses and their furnishings are as near identical as
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possible and, since location cannot be identical,
people move from house to house in regular
rotation.

Later, secularized versions of communism
stressed the equitable (not necessarily equal) dis-
tribution of, or at least access to, resources, but the
underlying principle is quite similar. Rather than
freeing some or even all people in a society to
devote themselves to a higher cause, secular
communism is designed to allow everyone to
pursue personal fulfilment. It may best be char-
acterized by a slogan adopted by Marx that appears
to have been first published on the title page of
Cabet’s Voyage en Icarie (1840): ‘From each accord-
ing to his ability, to each according to his need’. In
other words, each person contributes to society to
the best of their ability in the areas of work for
which they are suited; in return, society provides
their basic needs. The underlying assumption is that
all human beings deserve to have their needs met
simply because they are human beings; differential
ability and talent does not make one person more
deserving than another. A specific case is the
assumption by most communist theorists that
there should be no difference in treatment of
those who contribute to society through physical
labour and those who contribute through mental
labour. For example, in 1888 Edward Bellamy
published Looking Backward, a utopian novel that
became an instant bestseller and produced a world-
wide movement. In it, Bellamy advocated an
absolutely equal income for all members of society
that could then be used by each individual to meet
their own felt needs. An approach adopted by many
intentional communities is for the group to make
collective or social decisions (either by consensus or
by majority rule) about economic matters that affect
the community as a whole but to provide each
individual member of the community with a
discretionary income to use as they wish.

Marx maintained major aspects of this approach
in the stage of human development that he called
‘full’ or ‘pure’ communism or just communism.
The non-alienated people of this future commun-
ism will create a world in which income will be
distributed on the basis of need (see MARrx, K. §4);
since everyone will be a productive labourer, there
will no longer be any classes; and, because there will
no longer be a need for political power to enforce
class dominance, the state will gradually disappear to
be replaced with decentralized, non-political
administrative agencies. Since everyone will work,
there will be high productivity and, therefore,
plenty for all. Given the changed social situation,
people will begin to think differently and social
distinctions between occupations and between city
and country will disappear. Thus, this form of
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communism is, in its essentials, identical to the
carliest communist tradition. At least one major
twentieth-century Marxist theorist, Ernst Bloch
(1885-1977) in Das Prinzip Hoffnung (The Principle
of Hope) (1959) argued that this utopian goal
should be at the centre of Marxist theory (see
UTOPIANISM).

While Marxism and its version of communism
predominantly took a different road, the more
fundamental and historically earlier theory did not
disappear. Non-Marxist forms of collective property
have existed and been defended as part of the
communal movement best represented by the Israeli
kibbutzim and the US communal movement of the
early nineteenth and mid-twentieth centuries, and
by some forms of anarchism (see ANARCHISM §3).
Communism as common property and as a vision of
a better life for all is still a living tradition.

The arguments against communism take a
number of difterent forms. The simplest rely on
assumptions about human nature radically at
variance with those of communism’s proponents.
The assumption is made, with little real evidence,
that human beings are ‘naturally’ competitive and
that therefore communism cannot work (see
HumaN NATURE §1). A more developed analysis
argues that communism is necessarily economically
inefficient and will, therefore, be unable to provide
as high a standard of living as a non-communist
system. Some go so far as to argue that communism
is impossible to sustain over long periods of time
because its inefficiency is so great that the economic
system must sooner or later collapse. Of course,
economic efficiency is very low in the scale of
values held by most supporters of traditional
communism. Proponents of communism generally
take the position that economic efficiency symbo-
lizes the competitive system that they oppose and
stands in the way of the cooperative community
they hope to achieve.

Today, many believe that the time of communism
has passed, largely because Marxist communism has
been discredited in much of the world. But
communism is not, and never has been, reducible
to the Marxist version. Most fundamentally, it is the
economic basis for dreams of complete human
fulfilment, whether it is sought in monastic orders,
intentional communities or whole societies. That
dream persists, and with it the ideals of communism.
See also: EQUALITY; SOCIALISM
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COMMUNITY AND COMMUNITARIANISM

Reflections on the nature and significance of
community have figured prominently in the history
of Western ethics and political philosophy, both
secular and religious. In ethics and political philo-
sophy the term ‘community’ refers to a form of
connection among individuals that is qualitatively
stronger and deeper than a mere association. The
concept of a community includes at least two
elements: (1) individuals belonging to a community
have ends that are in a robust sense common, not
merely congruent private ends, and that are
conceived of and valued as common ends by the
members of the group; and (2) for the individuals
involved, their awareness of themselves as belonging
to the group is a significant constituent of their
identity, their sense of who they are.

In the past two decades, an important and
influential strand of secular ethical and political
thought in the English-speaking countries has
emerged under the banner of communitarianism.
The term ‘communitarianism’ is applied to the
views of a broad range of contemporary thinkers,
including Alasdair Maclntyre, Charles Taylor,
Michael Sandel, and sometimes Michael Walzer. It
is important to note, however, that there is no
common creed to which these thinkers all subscribe
and that for the most part they avoid the term.

There are two closely related ways to character-
ize what communitarians have in common; one
positive, the other negative. As a positive view,
communitarianism is a perspective on ethics and
political philosophy that emphasizes the psycho-
social and ethical importance of belonging to
communities, and which holds that the possibilities
for justifying ethical judgments are determined by
the fact that ethical reasoning must proceed within
the context of a community’s traditions and cultural
understandings. As a negative view, communitar-
ianism is a variety of anti-liberalism, one that
criticizes liberal thought for failing to appreciate the
importance of community.



At present the communitarian critique of liberal-
ism is more developed than is communitarianism as
a systematic ethical or political philosophy. Existing
communitarian literature lacks anything comparable
to Rawls’ theory of justice or Feinberg’s theory of
the moral limits of criminal law, both of which are
paradigmatic examples of systematic liberal ethical
and political theory. For the most part, the positive
content of the communitarians’ views must be
inferred from their criticisms of liberalism. Thus, to
a large extent communitarianism so far is chiefly a
way of thinking about ethics and political life that
stands in fundamental opposition to liberalism. To
some, communitarian thinking seems a healthy
antidote to what they take to be excessive
individualism and obsessive preoccupation with
personal autonomy. To others, communitarianism
represents a failure to appreciate the value — and the
fragility — of liberal social institutions. The success
of communitarianism as an ethical theory depends
upon whether an account of ethical reasoning can
be developed that emphasizes the importance of
social roles and cultural values in the justification of
moral judgments without lapsing into an extreme
ethical relativism that makes fundamental ethical
criticisms of one’s own community impossible. The
success of communitarianism as a political theory
depends upon whether it can be demonstrated that
liberal political institutions cannot provide adequate
conditions for the flourishing of community or
secure appropriate support for persons’ identities in
so far as their identities are determined by their
membership in communities.

See also: CONFUCIAN PHILOSOPHY, CHINESE;
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, PHILOSOPHY OF;
NATION AND NATIONALISM; RAwLs, J.

ALLEN BUCHANAN

COMPOSITIONALITY

A language is compositional if the meaning of each
of its complex expressions (for example, ‘black dog’)
is determined entirely by the meanings of its parts
(‘black’, ‘dog’) and its syntax. Principles of compo-
sitionality provide precise statements of this idea. A
compositional semantics for a language is a (finite)
theory which explains how semantically important
properties such as truth-conditions are determined
by the meanings of parts and syntax. Supposing
English to have a compositional semantics helps
explain how finite creatures like ourselves have the
ability to understand English’s infinitely many
sentences. Whether human languages are in fact
compositional, however, is quite controversial.

See also: MEANING AND TRUTH; SEMANTICS

MARK RICHARD

COMPUTABILITY THEORY

COMPUTABILITY THEORY

The effective calculability of number-theoretic
functions such as addition and multiplication has
always been recognized, and for that judgment a
rigorous notion of ‘computable function’ is not
required. A sharp mathematical concept was defined
only in the twentieth century, when issues including
the decision problem for predicate logic required a
precise delimitation of functions that can be viewed
as eftectively calculable. Predicate logic emerged
from Frege’s fundamental ‘Begriffsschrift’ (1879) as an
expressive formal language and was described with
mathematical precision by Hilbert in lectures given
during the winter of 1917-18. The logical calculus
Frege had also developed allowed proofs to proceed
as computations in accordance with a fixed set of
rules; in principle, according to Godel, the rules
could be applied ‘by someone who knew nothing
about mathematics, or by a machine’.

Hilbert grasped the potential of this mechanical
aspect and formulated the decision problem for
predicate logic as follows: ‘“The Entscheidungsproblem
[decision problem] is solved if one knows a
procedure that permits the decision concerning
the validity, respectively, satisfiability of a given
logical expression by a finite number of operations.
Some, such as, von Neumann, believed that the
inherent freedom of mathematical thought provided
a sufficient reason to expect a negative solution to
the problem. But how could a proof of undecid-
ability be given? The unsolvability results of other
mathematical problems had always been established
relative to a determinate class of admissible opera-
tions, for example, the impossibility of doubling the
cube relative to ruler and compass constructions. A
negative solution to the decision problem obviously
required the characterization of ‘effectively calcul-
able functions’.

For two other important issues a characterization
of that informal notion was also needed, namely, the
general formulation of the incompleteness theorems
and the effective unsolvability of mathematical
problems (for example, of Hilbert’s tenth problem).
The first task of computability theory was thus to
answer the question “What is a precise notion of
effectively calculable function?”. Many different
answers invariably characterized the same class of
number-theoretic functions: the partial recursive
ones. Today recursiveness or, equivalently, Turing
computability is considered to be the precise
mathematical counterpart to ‘effective calculability’.
Relative to these notions undecidability results have
been established, in particular the undecidability of
the decision problem for predicate logic. The
notions are idealized in the sense that no time or
space limitations are imposed on the calculations;
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COMPUTER SCIENCE

the concept of ‘feasibility’ is crucial in computer
science when trying to capture the subclass of
recursive functions whose values can actually be
determined.

DANIELE MUNDICI
WILFRIED SIEG

COMPUTATIONAL THEORIES OF MIND
See MIND, COMPUTATIONAL THEORIES OF

COMPUTER SCIENCE

At first sight, computers would seem to be of
minimal philosophical importance; mere symbol
manipulators that do the sort of things that we can
do anyway, only faster and more conveniently.
Nevertheless, computers are being used to illumi-
nate the cognitive abilities of the human and animal
mind, explore the organizational principles of life,
and open up new approaches to modelling nature.
Furthermore, the study of computation has changed
our conception of the limits and methodology of
scientific knowledge.

Computers have been able to do all this for two
reasons. The first is that material computing power
(accuracy, storage and speed) permits the develop-
ment and exploration of models of physical (and
mental) systems that combine structural complexity
with mathematical intransigence. Through simula-
tion, computational power allows exploration
where mathematical analysis falters. The second
reason is that a computer is not merely a concrete
device, but also can be studied as an abstract object
whose rules of operation can be specified with
mathematical precision; consequently, its strengths
and limitations can be systematically investigated,
exploited and appreciated. Herein lies that area of
computer science of most interest to philosophers:
the theory of computation and algorithms. It is here
where we have learned what computers can and
cannot do in principle.

See also: COMPUTABILITY THEORY

JOHN WINNIE

COMTE, ISIDORE-AUGUSTE-MARIE-
FRANCOIS-XAVIER (1798-1857)

The French philosopher and social theorist Auguste
Comte is known as the originator of sociology and
‘positivism’, a philosophical system by which he
aimed to discover and perfect the proper political
arrangements of modern industrial society. He was
the first thinker to advocate the use of scientific
procedures in the study of economics, politics and
social behaviour, and, motivated by the social and
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moral problems caused by the French Revolution,
he held that the practice of such a science would
lead inevitably to social regeneration and progress.

Comte’s positivism can be characterized as an
approach which rejects as illegitimate all that cannot
be directly observed in the investigation and study
of any subject. His system of ‘positive philosophy’
had two laws at its foundation: a historical or logical
law, ‘the law of three stages’, and an epistemological
law, the classification or hierarchy of the sciences.
The law of three stages governs the development of
human intelligence and society: in the first stage,
early societies base their knowledge on theological
grounds, giving ultimately divine explanations for
all phenomena; later, in the metaphysical stage,
forces and essences are sought as explanations, but
these are equally chimerical and untestable; finally,
in the positive or scientific stage, knowledge is
secured solely on observations, by their correlation
and sequence. Comte saw this process occurring
not only in European society, but also in the lives of
every individual. We seek theological solutions in
childhood, metaphysical solutions in youth, and
scientific explanations in adulthood.

His second, epistemological law fixed a classifica-
tion or hierarchy of sciences according to their
arrival at the positive stage of knowledge. In order
of historical development and thus of increasing
complexity, these are mathematics, astronomy,
physics, chemistry, biology and sociology. (Comte
rejected psychology as a science, on the grounds
that its data were unobservable and therefore
untestable.) Knowledge of one science rested partly
on the findings of the preceding science; for Comte,
students must progress through the sciences in the
correct order, using the simpler and more precise
methods of the preceding science to tackle the more
complex issues of later ones. In his six-volume Cours
de philosophie positive (The Positive Philosophy)
(1830-42), Comte gave an encyclopedic account
of these sciences, ending with an exposition of what
he regarded as the most advanced: social physics or
‘sociology’ (a term he invented). The sociologist’s
job would be to discover the laws that govern
human behaviour on a large scale, and the ways in
which social institutions and norms operate
together in a complex yet ultimately predictable
system.

In his later work, Comte fleshed out his vision of
the positive society, describing among other things a
Religion of Humanity in which historical figures
would be worshipped according to their contribution
to society. Despite such extravagances, however, the
broader themes of his positivism — especially the
idea that long-standing social problems should be
approached scientifically — proved influential both



in France and, through J.S. Mill’s early support,
in England.

ANGELE KREMER-MARIETTI
Translated from the French by
MARY PICKERING

CONCEPTS

The topic of concepts lies at the intersection of
semantics and philosophy of mind. A concept
is supposed to be a constituent of a thought (or
‘proposition’) rather in the way that a word is a
constituent of a sentence that typically expresses
a thought. Indeed, concepts are often thought to be
the meanings of words (and will be designated by
enclosing the words for them in brackets: [city] is
expressed by ‘city’ and by ‘metropolis’). However,
the two topics can diverge: non-linguistic animals
may possess concepts, and standard linguistic mean-
ings involve conventions in ways that concepts
do not.

Concepts seem essential to ordinary and scientific
psychological explanation, which would be under-
mined were it not possible for the same concept to
occur in different thought episodes: someone could
not even recall something unless the concepts they
have now overlap the concepts they had earlier. If a
disagreement between people is to be more than
‘merely verbal’, their words must express the same
concepts. And if psychologists are to describe shared
patterns of thought across people, they need to
advert to shared concepts.

Concepts also seem essential to categorizing the
world, for example, recognizing a cow and classifying
it as a mammal. Concepts are also compositional:
concepts can be combined to form a virtual
infinitude of complex categories, in such a way
that someone can understand a novel combination,
for example, [smallest sub-atomic particle], by
understanding its constituents.

Concepts, however, are not always studied as part
of psychology. Some logicians and formal semanti-
cists study the deductive relations among concepts
and propositions in abstraction from any mind.
Philosophers doing ‘philosophical analysis’ try to
specify the conditions that make something the kind
of thing it is — for example, what it is that makes an
act good — an enterprise they take to consist in the
analysis of concepts.

Given these diverse interests, there is consider-
able disagreement about what exactly a concept is.
Psychologists tend to use ‘concept’ for internal
representations, for example, images, stereotypes,
words that may be the vehicles for thought in the
mind or brain. Logicians and formal semanticists
tend to use it for sefs of real and possible objects, and

CONCEPTS

functions defined over them; and philosophers of
mind have variously proposed properties, ‘senses’,
inferential rules or discrimination abilities.

A related issue is what it is for someone to possess
a concept. The ‘classical view’ presumed concepts
had ‘definitions’ known by competent users. For
example, grasping [bachelor| seemed to consist in
grasping the definition, [adult, unmarried male].
However, if definitions are not to go on forever,
there must be primitive concepts that are not defined
but are grasped in some other way. Empiricism
claimed that these definitions were provided by
sensory conditions for a concept’s application. Thus,
[material object] was defined in terms of certain
possibilities of sensation.

The classical view suffers from the fact that few
successful definitions have ever been provided.
Wittgenstein suggested that concept possession
need not consist in knowing a definition, but in
appreciating the role of a concept in thought and
practice. Moreover, he claimed, a concept need not
apply to things by virtue of some closed set of
features captured by a definition, but rather by
virtue of ‘family resemblances’ among the things, a
suggestion that has given rise in psychology to
‘prototype’ theories of concepts.

Most traditional approaches to possession condi-
tions have been concerned with the infernal states,
especially the beliefs, of the conceptualizer. Quine
raised a challenge for such an approach in his
doctrine of ‘confirmation holism’, which stressed
that a person’s beliefs are fixed by what they find
plausible overall. Separating out any particular
beliefs as defining a concept seemed to him arbitrary
and in conflict with actual practice, where concepts
seem shared by people with different beliefs. This
led Quine himself to be sceptical about talk of
concepts generally, denying that there was any
principled way to distinguish ‘analytic’ claims that
express definitional claims about a concept from
‘synthetic’ ones that express merely common beliefs
about the things to which a concept applies.

However, recent philosophers suggest that peo-
ple share concepts not by virtue of any internal
facts, but by virtue of facts about their external
(social) environment. For example, people arguably
have the concept [water| by virtue of interacting in
certain ways with H,O and deferring to experts in
defining it. This work has given rise to a variety of
externalist theories of concepts and semantics
generally.

Many also think, however, that psychology could
generalize about people’s minds independently of
the external contexts they happen to inhabit, and so
have proposed ‘two-factor theories’, according to
which there is an internal component to a concept
that may play a role in psychological explanation, as
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CONDILLAC, ETIENNE BONNOT DE

opposed to an external component that determines
the application of the concept to the world.
See also: CONTENT, NON-CONCEPTUAL; SEMANTICS

GEORGES REY

CONCEPTUAL ROLE SEMANTICS
See SEMANTICS, CONCEPTUAL ROLE

CONDILLAC, ETIENNE BONNOT DE
(1715-80)

One of the leading figures of the French Enlight-
enment period, Condillac is the author of three
highly influential books, published between 1746
and 1754, in which he attempted to refine and
expand the empirical method of inquiry so as to
make it applicable to a broader range of studies than
hitherto. In the half-century following the publica-
tion of Newton’s Principia Mathematica in 1687,
intellectual life in Europe had been engaged upon a
fierce debate between the partisans of Cartesian
physics, who accepted Descartes’ principles of
metaphysical dualism and God’s veracity as the
hallmark of scientific truth, and those who accepted
Newton’s demonstration that the natural order
constituted a single system under laws which
could be known through painstaking observation
and experiment. By the mid-eighteenth century
Newton had gained the ascendancy, and it was the
guiding inspiration of the French thinkers, known
collectively as the philosophes, to appropriate the
methods by which Newton had achieved his
awesome results and apply them across a broader
range of inquiries in the hope of attaining a similar
expansion of human knowledge. Condillac was at
the centre of this campaign.

Condillac’s first book, An Essay on the Origin of
Human Knowledge (1746), bears the subtitle A
Supplement to Mr. Locke’s Essay on the Human
Understanding. While Condillac is usually seen as
merely a disciple and popularizer of Locke offering
little of any genuine originality, and while he did
indeed agree with Locke that experience is the sole
source of human knowledge, he attempted to
improve on Locke by arguing that sensation alone —
and not sensation together with reflection —
provided the foundation for knowledge. His most
famous book, the Treatise on the Sensations (1754), is
based upon the thought-experiment of a statue
whose senses are activated one by one, beginning
with the sense of smell, with the intention of
showing how all the higher cognitive faculties of the
mind can be shown to derive from the notice the
mind takes of the primitive inputs of the sense
organs. Condillac also went beyond Locke in his
carefully argued claims regarding the extent to
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which language affects the growth and reliability of
knowledge. His Tieatise on Systems (1749) offers a
detailed critique of how language had beguiled the
great seventeenth-century systems-builders like
Descartes, Leibniz and Spinoza and led them into
erroneous conceptions of the mind and human
knowledge, the influence of which conceptions was
as insidious as it was difficult to eradicate.

See also: EMpIrICISM; NEWTON, I.; RATIONALISM

PAUL F. JOHNSON

CONDITIONALS
See COUNTERFACTUAL CONDITIONALS; INDICATIVE
CONDITIONALS

CONDORCET, MARIE-JEAN-ANTOINE-
NICOLAS CARITAT DE (1743-94)

The Marquis de Condorcet belongs to the second
generation of eighteenth-century French philo-
sophes. He was by training and inclination a
mathematician, and his work marks a major stage
in the development of what is known today as the
social sciences. He was held in high regard by
contemporaries for his contributions to probability
theory, and he published a number of seminal
treatises on the theory and application of probabi-
lism. He is best known today for the Esquisse d’un
tableau historique des progres de Uesprit humain (1795),
his monumental, secularized historical analysis of
the dynamics of man’s progress from the primitive
state of nature to modernity.

Condorcet’s principal aim was to establish a
science of man that would be as concise and certain
in its methods and results as the natural and physical
sciences. For Condorcet there could be no true basis
to science without the model of mathematics, and
there was no branch of human knowledge to which
the mathematical approach was not relevant. He
called the application of mathematics to human
behaviour and organization ‘social arithmetic’.

The central epistemological assumption, upon
which his philosophy was based, was that the truths
of observation, whether in the context of the
physical or the moral and social sciences, were
nothing more than probabilities, but that their
varying degrees of certainty could be measured by
means of the calculus of probabilities. Condorcet
was thus able, through mathematical logic, to
counteract the negative implications of Pyrrhonic
scepticism for the notions of truth and progress, the
calculus providing not only the link between the
different orders of knowledge but also the way out
of the Pyrrhonic trap by demonstrating man’s
capacity and freedom to understand and direct the
march of progress in a rationally-ordered way.



In his Esquisse Condorcet set out to record not
only the history of man’s progress through nine
‘epochs’, from the presocial state of nature to the
societies of modern Europe, but in the tenth
‘epoch’ of this work he also held out the promise
of continuing progress in the future. He saw the
gradual emancipation of human society and the
achievement of human happiness as the conse-
quence of man having been endowed by nature
with the capacity to learn from experience and of
the cumulative, beneficial effects of the growth
of knowledge and enlightenment. Condorcet’s
Esquisse laid the basis for the positivism of the
nineteenth century, and had a particularly significant
impact on the work of Saint-Simon and Auguste
Comte.

See also: COMTE, A.; POSITIVISM IN THE SOCIAL
SCIENCES; PYRRHONISM; SAINT-SIMON,
C.-H. pe R.

DAVID WILLIAMS

CONFEDERALISM
See FEDERALISM AND CONFEDERALISM

CONFIRMATION THEORY

Introduction

The result of a test of a general hypothesis can be
positive, negative or neutral. The first, qualitative,
task of confirmation theory is to explicate these
types of test result. However, as soon as one also
takes individual hypotheses into consideration, the
interest shifts to the second, quantitative, task of
confirmation theory: probabilistically evaluating
individual and general hypotheses in the light of
an increasing number of test results. This immedi-
ately suggests conceiving of the confirmation of an
hypothesis as increasing its probability due to new
evidence.

Rudolf Carnap initiated a research programme in
quantitative confirmation theory by designing a
continuum of probability systems with plausible
probabilistic properties for the hypothesis that the
next test result will be of a certain kind. This
continuum of inductive systems has guided the
search for optimum systems and for systems that
take analogy into account.

Carnapian systems, however, assign zero prob-
ability to universal hypotheses. Jaakko Hintikka was
the first to reconsider the confirmation of such
hypotheses and using Carnap’s continuum for this
purpose has set the stage for a whole spectrum of
inductive systems of this type.

CONFIRMATION THEORY

1 Qualitative and quantitative confirmation
theory

The continuum of inductive systems
Optimum inductive systems

Inductive analogy by similarity
Universal generalizations

Applications
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1 Qualitative and quantitative confirmation
theory

According to the hypothetico-deductive method a
theory is tested by examining its implications. The
result of an individual test of a general hypothesis
stated in observation terms can be positive, negative
or neutral. If it is neutral the test was not well
devised; if it is negative, the hypothesis, and hence
the theory, has been falsified. Qualitative confirma-
tion theory primarily aims at further explicating the
intuitive notions of neutral and positive test results.
Some paradoxical features discovered by Hempel
and some queer predicates defined by Goodman
show that this is not an easy task.

Assuming that a black raven confirms the
hypothesis ‘All ravens are black’ and that confirma-
tion is not affected by logically equivalent reformu-
lations, Hempel argued that not only a non-black
non-raven but, even more counterintuitively, also a
black non-raven confirms it. Goodman argued that
not all predicates guarantee the ‘projectibility’ of a
universal hypothesis from observed to non-observed
cases. For example, if ‘grue’ means ‘green, if
examined before ¢ and ‘blue, if not examined
before £, a green emerald discovered before t would
not only confirm ‘All emeralds are green’ but also
‘All emeralds are grue’, and hence, assuming that
consequences are also confirmed, even ‘All emeralds
not examined before f are blue’. Whereas Goodman
succeeded in formulating criteria for acceptable
predicates, in terms of their relative ‘entrenchment’
in previously successfully projected generalizations,
up to now nobody has given a generally accepted
qualitative solution to Hempels riddles (see
UNDERDETERMINATION).

Below we treat quantitative, more specifically,
probabilistic confirmation theory, which aims at
explicating the idea of confirmation as increasing
probability due to new evidence. Carnap intro-
duced this perspective and pointed confirmation
theory towards the search for a suitable notion of
logical or inductive probability (see PROBABILITY,
INTERPRETATIONS OF §5). Generally speaking, such
probabilities combine indifference properties with
inductive properties.
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2 The continuum of inductive systems

Mainly in his The Continuum of Inductive Methods
(1952), Rudolf CArRNAP started a fruitful research
programme centring around the famous A-
continuum. The probability systems in this pro-
gramme can be described in terms of individuals
and observation predicates or in terms of trials and
observable outcomes. The latter way of presentation
will be used here. Moreover, we will presuppose an
objective probability process, although the systems
to be presented can be applied in other situations as
well.

Consider a hidden wheel of fortune. You are
told, truthfully, only that it has precisely four
coloured segments, BLUE, GREEN, RED and
YELLOW, without further information about the
relative size of the segments. So you do not know
the objective probabilities. What you subsequently
learn are only the outcomes of successive trials.
Given the sequence of outcomes ¢, of the first n
trials, your task is to assign reasonable probabilities,
p(R/e,), to the hypothesis that the next trial will
result in, for example, RED.

There are several ways of introducing the
JA-continuum, but the basic idea behind it is that
it reflects gradually learning from experience. In
fact, as Zabell rediscovered, C-systems were antici-
pated by Johnson. According to Carnap’s favourite
approach p(R/e,) should depend only on n and the
number of occurrences of RED thus far, np . More
specifically, it should be a special weighted mean of
the observed relative frequency np/m and the
(reasonable) initial probability 1/4. This turns out
to leave room for a continuum of (C-)systems, the
JA-continuum, 0 < A < oo:

p(R/en) = (nx +4/4)/(n+2) =
n/(n+7)- (nx/n) + 24/ (n+ 1) - (1/4)

Note that the weights n/(n+1) and 4/(n+4) add up
to 1 and that the larger the value of 4 the slower the
first increases at the expense of the second; that is,
the slower one is willing to learn from experience.

C-systems have several attractive indifference,
confirmation and convergence properties. The most
important are as follows:

(a) order indifference or exchangeability: the
resulting prior probability, p(e,), for e,, does
not depend on the order of the results of the
trials, that is, p(R/e,) =p(e}) for any per-
mutation e, of e,;

(b) instantial confirmation: if e, is followed by
RED this is favourable for RED, that is,
p(R/enR) > P(R/é’n);

(c) instantial convergence: p(R/e,) approaches
ng /n for increasing n.
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However, confirmation and convergence of uni-
versal hypotheses are excluded in C-systems. The
reason is that C-systems in fact assign zero prior
probability to all universal generalizations, for
instance to the hypothesis that all results will be
RED. Of course, this is desirable in the described
situation, but if you were told only that there are at
most four coloured segments, you would like to
leave room for this possibility.

3 Optimum inductive systems

Carnap proved that for certain kinds of objective
probability process, such as a wheel of fortune, there
is an optimal value of 4, depending on the objective
probabilities, in the sense that the average mistake
may be expected to be lowest for this value.
Surprisingly, this optimal value is independent of #.
Of course, in actual research, where we do not
know the objective probabilities, this optimal value
cannot be calculated. Carnap did not raise the
question of a reasonable estimate of the optimal
value for a specific objective process, for he saw the
problem of selecting a value of A primarily as a
choice that each scientist had to make in general.
However, the question of a reasonable estimate has
attracted the attention of other researchers.

Festa proposed basing the estimate on ‘contex-
tual’ knowledge of similar processes in nature. For
example, in ecology one may know the relative
frequencies of certain species in different habitats
before one starts the investigation of a new habitat.
For a quite general class of systems, Festa formulates
a solution to the estimation problem that relates the
research area of confirmation theory to that of truth
approximation: the optimum solution may be
expected to be the most efficient way of approach-
ing the objective or true probabilities.

Unfortunately, wheels of fortune do not con-
stitute a technological (let alone a biological) kind
for which you can use information about previously
investigated instances. But if you had knowledge of
a random sample of all existing wheels of fortune,
Festa’s approach would work on the average for a
new, randomly drawn, one.

4 Inductive analogy by similarity

Carnap struggled with the question of how to
include analogy considerations into inductive prob-
abilities. His important distinction between two
kinds of analogy — by similarity and by proximity —
was posthumously published. Here we will consider
only the first kind.

Suppose you find GREEN more similar to
BLUE than to RED. Carnap’s intuition of analogy
by similarity is that, for instance, the posterior



probability of GREEN should be higher if, other
things being equal, some occurrences of RED are
replaced by occurrences of BLUE. The background
intuition, not valid for artificial wheels of fortune, is
that similarity in one respect (for example, colour)
will go together with similarities in other respects
(for example, objective probabilities). However,
explicating which precise principle of analogy one
wants to fulfil has turned out to be very difficult.

One interesting approach is in terms of virtual
trials, which is a way of determining how analogy
influence is to be distributed after n trials. In the
case above, BLUE would get more analogy credits
than RED from an occurrence of GREEN. The
resulting systems of virtual analogy have the same
confirmation and convergence properties as C-
systems. Moreover, they satisfy a principle of
analogy that is in general more plausible than
Carnaps. Roughly, the new principle says that
replacement of a previous occurrence of BLUE by
GREEN makes less difference for the probability
that the next trial will be BLUE than does
replacement of a previous occurrence of RED by
GREEN for the probability that the next trial will
be RED.

Unfortunately, systems of virtual analogy are not
exchangeable: the order of results makes a differ-
ence. There are, however, exchangeable systems
with some kind of analogy by similarity. For
example, Skyrms has sketched a Bayesian approach
that uses information about possible gravitational
bias of a symmetric wheel of fortune to determine
the influence of analogy, and di Maio follows a
suggestion of Carnap.

5 Universal generalizations

Carnap was well aware that C-systems do not leave
room for non-analytic universal generalizations. In
fact, all systems presented thus far have this problem.
Although tolerant of other views, Carnap himself
was inclined to downplay the theoretical impor-
tance of universal statements.

Hintikka took up the problem of universal
statements. His basic idea was to apply Bayesian
conditionalization to Carnap’s C-systems with uni-
form A, using a specific prior distribution on
universal statements containing a parameter o. The
systems belonging to the resulting o-A-continuum
have the instantial confirmation and convergence
properties and also the desired property of universal
confirmation; that is, that the probability of a not
yet falsified universal statement increases with
another instance of it. Moreover, they satisfy
universal convergence: p(Hg /e,) approaches 1 for
increasing n as long as only RED continues to occur
(where Hp_ indicates the universal statement that
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only RED will occur in the long run). For
increasing parameter o, universal confirmation is
smaller and universal convergence slower.

In fact, systems based on an arbitrary prior
distribution and C-systems with arbitrary A4, here
called H-systems, already have the general proper-
ties of instantial and universal confirmation and
convergence. The subclass of H-systems based on an
arbitrary prior distribution and C-systems with A
proportional to the corresponding number of
possible outcomes is particularly interesting. For
this subclass appears to be co-extensive with a class
of systems introduced by Hintikka and by Niini-
luoto, very difterently from H-systems, using prin-
ciples and parameters related only to finite
sequences of outcomes.

There is also a plausible ‘delabelled” reformula-
tion of H-systems that can be extended to the very
interesting case of an unknown denumerable
number of possible outcomes. Presenting the
delabelling in terms of exchangeable partitions,
Zabell has studied this case by principles leading to a
class of systems with three parameters.

6 Applications

The Carnap—Hintikka programme in confirmation
theory, also called inductive probability theory, has
applications in several directions. Systems of
inductive probability were intended primarily for
explicating confirmation as increasing probability.
One may even define a quantitative degree of
confirmation: namely, as the difference or ratio of
the posterior and the initial or prior probability.
There are other interesting types of application as
well. Carnap and Stegmiiller stressed that they can
be used in decision-making, and Skyrms applies
them in game theory (see DECISION AND GAME
THEORY). Costantini et al. use them in a rational
reconstruction of elementary particle statistics.
Festa suggests several areas of empirical science
where optimum inductive systems can be used.
Finally, for universal hypotheses, Hintikka, Hilpinen
and Pietarinen use systems of inductive prob-
ability to formulate rules of acceptance and
Niiniluoto uses these systems to estimate degrees
of verisimilitude.

See also: INDUCTION, EPISTEMIC ISSUES IN;
INDUCTIVE INFERENCE; PROBABILITY,
INTERPRETATIONS OF; STATISTICS
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CONFUCIAN ANALECTS
See CONFUCIUS

CONFUCIAN PHILOSOPHY, CHINESE

Chinese Confucian philosophy is primarily a set of
ethical ideas oriented toward practice. Character-
istically, it stresses the traditional boundaries of
ethical responsibility and dao, or the ideal of the
good human life as a whole. It may be characterized
as an ethics of virtue in the light of its conception of
dao and de (virtue). Comprising the conceptual
framework of Confucian ethics are notions of basic
virtues such as ren (benevolence), yi (rightness,
righteousness), and i (rites, propriety). There are
also notions of dependent virtues such as filiality,
loyalty, respectfulness and integrity. Basic virtues are
considered fundamental, leading or action-guiding,
cardinal and the most comprehensive. In the classic
Confucian sense, ren pertains to affectionate con-
cern for the well-being of fellows in one’s
community. Notably, ren is often used in an
extended sense by major Song and Ming Con-
fucians as interchangeable with dao for the ideal of
the universe as a moral community. Yi pertains to
the sense of rightness, especially exercised in coping
with changing circumstances of human life, those
situations that fall outside the scope of li. Li focuses
on rules of proper conduct, which have three
functions: delimiting, supportive and ennobling.
That is, the Ii define the boundaries of proper
behaviour, provide opportunities for satisfying
desires of moral agents within these boundaries,
and encourage the development of noble characters
which markedly embody cultural refinement and
communal concerns. The li are the depository of
insights of the Confucian tradition as a living ethical
tradition. This tradition is subject to changing
interpretation governed by the exercise of quan or
the weighing of circumstances informed by the
sense of rightness (yi).

However, the common Confucian appeal to
historical events and paradigmatic individuals is
criticized because of lack of understanding of the
ethical uses of such a historical appeal. The
pedagogical use stresses the study of the classics in
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terms of the standards of ren, yi and li. Learning,
however, is not a mere acquisition of knowledge,
but requires understanding and insight. Also, the
companion study of paradigmatic individuals is
important, not only because they point to models
of emulation but also because they are, so to speak,
exemplary personifications of the spirits of ren, yi
and li. Moreover, they also function as reminders of
moral learning and conduct that appeal especially to
what is deemed in the real interest of the learner.
The rhetorical use of the historical appeal is
basically an appeal to plausible presumptions, or
shared beliefs and trustworthiness. These presump-
tions are subject to further challenge, but they can
be accepted as starting points in discourse. The
elucidative use of historical appeal purports to
clarify the relevance of the past for the present.
Perhaps most important for argumentative discourse
is the evaluative function of historical appeal. It
focuses our knowledge and understanding of our
present problematic situations as a basis for exerting
the unexamined claims based on the past as a
guidance for the present. Thus, both the elucidative
and evaluative uses of historical appeal are critical
and attentive to evidential grounding of ethical
claims.

Because of its primary ethical orientation and its
influence on traditional Chinese life and thought,
Confucianism occupies a pre-eminent place in the
history of Chinese philosophy. The core of Con-
fucian thought lies in the teachings of Confucius
(551-479 BC) contained in the Analects (Lunyu),
along with the brilliant and divergent contributions
of Mencius (372?289 Bc) and Xunzi (fl. 298-238
BC), as well as the Daxue (Great Learning) and the
Zhongyong (Doctrine of the Mean), originally
chapters in the Liji (Book of Rites). Significant
and original developments, particularly along a
quasi-metaphysical route, are to be found in the
works of Zhou Dunyi (1017-73), Zhang Zai
(1020-77), Cheng Hao (1032-85), Cheng Yi
(1033-1107), Zhu Xi (1130-1200), Lu Xiangshan
(1139-93), and Wang Yangming (1472-1529). Li
Gou (1009-59), Wang Fuzhi (1619-92), and Dai
Zhen (1723-77) have also made noteworthy
contributions to the critical development of Con-
fucian philosophy. In the twentieth century, the
revitalization and transformation of Confucian
philosophy has taken a new turn in response to
Western  philosophical  traditions.  Important
advances have been made by Feng Youlan, Tang
Junyi, Thomé H. Fang, and Mou Zongsan. Most of
the recent works in critical reconstruction are
marked by a self-conscious concern with analytic
methodology and the relevance of existentialism,
phenomenology, and hermeneutics. Still lacking is a
comprehensive and systematic Confucian theory



informed by both the history and the problems of
Western philosophy.

See also: BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY, CHINESE; CHINESE
PHILOSOPHY; CONFUCIUS; DAOIST PHILOSOPHY;
FAMILY, ETHICS AND THE; VIRTUE ETHICS; WANG
YANGMING; XUNZI

A.S. CUA

CONFUCIUS (551-479 Bc)

Confucius 1s arguably the most influential philoso-
pher in human history — ‘is’ because, taking Chinese
philosophy on its own terms, he is still very much
alive. Recognized as China’s first teacher both
chronologically and in importance, his ideas have
been the rich soil in which the Chinese cultural
tradition has grown and flourished. In fact, what-
ever we might mean by ‘Chineseness’ today, some
two and a half millennia after his death, is
inseparable from the example of personal character
that Confucius provided for posterity. Nor was his
influence restricted to China; all of the Sinitic
cultures — especially Korea, Japan and Vietnam —
have evolved around ways of living and thinking
derived from the wisdom of the Sage.

A couple of centuries before Plato founded his
Academy to train statesmen for the political life of
Athens, Confucius had established a school with the
explicit purpose of educating the next generation
for political leadership. As his curriculum, Con-
fucius is credited with having over his lifetime
edited what were to become the Chinese Classics, a
collection of poetry, music, historical documents
and annals that chronicled the events at the Lu
court, along with an extensive commentary on the
Yijing (Book of Changes). These classics provided a
shared cultural vocabulary for his students, and
became the standard curriculum for the Chinese
literati in subsequent centuries.

Confucius began the practice of independent
philosophers travelling from state to state in an effort
to persuade political leaders that their particular
teachings were a practicable formula for social and
political success. In the decades that followed the
death of Confucius, intellectuals of every stripe —
Confucians, Legalists, Mohists, Yin—Yang theorists,
Militarists — would take to the road, attracted by
court academies which sprung up to host them.
Within these seats of learning, the viability of their
various strategies for political and social unity would
be hotly debated.

D.C. LAU
ROGER T. AMES

CONNECTIONISM

CONNECTIONISM

Connectionism is an approach to computation that
uses connectionist networks. A connectionist net-
work is composed of information-processing units
(or nodes); typically, many units process informa-
tion simultaneously, giving rise to massively ‘parallel
distributed processing’. Units process information
only locally: they respond only to their specific
input lines by changing or retaining their activation
values; and they causally influence the activation
values of their output units by transmitting amounts
of activation along connections of various weights
or strengths. As a result of such local unit processing,
networks themselves can behave in rule-like ways to
compute functions.

The study of connectionist computation has
grown rapidly since the early 1980s and now
extends to every area of cognitive science. For the
philosophy of psychology, the primary interest of
connectionist computation is its potential role in the
computational theory of cognition — the theory that
cognitive processes are computational. Networks
are employed in the study of perception, memory,
learning and categorization; and it has been claimed
that connectionism has the potential to yield an
alternative to the classical view of cognition as rule-
governed symbol manipulation.

Since cognitive capacities are realized in the
central nervous system, perhaps the most attractive
feature of the connectionist approach to cognitive
modelling is the neural-like aspects of network
architectures. The members of a certain family of
connectionist networks, artificial neural networks,
have proved to be a valuable tool for investigating
information processing within the nervous system.
In artificial neural networks, units are neuron-like;
connections, axon-like; and the weights of connec-
tions function in ways analogous to synapses.

Another attraction is that connectionist net-
works, with their units sensitive to varying strengths
of multiple inputs, carry out in natural ways
‘multiple soft constraint satisfaction’ tasks — assessing
the extent to which a number of non-mandatory,
weighted constraints are satisfied. Tasks of this sort
occur in motor-control, early vision, memory, and
in categorization and pattern recognition. More-
over, typical networks can re-programme them-
selves by adjusting the weights of the connections
among their units, thereby engaging in a kind of
‘learning’; and they can do so even on the basis of
the sorts of noisy and/or incomplete data people
typically encounter.

The potential role of connectionist architectures
in the computational theory of cognition is,
however, an open question. One possibility is that
cognitive architecture is a ‘mixed architecture’, with
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classical and connectionist modules. But the most
widely discussed view is that cognitive architecture
is thoroughly connectionist. The leading challenge
to this view is that an adequate cognitive theory
must explain high-level cognitive phenomena such
as the systematicity of thought (someone who can
think ‘The dog chases the cat’ can also think ‘The
cat chases the dog’), its productivity (our ability to
think a potential infinity of thoughts) and its
inferential coherence (people can infer ‘p’ from ‘p
and q). It has been argued that a connectionist
architecture could explain such phenomena only if
it implements a classical, language-like symbolic
architecture. Whether this is so, however, and,
indeed, even whether there are such phenomena to
be explained, are currently subjects of intense
debate.

See also: MODULARITY OF MIND

BRIAN P. MCLAUGHLIN

CONSCIOUSNESS

Philosophers have used the term ‘consciousness’ for
four main topics: knowledge in general, intention-
ality, introspection (and the knowledge it specifically
generates) and phenomenal experience. Here we
discuss the last two uses. Something within one’s
mind is ‘introspectively conscious’ just in case one
introspects it (or is poised to do so0). Introspection is
often thought to deliver one’s primary knowledge
of one’s mental life. An experience or other mental
entity is ‘phenomenally conscious’ just in case there
is ‘something it is like’ for one to have it. The
clearest examples are: perceptual experiences, such
as tastings and seeings; bodily-sensational experi-
ences, such as those of pains, tickles and itches;
imaginative experiences, such as those of one’s own
actions or perceptions; and streams of thought, as in
the experience of thinking ‘in words’ or ‘in images’.
Introspection and phenomenality seem indepen-
dent, or dissociable, although this is controversial.
Phenomenally conscious experiences have been
argued to be nonphysical, or at least inexplicable in
the manner of other physical entities. Several such
arguments allege that phenomenal experience is
‘subjective’; that understanding some experiences
requires undergoing them (or their components).
The claim is that any objective physical science
would leave an ‘explanatory gap’, failing to describe
what it is like to have a particular experience and
failing to explain why there are phenomenal
experiences at all. From this, some philosophers
infer ‘dualism’ rather than ‘physicalism’ about
consciousness, concluding that some facts about
consciousness are not wholly constituted by physical
facts. This dualist conclusion threatens claims that
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phenomenal consciousness has causal power, and
that it is knowable in others and in oneself.

In reaction, surprisingly much can be said in
favour of ‘eliminativism’ about phenomenal con-
sciousness; the denial of any realm of phenomenal
objects and properties of experience. Most (but not
all) philosophers deny that there are phenomenal
objects — mental images with colour and shape,
pain-objects that throb or burn, inner speech with
pitch and rhythm, and so on. Instead, experiences
may simply seem to involve such objects. The
central disagreement concerns whether these
experiences have phenomenal properties — ‘qualia’;
particular aspects of what experiences are like for
their bearers. Some philosophers deny that there are
phenomenal properties — especially if these are
thought to be intrinsic, completely and immediately
introspectible, ineffable, subjective or otherwise
potentially difficult to explain on physicalist the-
ories. More commonly, philosophers acknowledge
qualia of experiences, either articulating less bold
conceptions of qualia, or defending dualism about
boldly conceived qualia.

Introspective consciousness has seemed less
puzzling than phenomenal consciousness. Most
thinkers agree that introspection is far from
complete about the mind and far from infallible.
Perhaps the most familiar account of introspection is
that, in addition to ‘outwardly perceiving’ non-
mental entities in one’s environment and body, one
‘inwardly perceives’ one’s mental entities, as when
one seems to see visual images with one’s ‘mind’s
eye’. This view faces several serious objections.
Rival views of introspective consciousness fall into
three categories, according to whether they treat
introspective access (1) as epistemically looser or less
direct than inner perception, (2) as tighter or more
direct, or (3) as fundamentally non-epistemic or
nonrepresentational. Theories in category (1)
explain introspection as always retrospective, or as
typically based on self-directed theoretical infer-
ences. Rivals from category (2) maintain that an
introspectively conscious mental state reflexively
represents itself, or treat introspection as involving
no mechanism of access at all. Category (3) theories
treat a mental state as introspectively conscious if it
is distinctively available for linguistic or rational
processing, even if it is not itself perceived or
otherwise thought about.

See also: COLOUR AND QUALIA; DUALISM;
MATERIALISM IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF MIND;
PHENOMENOLOGICAL MOVEMENT; QQUALIA;
REDUCTIONISM IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF MIND

ERIC LORMAND



CONSENT

A concept of central importance in moral, political
and legal philosophy, consent is widely recognized
as justifying or legitimating acts, arrangements or
expectations. In standard cases, a person’s consent to
another person’s acts removes moral or legal
objections to or liability for the performance of
those acts. Thus, in medical practice the informed
consent of a patient to a procedure can justify the
physician’s actions. In law, the maxim ‘volenti non fit
injuria’ (the willing person is not wronged) governs
a wide range of acts and transactions, from the
economic to the sexual. And in politics, it is often
supposed that it is ‘the consent of the governed’ that
justifies or makes permissible both governmental
policies and the use of official coercion to compel
obedience to law. Consent may be given in a variety
of more and less direct forms, but its binding force
always rests on the satisfaction of conditions of
knowledge, intention, competence, voluntariness
and acceptability of content.

See also: FREEDOM AND LIBERTY; LIBERALISM;
RicuTs

A. JOHN SIMMONS

CONSEQUENTIALISM

Introduction

Consequentialism assesses the rightness or wrong-
ness of actions in terms of the value of their
consequences. The most popular version is act-
consequentialism, which states that, of all the
actions open to the agent, the right one is that
which produces the most good.

Act-consequentialism is at odds with ordinary
moral thinking in three respects. First, it seems
excessively onerous, because the requirement to
make the world a better place would demand all our
time and effort; second, it leaves no room for the
special duties which we take ourselves to have to
those close to us — family, friends and fellow
citizens; and third, it might require us, on occasion,
to do dreadful things in order to bring about a good
result.

Consequentialists standardly try to bring their
theory more into line with common thinking by
amending the theory in one of two ways. Indirect
act-consequentialism holds that we should not
necessarily aim to do what is right. We may get
closer to making the world the best possible place
by behaviour which accords more with ordinary
moral thought. Rule-consequentialism holds that
an action is right if it is in accordance with a set of
rules whose general acceptance would best promote
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the good. Such rules will bear a fairly close
resemblance to the moral rules under which we
now operate.

Act-consequentialism

Criticisms of act-consequentialism
Indirect act-consequentialism
Rule-consequentialism
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1 Act-consequentialism

Although the term ‘consequentialism’ is a recent
coinage — it appears to have first been used in its
present sense by Anscombe — it refers to a type of
theory which has a long history. Consequentialism
builds on what may seem to be the merest truism,
namely that morality is concerned with making the
world a better place for all. Consequentialist
considerations certainly figure importantly in issues
of public policy. Penal, economic or educational
programmes are standardly judged by the goodness
or badness of their results.

All moral theories offer an account both of the
right and of the good. They all tell us, that is, both
what makes an action right or wrong, and what
kinds of thing are good or valuable. It is
characteristic of consequentialist theories to assess
whether an action is right in terms of the amount of
good it produces (see §4). Deontological ethical
theories, by contrast, hold that the right is
independent of the good: certain kinds of action
are wrong, and others right, independently of the
goodness or badness of their consequences (see
DEONTOLOGICAL ETHICS; RIGHT AND GOOD).

Act-consequentialism, the simplest form of the
theory, holds that the right action — the one you
should do — is the one which would produce the
greatest balance of good over bad consequences;
that is, the one which would maximize the good.
(Where two or more actions come out equal best,
then it is right to do any one of them.) Which
action is in fact the right one will depend on what
account of the good any particular act-consequen-
tialist theory offers.

A theory of the good is an account of those
things which are intrinsically good, good in
themselves, and not merely good as a means to
something else which is good (see GOOD, THEORIES
OF THE). A visit to the dentist is only extrinsically
good, because it leads to healthy teeth and the
avoidance of toothache, but it is not in itself a good
thing; it is a necessary evil. By far the most popular
and influential account of the good within the
consequentialist camp is that offered by utilitarian-
ism (see UTILITARIANISM). On this view, usually
known as hedonism or welfarism, the good is
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pleasure, happiness or wellbeing (see HEDONISM;
Harpiness). The act-utilitarian holds, therefore,
that the right action is the one which maximizes
happiness.

Many consequentialists reject hedonism. A
pioneer in this respect was G.E. MOORE, whose
theory, somewhat confusingly, used to be referred to
as ideal utilitarianism, in contrast to the hedonistic
variety. Among the things which have been held to
be intrinsically good are knowledge, virtue, beauty,
justice, and the flourishing of the environment as a
whole. Many of these alternative accounts of the
good are pluralist: that is, they claim that there are
several different kinds of good thing which cannot
all be brought under one heading. Pluralist act-
consequentialism faces a difficulty. In order to
determine which of the possible actions is the
right one, agents must be able to rank the outcomes
of each action, from the worst to the best. But if
there are several distinct values which cannot be
reduced to a common measure, how can one kind
of value be compared with another in order to
produce a definitive ranking? This is the problem of
incommensurability of value.

The term ‘consequentialism’, though hallowed
by frequent philosophical use, may be misleading
since it might naturally be taken to imply that an
action itself can have no intrinsic value; its value is
all to be found in its consequences. Utilitarianism is
indeed committed to this view — for what matters
on the utilitarian account is not the nature of the act
itself but the pleasure which it produces in anyone
affected by it — but it is not an essential feature of
consequentialism as such. Some consequentialists
wish to leave room for the thought that certain
kinds of action, such as lying, cheating, and killing
the innocent, are intrinsically bad, while other kinds
of act, such as generous, loyal, or just ones, are
intrinsically good. Consequentialism can take such
values into account in calculating which course of
action produces the best results. In deciding
whether one course of action is preferable to
another, a consequentialist needs to know the
total value that would be produced by taking each
course of action, and that will include not only the
value of the consequences but the value, if any,
which attaches to the action itself.

Consequentialism is sometimes described as a
teleological theory, because it conceives of a moral
theory as setting a goal which we should strive to
achieve (see TELEOLOGICAL ETHICS). The goal
which consequentialism sets is to bring about a
world containing the greatest balance of good over
bad. Such a classification risks confusion, however,
since a virtue ethics, such as Aristotle’s, is also
usually classified as teleological, yet Aristotle’s
theory differs from consequentialism in at least
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two crucial respects. First, the good at which agents
aim, on Aristotle’s view (outlined in Nicomachean
Ethics), is not the best state of the world, but the
good life for humans; agents are to seek to realize
distinctively human goods in their own lives.
Second, Aristotle’s theory, unlike consequentialism,
does not define the right in terms of the good. On
the contrary, a full understanding of the good life
rests on a prior conception of the right, for an
important part of the good life consists in acting
rightly (see ARISTOTLE §§21—6; RIGHT AND GOOD;
VIRTUE ETHICS).

We also need to distinguish the kind of
consequentialism with which we are here con-
cerned from ethical egoism, which is sometimes
classified as a consequentialist theory (see EGoism
AND ALTRUISM). Ethical egoism, which holds that
the right action is the one which would best
promote the agent’s own interests, is structurally
similar to consequentialism in that the right action is
the one which maximizes a good, in this case, the
agent’s own good. What distinguishes egoism from
the sort of consequentialism discussed here is that
the latter is an impartial theory, giving equal weight
to each person’s good (see IMPARTIALITY).

2 Criticisms of act-consequentialism

How should consequentialists set about deciding
what to do? A natural answer is: by calculating, as
best they may, what would produce the most good
on any particular occasion when they are called
upon to act. Of course, lack of time and knowledge
limit what consequentialists can do by way of
calculation, but they must do the best they can. So
interpreted, however, act-consequentialism can be
criticized for running counter to our intuitive
moral convictions in a number of ways.

First, it seems excessively demanding; I shall only
be acting rightly in so far as I maximize the good.
Given all the bad things in the world, and the fact
that few of us do much to improve them, it is clear
that, in order to do what act-consequentialism
requires, I would have to devote virtually all my
energy and resources to making the world a better
place. This would give me no time or money to
pursue my own interests, or even to relax, except to
refresh me ready to redouble my moral efforts on
the morrow. The degree of self-sacrifice required
would make the lives of the saints look self-
indulgent. Ordinary morality is surely not as
demanding as this; it gives us permission to pursue
our own goals, provided that we are not in breach of
any of our fundamental duties. Some have pro-
posed, in order to meet this point, that the theory
be modified so that an act is right if its consequences
are good, or good enough, even if they are not the



best. This suggestion has not been widely adopted,
for it is usually held that a rational agent will always
prefer the greater good to the less.

Second, act-consequentialism appears to leave no
place for the duties we take ourselves to have to our
family and friends (see FAMILY, ETHICS AND THE;
FrIENDSHIP). Such duties are often classified as
agent-relative: each of us should help their own
family and friends, so that the persons to whom the
duties are owed vary from agent to agent. Act-
consequentialism, however, is an agent-neutral
moral theory; the goal at which we should aim
does not depend on who the agent is. I should
direct my efforts towards those for whom I can do
the most good; their relationship to me is irrelevant.
Even if act-consequentialism places special value on
the cultivation of certain relationships, such as
friendship, this will still not yield a duty of
friendship, as traditionally understood. If friendship
is a great good, then my duty as a consequentialist is
to promote friendship in general between all
persons; that will not necessarily require me to
give special attention to my friends, as distinct from
helping others to give special attention to their
friends.

Third, if act-consequentialism is too demanding
in one respect it seems too permissive in another.
For it leaves no room for the thought, central to
much ordinary moral thinking, that there are
certain constraints on our action, certain kinds of
act, such as cheating, torturing and killing, which
we ought not to contemplate, even if acting in one
of these forbidden ways would maximize the good.
The end, as we often say, does not justify the means.
Once again, constraints seem to be agent-relative.
Each of us is required not to kill or torture the
innocent ourselves even if, by doing so, we could
prevent two such tortures or killings.

3 Indirect act-consequentialism

Because it generates these counter-intuitive results,
few consequentialists hold that agents should decide
what to do by asking what will produce the best
results. There are two theories which offer a less
direct link between the overall goal of making
things go as well as possible and how one should
decide to act on any particular occasion. The first of
these is known as indirect act-consequentialism. It
retains the claim that the right action is the one with
the best consequences, but denies that the virtuous
agent needs be guided directly by consequentialist
thoughts when deciding how to act.

Indirect act-consequentialism builds on the
thought that we do not necessarily hit the target if
we aim directly at it. The gunner must make
allowances for wind, gravity and poorly aligned
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sights; the moralist may have to direct our thoughts
away from the goal if we are to achieve it. Act-
consequentialism, on this view, tells us what the
target is, but not how to hit it. It is not itself a good
guide to action for a number of reasons: the
calculations are tricky and time-consuming; we
may be tempted to skew the results in our favour;
doing the right action may require us to go against
dispositions which are both deeply rooted and
generally useful. So we may actually do better, in
terms of achieving the goals which consequential-
ism sets us, if we do not aim to do what is right, but
follow a few fairly simple moral rules of the
traditional type, or encourage within ourselves the
development of dispositions, such as kindness and
loyalty, which will normally lead us to act in
beneficial ways. In adopting such rules, or devel-
oping such dispositions, we know that we will
sometimes act wrongly when we could, perhaps,
have acted rightly. Yet we may still get closer, in the
long run, to achieving the consequentialist goal
than we would have if we had attempted to aim at it
directly.

Some indirect act-consequentialists go further.
Since we make better decisions if we eschew
consequentialist calculations, it might be best if we
rejected consequentialism. It seems possible that
agents might behave worse, in consequentialist
terms, if they were taught the truth of consequen-
tialism than if they were brought up to believe some
other moral theory. In which case consequentialists
would do well to prevent its truth being generally
known. Opponents see this position as incoherent.
If the adoption of consequentialism demands its
suppression then in what sense can we adopt it?
How could a society be said to be governed by a
moral code if no-one in that society believed it?

4 Rule-consequentialism

The second alternative to direct act-consequential-
ism is rule-consequentialism, which offers a more
substantive role for moral rules or principles.
Individual acts are judged right or wrong by
reference to the rules; the rules, but not the
individual acts, are judged by the results of
accepting them. The right action is, roughly, the
one that is in conformity with a set of moral rules
which, if generally accepted, would tend to produce
better results than any other set of viable rules we
might accept. Rule-consequentialism differs from
indirect act-consequentialism in two ways. It
maintains that each decision should be guided by
thoughts about which action is the right one, and
denies that the right action is necessarily the one
with the best results. In deciding which rules to
accept we should bear in mind that the rules need to
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be clear, reasonably simple and not too difficult to
comply with, given human nature. If they meet
these requirements, it is likely that such rules will
not be too dissimilar to our present ones.
Rule-consequentialism might be a plausible
moral theory, but should it properly be seen as a
form of consequentialism? It apparently abandons a
central tenet of consequentialism: the claim that our
goal should be to maximize the good. The rule I
should follow, on this view, is the one that would
have better consequences, if generally accepted,
than any other rule. If it is not, in fact, generally
accepted, then in following it I may not get as close
to maximizing the good as I would if T followed
some other policy. For that reason, perhaps, act-
consequentialism has remained most popular among
defenders of the theory, despite its difficulties.
See also: CONSEQUENTIALISM
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DAVID MCNAUGHTON

CONSERVATISM

Conservatism is an approach to human affairs which
mistrusts both a priori reasoning and revolution,
preferring to put its trust in experience and in the
gradual improvement of tried and tested arrange-
ments. As a conscious statement of position, it dates
from the reaction of Burke and de Maistre to the
Enlightenment and Revolutionary thought and
practices in the eighteenth century. Its roots,
however, go far deeper. From Plato, conservatives
derive a sense of the complexity and danger of
human nature, although they reject emphatically his
belief in the desirability of philosophical govern-
ance. From Aristotle, conservatives derive their
sense of the need for practical experience in judging
both moral and political matters, and their under-
standing of the role of tradition in inculcating habits
of virtue and wisdom in the young.

Against Plato, conservatives prefer the limited
government advocated by Hobbes, because of their
belief in the ignorance and corruptibility of rulers,
and because of their wish to encourage the self-
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reliance of subjects. They do, however, reject any
conception of a social contract. In this, they follow
de Maistre, who argued that creatures with the
institutions and reactions necessary to form a social
contract will already be in a society and hence have
no need of such a thing.

While de Maistre emphasized the terror under-
lying political power, more characteristic of modern
Anglo-Saxon conservatism is the position of Burke.
For Burke, a good constitution is one adorned with
‘pleasing illusions’ to make ‘power gentle and
obedience liberal’. It is also one which dissipates
power in a society through autonomous institutions
independent of the state. For both these reasons the
communist regimes of eastern Europe could not be
defended by conservatives, even though for a time
they represented a form of social order.

While conservatism is not antithetical to the free
market, and while the market embodies virtues the
conservative will approve of, for the conservative
the market needs to be supplemented by the
morality, the institutions and the authority necessary
to sustain it. Human beings are by nature political,
and also inevitably derive their identity from the
society to which they belong. Our sense of self is
established through our family relationships and also
through the wider recognition and apportionment
of roles we achieve in the public world beyond the
family. According to Hegel, who since Aristotle has
written most profoundly on the interplay of the
private and the public in human life, both family
and the public world of civil society need to be
sustained through the authority of the state. On the
other hand, the distinctions between family, civil
society and the state need to be maintained against
the characteristically modern tendency to treat
them collectively. In his insistence both on
authority and on the checks and balances needed
in a good society, Hegel may be said to be the most
articulate and systematic of conservative thinkers.

Conservatism has been much criticized for its
tendency towards complacency and to accept the
status quo even when it is unacceptable. However,
in its stress on the imperfectibility of human nature
and on the dangers of wholesale revolution, it may
be said to be more realistic than its opponents.
Conservatives can also be quite content with the
claim that societies animated by conservative
political structures have been more successful
morally and materially than socialist or liberal
societies. This claim they believe to be true, and it
is a fundamental aspect of their position that the
dispute between them and their opponents is, at
bottom, an empirical one.

See also: HUMAN NATURE

ANTHONY O’HEAR



CONSILIENCE OF INDUCTION
See CONFIRMATION THEORY; WHEWELL, WILLIAM

CONSTANTS, LOGICAL
See LOGICAL CONSTANTS

CONSTATIVES
See PERFORMATIVES; SPEECH ACTS

CONSTITUTIONALISM

Constitutionalism comprises a set of ideas, prin-
ciples and rules, all of which deal with the question
of how to develop a political system which excludes
as far as possible the chance of arbitrary rule. While
according to one of the classic sources of constitu-
tionalism, article sixteen of the 1789 French
Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the
Citizen, ‘any society in which rights are not
guaranteed, or in which the separation of powers
is not defined, has no constitution’, the scope of
constitutional principles is in fact broader. In
addition to these two defining principles, the
following are essential: popular sovereignty; the
rule of law; rules about the selection of power-
holders and about their accountability to the ruled;
and principles about the making, unmaking,
revision, interpretation and enforcement of a
constitution. Despite close affiliations, constitution-
alism and democracy are not the same. Whereas
democracy is an institutional device which realizes
the right of the people to govern themselves,
constitutionalism aims to establish institutional
restraints on the power of the rulers, even if they
are popularly elected and legitimized. Constitu-
tionalism embodies the self-rationalizing and self-
restraining principles of popular government.

ULRICH K. PREURB

CONSTRUCTIVISM

Originally proposed by sociologists of science,
constructivism or social constructivism is a view
about the nature of scientific knowledge held by
many philosophers of science. Constructivists
maintain that scientific knowledge is made by
scientists and not determined by the world. This
makes constructivists antirealists. Constructivism
here should not be confused with constructivism
in mathematics or logic, although there are some
similarities. Constructivism is more aptly compared
with Berkeley’s idealism.

Most constructivist research involves empirical
study of a historical or a contemporary episode in
science, with the aim of learning how scientists
experiment and theorize. Constructivists try not to
bias their case studies with presuppositions about

CONTENT, NON-CONCEPTUAL

how scientific research is directed. Thus their
approach contrasts with approaches in philosophy
of science that assume scientists are guided by a
particular method. From their case studies, con-
structivists have concluded that scientific practice is
not guided by any one set of methods. Thus
constructivism is relativist or antirationalist.

There are two familiar (and related) criticisms of
constructivism. First, since constructivists are self-
avowed relativists, some philosophers argue that
constructivism  fails for the same reasons that
relativism fails. But many philosophers of science
note that relativism can be characterized in various
ways and that versions of relativism can be useful in
the interpretation of science. Therefore, constructi-
vism’s relativism does not by itself render it
unacceptable. Second, constructivists are accused
of believing that scientists literally ‘make the world’,
in the way some make houses or cars. This is
probably not the best way to understand construc-
tivism. Rather, constructivism requires only the
weaker thesis that scientific knowledge is ‘produced’
primarily by scientists and only to a lesser extent
determined by fixed structures in the world. This
interprets constructivism as a thesis about our access
to the world via scientific representations. For
example, constructivists claim that the way we
represent the structure of DNA is a result of many
interrelated scientific practices and is not dictated by
some ultimate underlying structure of reality.
Constructivist research provides important tools
for epistemologists specializing in the study of
scientific knowledge.

STEPHEN M. DOWNES

CONTENT, NON-CONCEPTUAL

To say that a mental state has intentional content is
to say that it represents features of the world. The
intentional content of a belief can be characterized
in terms of concepts: the content of the belief that
fish swim is characterized by the concepts ‘fish’ and
‘swimming’. The contents of beliefs are, for this
reason, often described as conceptual. One way to
explain this idea is to say that to have a belief, one
has to possess the concepts which characterize the
belief’s content. However, some philosophers
believe that certain mental states have non-con-
ceptual contents: these states represent the world
without the subject having to possess the concepts
which characterize their contents. The main
examples of these putative states are conscious
perceptual experiences and the non-conscious states
of cognitive information-processing systems (such as
the visual system).

TIM CRANE
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CONTENT: WIDE AND NARROW

A central problem in philosophy is to explain, in a
way consistent with their causal efficacy, how
mental states can represent states of affairs in the
world. Consider, for example, that wanting water
and thinking there is some in the tap can lead one to
turn on the tap. The contents of these mental states
pertain to things in the world (water and the tap),
and yet it would seem that their causal efficacy
should depend solely on their internal character-
istics, not on their external relations. That is, a
person could be in just those states and those states
could play just the same psychological roles, even if
there were no water or tap for them to refer to.
However, certain arguments, based on some
imaginative thought experiments, have persuaded
many philosophers that thought contents do depend
on external factors, both physical and social. A
tempting solution to this dilemma has been to
suppose that there are two kinds of content, wide
and narrow. Wide content comprises the referential
relations that mental states bear to things and their
properties. Narrow content comprises the determi-
nants of psychological role. Philosophers have
debated whether both notions of content are viable
and, if so, how they are connected.

See also: HOLISM: MENTAL AND SEMANTIC;
METHODOLOGICAL INDIVIDUALISM; SEMANTICS

KENT BACH

CONTEXTUALISM, EPISTEMOLOGICAL

The idea that norms vary with social setting has
long been recognized, but it is only in the late
twentieth century that philosophers have developed
precise versions of epistemological contextualism,
the theory that standards of knowledge and
justification vary with context. Ordinary practice
seems to support this rather than the ‘invariantist’
view that epistemological standards are uniform.
Suppose, for example, that having seen my
children a minute ago, I assert ‘I know my children
are in the garden’. My neighbour Harold then says,
‘Good, because an escaped prisoner is seeking
hostages nearby’. I may then appropriately claim,
‘On second thoughts, I do not know, I should check
carefully’. Standards for knowledge appear to have
shifted, since they now require further investigation.
Contextualism’s greatest advantage is its response
to scepticism. Sceptics raise radical possibilities, such
as that we might be dreaming. The contextualist
grants that such doubts are legitimate in the
sceptical context, but holds they are illegitimate in
everyday situations. Yet contextualism can appear to
be an objectionable form of relativism, and may be
accused of confusing standards that we apply in
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practical conversational contexts with the true
standards that determine whether someone has
knowledge.

See also: JUSTIFICATION, EPISTEMIC; KNOWLEDGE,
CONCEPT OF

BRUCE W. BROWER

CONTINUANTS

There is a common-sense distinction between terms
such as ‘statue’ or ‘chair’ on the one hand, and
‘concert’ or ‘war’ on the other. A long-standing
tradition in metaphysics has attached some signifi-
cance to this distinction, holding that the first kind
of term is used to name continuants, whereas the
second kind is used to name events or processes.
The difference is that continuants can be said to
change, and therefore persist through change,
whereas events do not. However, the distinction
between continuants and events has been challenged
on the grounds that no concrete object does, in fact,
retain its identity through time. It has been
suggested, for example, that unless we give up the
notion of identity through time, we are faced with
questions that we cannot answer. In addition, the
notion that things persist through change is,
apparently, threatened by a certain view of time.
On this view there is in reality no past, present and
future, but rather unchanging temporal relations
between events. It has been suggested that such a
view is committed to the idea that objects have
temporal parts, and these by definition cannot
persist through time.

See also: PROCESSES

ROBIN LE POIDEVIN

CONTINUUM HYPOTHESIS

The ‘continuum hypothesis’ (CH) asserts that there
is no set intermediate in cardinality (‘size’) between
the set of real numbers (the ‘continuum’) and the set
of natural numbers. Since the continuum can be
shown to have the same cardinality as the power set
(that is, the set of subsets) of the natural numbers,
CH is a special case of the ‘generalized continuum
hypothesis’ (GCH), which says that for any infinite
set, there is no set intermediate in cardinality
between it and its power set.

Cantor first proposed CH believing it to be true,
but, despite persistent efforts, failed to prove it.
Konig proved that the cardinality of the continuum
cannot be the sum of denumerably many smaller
cardinals, and it has been shown that this is the only
restriction the accepted axioms of set theory place
on its cardinality. Godel showed that CH was
consistent with these axioms and Cohen that its



negation was. Together these results prove the
independence of CH from the accepted axioms.
Cantor proposed CH in the context of seeking
to answer the question “What is the identifying
nature of continuity?” These independence results
show that, whatever else has been gained from the
introduction of transfinite set theory — including
greater insight into the import of CH — it has not
provided a basis for finally answering this question.
This remains the case even when the axioms are
supplemented in various plausible ways.

MARY TILES

CONTRACEPTION
See LiFE AND DEATH (§5); SEXUALITY,
PHILOSOPHY OF

CONTRACTARIANISM

The idea that political relations originate in contract
or agreement has been applied in several ways. In
Plato’s Republic Glaucon suggests that justice is but a
pact among rational egoists. Thomas Hobbes
developed this idea to analyse the nature of political
power. Given the predominantly self-centred nature
of humankind, government is necessary for society.
Government’s role is to stabilize social cooperation.
By exercising enforcement powers, government
provides each with the assurance that everyone
else will abide by cooperative rules, thereby making
it rational for all to cooperate. To fulfil this
stabilizing role, Hobbes argued that it is rational
for each individual to agree to authorize one person
to exercise absolute political power. Neo-Hobbe-
sians eschew absolutism and apply the theory of
rational choice to argue that rules of justice, perhaps
even all morality, can be construed in terms of a
rational bargain among self-interested individuals.

John Locke, working from different premises
than Hobbes, appealed to a social compact to argue
for a constitutional government with limited
powers. All men are born with a natural right to
equal freedom, and a natural duty to God to
preserve themselves and the rest of mankind. No
government is just unless it could be commonly
agreed to form a position of equal freedom, where
agreement is subject to the moral constraints of
natural law. Absolutism is unjust according to this
criterion.

Rousseau developed egalitarian features of
Locke’s view to contend for a democratic constitu-
tion. The Social Contract embodies the General
Will of society, not the unconstrained private wills
of its members. The General Will wills the common
good, the good of society and all of its members.
Only by bringing our individual wills into accord

CONVENTIONALISM

with the General Will can we achieve civic and
moral freedom.

In this century, John Rawls has recast natural
rights theories of the social contract to argue for a
liberal egalitarian conception of justice. From a
position of equality, where each person abstracts
from knowledge of their historical situations, it is
rational for all to agree on principles of justice that
guarantee equal basic freedoms and resources
adequate for each person’s independence.

T.M. Scanlon, meanwhile, has outlined a rights-
based contractualist account of morality. An act is
right if it accords with principles that could not be
reasonably rejected by persons who are motivated
by a desire to justify their actions according to
principles that no one else can reasonably reject.
See also: INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, PHILOSOPHY
OF; LIBERALISM

SAMUEL FREEMAN

CONVENTION AND NATURE
See NATURE AND CONVENTION

CONVENTION AND NECESSARY TRUTH

See NECESSARY TRUTH AND CONVENTION

CONVENTIONALISM

How is it known that every number has a successor,
that straight lines can intersect each other no more
than once, that causes precede their events, and that
the electron either went through the slit or it did
not? In cases like these it is not easy to find
observable evidence, and it is implausible to
postulate special modes of intuitive access to the
phenomena in question. Yet such theses are relied
on in scientific discourse and can hardly be
dismissed as meaningless metaphysical excess. In
response to this problem the positivists and
empiricists (notably Poincaré, Hilbert, Carnap,
Reichenbach and Ayer) developed a strategy
known as conventionalism. The idea was that
certain statements, including fundamental principles
of logic, arithmetic and geometry, are asserted as a
matter of conventional stipulation, being no more
than definitions of some of their constituent terms;
consequently they must be true, our commitment
to them cannot but be justified, and the facts in
virtue of which they are true are simply the facts of
our having made those particular decisions about
the use of words. This doctrine was a compelling
and powerful weapon in the positivist—empiricist
arsenal, evolving throughout the 1920s, 1930s and
1940s. But it fell into disfavour under a barrage of
serious challenges due mainly to Quine. How are
‘conventions’ to be identified as such? How could
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they possibly provide words with meanings, or have
the epistemological import that is claimed for them?
How could arbitrary, contingent decisions about the
use of words result in the existence of necessary
facts? In the absence of satisfactory replies to these
objections few philosophers these days believe that
conventionalism can settle the semantic, epistemo-
logical and metaphysical questions that it was
intended to answer. However, certain aspects of
the view remain defensible and interesting.

See also: LOGICAL POSITIVISM; NECESSARY TRUTH
AND CONVENTION

PAUL HORWICH

CONVERSATION
See PRAGMATICS

CONWAY, ANNE (c.1630-79)

Anne Conway (née Finch) was the most important
of the few English women who engaged in
philosophy in the seventeenth century. Her reputa-
tion derives from one work published after her
death, Principia philosophiae antiquissimae et recentissi-
mae (1690), which proposes a Neoplatonic system
of metaphysics featuring a monistic concept of
created substance. The work entails a critique of the
dualism of both Descartes and Henry More, as well
as of the materialism (as she saw it) of Hobbes and
Spinoza. In her concept of the monad and her
emphasis on the benevolence of God, Conway’s
system has some interesting affinities with that of
Leibniz.

SARAH HUTTON

COPERNICUS, NICOLAUS (1473-1543)

Copernicus argued that the earth is a planet
revolving around the sun, as well as rotating on its
own axis. His work marked the culmination of a
tradition of mathematical astronomy stretching back
beyond Ptolemy, to the Greeks and Babylonians.
Though it was associated with methods and
assumptions that had been familiar for centuries, it
was also revolutionary because of its implications for
the relations between humankind and the universe
at large.

See also: Bruno, G.; COSMOLOGY; EXPLANATION;
GALILEI, GALILEO; KEPLER, J.; KunN, T.S.;
RENAISSANCE PHILOSOPHY

ERNAN MCMULLIN

CORRESPONDENCE THEORY OF TRUTH

See TRUTH, CORRESPONDENCE THEORY OF
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COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

See GOD, ARGUMENTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF

COSMOLOGY

The term ‘cosmology’ has three main uses. At its
most general, it designates a worldview, for
example, the Mayan cosmology. In the early
eighteenth century, shortly after the term made its
first appearance, Christian Wolff used it to draw a
distinction between physics, the empirical study of
the material world, and cosmology, the branch of
metaphysics dealing with material nature in its most
general aspects. This usage remained popular into
the twentieth century, especially among Kantian
and neo-scholastic philosophers. But recent devel-
opments in science that allow the construction of
plausible universe models have, effectively, pre-
empted the use of the term in order to designate the
science that deals with the origins and structure of
the physical universe as a whole.

Cosmology may be said to have gone through
three major phases, each associated with a single
major figure — Aristotle, Newton and Einstein. The
ancient Greeks were the first to attempt to give a
reasoned account of the cosmos. Aristotle con-
structed a complex interlocking set of spheres
centred on an immovable central earth to account
for the motions of the heavenly bodies. Newton
formulated a theory of gravitational force that
required space and time to be both absolute and
infinite. Though the laws of nature could, in
principle, be specified, nothing could be said
about the origins or overall structure of the cosmos.
In 1915, Einstein proposed a general theory of
relativity whose field-equations could be satisfied by
numerous universe-models. Hubble’s discovery of
the galactic red shift in 1929 led Lemaitre in 1931 to
choose from among these alternatives an expand-
ing-universe model, which, though challenged in
the 1950s by a rival steady-state theory, became the
‘standard’ view after the cosmic microwave back-
ground radiation it had predicted was observed in
1964. The ‘Big Bang’ theory has since been
modified in one important respect by the addition
of an inflationary episode in the first fraction of a
second of cosmic expansion. As a ‘cosmic’ theory, it
continues to raise issues of special interest to
philosophers.

See also: ANAXIMANDER; PYTHAGOREANISM; SPACE

ERNAN MCMULLIN

COUNT TERMS
See MASS TERMS



COUNTERFACTUAL CONDITIONALS

‘If bats were deaf, they would hunt during the day’
What you have just read is called a ‘counterfactual’
conditional; it is an ‘If...then...’ statement the
components of which are ‘counter to fact’, in this
case counter to the fact that bats hear well and sleep
during the day. Among the analyses proposed for
such statements, two have been especially promi-
nent. According to the first, a counterfactual asserts
that there is a sound argument from the antecedent
(‘bats are deaf”) to the consequent (‘bats hunt during
the day’). The argument uses certain implicit
background conditions and laws of nature as
additional premises. A variant of this analysis says
that a counterfactual is itself a condensed version of
such an argument. The analysis is called ‘metalin-
guistic’ because of its reference to linguistic items
such as premises and arguments. The second analysis
refers instead to possible worlds. (One may think of
possible worlds as ways things might have gone.)
This analysis says that the example is true just in case
bats hunt during the day in the closest possible
world(s) where they are deaf

See also: POSSIBLE WORLDS; RELEVANCE LOGIC AND
ENTAILMENT

FRANK DORING

COUSIN, VICTOR (1792-1867)

French philosopher, educationalist and historian,
Victor Cousin is primarily associated with ‘Eclecti-
cism’ and the history of philosophy, but his work
also includes contributions to aesthetics, philosophy
of history and political theory. He was a prolific
writer and editor, and a significant figure in the
development of philosophy as a professional dis-
cipline in France.

See also: HEGELIANISM; GERMAN IDEALISM

DAVID LEOPOLD

CRIME AND PUNISHMENT

Introduction

An account of how state punishment can be
justified requires an account of the state, as having
the authority to punish, and of crime, as that which
is punished. Crime, as socially proscribed wrong-
doing, may be formally censured, and may lead to
the payment of compensation to those injured by
it — but why should it also attract the kind of ‘hard-
treatment’ punishment which characterizes a system
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of criminal law? How should we decide which
kinds of wrongdoing should count as crimes?

Consequentialists justify punishment by its ben-
eficial effects, notably in preventing crime by
deterring, reforming or incapacitating potential
criminals. They face the objection that the whole-
hearted pursuit of such goals would lead to
injustice — punishment of those who do not deserve
it. Even if that objection is met by imposing non-
consequentialist constraints on the system, they also
face the objection that a consequentialist system fails
to respect criminals as responsible moral agents.

Retributivists hold that punishment must be
deserved if it is to be justified, and that the guilty
(and only the guilty) deserve punishment. Positive
retributivists hold that the guilty should be punished
as they deserve, even if this will achieve no
consequential good. Negative retributivists hold
that only the guilty may be punished, but that they
should be punished only if their punishment will be
beneficial. The main objection to retributivism is
that it fails to explain why the guilty deserve
punishment.

Some retributivists have argued that the guilty
deserve censure, and that punishment serves to
communicate that censure. But why should we use
‘hard treatment’ such as imprisonment or fines to
communicate censure? Does the hard treatment
function as a consequentialist deterrent? Or could
such punishments serve to reform or educate
criminals, thus bringing them to repent their crimes
and restore their relationships with those they have
wronged?

A theory of justified punishment must be related
to our existing penal institutions. It must, in
particular, have something to say about sentencing:
about what kinds of punishment should be
imposed, and about how sentencers should decide
on the appropriate severity of punishment. A central
issue concerns the role of the principle of
proportionality: the demand that the severity of
punishment should be proportionate to the serious-
ness of the crime.

But we must also ask whether our existing penal
practices can be justified at all. We must face the
abolitionists’ argument that punishment should be
abolished in favour of social practices which treat
‘crimes’ not as wrongdoings that must be punished,
but as ‘conflicts’ which must be resolved by a
reconciliatory rather than a punitive process.

Punishment, the state and the criminal law
Consequentialism and retributivism
Punishment and communication

Penal theory and sentencing

Can punishment be justified?

a s O =

151



CRIME AND PUNISHMENT

1 Punishment, the state and the criminal law

Our focus is on punishment imposed by the state for
breaches of the criminal law. Punishment can be
initially defined as the deliberate infliction of
something meant to be burdensome, by an
authority, on an alleged offender, for an alleged
offence. It needs justification because it involves
doing things (depriving people of life, liberty or
money) which are normally wrong. Difterent moral
perspectives, however, generate difterent accounts
of why punishment is morally problematic and thus
of what could justify it. Is what matters the
infliction of pain, for instance; or the apparent
coercive infringement of rights which punishment
involves?

A justification of state punishment presupposes a
normative theory of the state, as having the
authority to punish. Different theories of the state
generate different conceptions of punishment: a
liberal theory, for example, might set more modest
aims for state punishment, and subject it to stricter
constraints, than would a communitarian theory
(see LiBeraLIsSM; COMMUNITY AND COMMUNI-
TARIANISM).

A justification of punishment also requires an
account of crime, since it is crimes that are
punished. Crime can be minimally defined as
socially proscribed wrongdoing, breaching an
authoritative social norm. We require an account
of the proper character and scope of such norms
(and of what it is to be responsible for breaching
them, since crime involves a criminal who can be
held responsible for it) (see RESPONSIBILITY). But
not all breaches of socially (or legally) authoritative
norms count as crimes which merit punishment: we
must ask what kinds of response are appropriate to
difterent kinds of wrongdoing.

Censure is one proper response to breaches of
authoritative norms, and the expression of censure
may be a further defining feature of punishment;
this distinguishes fines, for instance, from taxes (see
§3). But censure can be expressed by formal
declarations, or by symbolic punishments which
are painful only in virtue of their expressive
meaning, whereas criminal punishments typically
inflict ‘hard treatment’ (the loss of liberty, money or
life) which is painful independently of its expressive
meaning. Why should such hard treatment be an
appropriate response to socially proscribed wrong-
doing?

Another response to such wrongdoing is the
enforced payment of compensation to those harmed
by it; this is a central feature of the civil as distinct
from the criminal law. But though punishment may
involve the payment of compensation, it also inflicts
hard treatment that is not directly compensatory
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(nor do crimes always harm identifiable victims).
Why should such punitive hard treatment ever be
appropriate, and for what kinds of conduct? Which
should count as crimes, rather than merely as civil
wrongs?

Some theorists appeal to the ‘harm principle’ (see
Law AND MORALITY §2): only conduct which
harms or endangers others should be criminal. But
this provides at most a necessary, not a sufficient,
condition for criminalization: not every kind of
(even seriously) harmful conduct is a plausible
candidate for criminalization. And, apart from the
question of whether paternalistic laws, prohibiting
conduct that harms only the agent, can ever be
justified, we must ask what counts as ‘harm’. Can
we distinguish harmful from merely offensive
conduct? Might we count some conduct as
‘harmful” purely because of its moral character (as,
for example, a breach of trust or a denial of rights)
rather than because of its material effects?

Whether we talk of conduct that harms interests,
or that infringes rights, or that flouts community
values, we must ask which interests, rights or values
should be protected by the criminal rather than the
civil law. Crimes are often said to be public, rather
than private or individual, wrongs: wrongs not just
against some individual who may then claim
damages, but against the community or state. That
is why while civil cases are brought (and may be
dropped) by individual plaintiffs, criminal cases are
brought by the state or community, even when they
involve an attack on an individual victim. But can
we explain crimes as public wrongs, without
distorting the way in which many crimes attack
individual victims? To say, for instance, that murder
and rape should be crimes not because of what they
do to their particular victims, but because they
threaten public order, seems to deny the significance
of the victim’s suffering. We might suggest that even
crimes against individual victims should count as
‘public’ wrongs in that the community should
identify itself with the victim, counting the victim’s
wrong as ‘ours’. Or we might abandon the idea of
crimes as public wrongs (except for those which
directly injure the collective rather than any
individual, like tax evasion), and portray crimes as
attacks on those central rights or interests which the
state should protect. Either approach, however,
leaves us with the question of which rights or
interests should be thus protected, or which wrongs
should thus be seen as public wrongs. Or if we say
that the criminal law should protect the values
which are essential to the identity or existence of
the community, we must ask which those values are.
(Any account of crime must also explain the
distinction between mala in se, acts which are
wrong independently of any legal rule, and mala



prohibita, acts which are wrong only because
prohibited. Mala prohibita, however, include many
offences (notably ‘regulatory’ offences, such as
minor traffic violations) which some think should
not count as true ‘crimes’: they should be dealt
with, not by a criminal process which censures and
punishes, but by some distinct regulatory proce-
dure.)

Instead of asking directly which kinds of conduct
should be criminalized, we might ask what justifies
criminal punishment, and found our principles of
criminalization on our answer to that question. If
the central justifying aim of punishment is deter-
rence, we can ask which kinds of conduct should be
thus deterred; if its proper aim is ‘retribution’, we
can ask which kinds of conduct merit such a
retributive response.

2 Consequentialism and retributivism

Penal theory has long been a battleground between
consequentialists and retributivists. After a period of
consequentialist domination, the 1970s saw a revival
in retributivist thought, as part of a wider rights-
based reaction against consequentialism in social
policy.

Consequentialists justify punishment by its
instrumental contribution to certain goods: most
obviously, the good of crime-prevention. A penal
system 1is justified if its crime-preventive and other
benefits outweigh its costs, and no alternative
practice could achieve such goods more cost-
effectively. Punishment prevents crime by deterring,
incapacitating or reforming potential offenders: by
giving them prudential disincentives to crime, by
subjecting them to restraints which make it harder
for them to break the law, or by so modifying their
attitudes that they will obey the law willingly (see
BeNnTHAM, J.; CONSEQUENTIALISM).

It is at most a contingent truth that such effects
on potential offenders are efficiently achieved by
punishing actual offenders. This generates the
familiar objection to any purely consequentialist
theory, that it sanctions injustice. A system of
deterrent punishment must appear to punish actual
offenders: but that leaves open the possibility of
framing innocent scapegoats to deter others or to
reassure the public. And unless actual offending is
the only reliable predictor of the future crimes
which reformative or incapacitative measures aim to
prevent, such measures might be efficiently (but
surely unjustly) inflicted on those who have not yet
broken the law but are thought likely to do so.
Indeed, since a person’s subjection to coercive
treatment by the state must depend on the predicted
effects of such treatment, rather than on their past
conduct, we might wonder whether consequenti-
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alists can justify a system of punishment, of measures
imposed for a crime, at all.

Some consequentialists do argue that we should
replace punishment by other, more efficient meth-
ods of dealing with socially dangerous people.
Others argue that we should accept the ‘injustices’
that a strictly consequentialist penal system might
perpetrate (noting that we already accept, for
instance, the pre-emptive detention of the mentally
disordered). Most accept, however, that a justified
system of punishment cannot perpetrate the kinds
of gross injustice noted above.

Consequentialists might meet this objection by
providing a fuller account of the goods to be
achieved or protected, and of the methods by which
they might practicably be achieved. Thus some
argue that individual freedom is an essential good,
whose protection precludes the deliberate punish-
ment of those who have not voluntarily broken the
law. Others argue that, given the fallibility of human
agents, the only safe way to pursue the appropriate
goods is to set strict constraints on the penal system:
for instance, strictly to forbid the deliberate punish-
ment of an innocent. Such consequentialist
defences, however, depend on large empirical
claims about the likely effects of penal strategies,
which cannot easily be verified. Can the demands of
justice to which this objection appeals really be
adequately grounded in the contingencies on which
this consequentialist argument depends?

Another strategy is to abandon pure consequen-
tialism, and impose non-consequentialist side-con-
straints of justice on our pursuit of the
consequentialist’s goals: to insist, for instance, that
only those who have voluntarily broken the law
may be punished, since responsible agents have a
right not to be subjected to such coercive measures
unless they voluntarily make themselves liable to
them.

One objection to even a side-constrained con-
sequentialist theory concerns the moral standing of
those who are punished or threatened with punish-
ment: that a consequentialist system fails to respect
its citizens (criminals and non-criminals) as respon-
sible agents. A system of deterrent punishments,
Hegel argued, treats all those whom it threatens
with punishment like ‘dogs’: rather than seeking
their allegiance to the law by appeal to the moral
reasons which justify its demands, it coerces their
obedience by threats (see HEGEL, G.W.E §8). A
consequentialist system of reform similarly treats
those subjected to it as objects to be remoulded,
rather than as responsible agents who must deter-
mine their own conduct.

Against such objections, some argue that a side-
constrained system of deterrent punishments can
respect the moral standing of those it threatens and
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punishes; or that ‘rehabilitation’ and ‘reform’ need
not be improperly manipulative or coercive. But
one stimulus to the retributivist revival in the 1970s
was the claim that only retributivism respects the
moral standing of criminals: their right to receive
‘fair and certain punishment’, rather than being
‘used merely as means’ to the deterrence of others,
or being subjected to indefinite terms of reformative
‘treatment’.

The central retributivist slogan is that (only) the
guilty deserve punishment, and deserve punish-
ments proportionate to the seriousness of their
crimes. This demand for ‘just deserts’ may be
interpreted negatively, as forbidding the punishment
of the innocent (or the excessive punishment of the
guilty); or positively, as requiring that the guilty be
punished as they deserve. The negative reading
makes guilt a necessary, but not sufficient, condition
of justified punishment: it suggests a ‘mixed’
account, which gives punishment a consequentialist
aim but subjects our pursuit of that aim to
retributivist side-constraints, requiring that punish-
ment be both deserved and consequentially bene-
ficial. The positive reading makes guilt a necessary
and sufficient condition of justified punishment: the
guilty should be punished because they deserve it,
whether or not their punishment achieves any
consequential good (see KanT, I. §10).

The central task for any retributivist is to explain
this supposed justificatory relation between guilt
and punishment: what is it about crime that makes
punishment an appropriate response to it? The
central objection to all retributivist theories is that
they fail to discharge this task: they either fail to
explain this notion of penal desert, falling back on
unexplained intuition or metaphysical mystery-
mongering, or offer covertly consequentialist expla-
nations.

The ‘new retributivism’ of the 1970s offered
various accounts of the idea of penal desert. One
was that criminals gained by their crimes an unfair
advantage over the law-abiding, since they accepted
the benefits of the law-abiding self-restraint of
others, but evaded that burden of self-restraint
themselves: their punishment removed that unfair
advantage, thus restoring the fair balance of benefits
and burdens which the law should preserve. One
objection to this account is that it distorts the nature
of crime: what makes rape punishable as a crime is
surely the wrong done to its victim, not the unfair
advantage the rapist supposedly takes over all those
who obey the law.

Another trend in recent retributivist thought has
rather built on the idea of punishment as an
expressive or communicative practice.
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3 Punishment and communication

Expressive accounts of punishment need not be
retributivist: since by expressing censure we can
modify wrongdoers’ conduct, consequentialists can
advocate expressive punishments. But the expressive
or communicative aspect of punishment can explain
the retributivist’s slogan that the guilty deserve
punishment: if they have broken a law which
justifiably claimed their obedience, they deserve
censure; and it is a proper task for the state, speaking
on behalf of the community, to communicate that
censure to them.

We should talk of communication rather than of
expression here. For communication is a process
which addresses (as expression need not) another as
a rational agent; it captures the idea (central to
recent versions of retributivism), that we must
address criminals as rational and responsible agents.

But even if criminal wrongdoers should be
censured, and hard-treatment punishments of the
sort imposed by our penal systems can communicate
that censure, we must ask why it should be
communicated in this way, rather than by formal
declarations or purely symbolic punishments (see
§1).

Some suggest that hard treatment is necessary if
the censure which wrongdoing merits is to be
communicated effectively to the criminal, who
might not attend to merely symbolic punishments;
or that it may be necessary to ‘defeat’ the claim to
superiority which was implicit in the wrongdoer’s
crime (but do all crimes make such a claim?). But
why, if not for the consequentialist reason that this
will make the punishment a more effective
deterrent, is effective communication so crucial
that we must inflict hard-treatment punishments to
achieve it?

Others accept that a communicative retributi-
vism cannot by itself justify the use of hard
treatment as the communicative vehicle: it must
be justified by a consequentialist concern for
deterrence. This need not be the kind of ‘mixed’
account which portrays retributivist values merely as
side-constraints on the consequentialist ends which
give the penal system its positive aim. The
communication of censure can itself be the central
justifying aim of punishment, so that the law
addresses the citizen as a responsible moral agent,
appealing to the moral reasons which justify its
demands and the censure that it imposes on those
who flout those demands. But recognizing that, as
fallible human beings, we will not always be
adequately motivated by such moral reasons for
obeying the law, we communicate that censure
through hard treatment in order to provide an
additional prudential incentive for obedience. On



one version of this account, the hard treatment
should provide only a modest prudential supple-
ment which does not replace or drown the law’s
moral voice: the question then is whether such
modest supplements will be eftective. On another
version, the hard treatment may be harsh enough to
provide by itself an effective deterrent; but this will
revive the objections noted earlier to a deterrent
conception of punishment.

More ambitiously communicative accounts of’
punishment portray the hard treatment as a mode of
moral communication which aims to reform or
educate. Punishment aims to bring wrongdoers to
understand and to repent their crimes, and thus to
reform their future conduct. Hard treatment assists
this purpose by helping to bring home to them the
meaning and implications of what they have done;
it can also, if it is willingly undergone, enable them
to express their repentance and thus reconcile
themselves with their victims and the community.
Such accounts are retributivist, since punishment
must be focused on the past crime as an appropriate
censuring response to it, but they also give punish-
ment a forward-looking purpose: the offender’s
reform or rehabilitation, the restoration of the
relationships which the crime damaged, the making
of symbolic (and perhaps material) reparation to the
victim and the community. Such purposes, how-
ever, are not to be understood in strictly con-
sequentialist terms, as independent ends to which
punishment is a contingent means: they can be
achieved only through a punitive process which
aims to persuade wrongdoers that they must suffer
punishment for what they have done.

We must ask, however, whether hard-treatment
punishment could ever be an appropriate vehicle for
such a communicative, reformative and penitential
endeavour; and whether, even if it could (as it might
be in, for instance, a religious community that
practises penance), the state should take such a
coercive interest in the moral condition of its
citizens. This conception of punishment might be at
home within a communitarian perspective accord-
ing to which individuals can find their identity and
their good only as members of a community united
by shared values and mutual concerns; but it seems
incompatible with a liberal insistence on the need to
protect individual rights and privacy against intru-
sive state or community power. Liberals can argue
that punishment’s primary purpose should be the
communication of appropriate censure, but may
deny that the state should try, by such coercive
means, to secure repentance and reform; in which
case hard-treatment punishments could be justified
only as prudential deterrents which do not seek to
invade the criminal’s soul.
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4 Penal theory and sentencing

Philosophical discussions of punishment are typi-
cally conducted at a level of high abstraction,
remote both from the actualities of penal practices
and from the pressing concerns of penal practi-
tioners. But we must try to relate them to the real
penal world.

One central issue is that of sentencing. What
kinds of punishment should be available to the
courts (capital punishment; imprisonment; fines;
community service; probation)? What makes a
particular kind of punishment appropriate, either
generally or for a particular crime? How should
sentencers determine the severity of punishment to
be imposed on particular crimes or criminals?

Discussion of the last question often focuses on
the principle of proportionality: the severity of
punishment should be proportionate to the serious-
ness of the crime. Some such principle is integral to
any retributivist theory, including communicative
theories: for if punishment is to communicate an
appropriate degree of censure, its severity must be
proportionate to the seriousness of the crime. The
application of such a principle requires some way of
assessing and comparing the seriousness of different
crimes, and the severity of different punishments;
and it is not clear either just how, or how precisely,
this can be done. Furthermore, while such a
principle can help to determine the relative severity
of sentences, requiring that more serious crimes be
punished more severely, and so on, it is not clear
whether it can help to fix absolute levels of
punishment.

How important is the principle of proportion-
ality? On some views, it is paramount: the primary
aim of sentencing is to do justice by assigning
proportionate sentences. This means, in practice,
that the available range of punishments must be
limited, and that the courts should have only very
limited discretion in sentencing. Others argue that
the demand for proportionality must be weighed
against other relevant principles, such as a principle
of penal parsimony which requires courts to impose
the lightest acceptable sentence, even if that is
lighter than is required for strict proportionality; on
this view proportionality might be seen as a limiting
principle requiring that criminals be punished no
more severely than is proportionate to their crimes.

There is also a tension between the demand for
proportionality and any ambitious account of
punishment as communication. If punishment is
given an educative, reformative or penitential aim,
courts should seek punishments which are materi-
ally appropriate, rather than just formally propor-
tionate, to the crime and the criminal: punishments
which will appropriately address the particular
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criminal. But this would require the courts to be
given a more flexible and creative discretion in
sentencing, to find or construct sentences appro-
priate to the particular case: a discretion which
might undermine demands for strict and formal
proportionality.

Here again we face a conflict between a liberal
perspective which emphasizes the demands of
formal justice, and seeks to protect the citizen
against the coercive and discretionary power of the
state; and a more ambitious conception of the
proper role of the state and the criminal law in
seeking the moral good of the citizens.

5 Can punishment be justified?

Any plausible normative theory of punishment will
show our existing penal institutions to be radically
imperfect. The kind and degree of suffering that
they inflict cannot be plausibly portrayed as either
consequentially cost-effective or retributively just,
or well-suited to the aims of a communicative
theory of punishment. Nor is it clear that the
preconditions of justified punishment are satisfied in
our own societies, especially if punishment is
portrayed in retributive or communicative terms:
can we truly say that most of those who are
convicted by our courts have culpably flouted laws
which justifiably claimed their allegiance, or that we
(in whose name the law speaks) have the moral
standing to censure them?

The radical imperfection of our existing penal
institutions raises a serious question for any citizen.
Should we accept those existing institutions (while
also striving for their reform) as necessary to the
prevention of yet greater disorder or injustice; or
may we have to recognize that they perpetrate such
serious injustice, or cause so much harm, that they
cannot be justified at all?

The suggestion that, even if a practice of state
punishment could in principle be justified, our
existing penal institutions may lack any adequate
justification, might seem frivolous: can we honestly
argue that they should be abolished? But this is just
what is argued by ‘abolitionists’, many of whom
indeed argue that punishment cannot even in
principle be justified: we should work not for the
reform of our penal institutions, but for their
abolition. Such arguments are not often considered
in the philosophical literature, which tends to
assume that the key issue is not whether, but how,
state punishment can be justified; but they present a
challenge that must be taken seriously.

Various themes run through abolitionist writings.
One concerns the very concept of ‘crime’ as that
which merits a punitive response: we should
reconceptualize crimes as ‘conflicts’ that require
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resolution rather than punishment. Relatedly, we
should ‘civilize’ our response to crime, favouring a
civil law rather than a criminal model: rather than
seeking ‘retributive’ justice by condemning and
punishing those judged to have done wrong, we
should seek ‘restorative’ justice by striving to
reconcile the conflicting parties and (where neces-
sary) negotiating reparation for whatever harm has
been done. These themes are often accompanied by
an advocacy of ‘informal justice’: rather than
allowing the state to ‘steal’ conflicts from the
individuals and local communities to whom they
properly belong, we should look for informal,
participatory modes of conflict-resolution. But
punishment (the deliberate infliction of suffering)
is never justified: neither as retribution (which is not
a proper aim), nor as deterrence (which denies the
moral standing of those who are threatened and
punished). And while rehabilitative facilities may be
offered to those who need and seek them, they can
never properly be imposed on citizens.

Against such views it may be argued that some
‘conflicts’ involve the commission of genuine
wrongs which should be condemned; that any
morally acceptable ‘reconciliation” must involve the
recognition and acceptance of guilt by the wrong-
doer (these considerations argue in favour of a
communicative conception of punishment as cen-
sure); and that a society which truly forswore the
whole coercive apparatus of criminal justice would
be unable to protect itself or its members against
seriously destructive wrongs and social disorder. We
might imagine a more perfect society in which the
kinds of hard-treatment punishment currently
imposed would be unjustified, because unnecessary.
We may agree that we now punish too much, too
harshly, that our penal institutions do not serve the
ends that punishment should serve, and that too
often they inflict further suffering on those who are
already seriously disadvantaged by the political and
economic structures from which many of us benefit.
Abolitionists forcibly remind us of these points; but
this is not to agree that punishment can never be
justified.

See also: JUSTICE; LAW, PHILOSOPHY OF
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R.A. DUFF

CRITERIA

The concept of criteria has been interpreted as the
central notion in the later Wittgenstein’s account of
how language functions, in contrast to the realist
semantics of the Tractatus. According to this later
account, a concept possesses a sense in so far as there
are conditions that constitute non-inductive evi-
dence for its application in a particular case. This
condition on a concept’s possessing a sense has been
thought to enable Wittgenstein to refute both
solipsism and scepticism about other minds. There
are powerful objections to this conception of
criteria, which have led some philosophers to
look for an alternative account of the role of
criteria in Wittgenstein’s later philosophy.

See also: CONTEXTUALISM, EPISTEMOLOGICAL;
OTHER MINDS

MARIE MCGINN

CRITICAL REALISM

Critical realism is a movement in philosophy and
the human sciences starting from Roy Bhaskar’s
writings. It claims that causal laws state the
tendencies of things grounded in their structures,
not invariable conjunctions, which are rare outside
experiments. Therefore, positivist accounts of
science are wrong, but so is the refusal to explain
the human world causally. Critical realism holds that
there is more to ‘what is’ than ‘what is known’,
more to powers than their use, and more to society
than the individuals composing it. It rejects the
widespread view that explanation is always neutral —
to explain can be to criticize.

See also: EXPERIMENT; EXPLANATION IN HISTORY
AND SOCIAL SCIENCE; NATURALISM IN SOCIAL
SCIENCE

ANDREW COLLIER

CRITICAL THEORY

The term ‘critical theory’ designates the approach to
the study of society developed between 1930 and
1970 by the so-called ‘Frankfurt School’. Compris-
ing a group of theorists associated with the Institute
for Social Research, the School was founded in
Frankfurt, Germany in 1923. The three most
important philosophers belonging to it were Max

CROCE, BENEDETTO

Horkheimer, Theodor Wiesengrund Adorno and
Herbert Marcuse.

Horkheimer, Adorno and Marcuse feared that
modern Western societies were turning into closed,
totalitarian systems in which all individual auton-
omy was eliminated. In their earliest writings from
the 1930s they presented this tendency towards
totalitarianism as one result of the capitalist mode of’
production. In later accounts they give more
prominence to the role of science and technology
in modern society, and to the concomitant, purely
‘instrumental’, conception of reason. This concep-
tion of reason denies that there can be any such
thing as inherently rational ends or goals for human
action and asserts that reason is concerned exclu-
sively with the choice of effective instruments or
means for attaining arbitrary ends.

‘Critical theory’ was to be a form of resistance to
contemporary society; its basic method was to be
that of ‘internal’ or ‘immanent’ criticism. Every
society, it was claimed, must be seen as making a
tacit claim to substantive (and not merely instru-
mental) rationality; that is, making the claim that it
allows its members to lead a good life. This claim
gives critical theory a standard for criticism which is
internal to the society being criticized. Critical
theory demonstrates in what ways contemporary
society fails to live up to its own claims. The
conception of the good life to which each society
makes tacit appeal in legitimizing itself will usually
not be fully propositionally explicit, so any critical
theory will have to begin by extracting a tacit
conception of the good life from the beliefs, cultural
artefacts and forms of experience present in the
society in question. One of the particular difficulties
confronting a critical theory of contemporary
society is the disappearance of traditional substantive
conceptions of the good life that could serve as a
basis for internal criticism, and their replacement
with the view that modern society needs no
legitimation beyond simple reference to its actual
efficient functioning, to its ‘instrumental’ rationality.
The ideology of ‘instrumental rationality’ thus itself
becomes a major target for critical theory.

See also: FRANKFURT SCHOOL

RAYMOND GEUSS

CROCE, BENEDETTO (1866-1952)

The leading Italian philosopher of his day, Croce
presented his philosophy as a humanist alternative to
the consolations of religion. A Hegelian idealist, he
argued that all human activity was orientated
towards either the Beautiful, the True, the Useful
or the Good. These ideals were the four aspects of
what, following Hegel, he termed spirit or human
consciousness. The first two corresponded to the
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CRUCIAL EXPERIMENTS

theoretical dimensions of spirit, namely intuition
and logic respectively, the last two to spirit’s
practical aspects of economic and ethical willing.
He contended that the four eternal ideals were ‘pure
concepts’ whose content derived from human
thought and action. Spirit or consciousness pro-
gressively unfolded through human history as our
ideas of beauty, truth, usefulness and morality were
steadily reworked and developed.

Croce insisted that his idealism was a form of
‘absolute historicism’, since it involved the claim
that all meaning and value evolved immanently
through the historical process. He strenuously
denied that spirit could be regarded as some form
of transcendent puppet-master that existed apart
from the human beings through which it expressed
itself. He accused Hegel of making this mistake. He
also maintained that Hegel’s conception of the
dialectic as a synthesis of opposites had paid insufficient
attention to the need to retain the distinct moments
of spirit. He argued that the Beautiful, the True, the
Useful and the Good, though linked, ought never
to be confused, and he criticized aestheticism and
utilitarianism accordingly.

Croce developed his thesis both in philosophical
works devoted to aesthetics, ethics, politics and the
philosophy of history, and in detailed historical
studies of Italian and European literature, culture,
politics and society. Opposition to the Fascist
regime led him to identify his philosophy with
liberalism on the grounds that it emphasized the
creativity and autonomy of the individual. In
practical politics, however, he was a conservative.
See also: ARTISTIC EXPRESSION; ECONOMICS AND
ETHICS; HEGELIANISM; HISTORICISM; POETRY;
Socrar DEMOCRACY

RICHARD BELLAMY

CRUCIAL EXPERIMENTS

A ‘crucial experiment’ allegedly establishes the truth
of one of a set of competing theories. Francis Bacon
held that such experiments are frequent in the
empirical sciences and are particularly important for
terminating an investigation. These claims were
denied by Pierre Duhem, who maintained that
crucial experiments are impossible in the physical
sciences because they require a complete enumera-
tion of all possible theories to explain a
phenomenon — something that cannot be achieved.
Despite Duhem, scientists frequently regard certain
experiments as crucial in the sense that the
experimental result helps make one theory among
a set of competitors very probable and the others
very improbable, given what is currently known.

PETER ACHINSTEIN

CUDWORTH, RALPH (1617-88)

Ralph Cudworth was the leading philosopher of the
group known as the Cambridge Platonists. In his
lifetime he published only one work of philosophy,
his Tiue Intellectual System of the Universe (1678). This
was intended as the first of a series of three volumes
dealing with the general topic of liberty and
necessity. Two further parts of this project were
published posthumously, from the papers he left
when he died: A Tieatise Concerning Eternal and
Immutable Morality (1731) and A Tieatise of Freewill
(1838).

Cudworth’s so-called Cambridge Platonism is
broadly Neoplatonic, but he was receptive to other
currents of thought, both ancient and modern. In
philosophy he was an antideterminist who strove to
defend theism in rational terms, and to establish the
certainty of knowledge and the existence of
unchangeable moral principles in the face of the
challenge of Hobbes and Spinoza. He admired and
borrowed from Descartes, but also criticized aspects
of Cartesianism.

Cudworth’s starting point is his fundamental
belief in the existence of God, conceived as a fully
perfect being, infinitely powerful, wise and good. A
major part of his Tiue Intellectual System is taken up
with the demonstration of the existence of God,
largely through consensus gentium (universal consent)
arguments and the argument from design. The
intellect behind his ‘intellectual system’ is the divine
understanding. Mind is antecedent to the world,
which is intelligible by virtue of the fact that it bears
the stamp of its wise creator. The human mind is
capable of knowing the world since it participates in
the wisdom of God, whence -epistemological
certainty derives. The created world is also the
best possible world, although not bound by
necessity. A central element of Cudworth’s philo-
sophy is his defence of the freedom of will — a
meaningful system of morals would be impossible
without this freedom. Natural justice and morality
are founded in the goodness and justice of God
rather than in an arbitrary divine will. The
principles of virtue and goodness, like the elements
of truth, exist independently of human beings. A
Treatise Concerning Eternal and Immutable Morality
contains the most fully worked-out epistemology of
any of the Cambridge Platonists and constitutes the
most important statement of innate-idea epistemol-
ogy by any British philosopher of the seventeenth
century.

See also: CAMBRIDGE PLATONISM; LOCKE, J.;
NEOPLATONISM

SARAH HUTTON



CULTURAL RELATIVISM
See RATIONALITY AND CULTURAL RELATIVISM

CULTURE

Culture comprises those aspects of human activity
which are socially rather than genetically trans-
mitted. Each social group is characterized by its own
culture, which informs the thought and activity of
its members in myriad ways, perceptible and
imperceptible. The notion of culture, as an
explanatory concept, gained prominence at the
end of the eighteenth century, as a reaction against
the Enlightenment’s belief in the unity of mankind
and universal progress. According to J.G. Herder,
each culture is different and has its own systems of
meaning and value, and cannot be ranked on any
universal scale. Followers of Herder, such as
Nietzsche and Spengler, stressed the organic nature
of culture and praised cultural particularity against
what Spengler called civilization, the world city in
which cultural distinctions are eroded. It is difficult,
however, to see how Herder and his followers avoid
an ultimately self-defeating cultural relativism; the

CULTURE

task of those who understand the significance of
human culture is to make sense of it without sealing
cultures off from one another and making interplay
between them impossible.

Over and above the anthropological sense of
culture, there is also the sense of culture as that
through which a people’s highest spiritual and
artistic aspirations are articulated. Culture in this
sense has been seen by Matthew Arnold and others
as a substitute for religion, or as a kind of secular
religion. While culture in this sense can certainly
inveigh against materialism, it is less clear that it can
do this eftectively without a basis in religion. Nor is
it clear that a rigid distinction between high and low
culture is desirable. It is, in fact, only the artistic
modernists of the twentieth century who have
articulated such a distinction in their work, to the
detriment of the high and the low culture of our
time.

ANTHONY O’HEAR

CUSANUS
See NicHOLAS OF CUSA
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DANTE ALIGHIERI
See ALIGHIERI, DANTE

DAOIST PHILOSOPHY

Early Daoist philosophy has had an incalculable
influence on the development of Chinese philo-
sophy and culture. Philosophical Daoism is often
called ‘Lao—Zhuang’ philosophy, referring directly
to the two central and most influential texts, the
Daodejing (or Laozi) and the Zhuangzi, both of
which were composite, probably compiled in the
fourth and third centuries BC. Beyond these two texts
we might include the syncretic Huainanzi (c.140 BC)
and the Liezi, reconstituted around the fourth
century AD, as part of the traditional Daoist corpus.
Second in influence only to the Confucian
school, the classical Daoist philosophers in many
ways have been construed as both a critique on and
a complement to the more conservative, regulatory
precepts of their Confucian rivals. Daoism has
frequently and unfortunately been characterized in
terms of passivity, femininity, quietism and spiri-
tuality, a doctrine embraced by artists, recluses and
religious mystics. Confucianism, by contrast, has
been cast in the language of moral precepts, virtues,
imperial edicts and regulative methods, a doctrine
embodied in and administered by the state official.
The injudicious application of this yin—yang-like
concept to Daoism and Confucianism tends to
impoverish our appreciation of the richness and
complexity of these two traditions. Used in a heavy-
handed way, it obfuscates the fundamental whole-
ness of both the Confucian and Daoist visions of
meaningful human existence by imposing an
unwarranted conservatism on classical Confucian-
ism, and an unjustified radicalism on Daoism.
There is a common ground shared by the
teachings of classical Confucianism and Daoism in
the advocacy of self-cultivation. In general terms,
both traditions treat life as an art rather than a
science. Both express a ‘this-wordly’ concern for
the concrete details of immediate existence rather
than exercising their minds in the service of grand
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abstractions and ideals. Both acknowledge the
uniqueness, importance and primacy of the parti-
cular person and the person’s contribution to the
world, while at the same time stressing the
ecological interrelatedness and interdependence of
this person with their context.

However, there are also important differences.
For the Daoists, the Confucian penchant for
reading the ‘constant dao’ myopically as the
‘human dao’ is to experience the world at a level
that generates a dichotomy between the human and
natural worlds. The argument against the Confucian
seems to be that the Confucians do not take the
ecological sensitivity far enough, defining self-
cultivation in purely human terms. It is the focused
concern for the overcoming of discreteness by a
spiritual extension and integration in the human
world that gives classical Confucianism its socio-
political and practical orientation. But from the
Daoist perspective, ‘overcoming discreteness’ is not
simply the redefinition of the limits of one’s
concerns and responsibilities within the confines
of the human sphere. The Daoists reject the notion
that human experience occurs in a vacuum, and that
the whole process of existence can be reduced to
human values and purposes.

To the extent that Daoism is prescriptive, it is so
not by articulating rules to follow or asserting the
existence of some underlying moral principle, but
by describing the conduct of an achieved human
being — the sage (shengren) or the Authentic Person
(zhenren) — as a recommended object of emulation.
The model for this human ideal, in turn, is the
orderly, elegant and harmonious processes of nature.
Throughout the philosophical Daoist corpus, there
is a ‘grand’ analogy established in the shared
vocabulary used to describe the conduct of the
achieved human being on the one hand, and the
harmony achieved in the mutual accomodations of
natural phenomena on the other.

The perceived order is an achievement, not a
given. Because dao is an emergent, ‘bottom-up’
order rather than something imposed, the question
is: what is the optimal relationship between de and



dao, between a particular and its environing
conditions? The Daoist response is the self-dis-
positioning of particulars into relationships which
allow the fullest degree of self-disclosure and
development. In the Daoist literature, this kind of
optimally appropriate action is often described as
wuwei, ‘not acting wilfully’, ‘acting naturally’ or
‘non-assertive activity’. Wiwei, then, is the negation
of that kind of ‘making’ or ‘doing’ which requires
that a particular sacrifice its own integrity in acting
on behalf of something ‘other’, a negation of that
kind of engagement that makes something false to
itself. Wiuwei activity ‘characterizes’ — that is,
produces the character or ethos of — an aesthetically
contrived composition. There is no ideal, no closed
pertfectedness. Ongoing creative achievement itself
provides novel possibilities for a richer creativity.
Winwei activity is thus fundamentally qualitative: an
aesthetic category and, only derivatively, an ethical
one. Winwei can be evaluated on aesthetic grounds,
allowing that some relationships are more produc-
tively wuwei than others. Some relationships are
more successful than others in maximizing the
creative possibilities of oneself in one’s environments.
This classical Daoist aesthetic, while articulated
in these early texts with inimitable flavour and
imagination, was, like most philosophical anar-
chisms, too intangible and impractical to ever be a
serious contender as a formal structure for social and
political order. In the early years of the Han dynasty
(206 BC—AD 220), there was an attempt in the
Huainanzi to encourage the Daoist sense of ethos by
tempering the lofty ideals with a functional
practicality. It appropriates a syncretic political
framework as a compromise for promoting a kind
of practicable Daoism — an anarchism within
expedient bounds. While historically the Huainanzi
tell on deaf ears, it helped to set a pattern for the
Daoist contribution to Chinese culture across the
sweep of history. Over and over again, in the
currency of anecdote and metaphor, identifiably
Daoist sensibilities would be expressed through a
range of theoretical structures and social grammars,
from military strategies, to the dialectical progress of
distinctively Chinese schools of Buddhism, to the
constantly changing face of poetics and art. It can
certainly be argued that the richest models of
Confucianism, represented as the convergence of
Daoism, Buddhism and Confucianism itself, were
an attempt to integrate Confucian concerns with
human community with the broader Daoist com-
mitment to an ecologically sensitive humanity.
See also: CHINESE PHILOSOPHY; CONFUCIAN
PHILOSOPHY, CHINESE

DAVID L. HALL
ROGER T. AMES

DAVIDSON, DONALD

DARWIN, CHARLES ROBERT (1809-82)

Darwin’s On the Origin of Species (1859) popularized
the theory that all living things have evolved by
natural processes from pre-existing forms. This
displaced the traditional belief that species were
designed by a wise and benevolent God. Darwin
showed how many biological phenomena could be
explained on the assumption that related species are
descended from a common ancestor. Furthermore,
he proposed a radical mechanism to explain how
the transformations came about, namely, natural
selection. This harsh and apparently purposeless
mechanism was seen as a major threat to the claim
that the universe has a transcendent goal.

Because Darwin openly extended his evolution-
ism to include the human race, it was necessary to
re-examine the foundations of psychology, ethics
and social theory. Moral values might be merely the
rationalization of instinctive behaviour patterns.
Since the process which produced these patterns
was driven by struggle, it could be argued that society
must inevitably reflect the harshness of nature (‘social
Darwinism’). Darwin’s book has been seen as the
trigger for a ‘scientific revolution’. It took many
decades for both science and Western culture to
assimilate the more radical aspects of Darwin’s
theory. But since the mid-twentieth century Darwin’s
selection mechanism has become the basis for a
highly successful theory of evolution, the human
consequences of which are still being debated.

See also: EVOLUTION AND ETHICS

PETER J. BOWLER

DAVIDSON, DONALD (1917-2003)

Donald Davidson’s views about the relationship
between our conceptions of ourselves as people and
as complex physical objects have had significant
impact on contemporary discussions of such topics
as intention, action, causal explanation and weak-
ness of the will. His collection of essays, Actions and
Events (1980), contains many seminal contributions
in these areas. But perhaps even greater has been the
influence of Davidson’s philosophy of language, as
reflected especially in Inquiries into Truth and
Interpretation (1984). Among the philosophical issues
connected to language on which Davidson has been
influential are the nature of truth, the semantic
paradoxes, first person authority, indexicals, mod-
ality, reference, quotation, metaphor, indetermi-
nacy, convention, realism and the publicity of
language.

See also: AKRASIA; ANOMALOUS MONISM; INDIRECT
DISCOURSE; INTENTION; RADICAL TRANSLATION
AND RADICAL INTERPRETATION

ERNIE LEPORE
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DE RE/DE DICTO

DE BEAUVOIR, SIMONE
See BEAUVOIR, SIMONE DE

DE DICTO
See DE RE/DE DICTO

DE LA METTRIE, JULIEN OFFROY
See LA METTRIE, JULIEN OFFROY DE

DE MONTESQUIEU, CHARLES BARON
See MONTESQUIEU, CHARLES LOUIS DE SECONDAT

DE PIZAN, CHRISTINE

See CHRISTINE DE P1zAaN

DE RE/DE DICTO

‘De re’ and ‘de dicto’ have been used to label a host of
different, albeit interrelated, distinctions. ‘De dicto’
means ‘of, or concerning, a dictum’, that is,
something having representative content, such as a
sentence, statement or proposition. ‘De re’ means
‘of, or concerning, a thing’. For example, a de dicto
belief is a belief that a bearer of representative
content is true, while a de re belief is a belief
concerning some thing, that it has a particular
characteristic.
Consider the following example:

John believes his next-door neighbour is a
Buddhist.

This statement is ambiguous. Construed de dicto, it is
true in the following circumstance. John has never
had any contact with his next-door neighbour.
Nevertheless, John believes that his next-door
neighbour is bound to be a Buddhist. Construed
in this de dicto fashion, the statement does not
attribute to John a belief that is distinctively about a
particular individual. In contrast, construed de re, it
does attribute to John a belief that is about a
particular individual. For example, construed de re,
the statement is true in the following circumstance.
John encounters his next-door neighbour, Fred, at a
party without realizing that Fred is his next-door
neighbour. On the basis of his conversation with
Fred, John forms a belief about the individual who
is in fact his next-door neighbour to the effect that
he is a Buddhist.

See also: ESSENTIALISM; USE/MENTION
DISTINCTION AND QUOTATION

ANDRE GALLOIS

DEATH

Reflection on death gives rise to a variety of
philosophical questions. One of the deepest of these
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is a question about the nature of death. Typically,
philosophers interpret this question as a call for an
analysis or definition of the concept of death. Plato,
for example, proposed to define death as the
separation of soul from body. However, this
definition is not acceptable to those who think
that there are no souls. It is also unacceptable to
anyone who thinks that plants and lower animals
have no souls, but can nonetheless die. Others have
defined death simply as the cessation of life. This
too is problematic, since an organism that goes into
suspended animation ceases to live, but may not
actually die.

Death is described as ‘mysterious’, but neither is
it clear what this means. Suppose we cannot
formulate a satisfactory analysis of the concept of
death: in this respect death would be mysterious,
but no more so than any other concept that defies
analysis. Some have said that what makes death
especially mysterious and frightening is the fact that
we cannot know what it will be like. Death is
typically regarded as a great evil, especially if it
strikes someone too soon. However, Epicurus and
others argued that death cannot harm those who
die, since people go out of existence when they die,
and people cannot be harmed at times when they
do not exist. Others have countered that the evil of
death may lie in the fact that death deprives us of
the goods we would have enjoyed if we had lived.
On this view, death may be a great evil for a person,
even if they cease to exist at the moment of death.

Philosophers have also been concerned with the
question of whether people can survive death. This
is open to several interpretations, depending on
what we understand to be people and what we
mean by ‘survive’. Traditional materialists take each
person to be a purely physical object — a human
body. Since human bodies generally continue to
exist after death, such materialists presumably must
say that we generally survive death. However, such
survival would be of little value to the deceased,
since the surviving entity is just a lifeless corpse.
Dualists take each person to have both a body and a
soul. A dualist may maintain that at death the soul
separates from the body, thereby continuing to
enjoy (or sufter) various experiences after the body
has died.

Some who believe in survival think that the
eternal life of the soul after bodily death can be a
good beyond comparison. But Bernard Williams
has argued that eternal life would be profoundly
unattractive. If we imagine ourselves perpetually
stuck at a given age, we may reasonably fear that
eternal life will eventually become rather boring.
On the other hand, if we imagine ourselves
experiencing an endless sequence of varied ‘lives’,
each disconnected from the others, then it is



questionable whether it will in fact be ‘one person’
who lives eternally.

Finally, there are questions about death and the
meaning of life. Suppose death marks the end of all
conscious experience — would our lives be then
rendered meaningless? Or would the fact of
impending death help us to recognize the value of
our lives, and thereby give deeper meaning to life?
See also: LIFE AND DEATH; LIFE, MEANING OF; SOUL,
NATURE AND IMMORTALITY OF

FRED FELDMAN

DEBORIN, A.

See MARXIST PHILOSOPHY, RUSSIAN AND SOVIET

DECISION AND GAME THEORY

Decision theory studies individual decision-making
in situations in which an individual’s choice neither
affects nor is affected by other individuals’ choices;
while game theory studies decision-making in
situations where individuals’ choices do affect each
other. Decision theory asks questions like: what
does it mean to choose rationally? How should we
make choices when the consequences of our actions
are uncertain? Buying insurance and deciding
which job to take are examples of the kind of
decisions studied by this discipline. Game theory
instead applies to all decisions that have a strategic
component. The choices of an oligopolist, voting
strategies, military tactical problems, deterrence, but
also common phenomena such as threatening,
promising, conflict and cooperation are its subject
matter. In a strategic situation, the goal is not just to
choose rationally, but to choose in such a way that a
mutual solution is achieved, so that choices
‘coordinate’ in the right way. The formal methods
developed by game theory do not require that the
subject making a choice be an intentional agent:
coordinated interaction between animals or com-
puters can be successfully modelled as well.

See also: PROBABILITY, INTERPRETATIONS OF;
RATIONAL CHOICE THEORY; SEMANTICS,
GAME-THEORETIC

CRISTINA BICCHIERI

DECISION PROBLEM
See CHURCH’S THEOREM AND THE DECISION
PROBLEM

DECONSTRUCTION

Although the term is often used interchangeably
(and loosely) alongside others like ‘post-structural-
ism’ and ‘postmodernism’, deconstruction differs
from these other movements. Unlike post-structur-

DEDEKIND, JULIUS WILHELM RICHARD

alism, its sources lie squarely within the tradition of
Western philosophical debate about truth, knowl-
edge, logic, language and representation. Where
post-structuralism follows the linguist Saussure — or
its own version of Saussure — in espousing a radically
conventionalist (hence sceptical and relativist)
approach to these issues, deconstruction pursues a
more complex and critical path, examining the texts
of philosophy with an eye to their various blind-
spots and contradictions. Where postmodernism
blithely declares an end to the typecast ‘Enlight-
enment’ or ‘modernist’ project of truth-seeking
rational inquiry, deconstruction preserves the cri-
tical spirit of Enlightenment thought while ques-
tioning its more dogmatic or complacent habits of
belief. It does so primarily through the close reading
of philosophical and other texts and by drawing
attention to the moments of ‘aporia’ (unresolved
tension or conflict) that tend to be ignored by
mainstream exegetes. Yet this is not to say (as its
detractors often do) that deconstruction is a kind of
all-licensing  textualist ‘freeplay’ which abandons
every last standard of interpretive fidelity, rigour or
truth. At any rate it is a charge that finds no warrant
in the writings of some — Jacques Derrida and Paul
de Man chief among them.

See also: DERRIDA, J.; POST-STRUCTURALISM

CHRISTOPHER NORRIS

DEDEKIND, JULIUS WILHELM RICHARD
(1831-1916)

Dedekind is known chiefly, among philosophers,
for contributions to the foundations of the
arithmetic of the real and the natural numbers.
These made available for the first time a systematic
and explicit way, starting from very general notions
(which Dedekind himself regarded as belonging to
logic), to ground the differential and integral
calculus without appeal to geometric ‘intuition’.
This work also forms a pioneering contribution to
set theory (further advanced in Dedekind’s corre-
spondence with Georg Cantor) and to the general
notion of a ‘mathematical structure’.

Dedekinds foundational work had a close
connection with his advancement of substantive
mathematical knowledge, particularly in the the-
ories of algebraic numbers and algebraic functions.
His achievements in these fields make him one of
the greatest mathematicians of the nineteenth
century.

See also: CANTOR, G.; LocIcism

HOWARD STEIN
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DEDUCTIVE CLOSURE PRINCIPLE

DEDUCTIVE CLOSURE PRINCIPLE

It seems that one can expand one’s body of
knowledge by making deductive inferences from
propositions one knows. The ‘deductive closure
principle’ captures this idea: if S knows that P, and S
correctly deduces Q from P, then S knows that Q. A
closely related principle is that knowledge is closed
under known logical implication: if S knows that P
and S knows that P logically implies Q, then S
knows that Q. These principles, if they hold, are
guaranteed by general features of the concept of
knowledge. They would form part of a logic of
knowledge.

An influential argument for scepticism about
knowledge of the external world employs the
deductive closure principle. The sceptic begins by
sketching a logically possible hypothesis, or coun-
ter-possibility (for example, that one is a brain in a
vat, with computer-induced sense experience)
which is logically incompatible with various things
one claims to know (such as that one has hands).
The proposition that one has hands logically implies
the falsity of the sceptical hypothesis. Supposing that
one is aware of this implication, the deductive
closure principle yields the consequence that if one
knows that one has hands, then one knows that one
is not a brain in a vat. The sceptic argues that one
does not know this: if one were in a vat, then one
would have just the sensory evidence one actually
has. It follows that one does not know that one has
hands. Some philosophers have sought to block this
argument by denying the deductive closure principle.
See also: KNOWLEDGE, CONCEPT OF §§7-10;
SCEPTICISM

ANTHONY BRUECKNER

DEEP ECOLOGY
See EcorocicaL PHILOSOPHY; NASS, ARNE

DEFINITE DESCRIPTIONS
See DESCRIPTIONS

DEFINITION

A definition is a statement, declaration or proposal
establishing the meaning of an expression. In virtue
of the definition, the expression being defined (the
‘definiendum’) is to acquire the same meaning as
the expression in terms of which it is defined (the
‘definiens’). For example, ‘Man is a rational animal’
determines the meaning of the term ‘man’ by
making it synonymous with ‘rational animal’.
Classical theory maintains that a good definition
captures the ‘real nature’ of what is defined: ‘A
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definition is a phrase signifying a thing’s essence’
(see Aristotle). Historically, philosophers have come
to distinguish these ‘real” definitions from ‘nominal’
definitions that specify the meaning of a linguistic
expression rather than signify the essential nature of
an object, ‘making another understand by Words,
what Idea, the term defined stands for’ (see Locke).
A further distinction can be drawn between
contextual or implicit definitions, on the one hand,
and explicit definitions, on the other. Often a
definition fixes meaning directly and explicitly: for
example, the definition of a proper name might well
take the form of an explicit identity statement
(‘Pegasus = the winged horse’) and a definition of a
predicate is usually given (or can be re-cast) in the
form of an equivalence (‘For every x: x is a man if
and only if x is a rational animal’). But sometimes
the meaning of a term is specified in context, by
way of the meaning of larger expressions in which
the term occurs. A paradigmatic example of this is
Bertrand Russell’s analysis of the meaning of the
definite article.
See also: FreGE, G. §§6, 8, 9; PARADOXES OF SET
AND PROPERTY

G. ALDO ANTONELLI

DEISM

In the popular sense, a deist is someone who
believes that God created the world but thereafter
has exercised no providential control over what goes
on in it. In the proper sense, a deist is someone who
affirms a divine creator but denies any divine
revelation, holding that human reason alone can
give us everything we need to know to live a
correct moral and religious life. In this sense of
‘deism’ some deists held that God exercises
providential control over the world and provides
for a future state of rewards and punishments, while
other deists denied this. However, they all agreed
that human reason alone was the basis on which
religious questions had to be settled, rejecting the
orthodox claim to a special divine revelation of
truths that go beyond human reason. Deism
flourished in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, principally in England, France and
America.

See also: MIRACLES; NATURAL THEOLOGY; RELIGION
AND SCIENCE

WILLIAM L. ROWE

DELEUZE, GILLES (1925-95)

Although grounded in the history of philosophy,
Gilles Deleuze’s work does not begin with first
principles but grasps the philosophical terrain ‘in the



middle’. This method overthrows subject—object
relations in order to initiate a philosophy of
difference and chance that is not derived from static
being; a philosophy of the event, not of the
signifier-signified; a form of content that consists
of a complex of forces that are not separable from
their form of expression; the assemblage or body
without organs, not the organized ego; time,
intensity and duration instead of space; in short, a
world in constant motion consisting of becomings
and encounters with the ‘outside’ that such concepts
do not grasp.

This radical philosophical project is rendered
most clearly in Deleuze (and his collaborator
Guattaris concept of the ‘thizome’). The rhizome
is a multiplicity without any unity that could fix a
subject or object. Any point of the rhizome can and
must be connected to any other, though in no fixed
order and with no homogeneity. It can break or
rupture at any point, yet old connections will start
up again or new connections will be made; the
rhizome’s connections thus have the character of a
map, not a structural or generative formation. The
rhizome, then, is no model, but a ‘line of flight’ that
opens up the route for encounters and makes
philosophy into cartography.

See also: ALTERITY AND IDENTITY, POSTMODERN
THEORIES OF

DOROTHEA E. OLKOWSKI

DEMARCATION PROBLEM

The problem of demarcation is to distinguish
science from nonscientific disciplines that also
purport to make true claims about the world.
Various criteria have been proposed by philosophers
of science, including that science, unlike ‘non-
science’, (1) is empirical, (2) secks certainty, (3)
proceeds by the use of a scientific method, (4)
describes the observable world, not an unobservable
one, and (5) is cumulative and progressive.

Philosophers of science offer conflicting view-
points concerning these criteria. Some reject one or
more completely. For example, while many accept
the idea that science is empirical, rationalists reject
it, at least for fundamental principles regarding
space, matter and motion. Even among empiricists
differences emerge, for example between those who
advocate that scientific principles must be verifiable
and those who deny that this is possible, claiming
that falsifiability is all that is required.

Some version of each of these five criteria —
considered as goals to be achieved — may be
defensible.

See also: LOGICAL POSITIVISM §5

PETER ACHINSTEIN

DEMOCRACY

DEMOCRACY

Introduction

Democracy means rule by the people, as contrasted
with rule by a special person or group. It is a system
of decision making in which everyone who belongs
to the political organism making the decision is
actually or potentially involved. They all have equal
power. There have been competing conceptions
about what this involves. On one conception this
means that everyone should participate in making
the decision themselves, which should emerge from
a full discussion. On another conception, it means
that everyone should be able to vote between
proposals or for representatives who will be
entrusted with making the decision; the proposal
or representative with most votes wins.

Philosophical problems connected with democ-
racy relate both to its nature and its value. It might
seem obvious that democracy has value because it
promotes liberty and equality. As compared with,
for example, dictatorship, everyone has equal
political power and is free from control by a special
individual or group. However, at least on the voting
conception of democracy, it is the majority who have
the control. This means that the minority may not be
thought to be treated equally; and they lack liberty
in the sense that they are controlled by the majority.

Another objection to democracy is that, by
counting everyone’s opinions as of equal value, it
considers the ignorant as being as important as the
knowledgeable, and so does not result in properly
informed decisions. However, voting may in certain
circumstances be the right way of achieving
knowledge. Pooling opinions may lead to better
group judgement.

These difficulties with democracy are alleviated
by the model which concentrates on mutual
discussion rather than people just feeding opinions
into a voting mechanism. Opinions should in such
circumstances be better formed; and individuals are
more obviously equally respected. However, this
depends upon them starting from positions of equal
power and liberty; rather than being consequences
of a democratic procedure, it would seem that
equality and liberty are instead prerequisites which
are needed in order for it to work properly.

What democracy is

The value of democracy
The paradox of democracy
Democracy and knowledge
The use of democracy
Other consequences
Deliberative democracy
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DEMOCRACY

1 What democracy is

Democracy means rule by the people. It is a form of
decision making or government whose meaning can
be made more precise by contrast with rival forms,
such as dictatorship, oligarchy or monarchy. In these
rival forms a single person or a select group rules.
With democracy this is not so. The people
themselves rule and they rule themselves. The
same body is both ruler and ruled.

Philosophical accounts of democracy analyse its
nature and discuss its value. The two cannot be
completely separated. Any account which explains
the value of democracy has to provide or pre-
suppose an account of what it is holding to be of
value. Conversely, supposedly neutral analyses of the
nature of democracy are influenced by values. For
example, someone who thinks that democracy is a
good thing is liable to analyse it in terms of other
features also thought to be good.

The concept of democracy therefore may
naturally be thought of as what W.B. Gallie called
an essentially contested concept. Such concepts are
concepts whose analysis is unresolvable because
different analysts read into it their favoured values.
For example, before the reunification of Germany,
both East and West Germany called themselves
democracies. Yet each had very different political
systems, one being a Marxist single-party state, the
other having economic and political competition
with several parties and contested elections. A
dispute about which one was really a democracy
would be irresolvable.

This account and this example presuppose that
democracy is desirable, so there is a competition to
lay claim to the honorific title. However, for most
of the time since the invention of the concept of
democracy it has not been taken to be a term of
honour. A kind of democracy did exist in ancient
Athens. But, this was a form of government
criticized by the leading Greek thinkers of the
time, Plato and Aristotle. For most of the time since
this early democracy ended, democracy has neither
existed nor been thought to be desirable.

Much later, with the creation of the USA, we
reach a system which most people today would take
to be a paradigmatic example of democracy.
Unsurprisingly it was defended by its founding
fathers. However, what might surprise us more
today is that in one of the most famous of these
defences, James Madison was careful not to use
‘democracy’ as the name for the system he
supported. He identifies things called democracies
and does not support them; the description he uses
instead for the fledgling USA is ‘republic’.

What Madison means by a republic is ‘a
government in which the scheme of representation
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takes place’, and by a democracy ‘a society
consisting of a small number of citizens, who
assemble and administer the government in person’
The Federalist Papers (1787-8). It might be thought
that the central question here is one of size.
Commentators writing just before Madison, such
as Rousseau (§3) and MoONTESQUIEU, held that
democracy was only possible in small states; and
Madison can be taken to be marking the transition
to the modern world, with large states rather than
small ones; and a corresponding move from direct
democracy to representative government. What is
today standardly called democracy is very difterent
from what was standardly so called in the ancient
world.

However, size is not the only important distinc-
tion here. Individuals in very large modern political
units can now be so linked together by modern
technology that they can relate to each other much
as if they all met together. On the other hand,
political decisions by and for small groups are still
made in the modern world. It can still be asked of
these whether they should be made democratically;
and, if so, which sort of democracy is appropriate.
So, whatever the size of political unit, questions can
arise about the importance of participation or
discussion before decisions are made. It can be
asked whether democracy should be seen primarily
as a2 mechanism in which people vote for policies or
representatives without assembly, participation or
discussion. At one extreme (as with Joseph
Schumpeter), we could analyse democracy as a
competition for votes between professional politi-
cians. At the other extreme, we could analyse
democracy as a system in which unanimous
decisions are reached after a prolonged discussion
which respects the equal autonomy and participa-
tion of everyone involved. The former seems more
practical, but may not uphold any (other) ideals; the
latter seems impressively ideal, but may be ineffec-
tive in practice.

It has just been said that voting and representa-
tion is at least practical. However, this ignores one
prominent problem. This is that the collective view
which results from voting may not be related in the
way we would wish to the individual views
expressed in the votes. In particular this applies if
there are three or more options to be arranged in
order of preference and there are three or more such
individual orderings (see SociAL cHOICE). These
problems will not be discussed further here;
although it should be recognized that many people
think that they are an insuperable objection to
democratic decision making.



2 The value of democracy

Once we have an idea of democracy, the next
question is why, or whether, it is of value. The
Greek historians identified the original introduction
of democracy with the advance of liberty and
equality. Since both liberty and equality are usually
thought to be of value, this would seem to be a
natural answer to the question. Democracy is of
value because it produces liberty and equality. With
dictatorship or other forms of special leadership, a
particular person or group has more power than
others. By contrast, in democracy everyone is equal.
Everyone has the same (political) power. So
democracy is egalitarian as compared with other
forms of government or decision making.

Similarly for liberty. A democracy introduced by
the overthrow of a dictator increases political liberty.
People have been freed from the control of the
dictator. Hence democracy promotes liberty. There
are several connected terms here: liberty, freedom,
autonomy. However, whichever term is used, this
argument seems to work. Consider autonomy. It
means, literally, self-rule. Yet this is exactly what
happens in democracy, as opposed to other forms of
government. The people rule themselves.

However, as always, further inspection makes
matters less obvious. Suppose decisions are made by
majority vote and someone is in the minority. This
person is outvoted and so their wants will not be put
into effect. Therefore we can question whether in
this (democratic) situation, this person is really
autonomous. They are being made to do something
which they do not want to do. Hence they are not
really autonomous. Similarly for equality. Not
everyone is treated equally when majority decisions
are adopted, because only the views of some people
(the majority) are put into effect. The minority’s
views are disregarded. Hence they are not treated
equally. The winner takes all, and hence winners
and losers are not equally treated.

If a2 community is divided into two parts living in
mutual antipathy, this becomes even more obvious.
The majority community could, by democratic
vote, bear heavily down on the minority commu-
nity, restricting or removing things it holds to be of
fundamental value. In such circumstances the
members of the minority community could hardly
be said to be at liberty; nor could it be said that they
were being equally treated. Hence the phrase, used
by Tocqueville in Democracy in America (1835) and
taken over by J.S. Mill in On Liberty (1859), ‘the
tyranny of the majority’. The initial contrast
between democracy and dictatorship has now
been left behind. If democracy is really the
dictatorship of the majority, then it is not so

DEMOCRACY

obvious that democracy promotes freedom and
equality.

3 The paradox of democracy

If we examine democracy from the standpoint of
the minority, as in the last section, this helps to focus
the problem of its value. A democrat thinks that the
majority view ought to be enacted. But in voting
they also declare their own view about what ought
to be enacted. When they are in a minority these
diverge and they seem to be caught in a contra-
diction. There are two incompatible policies, A and
not-A. Yet the minority democrat seems to think
both that A ought to be enacted (because that is
what the majority want) and also that not-A ought
to be enacted (because that is their own view).
Richard Wollheim (1962) called this the ‘paradox of
democracy’.

However, if democracy can be given a value, the
paradox is resolvable. For what we then have is a
simple (and familiar) conflict of wvalues. The
democrat’s direct view of the matter indicates the
value of the course of action for which they voted.
But once it is defeated by the majority this rival
course of action also possesses value. For it inherits
the value of democracy. If, for example, democracy
is taken to be an egalitarian procedure, then
adopting this rival course of action has egalitarian
value.

An example: four of us in a car have to decide to
go either to the beach or to the town. There is only
one car and we can go to only one place. We agree
to decide democratically, by vote. The vote is taken.
I vote for the beach, and am outvoted by three to
one. The beach is of value to me. This is shown by
my vote. However, I am also a democrat. After the
vote, the town also has value to me. With the town
three people’s views are respected; with the beach
only one. If I hold that people are of equal value,
then I have a reason for the car to go to the town.

4 Democracy and knowledge

In his Republic Plato says that ‘it is not in the natural
course of things for the pilot to beg the crew to take
his orders’ (¢.380-367 Bc: 489b). The implication is
that if we want as a group to go to the right place, it
is not sensible to assume that everyone has an
equally valid opinion. Instead we should follow the
lead of those who know. Hence democracy, which
treats everybody’s opinions equally, is inefficient as a
means of determining the right thing to do (see
Praro §14).

This argument makes several presuppositions and
can be resisted by contesting them. Some people
can only know more than others about something if
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there is indeed something to be known. That is, if
there is a truth about the matter independent of
people’s opinions. But this is precisely what might
be contested when the question is what the state
should do. This being a matter of value, it might be
held that no independent truth, and hence no
knowledge, is available. More precisely, it might be
thought that a line can be drawn between areas in
which knowledge is available, and which, for
example, might be handled by a professional,
trained civil service; and areas for which no
knowledge is obtainable, and which should be left
to democratic, untrained, amateur decision. Benja-
min Barber, for example, takes the area of politics to
be one of action, not truth; and for him democracy
takes over in the areas where metaphysics fails,
creating its own epistemology.

It should be noticed, however, that an argument
for the goodness of democratic decision making
cannot simply be made on the basis of a complete
scepticism about values. For if no truths about
values are available, then no truths about the value
of democracy are available either. Hence a valid
argument cannot be made from this premise to a
conclusion that it is true that democracy is of value.

Conversely, even if it is allowed that there are
independent truths about value, it does not directly
follow that democracy is an inappropriate way of
discovering these truths. For it is quite possible that
the truth about what in general the state should do
is the kind of truth about which people have a
roughly equal capacity. Furthermore, even if people
do not have equal capacity, as long as it cannot be
told which ones are superior, democracy may still
be the appropriate method to use. The Platonic
argument assumes that there is a truth about what
should happen; that this truth is better known to
some people than others; and that it is possible to
tell independently of their views which these people
are. All these assumptions could be resisted.

If people are of roughly equal capacity (or it
cannot be told who is superior) then, as long as
everyone is more likely than not to be right, voting
and adopting the majority view is an efficient
method to use. For the majority decision has a
higher probability of being right than any individual
decision, as CONDORCET was the first to show. In
other words, if I have to make a sequence of
decisions about the truth of something and [ am in a
group each of whose members gets the answer right
more often than not, then I do much better
systematically following the majority view of the
group than my own initial views.

Even if some people clearly have better informed
views than others, it still does not follow that
democratic decision making is inefficient. For if it is
obvious who the experts are, then people with an
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interest in discovering what is right will generally
follow their views. In other words, the same answers
will be arrived at as would happen if, as in Plato, the
better informed were made dictators. Democracy
will not be inferior in discovering of the truth, and
will have other advantages.

On the other hand, if it is not obvious who the
experts are, then it is indeed the case that the
majority view may not follow expert opinion. But,
if some people are dictators, it may also be the case
that the people who are made dictators are not the
ones who are better informed. The dangers of
mistake in following majority opinion are matched
by the dangers of mistake in making the wrong
people the dictators. The Platonic argument only
works if the experts can be recognized in advance,
for example (as in Plato’s Republic), because they are
educated in a way which ensures that they will have
expertise.

5 The use of democracy

Other justifications for democracy are possible. One
standard device for justification, for many areas, is
utilitarianism (see UTILITARIANISM). Something is
justified if it promotes general happiness or utility. It
can be asked of a form of government, just like
anything else, whether it does tend to promote this.
The answer, at least of the classical utilitarians such
as BENTHAM and James Mill, is that democracy
does.

This argument is expressed most simply in James
Mill’s Essay on Government (1820). He starts with an
evaluative and a factual premise. The evaluative
premise is utilitarianism. Actions are right in so far
as they promote the general happiness. The factual
premise is universal self-interest. People seek those
things which promote their own interests. The
problem is to find the form of government in which
both of these premises can be true together, to find
the form in which people seeking their own interest
will nevertheless do those things which promote the
general happiness. It is not difficult to show that
representative democracy is the answer. Kings will
promote the interest of kings, dictators of dictators,
oligarchies of oligarchies. In all cases the interest
promoted is that of the ruling group, not that of the
people as a whole. However, if the people as a
whole are put in charge, they will promote the
interests of the people as a whole. Seeking their own
interests, they will produce general happiness.
Hence both premises are satisfied simultaneously.

It is perhaps unsurprising that the greatest
happiness of the greatest number results if the
majority (the greatest number) are put in charge.
However the answer does depend upon certain
presuppositions. It assumes that people act in their



own interests. Even if this is what they generally
intend to do (which might be disputed), it does not
follow from this that they are successful. For they
may not know their interests. For example, it is
often held that people discount the future too
severely, so they prefer less important immediate
interests to more important long-term interests. If
this is so, then democratic decisions will lead to too
short-term results, which are not even in the
interests of those voting.

A related point is that this model takes
preferences as they are, without allowing them to
be changed by the democratic process. Yet if people
are ill informed about what is good for them, it
would be better to operate on the preferences
before permitting these preferences to be expressed
in votes. Democracy treats all votes equally. But
people may not be equally informed about their
interests. So the result may be that some interests are
catered for better than others. Analogously, treating
votes equally means that strongly held and weakly
held views are considered of equal importance. Yet
if the goal is to maximize utility, it may be wrong to
follow the weakly held view of a majority rather
than the strongly held view of a significant minority.
If the utility of getting something is supposed to be
roughly proportional to the strength of the desire
for it, then it could be that the total of less people
multiplied by a greater utility per person is higher
than the total of more people multiplied by less
utility per person.

6 Other consequences

The idea of utilitarianism as a mere preference-
satisfying machine, in which antecedently given
preferences are satisfied, has often been criticized.
One alternative is to treat the values more
objectively. Democracy can then be shown to be
good in terms of these independently specified
consequences. Such was the approach of J.S. Mill
and more recent defenders such as William Nelson.
Democracy is justified as a form of education or
development; it is taken to be a political system in
which individuals are made to think for themselves
and are therefore improved. Even if the decisions
they make are not the best decisions, it is better for
individuals if they try and take part in such
decisions.

Another consequence which might justify
democracy is the supposed promotion of dynamic
economic activity; as opposed to the sluggish effects
supposedly emanating from more centralized plan-
ning and control. Yet even if democracy does
correlate with such beneficial economic circum-
stances, it is not clear that this by itself can be used as
an argument for promoting democracy. Jon Elster
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identifies the questionable role of such arguments
based on indirect effects. For it may be that these
other effects only happen if people are attached to
democracy for more direct reasons (such as thinking
that it is a just form of government). If people were
only to support democracy because they thought
that it encouraged economic dynamism, then the
democracy would not work, and so the economic
dynamism would not follow either.

This relates to another familiar problem with
starting from antecedent preferences and then
taking democracy to be a sort of market mechanism
in which these preferences are traded. If people only
act through self-interest, trying to get their ante-
cedently given preferences fulfilled, then it is not
obvious why they should vote at all. For the
advantages of voting will come to them if the others
vote and their own vote seems to be merely a cost.
At the national government level, it is exceedingly
unlikely that any one vote will be decisive. So they
would be better off not voting at all.

7 Deliberative democracy

One answer to these problems is to dispense with
the idea of democracy being a mechanism for
satisfying antecedently given preferences. Instead of
taking these as given, democracy should instead be
considered a device in which people develop and
discover their proper preferences through a process
of mutual deliberation. In this account of what has
been called ‘deliberative democracy’ (also some-
times ‘discursive democracy’), democracy is centrally
a matter of discussion rather than of voting.
Recently promoted by such thinkers as J. Cohen,
A. Gutmann, or J. Dryzek, it builds on an older idea
about public rationality. This is that if people have
to develop their view about what is right in public
discussion, they are pressed to think about what is
right for the group as a whole rather than just
themselves So people should participate in a form of
decision making in which they share their ideas,
discuss together, and, with luck, eventually reach
general agreement.

The assumption here is that the arguments
naturally used in public discussion are constrained
by the desire to reach agreement; and that this in
turn requires that people should look as if they are
appealing to general principles rather than merely
appealing to self-interest. The condition of publicity
(that is, of what can be said publicly) imposes
constraints. If people think from the general point
of view rather than in terms of their own individual
interest, the forms of reasoning and the antecedent
judgements will be different. Discussion rather
than voting therefore becomes the central feature
of democracy, and it becomes important that

169



DEMOCRITUS

people can meet and talk together before decisions
are made.

These ideas promoting discussion and participa-
tion have several presuppositions. They presuppose
that people will be better able to work out the truth
(about what is good for the group) by working in
groups rather than individually. This may be the
case if they are all independently motivated by the
same desire to discover the truth. It is less obviously
the case if there are deep conflicts of interest (such as
capital against labour; or country against town; or
this world against the next). The supposition is that
group discussion leads to more rationality; but in
some circumstances group dynamics merely
increase and inflame passion, so that people behave
badly together in a way that they never would
separately.

There are disputes about whether public delib-
eration is meant to replace voting completely or
only to supplement it. A complete replacement is in
effect a recommendation of unanimity in decision
making. Although this shows full respect for every
party involved, it also gives every party a veto and so
can block all decision making. A more practical
view is to supplement discussion with voting,
enabling decisions to be made even when complete
agreement cannot be reached. Votes must only
be held after discussion, enabling preferences to be
modified before they are expressed. There is also the
question of whether all decisions should be made by
this method or only some fundamental (for example,
constitutional) ones. Again work might be given to
both deliberation and voting, the public delibera-
tion setting a framework inside which more
particular matters might be settled by voting.

There are also problems with respect to the
standing of the parties engaged in discussion and,
connectedly, the formality of the operation. At the
one end is a formal procedure of deliberation,
operating according to antecedently adopted rules,
and restricted in its membership (so that, for
example, only members of a club or country may
engage in decision-making discussion of what that
club or country should do). At the other end,
discussion may happen anywhere, at any time, with
anyone who happens to be interested. Informality of
operation goes with informality of result, so some-
thing nearer the formal end is required for executive
decisions of legal entities such as clubs or countries.
This illustrates that before discussion may take place
as a means of reaching collective decisions, ante-
cedent rules have to be established.

‘With this the values considered at the start of this
discussion — namely, liberty and equality — reappear;
only now not as the consequence of democratic
activity but as its prerequisites. For if discussion is to
reach the right answer, it needs to start with roughly
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equal power between the discussants. Otherwise
discussion will be forced in the interests of the
stronger. Hence the idea that democracy needs
circumstances of roughly equal wealth (held by
Montesquieu and Rousseau). Hence the Marxist
criticism that Western liberal democracy works on
the fiction of an idealized equality when the real
situation is one of greatly unequal economic power.
Hence John Rawls’ argument that political parties
should be paid for by the state to avoid the
economically powerful buying votes (see RAWLS,
J. §2). Hence also the objections of feminist
theorists. If men and women are antecedently in a
situation of different power, then the supposed
equality of democracy will only result in most of the
power remaining with the men.

In the more recent promoters of deliberative
democracy the same considerations apply. People
vary in their deliberative and rhetorical skills.
Formal equal permission to speak does not entail
equal ability when doing so. Thus, again, some
attempt has to be made to set conditions ensuring
that the discussion takes place between equal
participants. Thus discussion becomes a good, but
only if the forum in which the discussion takes place
is subject to powerful antecedent control and
regulation. Otherwise we return to the bad old
world of bargaining between antecedently given
preferences from which this optimistic espousal of
discussion was meant to save us.

See also: CONSTITUTIONALISM; GENERAL WILL;
REPRESENTATION, POLITICAL; SOCIAL DEMOCRACY
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DEMOCRITUS (mid 5th-4th century Bc)

A co-founder with Leucippus of the theory of
atomism, The Greek Philosopher Democritus



developed it into a universal system, embracing
physics, cosmology, epistemology, psychology and
theology. He is also reported to have written on a
wide range of topics, including mathematics, ethics,
literary criticism and theory of language. His works
are lost, except for a substantial number of
quotations, mostly on ethics, whose authenticity is
disputed. Our knowledge of his principal doctrines
depends primarily on Aristotle’s critical discussions,
and secondarily on reports by historians of philo-
sophy whose work derives from that of Aristotle
and his school.

The atomists attempted to reconcile the obser-
vable data of plurality, motion and change with
Parmenides’ denial of the possibility of coming to be
or ceasing to be. They postulated an infinite
number of unchangeable primary substances,
characterized by a minimum range of explanatory
properties (shape, size, spatial ordering and orienta-
tion within a given arrangement). All observable
bodies are aggregates of these basic substances,
and what appears as generation and corruption is in
fact the formation and dissolution of these
aggregates. The basic substances are physically
indivisible (whence the term atomon, literally
‘uncuttable’) not merely in fact but in principle:
(1) because (as Democritus argued) if it were
theoretically possible to divide a material thing ad
infinitum, the division would reduce the thing to
nothing; and (2) because physical division presup-
poses that the thing divided contains gaps. Atoms
are in eternal motion in empty space, the motion
caused by an infinite series of prior atomic
‘collisions’. (There is reason to believe, however,
although the point is disputed, that atoms cannot
collide, since they must always be separated by void,
however small; hence impact is only apparent, and
all action is at a distance.) The void is necessary for
motion, but is characterized as ‘what-is-not’, thus
violating the Eleatic principle that what-is-not
cannot be.

Democritus seems to have been the first thinker
to recognize the observer-dependence of the
secondary qualities. He argued from the distinction
between appearance and reality to the unreliability
of the senses, but it is disputed whether he
embraced scepticism, or maintained that theory
could make good the deficiency of the senses. He
maintained a materialistic account of the mind,
explaining thought and perception by the physical
impact of images emitted by external objects. This
theory gave rise to a naturalistic theology; he
held that the gods are a special kind of images,
endowed with life and intelligence, intervening in
human affairs. The ethical fragments (if genuine)
show that he maintained a conservative social

DENNETT, DANIEL CLEMENT

philosophy on the basis of a form of enlightened
hedonism.

See also: ATOMISM, ANCIENT; EPICUREANISM;
Leucriprus; ZENO OF ELEA

C.C.W. TAYLOR

DEMONSTRATIVES AND INDEXICALS

Demonstratives and indexicals are words and phrases
whose interpretations are dependent on features of
the context in which they are used. For example,
the reference of ‘I’ depends on conditions associated
with its use: as you use it, it refers to you; as I use it,
it refers to me. In contrast, what ‘the inventor of
bifocals’ refers to does not depend on when or
where or by whom it is used. Among indexicals are
the words ‘here’, ‘now’, ‘today’, demonstrative
pronouns such as ‘this’, reflexive, possessive and
personal pronouns, and compound phrases employ-
ing indexicals, such as ‘my mother’. C.S. Peirce
introduced the term ‘indexical’ to suggest the idea
of pointing (as in ‘index finger’).

The phenomenon of indexicality figures promi-
nently in recent debates in philosophy. This is
because indexicals allow us to express beliefs about
our subjective ‘place’ in the world, beliefs which are
the immediate antecedents of action; and some
argue that such beliefs are irreducibly indexical. For
example, my belief that I am about to be attacked by
a bear is distinct from my belief that HD is about to
be attacked by a bear, since my having the former
belief explains why I act as I do (I flee), whereas my
having the latter belief explains nothing unless the
explanation continues ‘and I believe that I am HD’.
It seems impossible to describe the beliefs that
prompt my action without the help of ‘T’. Similarly,
some have argued that indexical-free accounts of
the self or of consciousness are necessarily incom-
plete, so that a purely objective physicalism is
impossible. In a different vein, some have argued
that our terms for natural substances, kinds and
phenomena (‘gold’, ‘water’, ‘light’) are indexical in
a way that entails that certain substantive scientific
claims — for example, that water is H,O — are, if
true, necessarily true. Thus, reflection on indexi-
cality has yielded some surprising (and controver-
sial) philosophical conclusions.

See also: REFERENCE

HARRY DEUTSCH

DENNETT, DANIEL CLEMENT (1942-)

A student of Gilbert Ryle and a connoisseur of
cognitive psychology, neuroscience and evolution-
ary biology, American philosopher Daniel Dennett
has urged Rylean views in the philosophy of mind,
especially on each title topic of his first book,
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Content and Consciousness (1969). He defends a
broadly instrumentalist view of propositional atti-
tudes (such as belief and desire) and their intentional
contents; like Ryle and the behaviourists, Dennett
rejects the idea of beliefs and desires as causally
active inner states of people. Construing them in a
more purely operational or instrumental fashion, he
maintains instead that belief- and desire-ascriptions
are merely calculational devices.

Dennett offers a severely deflationary account of
consciousness, subjectivity and the phenomenal or
qualitative character of sensory states. He maintains
that those topics are conceptually posterior to that
of propositional-attitude content: the qualitative
features of which we are directly conscious in
experience are merely the intentional contents of
judgments.

WILLIAM G. LYCAN

DENOTATION
See DESCRIPTIONS; PROPER NAMES; R EFERENCE

DEONTIC LOGIC

Deontic logic is the investigation of the logic of
normative concepts, especially obligation (‘ought’,
‘should’, ‘must’), permission (‘may’) and prohibition
(‘ought not’, ‘forbidden’). Deontic logic differs
from normative legal theory and ethics in that it
does not attempt to determine which principles
hold, nor what obligations exist, for any given
system. Rather it seeks to develop a formal language
that can adequately represent the normative expres-
sions of natural languages, and to regiment such
expressions in a logical system.

The theorems of deontic logic specify relation-
ships both among normative concepts (for example,
whatever is obligatory is permissible) and between
normative and non-normative concepts (for exam-
ple, whatever is obligatory is possible). Contem-
porary research beginning with von Wright treats
deontic logic as a branch of modal logic, in so far as
(as was noted already by medieval logicians) the
logical relations between the obligatory, permissible
and forbidden to some extent parallel those between
the necessary, possible and impossible (concepts
treated in ‘alethic’ modal logic).

MARVIN BELZER

DEONTOLOGICAL ETHICS

Deontology asserts that there are several distinct
duties. Certain kinds of act are intrinsically right
and other kinds intrinsically wrong. The rightness
or wrongness of any particular act is thus not (or not
wholly) determined by the goodness or badness of
its consequences. Some ways of treating people,
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such as killing the innocent, are ruled out, even if
the aim is to prevent others doing worse deeds.
Many deontologies leave agents considerable scope
for developing their own lives in their own way;
provided they breach no duty they are free to live as
they see fit.

Deontology may not have the theoretical tidiness
which many philosophers crave, but has some claim
to represent everyday moral thought.

Deontology (the word comes from the Greek
deon meaning ‘one must’) typically holds that there
are several irreducibly distinct duties, such as
promise-keeping and refraining from lying. Some
deontologists, such as W.D. Ross (1930), maintain
that one of these duties is a duty to do as much good
as possible. Most deny that there is such a duty,
while conceding that there is a limited duty of
benevolence, a duty to do something for the less
fortunate (see HELP AND BENEFICENCE). All agree,
however, that there are occasions when it would be
wrong for us to act in a way that would maximize
the good, because we would be in breach of some
(other) duty. In this respect they are opposed to act-
consequentialism (see CONSEQUENTIALISM §§1, 2).

Most deontologies include two important classes
of duties. First, there are duties which stem from the
social and personal relationships in which we stand
to particular people. Parents have duties to children,
and children to parents; people have duties in virtue
of their jobs and the associations to which they
belong; debtors have a duty to repay their creditors,
promisors to keep their promises and borrowers to
return what has been lent to them (see Famiry,
ETHICS AND THE; FRIENDSHIP; PROFESSIONAL
ETHICS; PROMISING; SOLIDARITY). Some of these
social relationships are ones we enter voluntarily,
but many are not. The second kind take the form of
general prohibitions or constraints. We should not
lie to, cheat, torture or murder anyone, even in the
pursuit of good aims (see TRUTHFULNESS).

Deontology is often described as an agent-
relative moral theory, in contrast to act-consequen-
tialism, which is an agent-neutral theory. According
to act-consequentialism the identity of the agent
makes no difference to what their duty is on any
particular occasion; that is determined solely by
which of the courses of action open to them will
produce the best consequences. In deontology, by
contrast, a reference to the agent often plays an
ineliminable role in the specification of the duty.
This is especially clear in the case of duties which
stem from social relationships. I have a duty to help
this person. Why? Because he or she is my friend, or
my child. I have a duty to pay my debts and to keep
my promises.

Constraints also involve agent-relativity, though
in a slightly different way. The duty not to murder



does not take the form of enjoining us to minimize
the number of murders. The rule tells me not to
commit murder myself even if I could thereby
prevent something worse being done, such as two
murders being committed. Proponents of deontol-
ogy think of this as moral integrity; their opponents
refer to it disparagingly as ‘keeping one’s hands
clean’ (see UTILITARIANISM §5).

Many deontologists hold that our duties, though
sometimes very onerous, are quite limited in scope.
Provided I am in breach of no duty, I am morally at
liberty to devote quite a large part of my time and
effort to pursuing my own projects in whatever way
I please. This latitude leaves room for acts of
supererogation: heroic or saintly acts that clearly go
beyond the call of duty, and deserve high praise (see
SUPEREROGATION).

There is a sharp division in the deontologist
camp over the status of constraints. Some, such as
Fried (1978), think of them as absolute: they have
no exceptions and may not be breached in any
circumstances which we are likely to encounter.
Others regard the fact that an act would breach a
constraint as providing a weighty objection to it, but
one which could be overcome if there were a
sufficiently pressing duty on the other side. Con-
flicts between two duties which are not absolute
must be settled by determining which duty is the
more pressing in the circumstances.

Deontology gains much of its appeal from the
fact that it seems to capture the essential outlines of’
our everyday moral thinking, but it is open to
several objections. First, its claim that there is a
plurality of distinct duties runs counter to the
theoretician’s search for simplicity. The deontologist
will reply, of course, that a theory must do justice to
the complexity of the phenomena. Second, many
deontologists further defy the supposed canons of
good theorizing by denying that there is any
overarching explanation of why there are the duties
there are; they record our conviction that there are
such duties without seeking to justify them. Others,
usually inspired by Kant, do attempt such an
explanation based on some broader precept, such
as respect for persons (see Kant, 1. §§9-11;
KanTiaN ETHICS). Third, those who hold that
some kinds of action, such as lying, are absolutely
prohibited have to provide clear and detailed criteria
for determining the boundary between lying and
some supposedly less nefarious activity, such as
‘being economical with the truth’. Such casuistry
can appear both excessively legalistic and incompa-
tible with the spirit of morality. Fourth, deontology
provides no procedure to settle conflicts of duty
(though some might think that an advantage).
Finally, from a consequentialist perspective, the
notion of a constraint seems perverse. If what is

DEPICTION

wrong with murder is that it is a bad thing, how can
it be rational to forbid an agent to commit one
murder in order to prevent two? If deontology is to
answer this challenge, it must show how it can be
that ones duty does not rest (wholly) on the
goodness or badness of the results of acting in that
way.

See also: DOUBLE EFFECT, PRINCIPLE OF
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DEPICTION

How do pictures work? How are they able to
represent what they do? A picture of a goat, for
example, is a flat surface covered with marks, yet it
depicts a goat, chewing straw, while standing on a
hillock. The puzzle of depiction is to understand
how the flat marks can do this.

Language poses a similar problem. A written
description of a goat will also be a collection of
marks on a flat surface, which none the less
represent that animal. In the case of language the
solution clearly has something to do with the
arbitrary way we use those marks. The word ‘leg’,
for example, is applied to legs, but any other mark
would do as well, providing we all use it in the same
way. In the case of pictures, however, something
different seems to be going on. There is not the
same freedom in producing a picture of a goat on a
hillock chewing straw — the surface must be marked
in the right way, a way we are not free to choose. So
what is the right way?

A helpful thought is that the surface must be
marked so as to let us experience it in a special way.
With the description, we merely need to know
what the words it contains are used to stand for.
With the picture, we must instead be able to see a
goat in it. However, although this does seem right,
it is difficult to make clear. After all, we do not see a
goat in the same way that we see a horse in a view
from a window. For one thing, there is no goat there
to be seen. For another, it is not even true that
looking at the picture is like looking at a goat. It is
partly because of the differences that, as we look at
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the picture, we are always aware that it is merely a
collection of marks on a flat surface. So what is this
special experience, seeing a goat in the picture? This
is the question that a philosophical account of
depiction must try to answer.

See also: FICTIONAL ENTITIES; IMAGINATION;
PAINTING, AESTHETICS OF; PERCEPTION;
PHOTOGRAPHY, AESTHETICS OF

R.D. HOPKINS

DERRIDA, JACQUES (1930-2004)

Jacques Derrida was a prolific French philosopher
born in Algeria. His work can be understood in
terms of his argument that it is necessary to
interrogate the Western philosophical tradition
from the standpoint of ‘deconstruction’. As an
attempt to approach that which remains unthought
in this tradition, deconstruction is concerned with
the category of the ‘wholly other’.

Derrida called into question the ‘metaphysics of
presence’, a valuing of truth as self-identical
immediacy which has been sustained by traditional
attempts to demonstrate the ontological priority
and superiority of speech over writing. Arguing that
the distinction between speech and writing can be
sustained only by way of a violent exclusion of
otherness, Derrida attempted to develop a radically
different conception of language, one that would
begin from the irreducibility of difference to
identity and that would issue in a correspond-
ingly different conception of ethical and political
responsibility.

See also: DECONSTRUCTION; POSTMODERNISM;
POST-STRUCTURALISM

ANDREW CUTROFELLO

DESCARTES, RENE (1596—1650)

Introduction

René Descartes, often called the father of modern
philosophy, attempted to break with the philo-
sophical traditions of his day and start philosophy
anew. Rejecting the Aristotelian philosophy of the
schools, the authority of tradition and the authority
of the senses, he built a philosophical system that
included a method of inquiry, a metaphysics, a
mechanistic physics and biology, and an account of
human psychology intended to ground an ethics.
Descartes was also important as one of the founders
of the new analytic geometry, which combines
geometry and algebra, and whose certainty pro-
vided a kind of model for the rest of his philosophy.
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After an education in the scholastic and huma-
nistic traditions, Descartes’ earliest work was mostly
in mathematics and mathematical physics, in which
his most important achievements were his analytical
geometry and his discovery of the law of refraction
in optics. In this early period he also wrote his
unfinished treatise on method, the Rules for the
Direction of the Mind, which set out a procedure for
investigating nature, based on the reduction of
complex problems to simpler ones solvable by direct
intuition. From these intuitively established founda-
tions, Descartes tried to show how one could then
attain the solution of the problems originally posed.

Descartes abandoned these methodological stu-
dies by 1628 or 1629, turning first to metaphysics,
and soon afterwards to an orderly exposition of his
physics and biology in The World. But this work was
overtly Copernican in its cosmology, and when
Galileo was condemned in 1633, Descartes with-
drew The World from publication; it appeared only
after his death.

Descartes’ mature philosophy began to appear in
1637 with the publication of a single volume
containing the Geometry, Dioptrics and Meteors, three
essays in which he presented some of his most
notable scientific results, preceded by the Discourse
on the Method, a semi-autobiographical introduction
that outlined his approach to philosophy and the full
system into which the specific results fit. In the years
following, he published a series of writings in which
he set out his system in a more orderly way,
beginning with its metaphysical foundations in the
Meditations (1641), adding his physics in the Prin-
ciples of Philosophy (1644), and offering a sketch of
the psychology and moral philosophy in the Passions
of the Soul (1649).

In our youth, Descartes held, we acquire many
prejudices which interfere with the proper use of
our reason. Consequently, later we must reject
everything we believe and start anew. Hence the
Meditations begins with a series of arguments
intended to cast doubt upon everything formerly
believed, and culminating in the hypothesis of an
all-deceiving evil genius, a device to keep former
beliefs from returning. The rebuilding of the world
begins with the discovery of the self through the
‘Cogito Argument’ (‘I am thinking, therefore I
exist’) — a self known only as a thinking thing, and
known independently of the senses. Within this
thinking self, Descartes discovers an idea of God, an
idea of something so perfect that it could not have
been caused in us by anything with less perfection
than God Himself. From this he concluded that
God must exist which, in turn, guarantees that
reason can be trusted. Since we are made in such a
way that we cannot help holding certain beliefs (the
so-called ‘clear and distinct’ perceptions), God



would be a deceiver, and thus imperfect, if such
beliefs were wrong; any mistakes must be due to our
own misuse of reason. This is Descartes’ famous
epistemological principle of clear and distinct
perception. This central argument in Descartes’
philosophy, however, is threatened with circularity —
the Cartesian Circle — since the arguments that
establish the trustworthiness of reason (the Cogito
Argument and the argument for the existence of
God) themselves seem to depend on the trust-
worthiness of reason.

Also central to Descartes’ metaphysics was the
distinction between mind and body. Since the clear
and distinct ideas of mind and body are entirely
separate, God can create them apart from one
another. Therefore, they are distinct substances. The
mind is a substance whose essence is thought alone,
and hence exists entirely outside geometric cate-
gories, including place. Body is a substance whose
essence 1is extension alone, a geometric object
without even sensory qualities like colour or taste,
which exist only in the perceiving mind. We know
that such bodies exist as the causes of sensation: God
has given us a great propensity to believe that our
sensations come to us from external bodies, and no
means to correct that propensity; hence, he would
be a deceiver if we were mistaken. But Descartes
also held that the mind and body are closely united
with one another; sensation and other feelings, such
as hunger and pain, arise from this union. Sensations
cannot inform us about the real nature of things, but
they can be reliable as sources of knowledge useful
to maintaining the mind and body unity. While
many of Descartes’ contemporaries found it difficult
to understand how mind and body can relate to one
another, Descartes took it as a simple fact of
experience that they do. His account of the passions
is an account of how this connection leads us to
feelings like wonder, love, hatred, desire, joy and
sadness, from which all other passions derive.
Understanding these passions helps us to control
them, which was a central aim of morality for
Descartes.

Descartes’ account of body as extended substance
led to a physics as well. Because to be extended is to
be a body, there can be no empty space.
Furthermore, since all body is of the same nature,
all differences between bodies are to be explained in
terms of the size, shape and motion of their
component parts, and in terms of the laws of
motion that they obey. Descartes attempted to
derive these laws from the way in which God, in his
constancy, conserves the world at every moment. In
these mechanistic terms, Descartes attempted to
explain a wide variety of features of the world, from
the formation of planetary systems out of an initial
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chaos, to magnetism, to the vital functions of
animals, which he considered to be mere machines.

Descartes never finished working out his ambi-
tious programme in full detail. Though he pub-
lished the metaphysics and the general portion of his
physics, the physical explanation of specific phe-
nomena, especially biological, remained unfinished,
as did his moral theory. Despite this, however,
Descartes’ programme had an enormous influence
on the philosophy that followed, both within the
substantial group that identified themselves as his
followers, and outside.

Life

The programme

Method

Doubt and the quest for certainty
The Cogito Argument

God

The validation of reason

Mind and body

The external world and sensation
10 Philosophical psychology and morals
11 Physics and mathematics

12 Life and the foundations of biology
13 The Cartesian heritage
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1 Life

René Descartes was born on 31 March 1596 in the
Touraine region of France, in the town of La Haye,
later renamed Descartes in his honour. In 1606 or
1607 he was sent to the College Royal de La Fleche,
run by the Jesuit order. Here he received an
education that combined elements of earlier Aris-
totelian scholasticism with the new humanistic
emphasis on the study of language and literature.
But the core of the collegiate curriculum was the
study of Aristotelian logic, metaphysics, physics and
ethics. Descartes left La Fleche in 1614 or 1615, and
went to the University of Poitiers, where he
received his baccalauréat and his licence en droit in
late 1616. In Part I of the Discours de la méthode
(Discourse on the Method) (1637), he discusses his
education in some detail, explaining why he found
it increasingly unsatisfactory. In the end, he reports,
he left school, rejecting much of what he had been
taught there. He chose the life of the military
engineer, and set out across Europe to learn his
trade, following the armies and the wars. On 10
November 1618, in the course of his travels, he met
Isaac Beeckman. An enthusiastic scientific amateur
since his early twenties, Beeckman introduced
Descartes to some of the new currents in science,
the newly revived atomist ideas, and the attempt to
combine mathematics and physics (see ATOMISM,
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ANCIENT). Despite the fact that they only spent a
few months together, Beeckman put Descartes on
the path that led to his life’s work. A number of
discussions between them are preserved in Beeck-
man’s extensive notebooks (1604—34), which still
survive, and include problems Beeckman set for
Descartes, as well as Descartes’ solutions. It was for
Beeckman that Descartes wrote his first surviving
work, the Compendium musicum, a tract on music
theory, then considered a branch of what was called
mixed mathematics, along with other disciplines
such as mathematical astronomy and geometric
optics. Exactly a year after first meeting Beeckman,
this new path was confirmed for Descartes in a
series of three dreams that he interpreted as a call to
settle down to his work as a mathematician and
philosopher.

During the 1620s, Descartes worked on a
number of projects including optics and the math-
ematics that was eventually to become his analytic
geometry. In optics, he discovered the law of
refraction — the mathematical law that relates the
angle of incidence of a ray of light on a refractive
medium, with the angle of refraction. Though some
claim that Descartes learned this law from Will-
ebrod Snel, after whom the law is now named, it is
generally thought that Descartes discovered it
independently. In his mathematical programme, he
showed how algebra could be used to solve
geometric problems, and how geometric construc-
tions could be used to solve algebraic problems.

Descartes’ most extensive writing from this
period is the Regulae ad directionem ingenii (Rules for
the Direction of the Mind), a treatise on method that
he worked on between 1619 or 1620 and 1628,
when he abandoned it incomplete. He continued to
travel extensively throughout Europe, returning to
Paris in 1625, where he was to stay until spring
1629. In Paris, Descartes became closely associated
with Marin Mersenne who later became a central
figure in the dissemination of the new philosophy
and science in Europe, the organizer of a kind of
scientific academy and the centre of a circle of
correspondents, as well as Descartes” intellectual
patron. Through his voluminous correspondence
with Mersenne, Descartes remained connected to
all the intellectual currents in Europe, wherever he
was to live in later years. An important event in this
period took place at a gathering at the home of the
Papal Nuncio in Paris in 1627 or 1628, where
Descartes, responding to an alchemical lecture by
one M. Chandoux, took the occasion to present his
own ideas, including his ‘fine rule, or natural
method’ and the principles on which his own
philosophy was based (letter to Villebressieu,
summer 1631; Descartes 1984-91 vol. 3: 32). This
attracted the attention of Cardinal Bérule who, in a

176

private meeting, urged Descartes to develop his
philosophy.

In spring 1629 Descartes left Paris and moved to
the Low Countries, where he set his methodolo-
gical writing aside and began his philosophy in
earnest. The winter of 1629-30 was largely
occupied with the composition of a metaphysical
treatise, which, as we shall later see, represents the
foundations of his philosophy. The treatise is now
lost, but Descartes told Mersenne that it had tried to
‘prove the existence of God and of our souls when
they are separated from the body, from which
follows their immortality’ (letter to Mersenne, 25
November 1630; Descartes 1984-91 vol. 3: 29).
This was followed by the drafting of Le Monde (The
World), Descartes’ mechanist physics and physiology,
a book intended for publication. In the first part,
also called the Tiaité de la lumiére (Treatise on Light),
Descartes begins with a general account of the
distinction between a sensation and the motion of
tiny particles of difterent sizes and shapes that is its
cause, followed by an account of the foundations of
the laws of nature. After then positing an initial
chaos of particles in motion (not our cosmos, but
one made by God in some unused corner of the
world), Descartes argues that by means of the laws
of nature alone, this cosmos will sort itself into
planetary systems, central suns around which swirl
vortices of subtle matter which carry planets with
them. He concludes the Traité de la lumiére with an
account of important terrestrial phenomena,
including gravity, the tides and light, showing how
much like our cosmos this imaginary mechanist
cosmos will appear. The second part, the Thité de
Phomme (Tieatise on Man), begins abruptly by
positing that God made a body that looks exactly
like ours, but which is merely a machine.
Presumably missing — or never written — is a
transition between the two treatises that shows how
by the laws of nature alone this human body could
arise in our world. (This part of the argument is
noted in Part V of the later Discourse on the Method.)
In the text that we now have, Descartes then went
on to argue that all phenomena that pertain to life
(thought aside) can arise in this body in a purely
mechanical way, including nutrition and digestion,
the circulation of blood, the movement of the
muscles and the transmission of sensory information
to the brain.

By 1633 Descartes had in hand a relatively
complete version of his philosophy, from method,
to metaphysics, to physics and biology. But in late
1633, he heard of the condemnation of Galileo’s
Copernicanism in Rome, and cautiously decided
not to publish his World, which was evidently
Copernican (see GALILEO, GALILEI). Indeed, he
first decided never to publish anything at all. But the



despair did not last. Between 1634 and 1636,
Descartes collected some of the material he had
been working on, and prepared three essays for
publication, the Géométrie, the Meétéors and the
Dioptrique. These scientific essays were preceded by
a general introduction, the Discours de la méthode
pour bien conduir sa raison et chercher la vérité dans les
sciences (Discourse on the Method for Properly Conducting
Reason and Searching for Tiuth in the Sciences). The
Discourse presents itself as autobiography, an account
of the path the young author (the book was published
anonymously) followed in his discoveries, including
a summary of his method (Part II), of his early
metaphysical speculations (Part IV) and of the
programme of The World (Part V). In the scientific
essays, Descartes presented some of his most striking
results, hiding the foundational elements (such as his
apparent Copernicanism and his rejection of scholastic
form and matter) that would be most controversial.
While not uncontroversial, the Discourse and
Essays were very successful, and induced Descartes
to continue his programme for publishing his
philosophy. The next work to appear was the
Meditationes (Meditations) of 1641, which included
an extensive selection of objections to the Medita-
tions from various scholars in learned Europe,
including HoBBES, GASSENDI, ARNAULD, and
Mersenne himself, along with Descartes’ responses,
a total of seven sets in all. This was followed in 1644
by the publication of the Principia Philosophiae
(Principles of Philosophy) in which, after a review of
his metaphysics, Descartes gives an exposition of his
physics adapted and expanded from The World.
French translations of the Meditations and the
Principles done by others, but with important
variants from the original Latin (presumably
introduced by Descartes himself), appeared in 1647.
By the late 1630s, Descartes” work had entered
the Dutch universities, and was taught at the
University of Utrecht by Henricus Reneri and,
following him, by Henricus Regius. Descartes’ un-
Aristotelian  views called down the wrath of
Gisbertus Voétius, who started a pamphlet war
against Descartes and Regius that raged for some
time. Descartes supported Regius, and gave him
advice as to how to respond and contain the affair.
Eventually, however, Descartes broke with him
when Regius wrote and in 1646 published his
Fundamenta physices, about which Descartes had
severe reservations. Regius responded with a
broadsheet, a kind of summary of his main theses,
emphasizing their differences. Descartes, in turn,
responded in 1648 with the Notae in programma
quoddam (Comments on a Certain Broadsheet). There
was a similar incident in Leiden, where Descartes
had disciples (Francois du Ban, Adriaan Heere-
boord) as well as an influential enemy (Revius).
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In the late 1640s Descartes was working on
drafting and publishing more of his philosophy. Two
additional parts of the Principles were planned,
extending the work to cover elements of human
biology. While notes remain in the form of an
incomplete treatise on the human body (La
description du  corps  humain — Description of the
Human Body) and on the foetus (Prima cogitationes
circa generationem animalium — First Thoughts on the
Generation of Animals), the larger work was never
finished. There are also important works concern-
ing morals and moral psychology dating from these
years. Some of this material is found in the letters to
the Princess Elisabeth of Bohemia, with whom he
had a long and important correspondence, starting
in 1643. Descartes’ account of the passions is found
in the last work he published in his lifetime, the
short Passions de I’dme — (Passions of the Soul), which
appeared in 1649.

With the exception of a few short trips to Paris
in 1644, 1647 and 1648, Descartes remained in the
Low Countries until October 1649, when he was
lured to Stockholm to be a member of the court of
Queen Christina. There he fell ill in early 1650, and
died on 11 February of that year.

2 The programme

Descartes’ thought developed and changed over the
years. But even so, there are a number of threads
that run through it. Like most of his lettered
contemporaries, Descartes was educated in a
scholastic tradition that attempted to combine
Christian doctrine with the philosophy of Aristotle.
Indeed, at La Fléche, where he first learned
philosophy, Aristotle as interpreted by Aquinas
was at the centre of the curriculum. What he
learned was an interconnected system of philosophy,
including logic, physics, cosmology, metaphysics,
morals and theology.

On his own account, Descartes rejected the
Aristotelian philosophy as soon as he left school.
From the notes Beeckman took on their conversa-
tions, it is probable that what dissatisfied him most
in what he had been taught was natural philosophy.
For an Aristotelian, the understanding of the natural
world was grounded in a conception of body as
composed of matter and form. Matter was that
which remained constant even during the genera-
tion and corruption of bodies of different kinds, and
that which all bodies of all sorts have in common;
form was that which was responsible for the
characteristic properties of particular sorts of bodies.
For example, form was to explain why earth falls
and tends to be cold, and why fire rises and tends to
be hot. In contrast, though he came to reject
Beeckman’s rather strict atomism, Descartes seems
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to have been attracted to the kind of mechanistic
view of the world that his mentor espoused.
Descartes held from then on that the manifest
properties of bodies must be explained in terms of
the size, shape and motion of the tiny parts that
make them up, and rejected the appeal to innate
tendencies to behaviour that lay at the foundation of
the Aristotelian view (see ARISTOTLE §10).

But even though he rejected much of the
philosophy of the schools, there was one element
that remained with him: like his teachers at La
Fleche, Descartes always held that knowledge has a
kind of systematic coherence. In Rule 1 of the Rules
Descartes wrote that ‘everything is so intercon-
nected that it is far easier to learn all things together
than it is to separate one from the others ... All
[sciences are] connected with one another and
depend upon one another’. Later, when he read
Galileo’s Tivo New Sciences (1638), Descartes dis-
missed the Italian scientist because his work lacked
that kind of coherence (letter to Mersenne, 11
October 1638; Descartes 1984-91 vol. 3: 124-8).
His own project was to build his own intercon-
nected system of knowledge, a system comprising
an account of knowledge, a metaphysics, a physics
and other sciences. This ambition is summarized in
one of his last writings, the Preface to the French
edition of the Principles, where he wrote that ‘all
philosophy is like a tree, whose roots are meta-
physics, whose trunk is physics, and whose
branches, which grow from this trunk, are all of
the other sciences, which reduce to three principle
sciences, namely medicine, mechanics, and morals’.
In this way, Descartes saw himself as reconstituting
the Aristotelian—Christian synthesis of the scholas-
tics, grounded not in a natural philosophy of matter
and form, but in a mechanist conception of body,
where everything is to be explained in terms of size,
shape and motion.

Certain important features of the Cartesian
programme are worth special mention. The Aris-
totelian—Christian synthesis is founded in a variety
of kinds of authority: the authority of the senses, the
authority of ancient texts and the authority of his
teachers. Descartes wanted to ground his thought in
himself alone, and in the reason that God gave him.
Since, Descartes claimed, reason gives us genuine
certainty, this means that true knowledge is certain.
In Rule 3 of the Rules he wrote that ‘concerning
things proposed, one ought to seek not what others
have thought, nor what we conjecture, but what we
can clearly and evidently intuit or deduce with
certainty; for in no other way is knowledge
acquired’. The rejection of the authority of the
senses, texts and teachers shaped Descartes’ thought
in fundamental ways. Because of it, his philosophi-
cal system began with the Cogito Argument, which
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establishes the self as the starting-place of knowl-
edge. Moreover, his two most influential works, the
Discourse and the Meditations, were written in the
first person so as to show the reader how Descartes
did or might have come to his own state of
knowledge and certainty, rather than felling readers
what they are to believe, and thus setting himself up
as an authority in his own right. Despite his
rejection of authority, however, Descartes always
claimed to submit himself to the authority of the
Church on doctrinal matters, separating the domain
of revealed theology from that of philosophy.

Another important feature of Descartes’ tree of
knowledge was its hierarchical organization.
Throughout his career he held firmly to the notion
that the interconnected body of knowledge that he
sought to build has a particular order. Knowledge,
for Descartes, begins in metaphysics, and meta-
physics begins with the self. From the self we arrive
at God, and from God we arrive at the full
knowledge of mind and body. This, in turn,
grounds the knowledge of physics, in which the
general truths of physics (the nature of body as
extension, the denial of the vacuum, the laws of
nature) ground more particular truths about the
physical world. Physics, in turn, grounds the applied
sciences of medicine (the science of the human
body), mechanics (the science of machines) and
morals (the science of the embodied mind).

3 Method

Before beginning an account of the individual parts
of Descartes’ tree of knowledge, it is necessary to
discuss his method. Method was the focus of his
carliest philosophical writing, the Rules, and
appeared prominently in his first published writing,
the Discourse on the Method. But what exactly that
method was is somewhat obscure.

In the second part of the Discourse, the method is
presented as having four rules: (1) ‘never to accept
anything as true if I did not have evident knowledge
of its truth: that is, carefully to avoid precipitate
conclusions and preconceptions’; (2) ‘to divide each
of the difficulties I examined into as many parts as
possible’; (3) ‘to direct my thoughts in an orderly
manner, by beginning with the simplest and most
easily known objects in order to ascend little by
little ... to knowledge of the most complex’; and
(4) ‘throughout to make enumerations so complete
and reviews so comprehensive, that I could be sure of
leaving nothing out’. Given the general nature and
apparent obviousness of these rules, it is not surprising
that many of Descartes’ contemporaries suspected
him of hiding his real method from the public.

But Descartes’ account of the method in the
Rules is somewhat fuller. In Rule 5 he says: “We



shall be following this method exactly if we first
reduce complicated and obscure propositions step
by step to simpler ones, and then, starting with the
intuition of the simplest ones of all, try to ascend
through the same steps to a knowledge of all the
rest’. This method is illustrated with an example in
Rule 8. There Descartes considers the problem of
the anaclastic line, the shape of a lens which will
focus parallel lines to a single point. The first step in
the solution of the problem, Descartes claims, is to
see that ‘the determination of this line depends on
the ratio of the angles of refraction to the angles of
incidence’. This, in turn, depends on ‘the changes
in these angles brought about by differences in the
media’. But ‘these changes depend on the manner
in which a ray passes through the entire transparent
body, and knowledge of this process presupposes
also a knowledge of the nature of the action of
light’. Finally, Descartes claims that this last knowl-
edge rests on our knowledge of ‘what a natural
power in general is’. This last question can,
presumably, be answered by intuition alone, that
is, a purely rational apprehension of the truth of a
proposition that has absolute certainty. Once we
know what the nature of a natural power is, we can,
Descartes thought, answer one by one all the other
questions raised, and eventually answer the question
originally posed, and determine the shape of the
lens with the required properties. These successive
answers are to be connected deductively (in a way
outlined in the Rules) with the first intuition, so that
successive answers follow intuitively from the first
intuition.

The example of the anaclastic line suggests that
Descartes’ method proceeds as follows. One starts
with a particular question, ¢;. The reductive
moment in the method then proceeds by asking
what we have to know in order to answer the
question originally posed. This leads us from ¢; to
another question, ¢», whose answer is presupposed
in order for us to be able to answer ¢y; it is in this
sense that ¢ is said to be reduced to ¢p. This
reductive process continues until we reach a
question whose answer we are capable of knowing
through intuition, say ¢,. At that point, we begin
what might be called the constructive moment of
the method, and successively answer the questions
we have posed for ourselves, using the answer to ¢,
to answer ¢,_1, the answer to ¢,_1 to answer ¢,_»,
and so on until we arrive at ¢, the question
originally posed, and answer that.

Understood in this way, the method has some
very interesting properties. First, it results in
knowledge that is completely certain. When we
follow this method, the answer to the question
originally posed is grounded in an intuition; the
answers to the successive questions in the series are
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to be answered by deducing propositions from
propositions that have been intuitively grasped as
well. Second, the method imposes a certain
structure on knowledge. As we follow the series
of questions that constitute the reductive step of the
method, we proceed from more specific questions
to more general, from the shape of a particular lens
to the law of refraction, and ultimately to the nature
of a natural power. The answers that are provided in
the constructive stage follow the opposite path,
from the metaphysically more general and more
basic to the more specific.

The Rules was written over a long period of
time, and there are numerous strata of composition
evident in the work as it survives. In a passage from
Rule 8 that is probably in one of the last strata of
composition, Descartes raises a problem for the
method itself to confront, indeed the first problem
that it should confront: ‘The most useful inquiry we
can make at this stage is to ask: What is human
knowledge and what is its scope? ... This is a task
which everyone with the slightest love of truth
ought to undertake at least once in life, since the
true instruments of knowledge and the entire
method are involved in the investigation of the
problem’. While it is not entirely clear what
Descartes had in mind here, it is not implausible
to interpret him as raising the problem of the
justification of intuition itse