DONALD M. BORCHERT
Editor in Chief

ENCYCLOPEDILA OF

PHILOSOPHY




2nd edition

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF

PHILOSOPHY



ABBAGNANO - BYZANTINE PHILOSOPHY

volume

2nd edition

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF

PHILOSOPHY

DONALD M. BORCHERT
Editor in Chief

MACMILLAN REFERENCE USA
An imprint of Thomson Gale, a part of The Thomson Corporation

THOMVMSON

—— -

GALE

Detroit * New York ¢ San Francisco ¢ San Diego ® New Haven, Conn. » Waterville, Maine * London  Munich



© 2006 Thomson Gale, a part of the Thomson
Corporation.

Thomson, Star Logo and Macmillan Reference
USA are trademarks and Gale is a registered
trademark used herein under license.

For more information, contact
Macmillan Reference USA

An imprint of Thomson Gale
27500 Drake Rd.

Farmington Hills, MI 48331-3535
Or you can visit our internet site at
http://www.gale.com

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

No part of this work covered by the copyright
hereon may be reproduced or used in any
form or by any means—graphic, electronic, or
mechanical, including photocopying, record-
ing, taping, Web distribution, or information
storage retrieval systems—without the written
permission of the publisher.

THOIVISON

i*: -

GALE

Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Second Edition

Donald M. Borchert, Editor in Chief

For permission to use material from this
product, submit your request via Web at
http://www.gale-edit.com/permissions, or you
may download our Permissions Request form
and submit your request by fax or mail to:

Permissions

Thomson Gale

27500 Drake Rd.

Farmington Hills, MI 48331-3535
Permissions Hotline:

248-699-8006 or 800-877-4253 ext. 8006
Fax: 248-699-8074 or 800-762-4058

Since this page cannot legibly accommo-
date all copyright notices, the acknowledg-
ments constitute an extension of the
copyright notice.

While every effort has been made to
ensure the reliability of the information
presented in this publication, Thomson Gale
does not guarantee the accuracy of the data
contained herein. Thomson Gale accepts no
payment for listing; and inclusion in the
publication of any organization, agency,
institution, publication, service, or individual
does not imply endorsement of the editors or
publisher. Errors brought to the attention of
the publisher and verified to the satisfaction
of the publisher will be corrected in future
editions.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS CATALOGING-IN-PUBLICATION DATA

p. cm.

B51.E53 2005
103-dc22

Encyclopedia of philosophy / Donald M. Borchert, editor in chief.—2nd ed.

Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 0-02-865780-2 (set hardcover : alk. paper)—

ISBN 0-02-865781-0 (vol 1)—ISBN 0-02-865782-9 (vol 2)—
ISBN 0-02-865783-7 (vol 3)—ISBN 0-02-865784-5 (vol 4)—
ISBN 0-02-865785-3 (vol 5)—ISBN 0-02-865786-1 (vol 6)—
ISBN 0-02-865787-X (vol 7)—ISBN 0-02-865788-8 (vol 8)—
ISBN 0-02-865789-6 (vol 9)—ISBN 0-02-865790-X (vol 10)

1. Philosophy-Encyclopedias. I. Borchert, Donald M., 1934-

2005018573

This title is also available as an e-book.
ISBN 0-02-866072-2

Contact your Thomson Gale representative for ordering information.

Printed in the United States of America
10987654321



editor in chief

DONALD M. BORCHERT
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy, Ohio
University, and Executive Board, Institute for Applied and
Professional Ethics, Ohio University

associate editors

DON GARRETT
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy, New
York University

JAEGWON KIM
William Herbert Perry Faunce Professor of Philosophy,
Department of Philosophy, Brown University

BARRY LOEWER
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy,
Rutgers University

DOUGLAS MACLEAN
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy,
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill

ERNEST SOSA
Romeo Elton Professor of Natural Theology and Professor
of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy, Brown
University; Distinguished Visiting Professor, Rutgers
University

MICHAEL TOOLEY
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy,
University of Colorado at Boulder

SUSAN WOLF
Edna ]. Koury Professor of Philosophy, Department of
Philosophy, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill

editorial board

consulting editors

LOUISE ANTONY
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy, Ohio
State University

JOHN BURGESS
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy,
Princeton University

VICTOR CASTON
Professor of Philosophy and Classical Studies, Department
of Philosophy, University of Michigan

RICHARD P. HAYES
Assistant Professor of Philosophy, Department of
Philosophy, University of New Mexico

JEFFREY C. KING
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy,
University of Southern California

OLIVER N. LEAMAN
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy,
University of Kentucky

VLADIMIR MARCHENKOV
Assistant Professor of Aesthetics, School of
Interdisciplinary Arts, Ohio University

THOMAS NENON
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy,
University of Memphis

KARL H. POTTER
Emeritus Professor of Philosophy, Department of
Philosophy, University of Washington

PHILIP QUINN
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy,
University of Notre Dame



editorial board

JENEFER ROBINSON
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy,
University of Cincinnati

KWONG-LOI SHUN
Vice President and Principal, University of Toronto at
Scarborough

JAMES P. STERBA
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy,
University of Notre Dame

CHARLES TALIAFERRO
Professor of Philosophy, Department of Philosophy, St.
Olaf College

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

VI 2nd edition



contents

volume 1
PREFACE TO 2ND EDITION

INTRODUCTION TO 1ST EDITION
LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS
LIST OF ARTICLES

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF

PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition
Abbagnano-Byzantine Philosophy

volume 2
Cabanis—Destutt de Tracy

volume 3
Determinables—Fuzzy Logic

volume 4
Gadamer—Just War Theory

volume 5
Kabbalah—Marxist Philosophy

volume 6
Masaryk—Nussbaum

volume 7
Oakeshott—Presupposition

volume 8
Price-Sextus Empiricus

volume 9

Shaftesbury—Zubiri

volume 10

APPENDIX: ADDITIONAL ARTICLES
THEMATIC OUTLINE
BIBLIOGRAPHIES

INDEX

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY
2nd edition



executive vice president and publisher

Frank Menchaca

director, new product development

Hélene Potter

project editors

Jane A. Malonis
Carol A. Schwartz

contributing editors

Erin Bealmear, Deirdre S. Blanchfield, Steve Cusack, Angela
Doolin, Susan Doty, Jason Everett, Alan Hedblad, Monica
Hubbard, Lynn Koch, Melissa McDade, Bradley J. Morgan,
Scot Peacock, Drew Silver, Ken Wachsberger

editorial technical support
Josh Kondek, Andrew Malonis, Mark Mikula, Mark Springer

manuscript editors

Robert A. Arlt, Dorothy Bauhoff, Sharon R. Gunton,
William Kaufman, Eric Lagergren, Steven M. Long, Gina
Misiroglu, Marie L. Thompson, Alan Thwaits, Amy
Unterburger

editorial and
production staff

proofreaders
Archie Hobson, John Krol, Amy Unterburger

bibliographic researcher

Michael Farmer

translators

Names of translators appear throughout the body of the
Encyclopedia, at the end of each article that has been
rendered into English.

indexer

Coughlin Indexing Services

product design
Kate Scheible

graphic art
Argosy Publishing

composition
Evi Seoud

manufacturing
Wendy Blurton

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

[X



early four decades ago, in 1967, Macmillan
published its eight-volume Encyclopedia of Philosophy.
With Paul Edwards as its exceptionally able editor in
chief, the Encyclopedia became a highly respected, pre-
mier reference work consulted by countless professors
and students as they pursued the examined life. Indeed,
it would be safe to say that most if not all of the scholars
who have contributed to the new Second Edition of the
Encyclopedia leaned on the First Edition for philosophi-
cal insight during their formative years as young acade-
micians. For them to be able to participate in reshaping a
reference resource that figured importantly in their intel-
lectual development has been a unique opportunity and
a privilege.

When Macmillan invited me to serve as editor in
chief for the new ten-volume Second Edition, the task
appeared daunting because of its magnitude. But it also
seemed manageable because backing me up was a valu-
able learning experience I had as the editor in chief for
Macmillan’s single-volume Supplement, published in
1996, that updated the Encyclopedia. Among the insights
I gained from that experience three were especially
important.

First, it seemed that the Encyclopedia had gained the
respect of academicians because its articles provided
substantive discussions by exceptionally competent
scholars and its coverage embraced a wide range of top-

preface to the
second edition

ics in philosophy broadly construed. That was a winning
formula: substantive articles by talented scholars explor-
ing the full spectrum of philosophical topics. It would
also guide the Second Edition.

Second, while that winning formula involved in-
depth and broad coverage, nevertheless it did not and
could not aspire to exhaustive coverage of all philosoph-
ical topics given the constraints imposed by the limited
print space available. Whether the space available was the
eight volumes of the First Edition or the one volume of
the Supplement or the ten volumes of the Second Edition,
a policy of selectivity had to be pursued with the
unavoidable exclusion of some material that could have
been, and perhaps should have been, included.

Third, to maintain the tradition of excellence estab-
lished by the First Edition, an editor in chief needs to be
surrounded by a group of distinguished philosophers
who represent expertise in diverse subfields and who are
willing to commit considerable time and effort to serve
on an editorial board. I was fortunate indeed to have the
support of an editorial team for the Supplement consist-
ing of K. Danner Clouser, Paul Horwich, Jaegwon Kim,
Joseph J. Kockelmans, Helen E. Longino, Vann McGee,
Louis Pojman, Ernest Sosa, and Michael Tooley. Because
of them, and the highly competent authors they helped
to recruit, the Supplement continued Macmillan’s tradi-
tion of publishing highly regarded reference works.
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preface to the second edition

EDITORIAL BOARD FORMATION

Upon accepting the role of editor in chief for the Second
Edition, I immediately turned to three of my former edi-
torial colleagues—Jaegwon Kim, Michael Tooley, and
Ernest Sosa—and invited them to become the core of a
new Board of Associate Editors that would assist me in
planning the new edition. The guidance provided by
these three colleagues has been astute, seasoned, and truly
indispensable from the early planning stages until the day
of publication. With their assistance we were able to
recruit Don Garrett, Barry Loewer, Doug MacLean, and
Susan Wolf to join the Board of Associate Editors. Then
we constituted a Board of Consulting Editors that would
add expertise in specific subfields of philosophy not
already covered by the specializations of the associate edi-
tors. The result was the impressive editorial team of dis-
tinguished philosophers listed below. Their areas of
editorial oversight are noted after their names.

The Board of Associate Editors

Don Garrett—Modern Philosophy

Jaegwon Kim—Philosophy of Mind

Barry Loewer—Philosophy of Science

Doug MacLean—Fthics and Applied Ethics

Ernest Sosa—Epistemology

Michael Tooley—Metaphysics

Susan Wolf—Ethics and Applied Ethics

The Board of Consulting Editors
Louise Antony—Feminist Philosophy

John Burgess—Logic, Philosophy of Logic, Philoso-
phy of Mathematics

Victor Caston—Ancient Philosophy, Medieval Phi-
losophy

Richard P. Hayes—Buddhist Philosophy

Jeffrey King—Philosophy of Language

Oliver Leaman—Islamic Philosophy, Judaic Philoso-
phy

Vladimir Marchenkov—Russian Philosophy
Thomas Nenon—Continental Philosophy

Karl H. Potter—Indian Philosophy

Philip Quinn—Philosophy of Religion

Jenefer Robinson—Aesthetics, Philosophy of Art
Kwong-loi Shun—Chinese Philosophy

James Sterba—Social and Political Philosophy
Charles Taliaferro—Philosophy of Religion

From the very beginning, our project’s goal was not
to replace the First Edition and the Supplement but to
build the Second Edition on the foundation of their out-
standing scholarly work. Accordingly, the task set before
each editor was to analyze all the entries in the First Edi-
tion and the Supplement that were pertinent to his or her
domain in order to determine which entries should be
retained “as is” in the Second Edition with perhaps only a
bibliographical update, which entries should be retained
but needed an updating addendum, and which entries
should be replaced by entirely new ones. In addition, all
editors were given the opportunity to commission
entirely new entries in their subfields. Each editor also
had the responsibility to review and assess all new mate-
rial appearing in his or her subfield. This generic descrip-
tion of the work of our subfield editors for the Second
Edition masks all too easily the many hours of painstak-
ing effort devoted to this project by these scholars.

In early autumn of 2004, regrettably, our editorial
colleague Phil Quinn passed away after a brief struggle
with esophageal cancer. Prior to his death, however, Phil
had overseen his domain with an extraordinarily watch-
ful and skilled eye. He had analyzed in detail every entry
relating to the philosophy of religion in the First Edition
and the Supplement, and sent me copious notes and
recommendations for either improving, retaining, or
replacing those entries. He also made specific recommen-
dations for new entries to be commissioned and wrote
detailed scope descriptions for those entries. When his ill-
ness forced him to withdraw from his teaching at the Uni-
versity of Notre Dame, he continued to work on the
Second Edition, which provided concrete purpose for the
day at hand. Phil worked carefully, deliberately, and had
his eye on the prize of excellence. His fine work made it
relatively easy for our colleague Charles Taliaferro to
assume Phil’s responsibilities on the editorial team.

If the Second Edition continues the tradition of
excellence initiated by the First Edition, as I believe it will,
that accomplishment will be due in no small measure to
the exceptionally high quality work provided by our edi-
tors who, like Phil, have given of their time and talent to
enhance the work of philosophy.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE SECOND
EDITION’S CONTENT
Our strategy of building the Second Edition on the foun-

dation of the First Edition and the Supplement requires a
few additional comments.

Carefully and judiciously our editorial team selected
those entries from the First Edition and the Supplement
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that were so well done that they merited retention. To vir-
tually all of these entries we added bibliographical
updates and to many of them we added substantive
addenda. We prized these entries because, appearing
together with the new entries, they enabled the reader to
view high quality philosophizing over the course of
almost a half century thereby adding a measure of histor-
ical gravitas to our project.

Notwithstanding our respect for the First Edition
and the Supplement, we added 450 entries on new topics,
and nearly 300 completely fresh and newly authored
treatments of important topics that were originally cov-
ered within the First Edition or Supplement. The pres-
ence of all of this new material is a clear indication of the
vigorous and innovative philosophical activity that has
occurred within the discipline since the Encyclopedia
made its debut almost four decades ago. Entirely new
subfields have appeared such as feminist philosophy, the
philosophy of sex and love, and applied ethics. New
important topics in virtually every subfield have been
explored ranging from artificial intelligence to animal
rights. New scholars, whose distinctive contributions to
the discipline needed description in substantive personal
entries, have appeared on the philosophical landscape.
Among such individuals are Karl-Otto Apel, Mohammed
Arkoun, Nancy Cartwright, Daniel Dennett, Fred Dretske,
Ronald Dworkin, John Earman, Hassan Hanafi, Virginia
Held, Julia Kristeva, Jacques Lacan, John McDowell,
Ruth Millikan, Richard Montague, Thomas Nagel, Seyyed
Hossein Nasr, Martha Nussbaum, Derek Parfit, Hilary
Putnam, Peter Singer, Gregory Vlastos, Richard
Wollheim, and many, many more.

We also added updates to 90 articles, with those
updates provided by their original authors. Additionally,
150 scholarly updates to existing articles have been
included by means of “addenda,” with each addendum
compiled by an author other than the original writer, thus
allowing for a fresh perspective that augments discussion
of the topic at hand. Approximately 430 of the almost
1,200 classic First Edition or Supplement articles that
appear in the Second Edition have been strengthened fur-
ther by the inclusion of new bibliographic citations. Clas-
sic articles from the First Edition and Supplement are
clearly identifiable via specific dates in the author bylines
that follow each article. Author bylines followed by
“(1967)” indicate that the article originally appeared in
the First Edition, while bylines followed by “(1996)” indi-
cate first publication within the Supplement. The designa-
tion “(2005)” denotes first publication within the Second
Edition.

preface to the second edition

We have modified and expanded the philosophical
inclusiveness of the First Edition in several ways. Both the
analytic and continental philosophical traditions are well
represented in the new topics and new personal entries, as
well as in the style of presentation offered by our authors.
In addition, enhanced cultural diversity is evident in the
major space we have provided for topics relating to Bud-
dhist philosophy, Chinese philosophy, Islamic philoso-
phy, and Indian philosophy. Because of space limitations
a number of First Edition entries devoted to national
philosophies (such as American, British, and German)
were not retained. The major figures from those countries
and their contributions to philosophy have, however,
been included in the Second Edition via personal and
topical entries. Importantly, we have retained and
expanded the entries on Japanese philosophy, Latin
American philosophy, and Russian philosophy, and have
added entries on African philosophy and Korean philos-
ophy.

To preserve and enhance the detailed record of philo-
sophical bibliographies, dictionaries, encyclopedias, and
journals contained in the First Edition entries devoted
exclusively to these topics, we moved these articles to the
last volume of the Second Edition and increased substan-
tially the space that had been allocated to them in the
First Edition. The very large number of new philosophi-
cal bibliographies, dictionaries, encyclopedias, and jour-
nals that have been published in a multitude of languages
during the last half century testifies not only to the vital-
ity of philosophy but also to the increasing cultural diver-
sity on its landscape.

A FEW FINAL POINTS

Several additional features of our editorial practices are
important to note. In retaining entries from the First Edi-
tion, we have studiously avoided changing the text of
those entries in the interest of preserving the philosophi-
cal and authorial integrity of those entries. Some of the
authors, however, of those First Edition entries were
available and wished to revise their entries. We, of course,
welcomed their modifications. On some occasions, with-
out compromising the integrity of an entry, we made
some minor changes in the retained First Edition entries,
such as inserting the year of death in the biographical
part of a personal entry.

The entries in the Second Edition vary in readability
level. Many entries will be readily accessible to the general
public. Others will require some familiarity with the spe-
cialized vocabulary of philosophers. Still other entries
will presuppose some acquaintance with logic. All the
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preface to the second edition

entries, it would be safe to say, require the kind of careful
reading that is customary in the humanities and that
helps to fashion liberally educated persons.

A good number of entries—such as those dealing
with ancient, Buddhist, Chinese, Islamic, Judaic, and
Russian philosophies—use non-English language words
that required transliteration and the use of diacritical
marks. In our transliterations and use of diacritical marks
we have tried to follow the standard practice adopted by
the contemporary leading scholars and the leading jour-
nals in the particular subfield to which the entry belongs.

The bibliographies that accompany the entries are
selective rather than exhaustive. They provide the refer-
ences to the works of the scholars cited in the text of an
entry. The bibliographical entries in the tenth volume,
however, which provide a record of philosophical bibli-
ographies, dictionaries, encyclopedias, and journals, are
much more extensive but are not exhaustive.

Volume 10 fulfills at least three important purposes.
First, it houses the Appendix, which enabled us to include
in the Encyclopedia a number of entries that, for a num-
ber of reasons, did not move through the editorial process
in time to be included in the main alphabetical arrange-
ment of the entries. For example, a few of our contribu-
tors encountered unexpected delays in completing their
entries because of illness, and a few needed extra time
because of other demanding professional commitments.
Second, it provided a discrete location where the three
lengthy comprehensive bibliographical entries on philo-
sophical dictionaries and encyclopedias, journals, and
bibliographies could be bundled together so that they
would not distract from the topical and personal entries
listed alphabetically in the main body of the set. Third, it
contains the Index, a critical access tool for the book’s
readers.

SPECIAL ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

As editor in chief of this large project I owe a debt of grat-
itude to many people. I begin with my colleagues at Ohio
University. The members of the Philosophy Department
were a reservoir of philosophical expertise, good will, and
seasoned professional advice. The Philosophy Depart-
ment’s Administrative Assistant, Penny Schall, helped to
lighten my tasks, especially with her computer skills.
Michael Farmer, the Head of Monographic Cataloging at
Ohio University’s Alden Library, devoted many painstak-
ing hours to updating the bibliographies of scores of First
Edition entries being retained in the Second Edition. The
College of Arts and Sciences provided me a professional
leave at a crucial juncture in the project so that I could

work on the Encyclopedia without the standard professo-
rial demands on my time.

Also, I wish to note with appreciation the role played
by LinDa L. Grams, the Administrative Assistant in the
Philosophy Department at the University of Notre Dame,
who graciously served as a conduit of communication
between Phil Quinn and me during his all too brief serv-
ice as the editor overseeing the philosophy of religion.

In addition, there are four groups of people to whom
all of us who use the Second Edition owe an expression of
appreciation. The first group is the staff of Macmillan
Reference and Thomson Gale. Frank Menchaca, Execu-
tive Vice President and Publisher, gave the support and
encouragement of upper management to the Second Edi-
tion to ensure that it would go to press in 2005 and that
it would continue the tradition of excellence that has
been the hallmark of the reference works published by
Macmillan through the years. Hélene Potter, Director of
New Product Development, aided by her associates in the
New York office, initiated the project and ever so adroitly
assisted the editorial team to plan the structure and con-
tent of the new edition, and to operationalize those plans
in each editor’s domain of oversight. The five-person edi-
torial team at Macmillan in Farmington Hills, Michigan,
has exhibited seemingly untiring energy to bring the
project to press at the targeted time. The core team con-
sisted of Carol Schwartz, Senior Editor and Project Man-
ager, who quarterbacked the team; Jane Malonis, Senior
Editor and Project Manager; Brad Morgan, Senior Editor;
Deirdre S. Blanchfield, Editor; and Lynn Koch, Associate
Editor. This editorial team demonstrated the capacity to
multi-task with incredible patience, resilience, diplomacy,
and creativeness under many stressful conditions.

The second group to whom we owe words of grati-
tude consists of the hundreds of scholars who have con-
tributed the multitude of articles that are the substance of
the Second Edition. The extraordinarily fine entries that
constitute the Second Edition were prepared by scholars
with recognized expertise in the topics on which they
have written. That fact should assure the reader that for-
ays into the new edition of the Encyclopedia will prove to
be always educationally valuable. We are deeply grateful
for the intellectual heft that these distinguished authors
have contributed to the Second Edition.

The third group that merits our appreciation is one
that is almost invisible. I refer to the friends and families
of our contributors who stood by patiently waiting for
our contributors to complete their commitments to our
project. Their patience is appreciated. The important
contribution to learning that will be made by the new
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Second Edition will ensure that the patience of these
friends and family members will not have been in vain.

The fourth and final group that deserves apprecia-
tion is the team of associate and consulting editors who
served on the Encyclopedia’s board. They are all very busy,
very talented, and very distinguished philosophers. I am
amazed and delighted that they were able to find the time
to do the tasks that Macmillan and I laid on them. I dare-
say, however, that they had a special reward accruing from
the many hours they devoted to the project. Each of them
was asked to assess the new entries in their subfields as
those entries were submitted by the authors to Macmil-
lan. The editors were asked to indicate on a review sheet

preface to the second edition

if, in their judgment, the entry at hand should be
approved as is, if the entry needed revision, or if the entry
should be rejected. As I reviewed the editors’ assessments,
I marveled at how often editors would characterize the
entries as “superb” or “excellent” or “outstanding,” and I
could almost feel the editor’s delight as those words were
written on the review sheets. Occasionally, I even saw the
words “the finest piece of this length on this topic that has
yet been written.” Those words exuded the joy and intel-
lectual excitement which are truly the abiding rewards
that the editors, and hopefully all readers, will receive
from this project.

Donald M. Borchert, 2005
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he last and, in fact, the only previous major
philosophical reference work in the English language, J.
M. Baldwin’s Dictionary of Psychology and Philosophy,
appeared in 1901. While it was in many ways an
admirable work (it numbered among its contributors
men of such caliber as Charles Peirce and G. E. Moore),
the scope of Baldwin’s Dictionary was quite limited. The
great majority of articles were exceedingly brief, provid-
ing concise definitions of technical terms sometimes
accompanied by additional information of a historical
nature. There were articles about individual philoso-
phers, but these usually amounted to no more than a few
lines. Baldwin himself insisted that his work was prima-
rily a dictionary and not an encyclopedia, but he did fea-
ture several articles of “encyclopedic character” dealing
with important movements in the history of philosophy
and the general divisions of philosophy. Some of these
“special” articles, as Baldwin called them, were of the
highest quality and have become justly famous. Even
they, however, were relatively brief—according to Bald-
win’s own estimate, they varied in length from 1,000 to
5,000 words—and many important questions were
entirely neglected or treated in a very cursory fashion. In
Baldwin’s own day there was undoubtedly room for a
philosophical reference work of more ambitious scope.
Since then, especially in the light of the revolutionary
developments in philosophy and related fields, the need
for a truly encyclopedic presentation of philosophical
theories and concepts has become increasingly acute.

introduction to the
first edition, 1967

The present encyclopedia is intended to fill this
need. It has been our aim to cover the whole of philoso-
phy as well as many of the points of contact between phi-
losophy and other disciplines. The Encyclopedia treats
Eastern and Western philosophy; it deals with ancient,
medieval, and modern philosophy; and it discusses the
theories of mathematicians, physicists, biologists, sociol-
ogists, psychologists, moral reformers, and religious
thinkers where these have had an impact on philosophy.
The Encyclopedia contains nearly 1,500 articles of ample
length which can be of value to the specialist, while most
of them are sufficiently explicit to be read with pleasure
and profit by the intelligent nonspecialist. Some of the
longer articles, such as those dealing with the history of
the various fields of philosophical investigation or the
work of the most influential philosophers, are in effect
small books, and even the shorter articles are usually long
enough to allow a reasonably comprehensive treatment
of the subject under discussion. We believe that there is
no philosophical concept or theory of any importance
that is not identified and discussed in the Encyclopedia,
although not every concept or theory has a separate arti-
cle devoted to it. In apportioning the space at our dis-
posal, we were guided by the thought that the majority of
readers would derive more benefit from a smaller num-
ber of long and integrated articles than from a multitude
of shorter entries.

Throughout we have aimed at presentations which
are authoritative, clear, comprehensive, and interesting.
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introduction to the first edition, 1967

Reference works have a reputation, not altogether unde-
served, for being deadly dull. There are notable excep-
tions to this rule, but by and large it is true that the
articles in both general and specialized encyclopedias are
written in the most colorless prose and shy away from
controversial issues. The authors frequently adopt a pose
of complete neutrality and Olympian superiority to the
conflicts of warring schools of thought, but in practice
this usually amounts to an endorsement of safe positions
and to neglect or even misrepresentation of radical
thinkers, especially if they are contemporaries. Whatever
else may be said about it, we do not believe that the pres-
ent work will be condemned as either dull or timid. Rad-
ical movements and thinkers are given their full due, and
the most controversial contemporary issues are discussed
at great length. Moreover, the authors of the relevant arti-
cles were free and welcome to express their own views
and in some instances to propose new solutions. It should
be added that our contributors were not required to be
serious and solemn at all costs, and some of our articles
are certain to offend those who believe that philosophy
and laughter are incompatible. As a consequence of our
approach, the present work may in some respects have a
greater resemblance to Dr. Johnson’s Dictionary and even
to Diderot’s Encyclopedia than to the uncontroversial ref-
erence works to which the public has become accustomed
in more recent times.

I have no doubt that in years to come a number of
the articles in the Encyclopedia will be regarded as origi-
nal contributions to philosophy. This comment refers in
particular to articles which deal with controversial philo-
sophical issues, but many of our historical articles also
embody original research and in some instances treat
topics which have not previously been the subject of
thorough scholarly investigations. We have also made it a
special point to rescue from obscurity unjustly neglected
figures, and in such cases, where the reader would find it
almost impossible to obtain reliable information in stan-
dard histories or in general encyclopedias, we have been
particularly generous in our space allotments. In addi-
tion, the reader will find a number of articles on unex-
pected subjects—such as “Greek Drama,” “If,” “Nothing,”
and “Popular Arguments for the Existence of God”—that
we considered sufficiently intriguing to be given individ-
ual attention.

In the attempt to make the articles interesting, we did
not, however, lose sight of the basic goal of any reference
work—to supply information in a clear and authoritative
fashion. We have been fortunate in obtaining the collab-
oration of a large number of the foremost philosophers in

the world, representing all shades of opinion. It is notori-
ous that philosophy differs from the natural sciences in
having no body of generally accepted conclusions. There
are, for example, no answers to the problem of causation
or the mind-body problem which have the endorsement
of all competent students of the subjects; and the same is
true of all or nearly all other philosophical problems.
However, it is possible to provide an authoritative
account of the nature of philosophical problems and of
the various attempts to answer them. As far as exposition
is concerned, the articles in the Encyclopedia are meant to
be authoritative: although our contributors were free to
express their own opinions, this was never done at the
expense of providing the necessary information. To the
attentive reader it will always be clear where a writer’s
exposition ends and the statement of his personal posi-
tion begins.

Something should perhaps be said at this stage about
the question of editorial bias, a subject on which there
exists a great deal of confusion. It is important to distin-
guish two very different varieties of bias. The first is what
we may call “polemical” bias—the kind that is operative
in political campaigns, in the lower forms of journalism,
and wherever fanatics of any kind discuss the views of
their opponents. The stock in trade of this kind of parti-
sanship is familiar: where the writer does not resort to
deliberate forgery, he nevertheless frequently distorts his
opponent’s position by quoting out of context and in
general by making him look as foolish as possible. Regret-
tably, philosophers, including some very great ones, have
not been above employing such weapons, but in this
Encyclopedia the use of such techniques has not been
allowed. There is, however, another kind of bias which
cannot be totally eliminated. No matter how fair and
equitable an editor may try to be, his personal views and
commitments are bound to affect the organization of the
work, the space allotted to different subjects, and the cri-
teria employed in judging the quality of contributions. If
this kind of bias cannot be eliminated, its influence can at
least be restricted, and it also can and should be openly
acknowledged. One method that was used to limit the
influence of editorial opinions was to assign articles,
wherever possible, to authors who were to some consid-
erable extent sympathetic to the theory or the figure they
were to discuss. This rule was adhered to in most, though
not in all, cases. It was not applied when there was a seri-
ous conflict with other criteria which were also relevant
to the selection of contributors. If, for example, an author
was in our opinion far superior to all other available writ-
ers in such qualifications as intellectual incisiveness and
capacity for clear statement, he was chosen even if his
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sympathies for the subject of the article were limited. This
happened in a few cases, but for the most part we suc-
ceeded in finding contributors who met all of our crite-
ria.

It would, nevertheless, be idle to pretend that this
Encyclopedia is free from bias and that my own ideologi-
cal commitments have not significantly influenced its
content. Like the majority of my closest advisers, I have
been raised in the empirical and analytic tradition of
Anglo-Saxon philosophy. There can be no doubt that if
the Encyclopedia had been edited by a follower of Hegel or
by a phenomenologist, assuming him to make every
effort to be fair and equitable to other viewpoints, it
would have looked very different. The topics chosen for
separate articles would not have been the same, the space
allotments would probably have been appreciably differ-
ent, and there would undoubtedly have been a signifi-
cantly different list of contributors. I doubt that an editor
with such a background would have featured such articles
as “Any and All,” “Paradigm-case Argument,” and “Proper
Names and Descriptions,” to give just a few illustrations,
or that he would have devoted the same space to logic or
to the philosophy of language. I am not here concerned
with arguing that what we have done is right and that
what other editors, with different commitments, would
have done is wrong. I merely wish to remind the reader
that in producing an encyclopedia one has to make a vast
number of decisions and that one is not in the fortunate
position of copying a pre-existing heavenly original. The
decisions may be more or less justifiable, but in the last
resort they always reflect the beliefs and sympathies of the
editors.

We are presenting more than 900 articles on individ-
ual thinkers, and any responsible editor, no matter what
his viewpoint, would have decided to include articles on
the great majority of these. On the other hand, some fig-
ures have been omitted who, in the opinion of competent
judges, have as good a claim to a separate article as some
of those now included. We may as well here and now offer
our apologies to all whose lists would have been different
and who find that their favorites do not receive adequate
attention. Some of these omissions can fairly be blamed
on editorial judgment, but others are the result of acci-
dental circumstances. For a number of relatively minor
figures even the most diligent search failed to locate a
contributor who could write an authoritative and read-
able article. In such cases it was decided that the space
could be put to better use. Fortunately, these omissions
are very few, and the ideas of most of the philosophers
about whom we should have had separate articles are
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covered in various of our survey articles on the history of
philosophy in different countries, in the articles on philo-
sophical schools and movements, and sometimes also in
those dealing with the history of the branches of philoso-
phy. Nevertheless, there are some regrettable gaps, and we
can only plead that if one works with over 500 contribu-
tors living in every corner of the globe, it is almost impos-
sible that all one’s plans should materialize.

One of the most difficult problems confronting the
editor of any reference work is that of avoiding duplica-
tion without destroying the sense and continuity of indi-
vidual articles. To be sure, not all duplication is
undesirable, especially in a subject in which there is so
much disagreement as in philosophy; and in the present
work we have not tried to prevent discussions of the same
topic in different contexts and from different viewpoints.
To give one example, Zeno’s paradoxes are discussed in
the article bearing the philosopher’s name and in the arti-
cle “Infinity in Mathematics and Logic.” The former arti-
cle critically analyzes the paradoxes considered in the
wider context of Greek thought, while in the latter the
paradoxes are examined in order to cast light on prob-
lems concerning mathematical infinity. We have done our
best, however, to avoid all duplication that would not
serve a useful purpose. To achieve this end, it was neces-
sary to be extremely flexible in the relative space provi-
sions for various articles. It seemed unwise, for example,
to have a lengthy review of the theories of Husserl once in
the article bearing his name and then again in the article
on phenomenology. In this particular instance we
decided to feature a short article under “Husserl” but a
very long one under “Phenomenology.” This need for
flexibility in order to use the available space to maximum
advantage will account for many apparent disproportions
in our space allotments. The articles on Marx and Engels,
to give another illustration, are quite brief—much briefer
than those on thinkers who have been far less influential;
but this does not mean that Marxism has been neglected
in the Encyclopedia. For, in addition to the biographical
articles on Marx and Engels (and other Marxist thinkers),
the Encyclopedia contains the very comprehensive articles
“Dialectical Materialism,” “Historical Materialism,” and
“Marxist Philosophy,” as well as several shorter pieces, in
all of which the theories of Marx and Engels are dis-
cussed. Our very elaborate index, prepared by a staff of
specialists, and our system of cross references have made
it possible to avoid a good deal of duplication.

The Encyclopedia is primarily the creation of the con-
tributors, and I wish here to record our gratitude to the
many fine scholars who have given so much of their time
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and energy to this enterprise. A certain type of reader
drawn to philosophy is not happy unless he finds a plen-
tiful supply of obscure and high-flown phraseology. Such
readers will be disappointed by the present work. Those,
on the other hand, who prefer simple and unpretentious
language will (we hope) find our Encyclopedia to their lik-
ing. Nothing can make philosophy into an easy subject,
but by taking very great pains it is possible to offer a lucid
presentation even of extremely difficult and abstruse
philosophical theories. If the majority of our articles are
entirely intelligible to most educated readers, this is due
to the special care taken by our contributors.

It should also be mentioned that although we were,
unfortunately, compelled to reject a number of articles,
this in no way reflects on their quality. Many of them were
excellent studies and were excluded only for reasons per-
taining to problems of space, duplication of material, or
other technical considerations. The understanding and
patience of all contributors as well as of all whose articles
could not be used is greatly appreciated.

We are also very much indebted to the members of
the editorial board, whose advice was constantly sought
and always readily given. They aided us in a great many
ways at all stages—they helped in mapping out the table
of contents, in locating suitable contributors, and in eval-
uating manuscripts. When in the spring and summer of
1965 some absolutely indispensable articles had not
arrived, it was chiefly through the intervention of mem-
bers of the editorial board that outstanding scholars
agreed to write the missing articles within the space of a
few months. We would like to thank the following con-
tributors for coming to our rescue at the last moment:
William P. Alston, Stephen Barker, Thomas G. Bergin,
George Boas, Vernon J. Bourke, Wing-tsit Chan, Arthur
C. Danto, Phillip H. De Lacy, Ronald Grimsley, Philip P.
Hallie, Peter L. Heath, John Hick, Paul O. Kristeller, Hugh
R. MacCallum, James E. McClellan, Alasdair Maclntyre,
John Macquarrie, E. S. Northedge, Robert G. Olson, John
Passmore, Bede Rundle, Colin Smith, W. H. Walsh, and
Edward Wasiolek. We are particularly grateful to Profes-
sor G. B. Kerferd for writing the article on Aristotle at
incredibly short notice. That our extremely detailed and
exhaustive article on the history of logic was completed in
time is in large measure due to the tireless efforts of Pro-
fessor A. N. Prior, who was wonderfully helpful in a great
many other ways as well.

It would be impossible to praise too highly the per-
formance of the members of the editorial staff. The best
testimony to their skill and devotion is the fact that a
work of this scope could be completed in a relatively

short time by such a small group of people. Ann Trabulsi
had the very difficult task of coordinating the work of
contributors, editors, copy editors, and the production
staff. Her admirable calm and self-possession resolved
many a potentially explosive situation, while her tact and
firmness worked wonders with even the most reluctant
contributors. Philip Cummings, Donald Levy, Sandra
Litt, and Margaret Miner were the four full-time editors.
Their high standards of scholarship and accuracy, their
fine feeling for language, and their unfailing good sense
again and again evoked admiring comments and expres-
sions of gratitude from our contributors. Their enthusi-
asm and their delightful and contagious sense of humor
made my own share of the work not only less burden-
some but frequently a great deal of fun. Dr. Albert Blum-
berg joined the editorial staff on a part-time basis early in
1964. It is largely owing to his rich knowledge and
painstaking labors that our articles on logic and founda-
tions of mathematics are, as we believe, of an exceedingly
high quality. Alix Shulman assisted us during the last year
in dealing with various tricky editorial problems, and we
are most grateful to her for the excellence of her work. Dr.
Murray Greene and Sheila Meyer worked for extended
periods in the very onerous position of managing editor,
and to both of them I wish to express my appreciation of
their valuable contributions. I should also like to thank
Mr. Sidney Solomon, who designed the Encyclopedia and
who was involved in the project from the beginning, for
giving valuable advice and assistance on many occasions.
Finally, we are all indebted to our editorial secretary,
Eunice Dean, whose careful management of our vast and
complicated records and correspondence has been an
indispensable aid to the production of the Encyclopedia.

I have left to the last obligations of a more personal
nature. Four of my own articles—“Atheism,” “Life, Mean-
ing and Value of,” “My Death,” and “Why” were written
during the academic year 1964/1985 while I held a John
Simon Guggenheim Foundation Research Fellowship.
The award of this fellowship made it possible for me to
take a leave of absence from my teaching duties, and I
wish to thank the Guggenheim Memorial Foundation for
its generous aid. I should also like to thank the following
friends and colleagues for reading one or more of my own
articles and for offering criticism and suggestions:
Reuben Abel, E M. Barnard, Sandra Bartky, Mili¢ Capek,
Gertrude Ezorsky, Antony Flew, Peter Heath, Martin
Lean, Ruth Barcan Marcus, C. Douglas McGee, Sidney
Morgenbesser, Mary Mothersill, Ernest Nagel, Andrew
Oldenquist, Robert Olson, Richard Popkin, Bertrand
Russell, J. B. Schneewind, Elmer Sprague, and Carl Well-
man. In connection with the difficult article about Wil-

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

XX 2nd edition



helm Reich I am especially grateful for advice and com-
ments to Mr. A. S. Neill, Drs. Allan Cott and Ola Raknes
(all of whom knew Reich well), and to Sir Karl Popper,
Alasdair Maclntyre, Sidney Hook, and Michael Scriven.
Needless to say, none of those who kindly helped me with
my articles is responsible for any of the views expressed in
them. To my dear friend and teacher, Ernest Nagel, I am
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deeply grateful for his unfailing encouragement and
moral support ever since I began to edit the Encyclopedia.
In spite of his many obligations he always found time to
listen to our problems and to offer suggestions based on
his immense erudition and his acquaintance with schol-
ars in the most diverse fields.

Paul Edwards, Brooklyn College, March 1966

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



list of contributors

Contributors to the encyclopedia are listed below in alphabetic order followed by their

academic affiliations and the article(s) they contributed. Articles reprinted from the first
edition and supplement are indicated respectively by (1967) or (1996) following the arti-

cle name. Affiliations provided for the authors of these articles were their 1967 or 1996
affiliations. New or updated articles are indicated by (2005) and include the current

affiliation for the author.

Nicola Abbagnano
Professor, History of Philosophy,
University of Turin
ALIOTTA, ANTONIO (1967)
ARDIGO, ROBERTO (1967)
FERRI, LUIGI (1967)
LEONARDO DA VINCI (1967)
POSITIVISM (1967)
PSYCHOLOGISM (1967)
RENSI, GIUSEPPE (1967)
RIGNANO, EUGENIO (1967)

Reuben Abel
Adjunct Associate Professor of
Philosophy, Graduate Faculty, New
School for Social Research, and
Chairman of the Division of
Humanities
SCHILLER, FERDINAND CANNING

SCOTT (1967)

Francine F. Abeles
Mathematics, Kean University
LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: THE BOOLEAN PERIOD:
CARROLL (2005)

Raziel Abelson
Associate Professor and Chairman,
Philosophy, University College,
New York University
DEFINITION (1967)
ETHICS, HISTORY OF (1967)

Peter Achinstein
Professor of Philosophy, Johns
Hopkins University
BRAITHWAITE, RICHARD BEVAN
(1967, 2005)

Alparslan Acikgeng
Professor, Philosophy, Fatih
University, Istanbul
CAUSATION IN ISLAMIC
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

H. B. Acton

Professor of Moral Philosophy,

University of Edinburgh; Editor of

Philosophy

ABSOLUTE, THE (1967)

BERKELEY, GEORGE (1967)

BOSANQUET, BERNARD (1967)

BRADLEY, FRANCIS HERBERT
(1967)

DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM
(1967)

HEGEL, GEORG WILHELM
FRIEDRICH (1967)

HISTORICAL MATERIALISM (1967)

IDEALISM (1967)

David Adams

Professor of Philosophy, California

State Polytechnic University,

Pomona

PHILOSOPHY OF LAW, HISTORY OF
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

E. M. Adams

Professor of Philosophy, University
of North Carolina
LEWIS, CLARENCE IRVING (1967)

Robert M. Adams

Yale University
PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION (1996)

Alfred Owen Aldridge

Head of Department of
Comparative Literature, University
of Maryland

PAINE, THOMAS (1967)

Peter Alexander

Reader in Philosophy, University of
Bristol
DUHEM, PIERRE MAURICE MARIE
(1967)
HERTZ, HEINRICH RUDOLF
(1967)
PEARSON, KARL (1967)
POINCARE, JULES HENRI (1967)
SENSATIONALISM (1967)

W. M. Alexander

Associate Professor of Religion and
Philosophy, St. Andrews College
HAMANN, JOHANN GEORG (1967)

Edwin Allaire

Professor of Philosophy, University
of Texas at Austin
BERGMANN, GUSTAV (2005)

XXIII



list of contributors

James Allen
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Pittsburgh
ANCIENT SKEPTICISM (2005)
ANTIOCHUS OF ASCALON (2005)
ARCESILAUS (2005)
CARNEADES (2005)
PHILO OF LARISSA (2005)

Felix Alluntis O.EM.
Ordinary Professor of Philosophy,
Catholic University of America
VITORIA, FRANCISCO DE (1967)

Robert Almeder
McCullough Professor of
Philosophy, Hamilton College,
Clinton, NY
RESCHER, NICHOLAS (2005)

William P. Alston

Professor of Philosophy, University

of Michigan

PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION,
PROBLEMS OF (1967)

PLEASURE (1967)

PSYCHOANALYTIC THEORIES,
LOGICAL STATUS OF (1967)

RELIGION (1967)

RELIGION, NATURALISTIC
RECONSTRUCTIONS OF (1967)

RELIGION, PSYCHOLOGICAL
EXPLANATIONS OF (1967)

RELIGIOUS LANGUAGE (1967)

TELEOLOGICAL ARGUMENT FOR
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD (1967)

TILLICH, PAUL (1967)

Andrew Altman
Professor of Philosophy; Director,
Jean Beer Blumenfeld Center for
Ethics, Georgia State University
DWORKIN, RONALD (2005)

Robert Anchor
Instructor of History, Yale
University
RICKERT, HEINRICH (1967)

RITSCHL, ALBRECHT BENJAMIN
(1967)

C. Anthony Anderson
Professor, Philosophy, University of
California, Santa Barbara
CHURCH, ALONZO (2005)

Stephen C. Angle
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Wesleyan University
ZHU XI (CHU HsI) (2005)

XXV

Aldo Antonelli
Professor of Logic and Philosophy of
Science, University of California,
Irvine
FEMINIST PHILOSOPHY (2005)
INNATE IDEAS, NATIVISM (2005)
NON-MONOTONIC LOGIC (2005)
SEXISM (2005)

Roger Ariew
Professor and Chair, Philosophy,
University of South Florida
CLAUBERG, JOHANNES (2005)
CORDEMOY, GERAUD DE (2005)

David M. Armstrong
University of Syndey
LAWS OF NATURE (1996)

Douglas Arner
Professor of Philosophy, Arizona
State University
MCCOSH, JAMES (1967)

John Arthur
Professor of Philosophy; Director,
Program in Philosophy, Politics and
Law, Binghamton University
STATE [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Robert J. Arway, C.M.
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
St. John’s University
GODFREY OF FONTAINES (1967)

R. W. Ashby
Lecturer in Philosophy, King’s
College, University of London
BASIC STATEMENTS (1967)
VERIFIABILITY PRINCIPLE (1967)

Margaret Atherton
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Wisconsin—Milwaukee
ASTELL, MARY (2005)
CAVENDISH, MARGARET (2005)
COCKBURN, CATHARINE TROTTER

(2005)

SHEPHERD, MARY (2005)

Samuel Atlas
Professor, Philosophy, Hebrew
Union College, New York
JACOBI, FRIEDRICH HEINRICH
(1967)
SCHULZE, GOTTLOB ERNST (1967)

Robert Audi
Professor of Philosophy and David
E. Gallo Chair in Ethics, University

of Notre Dame
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Bruce A. Aune
Emeritus Professor of Philosophy,
University of Massachusetts,
Ambherst
CAN (1967)
POSSIBILITY (1967, 2005)
SELLARS, WILFRID (1996, 2005)
THINKING (1967)

Franz Austeda
Councilor of the School Board of
Vienna
AVENARIUS, RICHARD (1967)
FISCHER, KUNO (1967)
JODL, FRIEDRICH (1967)
PETZOLDT, JOSEPH (1967)
RORETZ, KARL (1967)
STOHR, ADOLF (1967)
WAHLE, RICHARD (1967)
ZIEHEN, THEODOR (1967)

Kent Bach
Professor of Philosophy, San
Francisco State University

PERFORMATIVE UTTERANCES
(2005)

Keith Michael Baker
Assistant Professor of History,
University of Chicago
CONDORCET, MARQUIS DE (1967)

Edward G. Ballard
Professor of Philosophy, Tulane
University
LACHELIER, JULES (1967)

Han Baltussen
Lecturer, Classics, University of
Adelaide, South Australia
THEOPHRASTUS (2005)

Renford Bambrough
Fellow, Dean and Director, Studies
in Moral Sciences, St. John’s College
DEMIURGE (1967)
GREEK DRAMA (1967)

Julian Barbour
Director, The Leibniz Institute,
Oxfordshire, U.K.
MACH, ERNST (2005)

Yehoshua Bar-Hillel
Professor of Logic and Philosophy of
Science, Hebrew University of
Jerusalem
BOLZANO, BERNARD (1967)
LOGIC, HISTORY OF: PRECURSORS

OF MODERN LOGIC: BOLZANO
(1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



SYNTACTICAL AND SEMANTICAL
CATEGORIES (1967)

Frederick M. Barnard

Associate Professor, Political

Science, University of Saskatchewan

BACHOFEN, JOHANN JAKOB
(1967)

MORGAN, LEWIS HENRY (1967)

REINHOLD, KARL LEONHARD
(1967)

SPINOZISM (1967)

SUMNER, WILLIAM GRAHAM
(1967)

WEBER, ALFRED (1967)

Rachel Barney
Canada Research Chair in Classical
Philosophy; Associate Professor,
Departments of Classics and
Philosophy, University of Toronto
GORGIAS OF LEONTINI (2005)
NOMOS AND PHUSIS (2005)
SOPHISTS (2005)

Jeffrey A. Barrett
Professor, Logic and Philosophy of
Science, University of California
Irvine
MANY WORLDS/MANY MINDS
INTERPRETATION OF QUANTUM
MECHANICS (2005)

Jean-Pierre Barricelli
Associate Professor of Romance
Languages and Comparative
Literature; Chair, Department of
French and Italian, University of
California, Riverside
LEOPARDI, COUNT GIACOMO

(1967)

Irving H. Bartlett
Professor and Chair, Philosophy,
Duke University
CHANNING, WILLIAM ELLERY
(1967)
PARKER, THEODORE (1967)

Heather D. Battaly
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
California State University,
Fullerton
ALSTON, WILLIAM P. (2005)

Robert Batterman
Rotman Canada Research Chair in
Philosophy of Science, University of
Western Ontario
REDUCTION (2005)

Margaret Pabst Battin
Distinguished Professor, Philosophy,
and Adjunct Professor, Internal
Medicine, Division of Medical
Ethics, University of Utah, Salt
Lake City
SUICIDE (2005)

Charles A. Baylis
Professor and Chair, Philosophy,
Duke University
CONSCIENCE (1967)

Ken Baynes
Professor, Philosophy, Syracuse
University
APEL, KARL-OTTO (2005)

George Bealer
University of Colorado, Boulder
INTUITION [ADDENDUM 1]
(1996)

Monroe C. Beardsley
Professor and Acting Chairman,
Philosophy, Swarthmore College
AESTHETICS, HISTORY OF (1967)

Tom L. Beauchamp
Georgetown University
APPLIED ETHICS (1996)

Lewis White Beck
Burbank Professor of Intellectual
and Moral Philolosphy, University
of Rochester
NEO-KANTIANISM (1967)
STERN, LOUIS WILLIAM (1967)

Morton O. Beckner
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Pomona College
DARWINISM (1967)
ORGANISMIC BIOLOGY (1967)
TELEOLOGY (1967)
VITALISM (1967)

Jason BeDuhn
Associate Professor of Religious
Studies, Humanities, Arts, and
Religion, Northern Arizona
University
MANI AND MANICHAEISM
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Gordon Belot
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Pittsburgh
CONSERVATION PRINCIPLE (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

John W. Bender
Professor of Philosophy, Ohio
University
ART, EXPRESSION IN (1996, 2005)
COHERENTISM (1996)

Stanley I. Benn
Senior Fellow in Philosophy,
Australian National University
DEMOCRACY (1967)
EQUALITY, MORAL AND SOCIAL

(1967)

NATIONALISM (1967)
POWER (1967)
PROPERTY (1967)
PUNISHMENT (1967)
SOCIETY (1967)
SOVEREIGNTY (1967)
STATE (1967)

Carlton W. Berenda
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Oklahoma
WEYL, (CLAUS HUGO) HERMANN
(1967)

Thomas Goddard Bergin
Sterling Professor of Romance
Languages and Mast of Timothy
Dwight College, Yale University
DANTE ALIGHIERI (1967)

Robert Bernasconi
Moss Professor of Philosophy,
University of Memphis
ALTERITY (2005)

DERRIDA, JACQUES (1996, 2005)
PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE IN
CONTINENTAL PHILOSOPHY

(2005)

Paul Bernays
Retired Professor, Swiss Federal
Institute of Technology (Zurich)
HILBERT, DAVID (1967)

Arthur Berndston
Professor, Chair, Philosophy,
University of Missouri
DEUSTUA, ALEJANDRO 0. (1967)
CASO, ANTONIO (1967)
INGENIEROS, JOSE (1967)
KORN, ALEJANDRO (1967)
ROMERO, FRANCISCO (1967)
VASCONCELOS, JOSE (1967)
VAZ FERREIRA, CARLOS (1967)

Richard J. Bernstein
Chair, Philosophy, Haverford
College
DEWEY, JOHN (1967)

XXV



list of contributors

Sylvia Berryman
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of British Columbia
PNEUMA (2005)
STRATO AND STRATONISM (2005)

Peter A. Bertocci
Bowne Professor of Philosophy,
Brown University (Emeritus)
BOWNE, BORDEN PARKER (1967)
HOWISON, GEORGE HOLMES
(1967)

Gabor Betegh
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Central European University,
Budapest
DIOGENES OF APOLLONIA (2005)
MOIRA/TYCHE/ANANKE (2005)
ORPHISM [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Joél Biard
Professeur des Universités, Centre
d’Etudes Supérieures de la
Renaissance, Université de Tours
ALBERT OF SAXONY (2005)

Cristina Bicchieri
Carol and Michael Lowenstein
Endowed Term Professor; Director,
Philosophy, Politics and Economics
Program; Professor of Philosophy,
University of Pennsylvania
GAME THEORY (2005)

John Bickle
Professor, Philosophy and
Neuroscience Graduate Program,
University of Cincinnati
NEUROSCIENCE (2005)

John Bigelow
Professor, School of Philosophy and
Bioethics, Monash University,
Australia
NUMBER (2005)

Robert Bird

Assistant Professor, Slavic

Languages and Literatures,

University of Chicago

IVANOV, VIACHESLAV IVANOVICH
(2005)

ROZANOV, VASILII VASIL’EVICH
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Robert Bishop
Lecturer, Faculty of Philosophy,
University of Oxford
DETERMINISM AND
INDETERMINISM (2005)

XXVI

Michel Bitbol Ned Block
Directeur de recherche au CNRS; Massachusetts Institute of
Chargé de cours a I'Université Paris Technology

I, Centre de Recherches en FUNCTIONALISM (1996)
Epistémologie Appliquée,
(CREA/Ecole Polytechnique)

SCHRODINGER, ERWIN (2005)

H. Gene Blocker
Professor, Philosophy, Ohio
University

Max Black CHINESE PHILOSOPHY: SOCIAL
Professor, Philosophy, Cornell ?;(])DO:)OLITICAL THOUGHT
University

JAPANESE PHILOSOPHY (2005)
INDUCTION (1967)

RAMSEY, FRANK PLUMPTON

Mary K. Bloodsworth-Lugo
(1967)

Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Washington State University,
Pullman

CIXOUS, HELENE (2005)

Simon Blackburn
University of North Carolina,
Chapel Hill
ERROR THEORY OF ETHICS (1996)

Philip Blosser
RULE FOLLOWING (1996)

Professor of Philosophy, School of
History, Philosophy, and Religion,
Lenoir-Rhyne College

SCHELER, MAX (2005)

Robert Blanché
Professor of Philosophy, Faculty of
Letters and Humane Sciences,
University of Toulouse
COUTURAT, LOUIS (1967)
GOD, CONCEPTS OF (1967)
MEYERSON, EMILE (1967)
MILHAUD, GASTON (1967)
ROUGIER, LOUIS (1967)
WHEWELL, WILLIAM (1967)

William T. Bluhm
Associate Professor of Political
Science, University of Rochester
HARRINGTON, JAMES (1967)

Lawrence A. Blum
Professor of Philosophy,
Distinguished Professor of Liberal

Brand Blanshard Arts and Education, University of
Sterling Professor Emeritus, Yale Massachusetts, Boston
University ETHICS AND MORALITY (2005)

WISDOM (1967) MURDOCH, IRIS (2005)

J. L. Blau James Blumenthal
Professor, Religion, Columbia Associate Professqr, PP.lilosophy, .
University Oregon State University, Corvallis
ALBO, JOSEPH (1967) BUDDHISM—SCHOOLS: DGE-LUGS
’ 2005
BAHYA BEN JOSEPH IBN PAQUDA ( )
C(()1R19)6O7V)ERO MOSES BEN JACOB George Boas
(1967) ’ ! Professor Emeritus of the History of
HICKOK, LAURENS PERSEUS Philosophy, Johns Hopkins
(1967) University
IBN ZADDIK, JOSEPH BEN JACOB BONALD, LOULS GABRIEL
(1967) AMBROISE, VICOMTE DE (1967)
ISRAELI, ISAAC BEN SOLOMON BURTHOGGE, RICHARD (1967)
(1967’) CHATEAUBRIAND, FRANGOIS RENE

DE (1967)
COUSIN, VICTOR (1967)
DESTUTT DE TRACY, ANTOINE
LOUIS CLAUDE, COMTE (1967)

JAMES, HENRY (1967)
KABBALAH (1967)
MATHER, COTTON (1967)

MUQAMMIS, DAVID BEN MERWAN
AL- (1967)

PORTER, NOAH (1967)

SELLARS, ROY wooD (1967)

WAYLAND, FRANCIS (1967)

JOUFFROY, THEODORE SIMON
(1967)

LAMENNAIS, HUGUES FELICITE
ROBERT DE (1967)

LAROMIGUIERE, PIERRE (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



LOVE (1967)

LOVEJOY, ARTHUR ONCKEN
(1967)

MAISTRE, COMTE JOSEPH DE
(1967)

RAVAISSON-MOLLIEN, JEAN
GASPARD FELIX (1967)

RENOUVIER, CHARLES BERNARD
(1967)

ROYER-COLLARD, PIERRE PAUL
(1967)

STAEL-HOLSTEIN, ANNE LOUISE

GERMAINE NECKER, BARONNE DE

(1967)
TRADITIONALISM (1967)

Susanne Bobzien
Professor, Philosophy, Yale
University
LOGIC, HISTORY OF: ANCIENT
LoGIc (2005)

Margaret Boden
Research Professor of Cognitive
Science, Centre for Cognitive
Science, University of Sussex

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE (1996,

2005)
COGNITIVE SCIENCE (1996,
2005)

Istvdin M. Bodnér
Philosophy, Central European
University
ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS
(2005)

Hermann Boeschenstein
Head, Department of German,
University of Toronto
OKEN, LORENZ (1967)

Paul Artin Boghossian
New York University
ANALYTICITY (1996)

Bernadine M. Bonansea, O.EM
Ordinary Professor of Philsophy,
Catholic University of America
CAMPANELLA, TOMMASO (1967)
scoTIisM (1967)

TELESIO, BERNARDINO (1967)

David Boonin
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Colorado, Boulder
ABORTION [BIBLIOGRAPHY |
(2005)

Vernon J. Bourke
Professor, Philosophy, St. Louis
University; President of the World

Union of Catholic Philosophical
Societies
BANEZ, DOMINIC (1967)
BELLARMINE, ST. ROBERT (1967)
BIEL, GABRIEL (1967)
CAPREOLUS, JOHN (1967)
FONSECA, PETER (1967)
JOHN OF ST. THOMAS (1967)
MARIANA, JUAN DE (1967)
SOTO, DOMINIC DE (1967)
SYLVESTER OF FERRARA, FRANCIS
(1967)
THOMAS AQUINAS, ST. (1967)
TOLETUS, FRANCIS (1967)
VASQUEZ, GABRIEL (1967)

Bernard R. Boxill
Pardue Professor, Philosophy,
University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION (2005)
KING, MARTIN LUTHER (2005)

Michael Boylan

John J. McDonnell Jr. Chair in

Ethics, Marymount University

JEFFERSON, THOMAS (2005)

MACHIAVELLI, NICCOLO
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

MARSILIUS OF PADUA
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

OAKESHOTT, MICHAEL (2005)

G. R. Boys-Stones
Senior Lecturer in Classics,

Department of Classics and Ancient

History, Durham University

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

NUMENIUS OF APAMEA
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Germaine Brée
Vilas Professor, Institute for
Research in the Humanities,
Madison, WI
MALRAUX, GEORGES-ANDRE
(1967)
WEIL, SIMONE (1967)

Ignatius Brady, O.EM
Prefect, Theological Comission,
Collegio di S. Bonaventura,

Franciscan International College of

Research, Quaracchi, Italy
ALEXANDER OF HALES (1967)
JOHN OF LA ROCHELLE (1967)
PETER LOMBARD (1967)

Craig Brandist
Reader in Cultural Theory and

list of contributors

and Department of Russian and
Slavonic Studies, University of

Sheffield

BAKHTIN CIRCLE, THE (2005)

Frithhiof Brandt
Professor of Philosophy (Emeritus),
University of Copenhagen
HQFFEDING, HARALD (1967)

Richard B. Brandt
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Michigan
EPISTEMOLOGY AND ETHICS,
PARALLEL BETWEEN (1967)
ETHICAL RELATIVISM (1967)
HEDONISM (1967)

Johan Brinnmark
Philosophy, Lund University,
Sweden
GOOD, THE (2005)

David Braun
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Rochester
DEMONSTRATIVES (2005)

Samantha Brennan
Associate Professor, Philosophy, The
University of Western Ontario
CARD, CLAUDIA (2005)
HELD, VIRGINIA (2005)

Phillip Bricker
University of Massachusetts,
Ambherst
IDENTITY (1996)
PROPERTIES (1996)

Harvey H. Brimmer II
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,

University of Maine
LEQUIER, (JOSEPH LOUIS) JULES
(1967)

Crane Brinton
MecLean Professor of Ancient and
Modern History, Harvard
University
ROMANTICISM (1967)

Susan J. Brison
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Dartmouth College
BEAUVOIR, SIMONE DE (1996,
2005)

Justin Broackes
Brown University

Intellectual History, Bakhtin Centre

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

COLORS (1996)

XXVII



list of contributors

EXTRINSIC AND INTRINSIC
PROPERTIES (1996)

Dan W. Brock
Brown University
INFORMED CONSENT (1996)

Boruch A. Brody
Fulbright Fellow, Oxford University
LOGICAL TERMS, GLOSSARY OF
(1967)

Sylvain Bromberger
Massachusetts Institute of
Technology
PHONOLOGY (1996)

Andrew Brook
Professor of Philosophy, Director,
Institute of Cognitive Science;
Member, Canadian Psychoanalytic
Society
DENNETT, DANIEL CLEMENT
(2005)

Charlotte R. Brown

Associate Professor, Philosophy,

Illinois Wesleyan University

ALTRUISM (2005)

SHAFTESBURY, THIRD EARL OF
(ANTHONY ASHLEY COOPER)
(2005)

WOLLASTON, WILLIAM (2005)

Eric Brown
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Washington University in St. Louis
EPICTETUS (2005)
MARCUS AURELIUS ANTONINUS
(2005)
PANAETIUS OF RHODES (2005)

Robert Brown
Senior Fellow, Philosophy, Institute
of Advanced Studies, Australian
National University
BROAD, CHARLIE DUNBAR (1967)

Stephen F. Brown

Director of the Institute of Medieval

Philosophy and Theology; Professor,

Theology, Boston College

GODFREY OF FONTAINES
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

GREGORY OF RIMINI
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Anthony Brueckner
Professor, Philosophy, University of
California, Santa Barbara
SKEPTICISM, CONTEMPORARY
(1996, 2005)

XXVIII

Leendert Brummel
Professor, Library Science,
University of Amsterdam
HEMSTERHUIS, FRANS (1967)

Alexander Brungs
Research Fellow, Philosophy,
Universitit Ziirich, Switzerland
INNER SENSES (2005)

Ronald Bruzina
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Kentucky, Lexington
FINK, EUGEN (2005)

Jeffrey Bub

Chair, Committee for Philosophy

and the Sciences, Philosophy

Department, University of

Maryland, College Park

COPENHAGEN INTERPRETATION
(2005)

QUANTUM COMPUTING AND
TELEPORTATION (2005)

Allen Buchanan
James B. Duke Professor of
Philosophy and Public Policy
Studies, Duke University
APPLIED ETHICS (2005)

Gerd Buchdahl
Lecturer in Philosophy of Science;
Head, History and Philosophy of
Science, Cambridge University

CAMPBELL, NORMAN ROBERT
(1967)

Malcolm Budd
Emeritus Grote Professor of
Philosophy of Mind and Logic,
University College London
WOLLHEIM, RICHARD (2005)

Otavio Bueno
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of South Carolina
VAN FRAASSEN, BAS (2005)

John P. Burgess

Professor, Philosophy, Princeton

University

KRIPKE, SAUL (1996, 2005)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: SINCE GODEL
[OVERVIEW] (2005)

QUANTIFIERS IN FORMAL LOGIC
(2005)

Keith Burgess-Jackson
Associate Professor, Philosophy, The
University of Texas at Arlington
FEINBERG, JOEL (2005)

Charles Burnett
Professor of the History of
Arabic/Islamic Influence in Europe,
Warburg Institute, University of
London

HERMETICISM [ADDENDUM]
(2005)

David Burrell, C.S.C.
Hesburgh Professor in Philosophy
and Theology, University of Notre
Dame
AL-GHAZALI, MUHAMMAD
[ADDENDUM] (2005)
ETERNITY [ADDENDUM 2] (2005)

Sam Butchart
Research Fellow, School of
Philosophy and Bioethics, Monash
University, Australia
NUMBER (2005)

Alex Byrne
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Massachusetts Institute of
Technology
PRIVATE LANGUAGE PROBLEM
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Duane L. Cady
Hamline University
VIOLENCE (1996)

Steven M. Cahn
Doctoral Candidate, Columbia
University
CHANCE (1967)

Craig Callender
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of California, San Diego
TIME IN PHYSICS (2005)

Massimo Campanini
Reader in Arab Culture and
Civilization, Faculty of Letters and
Philosophy, University of Milan
HANAFI, HASSAN (2005)

A. H. Campbell
Regius Professor of Public Law,
University of Edinburgh
DEL VECCHIO, GIORGIO (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Keith Campbell

Emeritus Professor of Philosophy,

University of Sydney

MACKIE, JOHN LESLIE (1996,
2005)

MATERIALISM (1967, 2005)

NATURALISM (2005)

ONTOLOGY (2005)

SMART, JOHN JAMIESON CARSWELL
(1996, 2005)

Mariano Campo
Professor Emeritus of the History of
Philosophy, University of Trieste
LIEBMANN, OTTO (1967)
RIEHL, ALOIS (1967)

Kenneth L. Caneva
Professor, History, University of
North Carolina at Greensboro
KUHN, THOMAS (2005)

Walter F. Cannon
Curator of Astronomy and Physics;
Curator in Charge of Division of
Physical Sciences, Smithsonian
Institution
HERSCHEL, JOHN (1967)

Mili¢ Capek

Professor of Philosophy, Boston

University

AMPERE, ANDRE MARIE (1967)

ETERNAL RETURN (1967)

OSTWALD, WILHELM (1967)

RIBOT, THEODULE ARMAND
(1967)

TAINE, HIPPOLYTE-ADOLPHE
(1967)

Ben Caplan
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Manitoba
KAPLAN, DAVID (2005)

A. Robert Caponigri

Professor, Philosophy, University of

Notre Dame

GIOBERTI, VINCENZO (1967)

MARTINETTI, PIERO (1967)

ROSMINI-SERBATI, ANTONIO
(1967)

SCIACCA, MICHELE FEDERICO
(1967)

STEFANINI, LUIGI (1967)

George Cardona
Professor Emeritus of Linguistics,
University of Pennsylvania,
Philadelphia
PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE IN
INDIA (2005)

Stefano Caroti

Professore Ordinario di Storia della
Filosofia Medievale, Dipartimento
di Filosofia, Universita degli Studi
di Parma

ORESME, NICOLE (2005)

Brian Carr

Honorary University Fellow,

University of Exeter

CAUSATION IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

David Carr

Charles Howard Candler Professor
of Philosophy, Emory University
PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY (2005)

Meyrick H. Carré

Reader in Philosophy at University
of Bristol (retired)
PHYSICOTHEOLOGY (1967)

John Carroll

Professor of Philosophy,

Department of Philosophy and

Religion, North Carolina State

University, Raleigh

LAWS OF NATURE [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

Noel Carroll

Professor, Philosophy, University of
Wisconsin, Madison

ART, DEFINITIONS OF (2005)
ART, INTERPRETATION OF (2005)
ART, TRUTH IN (2005)

Scott Carson

Ohio University

ALBERT THE GREAT (2005)

EUDAIMONIA (2005)

PHRONESIS (2005)

SOPHIA (2005)

SOPHROSUNE (2005)

VALENTINUS AND
VALENTINIANISM (2005)

XENOPHON [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Thomas Carson

Professor of Philosophy, Loyola
University Chicago
METAETHICS (2005)

Robyn Carston

Professor of Linguistics,

Department of Phonetics and

Linguistics, University College

PRAGMATICS [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Benjamin Carter
Special Lecturer, Historical Studies,
University of Bristol
PANNENBERG, WOLFHART (2005)

Andre Carus
Graduate Student, Philosophy,
University of Chicago
CARNAP, RUDOLF (2005)
POSITIVISM [BIBLIOGRAPHY ]
(2005)

John Carvalho
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Villanova University
BARTHES, ROLAND (2005)

Héctor-Ner Castanfieda
Professor of Philosophy, Wayne
State University
PRIVATE LANGUAGE PROBLEM

(1967)

Albert Casullo
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Nebraska-Lincoln
KNOWLEDGE, A PRIORI (2005)
KNOWLEDGE AND MODALITY
(1996, 2005)

Walter Cerf
Visiting Professor, Philosophy,
University of Wisconsin; Professor,
Philosophy, City University of New
York, Brooklyn College
HARTMANN, NICOLAI (1967)

Henry Chadwick
Regius Professor of Divinity at
Oxford University
LESSING, GOTTHOLD EPHRAIM
(1967)

Arindam Chakrabarti
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Hawaii at Manoa
UNIVERSAL PROPERTIES IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHICAL TRADITIONS
(2005)

Alan Chan
Professor, Philosophy, National
University of Singapore
GUO XIANG (2005)
WANG BI (2005)

Wing-Tsit Chan
Professor of Chinese Culture and
Philosophy, Dartmouth College;
Adjunct Professor of Chinese
Thought, Columbia University

XXIX



list of contributors

CHENG HAO (1967)
CHENG YI (1967)
CHINESE PHILOSOPHY
[OVERVIEW] (1967)
ZHUANGZI (1967)

Carsun Chang
President, Institute of Political
Science, Shanghai (retired)
LU XIANGSHAN (1967)

Christopher K. Chapple
Professor, Theological Studies,
Loyola Marymount University
MEDITATION IN INDIAN

PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Louis Charland
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Western Ontario
EMOTION (2005)

Sebastien Charles
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Université de Sherbrooke
VOLTAIRE, FRANGOIS-MARIE
AROUET DE (2005)

Jo-shui Chen
Research Fellow, Institute of History
and Philology, Academia Sinica,
Taiwan
HAN YU (2005)
LI AO (2005)
WANG CHONG (2005)

Chung-ying Cheng
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Hawaii at Manoa
DAI ZHEN (2005)
ZHANG ZAI (2005)

(John) Hsueh-li Cheng
Professor, Philosophy and Religious
Studies, University of Hawaii at
Hilo
CHINESE PHILOSOPHY: BUDDHISM
(2005)

Roderick M. Chisholm
Romeo Elton Professor of Natural
Theology and Professor of
Philosophy, Brown University
BRENTANO, FRANZ (1967)
INTENTIONALITY (1967)
MARTY, ANTON (1967)
MEINONG, ALEXIUS (1967)

XXX

William Chittick
Professor, Asian and Asian-
American Studies, Stony Brook
University
IBN AL-‘ARABI (2005)

Peter Cholak
Professor, Mathematics, University
of Notre Dame
LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: SINCE GODEL: FRIEDMAN
AND REVERSE (2005)
REVERSE MATHEMATICS (2005)

Edith Clowes
Professor, Slavic Languages and
Literatures, University of Kansas,
Lawrence
SHESTOV, LEV ISAAKOVICH
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Duane L. Cody
Hamline University
PACIFISM (1996)

Carl Cohen
Professor of Philosophy, The
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
DEMOCRACY [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

L.J. Cohen
Queen’s College, Oxford University,
England
PRIOR, ARTHUR NORMAN (1996)

Robert S. Cohen
Professor and Chair, Physics,
Boston University
NEURATH, OTTO (1967)

Ted Cohen
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Chicago
AESTHETIC JUDGMENT (2005)
ART, FORMALISM IN (2005)

Margaret Cole
President, Fabian Society, Vice-
Chairman of the Further and
Higher Education Committee of the
Inner London Education Authority
SOCIALISM (1967)

R. L. Cole
Professor, History and English,
University of Iowa

ARMINIUS AND ARMINIANISM
(1967)

Jules L. Coleman

Wesley Newcomb Hohfeld Professor

of Jurisprudence, Yale Law School,

Professor of Philosophy, Yale

University

ANALYTIC JURISPRUDENCE (2005)

LEGAL POSITIVISM: ANGLO-
AMERICAN LEGAL POSITIVISM
SINCE H. L. A. HART (2005)

James Collins
Professor, Philosophy, St. Louis
University
NEWMAN, JOHN HENRY (1967)

Juan Comesainia
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Wisconsin-Madison

PYRRHONIAN PROBLEMATIC, THE
(2005)

Earl Conee
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Rochester, NY
EPISTEMOLOGY (1996, 2005)
EVIDENTIALISM (1996)

James I. Conway
Chair, Philosophy, Fordham
University, New York, NY (retired)
MARECHAL, JOSEPH (1967)

Roy T. Cook
Visiting Professor, Philosophy;
Villanova University, and Associate
Research Fellow, Arché: The AHRC
Centre for the Philosophy of Logic,
Language, Mathematics, and Mind,
University of St. Andrews
INFINITY IN MATHEMATICS AND

LoGIC (2005)

John M. Cooper
Stuart Professor of Philosophy,
Princeton University
OWEN, G. E. L. (2005)

David Copp
University of California, Davis
MORAL SKEPTICISM (1996)

Henry Corbin
Professor of Islamism at the Ecole
des Hautes Etudes, University of
Paris at the Sorbonne; Director of
the Department of Iranology,
Institut franco-iranien (Tehran)
AL-GHAZALI, MUHAMMAD (1967)
IBN BAJJA (1967)
IBN TUFAYL (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



SUHRAWARDI, SHIHAB AL-DIN
YAHYA (1967)

John Corcoran

Professor of Philosophy, University

of Buffalo, State University of New

York at Buffalo

BOOLE, GEORGE (2005)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: THE BOOLEAN PERIOD:
BOOLE (2005)

Michael Corrado

Allen Professor of Law and
Professor of Philosophy, University
of North Carolina at Chapel
POSNER, RICHARD (2005)

Gerald R. Cragg

Professor of Church History,
Andover Newton Theological
School

LAW, WILLIAM (1967)
MELANCHTHON, PHILIPP (1967)

William Lane Craig

Research Professor of Philosophy,

Talbot School of Theology, Biola

University

COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT FOR
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD (2005)

Maurice Cranston

Reader in Political Science,
University of London

BURKE, EDMUND (1967)

FASCISM (1967)

LIBERALISM (1967)
MONTESQUIEU, BARON DE (1967)
TOLERATION (1967)

Richard Creath

Arizona State University
VERIFIABILITY PRINCIPLE
[ADDENDUM] (1996)

M. J. Cresswell

Professor of Philosophy, The

University of Auckland and Texas

A&M University

SEMANTICS, HISTORY OF
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Stephen D. Crites

Assistant Professor of Religion,

Wesleyan University

BAUER, BRUNO (1967)

MEGARIANS (2005)

ROSENKRANZ, JOHANN KARL
FRIEDRICH (1967)

L. G. Crocker

Dean, Graduate School, and W. G.
Leutner Distinguised Professor of
Romance Languages, Western
Reserve University

list of contributors

Patricia Curd

Professor of Philosophy, Purdue

University

PARMENIDES OF ELEA
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

BONNET, CHARLES (1967)
CABANIS, PIERRE-JEAN GEORGES Edwin Curley

(1967) James B. and Grace J. Nelson
NAIGEON, JACQUES-ANDRE Professor of Philosophy, University

(1967) ) of Michigan, Ann Arbor
ROBINET, JEAN-BAPTISTE-RENE DESCARTES, RENE (2005)

(1967) ) SPINOZA, BENEDICT (BARUCH) DE
SAINT-HYACINTHE, THEMISEUL DE (2005)

(1967)

VAUVENARGUES, LUC DE CLAPIERS,
MARQUIS DE (1967) .
VOLNEY, CONSTANTIN-FRANCOIS Professor of Philosophy and
DE CHASSEBOEUF, COMTE DE Professor of Education, University
(1967) of Rochester
PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION,
Richard Cross HISTORY OF: CONTEMPORARY
Fellow and Tutor in Theology, Oriel ISSUES: ETHICAL AND POLITICAL
College, University of Oxford (2005)
DUNS SCOTUS, JOHN
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Randall Curren

Haskell B. Curry
Evan Pugh Research Professor,
University of Pennsylvania
COMBINATORY LOGIC (1967)

Troy Cross
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
Yale University
DETERMINABLES AND Fred D’Agostino
DETERMINATES [ADDENDUM] University of New England,
(2005) Armidale, Australia

. CHOMSKY, NOAM (1996)
Antonio S. Cua

Professor Emeritus, Philosophy,
Catholic University of America
WANG YANG-MING (2005)
XUNZI (2005)

Daniel O. Dahlstrom
Professor of Philosophy, Boston
University
SCHILLER, FRIEDRICH (2005)

SCHLEGEL, FRIEDRICH VON

Ann E. Cudd
(2005)

Professor of Philosophy and
Women’s Studies, Director of
Women’s Studies, University of
Kansas, Lawrence

ANALYTIC FEMINISM (1996,

Hans Daiber
Universititsprofessor und Direktor
des Orientalischen Seminars,

2005) Universitit Frankfurt, Germany
FRYE, MARILYN (2005) PYTHAGORAS AND
PYTHAGOREANISM

Philip W. Cummings [ADDENDUM 2] (2005)

Lecturer in Philosophy at City
University of New York, Hunter
College

Richard C. Dales
Associate Professor, History,

KOHLER, WOLEGANG (1967)

POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY, HISTORY
OoF (1967)

RACISM (1967)

Phillip D. Cummins

Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Iowa
LE CLERC, JEAN (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

University of Southern California
GROSSETESTE, ROBERT (1967)
PSEUDO-GROSSETESTE (1967)
THOMAS OF YORK (1967)

Arleen B. Dallery

La Salle University
FEMINIST PHILOSOPHY OF
SCIENCE (1996)

XXXI



list of contributors

Jonathan Dancy

Professor of Philosophy, The

University of Reading, UK., and
The University of Texas at Austin
INTUITIONISM, ETHICAL (2005)

Arthur C. Danto

Associate Professor of History,

Columbia University

PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE,
PROBLEMS OF (1967)

B. A. Dar

Director, Iqbal Academy (Karachi),
Managing Editor of the Pakistan
Philosophical Journal

IQBAL, MUHAMMAD (1967)

Stephen Darwall

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor

RATIONALISM IN ETHICS
(PRACTICAL-REASON
APPROACHES) (1996)

Joseph W. Dauben

Distinguished Professor of History
and History of Science, Department
of History, Herbert H. Lehman
College, City University of New
York (CUNY), and PhD Program
in History, The Graduate Center,
CUNY

CANTOR, GEORG (2005)

George E. Davie

Reader in Logic and Metapysics,

Philosophy, University of

Edinburgh

BAIN, ALEXANDER (1967)

FERRIER, JAMES FREDERICK
(1967)

HODGSON, SHADWORTH
HOLLOWAY (1967)

MANSEL, HENRY LONGUEVILLE
(1967)

David Davies

Associate Professor of Philosophy,
McGill University
ART, STYLE AND GENRE IN (2005)

Martin Davies

Professor of Philosophy, Research
School of Social Sciences,
Australian National University
EVANS, GARETH (2005)
LANGUAGE AND THOUGHT (1996)
LANGUAGE OF THOUGHT (1996)
MEANING (1996)

XXXII

Stephen Davies

Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Auckland
ART, PERFORMANCE IN (2005)

Martin Davis

New York University
INFINITESIMALS (1996)

Michael Davis

Professor of Philosophy, Humanties

Department; Senior Fellow, Center

for the Study of Ethics in the

Professions, Illinois Institute of

Technology

PUNISHMENT [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

P. H. DeLacy

Professor, Classics, Cornell

University

CICERO, MARCUS TULLIUS (1967)

EPICUREANISM AND THE
EPICUREAN SCHOOL (1967)

Alain de Libera

Professoresseur ordinaire,
Philosophie médiévale, Université
de Geneéve; Directeur d’études,
Histoire des théologies chrétiennes
dans I'Occident médiéval, Ecole
pratique des Hautes Etudes, Section
des sciences religieuses, Paris
AVERROISM [BIBLIOGRAPHY |
(2005)

Julien Deonna

Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Lausanne
SYMPATHY AND EMPATHY (2005)

Michael DePaul

Professor, Philosophy, University of

Notre Dame

MORAL EPISTEMOLOGY (1996,
2005)

REFLECTIVE EQUILIBRIUM (2005)

William H. Desmonde

Research Staff Member of the IBM
Corp.; Lecturer, New School for
Social Research

MEAD, GEORGE HERBERT (1967)

Penelope Deutscher

Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Northwestern University
IRIGARAY, LUCE (2005)

Mary Devereaux
Ethicist, Research Ethics Program,
University of California, San Diego
BEAUTY [BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)
UGLINESS [BIBLIOGRAPHY |
(2005)

Garrett DeWeese
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Biola University

IMMORTALITY [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

P. Diamandopoulos
Dean of Faculty and Associate
Professor, Philosophy, Brandeis
University
ANAXIMENES (1967)

Cora A. Diamond
University of Virginia,
Charlottesville
ANSCOMBE, GERTRUDE ELIZABETH
MARGARET (1996, 2005)
WITTGENSTEIN, LUDWIG JOSEF
JOHANN [ADDENDUM 1] (1996)

George Dickie
Professor Emeritus, Philosophy,
University of Illinois, Chicago
BEARDSLEY, MONROE C. (2005)

Alfred Di Lascia
Associate Professor, Philosopy,
Manhattan College
STURZO, LUIGI (1967)

Frank B. Dilley
Emeritus Professor, Philosophy,
University of Delaware, Newark
PARAPSYCHOLOGY (2005)

John Dillon
Regius Professor of Greek, School of
Classics, Trinity College, Dublin
ALCINOUS (2005)
IAMBLICHUS (2005)

Martin Dillon
Professor of Philosophy,
Binghamton University, State
University of New York

MERLEAU-PONTY, MAURICE
(2005)

Robin S. Dillon
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Lehigh University
RESPECT (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



John Dilworth
Professor, Philosophy, Western
Michigan University
LANGER, SUSANNE K. (2005)

John Divers
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Sheffield
FICTIONALISM (2005)

Zoltan Domotor
Professor of Philosophy,
Biochemistry and Biophysics,
University of Pennsylvania
MEASUREMENT AND
MEASUREMENT THEORY (2005)

Alan Donagan
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Illinois
COLLINGWOOD, ROBIN GEORGE
(1967)

Thomas Donaldson
Mark O. Winkelman Professor, The
Wharton School, and Professor of
Philosophy, University of
Pennsylvania
BUSINESS ETHICS (2005)

Willis Doney
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Dartmouth College
CARTESIANISM (1967)
GEULINCX, ARNOLD (1967)

Keith S. Donnelan
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Cornell University

PARADIGM-CASE ARGUMENT
(1967)

Gerald Doppelt
Professor of Philosophy and
Sciences Studies, University of
California, San Diego
NATIONALISM [ADDENDUM]
(2005)
SCIENTIFIC REVOLUTIONS (2005)

Douglas F. Dowd
Professor and Chair, Economics,
Cornell University

VEBLEN, THORSTEIN BUNDE
(1967)

Stillman Drake
Municipal Finance Consultant, San
Francisco
GALILEO GALILEI (1967)

William H. Dray

Professor, Philosophy, University of

Toronto

DETERMINISM IN HISTORY (1967)

HOLISM AND INDIVIDUALISM IN
HISTORY AND SOCIAL SCIENCE
(1967)

SPENGLER, OSWALD (1967)

James Dreier
Brown University
PROJECTIVISM (1996)

John Driscoll
Former Lecturer in Philosophy, San
Francisco State University
ousIiA (2005)

Julia Driver
Professor, Philosophy, Dartmouth
College
MORAL PSYCHOLOGY (2005)

John Drummond
Professor, Philosophy, Fordham
University
HUSSERL, EDMUND (2005)

James Duerlinger
Professor of Philosophy, University
of ITowa
VASUBANDHU (2005)

Timothy J. Duggan
Associate Professor and Chair,
Philosophy, Dartmouth College
HAMILTON, WILLIAM (1967)

Daniel Dumouchel

Associate Professor, Philosophy,

Université de Montréal

BATTEUX, ABBE CHARLES (2005)

BOILEAU, NICOLAS (2005)

DUBOS, ABBE JEAN BAPTISTE
(2005)

GOTTSCHED, JOHANN CHRISTOPH
(2005)

Harold B. Dunkel
Professor, Education, University of
Chicago
HERBART, JOHANN FRIEDRICH
(1967)

John D. Dunne
Assistant Professor, Languages and
Cultures of Asia, University of
Wisconsin, Madison
BUDDHIST EPISTEMOLOGY (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

John Dupré
Professor of Philosophy of Science
and Director, ESRC Centre for
Genomics in Society, University of
Exeter
CARTWRIGHT, NANCY (2005)
NATURAL KINDS (2005)

Detlef Durr
Mathematisches Institut, Ludwig-
Maximilians-Universitit, Miinchen
BELL, JOHN, AND BELL’S THEOREM
(2005)
BOHM, DAVID (2005)
BOHMIAN MECHANICS (2005)

Gerald Dworkin
Professor of Philosophy, University
of California, Davis
LIBERTY (1996)

PATERNALISM [BIBLIOGRAPHY |
(2005)

William James Earle
Instructor, Philosophy, Long Island
University
JAMES, WILLIAM (1967)

Lloyd Easton
Professor and Chair, Philosophy,
Ohio Wesleyan University
HARRIS, WILLIAM TORREY (1967)

A. W. Eaton
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Illinois, Chicago
FEMINIST AESTHETICS AND
CRITICISM (2005)

Marcia Muelder Eaton
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Minnesota
AESTHETIC EXPERIENCE (2005)

Julius Ebbinghaus
Professor ordinarius Emeritus,
University of Marburg
COHEN, HERMANN (1967)

Gary Ebbs
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Hlinois at Urbana-Champaign

RULE FOLLOWING [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

Christopher J. Eberle
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
United States Naval Academy
RELIGION AND POLITICS (2005)

XXXIII



list of contributors

Theodor Ebert
Professor, Philosophy, Universitiit
Erlangen-Niirnberg
DIODORUS CRONUS (2005)
PHILO OF MEGARA (2005)

Ludwig Edelstein
Professor of the History of Science
and Philsophy, The Rockefeller
Institute
POSIDONIUS (1967)

Paul Edwards

Associate Professor, Philosophy,

City University of New York,

Brooklyn College; Lecturer,

Philosophy, New School for Social

Research

ATHEISM (1967)

ATHEISMUSSTREIT (1967)

COMMON CONSENT ARGUMENTS
FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD
(1967)

LIFE, MEANING AND VALUE OF
(1967)

PANPSYCHISM (1967)

POPPER-LYNKEUS, JOSEF (1967)

REICH, WILHELM (1967)

WHY (1967)

Frances Egan
Associate Professor, Philosophy and
Center for Cognitive Science,
Rutgers University
COMPUTATIONALISM (2005)

Philip Ehrlich
Professor, Philosophy, Ohio
University
CONTINUITY (2005)

Nader El-Bizri
Research Associate in Philosophy,
Institute of Ismaili Studies, London;
Affiliated Research Scholar, History
and Philosophy of Science,
University of Cambridge
IKHWAN AL-SAFA’ (2005)

Richard Eldridge
Charles and Harriett Cox
McDowell Professor of Philosophy
and Religion, Swarthmore College
HOLDERLIN, JOHANN CHRISTIAN
FRIEDRICH (2005)

Bernard Elevitch
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Massachusetts, Boston
BRUNSCHVICG, LEON (1967)

XXXIV

Catherine Elgin
Professor of the Philosophy of
Education, Graduate School of
Education, Harvard University
GOODMAN, NELSON [ADDENDUM]
(1996, 2005)

Mircea Eliade
Sewell L. Avery Distinguished
Service Professor of History of
Religions and Professor of the
Committee on Social Thought,
University of Chicago
IONESCU, NAE (1967)
RADULESCU-MOTRU, CONSTANTIN

(1967)

Charles Elkan
University of California, San Diego
FUZZY LOGIC (1996)

George E. R. Ellis
Professor Emeritus, Mathematics,
University of Cape Town, Cape
Town
COSMOLOGY [ADDENDUM]
(2005)

Reinaldo Elugardo
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Oklahoma, Norman
BAKER, LYNNE RUDDER (2005)

Lester Embree
William F. Dietrich Eminent
Scholar in Philosophy, Florida
Atlantic University; and President,
the Center for Advanced Research
in Phenomenology, Inc.
CAIRNS, DORION (2005)

Caryl Emerson
A. Watson Armour III University
Professor of Slavic Languages and
Literatures, Princeton University
BAKHTIN, MIKHAIL MIKHAILOVICH
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Steven M. Emmanuel
Virginia Wesleyan College
KIERKEGAARD, SOREN AABYE
[ADDENDUM] (1996)

James Antony Emmen, O.EM.
Member of the Theological Section,
Collegio di S. Bonaventura,
Franciscan International College of
Research, Quaracchi, Italy
MATTHEW OF ACQUASPARTA

(1967)
PETER AUREOL (1967)

Dorothy M. Emmet

Sir Samuel Hall Professor of

Philosophy, University of

Manchester

ALEXANDER, SAMUEL (1967)

FUNCTIONALISM IN SOCIOLOGY
(1967)

WHITEHEAD, ALFRED NORTH
(1967)

Herbert B. Enderton

Adjunct Professor, Mathematics,

University of California, Los

Angeles

COMPUTABILITY THEORY (2005)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: SINCE GODEL: TURING
AND COMPUTABILITY THEORY
(2005)

Ronald Endicott
Department of Philosophy and
Religion, Program Director for
Cognitive Science, North Carolina
State University, Raleigh
MULTIPLE REALIZABILITY (1996,
2005)

Edward Erwin
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Miami
PSYCHOANALYSIS (2005)

Michael Esfeld
Full Professor of Epistemology and
Philosophy of Science, University of
Lausanne
HOLISM AND INDIVIDUALISM IN
HISTORY AND SOCIAL SCIENCE
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Girard J. Etzkorn
Professor Emeritus, The Franciscan
Institute, St. Bonaventure
University
CHATTON, WALTER (2005)
MARSTON, ROGER (1967, 2005)
PECKHAM, JOHN (1967, 2005)
RICHARD OF MEDIAVILLA (1967)

Joseph W. Evans
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Notre Dame
MARITAIN, JACQUES (1967)

R. E. Ewin
Emeritus Professor of Philosophy,
University of Western Australia

HOBBES, THOMAS [ADDENDUM |
(1996, 2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Gertrude Ezorsky
Assistant Professor, Philosophy, City
University of New York, Brooklyn
College

PERFORMATIVE THEORY OF TRUTH
(1967)

Rick Fairbanks

Philosophy, St. Olaf College
DEATH [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Eugene R. Fairweather
Keble Professor of Divinity, Trinity
College, University of Toronto
CAROLINGIAN RENAISSANCE
(1967)
DAVID OF DINANT (1967)
HENRY OF GHENT (1967)
ISAAC OF STELLA (1967)
PETER DAMIAN (1967)
WILLIAM OF MOERBEKE (1967)

Cynthia Farrar
Lecturer, Political Science, Yale
University
THUCYDIDES (2005)

Sidney B. Fay
Professor Emeritus, Harvard
University
MEINECKE, FRIEDRICH (1967)

Susan L. Feagin
Editor, The Journal of Aesthetics
and Art Criticism; Research
Professor, Department of
Philosophy, Temple University
VISUAL ARTS, THEORY OF THE
(2005)

Anita Feferman

Biographer, Independent scholar
TARSKI, ALFRED [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

Solomon Feferman
Professor of Mathematics and
Philosophy, Stanford University
PROOF THEORY (1996)

TARSKI, ALFRED [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

Herbert Feigl
Director, Minnesota Center for
Philosophy of Science, and Professor
of Philosophy, University of
Minnesota
MILLER, DICKINSON S. (1967)

Joel Feinberg
University of Arizona, Tucson
PATERNALISM (1996)

Richard Feldman
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Rochester
EPISTEMOLOGY (1996, 2005)
EVIDENTIALISM (1996)

Otis Fellows

Professor of French Literature and

Chair of Italian Department,

Columbia University

BUFFON, GEORGES-LOUIS
LECLERC, COMTE DE (1967)

CYRANO DE BERGERAC, SAVINIEN
DE (1967)

FONTENELLE, BERNARD LE BOVIER
DE (1967)

MAILLET, BENOIT DE (1967)

M. Jamie Ferreira
Carolyn M. Barbour Chair of
Religious Studies, University of
Virginia, Charlottesville
NEWMAN, JOHN HENRY
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

James H. Fetzer
Distinguished McKnight University
Professor, Department of
Philosophy, University of
Minnesota, Duluth
FRAME PROBLEM (2005)
HEMPEL, CARL GUSTAV (2005)

Paul K. Feyerabend
Professor, Philosophy, University of
California, Berkeley
HEISENBERG, WERNER (1967)
PLANCK, MAX (1967)
SCHULTZ, JULIUS (1967)

James Fieser
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Tennessee at Martin
BEATTIE, JAMES (2005)

Vladimir Filipovi¢
Professor and Head, Philosophy,
Facuty of Arts, University of Zagreb
MARULIC, MARKO (1967)

Arthur Fine
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Washington, Seattle
EINSTEIN, ALBERT (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Stephen Finlay
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
University of Southern California
EMOTIVE THEORY OF ETHICS
(2005)

Kai von Fintel
Associate Professor of Lingustics,
Department of Linguistics and
Philosophy, Massachusetts Institute
of Technology
MODALITY AND LANGUAGE (2005)

John Fischer
Professor, Philosophy, University of
California, Riverside
FRANKFURT, HARRY (2005)

Alden L. Fisher
Professor, Philosophy, St. Louis
University
MERCIER, DESIRE JOSEPH (1967)

Sterling Fishman
Assistant Professor, Department of
History and Educational Policy
Studies, University of Wisconsin
LASSALLE, FERDINAND (1967)

Anthony Flew
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Keele
IMMORTALITY (1967)
MALTHUS, THOMAS ROBERT
(1967)
MIDDLETON, CONYERS (1967)
MIRACLES (1967)
PRECOGNITION (1967)

Sten G. Flygt
Professor of German, Vanderbilt
University
BAHRDT, CARL FRIEDRICH (1967)

HEBBEL, CHRISTIAN FRIEDRICH
(1967)

Thomas R. Flynn

Samuel Candler Dobbs Professor of

Philosophy, Emory University

BAD FAITH (1996)

CONSCIOUSNESS IN
PHENOMENOLOGY (2005)

EXISTENTIALISM [ADDENDUM ]
(1996)

EXISTENTIAL PSYCHOANALYSIS
[ADDENDUM] (1996)

SARTRE, JEAN-PAUL (2005)

XXXV



list of contributors

Robert J. Fogelin
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Pomona College
BLANSHARD, BRAND (1967)

Richard Foley

Professor of Philosophy; Ehrenkranz

Dean of the Faculty of Arts and

Science, New York University

CHISHOLM, RODERICK (1996,
2005)

SUBJECTIVIST EPISTEMOLOGY
(1996)

Graeme Forbes
Celia Scott Weatherhead
Distinguished Professor of
Philosophy, Tulane University
INTENSIONAL TRANSITIVE VERBS
(2005)

Peter Forrest
Professor of Philosophy, University
of New England, Armidale,
Australia
RELIGION, NATURALISTIC
RECONSTRUCTIONS OF
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Michael Forster
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Chicago
HERDER, JOHANN GOTTERIED
(2005)

Alan Fox
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Delaware

BUDDHISM—SCHOOLS: HUA YAN
(2005)

Eli Franco
Professor, Institute for Indology and
Central Asian Studies, University of
Leipzig
KNOWLEDGE IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Daniel H. Frank

Professor of Philosophy and

Director of the Jewish Studies

Program, Purdue University

MAIMONIDES [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

PHILO JUDAEUS [ADDENDUM]
(2005)

SAADYA (1967)

SAADYA [ADDENDUM] (2005)

XXXVI

Charles Frankel
Assistant U.S. Secretary of State for
Educational and Cultural Affairs;
Chair, Committee on Professional
Ethics, American Association of
University Professors
PROGRESS, THE IDEA OF (1967)

Lois Frankel
Ewing, New Jersey
CONWAY, ANNE (1996)

William K. Frankena
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Michigan
VALUE AND VALUATION (1967)

Harry G. Frankfurt
Associate Professor, Rockefeller
University
DOUBT (1967)

Gad Freudenthal
Permanent Senior Research Fellow,
Centre National de la Recherche
Scientifique (CNRS), Paris
GERSONIDES [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

Gideon Freudenthal
Professor of Philosophy and History
of Science, Cohn Institute for the
History and Philosophy of Science
and Ideas, Tel-Aviv University
MAIMON, SALOMON (2005)

R. G. Frey
Bowling Green University
SPECIESISM (1996)

Elizabeth Fricker
University Lecturer in Philosophy
and Fellow, Magdalen College,
Oxford University
TESTIMONY (1996, 2005)

Russell L. Friedman
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Catholic University of Leuven
DURANDUS OF SAINT-POURGAIN
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)
PETER AUREOL [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

Wolfgang Friedman
Barrister at Law, Middle Temple,
England; Professor of Law and
Director of International Legal
Research, Columbia University
GROTIUS, HUGO (1967)

RADBRUCH, GUSTAV (1967)
STAMMLER, RUDOLF (1967)

Horace L. Friess
Buttenwieser Professor of Human
Relations; Member of the
Departments of Philosophy and
Religion at Columbia University
STEINER, RUDOLF (1967)

Robert Frodeman
Associate Professor and Chair,
Philosophy and Religion Studies,
University of North Texas
SCIENCE POLICY (2005)

Karin Fry
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Wisconsin, Stevens
Point
LYOTARD, JEAN FRANCOIS (2005)

Northrop Frye
Principal of Victoria College,
University of Toronto
BLAKE, WILLIAM (1967)

Alan Fuchs
Professor of Philosophy, College of
William & Mary
RAWLS, JOHN (1996, 2005)

Richard Fumerton
E. Wendell Miller Professor of
Philosophy, University of lowa
CLASSICAL FOUNDATIONALISM
(1996, 2005)
SOLIPSISM (2005)

David J. Furley
Reader in Greek and Latin,
University College, University of
London
HOMER (1967)
MELISSUS OF SAMOS (1967)
PARMENIDES OF ELEA (1967)

Michael Gagarin
James R. Dougherty, Jr. Centennial
Professor of Classics, The University
of Texas at Austin
ANTIPHON (2005)
DIKE (2005)

Piama Gaidenko
Russian Academy of Sciences,
Institute of Philosophy
SOLOV’EV (SOLOVYOV), VLADIMIR
SERGEEVICH (2005)
TRUBETSKOI, SERGEI NIKOLAEVICH
(2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Elizabeth Cameron Galbraith

Associate Professor of Philosophy
and Religion, St. Olaf College
RAHNER, KARL (2005)

Laura L. Garcia

Adjunct Assistant Professor,

Philosophy, Boston College

TELEOLOGICAL ARGUMENT FOR
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Patrick Gardiner

Fellow and Tutor in Philosophy,
Magdalen College, Oxford
University
BUCKLE, HENRY THOMAS (1967)
BURCKHARDT, JAKOB (1967)
IRRATIONALISM (1967)
SAINT-SIMON, CLAUDE-HENRI DE
ROUVROY, COMTE DE (1967)
SCHOPENHAUER, ARTHUR (1967)
TOYNBEE, ARNOLD JOSEPH (1967)

Martin Gardner

Editor and Writer, Mathematical
Games Department of Scientific
American

LOGIC DIAGRAMS (1967)

LOGIC MACHINES (1967)

Sebastian Gardner

Professor of Philosophy, University

College, London

ROMANTICISM [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

Jay Garfield

Doris Silbert Professor in the
Humanities and Professor of
Philosophy, Smith College; Professor
of Philosophy, University of
Melbourne; Adjunct Professor of
Philosophy, Central Institute of
Higher Tibetan Studies

NAGARJUNA (2005)

Eugenio Garin

Ordinary Professor of the History of
Philosophy, Faculty of Letters and
Philosophy, University of Florence
BANFI, ANTONIO (1967)
BONATELLI, FRANCESCO (1967)
GALLUPPI, PASQUALE (1967)
GENOVESI, ANTONIO (1967)
PASTORE, VALENTINO ANNIBALE
(1967)
ROMAGNOSI, GIAN DOMENICO
(1967)
VANINI, GIULIO CESARE (1967)

Richard T. Garner

Professor of Philosophy, Ohio State

University

NONCOGNITIVISM (1996)

STEVENSON, CHARLES L. (1996,
2005)

Aaron Garrett
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Boston University
FERGUSON, ADAM (2005)

James W. Garson

Professor, Philosophy, University of

Houston
MODALITY AND QUANTIFICATION
(2005)

Newton Garver
State University of New York
Distinguished Service Professor,
University at Buffalo
BLACK, MAX (1967, 2005)
SUBJECT AND PREDICATE (1967)

Stephen Gaukroger
Professor of History of Philosophy
and History of Science, University

of Sydney
BACON, FRANCIS (2005)

Deno J. Geanakoplos
Professor of Medieval and
Byzantine History, University of
Hllinois; Coeditor, Greek, Roman,
Byzantine Studies
PLETHO, GIORGIUS GEMISTUS
(1967)

R. Douglas Geivett
Professor of Philosophy, Talbot
Department of Philosophy, Biola
University
MIRACLES [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Hester Goodenough Gelber
Associate Professor, Religious
Studies, Stanford University
HOLKOT, ROBERT (2005)

Tamar Szabo Gendler
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Cornell University
IMAGINATION [ADDENDUM]
(2005)
THOUGHT EXPERIMENTS IN
SCIENCE (2005)

Charles Genequand
Professor, Faculté des lettres,
University of Geneva

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Jean-Francois Genest
Chercheur au Centre National de
la Recherche Scientifique, Institut
de Recherche et d’Histoire des
Textes, Paris
BRADWARDINE, THOMAS (2005)

William Gerber
Economist, U.S. Department of
Labor; Associate Professor,
Philosophy, University of Maryland
TAGORE, RABINDRANATH (1967)

Hanna-Barbara Gerl-Falkovitz
Chair, Philosophy of Religion and
Comparative Religious Studies,
Technical University of Dresden
STEIN, EDITH (2005)

B. A. Gerrish
Associate Professor of Historical
Theology, Divinity School,
University of Chicago
LUTHER, MARTIN (1967)
REFORMATION (1967)

Stephen E. Gersh
Professor, Medieval Institute, and
Concurrent Professor, Philosophy,
University of Notre Dame
PLATONISM AND THE PLATONIC
TRADITION (2005)

Bernard Gert
Stone Professor of Intellectual and
Moral Philosophy, Dartmouth
College; Adjunct Professor of
Psychiatry, Dartmouth Medical
School
BAIER, KURT (2005)
EUTHANASIA (1996, 2005)
IMPARTIALITY (1996, 2005)

Brie Gertler
Philosophy, University of Virginia
KNOWLEDGE ARGUMENT (2005)

Alan Gewirth
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Chicago
MARSILIUS OF PADUA (1967)

John Gibbons
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
University of Nebraska—Lincoln

KNOWLEDGE, THE PRIORITY OF
(2005)

XXXVII



list of contributors

Roger F. Gibson
Washington University, St. Louis
QUINE, WILLARD VAN ORMAN
[ADDENDUM] (1996)

Ronald Giere
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Minnesota, Twin Cities
NATURALIZED PHILOSOPHY OF
SCIENCE (2005)

Felix Gilbert
Professor, School of Historical
Studies, Institute for Advanced
Study, Princeton, NJ
MACHIAVELLI, NICCOLO (1967)

Neal W. Gilbert
Professor, School of Historical
Studies, Institute for Advanced
Study, Princeton, NJ
JUNGIUS, JOACHIM (1967)
MAJOR, JOHN (1967)
RENAISSANCE (1967)
VALLA, LORENZO (1967)
VIVES, JUAN LUIS (1967)

Thomas Gilby, O.P.
S.T.M., PhD, Blackfriars,
Cambridge University
THOMISM (1967)

Carl Gillett
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Illinois Wesleyan University
SPECIAL SCIENCES (2005)

Brendan S. Gillon
Associate Professor, Linguistics,
McGill University
LOGIC, HISTORY OF: LOGIC AND
INFERENCE IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHY (2005)
PLURALS AND PLURALITY (2005)

Richard C. Gilman
President, Occidental College, Los
Angeles
HOCKING, WILLIAM ERNEST
(1967)

Carl Ginet
Professor of Philosophy Emeritus,
Cornell University
VOLITION (2005)

James Ginther
Associate Professor of Medieval
Theology, St. Louis University
GROSSETESTE, ROBERT
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

XXXVIII

Michael Glanzberg
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of California, Davis
QUANTIFIERS IN NATURAL
LANGUAGE (2005)

Nahum Norbert Glatzer
Professor of Jewish History, Chair,
Near Eastern and Judaic Studies,
Brandeis University
ROSENZWEIG, FRANZ (1967)

Lydia Goehr
Professor of Philosophy, Columbia
University
ADORNO, THEODOR
WIESENGRUND (2005)
BENJAMIN, WALTER (2005)

Ludmila Gogotishvili
Senior Research Associate, Russian
Academy of Sciences, Institute of
Philosophy
BAKHTIN, MIKHAIL MIKHAILOVICH
(2005)

Sanford Goldberg
Associate Professor of Philosophy
and Director of Cognitive Science,
University of Kentucky
PROPOSITIONAL ATTITUDES:
ISSUES IN PHILOSOPHY OF MIND
AND PSYCHOLOGY (2005)

Joshua L. Golding
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Bellarmine University
FAITH [ADDENDUM] (2005)

M. P. Golding
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Columbia University

PHILOSOPHY OF LAW, HISTORY OF
(1967)

Alan H. Goldman

William R. Kenan, Jr. Professor of

Humanities, Department of

Philosophy, College of William &

Mary

AESTHETIC QUALITIES (2005)

CAUSAL OR CONDITIONAL OR
EXPLANATORY-RELATION
ACCOUNTS (1996)

Alvin Goldman
Board of Governors Professor,
Department of Philosophy, Rutgers,
The State University of New Jersey
SIMULATION THEORY (2005)

Sheldon Goldstein
Professor of Mathematics, Rutgers
University
BELL, JOHN, AND BELL’S THEOREM
(2005)
BOHM, DAVID (2005)
BOHMIAN MECHANICS (2005)

Herman H. Goldstine
Director of Scientific Development,
Data Processing Division, IBM
NEUMANN, JOHN VON (1967)

Michael E. Goodman
Professor, Philosophy, Humboldt
State University
PERSONS (2005)

Russell B. Goodman
Professor of Philosophy, University
of New Mexico, Albuquerque
NEW ENGLAND
TRANSCENDENTALISM
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Robert M. Gordon
Research Professor in Philosophy of
Mind and Cognitive Science,
University of Missouri, St. Louis
EMOTION (2005)

Eva Gossman
Lecturer in Philosophy, Goucher
College (Towson, MD)
FRANK, ERICH (1967)

Rubin Gotesky
Lecturer, Philosophy, Goucher
College (Towson, MD)
CARUS, CARL GUSTAV (1967)
EUCKEN, RUDOLF CHRISTOPH
(1967)
LOTZE, RUDOLF HERMANN (1967)

Roger S. Gottlieb
Professor of Philosophy,
Department of Humanities and
Arts, Worcester Polytechnic Institute
MARXIST PHILOSOPHY
[ADDENDUM] (1996, 2005)

T. A. Goudge
Chair, Philosophy, University of
Toronto; Fellow of the Royal Society
of Canada
BERGSON, HENRI (1967)
BERTALANEFY, LUDWIG VON

(1967)

BUTLER, SAMUEL (1967)
DARWIN, CHARLES ROBERT (1967)
DARWIN, ERASMUS (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



GRAY, ASA (1967)

HUXLEY, THOMAS HENRY (1967)

LAMARCK, CHEVALIER DE (1967)

MORGAN, C. LLOYD (1967)

SMUTS, JAN CHRISTIAAN (1967)

TEILHARD DE CHARDIN, PIERRE
(1967)

WALLACE, ALFRED RUSSEL (1967)

WOODGER, JOSEPH HENRY (1967)

Josiah B. Gould Jr.
Assistant Professor and Chair,
Philosophy, Claremont Graduate
School (Claremont, CA)
CHRYSIPPUS (1967)

Jorge Gracia

Samuel P. Capen Chair and State

University of New York

Distinguished Professor, Philosophy,

State University of New York at

Buffalo

HISTORY AND HISTORIOGRAPHY
OF PHILOSOPHY (2005)

LATIN AMERICAN PHILOSOPHY
(2005)

A. C. Graham
Lecturer in Chinese, School of
Oriental and African Studies,
University of London

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: CHINESE
LoGIC (1967)

Daniel W. Graham
Abraham Owen Smoot Professor of
Philosophy, Brigham Young
University
ANAXAGORAS OF CLAZOMENAE

(2005)

ARCHE (2005)
LOGOS (2005)

Gordon Graham
Henry Luce III Professor of
Philosophy and the Arts, Princeton
Theological Seminary
ART, VALUE IN (2005)

Richard E. Grandy
McManis Professor, Philosophy and
Cognitive Sciences, Rice University

GRICE, HERBERT PAUL (1996,
2005)

Herbert Granger
Professor, Philosophy, Wayne State
University
HERACLITUS OF EPHESUS (2005)

Robert M. Grant

Professor of New Testament and

Early Christianity, Divinity School,

University of Chicago

APOLOGISTS (1967)

CELSUS (1967)

EUSEBIUS (1967)

NEMESIUS OF EMESA (1967)

ORIGEN (1967)

PATRISTIC PHILOSOPHY (1967)

TERTULLIAN, QUINTUS SEPTIMIUS
FLORENS (1967)

S. A. Grave
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Western Australia
BROWN, THOMAS (1967) (1967)
COMMON SENSE (1967)

Margaret Graver
Associate Professor, Classics,
Dartmouth College
SENECA, LUCIUS ANNAEUS (2005)

Joseph Grcic
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Indiana State University
LIBERALISM [ADDENDUM] (2005)

John Greco
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Fordham University
INTERNALISM VERSUS
EXTERNALISM (1996, 2005)
VIRTUE EPISTEMOLOGY (1996,
2005)

Karen Green
Head of School, School of
Philosophy & Bioethics, Monash
University
LLOYD, GENEVIEVE (2005)

Michael Griffin
Visiting Assistant Professor,
Department of Philosophy, Central
European University
MOLINA, LUIS DE (2005)

A. Phillips Griffiths
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Warwick
MORAL PRINCIPLES: THEIR
JUSTIFICATION (1967)

Ronald Grimsley

Professor, French, University of
Bristol
ROUSSEAU, JEAN-JACQUES (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Peter Groff
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
Bucknell University

DIALECTIC IN ISLAMIC AND
JEWISH PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Adolf Griinbaum
Andrew Mellon Professor of
Philosophy of Science, Research
Professor of Psychiatry, Chairman,
Center for Philosophy of Science,
University of Pittsburgh
FREUD, SIGMUND (2005)

Anil Gupta
Indiana University, Bloomington
LIAR PARADOX, THE (1996)

Bina Gupta
Curators’ Professor, Professor of
Philosophy; Director, South Asian
Studies Program, University of
Missouri
BRAHMAN (2005)

W. K. C. Guthrie

Laurence Professor of Ancient

Philosophy and Master of Downing

College, Cambridge University

PRE-SOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY
(1967)

PYTHAGORAS AND
PYTHAGOREANISM (1967)

Paul Guyer
Florence R. C. Murray Professor in
the Humanities, University of
Pennsylvania
AESTHETICS, HISTORY OF

[ADDENDUM] (2005)

BULLOUGH, EDWARD (2005)
CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE (2005)
MORITZ, KARL PHILIPP (2005)

Susan Haack
University of Miami
PRAGMATISM [ADDENDUM |
(1996)
PRAGMATIST EPISTEMOLOGY
(1996)

Alexander Haardt
Professor and Doctor of Philosophy,
Institute of Philosophy
(Department of Philosophy of
Modern Times), Ruhr Universitiit
Bochum, Germany

SHPET, GUSTAV GUSTAVOVICH
(2005)

XXXIX



list of contributors

Jeremiah Hackett
Professor and Chair, Philosophy,
University of South Carolina,
Columbia
BACON, ROGER [ADDENDUM ]|
(2005)

Adrian Haddock
Lecturer, Philosophy, University of
Stirling
NATURAL KINDS (2005)

Garry Hagberg
James H. Ottaway Jr. Professor of
Philosophy and Aesthetics, Bard
College
WITTGENSTEIN, LUDWIG JOSEF

JOHANN [ADDENDUM 2] (2005)

Alan Hajek
Professor of Philosophy, Research
School of the Social Sciences,
Australian National University
CHANCE (2005)

Roland Hall
Lecturer, Philosophy, University of
St. Andrews; Assistant Editor,
Philosophical Quarterly
DIALECTIC (1967)
MONISM AND PLURALISM (1967)

Morris Halle
Massachusetts Institute of
Technology
PHONOLOGY (1996)

Philip P. Hallie
Griffin Professor and Chair,
Philosophy, Wesleyan University
MAINE DE BIRAN (1967)

Stephen Halliwell
Professor of Greek, School of
Classics, University of St Andrews
KATHARSIS (2005)
MIMESIS (2005)

G. M. Hamburg
Otho M. Behr Professor of History,
Claremont McKenna College
CHICHERIN, BORIS NIKOLAEVICH
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

D. W. Hamlyn
Professor of Philosophy, Birkbeck
College, University of London
ANALYTIC AND SYNTHETIC
STATEMENTS (1967)
A PRIORI AND A POSTERIORI
(1967)

XL

EMPIRICISM (1967)
EPISTEMOLOGY, HISTORY OF
(1967)

Hassan Hanafi
Professor of Philosophy, Cairo
University
LAROUI, ABDULLAH (2005)

Roger Hancock
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Missouri

METAPHYSICS, HISTORY OF (1967)

Michael Hand
Professor of Philosophy, Texas
A&M University

DUMMETT, MICHAEL ANTHONY
EARDLEY (1996, 2005)

Rollo Handy
Professor and Chair, Philosophy;
Chair, Division of Philosophy and

the Social Sciences, State University

of New York, Buffalo

HAECKEL, ERNST HEINRICH
(1967)

MOLESCHOTT, JACOB (1967)

VAIHINGER, HANS (1967)

R.J. Hankinson
Professor of Philosophy and
Classics, University of Texas at
Austin
AENESIDEMUS (2005)
AGRIPPA (2005)
AITIA (2005)
HIPPOCRATES AND THE

HIPPOCRATIC CORPUS (2005)

IMPETUS (2005)
PYRRHO (2005)
SEXTUS EMPIRICUS (2005)
TIMON OF PHLIUS (2005)

Peter Hanks
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Minnesota, Twin
Cities
PROPOSITIONS [ADDENDUM |
(2005)
QUESTIONS (2005)

Chad Hansen
Chair Professor of Chinese
Philosophy, Department of
Philosophy, University of Hong
Kong
CHINESE PHILOSOPHY: DAOISM
(2005)

Norwood Russell Hanson

Professor, Philosophy, Yale
University
COPERNICUS, NICOLAS (1967)

Valerie Gray Hardcastle

Associate Dean, College of Liberal

Arts and Human Sciences; Professor

and Head, Department of Science

and Technology in Society, Virginia

Tech

ELIMINATIVE MATERIALISM,
ELIMINATIVISM (1996)

PAIN (2005)

Stevan Harnad

Canada Research Chair in

Cognitives Sciences, Université du

Québec a Montréal

CHINESE ROOM ARGUMENT
(2005)

Robert M. Harnish

Professor of Philosophy and
Linguistics and Research; Professor
of Cognitive Science, University of
Arizona Tuscon

SEARLE, JOHN (2005)

Vicki Harper

Assistant Professor of Philosophy,

St. Olaf College

IONESCU, NAE [BIBLIOGRAPHY |
(2005)

STRAWSON, PETER FREDERICK
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

William L. Harper

Professor, Philosophy, University of
Western Ontario

NEWTON, ISAAC (2005)
SCIENTIFIC METHOD (2005)

R. Harre

Fellow of Linacre College, Oxford

University, and University Lecturer,

Philosophy of Science

LAPLACE, PIERRE SIMON DE
(1967)

Karsten Harries

Assistant Professor, Philosophy, Yale

University

KEYSERLING, HERMANN
ALEXANDER, GRAF VON (1967)

KLEIST, HEINRICH VON (1967)

NOVALIS (1967)

SOLGER, KARL WILHELM
FERDINAND (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



H. S. Harris
Professor, Philosophy, Glendom
College, York University, Toronto
CROCE, BENEDETTO (1967)
GENTILE, GIOVANNI (1967)
SPAVENTA, BERTRANDO (1967)
SPIRITO, UGO (1967)

Jonathan Harrison
Professor, Philosophy, Glendom
College, York University
ETHICAL NATURALISM (1967)
ETHICAL SUBJECTIVISM (1967)

H. L. A. Hart
Professor of Jurisprudence, Oxford
University
LEGAL POSITIVISM (1967)

PHILOSOPHY OF LAW, PROBLEMS
OF (1967)

Klaus Hartmann
Docent, Bonn University
EHRENFELS, CHRISTIAN FREITHERR
VON (1967)
SCHUPPE, ERNST JULIUS WILHELM
(1967)

William Hasker
Professor Emeritus of Philosophy,
Huntington College
EPISTEMOLOGY, RELIGIOUS (1996)
EPISTEMOLOGY, RELIGIOUS
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

William H. Hay
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Wisconsin
CARUS, PAUL (1967)

MURPHY, ARTHUR EDWARD
(1967)

Richard P. Hayes
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of New Mexico
BUDDHISM (2005)
NIRVANA (2005)

Allen P. Hazen
Lecturer, Philosophy, University of
Melbourne
TYPE THEORY (2005)

P. L. Heath
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Virginia
BALFOUR, ARTHUR JAMES (1967)
CARROLL, LEWIS (1967)
DE MORGAN, AUGUSTUS (1967)
EXPERIENCE (1967)
JEVONS, WILLIAM STANLEY (1967)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: THE BOOLEAN PERIOD:
VENN; DE MORGAN; HAMILTON;
JEVONS (1967)

NOTHING (1967)

VENN, JOHN (1967)

Michael Heidelberger

Chair for Logic and Science Theory,

Philosophisches Seminar,

Universitdit Tiibingen

EXPERIMENTATION AND
INSTRUMENTATION (2005)

Steven Heine
Professor and Director of Asian
Studies, Florida International
University
DOGEN (2005)

Susan Hekman
Professor of Political Science and
Director of Graduate Humanities,
University of Texas at Arlington
FEMINISM AND CONTINENTAL
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Lisa Heldke
Professor, Philosophy, Gustavus
Adolphus College
FEMINISM AND PRAGMATISM
(2005)

Geoffrey Hellman
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Minnesota, Minneapolis
STRUCTURALISM, MATHEMATICAL
(2005)

Robin F. Hendry
Senior Lecturer in Philosophy,
Department of Philosophy,
University of Durham
LAVOISIER, ANTOINE (2005)
PAULING, LINUS (2005)

Desmond Paul Henry
Senior Lecturer in Philosophy,
University of Manchester
MEDIEVAL PHILOSOPHY (1967)

Grete Henry-Hermann
Professor, Pidagogischen
Hocschule, Bremen, Germany
NELSON, LEONARD (1967)

Ronald W. Hepburn
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Edinburgh
AGNOSTICISM (1967)
BULTMANN, RUDOLF (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

MORAL ARGUMENTS FOR THE
EXISTENCE OF GOD (1967)

MYSTICISM, NATURE AND
ASSESSMENT OF (1967)

NATURE, PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS
OF (1967)

RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE,
ARGUMENT FOR THE EXISTENCE
OF GOD (1967)

Jennifer Herdt
Associate Professor of Theology,
University of Notre Dame
CAMBRIDGE PLATONISTS (2005)
CUDWORTH, RALPH (2005)

Ulrike Heuer
Lecturer, School of Philosophy,
University of Leeds
INTERNALISM AND EXTERNALISM
IN ETHICS (2005)

Joh’s Erich Heyde
Ordinary Professor of Philosophy,
Technical University of Berlin
REHMKE, JOHANNES (1967)

John Hick

Lecturer in Philosophy of Religion,

University of Cambridge

CHRISTIANITY (1967)

EVIL, THE PROBLEM OF (1967)

FAITH (1967)

OMAN, JOHN WOOD (1967)

ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT FOR
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD (1967)

RELIGIOUS PLURALISM (1996)

REVELATION (1967)

TENNANT, FREDERICK ROBERT
(1967)

Pamela Hieronymi
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of California, Los
Angeles
FORGIVENESS (2005)

James Higginbotham
Somerville College, Oxford
University
SYNTAX (1996)

Jocelyn Nigel Hillgarth
Lecturer in History, Harvard
University
LULL, RAMON (1967)

David Hills
Acting Assistant Professor,
Philosophy, Stanford University
ART, REPRESENTATION IN (2005)
METAPHOR [ADDENDUM] (2005)

XLI



list of contributors

Iwao Hirose
Donnelley Junior Research Fellow,
University College, Oxford
SEN, AMARTYA K. (2005)

R. J. Hirst

Professor and Head, Logic, Glasgow

University

ILLUSIONS (1967)

PERCEPTION (1967)

PHENOMENALISM (1967)

PRIMARY AND SECONDARY
QUALITIES (1967)

REALISM (1967)

SENSA (1967)

Christopher R. Hitchcock
Professor of Philosophy, Division of
Humanities and Social Sciences,
California Institute of Technology
CAUSATION: PHILOSOPHY OF
SCIENCE (2005)

Henry Hiz
Professor of Linguistics, University
of Pennsylvania
CHWISTEK, LEON (1967)

Joshua P. Hochschild
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
Mount St. Mary’s University
CAJETAN, CARDINAL (2005)

Andrew Hodges
Lecturer in Mathmatics, Wadham
College, University of Oxford
TURING, ALAN M. (2005)

Wilfrid Hodges

Professor of Mathematics, Queen

Mary, University of London

FIRST-ORDER LOGIC (2005)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: SINCE GODEL:
DECIDABLE AND UNDECIDABLE
THEORIES; MODEL THEORY:
ROBINSON; MODEL THEORY:
TARSKI (2005)

MODEL THEORY (2005)

Carl Hoefer
Research Professor at ICREA and
the Autonomous University of
Barcelona
CHANCE (2005)
CONVENTIONALISM (2005)
HOLE ARGUMENT (2005)

Frank J. Hoffman
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
West Chester University

XLII

MIND AND MENTAL STATES IN
BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Robert Holmes
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Rochester
PEACE, WAR, AND PHILOSOPHY
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Nancy Holmstrom
Chair, Associate Professor,
Philosophy, Rutgers University,
Newark
FEMINIST SOCIAL AND POLITICAL
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Tze-ki Hon
Associate Professor, History, State
University of New York—Geneseo
ZHOU DUNYI (2005)

Ted Honderich
Grote Professor Emeritus,
University College London
DETERMINISM AND FREEDOM
(1996, 2005)

Bradford W. Hooker
Professor of Moral Philosophy,
University of Reading
MORAL RULES AND PRINCIPLES
(2005)
UTILITARIANISM [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

Vincent Hope
Former Fellow of the School of
Philosophy, Psychology and
Language Sciences, University of
Edinburgh
STEWART, DUGALD (2005)

Burt C. Hopkins
Professor, Philosophy, Seattle
University
LANDGREBE, LUDWIG (2005)

Patrick D. Hopkins
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Millsaps College
HETEROSEXISM (2005)
NATURAL LAW (2005)

Terence E. Horgan
University of Memphis
CONNECTIONISM (1996)

Irving Louis Horowitz
Professor of Sociology, Washington
University
DE SANCTIS, FRANCESCO (1967)

Sergey Horujy

Director of the Institute of

Synergetic Anthropology; Professor

of the Institute of Philosophy of

Russian Academy of Sciences;

Honorary Professor of UNESCO

(the Chair of Comparative Studies

of Religious Traditions)

FLORENSKII, PAVEL
ALEKSANDROVICH (2005)

FLOROVSKII, GEORGII VASIL’EVICH
(2005)

KARSAVIN, LEV PLATONOVICH
(2005)

TRUBETSKOI, EVGENII
NIKOLAEVICH (2005)

Nathan Houser
Indiana University, Purdue
University
PEIRCE, CHARLES SANDERS
[ADDENDUM] (1996)

Daniel Howard-Snyder
Professor of Philosophy, Western
Washington University
HIDDENNESS OF GOD (2005)

Bruce W. Hozeski
Chair, Department of English, Ball
State University
HILDEGARD OF BINGEN (2005)

Pamela M. Huby
Reader in Philosophy (Retired),
University of Liverpool
AGENT INTELLECT (2005)

Carl A. Huffman
Professor of Classics, DePauw
University
ALCMAEON OF CROTON (2005)
ARCHYTAS OF TARENTUM (2005)
PHILOLAUS OF CROTON (2005)

Nicholas Huggett
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Illinois at Chicago
BLACK HOLES (2005)
FIELDS AND PARTICLES (2005)
SPACE IN PHYSICAL THEORIES
(2005)

Namjin Huh
Professor, Philosophy, Seoul
National University
KOREAN PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Paul Humphreys
Professor, Corcoran Department of
Philosophy, University of Virginia

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



EMERGENCE (2005)
SALMON, WESLEY (2005)
SUPPES, PATRICK (2005)

David P. Hunt

Professor, Philosophy, Whittier

College

FOREKNOWLEDGE AND FREEDOM,
THEOLOGICAL PROBLEM OF
(2005)

Bruce Hunter

Professor and Head, Logic, Glasgow
University
CRITERIOLOGY (1996)

Thomas Hurka

Jackman Distinguished Chair in

Philosophical Studies, Philosophy,

University of Toronto

INTRINSIC VALUE (2005)

MOORE, GEORGE EDWARD
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

TELEOLOGICAL ETHICS (2005)

Rosalind Hursthouse

Professor of Philosophy, University

of Auckland

VIRTUE ETHICS [BIBLIOGRAPHY ]
(2005)

Katerina Ierodiakonou

Associate Professor, Ancient

Philosophy, Department of the

Philosophy and History of Science,

University of Athens

BYZANTINE PHILOSOPHY (2005)

PLETHO, GIORGIUS GEMISTUS
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Shams Inati

Professor, Islamic Studies, Villanova

University

DETERMINISM, THEOLOGICAL
(2005)

David B. Ingram

Professor of Philosophy, Loyola
University, Chicago

ARENDT, HANNAH (1996, 2005)
POSTMODERNISM (2005)

Brad Inwood

Professor of Classics and
Philosophy, University of Toronto
CLEANTHES (2005)
HELLENISTIC THOUGHT (2005)
STOICISM (2005)

Anna Maria Ioppolo
Full Professor, Ancient Philosophy,
Dipartimento di Scienze Filosofiche
ed Epistemologiche, Universita di
Roma “La Sapienza”
ARISTO OF CHIOS (2005)

Michela Ippolito
Assistant Professor of Linguistics,
Department of Modern Foreign
Languages and Literatures, Boston
University
TENSE (2005)

Howard Isham
Associate Professor, Humanities,
San Francisco State College
HUMBOLDT, WILHELM VON
(1967)

Frank C. Jackson
Director, Research, School of Social
Sciences, Australian National
University

ARMSTRONG, DAVID M. (1996,
2005)

Pierre Jacob
Director of Institut Jean Nicod,
CNRS/EHESS/ENS, Paris
INTENTIONALITY [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

Theordore E. James
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Manbhattan College
IBN GABIROL, SOLOMON BEN
JUDAH (1967)

Dale Jamieson
Professor of Environmental Studies
and Philosophy, New York
University, Steinhardt School,
HMSS
SINGER, PETER (2005)

M. Jammer
Head, Physics; Professor of Physicas
and Philosophy of Science, Bar-Ilan
University, Israel
ENERGY (1967)
FORCE (1967)
MASS (1967)
MOTION, A HISTORICAL SURVEY
(1967)

Richard Janko
Professor and Chair, Classical
Studies, Rackham Graduate School,
University of Michigan
HOMER [BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Joyce L. Jenkins
Associate Professor, Philosophy
Department, University of
Manitoba
SELF-INTEREST (2005)

Robert Johnson
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Missouri
PRACTICAL REASON (2005)

Hans Jonas
Professor, Philosophy, Graduate
Faculty of Political and Social
Science, New School for Social
Research
GNOSTICISM (1967)

Alexander Jones
Professor, Classics and the History
and Philosophy of Science and
Technology, University of Toronto
HELLENISTIC THOUGHT (2005)

Charles Jones
Associate Professor, Political
Science, University of Western
Ontario
COSMOPOLITANISM (2005)

Karen Jones
Lecturer, Philosophy, The
University of Melbourne
BAIER, ANNETTE (2005)
FEMINIST EPISTEMOLOGY (2005)

Inge Jonsson
Docent, History of Literature,
University of Stockholm
SWEDENBORG, EMANUEL (1967)

Z. A. Jordan
Lecturer, Philosophy of Science,
University of Reading
KOTARBINSKI, TADEUSZ (1967)

Lawrence J. Jost
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Cincinnati
VIRTUE AND VICE (2005)

James Joyce
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Michigan
DECISION THEORY (2005)
SAVAGE, LEONARD (2005)

Eric T. Juengst
Associate Professor of Bioethics,
School of Medicine, Case Western
Reserve University

XLITI



list of contributors

GENETICS AND REPRODUCTIVE
TECHNOLOGIES [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

Béla Juhos
Professor of Theological Philosophy,
University of Vienna
SCHLICK, MORITZ (1967)

Elzbieta Jung
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Lodz
KILVINGTON, RICHARD (2005)

Guy Kahane
Research Associate, Uehiro Centre
for Practical Ethics, Faculty of
Philosophy, Oxford University

PAIN, ETHICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF
(2005)

Russell Kahl
Associate Professor, Philosophy, San
Francisco State College

HELMHOLTZ, HERMANN LUDWIG
VON (1967)

Charles H. Kahn
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Pennsylvania
ANAXIMANDER (1967)
EMPEDOCLES (1967)
PLATO (2005)

Irene Kajon
Ordinary Professor, Dipartimento
di Ricerche Storico-filosofiche e
Pedagogiche, Universita di Roma
“La Sapienza”

COHEN, HERMANN [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

Ibrahim Kalin

Assistant Professor of Islamic

Studies, Department of Religious

Studies, College of the Holy Cross

CORBIN, HENRY (2005)

EPISTEMOLOGY, HISTORY OF
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

MULLA SADRA [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

NASR, SEYYED HOSSEIN (2005)

Paul Kalligas
Assistant Professor, Philosophy and
History of Science, University of
Athens
PLOTINUS [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

XLIV

Akihiro Kanamori
Professor, Mathematics, Boston
University
SET THEORY (2005)

David Kaplan
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
Department of Philosophy and
Religion Studies, University of
North Texas
RICOEUR, PAUL (2005)

Elizabeth Karger
Chargée de Recherche, CNRS, Paris
WODEHAM, ADAM (2005)

George Kateb
William Nelson Cromwell Professor
of Politics, Emeritus, Princeton
University
UTOPIAS AND UTOPIANISM (1967,
2005)

Arnold S. Kaufman
Professor, Philosophy, Princeton
University

RESPONSIBILITY, MORAL AND
LEGAL (1967)

Asaf Kedar
Doctoral Student, Political Science,
University of California, Berkeley

HISTORICISM [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

Samuel McMurray Keen
Associate Professor of Philosophy
and Christian Faith, Louisville
Presbyterian Seminary
MARCEL, GABRIEL (1967)

Morris Keeton
Professor of Philosophy and
Religion; Dean of the Faculty,
Antioch College
MONTGOMERY, EDMUND DUNCAN
(1967)

John Kekes
Research Professor, University at
Albany, State University of New
York
CONSERVATISM (2005)

Birgit Kellner
Institute for South Asian, Tibetan
and Buddhist Studies
NEGATION IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY
(2005)

Douglas Kellner

Professor and George F. Kneller
Philosophy of Education Chair,
Graduate School of Education,
University of California, Los
Angeles

BAUDRILLARD, JEAN (2005)
HORKHEIMER, MAX (2005)

W. E. Kennick
Professor, Philosophy, Amherst
College
APPEARANCE AND REALITY (1967)

G. B. Kerferd
Professor, Classics, University
College of Swansea, University of
Wales
APEIRON/PERAS (1967)
CRATYLUS (1967)
HEN/POLLA (1967)
HIPPIAS OF ELIS (1967)
PERIPATETICS (1967)
PRODICUS OF CEOS (1967)
PROTAEORAS OF ABDERA (1967)
PSYCHE (1967)

Ralph Ketchum
Professor of Political Science and
American Studies, Syracuse
University
FRANKLIN, BENJAMIN (1967)

Jeffrey Ketland
Lecturer, Philosophy, University of
Edinburgh
CRAIG’S THEOREM (2005)
SECOND-ORDER LOGIC (2005)

I. G. Kidd
Senior Lecturer, Greek, University
of St. Andrews
ANTISTHENES (1967)
CYNICS (1967)
DIOGENES OF SINOPE (1967)
GREEK ACADEMY (1967)

Kihyeon Kim
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Seoul National University
KOREAN PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Jeffrey C. King
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Southern California
ANAPHORA [ADDENDUM] (2005)
SEMANTICS (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Peter King

Professor of Philosophy and of

Mediaeval Studies, University of

Toronto

ANSELM, ST. (2005)

AUGUSTINE, ST. [ADDENDUMI |
(1996)

WILLIAM OF CHAMPEAUX (2005)

John Kinnaird

Assistant Professor, English,
University of Maryland
HAZLITT, WILLIAM (1967)

Eva F. Kittay

State University of New York at
Stony Brook
METAPHOR (1996)

Peter Kivy

Board of Governors Professor of

Philosophy, Rutgers University

HUTCHESON, FRANCIS
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

MUSIC, PHILOSOPHY OF (2005)

SIBLEY, FRANK (2005)

SMITH, ADAM [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

Pauline Kleingeld

Professor of Philosophy, Leiden
University
PATRIOTISM (2005)

Gyula Klima

Professor, Philosophy, Fordham

University

OCKHAMISM [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

George L. Kline

Professor, Philosophy, Bryn Mawr

College

CHICHERIN, BORIS NIKOLAEVICH
(1967)

FRANK, SEMEN LIUDVIGOVICH
(1967)

HERZEN, ALEKSANDR IVANOVICH
(1967)

KAREEV, NIKOLAI IVANOVICH
(1967)

KAVELIN, KONSTANTIN
DMITRIEVICH (1967)

LUNACHARSKII, ANATOLII
VASIL’EVICH (1967)

PISAREV, DMITRI IVANOVICH
(1967)

SHESTOV, LEV ISAAKOVICH (1967)
SKOVORODA, HRYHORII SAVYCH
(GRIGORII SAVVICH) (1967)

VOLSKI, STANISLAV (1967)

Boris C. A. Kment

Princeton University
CONDITIONALS (2005)

William C. Kneale

White’s Professor of Moral
Philosophy, University of Oxford
ETERNITY (1967)

David Knowles

Honorary Fellow of Peterhouse and

Christ’s College, Cambridge

University

BERNARD OF CLAIRVAUX, ST.
(1967)

BOETHIUS, ANICIUS MANLIUS
SEVERINUS (1967)

GERBERT OF AURILLAC (1967)

JOHN OF SALISBURY (1967)

Noretta Koertge

Professor Emeritus, History &
Philosophy of Science, Indiana
University

SCIENCE STUDIES (2005)

Peter Koestenbaum

Professor of Philosophy, San Jose
State College
JASPERS, KARL (1967)

UNAMUNO Y JUGO, MIGUEL DE
(1967)

Arthur Koestler

Novelist, Essayist, Man of Letters,
Fellow, Royal Society of Literature
KEPLER, JOHANNES (1967)

Barry S. Kogan

Efroymson Professor of Philosophy
and Jewish Religious Thought,
Hebrew Union College—Jewish
Institute of Religion, Cincinnati,
Ohio

HALEVI, YEHUDA (2005)

Eckehart Kéhler

Member of Phlilosophisches
Seminar II, University of Munich,
MA Candidate, New York
University

SCHOLZ, HEINRICH (1967)

Niko Kolodny

Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of California, Berkeley
LOVE [ADDENDUM] (2005)
OBJECTIVITY IN ETHICS (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

David Konstan

John Rowe Workman Distinguished
Professor of Classics and Professor
of Comparative Literature, Brown
University

LUCIAN OF SAMOSATA (2005)
LUCRETIUS (2005)

Milton R. Konvitz

Professor of Law and Professor of

Industrial and Labor Relations,

Cornell University

HISTORICAL SCHOOL OF
JURISPRUDENCE (1967)

SAVIGNY, FRIEDRICH KARL VON
(1967)

Hilary Kornblith

Professor, Philosophy, University of
Massachusetts
GOLDMAN, ALVIN (2005)

Stephan Korner

Head, Physics; Professor of Physicas
and Philosophy of Science, Bar-Ilan
University,

CASSIRER, ERNST (1967)
CONTINUITY (1967)

LAWS OF THOUGHT (1967)

Viacheslav Koshelev

Professor, Novgorod State

University named after Yaroslav

Mudryi, Member of the

International Academy of Higher

Education

CHAADAEYV, PETR TAKOVLEVICH
(2005)

KHOMIAKOV, ALEKSEI
STEPANOVICH (2005)

Kathrin Koslicki

Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
Tufts University
NOUNS, MASS AND COUNT (2005)

Janet A. Kourany

Associate Professot, Philosophy,

University of Notre Dame

FEMINIST PHILOSOPHY OF
SCIENCE: CONTEMPORARY
PERSPECTIVES (2005)

Julius Kovesi

Lecturer in Philosophy, University
of Western Australia

PALAGYI, MENYHERT (1967)
PAULER, AKOS (1967)

XLV



list of contributors

A.J. Krailsheimer

University Lecturer and College

Tutor in French, Christ Church,

Oxford University

BOSSUET, JACQUES BENIGNE
(1967)

FENELON, FRANCOIS DE SALIGNAC
DE LA MOTHE (1967)

LA BRUYERE, JEAN DE (1967)

LA ROCHEFOUCAULD, DUC
FRANCOIS DE (1967)

Jill Kraye
Professor of the History of
Renaissance, Philosophy, Warburg
Institute, University of London
HUMANISM (2005)

Norman Kretzmann
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Cornell University
SEMANTICS, HISTORY OF (1967)
WILLIAM OF SHERWOOD (1967)

Yervant H. Krikorian
Professor Emeritus, Philosophy,
City University of New York, City
College
COHEN, MORRIS RAPHAEL (1967)

Paul Oskar Kristellar
Professor, Philosophy, Columbia
University
FICINO, MARSILIO (1967)
FLORENTINE ACADEMY (1967)
PETRARCH (1967)
PICO DELLA MIRANDOLA, COUNT

GIOVANNI (1967)

POMPONAZZI, PIETRO (1967)

George Krzywicki-Herburt
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
City University of New York,
Queens College
TWARDOWSKI, KAZIMIERZ (1967)

Taneli Kukkonen
Canada Research Chair in the

Aristotelian Tradition, University of

Victoria
ARISTOTELIANISM (2005)

Rahul Kumar
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Queen’s University, Kingston,
Canada
CONTRACTUALISM (2005)

Joel J. Kupperman
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Connecticut

XLVI

VALUE AND VALUATION
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Paul Kurtz
Professor, Philosophy, State
University of New York at Buffalo
PALMER, ELIHU (1967)

Roxanne Marie Kurtz
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Illinois, Springfield
PERSISTENCE (2005)

Douglas Kutach
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
Brown University
COUNTERFACTUALS IN SCIENCE
(2005)

Jonathan Kvanvig
Professor and Chair, Philosophy,
University of Missouri, Columbia
KNOWLEDGE AND TRUTH, THE
VALUE OF (2005)

Kai Man Kwan

Associate Professor, Religion and

Philosophy, Hong Kong Baptist

University

MORAL ARGUMENTS FOR THE
EXISTENCE OF GOD
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

MYSTICISM, NATURE AND
ASSESSMENT OF [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

Will Kymlicka
Canada Research Chair in Political
Philosophy, Queen’s University
COMMUNITARIANISM (1996,
2005)

Hugh Lacey
Senior Research Scholar/Scheuer
Family Professor Emeritus of
Philosophy, Swarthmore College;
Visiting Professor Universidade de
Sao Paulo; Lecturer, University of
Pennsylvania
SKINNER, B. F. (2005)

John Ladd
Professor, Philosophy, Brown
University; Secretary-Treasurer of
the American Society for Political
and Legal Science
LOYALTY (1967)

James Ladyman

Reader in Philosophy, University of

Bristol

THEORIES AND THEORETICAL
TERMS (2005)

Henrik Lagerlund
Associate Professor in Philosophy,
Uppsala University; Research
Associate at CRASSH, University of
Cambridge
KILWARDBY, ROBERT (2005)

Sterling P. Lamprecht
Professor Emeritus of Philosophy,
Ambherst College
WOODBRIDGE, FREDERICK JAMES
EUGENE (1967)

Irene Lancaster
Honorary Research Fellow, Centre
for Jewish Studies, University of
Manchester
KABBALAH [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Marc Lange
Professor, Philosophy, University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill
CLASSICAL MECHANICS,
PHILOSOPHY OF (2005)
ENERGY [ADDENDUM] (2005)
LAWS, SCIENTIFIC (2005)

Peter Laslett
Fellow of Trinity College,
Cambridge, and Lecturer in
History, University of Cambridge,
Cofounder of the Cambridge Group
for the History of Population and
Social Structure
FILMER, ROBERT (1967)
POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY, HISTORY

OF (1967)

SOCIAL CONTRACT (1967)

John H. Lavely
Professor and Chair, Philosophy,
Boston University; Editor of the
Philosophical Forum
BRIGHTMAN, EDGAR SHEFFIELD
(1967)
PERSONALISM (1967)

James M. Lawler
Philosophy Department, State
University of New York at Buffalo
COMMUNISM (2005)
DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Krista Lawlor
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,

Stanford University
MILLIKAN, RUTH (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Leonard Lawlor

Faudree-Hardin University

Professor of Philosophy; Graduate

Admissions Coordinator,

Philosophy Department; At Large

Member of the Society for

Phenomenology and Existential

Philosophy, The University of

Memphis

HYPPOLITE, JEAN (2005)

TIME IN CONTINENTAL
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Oliver Leaman

Professor of Philosophy, University

of Kentucky

AL-FARABI [ADDENDUM] (2005)

AL-KINDI, ABU-YUSUF YA‘QUB IBN
ISHAQ [ADDENDUM] (2005)

ARKOUN, MOHAMMED (2005)

AVERROES [ADDENDUM] (2005)

AVERROISM IN MODERN ISLAMIC
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

AVICENNA [ADDENDUM] (2005)

BAHYA BEN JOSEPH IBN PAQUDA
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

CODOVERO, MOSES BEN JACOB
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

COSTA, URIEL DA [BIBLIOGRAPHY |

(2005)

CRESCAS, HASDAI [ADDENDUM]
(2005)

EMANATIONISM [ADDENDUM|]
(2005)

ENLIGHTENMENT, ISLAMIC (2005)

ENLIGHTENMENT, JEWISH (2005)

ESSENCE AND EXISTENCE
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

HOLOCAUST (2005)

IBN BAJJA [ADDENDUM] (2005)

IBN GABIROL, SOLOMON BEN
JUDAH [BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

IBN KHALDUN [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

IBN TUFAYL [ADDENDUM] (2005)

IBN ZADDIK, JOSEPH BEN JACOB
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

ISRAELI, ISAAC BEN SOLOMON
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

JEWISH AVERROISM (2005)

JEWISH PHILOSOPHY [ADDENDUM]
(2005)

MENASSEH (MANASSEH) BEN
ISRAEL [BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

MENDELSSOHN, MOSES
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

MUQAMMIS, DAVID BEN MERWAN
AL- [BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

NEOPLATONISM [ADDENDUM]
(2005)

SHARIATI, ALI (2005)

Mark LeBar
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Ohio University
KANTIAN ETHICS (2005)

Grace Ledbetter
Associate Professor of Classics and
Philosophy, Swarthmore College
GREEK DRAMA [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

Callan Ledsham
Hoger Instituut voor Wijsbegeerte,
Katholieke Universiteit Leuven
MARSILIUS OF INGHEN (2005)

Stephen Leeds
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Wisconsin, Milwaukee
FIELD, HARTRY (2005)

Gordon Leff
Reader in Medieval History,
University of York
AILLY, PIERRE D’ (1967)
GILES OF ROME (1967)
GREGORY OF RIMINI (1967)

Brian Leftow
Nolloth Professor of the Philosophy
of the Christian Religion, Oxford
University
ETERNITY [ADDENDUM 1] (2005)
GOD, CONCEPTS OF [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

Czeslaw Lejewski
Senior Lecturer in Philosophy,
University of Manchester
LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: FROM FREGE TO GODEL
[OVERVIEW] (1967)
LUKASIEWICZ, JAN (1967)

Karl-Heinz Lembeck
Universititsprofessor, Institut fiir
Philosophie, Bayerische Julius-
Maximilians-Universitit Wiirzburg
NATORP, PAUL (2005)

Noah M. Lemos
Professor, The College of William
and Mary
EPISTEMOLOGY, CIRCULARITY IN
(2005)

James Lennox
Professor of History and Philosophy
of Science, University of Pittsburgh
PHILOSOPHY OF BIOLOGY (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Maria Lucrezia Leone
Postdoctoral Research Fellow,
Philosophy, University of Bari
(Italy) and Catholic University of
Leuven (Belgium)
HENRY OF GHENT [BIBLIOGRAPHY
AND ADDENDUM] (2005)

Ernest Lepore

Director, Center for Cognitive

Science, Rutgers University

ANALYTIC AND SYNTHETIC
STATEMENTS [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE
(2005)

Joseph Levine
Philosophy, Ohio State University
QUALIA (1996, 2005)
SUBJECTIVITY (1996, 2005)

Jerrold Levinson
University of Maryland at College
Park
ART, AUTHENTICITY IN (1996)

Donald Levy
Faculty Member, New School for
Social Research
MACROCOSM AND MICROCOSM
(1967)

H. D. Lewis
Head, Department of History and
Philosophy of Religion, King’s
College, University of London, and
Fellow of King’ College; Dean of the
Faculty of Theology, University of
London; President of the Society for
the Study of Theology, Chairman of
the Council of the Royal Institute of
Philosophy
GUILT (1967)
PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION,

HISTORY OF (1967)

Neil T. Lewis
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Georgetown University
GROSSETESTE, ROBERT
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)
WILLIAM OF AUVERGNE (2005)

Leonard Lewisohn
Iran Heritage Foundation Fellow in
Classical Persian and Sufi
Literature, The Institute of Arab
and Islamic Studies, University of
Exeter, England
AL-GHAZALI, AHMAD (2005)
SUFISM (2005)

XLVII



list of contributors

Anatoly Liberman
Professor, German, Scandinavian
and Dutch, University of
Minnesota, Minneapolis

TRUBETSKOI, NIKOLAI SERGEEVICH
(2005)

David Liggins
ANALYSIS Student, Faculty of
Philosophy, University of
Cambridge
FICTIONALISM (2005)

Leonard Linsky
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Illinois
SYNONYMITY (1967)

Peter Lipton
Kings College, Cambridge
University
INFERENCE TO THE BEST
EXPLANATION (1996, 2005)

Turii Lisitsa
Professor of Mathematical Analysis
and Function Theory Department,
Russian University of Peoples’
Friendship; Head of Faculty of
Religion, Russian Orthodox Saint
Tikhon Humanistic University,
Moscow
IL’IN, IVAN ALEKSANDROVICH

(2005)

Jeeloo Liu
Assistant Professor, California State
University, Fullerton
WANG FUZHI (2005)

Shu-hsien Liu
Adjunct Research Fellow, Institute
of Chinese Literature and
Philosophy, Academia Sinica,
Taipei; Tuan-mu Kai Chair;
Professor, Soochow University,
Taipei; Emeritus Professor of
Philosophy The Chinese University
of Hong Kong
CHINESE PHILOSOPHY:

CONTEMPORARY (2005)

HUANG ZONGXI (2005)

Wau-chi Liu
Professor of Chinese; Chair of
Department of East Asian
Languages and Literature, Indiana
University
DONG ZHONGSHU (1967)

XLVIII

Paisley Livingston
Professor, Philosophy, Lingnan
University, Hong Kong
CREATIVITY (2005)
VALERY, PAUL (2005)

A.C. Lloyd
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Liverpool
ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS
(1967)
PORPHYRY (1967)

G.E.R. Lloyd
University Assistant Lecturer in
Classics and Fellow of King’s
College, Cambridge University
LEUCIPPUS AND DEMOCRITUS
(1967)

L. E. Loemker

Charles Howard Candler Professor

of Philosophy, Emory University

DEUSSEN, PAUL (1967)

HARTMANN, EDUARD VON (1967)

LIEBERT, ARTHUR (1967)

MONAD AND MONADOLOGY
(1967)

PAULSEN, FRIEDRICH (1967)

PESSIMISM AND OPTIMISM (1967)

RINTELEN, FRITZ-JOACHIM VON
(1967)

SPRANGER, (FRANZ ERNST)
EDUARD (2005)

Barry Loewer
Professor II, Philosophy, Rutgers
University
CONTENT, MENTAL (1996, 2005)
PHILOSOPHY OF PHYSICS (2005)

Charles Lohr
Professor Emeritus, History of
Medieval Theology, Universitiit
Freiburg
LULL, RAMON [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

Lawrence Brian Lombard
Wayne State University
EVENT THEORY (1996)

Franco Lombardi
Ordinary Professor of Moral
Philosophy, University of Rome;
Director of De Homine
BLOCH, ERNST (1967)

John L. Longeway
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Wisconsin at Parkside
HEYTESBURY, WILLIAM (2005)

Robert B. Louden
University of Southern Maine
VIRTUE ETHICS (1996)

Andrew Louth
Professor of Patristic and Byzantine
Studies, University of Durham
JOHN OF DAMASCUS (2005)
PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Michael Loux
Schuster Professor of Philosophy,
University of Notre Dame

METAPHYSICS, HISTORY OF
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

E.J. Lowe
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Durham
AGENT CAUSATION (2005)
BENNETT, JONATHAN (2005)

Thomas Luckmann
Professor, University of Frankfurt;
Visiting Professor, Graduate
Faculty, New School for Social
Research
PLESSNER, HELMUT (1967)

Peter Ludlow
State University of New York at
Stony Brook
PRESUPPOSITION (1996)

Kirk Ludwig
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Florida, Gainesville
BELIEF (2005)

Rossella Lupacchini
Philosophy Department, University
of Bologna
COMPUTING MACHINES (2005)

David Luscombe
Fellow and Director of Studies in
History, Churchill College,
Cambridge University
BERNARD, CLAUDE (1967)
BERNARD OF CHARTRES (1967)
BERNARD OF TOURS (1967)
CHARTRES, SCHOOL OF (1967)
GILBERT OF POITIERS (1967)
SAINT VICTOR, SCHOOL OF

(1967)

THEODORIC OF CHARTRES (1967)
WILLIAM OF CONCHES (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Dan Lusthaus
Visiting Professor, Boston
University

BUDDHISM—SCHOOLS: YOGACARA
(2005)

J. Rebecca Lyman
Samuel Garrett Professor of Church
History Emerita, Church Divinity
School of the Pacific
ARIUS AND ARIANISM (2005)

Michael Lynch
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Connecticut
RORTY, RICHARD (2005)

William Lyons
University of Dublin, Ireland
INTROSPECTION (1996)

Danielle Macbeth
Professor, Philosophy, Haverford
College
MCDOWELL, JOHN (2005)

H. R. MacCallum
Associate Professor, English,
University of Toronto
MILTON, JOHN (1967)

Stuart MacClintock
U.S. Government, Department of
Defense
AVERROES (1967)
AVERROISM (1967)
JOHN OF JANDUN (1967)

Cynthia MacDonald
Professor of Philosophy, Queen’s
University Belfast
ANOMALOUS MONISM (1996)
PHYSICALISM (1996, 2005)
SHOEMAKER, SYDNEY (2005)

C. A. Mace
Emeritus Professor, University of
London
PSYCHOLOGY (1967)

STOUT, GEORGE FREDERICK
(1967)

Tibor Machan
R. C. Hoiles Professor of Business
Ethics, Argyros School of Business
& Economics, Chapman University
POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY, HISTORY
OF [ADDENDUM] (2005)
PROPERTY [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Alasdair MacIntyre
Professor, Sociology, University of
Essex
BEING (1967)
BRUNNER, EMIL (1967)
EGOISM AND ALTRUISM (1967)
ESSENCE AND EXISTENCE (1967)
EXISTENTIALISM (1967)
JUNG, CARL GUSTAV (1967)
KIERKEGAARD, SOREN AABYE

(1967)

MYTH (1967)
ONTOLOGY, HISTORY OF (1967)
PANTHEISM (1967)

J. L. Mackie

Professor of Philosophy, University

of York

FALLACIES (1967)

MILL’S METHODS OF INDUCTION
(1967)

WESTERMARCK, EDWARD
ALEXANDER (1967)

Ruth Macklin
Bronx, New York
GENETICS AND REPRODUCTIVE
TECHNOLOGIES (1996)

John MacQuarrie
Professor of Systematic Theology,
Union Theological Seminary
BLONDEL, MAURICE (1967)
GOGARTEN, FRIEDRICH (1967)
HARNACK, CARL GUSTAV ADOLF

VON (1967)

HEIM, KARL (1967)
INGE, WILLIAM RALPH (1967)
LABERTHONNIERE, LUCIEN (1967)
PIETISM (1967)
TAYLOR, ALFRED EDWARD (1967)
VARISCO, BERNARDINO (1967)

Edward H. Madden
Professor of Philosophy, State
University of New York at Buffalo;
General Editor of Source Books in
the History of Science (Harvard
University Press)
WRIGHT, CHAUNCEY (1967)

Patrick Maher
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
CONFIRMATION THEORY (2005)

James Edwin Mahon
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
Washington and Lee University
LYING (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Rudolf Makkreel
Charles Howard Candler Professor
of Philosophy, Emory University
DILTHEY, WILHELM (2005)

Norman Malcolm
Susan Linn Sage Professor of
Philosophy and Chair of the
Department of Philosophy, Cornell
University; Managing Editor of the
Philosophical Review
WITTGENSTEIN, LUDWIG JOSEF

JOHANN (1967)

Paolo Mancosu
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of California, Berkeley
HILBERT, DAVID [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

Maurice Mandelbaum
Professor, Philosophy, Johns
Hopkins University
HISTORICISM (1967)

Jon Mandle
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University at Albany (State
University of New York)
GENERAL WILL, THE (2005)

William E. Mann
Marsh Professor of Intellectual and
Moral Philosophy, University of
Vermont
PATRISTIC PHILOSOPHY
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

A. R. Manser
Senior Lecturer, Philosophy,
University of Southampton
DREAMS (1967)
IMAGES (1967)
IMAGINATION (1967)

Vladimir Marchenkov

Assistant Professor of Aesthetics,

Ohio University

BAKUNIN, MIKHAIL
ALEKSANDROVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

BELINSKII, VISSARION
GRIGOR’EVICH [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

BULGAKOV, SERGEI NIKOLAEVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

CHERNYSHEVSKII, NIKOLAI
GAVRILOVICH [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

FRANK, SEMEN LIUDVIGOVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

XLIX



list of contributors

HERZEN, ALEKSANDR IVANOVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

KAREEV, NIKOLAI IVANOVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

KAVELIN, KONSTANTIN
DMITRIEVICH [BIBLIOGRAPHY ]
(2005)

KOZLOV, ALEKSEI
ALEKSANDROVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

KROPOTKIN, PETR ALEKSEEVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

LAPSHIN, IVAN IVANOVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

LAVROV, PETR LAVROVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

LOPATIN, LEV MIKHAILOVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

LOSEV, ALEKSEI FEDOROVICH
(2005)

LUNACHARSKII, ANATOLII
VASILEVICH [BIBLIOGRAPHY ]
(2005)

MIKHAILOVSKII, NIKOLAI
KONSTANTINOVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

PAVLOV, IVAN PETROVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

PLEKHANOV, GEORGII
VALENTINOVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

RUSSIAN PHILOSOPHY (2005)

VYSHESLAVTSEV, BORIS PETROVICH
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

John Marenbon
Senior Research Fellow, Trinity
College, Cambridge University
ABELARD, PETER (2005)

Adam Margoshes
Assistant Professor of Psychology,
Shippensburg State College
BAADER, FRANZ XAVIER VON
(1967)
SCHELLING, FRIEDRICH WILHELM
JOSEPH VON (1967)

Jacqueline Marina
Associate Professor of Philosophy;
Chair, Religious Studies Program,
Purdue University
SCHLEIERMACHER, FRIEDRICH
DANIEL ERNST [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

R. A. Markus
Senior Lecturer in Medieval
History, University of Liverpool
AUGUSTINE, ST. (1967)
ILLUMINATION (1967)

Michael E. Marmura
Associate Professor in the
Department of Islamic Studies,
University of Toronto
AVICENNA (1967)

Donald Marquis
University of Kansas, Lawrence
ABORTION (1996)

Christopher J. Martin

Associate Professor, Philosophy,

University of Auckland

BOETHIUS, ANICIUS MANLIUS
SEVERINUS [ADDENDUM|
(2005)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MEDIEVAL
(EUROPEAN) LOGIC (2005)

ROSCELIN (2005)

Rex Martin
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Kansas; Honorary Professor,
School of European Studies, Cardiff
University
PHILOSOPHY OF LAW, PROBLEMS
OF [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Wayne M. Martin
Reader in Philosophy, Essex
University
HEGELIANISM (2005)

Martin E. Marty
Fairfax M. Cone Distinguished
Service Professor Emeritus, The
University of Chicago
BONHOEFFER, DIETRICH (1967,
2005)

Elinor Mason
Lecturer, Philosophy, University of
Edinburgh
CONSEQUENTIALISM
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Kelby Mason
PhD candidate, Philosophy, Rutgers
University

EVOLUTIONARY PSYCHOLOGY
(2005)

Michelle Mason
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Minnesota
MORAL SENTIMENTS (2005)

Heath Massey
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
Beloit College

TIME IN CONTINENTAL
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Wallace Matson
Professor of Philosophy, Emeritus,
University of California, Berkeley
ARISTIPPUS OF CYRENE (2005)
CYRENAICS (2005)

Gareth B. Matthews
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Massachusetts, Amherst

AUGUSTINIANISM [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

Robert Matthews
Rutgers University
MENTAL REPRESENTATION (1996)

Tim Maudlin
Professor, Philosophy, Rutgers
University
GAUGE THEORY (2005)
NON-LOCALITY (2005)
QUANTUM LOGIC AND

PROBABILITY (2005)

QUANTUM MECHANICS (2005)
RELATIVITY THEORY (2005)

Armand A. Maurer
Professor of Philosophy, Pontifical
Institute of Medieval Studies and
University of Toronto
BOETIUS OF DACIA (1967)
BROWNSON, ORESTES AUGUSTUS

(1967)

EDWARDS, JONATHAN (1967)
HENRY OF HARCLAY (1967)
NICHOLAS OF CUSA (1967)

Wolfe Mays
Senior Lecturer in Philosophy,
University of Manchester;Visting
Professor of Philosophy,
Northwestern University
PIAGET, JEAN (1967)

Bruce Mazlish
Professor, History, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology
COMTE, AUGUSTE (1967)

William L. McBride
Arthur G. Hansen Distinguished
Professor of Philosophy, Purdue
University
IDEOLOGY (2005)
SOCIETY [ADDENDUM] (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Edwin McCann
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Southern California
LOCKE, JOHN (2005)

Hugh J. McCann
Professor of Philosophy, Texas
A&M University
CREATION AND CONSERVATION,
RELIGIOUS DOCTRINE OF (2005)

Thomas McCarthy
Northwestern University
CRITICAL THEORY (1996)
DISCOURSE ETHICS (1996)
HABERMAS, JURGEN (1996)

James E. McClellan Jr.

Director, Foundations of Education

Department and the General

Education Program for Teachers;

Professor of Education, Temple

University

PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION,
INFLUENCE OF MODERN
PSYCHOLOGY ON (1967)

John J. McDermott

Distinguished Professor of

Philosophy and Humanities, Texas

A&M University

DEWEY, JOHN [BIBLIOGRAPHY AND
ADDENDUM] (1996)

JAMES, WILLIAM [ADDENDUM |
(1996, 2005)

Vann McGee
Professor, Linguistics and
Philosophy, Massachusetts Institute
of Technology
GODEL’S INCOMPLETENESS
THEOREMS (2005)
LOGICAL PARADOXES (2005)

Sarah McGrath
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
College of the Holy Cross
THOMSON, JUDITH JARVIS (2005)

Ralph McInerny
Michael P. Grace Professor of
Medieval Studies, University of
Notre Dame
MARITAIN, JACQUES [ADDENDUM|
(2005)

Neil McInnes
Special writer in Paris for Barron’s
Financial Weekly and the Wall
Street Journal
ENGELS, FRIEDRICH (1967)

GRACIAN Y MORALES, BALTASAR
(1967)
GRAMSCI, ANTONIO (1967)
LABRIOLA, ANTONIO (1967)
LUKACS, GEORG (1967)
MARIAS, JULIAN (1967)
MARXIST PHILOSOPHY (1967)
ORTEGA Y GASSET, JOSE (1967)
SOREL, GEORGES (1967)
ZUBIRI, XAVIER (1967)

Sean McKeever
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
Davidson College
ETHICS, HISTORY OF: OTHER
DEVELOPMENTS IN TWENTIETH-
CENTURY ETHICS (2005)

William McKenna
Chair, Department of Philosophy,
Miami University of Ohio
GURWITSCH, ARON (2005)

Robert J. McKim
Professor in the Program for the
Study of Religion and Professor of
Philosophy, University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign
BERKELEY, GEORGE [ADDENDUM |
(1996, 2005)

Richard McKirahan

E.C. Norton Professor of Classics

and Professor of Philosophy,

Pomona College

MELISSUS OF SAMOS
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

XENOPHANES OF COLOPHON
(2005)

ZENO OF ELEA (2005)

Brian McLaughlin
Professor of Philosophy, Rutgers
University
MENTAL CAUSATION (1996, 2005)
MIND-BODY PROBLEM (2005)
SELE-KNOWLEDGE (2005)
SUPERVENIENCE (1996, 2005)

Y. P. Mei
Professor, Chair, Chinese and
Oriental Studies; Director of the
Center for Far Eastern Studies,
University of lowa
Mozl (1967)

Jorgen Mejer
Director, Danish Institute; Reader
in Classical Philology, University of
Copenhagen, Institute for Greek
and Latin
DIOGENES LAERTIUS (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Alfred R. Mele
William H. and Lucyle T.
Werkmeister Professor of
Philosophy, Florida State University
ACTION (1996, 2005)
INTENTION (2005)
WEAKNESS OF THE WILL (2005)

Henry Mendell
California State University, Los
Angeles
cosMos (2005)

Eduardo Mendieta
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Stony Brook University, State
University of New York
POSTCOLONIALISM (2005)

Stephen Menn
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
McGill University
ARISTOTLE (2005)

Christia Mercer
Gustave M. Berne Professor;
Philosophy, Columbia University;
North American Editor, Archiv fiir
Geschichte der Philosophie
LEIBNIZ, GOTTFRIED WILHELM
(2005)

Philip Merlan
Professor of German Philosophy
and Literature, Scripps College and
Claremont Graduate School, CA
EMANATIONISM (1967)
PLOTINUS (1967)

Pierre Mesnard
Professor of Philosophy; Faculty of
Letters, University of Orléans-
Tours; Director of Centre d’Etudes
Supérieures de la Renaissance de
Tours
BODIN, JEAN (1967)

Algis Mickunas
Philosophy, Ohio University
LANDGREBE, LUDWIG (2005)

Leland Miles
Dean of the College of Arts and
Sciences, University of Bridgeport
COLET, JOHN (1967)

T. R. Miles
Professor of Psychology, University
College of North Wales, Bangor
GESTALT THEORY (1967)
KOFFKA, KURT (1967)

LI



list of contributors

Elizabeth Milldn-Zaibert
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
DePaul University

LATIN AMERICAN PHILOSOPHY
(2005)

Robert G. Miller, C.S.B.
Chairman of the Department of
Philosophy, St. John Fisher College
GILSON, ETIENNE HENRY (1967)

Peter Milne
Reader, School of Philosophy,
Psychology and Language Sciences
of the University of Edinburgh
DE FINETTI, BRUNO (2005)

Edward H. Minar
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville
CAVELL, STANLEY (2005)

Robert C. Miner
Associate Professor of Philosophy in
the Honors College, Baylor
University
VICO, GIAMBATTISTA (2005)

Carl Mitcham
Professor, Liberal Arts and
International Studies, Colorado
School of Mines
PHILOSOPHY OF TECHNOLOGY
(1996, 2005)
SCIENCE POLICY (2005)

SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIONISM
(2005)

Phillip Mitsis
A.S. Onassis Professor of Hellenic
Studies, New York University
EPICURUS (2005)

Marc A. Moffett
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
University of Wyoming
SYNONYMITY [ADDENDUM|]
(2005)

Jitendra N. Mohanty
Temple University

PHENOMENOLOGY [ADDENDUM |
(1996)

Michel Mohr
Lecturer, Institute for Language and
Culture, Doshisha University

BUDDHISM—SCHOOLS: CHAN AND
ZEN (2005)

LII

D. H. Monro
Professor of Philosophy, Monash
University
GODWIN, WILLIAM (1967)
HUMOR (1967)
SHELLEY, PERCY BYSSHE (1967)

Josep Puig Montada
Professor, Arabic and Islamic
Studies, Universidad Complutense,
Madrid
AL-JABIRI, ‘ABD (2005)

Michelle Montague
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of California, Irvine
COUNTERFACTUALS (2005)

Ernest A. Moody
Professor of Philosophy, University
of California, Los Angeles
LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MEDIEVAL
(EUROPEAN) LOGIC (1967)
OCKHAMISM (1967)
WILLIAM OF OCKHAM (1967)

James H. Moor
Professor, Philosophy, Dartmouth
College
COMPUTER ETHICS (1996, 2005)
MACHINE INTELLIGENCE (2005)

Kevin Moore
PhD candidate, Joint Program at
University of Denver and Iliff
School of Theology
HERMETICISM [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

Merritt Hadden Moore
Professor and Head of the
Department of Philosophy,
University of Tennessee

COURNOT, ANTOINE AUGUSTIN
(1967)

Nancy J. Moore
Professor of Law and Nancy Barton
Scholar, Boston University School of
Law
INFORMED CONSENT IN THE
PRACTICE OF LAW (2005)

Michael Moran
Lecturer in Philosophy, School of
European Studies, University of
Sussex
CARLYLE, THOMAS (1967)
COLERIDGE, SAMUEL TAYLOR

(1967)

EMERSON, RALPH WALDO (1967)

NEW ENGLAND
TRANSCENDENTALISM (1967)
THOREAU, HENRY DAVID (1967)

Parviz Morewedge
Director, Global Scholarly
Publications, New York; Honorary
Professor, National University,
Bishkek, Kyrgyz Republic; Adjunct
Professor, Philosophy, Fordham
University; Instructor, Philosophy
and Religion, Rutgers University
NASIR AL-DIN AL-TUSI (2005)
SCHOOL OF QOM, THE (2005)

John Morreall
Professor, Religious Studies, College
of William and Mary
HUMOR [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Herbert Morris
Professor of Philosophy and Law at
University of California, Los
Angeles
AUSTIN, JOHN (1967)

John Morrison
President of University College,
Cambridge University
ORPHISM (1967)

Paul Moser

Professor and Chair of Philosophy,

Loyola University of Chicago

PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

PROPOSITIONAL KNOWLEDGE,
DEFINITION OF (1996)

RATIONALITY (1996)

Albert G. Mosley
Professor of Philosophy, Smith
College
AFRICAN PHILOSOPHY (2005)
PLURALISM (1996)
RACISM [ADDENDUM] (1996,
2005)

Ernest Campbell Mossner
Professor of English, University of
Texas, Austin; Joint Editor of
“Texas Studies in Literature and
Language”

ANNET, PETER (1967)

BLOUNT, CHARLES (1967)

BOLINGBROKE, HENRY ST. JOHN
(1967)

CHUBB, THOMAS (1967)

COLLINS, ANTHONY (1967)

DEISM (1967)

GIBBON, EDWARD (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



JOHNSON, SAMUEL (1967)
MORGAN, THOMAS (1967)
POPE, ALEXANDER (1967)
SWIFT, JONATHAN (1967)
TINDAL, MATTHEW (1967)
TOLAND, JOHN (1967)
WOOLSTON, THOMAS (1967)

Andrzej Mostowski
Professor of Mathematics,
University of Warsaw;
Corresponding Member of the
Polish Academy of Sciences
TARSKI, ALFRED (1967)

Mary Mothersill
Professor and Chair, Philosophy,
Barnard College
DUTY (1967)

Nelia Motroshilova
Head of Department of the History
of Philosophy, Institute of
Philosophy, Russian Academy of
Sciences
MAMARDASHVILI, MERAB
KONSTANTINOVICH (2005)

Bo Mou
CHINESE PHILOSOPHY: LANGUAGE
AND LOGIC (2005)
GONGSUN LONG (2005)
HUI SHI (2005)

John A. Mourant
Professor of Philosophy,
Pennsylvania State University
AUGUSTINIANISM (1967)
SCIENTIA MEDIA AND MOLINISM
(1967)
SUAREZ, FRANCISCO (1967)

Alexander P. D. Mourelatos
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
University of Texas at Austin
FRIES, JAKOB FRIEDRICH (2005)

PRE-SOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Charles Muller
Faculty of Humanities, Toyo
Gakuen University
JINUL (2005)

C. W. K. Mundle
Head, Philosophy Department,
University College of North Wales,
University of Wales
TIME, CONSCIOUSNESS OF (1967)

Milton K. Muntiz
Professor of Philosophy, New York
University
COSMOLOGY (1967)

Peter Munz
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Wellington
HOOKER, RICHARD (1967)

Murray G. Murphey
Associate Professor of American
Civilization, University of
Pennsylvania
PEIRCE, CHARLES SANDERS (1967)

Jeffrie G. Murphy
Regents’ Professor of Law,
Philosophy, and Religious Studies,
Arizona State University
SHAME (2005)

Mark C. Murphy
Professor of Philosophy,
Georgetown University
AUTHORITY (2005)
MACINTYRE, ALASDAIR (2005)

Mauro Murzi
Societa Filosofica Italiana
REICHENBACH, HANS (2005)

Herbert Musurillo, S.J.
Professor of Classics, Fordham
University
GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS (1967)
GREGORY OF NYSSA (1967)

Mechthild Nagel
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
State University of New York,
Cortland
FERGUSON, ANN (2005)

Thomas Nagel
University Professor, Professor of
Philosophy, and Professor of Law,
New York University
ETHICS (2005)
WILLIAMS, BERNARD (2005)

Jan Narveson
University of Waterloo, Canada
ETHICAL EGOISM (1996)

Seyyed Hossein Nasr
Professor of the History of Science
and Philosophy, Tehran University
MULLA SADRA (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Stephen Nathanson
Professor of Philosophy,
Northeastern University
CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE (2005)

Stephen Neale
University of California, Berkeley
ANAPHORA (1996)

Karen Neander
Professor of Philosophy, University
of California, Davis
EVOLUTIONARY THEORY (2005)
TELEOLOGY [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Jacob Needleman
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
San Francisco State College
BINSWANGER, LUDWIG (1967)
EXISTENTIAL PSYCHOANALYSIS
(1967)

Alex Neill
Senior Lecturer in Philosophy,
University of Southampton
TRAGEDY (2005)

Susan Neiman
Director, Einstein Forum, Potsdam,
Germany
EVIL (2005)

John O. Nelson
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Colorado
INNATE IDEAS (1967)
MOORE, GEORGE EDWARD (1967)

Lynn Hankinson Nelson
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Washington
CODE, LORRAINE (2005)
HARDING, SANDRA (2005)

Thomas Nenon

Professor of Philosophy, University

of Memphis

ABBAGNANO, NICOLA
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

BINSWANGER, LUDWIG
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

BRUNSCHVICG, LEON
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

CAMUS, ALBERT [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

CASSIRER, ERNST [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

CONSCIOUSNESS IN
PHENOMENOLOGY (2005)

CONTINENTAL PHILOSOPHY
(2005)

LITI



list of contributors

EXISTENTIAL PSYCHOANALYSIS
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

GEISTESWISSENSCHAFTEN (2005)

HARTMANN, NICOLAI
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

INGARDEN, ROMAN
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

JASPERS, KARL [BIBLIOGRAPHY ]
(2005)

KIERKEGAARD, SOREN AABYE
[ADDENDUM] [BIBLIOGRAPHY]

(2005)

LAVELLE, LOUIS [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

LUKACS, GEORG [BIBLIOGRAPHY |
(2005)

MARCEL, GABRIEL
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

MOUNIER, EMMANUEL
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

SCHELLING, FRIEDRICH WILHELM
JOSEPH VON [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(2005)

UNAMUNO Y JUGO, MIGUEL DE
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

WEIL, SIMONE [BIBLIOGRAPHY |

(2005)

ZUBIRI, XAVIER [BIBLIOGRAPHY |
(2005)

G. C. Nerlich

Senior Lecturer in Philosophy,

University of Sydney

EDDINGTON, ARTHUR STANLEY
(1967)

JEANS, JAMES HOPWOOD (1967)

POPULAR ARGUMENTS FOR THE
EXISTENCE OF GOD (1967)

STEBBING, LIZZIE SUSAN (1967)

Ram Neta
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
University of North Carolina,
Chapel Hill
CONTEXTUALISM (2005)

Richard R. Niebuhr
Florence Corliss Lamont Professor
of Divinity, Harvard Divinity
School, Harvard University
SCHLEIERMACHER, FRIEDRICH
DANIEL ERNST (1967)

Kai Nielsen
Unversity of Calgary (Emeritus);
Concordia University, Montreal
(Canada)
SOCIALISM [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Robert Niklaus

Professor of French and Italian and
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, University

LIV

of Exeter; Member of the Executive

Committees of the Modern

Humanities Research Association

and the Society for French Studies

BOULAINVILLIERS, HENRI, COMTE
DE (1967)

CLANDESTINE PHILOSOPHICAL
LITERATURE IN FRANCE (1967)

Daniel Nolan
Professor of Theoretical Philosophy,
Departments of Philosophy,
University of St. Andrews
LEWIS, DAVID (2005)

Harold Noonan
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Nottingham
PERSONAL IDENTITY [ADDENDUM |
(1996, 2005)
WIGGINS, DAVID (2005)

Calvin G. Normore
Professor of Philosophy, University
of California, Los Angeles
SCOTISM (2005)

E. S. Northedge
Reader in International Relations,
London School of Economics and
Political Science, University of
London

PEACE, WAR, AND PHILOSOPHY
(1967)

Vivian Nutton
Professor, History of Medicine,
University College London
GALEN (2005)

Michael Nylan
Professor, History, University of
California, Berkeley
YANG XIONG (2005)

Thomas C. O’Brien, O.P.
Dominican House of Studies,
Washington, DC
GARRIGOU-LAGRANGE, REGINALD
MARIE (1967)

D.J. O’Connor
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Exeter
AYER, ALFRED JULES (1967)

SUBSTANCE AND ATTRIBUTE
(1967)

Graham Oddie
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Colorado at Boulder

METAPHYSICS (2005)
TRUTHLIKENESS (1996)

Frederick A. Olafson

Professor of Education and
Philosophy, Harvard Graduate
School of Education, Harvard
University

CAMUS, ALBERT (1967)
SANTAYANA, GEORGE (1967)

Andrew Oldenquist

Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Obhio State University

FISKE, JOHN (1967)
SELE-PREDICTION (1967)

Kelly Oliver

W. Alton Jones Professor,
Philosophy, Vanderbilt University
KRISTEVA, JULIA (2005)

Robert G. Olson

Associate Professor and Chairman
of the Department of Philosophy,
University College, Rutgers
University

DEATH (1967)

NIHILISM (1967)

Fileen O’Neill

University of Massachusetts,

Ambherst

GOURNAY, MARIE LE JARS DE
(1996)

WOMEN IN THE HISTORY OF
PHILOSOPHY (1996)

William G. O’Neill

Associate Professor of Philosophy,

Iona College, New Rochelle, NY

CONSCIENCE [BIBLIOGRAPHY |
(2005)

Walter J. Ong, S.J.

Professor of English, St. Louis
University
RAMUS, PETER (1967)

Jan Opsomer

Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Cologne
PLUTARCH OF CHAERONEA (2005)

Leslie E. Orgel

Professor, Salk Institute for
Biological Studies
LIFE, ORIGIN OF (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



E. F. Osborn
Professor of Biblical Studies,
Queen’s College, University of

Melbourne; Editor of the Australian

Biblical Review

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA (1967)

PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS (1967)

Jennifer Ottman

Visiting Assistant Professor, History,

Wake Forest University
RUFUS, RICHARD (2005)

H. P. Owen
Reader in the Philosophy of
Religion, University of London
DOGMA (1967)
ESCHATOLOGY (1967)
INFINITY IN THEOLOGY AND
METAPHYSICS (1967)
PERFECTION (1967)
PROVIDENCE (1967)

G. Michael Pace
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
Chapman University
PERCEPTION, CONTEMPORARY
VIEWS (2005)

Alan G. Padgett

Professor of Systematic Theology,

Luther Seminary, St. Paul, MN;

Editor, Journal for Christian

Theological Research

BARTH, KARL [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

LUTHER, MARTIN [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

RELIGION AND THE PHYSICAL
SCIENCES (2005)

David A. Pailin

Emeritus, University of Manchester,
School of Middle Eastern Studies ¢

Theology
HERBERT OF CHERBURY (2005)

Richard F. Palmer
MacMurray College
GADAMER, HANS-GEORG (1996)

Claude Panaccio
Canada Research Chair in the
Theory of Knowledge, Philosophy,
University of Quebec at Montreal
WILLIAM OF OCKHAM
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

David Papineau
Professor of Philosophy, King’s
College London

CAUSAL CLOSURE OF THE
PHYSICAL DOMAIN (2005)

John N. Pappas

Professor of French, Department of

Romance Languages, University of

Pennsylvania

ALEMBERT, JEAN LE ROND D’
(1967)

. O. Pappé

Member if the Faculty of the School

of Social Sciences, University of

Sussex

GEHLEN, ARNOLD (1967)

JUNGER, ERNST (1967)

PHILOSOPHICAL ANTHROPOLOGY
(1967)

SOMBART, WERNER (1967)

Charles Parsons

Edgar Pierce Professor of

Philosophy, Emeritus, Harvard

University

BROUWER, LUITZEN EGBERTUS JAN
(1967)

MATHEMATICS, FOUNDATIONS OF
(1967, 2005)

P. H. Partridge

Director of the Research School of
Social Sciences and Professor of
Social Philosophy, Australian
National University

FREEDOM (1967)

MOSCA, GAETANO (1967)

John Passmore

Professor of Philosophy, Institute of
Advanced Studies, Australian
National University

ANDERSON, JOHN (1967)
BOYLE, ROBERT (1967)
COLLIER, ARTHUR (1967)
CULVERWEL, NATHANAEL (1967)
CUMBERLAND, RICHARD (1967)
FLUDD, ROBERT (1967)

HARVEY, WILLIAM (1967)
LOGICAL POSITIVISM (1967)
MORE, HENRY (1967)

NORRIS, JOHN (1967)
PRIESTLEY, JOSEPH (1967)
SMITH, JOHN (1967)
WHICHCOTE, BENJAMIN (1967)

Stanley L. Paulson

William Gardiner Hammond
Professor of Law, and Professor of
Philosophy, Washington University
School of Law, St. Louis, MO
KELSEN, HANS (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Vuko Pavicevi¢
Professor of Ethics and Sociology,
University of Belgrade
PETROVIC-NJEGOS, PETAR (1967)

Francis Jeffry Pelletier
Canada Research Chair in
Cognitive Science, Professor of
Philosophy, Professor of Linguistics,
Simon Fraser University
GENERICS (2005)

Terence Penelhum
Professor Emeritus of Religious
Studies, University of Calgary
BUTLER, JOSEPH (2005)
PERSONAL IDENTITY (1967)

Adriaan Peperzak
Loyola University of Chicago
LEVINAS, EMMANUEL (1996)

Derk Pereboom
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Vermont
NONREDUCTIVE PHYSICALISM
(2005)

Alan Perreiah
University of Kentucky
PAUL OF VENICE (2005)

Roy W. Perrett
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Hawaii at Manoa

ATOMIC THEORY IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

John Perry
Stanford University
INDEXICALS (1996)
SELF (1996)

R.S. Peters
Professor of the Philosophy of
Education, University of London
Institute of Education
HOBBES, THOMAS (1967)
PSYCHOLOGY (1967)

Gajo Petrovi¢
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Zagreb; President of
the Yugoslav Philosophical
Association
ALIENATION (1967)
PLEKHANOV, GEORGII

VALENTINOVICH (1967)

LV



list of contributors

Philip Pettit

L. S. Rockefeller University

Professor of Politics and Human

Values, Princeton University

PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
(1996)

RESPONSE-DEPENDENCE THEORIES
(2005)

Stephen H. Phillips
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Texas at Austin
TRUTH AND FALSITY IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Charles R. Pidgen
University of Otago, New Zealand
HARE, RICHARD M. (1996)

Paul M. Pietroski
Professor of Philosophy, Professor of
Linguistics, University of
Maryland, College Park
EVENTS IN SEMANTIC THEORY
(2005)
LOGICAL FORM (2005)

Kirk Pillow
Associate Dean of the Faculty,
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Hamilton College, Clinton, NY
SUBLIME, THE (2005)

Shlomo Pines
Professor of General and Jewish
Philosophy, Hebrew University of
Jerusalem
JEWISH PHILOSOPHY (1967)
MAIMONIDES (1967)

Gino K. Piovesana, S.].
Director of the Board of Regents
and Professor of Philosophy, Sophia
University, Japan
ANDO SHOEKI (1967)
HATANO SEIICHI (1967)
HAYASHI RAZAN (1967)
ITO JINSAI (1967)
KAIBARA EKKEN (1967)
KUMAZAWA BANZAN (1967)
MIKI KIYOSHI (1967)
MINAGAWA KIEN (1967)
MIURA BAIEN (1967)
MURO KYUSO (1967)
NAKAE TOJU (1967)
NISHI AMANE (1967)
OGYU SORAI (1967)
WATSUJI TETSURO (1967)
YAMAGA SOKO (1967)
YAMAZAKI ANSAI (1967)

LVI

Robert B. Pippin

University of Chicago

HEGEL, GEORG WILHELM
FRIEDRICH [ADDENDUM|
(1996)

Fabienne Pironet

Professeure agrégée, Université de
Montréal, Faculté des arts et des
science, Département de
philosophie

SIGER OF BRABANT (2005)

Alvin Plantinga

Professor of Philosophy, Calvin
College
MALCOLM, NORMAN (1967)

Thomas Pogge

Professorial Research, Fellow,
Centre for Applied Philosophy and
Public Ethics, Australian National
University

JUSTICE [BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Richard H. Popkin

Professor of Philosophy, University

of California, Los Angeles

AGRIPPA VON NETTESHEIM,
HENRICUS CORNELIUS (1967)

BAYLE, PIERRE (1967, 2005)

CHARRON, PIERRE (1967, 2005)

COSTA, URIEL DA (1967)

ERASMUS, DESIDERIUS (1967,
2005)

FIDEISM (1967)

GASSENDI, PIERRE (1967, 2005)

GLANVILL, JOSEPH (1967, 2005)

HUET, PIERRE-DANIEL (1967,
2005)

LA MOTHE LE VAYER, FRANCOIS DE
(1967, 2005)

LA PEYRERE, ISAAC (1967, 2005)

MENASSEH (MANASSEH) BEN
ISRAEL (1967)

MERSENNE, MARIN (1967, 2005)

MONTAIGNE, MICHEL EYQUEM DE
(1967, 2005)

OROBIO DE CASTRO, ISAAC (1967,
2005)

PASCAL, BLAISE (1967, 2005)

PICO DELLA MIRANDOLA,
GIANFRANCESCO (2005)

SANCHES, FRANCISCO (1967,
2005)

SIMON, RICHARD (1967, 2005)

SKEPTICISM, HISTORY OF (1967,
2005)

Peter E. Pormann

Frances A. Yates Long-Term
Research Fellow, Warburg Institute,

School of Advanced Studies,
University of London
GALEN [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Amanda Porter

PhD candidate, Philosophy,
University of Western Ontario
CARD, CLAUDIA (2005)
HELD, VIRGINIA (2005)

Karl H. Potter

Professor Emeritus, University of
Washington, Seattle
INDIAN PHILOSOPHY (2005)

C. E Presley

Head of the Department of

Philosophy, University of the

Queensland (Australia)

QUINE, WILLARD VAN ORMAN
(1967)

Kingsley Price

Professor of Philosophy, Johns

Hopkins University

PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION,
HISTORY OF (1967)

Graham Priest

Boyce Gibson Professor of
Philosophy, University of
Melbourne; Arche Professorial
Fellow, Department of Logic and
Metaphysics, University of St.
Andrews
LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: SINCE GODEL: THE
PROLIFERATION OF
NONCLASSICAL (2005)
LOGIC, NON-CLASSICAL (2005)
MANY-VALUED LOGICS (2005)
MOTION (2005)
PARACONSISTENT LOGICS (2005)
RELEVANCE (RELEVANT) LOGICS
(2005)

Jesse Prinz

Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill

CONCEPTS (2005)

A. N. Prior

Professor of Philosophy, University

of Manchester; Coeditor of the

Journal of Symbolic Logic; Fellow of

the British Academy

CORRESPONCENCE THEORY OF
TRUTH (1967)

EXISTENCE (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: THE BOOLEAN PERIOD
[OVERVIEW]; JOHNSON; KEYNES;
PEIRCE; THE HERITAGE OF KANT
AND MILL (1967)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: PRECURSORS
OF MODERN LOGIC [OVERVIEW ]
(1967)

LOGIC, TRADITIONAL (1967)

NEGATION (1967)

RUSSELL, BERTRAND ARTHUR
WILLIAM (1967)

Mary Prior
Co-author (with A. N. Prior),
“Erotetic Logic,” Philosophical
Review (Vol. 64)
WHATELY, RICHARD (1967)

Duncan Pritchard
Reader in Philosophy, University of
Stirling
RELEVANT ALTERNATIVES (2005)

Benjamin S. Pryor
Assistant Professor, Philosophy; Co-
Director of the Program in Law and
Social Thought, University of
Toledo;
FOUCAULT, MICHEL (2005)

Stathis Psillos

Associate Professor, Philosophy and

History of Science, University of

Athens

PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE, HISTORY
OF (2005)

SCIENTIFIC REALISM (2005)

UNDERDETERMINATION THESIS,
DUHEM-QUINE THESIS (2005)

Joseph Pucci
Associate Professor of Classics and
in the Program in Medieval
Studies; Associate Professor of
Comparative Literature, Brown
University
CAROLINGIAN RENAISSANCE

[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Richard Purtill

Western Washington University

DIVINE COMMAND THEORIES OF
ETHICS (2005)

LEWIS, C. S. (CLIVE STAPLES)
(2005)

PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION,
HISTORY OF [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

RELIGION AND MORALITY (2005)

THEISM, ARGUMENTS FOR AND
AGAINST (1996)

Anthony Quinton

University Lecturer in Philosophy
and Fellow of New College, Oxford
University

KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF (1967)
POPPER, KARL RAIMUND (1967)

Michael R. Rackett

Cary, NC
PELAGIUS AND PELAGIANISM
(2005)

Diana Raffman

Professor, Philosophy, University of
Toronto
MARCUS, RUTH BARCAN (1996)

Fazl-Ur- Rahman

Director of the Central Institute of
Islamic Research (Karachi)
ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY (1967)

Bjorn T. Ramberg

Universitetet i Oslo
DAVIDSON, DONALD (1996, 2005)

Albert G. Ramsperger

Professor of Philosophy, University
of Wisconsin
CRITICAL REALISM (1967)

David M. Rasmussen

Professor, Philosophy, Boston
College; Editor in Chief, Philosophy
and Social Criticism

HABERMAS, JURGEN (2005)

Michael Rea

Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Notre Dame
PLANTINGA, ALVIN (2005)

Miklés Rédei

Eotvos Lordnd Tudomdnyegyetem
COMMON CAUSE PRINCIPLE
(2005)

Joan Wynn Reeves

Reader in Psychology, Bedford
College, University of London
BINET, ALFRED (1967)

Marjorie E. Reeves

Vice-Principal and Fellow of St.
Anne’s College and University
Lecturer, Oxford University
JOACHIM OF FIORE (1967)

Thomas Regan

Emeritus Professor of Philosophy,
North Carolina State University

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

ANIMAL RIGHTS AND WELFARE
(1996, 2005)

David A. Reidy
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Tennessee, Knoxville
PHILOSOPHY OF LAW, PROBLEMS
OF [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Nicholas Rescher
Professor of Philosophy and
Associate Director of the Center for
Philosophy of Science, University of
Pittsburgh
LOGIC, HISTORY OF: LOGIC IN THE
ISLAMIC WORLD (1967)

David Resnik
Bioethicist, National Institute of
Environmental Health Sciences,
National Institutes of Health
SCIENCE, RESEARCH ETHICS OF
(2005)

Georges Rey
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Maryland, College Park
BEHAVIORISM (2005)
FODOR, JERRY A. (2005)

Gretchen A. Reydams-Schils
Associate Professor, Program of
Liberal Studies and Department of
Philosophy, University of Notre
Dame
MUSONIUS RUFUS (2005)

Nicholas V. Riasanovsky
Professor of History, University of
California, Berkeley
FOURIER, FRANGOIS MARIE
CHARLES (1967)

Mark Richard
Professor and Chair, Philosophy,
Tufts University
BELIEF ATTRIBUTIONS (1996)
NON-TRUTH-CONDITIONAL
MEANING (2005)
PROPOSITIONS (1996)

Henry Richardson
Professor, Philosophy, Georgetown
University
DEONTOLOGICAL ETHICS (2005)

Aaron Ridley
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Southampton
WILDE, OSCAR FINGAL
O’FLAHERTIE WILLS (2005)

LVII



list of contributors

Miles Rind
Independent scholar
ADDISON, JOSEPH (2005)
LONGINUS (PSEUDO)

Fritz-Joachim von Rintelen
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Mainz
GEYSER, JOSEPH (1967)

Carolyn Ristau
Adjunct Associate Professor,
Psychology, Barnard College
ANIMAL MIND (2005)

David B. Robinson
Lecturer in Greek, University of
Edinburgh
XENOPHON (1967)

Jenefer Robinson
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Cincinnati
AESTHETICS, PROBLEMS OF
(2005)

Thomas Robischon

Associate Professor and Chair,

Philosophy, Tuskegee Institute

HOLT, EDWIN BISSELL (1967)

MCGILVARY, EVANDER BRADLEY
(1967)

MONTAGUE, WILLIAM PEPPERELL
(1967)

NEW REALISM (1967)

PERRY, RALPH BARTON (1967)

Heiner Roetz
Professor for Chinese History and
Philosophy, Faculty of East Asian
Studies, Ruhr-University, Bochum,
Germany
CONFUCIUS (2005)

Yosal Rogat
Associate Professor, Political
Science, University of Chicago
LEGAL REALISM (1967)

Robin Rollinger
Research Editor, Katholieke
Universiteit Leuven
LIPPS, THEODOR (2005)
PFANDER, ALEXANDER (2005)

Mark Rollins
Associate Professor and Chair,
Philosophy, Washington University
in St. Louis
IMAGERY, MENTAL (2005)

LVIII

Patrick Romanell
H. Y. Benedict Professor of
Philosophy, University of Texas, El
Paso
ABBAGNANO, NICOLA (1967)

Grace G. Roosevelt
New York University
ROUSSEAU, JEAN-JACQUES
[ADDENDUM] (1996)

Richard M. Rorty
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Princeton University
INTUITION (1967)

RELATIONS, INTERNAL AND
EXTERNAL (1967)

Connie Rosati
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Arizona
BRANDT, R. B. (2005)

Philipp W. Rosemann
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Dallas
PETER LOMBARD [ADDENDUM]
(2005)

Gideon Rosen
Professor of Philosophy, Princeton
University
NOMINALISM, MODERN (2005)
REALISM [ADDENDUM] (1996)

Roger D. Rosenkrantz
Independent scholar
FISHER, R. A. (2005)
INFORMATION THEORY (2005)
STATISTICS, FOUNDATIONS OF
(2005)

David M. Rosenthal
Professor of Philosophy and
Coordinator of Cognitive Science,
Graduate Center, The City
University of New York
CONSCIOUSNESS (2005)

Adina Roskies
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
Dartmouth College
KITCHER, PATRICIA (2005)

James F. Ross
Professor of Philosophy and Law,

Philosophy Department, University

of Pennsylvania
ANALOGY IN THEOLOGY (2005)

Stephanie Ross
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Missouri, St. Louis
ENVIRONMENTAL AESTHETICS
(2005)

Ferruccio Rossi-Landi
Research Member of the Staff of the
State University of Milan
CALDERONI, MARIO (1967)
CATTANEO, CARLO (1967)
DINGLER, HUGO (1967)
PEANO, GIUSEPPE (1967)
VAILATI, GIOVANNI (1967)

Christopher J. Rowe
Professor of Greek, Durham
University
KALON (2005)

William L. Rowe
Professor of Philosophy, Purdue
University
EVIL, THE PROBLEM OF
[ADDENDUM] (1996, 2005)

Anthony Rudd
Visiting Assistant Professor of
Philosophy, St. Olaf College

CALVIN, JOHN [ADDENDUM]
(2005)

Richard S. Rudner
Professor and Chairman of the
Department of Philosophy,
Washington University (St. Louis);
Editor in Chief of Philosophy of
Science
GOODMAN, NELSON (1967)

Laura Ruetsche
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Pittsburgh
EARMAN, JOHN (2005)
STRING THEORY (2005)

T. S. Rukmani
Professor and Chair in Hindu
Studies, Concordia University,
Montreal, Canada

GOD IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY
(2005)

Bede Rundle

Fellow and Lecturer in Philosophy,

Trinity College, Oxford University

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: FROM FREGE TO GODEL:
BROUWER AND INTUITIONISM;
FREGE; GODEL; HERBRAND
(1967); HILBERT AND

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



FORMALISM (2005);
LOWENHEIM; PEANO; POST;
RAMSEY; SKOLEM (1967);
WHITEHEAD AND RUSSELL
(2005)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: SINCE GODEL: CHURCH;
GENTZEN (1967)

Joseph Runzo

Professor, Philosophy and Religious

Studies, Chapman University; Life

Member, Clare Hall, University of

Cambridge

LIFE, MEANING AND VALUE OF
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Michael Ruse

Lucyle T. Werkmeister Professor of

Philosophy; Director of the

Program in the History and

Philosophy of Science, Department

of Philosophy, Florida State

University

EVOLUTIONARY ETHICS (1996,
2005)

HUMAN GENOME PROJECT (2005)

RELIGION AND THE BIOLOGICAL
SCIENCES (2005)

WILSON, EDWARD 0. (2005)

Bruce Russell

Professor and Chair of Philosophy,

Wayne State University

INTUITION [ADDENDUM 2]
(2005)

Cheyney Ryan

Professor, Philosophy Department,
University of Oregon
BERLIN, ISAIAH (2005)

Todd Ryan

Assistant Professor, Trinity College,

Hartford, CT

LE CLERC, JEAN [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

Martin Ryder

Adjunct Professor, Information and

Learning Technologies, University

of Colorado, Denver

SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIONISM
(2005)

Daniel Rynhold

Lecturer in Judaism, Department of

Theology and Religious Studies,

King’s College, London

ALBO, JOSEPH [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

David Rynin
Professor of Philosophy, University
of California, Berkeley
JOHNSON, ALEXANDER BRYAN
(1967)

Hassan Saab
Professor, Lebanese Unviersity and
St. Joseph University of Beirut
IBN KHALDUN (1967)

Marcelo Sabatés
Associate Professor and Head,
Philosophy Department, Kansas
State University, Manhattan
KIM, JAEGWON (2005)
REDUCTIONISM IN THE
PHILOSOPHY OF MIND (2005)

Nathan Salmon
Professor, Philosophy, University of
California, Santa Barbara
PROPER NAMES AND
DESCRIPTIONS (2005)

Norbert Samuelson
Grossman Chair in Jewish Studies,
Philosophy Department, Arizona
State University

ROSENZWEIG, FRANZ
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

David Sanford
Instructor in Philosophy,
Dartmouth College
DEGREES OF PERFECTION,
ARGUMENT FOR THE EXISTENCE
OF GOD [BIBLIOGRAPHY]
(1967)

Jonathan J. Sanford
Department of Philosophy,
Franciscan University of
Steubenville
PETER DAMIAN (2005)

Antonio Santucci
University Professor of the History
of Modern and Contemporary
Philosophy; Extraordinary Professor
of the History of Philosophy,
Faculty of Education, University of
Bologna
PAPINI, GIOVANNI (1967)

Virginia Sapiro
University of Wisconsin, Madison
WOLLSTONECRAFT, MARY (1996)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Jennifer M. Saul
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Sheffield
CONVERSATIONAL IMPLICATURE
(2005)

Jason L. Saunders
Professor of Philosophy, University
of California, San Diego
LIPSIUS, JUSTUS (1967)
PATRIZI, FRANCESCO (1967)

James P. Scanlan

Emeritus, Philosophy, Ohio State

University

BELINSKII, VISSARION
GRIGOR’EVICH (1967)

BULGAKOV, SERGEI NIKOLAEVICH
(1967)

CHERNYSHEVSKII, NIKOLAI
GAVRILOVICH (1967)

DOSTOEVSKY, FYODOR
MIKHAILOVICH (2005)

KOZLOV, ALEKSEI
ALEKSANDROVICH (1967)

LAPSHIN, IVAN IVANOVICH (1967)

LAVROV, PETR LAVROVICH (1967)

LENIN, VLADIMIR IL’ICH (1967,
2005)

LOPATIN, LEV MIKHAILOVICH
(1967)

MIKHAILOVSKII, NIKOLAI
KONSTANTINOVICH (1967)

RADISHCHEV, ALEKSANDR
NIKOLAEVICH (1967)

ROZANOV, VASILIT VASIL’EVICH
(1967)

TOLSTOY, LEV (LEO) NIKOLAEVICH
(2005)

VYSHESLAVTSEV, BORIS PETROVICH
(1967)

Eva Schaper
Lecturer in Logic and Aesthetic
Philosophy, University of Glasgow
KAUFMANN, WALTER ARNOLD
(2005)
PATER, WALTER HORATIO (1967)
TROELTSCH, ERNST (1967)

Kevin Schilbrack
Associate Professor of Religious
Studies, Wesleyan College, Macon,
GA
MYTH [ADDENDUM] (2005)

G. Schlesinger
Professor of Philosophy, University
of North Carolina
BRIDGMAN, PERCY WILLIAM
(1967)
OPERATIONALISM (1967)

LIX



list of contributors

Antonia Ruth Schlette
University of Munich
CHAMBERLAIN, HOUSTON

STEWART (1967)

Tad M. Schmaltz

Professor of Philosophy, Duke

University

ARNAULD, ANTOINE (2005)

CARTESIANISM [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

CONDILLAC, ETIENNE BONNOT DE
(2005)

DESGABETS, ROBERT (2005)

JANSENISM (2005)

MALEBRANCHE, NICOLAS (2005)

NICOLE, PIERRE (2005)

REGIUS, HENRICUS (HENRY DE
ROY)

Dennis Schmidt
Professor of Philosophy,
Comparative Literature, and
German, Pennsylvania State
University
GADAMER, HANS-GEORG (2005)
HERMENEUTICS (2005)

James Schmidt
Professor of History and Political
Science, Boston University
ENLIGHTENMENT (2005)

David Schmidtz

Professor of Philosophy, Joint

Professor of Economics; Director,

Program in Philosophy of Freedom,

University of Arizona

ETHICAL EGOISM
[BIBLIOGRAPHY](2005)

NOZICK, ROBERT (2005)

PHILOSOPHY OF ECONOMICS
(2005)

Frederick F. Schmitt
Professor of Philosophy, Indiana
University
NATURALIZED EPISTEMOLOGY
(2005)

Richard Schmitt
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Brown University
PHENOMENOLOGY (1967)

J. B. Schneewind
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Pittsburgh
ELIOT, GEORGE (1967)
GROTE, JOHN (1967)
MARTINEAU, JAMES (1967)

LX

MCTAGGART, JOHN MCTAGGART
ELLIS (1967)

MILL, JOHN STUART (1967)

SIDGWICK, HENRY (1967)

STEPHEN, LESLIE (1967)

Malcolm Schofield
Professor of Ancient Philosophy,
Faculty of Classics, University of
Cambridge
ZENO OF CITIUM (2005)

Philip Schofield
Professor of the History of Legal
and Political Thought, Faculty of
Law, University College London
BENTHAM, JEREMY (2005)

Martin Schonfeld
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Core Faculty, Environmental
Science and Policy, University of
South Florida
WOLFF, CHRISTIAN (2005)

Alan D. Schrift

Professor of Philosophy; Director,

Center for the Humanities, Grinnell

College

DECONSTRUCTION (2005)

NIETZSCHE, FRIEDRICH (2005)

STRUCTURALISM AND POST-
STRUCTURALISM (1996, 2005)

Mark Schroeder
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
University of Maryland, College
Park
ETHICAL NATURALISM
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Oliver Schulte
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Simon Fraser University
SCIENTIFIC METHOD (2005)

R. Barton Schultz
Fellow and Lecturer, Division of the
Humanities, University of Chicago
NUSSBAUM, MARTHA (2005)
SIDGWICK, HENRY [ADDENDUM |
(1996, 2005)

George Schumm
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Obhio State University
MARCUS, RUTH BARCAN (1996)

Joachim Schummer
Editor, HYLE: International
Journal for Philosophy of

Chemistry; Heisenberg-Fellow,

Philosophy, University of

Darmstadt; Adjunct Professor,

Philosophy, University of South

Carolina

CHEMISTRY, PHILOSOPHY OF
(2005)

Charles E. Scott
Distinguished Professor of
Philosophy and Director of the
Vanderbilt Center for Ethics,
Vanderbilt University
HEIDEGGER, MARTIN (2005)

Dion Scott-Kakures
Professor of Philosophy, Scripps
College
FOLK PSYCHOLOGY (1996, 2005)
SELF-DECEPTION (2005)

William Seager
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Toronto at Scarborough
DRETSKE, FRED (2005)

John Searle
Slusser Professor of Philosophy,
University of California, Berkeley
DETERMINABLES AND
DETERMINATES (1967)
STRAWSON, PETER FREDERICK
(1967)

Krister Segerberg
Visiting Professor of Philosophy,
Stanford University
MODAL LOGIC (2005)
WRIGHT, GEORG HENRIK VON
(1996, 2005)

Svetlana Seménova
Professor, Institute of World
Literature, Moscow
FEDOROV, NIKOLAI FEDOROVICH
(2005)

Mikhail Yu. Sergeev

Adjunct Associate Professor,

Religion, University of the Arts,

Philadelphia

LOSSKII, NIKOLAI ONUFRIEVICH
(2005)

ZEN’KOVSKII, VASILIT VASIL’EVICH
(2005)

Bogdan Sesi¢
Ordinary Professor of Logic,
University of Belgrade
PETRONIEVIC, BRANISLAV (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Russ Shafer-Landau
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Wisconsin, Madison
RATIONALISM IN ETHICS
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Scott A. Shalkowski
Lecturer, Philosophy, University of
Leeds
MODALITY, PHILOSOPHY AND
METAPHYSICS OF (2005)

Brian Shanley
Catholic University of America
THOMISM [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Lisa Shapiro
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Simon Fraser University
ELISABETH, PRINCESS OF BOHEMIA
(2005)

Stewart Shapiro
O’Donnell Professor of Philosophy,
The Ohio State University; Arché
Professorial Fellow, University of St.
Andrews
REALISM AND NATURALISM,
MATHEMATICAL (2005)

Arvind Sharma
Birks Professor of Comparative
Religion, McGill University
SELF IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY
(2005)

Vincent Shen

Lee Chair in Chinese Thought and

Culture, Department of Philosophy

and Department of East Asian

Studies, University of Toronto

CHINESE PHILOSOPHY:
METAPHYSICS AND
EPISTEMOLOGY (2005)

YANG ZHU (2005)

Anne D. R. Sheppard
Senior Lecturer, Classics, Royal
Holloway, University of London
ANCIENT AESTHETICS (2005)
PHANTASIA (2005)

Gila Sher
University of California, San Diego
LOGICAL TERMS (1996)

Nancy Sherman
University Professor in Philosophy,
Adjunct Professor in Law,
Georgetown University
FRIENDSHIP (2005)

Michael Shermer
Founding Publisher of Skeptic
magazine; Director of the Skeptics
Society; Columnist for Scientific
American; Host of the Skeptics
Distinguished Science Lecture
Series, California Institute of
Technology
SCIENCE AND PSEUDOSCIENCE

(2005)

Sanford Shieh
Wesleyan University
LOGICAL KNOWLEDGE (1996)

Vincent Y. C. Shih
Professor of Chinese Philosophy
and Literature, University of
Washington
HU SHI (1967)

J. M Shorter
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Canterbury (New Zealand)
OTHER MINDS (1967)

Kwong-loi Shun
Professor, Philosophy and East
Asian Studies, University of
Toronto
CHINESE PHILOSOPHY:
CONFUCIANISM (2005)
MENCIUS (2005)

Alan Sidelle
University of Wisconsin, Madison
CONSTRUCTIVISM AND
CONVENTIONALISM (1996)

David Sider
Professor of Classics, New York
University
SIMPLICIUS (2005)

Mark Siderits
Professor, Philosophy, Illinois State
University, Normal
BUDDHISM—SCHOOLS:
MADHYAMAKA (2005)

Wilfried Sieg
Professor, Philosophy, Carnegie
Mellon University
COMPUTING MACHINES (2005)

Harvey Siegel

Professor, Philosophy, University of

Miami
PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION,
HISTORY OF: CONTEMPORARY

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

ISSUES: EPISTEMOLOGICAL
(2005)

Hugh J. Silverman
State University of New York at
Stony Brook
MODERNISM AND
POSTMODERNISM (1996)

Anita Silvers
Professor, Philosophy, San Francisco
State University
DANTO, ARTHUR (2005)

Keith Simmons
Professor of Philosophy, University
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
TRUTH (2005)

Lawrence H. Simon
Associate Professor, Philosophy and
Environmental Studies, Bowdoin
College
MARX, KARL (2005)

W. M. Simon
Professor of History, University of
Keele
FOUILLEE, ALFRED (1967)
LAAS, ERNST (1967)
LITTRE, EMILE (1967)
RENAN, JOSEPH ERNEST (1967)

Peter Simons
Professor of Philosophy, School of
Philosophy, University of Leeds
LESNIEWSKI, STANISLAW (2005)
MEREOLOGY (1996)

Marcus G. Singer
Professor and Chair, Department of
Philosophy, University of
Wisconsin; Chair of the
Department of Philosophy of the
University of Wisconsin Center
System
GOLDEN RULE (1967)

Georgette Sinkler
University of Illinois at Chicago
HEYTESBURY, WILLIAM (2005)

Walter Sinnott-Armstrong
Professor of Philosophy, Hardy
Professor of Legal Studies,
Dartmouth College
MORAL DILEMMAS (2005)

John Sisko
Assistant Professor, Philosophy, The
College of New Jersey

LXI



list of contributors

Nous (2005)

Lawrence Sklar

Carl G. Hempel and William K.
Frankena Distinguished University
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Michigan, Ann Arbor
BOLTZMANN, LUDWIG (2005)
GIBBS, JOSIAH (2005)
PHILOSOPHY OF STATISTICAL
MECHANICS (2005)
PHYSICS AND THE DIRECTION OF
TIME (1996, 2005)

Henryk Skolimowski

Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Southern California
INGARDEN, ROMAN (1967)

J.J. C. Smart

Emeritus Professor, Australian
National University

SPACE (1967)

TIME (1967, 2005)
UTILITARIANISM (1967)

Ninian Smart

H. G. Wood Professor of Theology,
University of Birmingham
BARTH, KARL (1967)
BOEHME, JAKOB (1967)
ECKHART, MEISTER (1967)
HUGEL, BARON FRIEDRICH VON
(1967)
JOHN OF THE CROSS, ST. (1967)
KARMA (1967)
MYSTICISM, HISTORY OF (1967)
REINCARNATION (1967)
RUYSBROECK, JAN VAN (1967)
SUSO, HEINRICH (1967)
TAULER, JOHANNES (1967)
TERESA OF AVILA, ST. (1967)
THOMAS A KEMPIS (1967)
ZABARELLA, JACOPO (1967)
ZOROASTRIANISM (1967)

Andrew Smith

Professor of Classics, University

College Dublin

PORPHYRY [BIBLIOGRAPHY ]
(2005)

Barry C. Smith

University of of London, England
LANGUAGE (1996)

Brent Smith

Claremont Graduate University
ASCETICISM [BIBLIOGRAPHY
(2005)

LXII

Colin Smith
Reader in French, University of
London
BACHELARD, GASTON (1967)
HAMELIN, OCTAVE (1967)
JANKELEVITCH, VLADIMIR (1967)
LALANDE, ANDRE (1967)
LE ROY, EDOUARD (1967)
LE SENNE, RENE (1967)
LOISY, ALFRED (1967)
MODERNISM (1967)
MOUNIER, EMMANUEL (1967)

Daniel W. Smith
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Purdue University
DELEUZE, GILLES (2005)

James Ward Smith
Professor of Philosophy, Princeton
University
STACE, WALTER TERENCE (1967)

John E. Smith
Professor of Philosophy, Yale
University; General Editor of the
Yale Edition of Works of Jonathan
Edwards
ROYCE, JOSIAH (1967)

Murray Smith
Professor of Film Studies,
University of Kent
PHILOSOPHY OF FILM (2005)

Nicholas D. Smith
James E. Miller Professor of
Humanities, Lewis and Clark
College
LEHRER, KEITH (2005)

Quentin Smith
Western Michigan University
TIME, BEING, AND BECOMING
(1996, 2005)

Howard E. Smokler
Visiting Associate Professor of
Philosophy, Stanford University
CLIFFORD, WILLIAM KINGDON
(1967)

Paul FE. Snowdon
Grote Professor of Mind and Logic,
University College London
RYLE, GILBERT [ADDENDUM|
(2005)

Scott Soames
Professor, School of Philosophy,
University of Southern California

ANALYSIS, PHILOSOPHICAL (2005)

ENTAILMENT, PRESUPPOSITION,
AND IMPLICATURE (2005)

PROPOSITIONAL ATTITUDES:
ISSUES IN SEMANTICS (2005)

Alan Soble
Professor of Philosophy and
University Research Professor,
University of New Orleans
PHILOSOPHY OF SEX (2005)

Miriam Solomon

Professor of Philosophy; Director of

Graduate Studies, Temple

University

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: SINCE GODEL: FRIEDMAN
AND REVERSE (2005)

REVERSE MATHEMATICS (2005)

SOCIAL EPISTEMOLOGY (1996,
2005)

Mary Sommers
Director, Center for Thomistic
Studies, University of St. Thomas,
Houston, TX
BURLEY, WALTER (2005)

Roy Sorensen
Professor, Philosophy, Dartmouth
College
KNOWLEDGE AND VAGUENESS
(2005)
VAGUENESS (1996, 2005)

David Sosa
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of Texas at Austin
HARMAN, GILBERT (2005)

Elmer Sprague
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
City University of New York,
Brooklyn College
BALGUY, JOHN (1967)
GAY, JOHN (1967)
HARTLEY, DAVID (1967)
HOME, HENRY (1967)
HUTCHESON, FRANCIS (1967)
MANDEVILLE, BERNARD (1967)
MORAL SENSE (1967)
PALEY, WILLIAM (1967)
PRICE, RICHARD (1967)
SMITH, ADAM (1967)

Joke Spruyt
Senior University Lecturer, Faculty
of Arts and Culture, Maastricht
University
PETER OF SPAIN (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Ilja Srubar
Full Professor, Sociology, University
of Erlangen
SCHUTZ, ALFRED (2005)

J. F. Staal
Professor of General and
Comparative Philosophy and
Director of the Instituut voor
Filosofie, University of Amsterdam
LOGIC, HISTORY OF [OVERVIEW]
(1967)

Werner Stark
Professor of Sociology, Fordham
University
MANNHEIM, KARL (1967)
SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE
(1967)

Robert Stecker
Professor of Philosophy, Central
Michigan University
ART, ONTOLOGY OF (2005)
LITERATURE, PHILOSOPHY OF
(2005)

Carlos Steel
Professor, Philosophy, Catholic
University of Leuven
DAMASCIUS (2005)
ERIGENA, JOHN SCOTUS (2005)
NEOPLATONISM (2005)
PROCLUS (2005)

Warren E. Steinkraus
Professor of Philosophy, State
University of New York at Oswego
CREIGHTON, JAMES EDWIN (1967)

James P. Sterba

Professor of Philosophy, University

of Notre Dame

DISTANT PEOPLES AND FUTURE
GENERATIONS (1996)

GEWIRTH, ALAN (2005)

JUST WAR THEORY (2005)

LIBERTARIANISM (2005)

SOCIAL AND POLITICAL
PHILOSOPHY (1996, 2005)

SOCIAL CONTRACT [ADDENDUM]
(2005)

TERRORISM (2005)

J. P. Stern
Fellow and Tutor of St. John’s
College and University Lecturer in
German, Cambridge University
BENN, GOTTFRIED (1967)
KAFKA, FRANZ (1967)
RILKE, RAINER MARIA (RENE)

(1967)

Matthias Steup
Professor of Philosophy, St. Cloud
State University
RELIABILISM (2005)
SOSA, ERNEST (2005)

Leslie Stevenson
Honorary Reader in Philosophy,
University of St. Andrews
HUMAN NATURE (2005)

M. A. Stewart
Senior Research Fellow, Harris
Manchester College, Oxford, U.K
STILLINGFLEET, EDWARD (2005)

Anfinn Stigen
Docent, Institute of Philosophy and
History of Ideas, University of Oslo
TRESCHOW, NIELS (1967)

Allan Stoekl
Professor of French and
Comparative Literature,
Pennsylvania State University
BATAILLE, GEORGES (2005)
BLANCHOT, MAURICE (2005)

EXISTENTIALISM [ADDENDUM]
(2005)

Andrija Stojkovi¢
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Belgrade
MARKOVIC, SVETOZAR (1967)

Daniel Stoljar
Senior Fellow, Philosophy Program,
Research School of Social Sciences
(RSSS), Australian National
University
MENTAL-PHYSICAL DISTINCTION
(2005)

Jerome Stolnitz
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Rochester
BEAUTY (1967)
UGLINESS (1967)

Leonid Stolovich
Professor Emeritus of Tartu
University (Estonia)
LOTMAN, TURIT MIKHAILOVICH
(2005)

A. K. Stout
Professor Emeritus and Fellow of
the Senate, University of Sydney
CAIRD, EDWARD (1967)

HOBHOUSE, LEONARD TRELAWNEY
(1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

PRINGLE-PATTISON, ANDREW SETH
(1967)

RASHDALL, HASTINGS (1967)

ROSS, WILLIAM DAVID (1967)

D. Stove
Senior Lecturer, University of
Sydney
KEYNES, JOHN MAYNARD (1967)

Michael W. Strasser
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Dugquesne University
LIBER DE CAUSIS (1967)

Tony Street
Assistant Director of Research in
Islamic Studies, Faculty of Divinity,
University of Cambridge
LOGIC, HISTORY OF: LOGIC IN THE
ISLAMIC WORLD [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

Michael Strevens

Associate Professor, Philosophy,

New York University

BAYES, BAYES’ THEOREM, BAYESIAN
APPROACH TO PHILOSOPHY OF
SCIENCE (2005)

CHAOS THEORY (2005)

EXPLANATION (2005)

PROBABILITY AND CHANCE
(2005)

Avrum Stroll
Professor of Philosophy, University
of California, San Diego
PRESUPPOSING (1967)

Fred Gillette Sturm

Professor of Philosophy, Western

College for Women (Ohio); Visiting

Professor of Philosophy, Eastern

Indiana Center of Indiana

University

FARIAS BRITO, RAIMUNDO DE
(1967)

MOLINA GARMENDIA, ENRIQUE
(1967)

REALE, MIGUEL (1967)

VARONA Y PERA, ENRIQUE JOSE
(1967)

Kathleen M. Sullivan
Stanford University
CENSORSHIP (1996)

L. W. Sumner
University Professor, Philosophy,
University of Toronto
HAPPINESS (2005)

LXIII



list of contributors

Edward Surtz, S.J.
Professor of English, Loyola
University
MORE, THOMAS (1967)

John Sutton
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Macquarie University
MEMORY (2005)

Edith D. Sylla
Professor of History, North
Carolina State University, Raleigh
SWINESHEAD, RICHARD (2005)

Zoltan G. Szabo
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
Cornell University
COMPOSITIONALITY (2005)
SYNTACTICAL AND SEMANTICAL

CATEGORIES [ADDENDUM
(2005)

Charles Taliaferro
Professor of Philosophy, St. Olaf
College
DEATH [ADDENDUM] (2005)
IDEAL OBSERVER THEORIES OF
ETHICS (2005)
NAGEL, THOMAS (2005)

Frank Talmage
Assistant Professor of Hebrew
Studies, University of Wisconsin
CRESCAS, HASDAI (1967)
GERSONIDES (1967)

Scott Tanona
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
Kansas State University
BOHR, NIELS (2005)

C. C. W. Taylor
Emeritus Professor of Philosophy,
Oxford University, and Emeritus
Fellow of Corpus Christi College
LEUCIPPUS AND DEMOCRITUS
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)
SOCRATES (2005)

Richard Taylor
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Rochester
DETERMINISM, A HISTORICAL
SURVEY (1967)
VOLUNTARISM (1967)

Paul Teller
Professor, University of California,
Davis

LXIV

UNITY AND DISUNITY OF SCIENCE
(2005)

Larry S. Temkin
Professor of Philosophy, Rutgers, the
State University of New Jersey
EQUALITY, MORAL AND SOCIAL
[ADDENDUM] (2005)
PARFIT, DEREK (2005)

Roland J. Teske
Professor of Philosophy, Marquette
University
HERVAEUS NATALIS (2005)

Paul Thagard
Professor, University Research
Chair, Philosophy, University of
Waterloo
PSYCHOLOGY [ADDENDUM
(2005)

Irving Thalberg
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
University of Illinois
ERROR (1967)

Peter Thielke
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
Pomona College
MAIMON, SALOMON (2005)
NAGEL, ERNEST (1967)
PRAGMATISM (1967)

Johannes M. M. H. Thijssen
Professor of Ancient and Medieval
Philosophy, Radboud University
Nijmegen
NICOLAS OF AUTRECOURT

[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Paul Thom
Professor; Executive Dean, Faculty
of Arts, Southern Cross University
AUGUSTINE, ST. [ADDENDUM 2]
(2005)
PLOTINUS [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Ivo Thomas

Visiting Professor, Notre Dame

University and Ohio State

University

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: MODERN
LOGIC: FROM FREGE TO GODEL:
NINETEENTH-CENTURY
MATHEMATICS (2005)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: PRECURSORS
OF MODERN LOGIC: EULER
(1967)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: PRECURSORS
OF MODERN LOGIC: LAMBERT
AND PLOUCQUET (1967)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: PRECURSORS
OF MODERN LOGIC: LEIBNIZ
(1967)

LOGIC, HISTORY OF: THE
INTERREGNUM (BETWEEN
MEDIEVAL AND MODERN)
(1967)

Richmond Thomason
University of Michigan
ARTIFICIAL AND NATURAL

LANGUAGES (2005)
MONTAGUE, RICHARD (2005)

Manley Thompson
Professor and Chair, Philosophy,
University of Chicago
CATEGORIES (1967)

Judith Jarvis Thomson
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Massachusetts Institute of
Technology
WISDOM, (ARTHUR) JOHN
TERENCE DIBBEN (1967)

S. Harrison Thomson
Professor Emeritus of History,
University of Colorado
HUS, JOHN (1967)
SCOT, MICHAEL (1967)
WYCLYF, JOHN (1967)

Mark Timmons
University of Memphis
CONSTRUCTIVISM, MORAL (1996)

Robert B. Todd
Professor of Classics, University of
British Columbia
THEMISTIUS (2005)

Vincent Tomas
Professor of Philosophy, Brown
University
DUCASSE, CURT JOHN (1967)

Giorgio Tonelli

Professor of History of German

Literature and History of Modern

Philosophy, University of Pisa

BASEDOW, JOHANN BERNHARD
(1967)

BAUMGARTEN, ALEXANDER
GOTTLIEB (1967)

BILFINGER, GEORG BERNHARD
(1967)

BUDDE, JOHANN FRANZ (1967)

CRUSIUS, CHRISTIAN AUGUST
(1967)

EBERHARD, JOHANN AUGUST
(1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



GARVE, CHRISTIAN (1967)

KNUTZEN, MARTIN (1967)

LAMBERT, JOHANN HEINRICH
(1967)

LAVATER, JOHANN KASPAR (1967)

MEIER, GEORG FRIEDRICH (1967)

MENDELSSOHN, MOSES (1967)

NICOLAI, CHRISTIAN FRIEDRICH
(1967)

PLOUCQUET, GOTTFRIED (1967)

REIMARUS, HERMANN SAMUEL
(1967)

RUDIGER, ANDREAS (1967)

SULZER, JOHANN GEORG (1967)

TETENS, JOHANN NICOLAUS
(1967)

THOMASIUS, CHRISTIAN (1967)

THUMMIG, LUDWIG PHILIPP
(1967)

TSCHIRNHAUS, EHRENFRIED
WALTER VON (1967)

WINCKELMANN, JOHANN JOACHIM
(1967)

Michael Tooley

Professor of Philosophy, University

of Colorado, Boulder

CAUSAL APPROACHES TO THE
DIRECTION OF TIME (2005)

CAUSATION: METAPHYSICAL ISSUES
(1996, 2005)

METAPHYSICS, NATURE OF
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Roberto Torretti
Professor Emeritus, Philosophy,
Universidad de Puerto Rico en Rio
Piedras
GEOMETRY (2005)

Norman L. Torrey
Emeritus Professor of French,
Columbia University
DIDEROT, DENIS (1967)

Stephen E. Toulmin
Professor of History of Ideas and
Philosophy, Brandeis University
MATTER (1967)

Dabney Townsend
Professor of Philosophy, Armstrong
Atlantic State University
ALISON, ARCHIBALD (2005)
GERARD, ALEXANDER (2005)

Knut Erik Tranoy
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Bergen (Norway)
STEFFENS, HENRICH (1967)

Charles Travis

Sterling University, Scotland
PUTNAM, HILARY (1996)

Simon Trépanier

Lecturer, Classics, School of History

and Classics, University of

Edinburgh

EMPEDOCLES [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

Voula Tsouna

Associate Professor of Philosophy,
University of California, Santa
Barbara

PHILODEMUS (2005)

Nancy Tuana

Director, Rock Ethics Institute,

Pennsylvania State University

FEMINISM AND THE HISTORY OF
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

Roderich Tumulka

Wissenschaftlicher Assistent,

Mathematics, Eberhard-Karls-

Universitidt, Tiibingen, Germany

BELL, JOHN, AND BELL’S THEOREM
(2005)

BOHM, DAVID (2005)

BOHMIAN MECHANICS (2005)

Paul Turner

Lecturer in English and Fellow of
Linacre College, Oxford University
of London; Professor of English,
Ankara University

LUCIAN OF SAMOSATA (1967)

Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka

Dipléme d’Etudes Supérieures
(University of Paris, Sorbonne)
LAVELLE, LOUIS (1967)

Shizuteru Ueda

Professor Emeritus, Kyoto
University
NISHIDA, KITARO (2005)

Robert Ulich

Professor of Education, Emeritus,

Harvard University

APPERCEPTION (1967)

COMENIUS, JOHN AMOS (1967)

FROEBEL, FRIEDRICH (1967)

PESTALOZZI, JOHANN HEINRICH
(1967)

Mark T. Unno

Associate Professor of East Asian
Religions, Department of Religious

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Studies, University of Oregon,
Eugene
SHINRAN (2005)

James O. Urmson
Fellow of Corpus Christi College,
Oxford University
AUSTIN, JOHN LANGSHAW (1967)
IDEAS (1967)
RYLE, GILBERT (1967)

John Douglas Uytman
Senior Lecturer, Department of
Psychiatry and Lecturer in Medical
Psychology, St. Andrews University
ADLER, ALFRED (1967)
MCDOUGALL, WILLIAM (1967)
PAVLOV, IVAN PETROVICH (1967)

Jouko Viinidnen
Professor, Mathematics, University
of Helsinki
HINTIKKA, JAAKKO (2005)

Ezio Vailati
Professor, Philosophy, Southern
llinois University, Edwardsville
CLARKE, SAMUEL (2005)

Mark van Atten
Institut d’Histoire et de Philosophie
des Sciences et des Techniques
(CNRS/Paris 1/ENS)
BROUWER, LUITZEN EGBERTUS JAN
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

James Van Cleve
Brown University
REID, THOMAS (2005)

Dirk van Dalen
Professor, Philosophy, Utrecht
University
INTUITIONISM AND
INTUITIONISTIC LOGIC (2005)

Philippe van Haute
Full Professor in Philosphical
Anthropology, Radboud University
(The Netherlands); Psychoanalyst
(private practice), Leuven, Belgium
LACAN, JACQUES (2005)

Peter van Inwagen
John Cardinal O’Hara Professor of
Philosophy, The University of Notre
Dame
ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT FOR
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

LXV



list of contributors

Andrew G. M. Van Melsen
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Nijmegen
ATOMISM (1967)

Linda Van Norden
Professor of English, University of
California, Davis
PARACELSUS (1967)

Mark van Roojen
University of Nebraska, Lincoln
ETHICAL SUBJECTIVISM
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Aram Vartanian

Professor of French, New York

University

HELVETIUS, CLAUDE-ADRIEN
(1967)

HOLBACH, PAUL-HENRI THIRY,
BARON D’ (1967)

LA METTRIE, JULIEN OFFRAY DE
(1967)

MAUPERTUIS, PIERRE-LOUIS
MOREAU DE (1967)

MESLIER, JEAN (1967)

STAHL, GEORG ERNST (1967)

Pekka Vayrynen
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of California, Davis
MORAL REALISM (2005)

Theo Verbeek
Professor, History of Modern
Philosophy, Utrecht University
GEULINCX, ARNOLD [ADDENDUM|
(2005)

Rineke Verbrugge
University of Giteborg, Sweden
PROVABILITY LOGIC (1996)

Pieter Vermaas
Researcher, Philosophy, Delft
University of Technology
MODAL INTERPRETATION OF
QUANTUM MECHANICS (2005)

G. N. A. Vesey
Reader in Philosophy, University of
London; Honorary Director of The
Royal Institute of Philosophy
SOUND (1967)
TOUCH (1967)

Olga Volkogonova
Professor, Moscow State University
BERDYAEV, NIKOLAI
ALEKSANDROVICH (2005)

LXVI

KIREEVSKII, IVAN VASIL’EVICH
(2005)

Georg Henrik von Wright
Professor-at-Large, Cornell
University
LICHTENBERG, GEORG CHRISTOPH

(1967)

Henry Vyverberg
Associate Professor of History,
University of Akron
TURGOT, ANNE ROBERT JACQUES,
BARON DE L’AULNE (1967)

William ]. Wainwright
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee
OTTO, RUDOLF (1967)
RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE (1996)

Mary Ellen Waithe
Professor, Philosophy, Cleveland
State University
HYPATIA (1996, 2005)

Rebecca L. Walker
Assistant Professor, Social
Medicine; Adjunct Assistant
Professor, Philosophy, University of
North Carolina, Chapel Hill
BIOETHICS (2005)

R. Jay Wallace
Professor of Philosophy, University
of California, Berkeley
PROMISES (2005)

Jerry L. Walls
Professor of Philosophy of Religion,
Asbury Seminary, Wilmore, KY
HEAVEN AND HELL, DOCTRINES OF
(2005)

W. H. Walsh
Professor of Logic and Metaphysics,
University of Edinburgh
GREEN, THOMAS HILL (1967)
KANT, IMMANUEL (1967)
METAPHYSICS, NATURE OF (1967)

Kendall Walton
Charles L. Stevenson Collegiate
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Michigan
NONEXISTENT OBJECT, NONBEING
(1996, 2005)

W. J. Waluchow
Professor, Philosophy, McMaster
University

HART, HERBERT LIONEL ADOLPHUS
(2005)

Richard Walzer
Honorary Professor and Reader,
Oxford University
AL-KINDI, ABU-YUSUF YA QUB IBN
ISHAQ (1967)

Richard Warner
Professor of Law, Chicago-Kent
College of Law, Illinois Institute of
Technology; Professor and Chair of
American and Comparative Law,
Catholic University of Lublin,
Poland
GRICE, HERBERT PAUL (1996,

2005)

G. J. Warnock
Fellow and Tutor of Philosophy,
Magdalen College, Oxford
University
REASON (1967)

James Warren
University Lecturer in Classics,
Corpus Christi College, Cambridge
EPICUREANISM AND THE
EPICUREAN SCHOOL
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Gary Watson
Professor of Philosophy, University
of California, Riverside
FOOT, PHILIPPA (2005)

Richard A. Watson
Philosophy Professor Emeritus,
Washington University; Philosophy
Faculty Affiliate, University of
Montana
FOUCHER, SIMON (1967, 2005)
REGIS, PIERRE-SYLVAIN (1967,

2005)

ROHAULT, JACQUES (1967, 2005)

W. Montgomery Watt
Professor and Head, Department of
Islamic Studies, University of
Edinburgh
AL-FARABI (1967)

Wayne Waxman
Independent scholar
HUME, DAVID (2005)

A. Wedberg
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Stockholm

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



BOSTROM, CHRISTOPHER JACOB
(1967)
HAGERSTROM, AXEL (1967)

Laura Weed
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
The College of St. Rose
RELIGION, PSYCHOLOGICAL

EXPLANATIONS OF [ADDENDUM |
(2005)

Kai F. Wehmeier
Associate Professor, Logic &
Philosophy of Science, University of
California, Irvine
FREGE, GOTTLOB (2005)

Vivian Weil
Professor of Ethics; Director, Center
for the Study of Ethics in the
Professions, Illinois Institute of
Technology
ENGINEERING ETHICS (2005)

Gerson Weiler
Research Fellow, Philosophy,
Institute of Advanced Studies,
Australian National University
MAXWELL, JAMES CLERK (1967)

Julius R. Weinberg
Vilas Professor of Philosophy;
Member of the Institute of Research
in the Humanities, University of
Wisconsin
NICOLAS OF AUTRECOURT (1967)

Kurt Weinberg
Professor of French, and
Comparative Literature, University
of Rochester
PANTHEISMUSSTREIT (1967)

Rudolph H. Weingartner
Associate Professor and Chair,
Philosophy, San Francisco State
College
SIMMEL, GEORG (1967)

James A. Weisheipl, O.P.

Professor of Medieval Thought,

School of Philosophy, Aquinas

Institute (River Forest, IL)

DURANDUS OF SAINT-POURGAIN
(1967)

JOHN OF PARIS (1967)

ULRICH (ENGELBERT) OF
STRASBOURG (1967)

John Weiss
Associate Professor of History,
Wayne State University
HESS, MOSES (1967)
KAUTSKY, KARL (1967)
SABATIER, AUGUSTE (1967)

Paul Weithman
Professor, Philosophy, University of
Notre Dame
REPUBLICANISM (2005)

SOVEREIGNTY [ADDENDUM ]
(2005)

Morris Weitz
Professor of Philosophy, Ohio State
University
PROUST, MARCEL (1967)

Albert Wellek
Professor and Director, Department
of Psychology, University of Mainz
KRUEGER, FELIX (1967)
WUNDT, WILHELM (1967)

René Wellek
Sterling Professor and Chair,
Department of Comparative
Literature, Yale

MASARYK, TOMAS GARRIGUE
(1967)

Carl Wellman
Professor Emeritus, Washington
University, St. Louis
ASCETICISM (1967)
RIGHTS (2005)

Peter Wenz
Emeritus Professor of Philosophy,
University of Illinios at Springfield
ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS (1996,
2005)

William Werkmeister
Director of the School of
Philosophy, University of Southern
California

DRIESCH, HANS ADOLF EDUARD
(1967)

Karel Werner

Honorary Professorial Associate,

Department of the Study of

Religions, School of Oriental and

African Studies, University of

London

LIBERATION IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHY (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Charles C. West
Professor Emeritus of Christian
Ethics, Princeton Theological
Seminary
CONSEQUENTIALISM (1996)

LIBERATION THEOLOGY (1996,
2005)

Henry R. West
Professor of Philosophy, Macalester
College
MILL, JAMES [BIBLIOGRAPHY |
(2005)
MILL, JOHN STUART [ADDENDUM]
(1996, 2005)

Robin L. West
Professor of Law, Georgetown
University Law Center

FEMINIST LEGAL THEORY (1996,
2005)

Willem. G. Weststeijn
Professor of Slavic Literatures,
University of Amsterdam
EURASIANISM (2005)
LEONT EV, KONSTANTIN
NIKOLAEVICH (2005)

Rebecca Whisnant
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Dayton
FEMINIST ETHICS (2005)

Alan R. White
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Hull; Honorary Secretary of the
Mind Association

COHERENCE THEORY OF TRUTH
(1967)

Hayden V. White

Professor of History, University of

Rochester

FEUERBACH, LUDWIG ANDREAS
(1967)

GOBINEAU, COMTE JOSEPH
ARTHUR DE (1967)

STRAUSS, DAVID FRIEDRICH
(1967)

WINDELBAND, WILHELM (1967)

Roger White
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
New York University
ANTHROPIC PRINCIPLE, THE
(2005)

Stephen A. White
Professor, Classics and Philosophy,
University of Texas at Austin

LXVII



list of contributors

CICERO, MARCUS TULLIUS
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

POSIDONIUS [ADDENDUM] (2005)

THALES OF MILETUS (2005)

Jacques J. Whitfield
Doctor of Law, Doctor of
Economics, University of
Wiirzburg, and other degrees;
Author of articles on Michael
Servetus and on the economic
history of the 18th century
FRANCK, SEBASTIAN (1967)

Lancelot Law Whyte
Author, Next Development in Man;
Unconscious Before Freud; Internal
Factors in Evolution; Unitary
Principle in Physics and Biology;
Focus and Diversions; Accent on
Form
BOSCOVICH, ROGER JOSEPH

(1967)

UNCONSCIOUS (1967)

Henry Nelson Wieman
Professor Emeritus, University of
Chicago; Distinguished Visiting
Professor, Southern Illinois
University
NIEBUHR, REINHOLD (1967)

Christian Wildberg
Professor of Classics, Princeton
University
ANAXIMANDER [BIBLIOGRAPHY ]
(2005)
PHILOPONUS, JOHN (2005)

Bernard Williams
Professor of Philosophy, University
of London
HAMPSHIRE, STUART NEWTON
(1967)
RATIONALISM (1967)

George Hunston Williams
Professor of Divinity, Divinity
School, Harvard University;
Director of the Foundation for
Reformation Research; Past
President of the American Society

of Church History
SERVETUS, MICHAEL (1967)
SOCINIANISM (1967)

Raymond Williams
Lecturer in English, Cambridge
University, and Director of English
Studies, Jesus College, Cambridge
University

LXVIII

ARNOLD, MATTHEW (1967)
ELIOT, THOMAS STEARNS (1967)
RUSKIN, JOHN (1967)

Thomas Williams
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
The University of Iowa
GAUNILO (2005)

Timothy Williamson
The University of Edinburgh,
Scotland
REFERENCE (1996)
SENSE (1996)

Arthur M. Wilson
Daniel Webster Professor, Professor
of Government and of Biology,
Dartmouth College; Fellow of the
Royal Historical Society (London)
ENCYCLOPEDIE (1967)

Deirdre Wilson
University College London
PRAGMATICS (1996)

Jessica Wilson
Assistant Professor, Philosophy,
University of Toronto
FORCE [ADDENDUM] (2005)

R. McL. Wilson
Senior Lecturer in New Testament
Language and Literature, St.
Mary’s College, St. Andrews
University
MANI AND MANICHAEISM (1967)
MARCION (1967)
NUMENIUS OF APAMEA (1967)
SIMON MAGUS (1967)

Peter Winch
Reader in Philosophy, University of
London
DURKHEIM, EMILE (1967)
LEVY-BRUHL, LUCIEN (1967)
PARETO, VILFREDO (1967)
SPANN, OTHMAR (1967)
WEBER, MAX (1967)

John Wippel
Theodore Basselin Professor of
Philosophy, Catholic University of
America
GILES OF ROME (2005)

Gene Witmer
Associate Professor, Philosophy,
University of Florida
PHILOSOPHY OF MIND (2005)

Charlotte Witt
Professor of Philosophy and
Humanities, University of New
Hampshire
FEMINIST METAPHYSICS (2005)

Gerd Wolandt
Docent in Philosophy, University of
Bonn
HONIGSWALD, RICHARD (1967)

Erik Wolf
Professor of Law, Director of
Philosophy of Law Seminar,
University of Freiburg im Briesgau
ALTHUSIUS, JOHANNES (1967)
PUFENDORF, SAMUEL VON (1967)

Marvin E. Wolfgang
Professor and Graduate Chair,
Sociology, University of
Pennsylvania; Codirector of the
Center of Criminal Research,
University of Pennsylvania;
President of the Pennsylvania
Prison Society
BECCARIA, CESARE BONESANA

(1967)

Harry A. Wolfson
Nathan Littauer Professor Emeritus
of Hebrew Literature and
Philosophy, Harvard University
PHILO JUDAEUS (1967)

Allan B. Wolter, O.EM.
Ordinary Professor of Philosophy,
Catholic University of America;
Editor of Quincy College
Publications
BACON, ROGER (1967)
BONAVENTURE, ST. (1967)
DUNS SCOTUS, JOHN (1967)

Nicholas Wolterstorff
Professor of Philosophy, Calvin

College
CALVIN, JOHN (1967)

David Wong
Professor of Philosophy, Duke
University
CHINESE PHILOSOPHY: ETHICS
(2005)
ETHICAL RELATIVISM
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Rega Wood
Research Professor, Philosophy,
Stanford University
RUFUS, RICHARD (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



George Woodcock

Assistant Professor of English,

University of Washington; Associate

Professor of English, University of

British Columbia

ANARCHISM (1967)

BAKUNIN, MIKHAIL
ALEKSANDROVICH (1967)

KROPOTKIN, PETR ALEKSEEVICH
(1967)

PROUDHON, PIERRE-JOSEPH
(1967)

STIRNER, MAX (1967)

Arthur E. Woodruff
Assistant Professor, Mathematics
and Science Education, Belfer
Graduate School of Science, Yeshiva
University
FARADAY, MICHAEL (1967)

Paul Woodruff

Darrell K. Royal Professor in Ethics

and American Society, Department

of Philosophy, The University of

Texas at Austin

ARETE/AGATHON/KAKON (2005)

HIPPIAS OF ELIS [BIBLIOGRAPHY ]
(2005)

PRODICUS OF CEOS
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

PROTAGORAS OF ABDERA
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

VLASTOS, GREGORY (2005)

A. D. Woozley
Professor of Moral Philosophy, St.
Andrews University
UNIVERSALS, A HISTORICAL
SURVEY (1967)

John Worrall
Professor of Philosophy of Science;
Co-Director, Centre for Philosophy
of Natural and Social Sciences,
London School of Economics and
Political Science, University of
London
LAKATOS, IMRE (2005)

Don J. Wyatt
Professor, History, Middlebury
College
SHAO YONG (2005)

Michael Wyschogrod
Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
City University of New York, City
College
BUBER, MARTIN (1967)
HALEVI, YEHUDA (1967)

Liu Xiaogan
Professor, Philosophy, The Chinese
University of Hong Kong
LAOZI (2005)

Keith E. Yandell
Julius R. Weinberg Professor of
Philosophy, University of
Wisconsin, Madison
RELIGIOUS LANGUAGE
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Frances A. Yates
Reader in the History of

Renaissance, University of London;

Fellow of the Royal Society of
Literature

BRUNO, GIORDANO (1967)
HERMETICISM (1967)

Lee Yearley
Walter Y. Evans-Wentz Professor,
Religious Studies, Stanford
University

CHINESE PHILOSOPHY: RELIGION
(2005)

Palle Yourgrau
Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Brandeis University
GODEL, KURT (1996, 2005)

Mikko Yrjénsuuri
Academy Researcher, Philosophy,
University of Jyviiskyli
GERSON, JEAN DE (2005)
JOHN OF MIRECOURT (2005)
OLIVI, PETER JOHN (2005)

Naomi Zack
Professor of Philosophy, University
of Oregon, Eugene
MULTICULTURALISM (2005)

Taras Zakydalsky
Editor, Russian Studies in
Philosophy
SKOVORODA, HRYHORII SAVYCH
(GRIGORII SAVVICH)
[ADDENDUM] (2005)

Nino Zanghi
Associate Professor, Theoretical

Physics, University of Genova, Italy
BELL, JOHN, AND BELL’S THEOREM

(2005)
BOHM, DAVID (2005)
BOHMIAN MECHANICS (2005)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of contributors

Mary-Barbara Zeldin

Associate Professor of Philosophy,

Hollins College

SPIR, AFRIKAN ALEXANDROVICH
(1967)

Nai Z. Zia

Editor of Christian Classics Series;
Former Professor at Lingnan
University and the University of
Nanking

HAN FEI (1967)

Hossein Ziai

Professor of Iranian and Islamic
Studies, Director of Iranian Studies,
Department of Near Eastern
Languages and Cultures, University
of California, Los Angeles
ILLUMINATIONISM (2005)
SUHRAWARDI, SHIHAB AL-DIN
YAHYA [ADDENDUM] (2005)

Dean Zimmerman

Associate Professor, Philosophy,

Rutgers University

DUALISM IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF
MIND (2005)

Giinter Zoller

Professor of Philosophy, University

of Munich

FICHTE, JOHANN GOTTLIEB
(2005)

KANT, IMMANUEL [ADDENDUM]
(1996, 2005)

SCHOPENHAUER, ARTHUR
[BIBLIOGRAPHY] (2005)

Arthur Zucker

Associate Professor and Chair;

Department of Philosophy;

Director, Institute for Applied and

Professional Ethics, Ohio University

MEDICAL ETHICS (2005)

PHILOSOPHY OF MEDICINE (1996,
2005)

Jack Zupko

Associate Professor of Philosophy,
Emory University
BURIDAN, JOHN (2005)

Arnulf Zweig

Assistant Professor of Philosophy,

University of Oregon

BECK, JAKOB SIGISMUND (1967)

BENEKE, FRIEDRICH EDUARD
(1967)

DUHRING, EUGEN KARL (1967)

FECHNER, GUSTAV THEODOR (1967)

LXIX



list of contributors

GOETHE, JOHANN WOLEGANG VON
(1967)

KRAUSE, KARL CHRISTIAN
FRIEDRICH (1967)

KULPE, OSWALD (1967)

LANGE, FRIEDRICH ALBERT (1967)

SIGWART, CHRISTOPH (1967)

STUMPF, KARL (1967)

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

LXX 2nd edition



A

Abbagnano, Nicola

Abelard, Peter

Abortion

Absolute, The

Action

Addison, Joseph

Adler, Alfred

Adorno, Theodor Wiesengrund

Aenesidemus

Aesthetic Experience

Aesthetic Judgment

Aesthetic Qualities

Aesthetics, History of

Aesthetics, History of [addendum]

Aesthetics, Problems of

Affirmative Action

African Philosophy

Agent Causation

Agent Intellect

Agnosticism

Agrippa

Agrippa von Nettesheim, Henricus
Cornelius

Ailly, Pierre d

Aitia

Albert of Saxony

Albert the Great

Albo, Joseph

Albo, Joseph [addendum]

Alcinous

Alcmaeon of Croton

Alembert, Jean Le Rond d’

Alexander, Samuel

Alexander of Aphrodisias

Alexander of Aphrodisias
[addendum)]

Alexander of Hales

al-Farabi

al-Farabi [addendum]

al-Ghazali, Ahmad

al-Ghazali, Muhammad

al-Ghazali, Muhammad
[addendum]

Alienation

Aliotta, Antonio

Alison, Archibald

al-Jabiri, ‘Abd

al-Kindi, Aba-Yasuf Ya‘qab ibn
Ishaq

al-Kindi, Abu-Yasuf Ya‘qab ibn
Ishaq [addendum]

Alston, William P.

Alterity

Althusius, Johannes

Altruism

Ampere, André Marie

Analogy in Theology

Analysis, Philosophical

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of articles

Analytic and Synthetic Statements

Analytic and Synthetic Statements
[addendum)]

Analytic Feminism

Analyticity

Analytic Jurisprudence

Anaphora

Anaphora [addendum]

Anarchism

Anaxagoras of Clazomenae

Anaximander

Anaximenes

Ancient Aesthetics

Ancient Skepticism

Anderson, John

Ando Shoeki

Animal Mind

Animal Rights and Welfare

Annet, Peter

Anomalous Monism

Anscombe, Gertrude Elizabeth
Margaret

Anselm, St.

Anthropic Principle, The

Antiochus of Ascalon

Antiphon

Antisthenes

Apeiron/Peras

Apel, Karl-Otto

Apologists

LXXI



list of articles

Appearance and Reality

Apperception

Applied Ethics

A Priori and A Posteriori

Arcesilaus

Arche

Archytas of Tarentum

Ardigo, Roberto

Arendt, Hannah

Areté/Agathon/Kakon

Aristippus of Cyrene

Aristo of Chios

Aristotelianism

Aristotle

Arius and Arianism

Arkoun, Mohammed

Arminius and Arminianism

Armstrong, David M.

Arnauld, Antoine

Arnold, Matthew

Art, Authenticity in

Art, Definitions of

Art, Expression in

Art, Formalism in

Art, Interpretation of

Art, Ontology of

Art, Performance in

Art, Representation in

Art, Style and Genre in

Art, Truth in

Art, Value in

Artificial and Natural Languages

Artificial Intelligence

Asceticism

Astell, Mary

Atheism

Atheismusstreit

Atomic Theory in Indian Philosophy

Atomism

Augustine, St.

Augustine, St. [addendum1]

Augustine, St. [addendum?]

Augustinianism

Austin, John

Austin, John Langshaw

Authority

Avenarius, Richard

Averroes

Averroes [addendum)]

Averroism

Averroism in Modern Islamic
Philosophy

Avicenna

LXXII

Avicenna [addendum]
Ayer, Alfred Jules

B

Baader, Franz Xavier von

Bachelard, Gaston

Bachofen, Johann Jakob

Bacon, Francis

Bacon, Roger

Bacon, Roger [addendum]

Bad Faith

Bahrdt, Carl Friedrich

Bahya ben Joseph ibn Paquda

Bahya ben Joseph ibn Paqada
[addendum)]

Baier, Annette

Baier, Kurt

Bain, Alexander

Baker, Lynne Rudder

Bakhtin, Mikhail Mikhailovich

Bakhtin, Mikhail Mikhailovich
[addendum]

Bakhtin Circle, The

Bakunin, Mikhail Aleksandrovich

Balfour, Arthur James

Balguy, John

Bénez, Dominic

Banfi, Antonio

Barth, Karl

Barth, Karl [addendum]

Barthes, Roland

Basedow, Johann Bernhard

Basic Statements

Bataille, Georges

Batteux, Abbé Charles

Baudrillard, Jean

Bauer, Bruno

Baumgarten, Alexander Gottlieb

Bayes, Bayes’ Theorem, Bayesian
Approach to Philosophy of Science

Bayle, Pierre

Beardsley, Monroe C.

Beattie, James

Beauty

Beauvoir, Simone de

Beccaria, Cesare Bonesana

Beck, Jakob Sigismund

Behaviorism

Being

Belief

Belief Attributions

Belinskii, Vissarion Grigor’evich

Bell, John, and Bell’s Theorem

Bellarmine, St. Robert

Beneke, Friedrich Eduard

Benjamin, Walter

Benn, Gottfried

Bennett, Jonathan

Bentham, Jeremy

Berdyaev, Nikolai Aleksandrovich

Bergmann, Gustav

Bergson, Henri

Berkeley, George

Berkeley, George [addendum)]

Berlin, Isaiah

Bernard, Claude

Bernard of Chartres

Bernard of Clairvaux, St.

Bernard of Tours

Bertalanfty, Ludwig von

Biel, Gabriel

Bilfinger, Georg Bernhard

Binet, Alfred

Binswanger, Ludwig

Bioethics

Black, Max

Black Holes

Blake, William

Blanchot, Maurice

Blanshard, Brand

Bloch, Ernst

Blondel, Maurice

Blount, Charles

Bodin, Jean

Boehme, Jakob

Boethius, Anicius Manlius Severinus

Boethius, Anicius Manlius Severinus
[addendum]

Boetius of Dacia

Bohm, David

Bohmian Mechanics

Bohr, Niels

Boileau, Nicolas

Bolingbroke, Henry St. John

Boltzmann, Ludwig

Bolzano, Bernard

Bonald, Louis Gabriel Ambroise,
Vicomte de

Bonatelli, Francesco

Bonaventure, St.

Bonhoeffer, Dietrich

Bonnet, Charles

Boole, George

Bosanquet, Bernard

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Boscovich, Roger Joseph
Bossuet, Jacques Bénigne
Bostrom, Christopher Jacob
Boulainvilliers, Henri, Comte de
Bowne, Borden Parker
Boyle, Robert
Bradley, Francis Herbert
Bradwardine, Thomas
Brahman
Braithwaite, Richard Bevan
Brandt, R. B.
Brentano, Franz
Bridgman, Percy William
Brightman, Edgar Sheffield
Broad, Charlie Dunbar
Brouwer, Luitzen Egbertus Jan
Brouwer, Luitzen Egbertus Jan
[addendum)]

Brown, Thomas
Brownson, Orestes Augustus
Brunner, Emil
Bruno, Giordano
Brunschvicg, Léon
Buber, Martin
Buckle, Henry Thomas
Budde, Johann Franz
Buddhism
Buddhism—Schools

Chan and Zen

Dge-lugs

Hua yan

Madhyamaka

Yogacara
Buddhist Epistemology

Buffon, Georges-Louis Leclerc,
Comte de

Bulgakov, Sergei Nikolaevich
Bullough, Edward
Bultmann, Rudolf
Burckhardt, Jakob
Buridan, John

Burke, Edmund
Burley, Walter
Burthogge, Richard
Business Ethics
Butler, Joseph

Butler, Samuel
Byzantine Philosophy

C

Cabanis, Pierre-Jean Georges

Caird, Edward

Cairns, Dorion

Cajetan, Cardinal

Calderoni, Mario

Calvin, John

Calvin, John [addendum)]

Cambridge Platonists

Campanella, Tommaso

Campbell, Norman Robert

Camus, Albert

Can

Cantor, Georg

Capreolus, John

Card, Claudia

Carlyle, Thomas

Carnap, Rudolf

Carneades

Carolingian Renaissance

Carroll, Lewis

Carroll, Lewis [addendum]

Cartesianism

Cartesianism [addendum]

Cartwright, Nancy

Carus, Carl Gustav

Carus, Paul

Caso, Antonio

Cassirer, Ernst

Categorical Imperative

Categories

Cattaneo, Carlo

Causal Approaches to the Direction
of Time

Causal Closure of the Physical
Domain

Causal or Conditional or
Explanatory-Relation Accounts

Causation: Metaphysical Issues

Causation: Philosophy of Science

Causation in Indian Philosophy

Causation in Islamic Philosophy

Cavell, Stanley

Cavendish, Margaret

Celsus

Censorship

Chaadaev, Pétr Takovlevich

Chamberlain, Houston Stewart

Chance

Channing, William Ellery

Chaos Theory

Charron, Pierre

Chartres, School of

Chateaubriand, Frangois René de

Chatton, Walter

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY
2nd edition

list of articles

Chemistry, Philosophy of
Cheng Hao
Cheng Yi
Chernyshevskii, Nikolai Gavrilovich
Chicherin, Boris Nikolaevich
Chicherin, Boris Nikolaevich
[addendum]
Chinese Philosophy
Overview
Buddhism
Confucianism
Contemporary
Daoism
Ethics
Language and Logic
Metaphysics and Epistemology
Religion
Social and Political Thought
Chinese Room Argument
Chisholm, Roderick
Chomsky, Noam
Christianity
Chrysippus
Chubb, Thomas
Church, Alonzo
Chwistek, Leon
Cicero, Marcus Tullius
Civil Disobedience
Cixous, Hélene
Clandestine Philosophical Literature
in France
Clarke, Samuel
Classical Foundationalism
Classical Mechanics, Philosophy of
Clauberg, Johannes
Cleanthes
Clement of Alexandria
Clifford, William Kingdon
Cockburn, Catharine Trotter
Code, Lorraine
Cognitive Science
Cohen, Hermann
Cohen, Hermann [addendum]
Cohen, Morris Raphael
Coherence Theory of Truth
Coherentism
Coleridge, Samuel Taylor
Colet, John
Collier, Arthur
Collingwood, Robin George
Collins, Anthony
Colors
Combinatory Logic

LXXIII



list of articles

Comenius, John Amos
Common Cause Principle

Common Consent Arguments for the
Existence of God

Common Sense

Communism

Communitarianism

Compositionality

Computability Theory

Computationalism

Computer Ethics

Computing Machines

Comte, Auguste

Concepts

Condillac, Etienne Bonnot de

Conditionals

Condorcet, Marquis de

Confirmation Theory

Confucius

Connectionism

Conscience

Consciousness

Consciousness in Phenomenology

Consequentialism

Conservation Principle

Conservatism

Constructivism, Moral

Constructivism and Conventionalism

Content, Mental

Contextualism

Continental Philosophy

Continuity

Contractualism

Conventionalism

Conversational Implicature

Conway, Anne

Copenhagen Interpretation

Copernicus, Nicolas

Corbin, Henry

Cordemoy, Géraud de

Cordovero, Moses ben Jacob

Corresponcence Theory of Truth

Cosmological Argument for the
Existence of God

Cosmology

Cosmology [addendum]

Cosmopolitanism

Cosmos

Costa, Uriel da

Counterfactuals

Counterfactuals in Science

Cournot, Antoine Augustin

Cousin, Victor

LXXIV

Couturat, Louis

Craig’s Theorem

Cratylus

Creation and Conservation, Religious
Doctrine of

Creativity

Creighton, James Edwin

Crescas, Hasdai

Crescas, Hasdai [addendum)]

Criteriology

Critical Realism

Critical Theory

Croce, Benedetto

Crusius, Christian August

Cudworth, Ralph

Culverwel, Nathanael

Cumberland, Richard

Cynics

Cyrano de Bergerac, Savinien de

Cyrenaics

D

Dai Zhen

Damascius

Dante Alighieri

Danto, Arthur

Darwin, Charles Robert

Darwin, Erasmus

Darwinism

David of Dinant

Davidson, Donald

Death

Death [addendum)]

Decision Theory

Deconstruction

de Finetti, Bruno

Definition

Degrees of Perfection, Argument for
the Existence of God

Deism

Deleuze, Gilles

Del Vecchio, Giorgio

Demiurge

Democracy

Democracy [addendum)]

Demonstratives

De Morgan, Augustus

Dennett, Daniel Clement

Deontological Ethics

Derrida, Jacques

De Sanctis, Francesco

Descartes, René

Desgabets, Robert

Destutt de Tracy, Antoine Louis
Claude, Comte

Determinables and Determinates

Determinables and Determinates
[addendum]

Determinism, A Historical Survey

Determinism, Theological

Determinism and Freedom

Determinism and Indeterminism

Determinism in History

Deussen, Paul

Deustua, Alejandro O.

Dewey, John

Dewey, John [addendum]

Dialectic

Dialectical Materialism

Dialectical Materialism [addendum]

Dialectic in Islamic and Jewish
Philosophy

Diderot, Denis

Dike

Dilthey, Wilhelm

Dingler, Hugo

Diodorus Cronus

Diogenes Laertius

Diogenes of Apollonia

Diogenes of Sinope

Discourse Ethics

Distant Peoples and Future
Generations

Divine Command Theories of Ethics

Dogen

Dogma

Dong Zhongshu

Dostoevsky, Fyodor Mikhailovich

Doubt

Dreams

Dretske, Fred

Driesch, Hans Adolf Eduard

Dualism in the Philosophy of Mind

DuBos, Abbe Jean Baptiste

Ducasse, Curt John

Duhem, Pierre Maurice Marie

Diihring, Eugen Karl

Dummett, Michael Anthony Eardley

Duns Scotus, John

Duns Scotus, John [addendum]

Durandus of Saint-Pourgain

Durkheim, Emile

Duty

Dworkin, Ronald

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



E

Earman, John

Eberhard, Johann August

Eckhart, Meister

Eddington, Arthur Stanley

Edwards, Jonathan

Egoism and Altruism

Ehrenfels, Christian Freiherr von

Einstein, Albert

Eliminative Materialism,
Eliminativism

Eliot, George

Eliot, Thomas Stearns

Elisabeth, Princess of Bohemia

Emanationism

Emanationism [addendum]

Emergence

Emerson, Ralph Waldo

Emotion

Emotive Theory of Ethics

Empedocles

Empedocles [addendum]

Empiricism

Encyclopédie

Energy

Energy [addendum]

Engels, Friedrich

Engineering Ethics

Enlightenment

Enlightenment, Islamic

Enlightenment, Jewish

Entailment, Presupposition, and
Implicature

Environmental Aesthetics

Environmental Ethics

Epictetus

Epicureanism and the Epicurean
School

Epicurus

Epistemology

Epistemology, Circularity in

Epistemology, History of

Epistemology, History of
[addendum ]

Epistemology, Religious

Epistemology, Religious [addendum]

Epistemology and Ethics, Parallel
Between

Equality, Moral and Social

Equality, Moral and Social
[addendum]

Erasmus, Desiderius

Erigena, John Scotus

Error

Error Theory of Ethics
Eschatology

Essence and Existence

Essence and Existence [addendum)]
Eternal Return

Eternity

Eternity [addendum 1]
Eternity [addendum 2]

Ethical Egoism

Ethical Naturalism

Ethical Naturalism [addendum]
Ethical Relativism

Ethical Relativism [addendum)]
Ethical Subjectivism

Ethics

Ethics, History of

Ethcs, History of: Other
Developments in Twentieth-
Century Ethics

Ethics and Economics
Ethics and Morality
Eucken, Rudolf Christoph
Eudaimonia

Eurasianism

Eusebius

Euthanasia

Evans, Gareth

Events in Semantic Theory
Event Theory
Evidentialism

Evil

Evil, The Problem of

Evil, The Problem of [addendum]
Evolutionary Ethics
Evolutionary Psychology
Evolutionary Theory
Existence

Existentialism
Existentialism [addendum]
Existential Psychoanalysis

Existential Psychoanalysis
[addendum)]

Experience

Experimentation and
Instrumentation

Explanation
Extrinsic and Intrinsic Properties

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of articles

F

Faith

Faith [addendum]

Fallacies

Faraday, Michael

Farias Brito, Raimundo de

Fascism

Fechner, Gustav Theodor

Fédorov, Nikolai Fédorovich

Feinberg, Joel

Feminism and Continental
Philosophy

Feminism and Pragmatism

Feminism and the History of
Philosophy

Feminist Aesthetics and Criticism

Feminist Epistemology

Feminist Ethics

Feminist Legal Theory

Feminist Metaphysics

Feminist Philosophy

Feminist Philosophy of Science

Feminist Philosophy of Science:
Contemporary Perspectives

Feminist Social and Political
Philosophy

Fénelon, Francois de Salignac de la
Mothe

Ferguson, Adam

Ferguson, Ann

Ferri, Luigi

Ferrier, James Frederick

Feuerbach, Ludwig Andreas

Fichte, Johann Gottlieb

Ficino, Marsilio

Fictionalism

Fideism

Field, Hartry

Fields and Particles

Filmer, Robert

Fink, Eugen

First-Order Logic

Fischer, Kuno

Fisher, R. A.

Fiske, John

Florenskii, Pavel Aleksandrovich

Florentine Academy

Florovskii, Georgii Vasil’evich

Fludd, Robert

Fodor, Jerry A.

Folk Psychology

Fonseca, Peter

LXXV



list of articles

Fontenelle, Bernard Le Bovier de

Foot, Philippa

Force

Force [addendum)]

Foreknowledge and Freedom,
Theological Problem of

Forgiveness

Foucault, Michel

Foucher, Simon

Fouillée, Alfred

Fourier, Francois Marie Charles

Frame Problem

Franck, Sebastian

Frank, Erich

Frank, Semén Liudvigovich

Frankfurt, Harry

Franklin, Benjamin

Freedom

Frege, Gottlob

Freud, Sigmund

Friendship

Fries, Jakob Friedrich

Froebel, Friedrich

Frye, Marilyn

Functionalism

Functionalism in Sociology

Fuzzy Logic

G

Gadamer, Hans-Georg

Galen

Galen [addendum ]

Galileo Galilei

Galluppi, Pasquale

Game Theory

Garrigou-Lagrange, Réginald Marie

Garve, Christian

Gassendi, Pierre

Gauge Theory

Gaunilo

Gay, John

Gehlen, Arnold

Geisteswissenschaften

General Will, The

Generics

Genetics and Reproductive
Technologies

Genetics and Reproductive
Technologies [addendum]

Genovesi, Antonio

Gentile, Giovanni

LXXVI

Geometry

Gerard, Alexander

Gerbert of Aurillac

Gerson, Jean de

Gersonides

Gersonides [addendum |
Gestalt Theory

Geulincx, Arnold

Geulincx, Arnold [addendum]
Gewirth, Alan

Geyser, Joseph

Gibbon, Edward

Gibbs, Josiah

Gilbert of Poitiers

Giles of Rome

Gilson, Etienne Henry
Gioberti, Vincenzo

Glanvill, Joseph

Gnosticism

Gobineau, Comte Joseph Arthur de
God, Concepts of

God, Concepts of [addendum)]
Godel, Kurt

Godel’s Incompleteness Theorems
Godfrey of Fontaines
God/Isvara in Indian Philosophy
Godwin, William

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von
Gogarten, Friedrich

Golden Rule

Goldman, Alvin

Gongsun Long

Good, The

Goodman, Nelson

Goodman, Nelson [addendum]
Gorgias of Leontini
Gottsched, Johann Christoph
Gournay, Marie le Jars de
Gracidn y Morales, Baltasar
Gramsci, Antonio

Gray, Asa

Greek Academy

Greek Drama

Green, Thomas Hill

Gregory of Nazianzus
Gregory of Nyssa

Gregory of Rimini

Grice, Herbert Paul
Grosseteste, Robert
Grosseteste, Robert [addendum]
Grote, John

Grotius, Hugo

Guilt

Guo Xiang
Gurwitsch, Aron

H

Habermas, Jiirgen

Haeckel, Ernst Heinrich

Higerstrom, Axel

Halevi, Yehuda

Hamann, Johann Georg

Hamelin, Octave

Hamilton, William

Hampshire, Stuart Newton

Hanafi, Hassan

Han Fei

Han Yu

Happiness

Harding, Sandra

Hare, Richard M.

Harman, Gilbert

Harnack, Carl Gustav Adolf von

Harrington, James

Harris, William Torrey

Hart, Herbert Lionel Adolphus

Hartley, David

Hartmann, Eduard von

Hartmann, Nicolai

Harvey, William

Hatano Seiichi

Hayashi Razan

Hazlitt, William

Heaven and Hell, Doctrines of

Hebbel, Christian Friedrich

Hedonism

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich
[addendum)]

Hegelianism

Heidegger, Martin

Heim, Karl

Heisenberg, Werner

Held, Virginia

Hellenistic Thought

Helmbholtz, Hermann Ludwig von

Helvétius, Claude-Adrien

Hempel, Carl Gustav

Hemsterhuis, Frans

Hen/Polla

Henry of Ghent

Henry of Ghent [addendum]

Henry of Harclay

Heraclitus of Ephesus

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Herbart, Johann Friedrich

Herbert of Cherbury

Herder, Johann Gottfried

Hermeneutics

Hermeticism

Hermeticism [addendum]

Herschel, John

Hertz, Heinrich Rudolf

Hervaeus Natalis

Herzen, Aleksandr Ivanovich

Hess, Moses

Heterosexism

Heytesbury, William

Hickok, Laurens Perseus

Hiddenness of God

Hilbert, David

Hilbert, David [addendum ]

Hildegard of Bingen

Hintikka, Jaakko

Hippias of Elis

Hippocrates and the Hippocratic
Corpus

Historical Materialism

Historical School of Jurisprudence

Historicism

Historicism [addendum]

History and Historiography of
Philosophy

Hobbes, Thomas

Hobbes, Thomas [addendum]

Hobhouse, Leonard Trelawney

Hocking, William Ernest

Hodgson, Shadworth Holloway

Hoftding, Harald

Holbach, Paul-Henri Thiry, Baron d’

Holderlin, Johann Christian
Friedrich

Hole Argument

Holism and Individualism in History
and Social Science

Holism and Individualism in History
and Social Science [addendum]

Holkot, Robert

Holocaust

Holt, Edwin Bissell

Home, Henry

Homer

Honigswald, Richard

Hooker, Richard

Horkheimer, Max

Howison, George Holmes

Huang Zongxi

Huet, Pierre-Daniel

Hiigel, Baron Friedrich von
Hui Shi

Human Genome Project
Humanism

Human Nature

Humboldt, Wilhelm von
Hume, David

Humor

Humor [addendum ]

Hus, John

Hu Shi

Husserl, Edmund
Hutcheson, Francis
Hutcheson, Francis [addendum]
Huxley, Thomas Henry
Hypatia

Hyppolite, Jean

I

Tamblichus

Ibn al-‘Arabi

Ibn Bajja

Ibn Bajja [addendum]

Ibn Gabirol, Solomon ben Judah
Ibn Khaldan

Ibn Khaldiin [addendum]
Ibn Tufayl

Ibn Tufayl [addendum]

Ibn Zaddik, Joseph ben Jacob
Idealism

Ideal Observer Theories of Ethics
Ideas

Identity

Ideology

Ikhwan al-Safa’

II’in, Ivan Aleksandrovich
Ilumination
Iluminationism

Ilusions

Imagery, Mental

Images

Imagination

Imagination [addendum]
Immortality

Immortality [addendum)]
Impartiality

Impetus

Indexicals

Indian Philosophy

Induction

Inference to the Best Explanation

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of articles

Infinitesimals

Infinity in Mathematics and Logic

Infinity in Theology and Metaphysics

Information Theory

Informed Consent

Informed Consent in the Practice of
Law

Ingarden, Roman

Inge, William Ralph

Ingenieros, José

Innate Ideas

Innate Ideas, Nativism

Inner Senses

Intensional Transitive Verbs

Intention

Intentionality

Intentionality [addendum]

Internalism and Externalism in
Ethics

Internalism versus Externalism

Intrinsic Value

Introspection

Intuition

Intuition [addendum1]

Intuition [addendum?2]

Intuitionism, Ethical

Intuitionism and Intuitionistic Logic

Tonescu, Nae

Igbal, Muhammad

Irigaray, Luce

Irrationalism

Isaac of Stella

Islamic Philosophy

Islamic Philosophy [addendum]

Israeli, Isaac ben Solomon

1to Jinsai

Ivanov, Viacheslav Ivanovich

J

Jacobi, Friedrich Heinrich
James, Henry

James, William

James, William [addendum]
Jankélévitch, Vladimir
Jansenism

Japanese Philosophy
Jaspers, Karl

Jeans, James Hopwood
Jefferson, Thomas

Jevons, William Stanley
Jewish Averroism

LXXVII



list of articles

Jewish Philosophy

Jewish Philosophy [addendum]
Jinul

Joachim of Fiore

Jodl, Friedrich

John of Damascus

John of Jandun

John of La Rochelle

John of Mirecourt

John of Paris

John of St. Thomas

John of Salisbury

John of the Cross, St.
Johnson, Alexander Bryan
Johnson, Samuel
Johnson, Samuel
Jouffroy, Théodore Simon
Jung, Carl Gustav

Jinger, Ernst

Jungius, Joachim

Justice

Just War Theory

K

Kabbalah

Kabbalah [addendum]
Kafka, Franz

Kaibara Ekken

Kalon

Kant, Immanuel

Kant, Immanuel [addendum]
Kantian Ethics

Kaplan, David

Kareev, Nikolai Ivanovich
Karma

Karsavin, Lev Platonovich
Katharsis

Kaufmann, Walter Arnold
Kautsky, Karl

Kavelin, Konstantin Dmitrievich
Kelsen, Hans

Kepler, Johannes

Keynes, John Maynard

Keyserling, Hermann Alexander, Graf

von

Khomiakov, Aleksei Stepanovich

Kierkegaard, Seren Aabye

Kierkegaard, Seren Aabye
[addendum]

Kilvington, Richard

Kilwardby, Robert

LXXVIII

Kim, Jaegwon

King, Martin Luther

Kireevskii, Ivan Vasil’evich
Kitcher, Patricia

Klages, Ludwig

Kleist, Heinrich von
Knowledge, A Priori
Knowledge, The Priority of
Knowledge and Belief
Knowledge and Modality
Knowledge and Truth, The Value of
Knowledge and Vagueness
Knowledge Argument
Knowledge in Indian Philosophy
Knutzen, Martin

Koffka, Kurt

Kohler, Wolfgang

Korean Philosophy

Korn, Alejandro

Kotarbifiski, Tadeusz

Kozlov, Aleksei Aleksandrovich
Krause, Karl Christian Friedrich
Kripke, Saul

Kristeva, Julia

Kropotkin, Pétr Alekseevich
Krueger, Felix

Kuhn, Thomas

Kiilpe, Oswald

Kumazawa Banzan

L

Laas, Ernst

Laberthonniere, Lucien

Labriola, Antonio

La Bruyere, Jean de

Lacan, Jacques

Lachelier, Jules

Lakatos, Imre

Lalande, André

Lamarck, Chevalier de

Lambert, Johann Heinrich

Lamennais, Hugues Félicité Robert
de

La Mettrie, Julien Offray de

La Mothe Le Vayer, Francois de

Landgrebe, Ludwig

Lange, Friedrich Albert

Langer, Susanne K.

Language

Language and Thought

Language of Thought

Laozi

La Peyrere, Isaac

Laplace, Pierre Simon de

Lapshin, Ivan Ivanovich

La Rochefoucauld, Duc Francois de

Laromiguiere, Pierre

Laroui, Abdullah

Lassalle, Ferdinand

Latin American Philosophy

Lavater, Johann Kaspar

Lavelle, Louis

Lavoisier, Antoine

Lavrov, Pétr Lavrovich

Law, William

Laws, Scientific

Laws of Nature

Laws of Nature [addendum)]

Laws of Thought

Le Clerc, Jean

Le Clerc, Jean [addendum]

Legal Positivism

Legal Positivism: Anglo-American
Legal Positivism since H. L. A. Hart

Legal Realism

Lehrer, Keith

Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm

Lenin, Vladimir IIich

Leonardo da Vinci

Leont’ev, Konstantin Nikolaevich

Leopardi, Count Giacomo

Lequier, (Joseph Louis) Jules

Le Roy, Edouard

Le Senne, René

Les$niewski, Stanistaw

Lessing, Gotthold Ephraim

Leucippus and Democritus

Levinas, Emmanuel

Lévy-Bruhl, Lucien

Lewis, Clarence Irving

Lewis, C. S. (Clive Staples)

Lewis, David

Li Ao

Liar Paradox, The

Liberalism

Liberalism [addendum ]

Liberation in Indian Philosophy

Liberation Theology

Liber de Causis

Libertarianism

Liberty

Lichtenberg, Georg Christoph

Liebert, Arthur

Liebmann, Otto

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Life, Meaning and Value of
Life, Meaning and Value of
[addendum)]
Life, Origin of
Lipps, Theodor
Lipsius, Justus
Literature, Philosophy of
Littré, Emile
Lloyd, Genevieve
Locke, John
Locke, John [addendum]
Logic, History of
Overview
Ancient Logic
Logic and Inference in Indian
Philosophy
Chinese Logic
Logic in the Islamic World
Logic in the Islamic World
[addendum)]
Medieval (European) Logic
The Interregnum (between
Medieval and Modern)
Precursors of Modern Logic
[overview]
Precursors of Modern Logic:
Leibniz
Precursors of Modern Logic:
Euler
Precursors of Modern Logic:
Lambert and Ploucquet
Precursors of Modern Logic:
Bolzano
Modern Logic: The Boolean
Period [overview]
Modern Logic: The Boolean
Period: Hamilton
Modern Logic: The Boolean
Period: De Morgan
Modern Logic: The Boolean
Period: Boole
Modern Logic: The Boolean
Period: Jevons
Modern Logic: The Boolean
Period: Venn
Modern Logic: The Boolean
Period: Carroll
Modern Logic: The Boolean
Period: Peirce
Modern Logic: The Boolean

Modern Logic: The Boolean
Period: Johnson

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel [overview]

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Nineteenth-Century
Mathematics

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Frege

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Peano

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Whitehead and Russell

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Post

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Ramsey

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Brouwer and Intu-
itionism

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Hilbert and Formalism

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Lowenheim

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Skolem

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Herbrand

Modern Logic: From Frege to
Godel: Godel

Modern Logic: Since Godel
[overview]

Modern Logic: Since Godel:
Gentzen

Modern Logic: Since Godel:
Church

Modern Logic: Since Godel: Tur-
ing and Computability The-
ory

Modern Logic: Since Godel:
Decidable and Undecidable
Theories

Modern Logic: Since Godel:
Model Theory: Tarski

Modern Logic: Since Godel:
Model Theory: Robinson

Modern Logic: Since Godel: The
Proliferation of Nonclassical
Logics

Modern Logic: Since Godel:
Friedman and Reverse Mathe-

Period: The Heritage of Kant matics
and Mill Logic, Non-Classical

Logic, Traditional
Logical Form

Modern Logic: The Boolean
Period: Keynes

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY
2nd edition

list of articles

Logical Knowledge

Logical Paradoxes

Logical Positivism

Logical Terms

Logical Terms, Glossary of
Logic Diagrams

Logic Machines

Logos

Loisy, Alfred

Longinus (Pseudo)
Lopatin, Lev Mikhailovich
Losev, Aleksei Fédorovich
Losskii, Nikolai Onufrievich
Lotman, Turii Mikhailovich
Lotze, Rudolf Hermann
Love

Love [addendum]

Lovejoy, Arthur Oncken
Loyalty

Lucian of Samosata
Lucretius

Lukécs, Georg

Fukasiewicz, Jan

Lull, Ramé6n

Lunacharskii, Anatolii Vasil’evich
Luther, Martin

Luther, Martin [addendum)]
Lu Xiangshan

Lying

Lyotard, Jean Francois

M

Mach, Ernst

Machiavelli, Niccold
Machiavelli, Niccold [addendum]
Machine Intelligence
Maclntyre, Alasdair
Mackie, John Leslie
Macrocosm and Microcosm
Maillet, Benoit De
Maimon, Salomon
Maimonides

Maimonides [addendum]
Maine de Biran

Maistre, Comte Joseph de
Major, John

Malcolm, Norman
Malebranche, Nicolas
Malraux, Georges-André
Malthus, Thomas Robert

LXXIX



list of articles

Mamardashvili, Merab
Konstantinovich

Mandeville, Bernard

Mani and Manichaeism

Mannheim, Karl

Mansel, Henry Longueville

Many-Valued Logics

Many Worlds/Many Minds
Interpretation of Quantum
Mechanics

Marcel, Gabriel

Marcion

Marcus, Ruth Barcan

Marcus Aurelius Antoninus

Maréchal, Joseph

Mariana, Juan de

Marias, Julian

Maritain, Jacques

Maritain, Jacques [addendum)]

Markovié, Svetozar

Marsilius of Inghen

Marsilius of Padua

Marsilius of Padua [addendum)]

Marston, Roger

Martineau, James

Martinetti, Piero

Marty, Anton

Marulié, Marko

Marx, Karl

Marxist Philosophy

Marxist Philosophy [addendum]

Masaryk, Tomas Garrigue

Mass

Materialism

Mathematics, Foundations of

Mather, Cotton

Matter

Matthew of Acquasparta

Maupertuis, Pierre-Louis Moreau de

Maxwell, James Clerk

McCosh, James

McDougall, William

McDowell, John

McGilvary, Evander Bradley

McTaggart, John McTaggart Ellis

Mead, George Herbert

Meaning

Measurement and Measurement
Theory

Medical Ethics

Medieval Philosophy

Meditation in Indian Philosophy

Megarians

LXXX

Meier, Georg Friedrich

Meinecke, Friedrich

Meinong, Alexius

Melanchthon, Philipp

Melissus of Samos

Memory

Menasseh (Manasseh) ben Israel

Mencius

Mendelssohn, Moses

Mental Causation

Mental-Physical Distinction

Mental Representation

Mercier, Désiré Joseph

Mereology

Merleau-Ponty, Maurice

Mersenne, Marin

Meslier, Jean

Metaethics

Metaphor

Metaphor [addendum]

Metaphysics

Metaphysics, History of

Metaphysics, History of [addendum]

Metaphysics, Nature of

Metaphysics, Nature of [addendum]

Meyerson, Emile

Middleton, Conyers

Mikhailovskii, Nikolai
Konstantinovich

Miki Kiyoshi

Milhaud, Gaston

Mill, James

Mill, John Stuart

Mill, John Stuart [addendum]

Miller, Dickinson S.

Millikan, Ruth

Mill’s Methods of Induction

Milton, John

Mimesis

Minagawa Kien

Mind and Mental States in Buddhist
Philosophy

Mind-Body Problem

Miracles

Miracles [addendum |

Miura Baien

Modal Interpretation of Quantum
Mechanics

Modality, Philosophy and
Metaphysics of

Modality and Language

Modality and Quantification

Modal Logic

Model Theory

Modernism

Modernism and Postmodernism
Moira/Tyché/Anankeé
Moleschott, Jacob

Molina, Luis de

Molina Garmendia, Enrique
Monad and Monadology
Monism and Pluralism
Montague, Richard

Montague, William Pepperell
Montaigne, Michel Eyquem De
Montesquieu, Baron de
Montgomery, Edmund Duncan
Moore, George Edward

Moore, George Edward [addendum)]

Moral Arguments for the Existence of
God

Moral Arguments for the Existence of
God [addendum]

Moral Dilemmas

Moral Epistemology

Moral Principles: Their Justification

Moral Psychology

Moral Realism

Moral Rules and Principles

Moral Sense

Moral Sentiments

Moral Skepticism

More, Henry

More, Thomas

Morgan, C. Lloyd

Morgan, Lewis Henry

Morgan, Thomas

Moritz, Karl Philipp

Mosca, Gaetano

Motion

Motion, A Historical Survey

Mounier, Emmanuel

Mozi

Mulla Sadra

Mulla Sadra [addendum]

Multiculturalism

Multiple Realizability

Mugammis, David ben Merwan al-

Murdoch, Iris

Muro Kytiso

Murphy, Arthur Edward

Music, Philosophy of

Musonius Rufus

Mysticism, History of

Mysticism, Nature and Assessment of

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Mysticism, Nature and Assessment of
[addendum]

Myth
Myth [addendum]

N

Nagarjuna

Nagel, Ernest

Nagel, Thomas

Naigeon, Jacques-André

Nakae Toju

Nasir al-Din al-Ttsi

Nasr, Seyyed Hossein

Nationalism

Nationalism [addendum)]

Natorp, Paul

Naturalism

Naturalized Epistemology

Naturalized Philosophy of Science

Natural Kinds

Natural Law

Nature, Philosophical Ideas of

Negation

Negation in Indian Philosophy

Nelson, Leonard

Nemesius of Emesa

Neo-Kantianism

Neoplatonism

Neoplatonism [addendum)]

Neumann, John von

Neurath, Otto

Neuroscience

New England Transcendentalism

New England Transcendentalism
[addendum ]

Newman, John Henry

Newman, John Henry [addendum]

New Realism

Newton, [saac

Nicholas of Cusa

Nicolai, Christian Friedrich

Nicolas of Autrecourt

Nicolas of Autrecourt [addendum]

Nicole, Pierre

Niebuhr, Reinhold

Nietzsche, Friedrich

Nihilism

Nirvana

Nishi Amane

Nishida, Kitaro

Nominalism, Modern

Nomos and Phusis
Noncognitivism

Nonexistent Object, Nonbeing
Non-locality

Non-Monotonic Logic
Nonreductive Physicalism
Non-Truth-Conditional Meaning
Norris, John

Nothing

Nouns, Mass and Count

Nous

Novalis

Nozick, Robert

Number

Numenius of Apamea
Nussbaum, Martha

O

Oakeshott, Michael

Objectivity in Ethics

Ockhamism

Ogyt Sorai

Oken, Lorenz

Olivi, Peter John

Oman, John Wood

Ontological Argument for the
Existence of God

Ontological Argument for the
Existence of God [addendum]

Ontology

Ontology, History of

Operationalism

Oresme, Nicole

Organismic Biology

Origen

Orobio de Castro, Isaac

Orphism

Orphism [addendum]

Ortega Y Gasset, José

Ostwald, Wilhelm

Other Minds

Otto, Rudolf

Ousia

Owen, G. E. L.

P

Pacifism
Pain
Pain, Ethical Significance of

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of articles

Paine, Thomas

Palagyi, Menyhert

Paley, William

Palmer, Elihu

Panaetius of Rhodes

Pannenberg, Wolfhart

Panpsychism

Pantheism

Pantheismusstreit

Papini, Giovanni

Paracelsus

Paraconsistent Logics

Paradigm-Case Argument

Parapsychology

Pareto, Vilfredo

Parfit, Derek

Parker, Theodore

Parmenides of Elea

Parmenides of Elea [addendum]

Pascal, Blaise

Pastore, Valentino Annibale

Pater, Walter Horatio

Paternalism

Patriotism

Patristic Philosophy

Patrizi, Francesco

Pauler, Akos

Pauling, Linus

Paul of Venice

Paulsen, Friedrich

Pavlov, Ivan Petrovich

Peace, War, and Philosophy

Peace, War, and Philosophy
[addendum ]

Peano, Giuseppe

Pearson, Karl

Peckham, John

Peirce, Charles Sanders

Peirce, Charles Sanders [addendum ]

Pelagius and Pelagianism

Perception

Perception, Contemporary Views

Perfection

Performative Theory of Truth

Performative Utterances

Peripatetics

Perry, Ralph Barton

Persistence

Personal Identity

Personal Identity [addendum]

Personalism

Persons

Pessimism and Optimism

LXXXI



list of articles

Pestalozzi, Johann Heinrich

Peter Aureol

Peter Aureol [addendum]

Peter Damian

Peter Lombard

Peter Lombard [addendum)]

Peter of Spain

Petrarch

Petronievi¢, Branislav

Petrovi¢-Njegos, Petar

Petzoldt, Joseph

Pfinder, Alexander

Phantasia

Phenomenalism

Phenomenological Psychology

Phenomenology

Phenomenology [addendum)]

Philodemus

Philo Judaeus

Philo Judaeus [addendum]

Philolaus of Croton

Philo of Larissa

Philo of Megara

Philoponus, John

Philosophical Anthropology

Philosophy

Philosophy of Biology

Philosophy of Economics

Philosophy of Education,
Epistemological Issues in

Philosophy of Education, Ethical and
Political Issues in

Philosophy of Education, History of

Philosophy of Film

Philosophy of History

Philosophy of Language

Philosophy of Language in
Continental Philosophy

Philosophy of Language in India

Philosophy of Law, History of

Philosophy of Law, History of
[addendum)]

Philosophy of Law, Problems of

Philosophy of Law, Problems of
[addendum)]

Philosophy of Medicine

Philosophy of Mind

Philosophy of Physics

Philosophy of Religion

Philosophy of Religion [addendum]

Philosophy of Religion, History of

Philosophy of Religion, History of
[addendum]

LXXXII

Philosophy of Religion, Problems of

Philosophy of Science, History of

Philosophy of Science, Problems of

Philosophy of Sex

Philosophy of Social Sciences

Philosophy of Statistical Mechanics

Philosophy of Technology

Phonology

Phronésis

Physicalism

Physicotheology

Physics and the Direction of Time

Piaget, Jean

Pico della Mirandola, Count
Giovanni

Pico della Mirandola, Gianfrancesco

Pietism

Pisarev, Dmitri Ivanovich

Planck, Max

Plantinga, Alvin

Plato

Platonism and the Platonic Tradition

Pleasure

Plekhanov, Georgii Valentinovich

Plessner, Helmut

Pletho, Giorgius Gemistus

Plotinus

Plotinus [addendum)]

Ploucquet, Gottfried

Pluralism

Plurals and Plurality

Plutarch of Chaeronea

Pneuma

Poincaré, Jules Henri

Political Philosophy, History of

Political Philosophy, History of
[addendum)]

Pomponazzi, Pietro

Pope, Alexander

Popper, Karl Raimund

Popper-Lynkeus, Josef

Popular Arguments for the Existence
of God

Porphyry

Porter, Noah

Posidonius

Posidonius [addendum]

Positivism

Posner, Richard

Possibility

Postcolonialism

Postmodernism

Power

Practical Reason

Pragmatics

Pragmatics [addendum]

Pragmatism

Pragmatism [addendum]

Pragmatist Epistemology

Precognition

Pre-Socratic Philosophy

Presupposing

Presupposition

Price, Richard

Priestley, Joseph

Primary and Secondary Qualities

Pringle-Pattison, Andrew Seth

Prior, Arthur Norman

Private Language Problem

Private Language Problem
[addendum]

Probability and Chance

Proclus

Prodicus of Ceos

Progress, The Idea of

Projectivism

Promises

Proof Theory

Proper Names and Descriptions

Properties

Property

Property [addendum]

Propositional Attitudes: Issues in
Philosophy of Mind and
Psychology

Propositional Attitudes: Issues in
Semantics

Propositional Knowledge, Definition
of

Propositions

Propositions [addendum)]

Protagoras of Abdera

Proudhon, Pierre-Joseph

Proust, Marcel

Provability Logic

Providence

Pseudo-Dionysius

Pseudo-Grosseteste

Psyché

Psychoanalysis

Psychoanalytic Theories, Logical
Status of

Psychologism

Psychology

Psychology [addendum]

Pufendorf, Samuel von

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Punishment

Punishment [addendum)]

Putnam, Hilary

Pyrrho

Pyrrhonian Problematic, The

Pythagoras and Pythagoreanism

Pythagoras and Pythagoreanism
[addendum 1]

Pythagoras and Pythagoreanism
[addendum 2]

Q_

Qualia

Quantifiers in Formal Logic

Quantifiers in Natural Language

Quantum Computing and
Teleportation

Quantum Logic and Probability

Quantum Mechanics

Questions

Quine, Willard Van Orman

Quine, Willard Van Orman
[addendum]

R

Racism

Racism [addendum]

Radbruch, Gustav

Radishchev, Aleksandr Nikolaevich

Réidulescu-Motru, Constantin

Rahner, Karl

Ramsey, Frank Plumpton

Ramus, Peter

Rashdall, Hastings

Rationalism

Rationalism in Ethics (Practical-
Reason Approaches)

Rationalism in Ethics [addendum ]

Rationality

Ravaisson-Mollien, Jean Gaspard
Félix

Rawls, John

Reale, Miguel

Realism

Realism [addendum)]

Realism and Naturalism,
Mathematical

Reason
Reduction

Reductionism in the Philosophy of
Mind

Reference

Reflective Equilibrium

Reformation

Régis, Pierre-Sylvain

Regius, Henricus (Henry de Roy)

Rehmbke, Johannes

Reich, Wilhelm

Reichenbach, Hans

Reid, Thomas

Reimarus, Hermann Samuel

Reincarnation

Reinhold, Karl Leonhard

Relations, Internal and External

Relativity Theory

Relevance (Relevant) Logics

Relevant Alternatives

Reliabilism

Religion

Religion, Naturalistic
Reconstructions of

Religion, Naturalistic
Reconstructions of [addendum]

Religion, Psychological Explanations
of

Religion, Psychological Explanations
of [addendum)]

Religion and Morality

Religion and Politics

Religion and the Biological Sciences

Religion and the Physical Sciences

Religious Experience

Religious Experience, Argument for
the Existence of God

Religious Language

Religious Language [addendum]

Religious Pluralism

Renaissance

Renan, Joseph Ernest

Renouvier, Charles Bernard

Rensi, Giuseppe

Republicanism

Rescher, Nicholas

Respect

Response-Dependence Theories

Responsibility, Moral and Legal

Revelation

Reverse Mathematics

Ribot, Théodule Armand

Richard of Mediavilla

Rickert, Heinrich

Ricoeur, Paul

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of articles

Riehl, Alois

Rights

Rignano, Eugenio

Rilke, Rainer Maria (René)

Rintelen, Fritz-Joachim von

Ritschl, Albrecht Benjamin

Robinet, Jean-Baptiste-René

Rohault, Jacques

Romagnosi, Gian Domenico

Romanticism

Romanticism [addendum)]

Romero, Francisco

Roretz, Karl

Rorty, Richard

Roscelin

Rosenkranz, Johann Karl Friedrich

Rosenzweig, Franz

Rosenzweig, Franz [addendum]

Rosmini-Serbati, Antonio

Ross, William David

Rougier, Louis

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques [addendum]

Royce, Josiah

Royer-Collard, Pierre Paul

Rozanov, Vasilii Vasil’evich

Rozanov, Vasilii Vasil’evich
[addendum)]

Riidiger, Andreas

Rufus, Richard

Rule Following

Rule Following [addendum]

Ruskin, John

Russell, Bertrand Arthur William

Russian Philosophy

Ruysbroeck, Jan van

Ryle, Gilbert

Ryle, Gilbert [addendum]

S

Saadya

Saadya [addendum]

Sabatier, Auguste

Saint-Hyacinthe, Thémiseul de

Saint-Simon, Claude-Henri de
Rouvroy, Comte de

Saint Victor, School of

Salmon, Wesley

Sanches, Francisco

Santayana, George

Sartre, Jean-Paul

LXXXIII



list of articles

Savage, Leonard

Savigny, Friedrich Karl von

Scheler, Max

Schelling, Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph
von

Schiller, Ferdinand Canning Scott

Schiller, Friedrich

Schlegel, Friedrich von

Schleiermacher, Friedrich Daniel
Ernst

Schleiermacher, Friedrich Daniel
Ernst [addendum)]

Schlick, Moritz

Scholz, Heinrich

School of Qom, The

Schopenhauer, Arthur

Schrodinger, Erwin

Schultz, Julius

Schulze, Gottlob Ernst

Schuppe, Ernst Julius Wilhelm

Schutz, Alfred

Sciacca, Michele Federico

Science, Research Ethics of

Science and Pseudoscience

Science Policy

Science Studies

Scientia Media and Molinism

Scientific Method

Scientific Realism

Scientific Revolutions

Scot, Michael

Scotism

Searle, John

Second-Order Logic

Self

Self-Deception

Self in Indian Philosophy

Self-Interest

Self-Knowledge

Self-Prediction

Sellars, Roy Wood

Sellars, Wilfrid

Semantics

Semantics, History of

Semantics, History of [addendum]

Sen, Amartya K.

Seneca, Lucius Annaeus

Sensa

Sensationalism

Sense

Servetus, Michael

Set Theory

Sexism

LXXXIV

Sextus Empiricus

Shaftesbury, Third Earl of (Anthony
Ashley Cooper)

Shame

Shao Yong

Shariati, Ali

Shelley, Percy Bysshe

Shepherd, Mary

Shestov, Lev Isaakovich

Shestov, Lev Isaakovich [addendum)]

Shinran

Shoemaker, Sydney

Shpet, Gustav Gustavovich

Sibley, Frank

Sidgwick, Henry

Sidgwick, Henry [addendum)]

Siger of Brabant

Sigwart, Christoph

Simmel, Georg

Simon, Richard

Simon Magus

Simplicius

Simulation Theory

Singer, Peter

Skepticism, Contemporary

Skepticism, History of

Skinner, B. F.

Skovoroda, Hryhorii Savych (Grigorii
Savvich)

Skovoroda, Hryhorii Savych (Grigorii
Savvich) [addendum]

Smart, John Jamieson Carswell

Smith, Adam

Smith, Adam [addendum]

Smith, John

Smuts, Jan Christiaan

Social and Political Philosophy

Social Contract

Social Contract [addendum]

Social Constructionism

Social Epistemology

Socialism

Socialism [addendum)]

Society

Society [addendum)]

Socinianism

Sociology of Knowledge

Socrates

Solger, Karl Wilhelm Ferdinand

Solipsism

Solov’év (Solovyov), Vladimir
Sergeevich

Sombart, Werner

Sophia

Sophists

Sophrosuné

Sorel, Georges

Sosa, Ernest

Soto, Dominic de

Sound

Sovereignty

Sovereignty [addendum]

Space

Space in Physical Theories

Spann, Othmar

Spaventa, Bertrando

Special Sciences

Speciesism

Spengler, Oswald

Spinoza, Benedict (Baruch) de

Spinozism

Spir, Afrikan Alexandrovich

Spirito, Ugo

Spranger, (Franz Ernst) Eduard

Stace, Walter Terence

Staél-Holstein, Anne Louise
Germaine Necker, Baronne de

Stahl, Georg Ernst

Stammler, Rudolf

State

State [addendum]

Statistics, Foundations of

Stebbing, Lizzie Susan

Stefanini, Luigi

Steffens, Henrich

Stein, Edith

Steiner, Rudolf

Stephen, Leslie

Stern, Louis William

Stevenson, Charles L.

Stewart, Dugald

Stillingfleet, Edward

Stirner, Max

Stohr, Adolf

Stoicism

Stout, George Frederick

Strato and Stratonism

Strauss, David Friedrich

Strawson, Peter Frederick

String Theory

Structuralism, Mathematical

Structuralism and Post-structuralism

Stumpf, Karl

Sturzo, Luigi

Sudrez, Francisco

Subject and Predicate

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



Subjectivist Epistemology

Subjectivity

Sublime, The

Substance and Attribute

Sufism

Suhrawardi, Shihab al-Din Yahya

Suhrawardi, Shihab al-Din Yahya
[addendum)]

Suicide

Sulzer, Johann Georg

Sumner, William Graham

Supervenience

Suppes, Patrick

Suso, Heinrich

Swedenborg, Emanuel

Swift, Jonathan

Swineshead, Richard

Sylvester of Ferrara, Francis

Sympathy and Empathy

Synonymity

Synonymity [addendum]

Syntactical and Semantical Categories

Syntactical and Semantical Categories
[addendum]
Syntax

T

Tagore, Rabindranath
Taine, Hippolyte-Adolphe
Tarski, Alfred

Tarski, Alfred [addendum]
Tauler, Johannes

Taylor, Alfred Edward
Teilhard de Chardin, Pierre

Teleological Argument for the
Existence of God

Teleological Argument for the
Existence of God [addendum]

Teleological Ethics

Teleology

Teleology [addendum]

Telesio, Bernardino

Tennant, Frederick Robert

Tense

Teresa of Avila, St.

Terrorism

Tertullian, Quintus Septimius Florens
Testimony

Tetens, Johann Nicolaus

Thales of Miletus

Theism, Arguments For and Against

Themistius

Theodoric of Chartres

Theophrastus

Theories and Theoretical Terms

Thinking

Thomas a Kempis

Thomas Aquinas, St.

Thomasius, Christian

Thomas of York

Thomism

Thomism [addendum ]

Thomson, Judith Jarvis

Thoreau, Henry David

Thought Experiments in Science

Thucydides

Thiimmig, Ludwig Philipp

Tillich, Paul

Time

Time, Consciousness of

Time, Being, and Becoming

Time in Continental Philosophy

Time in Physics

Timon of Phlius

Tindal, Matthew

Toland, John

Toleration

Toletus, Francis

Tolstoy, Lev (Leo) Nikolaevich

Touch

Toynbee, Arnold Joseph

Traditionalism

Tragedy

Treschow, Niels

Troeltsch, Ernst

Trubetskoi, Evgenii Nikolaevich

Trubetskoi, Nikolai Sergeevich

Trubetskoi, Sergei Nikolaevich

Truth

Truth and Falsity in Indian
Philosophy

Truthlikeness

Tschirnhaus, Ehrenfried Walter von

Turgot, Anne Robert Jacques, Baron
de L’Aulne

Turing, Alan M.

Twardowski, Kazimierz

Type Theory

U

Ugliness
Ulrich (Engelbert) of Strasbourg

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

list of articles

Unamuno y Jugo, Miguel de
Unconscious

Underdetermination Thesis, Duhem-
Quine Thesis

Unity and Disunity of Science

Universal Properties in Indian
Philosophical Traditions

Universals, A Historical Survey

Utilitarianism

Utilitarianism [addendum)]

Utopias and Utopianism

v

Vagueness

Vaihinger, Hans

Vailati, Giovanni

Valentinus and Valentinianism
Valéry, Paul

Valla, Lorenzo

Value and Valuation

Value and Valuation [addendum)]
Van Fraassen, Bas

Vanini, Giulio Cesare

Varisco, Bernardino

Varona y Pera, Enrique José
Vasconcelos, José

Vasquez, Gabriel

Vasubandhu

Vauvenargues, Luc de Clapiers,
Marquis de

Vaz Ferreira, Carlos

Veblen, Thorstein Bunde

Venn, John

Verifiability Principle

Verifiability Principle [addendum]

Vico, Giambattista

Violence

Virtue and Vice

Virtue Epistemology

Virtue Ethics

Visual Arts, Theory of the

Vitalism

Vitoria, Francisco de

Vives, Juan Luis

Vlastos, Gregory

Volition

Volney, Constantin-Frangois de
Chasseboeuf, Comte de

Volski, Stanislav

Voltaire, Francois-Marie Arouet de

LXXXV



list of articles

Voluntarism
Vysheslavtsev, Boris Petrovich

W

Wabhle, Richard

Wallace, Alfred Russel

Wang Bi

Wang Chong

Wang Fuzhi

Wang Yang-ming

Watsuji Tetsuro

Wayland, Francis

Weakness of the Will

Weber, Alfred

Weber, Max

Weil, Simone

Westermarck, Edward Alexander
Weyl, (Claus Hugo) Hermann
Whately, Richard

Whewell, William

Whichcote, Benjamin
Whitehead, Alfred North
Why

Wiggins, David

Wilde, Oscar Fingal O’Flahertie Wills
William of Auvergne

William of Champeaux

LXXXVI

William of Conches

William of Moerbeke

William of Ockham

William of Sherwood
Williams, Bernard

Wilson, Edward O.
Winckelmann, Johann Joachim
Windelband, Wilhelm

Wisdom

Wisdom, (Arthur) John Terence
Dibben

Wittgenstein, Ludwig Josef Johann

Wittgenstein, Ludwig Josef Johann
[addendum1]

Wittgenstein, Ludwig Josef Johann
[addendum?2]

Wodeham, Adam

Wolff, Christian

Wollaston, William

Wollheim, Richard

Wollstonecraft, Mary

Women in the History of Philosophy

Woodbridge, Frederick James Eugene

Woodger, Joseph Henry

Woolston, Thomas

Wright, Chauncey

Wright, Georg Henrik von

Wundt, Wilhelm

Wyclyf, John

X

Xenophanes of Colophon
Xenophon

Xenophon [addendum]
Xunzi

Y

Yamaga Soko
Yamazaki Ansai
Yang Xiong
Yang Zhu

/

Zabarella, Jacopo
Zen’kovskii, Vasilii Vasil’evich
Zeno of Citium
Zeno of Elea
Zhang Zai

Zhou Dunyi
Zhuangzi

Zhu Xi (Chu Hsi)
Ziehen, Theodor
Zoroastrianism
Zubiri, Xavier

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition



ABBAGNANO, NICOLA
(1901-1990)

Nicola Abbagnano, born in Salerno, was the chief expo-
nent of Italian existentialism, which he defined as a mili-
tant and rational “philosophy of the possible.” Originally
a pupil of Antonio Aliotta at the University of Naples,
Abbagnano began teaching at the University of Turin in
1936, where he also for years had been coediting the
influential Rivista di filosofia. Practically since his first
book, Le sorgenti irrazionali del pensiero (Naples, 1923),
Abbagnano had been advocating a change of philosophi-
cal horizon suitable to the problematic nature of human
life. This advocacy is reflected in a notable series of his-
torical studies, culminating in the monumental three-
volume work Storia della filosofia (Turin, 1946-1950; 2nd
ed., 1963).

Reacting against the prevailing neo-Hegelianism of
Benedetto Croce and Giovanni Gentile in Italy, Abbag-
nano was influenced, in turn, by Edmund Husserl’s phe-
nomenology and, later, by Seren Kierkegaard, Martin
Heidegger, and Karl Jaspers; but he revealed in his first
attempt at existentialism, La struttura dell’esistenza
(Turin, 1939), that he was no mere expositor or disciple
of German existentialism. In that work he took a stand

against Heidegger and Jaspers; and in subsequent writ-
ings his polemic was sharpened and extended to French
existentialism, including Jean-Paul Sartre on the one
hand and Gabriel Marcel, Louis Lavelle, René Le Senne on
the other. He groups Sartre with Kierkegaard under Ger-
man existentialism, and the others under “theological or
ontological existentialism.”

According to Abbagnano, all forms of existentialism
in vogue since Kierkegaard have been self-defeating, since
they lead, on examination, to the negation of what is
basic to their whole interpretation of human existence:
“the primacy of possibility.” He discerns two principal
directions within the contemporary existentialist move-
ment. One (the left wing) is associated with the early Hei-
degger, Jaspers, and Sartre; the other (the right wing),
with Marcel, Lavelle, and Le Senne. The first group of
existentialists negates existence as possibility by reducing
human possibilities to impossibilities, with everything
projected by finite man inevitably foredoomed to fail; the
second group negates existence by “surreptitiously” trans-
forming human possibilities into potentialities, necessar-
ily destined to succeed in the end.

Even though for Abbagnano the left and the right
wings of the existentialist movement are founded, techni-
cally, on opposite principles—“the impossibility of the
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possible” and “the necessity of the possible,” respec-
tively—they at least share a common negative ground
because each of them, in one way or another, ultimately
makes possibility itself impossible. The only valid alter-
native to “negative existentialism,” which for polemical
reasons Abbagnano calls “positive existentialism,” takes as
its guiding principle “the possibility of the possible” or, in
Kantian terminology, “transcendental possibility.” In this
view, an authentic possibility in human life is one that,
once it has been chosen or realized, remains open to fur-
ther choice or realization; that is, continues to be possible.
In short, Abbagnano’s alternative constitutes an open pos-
sibilism.

This alternative calls for a clarification and coherent
use of the fundamental category of all existentialism: the
modal category of possibility. It is perhaps here that
Abbagnano made his greatest contribution to the entire
existentialist movement, especially since in contemporary
logic, as he himself observes, the concept of modality has
not been given sufficient “analytic elaboration.”

Ever since Aristotle, Abbagnano maintains, there has
been confusion concerning the modal categories, partic-
ularly with respect to the meaning of the term possible.
The possible in the empirical sense of what may be has
been distinguished from the possible in the purely logical
sense of the noncontradictory. But, unfortunately, it has
been confused with the “potential” in Aristotle’s sense and
with the “contingent” in Avicenna’s. Since potentiality sig-
nifies “pre-determination” of the actual, the potential
excludes the possible, ex hypothesi. Aristotle did concede
that not all potentialities are actualized, but this conces-
sion on his part was only introduced “surreptitiously.”
For, if the potential means what is destined to occur any-
way, there is no room for possibility as such. As for Avi-
cenna’s concept of the contingent, there is no doubt about
its necessitarian character. For he makes the contingent
into a species of the necessary—the contingent being, by
his own definition, whatever is necessary through
another. Hence, it follows that the modal status of the
potential and the contingent is not that of possibility, of
what may be; but that of necessity, of what must be.
Abbagnano concludes that those who think in such
terms, including existentialists, are necessitarians in dis-
guise.

Historically, Abbagnano sees his own version of exis-
tentialism as an attempt to relate Immanuel Kant and
Kierkegaard in a complementary way. In Kant’s Table of
Categories three pairs of categories are listed under
modality: possibility-impossibility, existence-nonexis-
tence, and necessity-contingency. Abbagnano virtually

reduces Kant’s three pairs of modality categories to one
primary pair: the necessary and the nonnecessary. The
reason he gives for doing so is that necessity and contin-
gency are not really opposites. Neither are possibility and
impossibility. For impossibility is the negative of neces-
sity, not the negative of possibility; what can’t be at all
being the opposite of what must be of necessity.

As an existential possibilist, Abbagnano defines exis-
tence as possibility, and nonexistence as “non-possibility,”
not as impossibility. While the nonnecessary excludes the
necessary and the impossible, it includes the possible and
the nonpossible. This means that man can neither be sure
of realizing his conflicting possibilities, nor be sure of the
impossibility of their realization. It also means that every
concrete possibility open to man has two aspects, a prom-
ising (positive) prospect and an inauspicious (negative)
aspect. To illustrate, the possibility of knowledge implies
the possibility of error. Errors are not “impossible,” since
we do in fact make them, but they are “non-possible” in
the sense that they are unverifiable when put to test. Thus,
a double-aspect theory of possibility lies at the heart of

>« .

Abbagnano’s “positive existentialism.”

Another distinctive feature of Italian existentialism
in general and of Abbagnano’s philosophy in particular is
the deliberate focus on a problem that was originally for-
eign to German existentialism; to wit, the problem of
value.

Starting with the assumption that the problem of
value is the problem of what man ought to be, Abbagnano
argues in effect that, since the ought-to-be is the possible
in the normative sense, it is therefore the moral equiva-
lent of the may-be, which is the possible in the empirical
sense. As a consequence, the logic of possibility coincides
with the ethics of possibility, and these two phases of the
same problem come together in Abbagnano’s possibilistic
interpretation of human conduct. This interpretation
stresses the “normativity” of human existence, which
involves the problem of freedom in all its dimensions.
Thus, Abbagnano’s existentialism logically unites the
complementary categories of possibility and freedom, as
is clear from his important volume Possibilita e liberta
(Turin, 1956).

In the mid-twentieth century, Abbagnano came to
characterize the “New Enlightenment,” of contemporary
philosophy and openly declared his affinities with the
neopositivistic and neonaturalistic movements in the
Anglo American world. As a result, he developed the
empirical and naturalistic strains in his existentialism,
emphasizing the methodological connections between
possibility as a generic criterion of existence and verifia-
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bility as a specific criterion in scientific inquiry. This
“transfiguration” of existentialism into scientific method-
ology is clearly evident in the article on existentialism in
Dizionario di filosofia (Turin, 1961). However, Abbagnano
thought that the romantic “myth of security” in Auguste
Comte’s positivism, typical of the nineteenth-century
mentality, still survives in the scientific utopianism of the
Vienna Circle; and although he sympathizes with the later
Ludwig Wittgenstein’s thesis that the meaning of words
depends on their use, he contends that the leader of the
analytic movement failed to give a philosophical analysis
of the notion of “use” itself. Abbagnano’s sympathies with
North American naturalism are reflected in his writings
on John Dewey and in his review of P. Romanell’s volume
Toward a Critical Naturalism (Rivista di filosofia 50
[1959]: 108-109).

See also Aristotle; Avicenna; Comte, Auguste; Croce,
Benedetto; Dewey, John; Existentialism; Gentile,
Giovanni; Heidegger, Martin; Jaspers, Karl; Kant,
Immanuel; Kierkegaard, Seren Aabye; Lavelle, Louis; Le
Senne, René; Logical Positivism; Marcel, Gabriel; Natu-
ralism; Possibility; Sartre, Jean-Paul; Scientific Method;
Value and Valuation; Wittgenstein, Ludwig Josef
Johann.
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ABELARD, PETER
(1079-1142)

Peter Abelard has been famous since the fourteenth cen-
tury for his exchange of love letters with Héloise, his for-
mer wife, written when he was a monk and she a nun.
Nineteenth-century historians saw him as a rationalist
critic of traditional Christian doctrine and a forerunner
of modernity. More recently, Abelard’s originality and
power as a philosopher have come to be appreciated.

Abelard’s working life splits into two main, slightly
overlapping periods. From about 1100 until about 1125,
his activity as a thinker and teacher revolved around the
ancient logical texts available in Latin at that time—the
so-called logica vetus (“Old Logic”). But from about 1120,
Abelard started to become strongly interested in ques-
tions about Christian doctrine, to which he gradually
came to give an increasingly ethical emphasis. The impor-
tant works of the first phase of his career were thus the
Dialectica (c. 1113-1116), a logical textbook, and the Log-
ica Ingredientibus (c. 1119), commentaries on ancient
logical texts (along with a shorter logical commentary,
the Logica Nostrorum Petitioni Sociorum, from the mid-
1120s). To the second phase belong his Theologia, mainly
a philosophical investigation of the Trinity, which exists
in three different, much altered versions: Theologia
Summi Boni (1121), Theologia Christiana (c. 1125), The-
ologia Scholarium (c. 1133—1134); biblical commentaries,
and a set of Sentences (c. 1134), which record his lectures
on a wide range of theological topics; the Collationes
(Comparisons), an imaginary dialogue between a
Philosopher, a Jew, and a Christian (probably c. 1130);
and the Scito teipsum (Know yourselfl) or, as it is some-
times called, Abelard’s Ethics (1138).
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Although the division of his career into two phases
was partly occasioned by his castration in 1117 (at the
hands of ruffians hired by Héloise’s uncle, the canon of
Notre-Dame), which put a violent end to his marriage,
and his subsequent decision to become a monk of Saint-
Denis, Abelard remained a teacher for most of his life.
After studying with two of the most celebrated logicians
of the time, Roscelin of Compiegne and William of
Champeaux, both of whom later considered him an
enemy, Abelard set up his own school and finally became
the schoolmaster in Paris. He continued to teach as a
monk of Saint-Denis and later, when he left that
monastery to set up his own hermetic-monastic commu-
nity. After a period as an unsuccessful reforming abbot of
a remote Breton monastery, Abelard returned to the now
numerous and flourishing Paris schools in the 1130s. He
spent his final years at Cluny and its dependency, after his
activity as a teacher was ended by his condemnation at
the Council of Sens (1140).

LOGIC

The logica vetus included just two texts by Aristotle him-
self, the Categories and On Interpretation, along with the
Isagoge (Introduction) to the Categories by Porphyry (c.
232-305 CE), and texts by Boethius (c. 475—c. 524 CE) on
categorical and hypothetical syllogism, division, and top-
ical inference. From this unpromising set of authorities,
Abelard was able not merely to explore areas of formal
logic untouched by Aristotle, but also to elaborate a
whole metaphysics and semantics.

Ancient and medieval logicians worked in natural
language, rather than devising a special logical symbol-
ism. One of the hallmarks of Abelard’s approach to logic
was his awareness of the ambiguities in many ordinary
sentences and the need to distinguish them carefully
when constructing a logical argument. Abelard was not
the first medieval logician to notice this point (Anselm of
Canterbury, for instance, was an eleventh-century fore-
runner), but he placed an emphasis on it that would be
taken up by many of his medieval successors. Consider,
for instance, a sentence such as “Possibly the standing
man sits.” Abelard is quick to observe that it can be read
in a composite sense (This is possible: that the man is
standing-and-sitting) or in a divided sense (The man is
standing, and it is possible that he is sitting). Although this
distinction is made by Aristotle in his Sophistical Refuta-
tions, Abelard had already used it very widely in his
Dialectica before he read it in the Aristotelian text.

Moreover, Abelard used this approach as the basis for
devising—as Christopher Martin has shown—a gen-

uinely propositional logic, to complement the term logic
of Aristotelian syllogistic. In antiquity, the Stoics devel-
oped a propositional logic, and traces of their theory are
found in Boethius’s writings on topical argument and
hypothetical syllogisms. Boethius, however, clearly nei-
ther developed a propositional logic nor understood it.
His hypothetical syllogisms (for instance, “If it is day, it is
light. It is day. So it is light”) look like arguments in
propositional logic, but Boethius takes them as being
based on the relation between the terms day and light;
and he cannot grasp the negation of a conditional such
as, “If it is day, it is light,” except as the negation of one of
the terms (“If it is day, it is not light”). By contrast,
Abelard has a clear notion of propositional negation (It is
not the case that: If it is day, it is light), and it governs his
reconstruction of the theory of topical argument. For
Boethius the theory of topics is a sort of logic for con-
structing real arguments on the basis of commonly
accepted maxims, which range from basic logical princi-
ples to (fairly dubious) rules of thumb, such as “What the
experts think about something is true.” Abelard retains
only those maxims which underwrite conditionals that
are not just logically necessary, but where the sense of the
consequent is contained in that of the antecedent (for
example, Abelard accepts “Whatever is predicated of the
species is predicated of the genus,” on which is based, for
instance, “If it is a man, it is an animal”). The resulting
system of propositional logic turns out to be more like
some modern connexive logics than classical modern
propositional calculus.

METAPHYSICS AND SEMANTICS

Aristotle’s Categories provided Abelard and his contem-
poraries with a basic metaphysics. It proposes that the
items that make up the world are either substances, which
exist independently, or non-substances, which exist only
in dependence on substances; and that they are either
particular or universal. For example, John Marenbon is a
particular substance and man (in general) a universal
one; the whiteness of John’s skin and his rationality are
individual non-substances, and whiteness and rationality
(in general) are universal non-substances. Abelard, how-
ever, is a nominalist. Following, but exploring in more
depth, a lead given by others, including Roscelin, he con-
tended that everything which exists is a particular. There
are no universal things, he argued, because to be univer-
sal a thing would have to be both one and shared between
many in a way that is impossible. Abelard had, then, to
show how the basic structure of the universe can be
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explained solely in terms of particular substance and
non-substances.

Unlike many more recent nominalists, Abelard
accepted that the best scientific description (Aristotle’s,
he thought) cuts nature at the joints: It is a fundamental
truth, he believed, that some things are human beings
and others dogs, and that human beings are human
because they are mortal, rational animals. To be a mortal,
rational animal, indeed, is to have the “status” of man,
Abelard said. But, he quickly added, a status is not a thing.
Every human, then, is alike in having his or her own par-
ticular rationality, mortality, and animality. But what
about these particular non-substance things? They are, in
Abelard’s view, real items on an ontological checklist
because, he says, it might have been the case that the par-
ticularity rationality R1 by which John is rational was the
rationality by which William—who is in fact rational by
rationality R>—is rational, and vice versa; and so R' can-
not be explained away as just being John insofar as he is
rational. The non-substance particulars are dependent,
however, because they cannot exist except in some sub-
stance or other, and they cannot exist in one substance
and then afterward in another. Just as Abelard has to
explain what it is that makes John and William both
human beings, he must explain too what it is that makes
R' and R* both rationalities. But he does not, as might be
expected, try to speak of a status of being rational—ana-
lyzing rationality into certain patterns of behavior, for
instance. Rather, he seems to admit, in all but name, that
there is a universal rationality.

Abelard’s nominalism also poses a semantic problem
with regard to universal words. It is important to grasp
that this problem is not one about reference. Once a kind-
word is first imposed, it automatically refers to every par-
ticular which is really of that kind, even if the impositor
himself has merely a vague or inaccurate idea of the inter-
nal structure which characterizes the species in question.
(This feature, as Peter King [1982] has pointed out, brings
Abelard’s semantics uncannily close to the thought of
contemporary philosophers such as Kripke.) By contrast,
a word’s signification is, for medieval authors in general,
a causal, psychological notion: a word w signifies x by
causing a thought of x in the listener’s mind. The signifi-
cation of “human being” in “John is a human being” is
clearly universal: the x of which it causes a thought is a
universal human being, not a particular one. But how can
there be such an x, if every thing is particular? Abelard’s
answer is to say that universal words cause a mental
image, a confused conception of, for instance, what
humans have in common, which is not the image of any
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particular man. Such confused conceptions are not
things, and it is these conceptions which universal words
signify. The conceptions are not things, because they are
not thoughts themselves (which Abelard would class as
particular non-substance things), but the contents of
thoughts—objects in the world envisaged, to use an
anachronistic expression, under a certain mode of pres-
entation.

Abelard also had a theory about the semantics of
sentences. A sentence signifies neither the things to which
its component words refer, nor the thought they produce,
but rather its dictum (meaning “what it says”). At first
sight, Abelard seems to mean by dictum what modern
philosophers call a proposition, and he does indeed char-
acterize those logical connections that he understands
propositionally—as, for example, between the antecedent
and consequent of a conditional—as holding between
dicta. But it is not quite clear whether dicta are truth-
bearers or rather, like facts, truth-makers. Moreover,
Abelard insists that dicta—along with statuses and com-
mon conceptions—are not things. But whether he can
coherently deny the reality of dicta, while at the same time
using them to underpin his account of the workings of
the universe, remains doubtful. Nonetheless, Abelard’s
metaphysics is bold and original, and it ranges into many
areas other than those discussed here, such as parts and
wholes, relations, the physical constitution of objects and
their sensible properties, and the laws of nature.

ETHICS

Like any Christian thinker, Abelard held that every detail
of world history is providentially ordained. Unlike the
great theologians of the thirteenth century, such as
Thomas Aquinas and John Duns Scotus, he did not
accept that God has any freedom in choosing what the
course of providence should be: God, he argues, must
choose whatever is best to happen, and that, he believes,
leaves no space for alternatives. Yet there is room, Abelard
thought (contradicting the Platonizing tradition of
Augustine and Anselm) for the existence of genuinely evil
things, because—as he explains, citing the distinction
between things and dicta—it is good that there is evil.

If God ordains the universe so that every human
action, good or evil, contributes to the best providence, it
is clear that ethical judgment cannot be based on conse-
quences. Abelard is very often seen as a moral theorist
who, rather, concentrates entirely on intentions, and sub-
scribes to a subjective view of morality. Both aspects of
this characterization need qualification. Following
Augustine’s lead, almost all medieval thinkers based
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moral judgment on intentions. For instance, Abelard’s
immediate predecessors and contemporaries saw sinning
as a stage-by-stage process of intending—a person begins
to sin once he entertains a temptation to perform a for-
bidden act; as he thinks about it with pleasure and plans
how to put it into effect, the sin becomes graver, and it is
more serious still when he actually performs the act. By
contrast, for Abelard someone is guilty of sinning when,
and only when, he consents to the sin—when he is ready
to perform it and will do so unless thwarted. Up until that
moment, he is not guilty, and, once that moment is
reached, his guilt is complete: performing the act will not
increase it.

Abelard’s account of what determines whether an
action is sinful or not seems at first sight to be subjective.
A person sins, he says, by showing contempt for God. It
sounds, from this definition, as if it is the mere subjective
state of someone’s mind, and not what he does or plans
to do, that makes him a sinner. But, for Abelard, one
shows contempt for God precisely by consenting to an
action one knows is divinely forbidden. Sinners do not
usually want to perform a forbidden action because it is
forbidden; rather, they perform it in spite of the fact that
God forbids it, and very often with the fervent wish that
it were licit. Moreover, he does not think that it is a mat-
ter of guesswork to decide which acts God forbids. Chris-
tians and Jews have scriptural revelation to guide them;
but, in any case, Abelard believed, all people in all places
and in all times, apart from children and the mentally
incapable, are able to grasp natural law, which teaches
them the fundamental rules for behavior ordained by
God. Abelard would not hesitate, therefore, to say that, for
example, it is and was always wrong for a mentally nor-
mal adult to commit adultery (unless, in some way, he is
unaware that it is in this case adultery) because he could
not fail to know that adultery is divinely forbidden and
that, therefore, it shows contempt to God to perform it.

Abelard’s account of acting well is less fully devel-
oped than his treatment of sinning. He takes over a list of
four virtues (ultimately from Plato’s Republic) from
Cicero: prudence, justice, courage, and temperance. He
does not, however, use these virtues to provide a view of
the good life for human beings. Rather, he sees justice as
the central virtue, by which a person acts in accord with
God’s commands as known through revelation or natural
law. Prudence is a precondition for being just, but not a
virtue itself. Courage and temperance are props of justice.
A person may be deflected from just action by fear or by
desire for pleasure; courage makes him stand firm,

despite what threatens him; temperance makes him resist
the blandishments of pleasure.

As this description suggests, Abelard tends to think
of morally good action as a hard-won victory over sin-
ning, which is usually the easier or the more pleasant
choice. Yet he also wants to insist that there is something
deficient in goodness about actions which, although car-
ried out from excellent motives, fail to achieve their
intended good effect; as, for example, if a person works
hard in order to provide for the poor or the sick, but his
plans are never realized. Abelard’s ethical theory is further
complicated by a somewhat unexpected twist. He believes
that judgments made by human judges should be based
on a utilitarian evaluation of the punishments given. A
woman who entirely unintentionally smothers her baby
(whom she was trying to keep warm) should be punished
severely, although she has committed no sin, so as to dis-
courage others from making the same mistake.

PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION

Modern interpreters of Abelard tend to play down any
tension between his rationalism and Christian belief: He
used the tools of his logic, they say, to analyse Christian
doctrines and criticize heretical distortions of them, but
he was fully willing to accept the ultimate mysteriousness
of doctrines such as the Trinity. Yet there is good reason
to see Abelard’s main project in the works of his last
decade as being the presentation of a rationalized Chris-
tianity, which in important ways did not accord with the
accepted beliefs of his time.

Abelard’s conception of a universal natural law was
not merely a foundation for his ethical theory. People at
all times and in all places, he believed, have been able to
grasp the fact the God exists, and that God is triune. Sup-
posedly pagan sources, such as Plato, the Sibylls, and the
writings attributed to Hermes Trismegistus, provide bet-
ter testimony, he believes, to the Trinity than anything in
the Old or even the New Testament. Although Abelard—
under pressure to conform to an orthodoxy which, as it
turned out, he was in any case accused of infringing—
might accept a certain element of inexplicable mystery in
the doctrine of divine triunity, he elaborated in the dif-
ferent versions of his Theologia a complex theory of
sameness and difference, which seems to have been
designed to explain in terms of logic how something can
be three and yet one. And he considered that God’s triune
nature emerged just from thinking about the attributes
an omniperfect being must have: “For God to be three
persons—Father, Son and Holy Spirit—is,” he explains at
the beginning of the Theologia Summi Boni, “as if we were
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to say that the divine substance is powerful, wise and
benign. ...” This attitude was part of Abelard’s general,
though nuanced, rejection of there being anything praise-
worthy in the acceptance by faith of truths that are not
understood, and of the limited function he gives to reve-
lation. For most of his contemporaries, the Jews, to whom
the Old Law had been revealed, were far closer to a grasp
of the truth than the ancient pagans. For Abelard, the
pagan philosophers, without revelation but using natural
law, were able to live highly virtuous lives and to reach a
better understanding of God than most of the Jews.

Abelard did not, however, think that every important
theological truth could be grasped by reason, without
revelation. In particular, only by revelation can people
know of Christ’s life and his death, and without this
knowledge, he thought, no one can be saved. But Abelard
went on to argue that God would reveal what was neces-
sary for salvation to anyone who lived well, and also to
give a rationalistic explanation of why it was necessary to
know about Christ’s crucifixion—because it set an exam-
ple of love, indispensable for being able to overcome
temptations. Similarly, while Abelard broadly accepted
the biblical accounts of heaven and hell, he was one of the
few medieval thinkers to insist that they should not be
interpreted literally.

AFTER ABELARD

One of the schools of later twelfth-century philosophy,
the nominales, probably consisted of Abelard’s followers.
But, apart from his letters to Héloise, Abelard was not one
of the authors who was much read after 1200. Elements of
his approach to logic were absorbed into the developing
medieval curriculum, although many of his subtlest ideas
seem never to have been used. The type of doctrinal
problems raised by him influenced the Sentences, written
by Peter Lombard in the 1150s, and through this work,
which became the standard textbook, the whole tradition
of later medieval theology. Abelard’s effect on the posi-
tions and arguments they developed was very limited,
however, because the university theologians had their
outlook formed by a reading of the whole range of Aris-
totle’s philosophy and the Arabic commentary tradition.
In many ways, however, Abelard’s approach to meta-
physics and the philosophy of religion, with its basis in
logical and linguistic analysis, is closer to today’s philo-
sophical tastes than the grand systems of the thirteenth
and early fourteenth-century philosophers.

ABELARD, PETER

See also Aristotelianism; Logic, History of: Ancient Logic;
Logic, History of: Medieval (European) Logic; William
of Champeaux.
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The claims to which partisans on both sides of the “abor-
tion” issue appeal seem, if one is not thinking of the abor-
tion issue, close to self-evident, or they appear to be easily
defensible. The case against abortion (Beckwith 1993)
rests on the proposition that there is a very strong pre-
sumption that ending another human life is seriously
wrong. Almost everyone who is not thinking about the
abortion issue would agree. There are good arguments for
the view that fetuses are both living and human. (“Fetus”
is generally used in the philosophical literature on abor-
tion to refer to a human organism from the time of con-
ception to the time of birth.) Thus, it is easy for those
opposed to abortion to think that only the morally
depraved or the seriously confused could disagree with
them.

Standard pro-choice views appeal either to the
proposition that women have the right to make decisions
concerning their own bodies or to the proposition that
fetuses are not yet persons. Both of these propositions
seem either to be platitudes or to be straightforwardly
defensible. Thus, it is easy for pro-choicers to believe that
only religious fanatics or dogmatic conservatives could
disagree. This explains, at least in part, why the abortion
issue has created so much controversy. The philosophical
debate regarding abortion has been concerned largely
with subjecting these apparently obvious claims to the
analytical scrutiny philosophers ought to give to them.

Consider first the standard argument against abor-
tion. One frequent objection to the claim that fetuses are
both human and alive is that we do not know when life
begins. The reply to this objection is that fetuses both
grow and metabolize and whatever grows and metabo-
lizes is alive. Some argue that the beginning of life should
be defined in terms of the appearance of brain function,
because death is now defined in terms of the absence of
brain function (Brody 1975). This would permit abortion
within at least eight weeks after conception. However,
because death is, strictly speaking, defined in terms of the
irreversible loss of brain function, the mere absence of
brain function is not a sufficient condition for the
absence of life. Accordingly, the claim that the presence of
brain function is a necessary condition for the presence of
life is left unsupported. Also, the standard antiabortion
argument is criticized on the ground that we do not know
when the soul enters the body. However, such a criticism
is plainly irrelevant to the standard, apparently secular,
antiabortion argument we are considering.

The Thomistic premise that it is always wrong inten-
tionally to end an innocent human life is used by the Vat-
ican to generate the prohibition of abortion. This premise
is often attacked for presupposing “absolutism.” This Vat-
ican principle seems to render immoral active euthanasia,
even when a patient is in excruciating, unrelievable pain
or in persistent coma; it even seems to render immoral
ending the life of a human cancer-cell culture. In none of
these cases is the individual whose life is ended victim-
ized. Thus, the Vatican principle seems most implausible.

Opponents of abortion are better off appealing to
the weaker proposition that there is a very strong pre-
sumption against ending a human life (Beckwith 1993).
Because this presumption can be overridden when the
victim has no interest in continued life, use of this prem-
ise provides a way of dealing with the above counterex-
amples. However, this tactic provides room for another
objection to the antiabortion argument. Some pro-
choicers have argued that insentient fetuses have no inter-
est in continued life. Because what is insentient does not
care about what is done to it and because what does not
care about what is done to it cannot have interests, insen-
tient fetuses cannot have an interest in living. Therefore,
abortion of insentient fetuses is not wrong (Steinbock
1992, Sumner 1981, and Warren 1987).

If this argument were sound, then it would also show
that patients who are in temporary coma, and therefore
insentient, do not have an interest in living. M. A. Warren
(1987) attempts to avoid this counterexample by making
the neurological capacity for sentience a necessary condi-
tion for having any interests at all and, therefore, for hav-
ing an interest in living. This move does not solve the
problem, however. Because the argument in favor of per-
mitting the abortion of insentient fetuses generated an
untenable conclusion, that argument must be rejected.
Because the argument rests on an equivocation between
what one takes an interest in and what is in one’s interest,
there are even better reasons for rejecting it. Accordingly,
this objection to the standard antiabortion argument is
unsupported.

The classic antiabortion argument is subject to a
major theoretical difficulty. Antiabortionists have tried
vigorously to avoid the charge that they are trying to force
their religious views upon persons who do not share
them. However, the moral rule to which the standard
antiabortion argument appeals obtains its particular
force in the abortion dispute because it singles out mem-
bers of the species Homo sapiens (rather than persons or
sentient beings or beings with a future like ours, for
example). It is difficult to imagine how the Homo sapiens
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rule could be defended against its competitors without
relying upon the standard theological exegesis of the
Sixth Commandment and upon the divine-command
theory on which its moral standing rests. This leads to
two problems. First, arguments against divine-command
ethical theory seem compelling. Second, when arguments
based on divine-command theory are transported into
the Constitutional realm, First Amendment problems
arise.

The philosophical literature contains two major
kinds of pro-choice strategies. The personhood strategy
appeals to the proposition that no fetuses are persons. If
this is so, then, because a woman plainly has the right to
control her own body if she does not directly harm
another person, abortion is morally permissible. How-
ever, Judith Thomson (1971) has argued that a woman’s
right to control her own body can justify the right to an
abortion in some situations even if fetuses are persons.
This second strategy rests on the claim that no one’s right
to life entails the right to a life-support system provided
by another’s body even if use of that life-support system
is the only way to save one’s life. Thus, even if opponents
of abortion are successful in establishing that fetuses have
the right to life, they have not thereby established that any
fetus has the right to anyone else’s uterus.

It is widely believed that Thomson’s strategy can jus-
tify abortion in cases of rape and in cases where the life of
a pregnant woman is threatened by pregnancy (Warren
1973). There is much less unanimity concerning other
cases, because it is generally believed that, if we create a
predicament for others, we have special obligations to
help them in their predicament. Furthermore, let us grant
that A’s right to life does not entail A’s right to B’s body
even when A needs B’s body to sustain life. Presumably,
by parity of reasoning, B’s right to B’s body does not
entail B’s right to take A’s life even if A’s continuing to live
severely restricts B’s choices. Thus, we have a standoff,
and the winner from the moral point of view will be that
individual with the strongest right. Although Thomson’s
strategy has been widely discussed and raises interesting
questions about the duty of beneficence, questions both
about its philosophical underpinnings and about its
scope suggest that philosophically inclined pro-choicers
would be better off with a personhood strategy.

No doubt, this is why personhood strategies have
dominated the pro-choice philosophical literature. Such
strategies come in many varieties (Engelhardt 1986; Fein-
berg 1986; Tooley 1972, 1983, and 1994; and Warren
1973, 1987). Warren’s 1973 version is most famous. She
argued that reflection on our concept of person suggests

ABORTION

that in order to be a person one must possess at least
more than one of the following five characteristics: con-
sciousness, rationality, self-motivated activity, the capac-
ity to communicate, and the presence of a concept of self.
Since no fetus possesses any of these characteristics, no
fetus is a person. If only persons have full moral rights,
then fetuses lack the full right to life. Therefore, abortion
may never be forbidden for the sake of a fetus.

One might object to such a strategy on the ground
that, since fetuses are potential persons, the moral impor-
tance of personhood guarantees them a full place in the
moral community. The best reply to such an objection is
that the claim that X’s have a right to Y does not entail
that potential X’s have a right to Y (think of potential vot-
ers and potential presidents; Feinberg 1986).

Although personhood theorists (like antiabortion-
ists) tend to say little about the moral theories on which
their views rest (Engelhardt 1986 is an interesting excep-
tion), presumably most personhood theorists will turn
out to be, when driven to the wall, social-contract theo-
rists. Such theories, according to which morality is a self-
interested agreement concerning rules of conduct among
rational agents, tend to have problems accounting for the
moral standing of those who are not rational agents—
beings such as animals, young children, the retarded, the
psychotic, and the senile. Thus, the personhood defense
of the pro-choice position tends to have problems that
are the inverse of those of the classic antiabortion argu-
ment.

Both
accounts appeal, in the final analysis, to the characteris-
tics fetuses manifest at the time they are fetuses as a basis
for their arguments concerning the ethics of abortion.
This appeal may be a mistake both defenses share. My
premature death would be a great misfortune to me
because it would deprive me of a future of value. This is
both generalizable and arguably the basis for the pre-
sumptive wrongness of ending human life. Such a view
seems to imply that abortion is seriously immoral, seems

standard antiabortion and personhood

to have a defensible intuitive basis, and seems to avoid the
counterexamples that threaten alternative views (Marquis
1989). However, this view is subject to two major objec-
tions. One could argue that the difference between the
relation of fetuses to their futures and the relation of
adults to their futures would explain why adults are
wronged by losing their futures but fetuses are not
(McInerney 1990). One might also argue that because
human sperm and ova have valuable futures like ours, the
valuable future criterion for the wrongness of killing is
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too broad (Norcross 1990). Not everyone believes these
objections are conclusive.

See also Animal Rights and Welfare; Bioethics; Rights.
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ABSOLUTE, THE

“The Absolute” is a term used by philosophers to signify
the ultimate reality regarded as one and yet as the source
of variety; as complete, or perfect, and yet as not divorced
from the finite, imperfect world. The term was intro-
duced into the philosophical vocabulary at the very end
of the eighteenth century by Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph
von Schelling and Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel and
was naturalized into English by Samuel Taylor Coleridge
as early as 18091810 in The Friend. Later in the century
it was an important term in the writings of such Idealist
philosophers as James Frederick Ferrier, Francis Herbert
Bradley, Bernard Bosanquet, and Josiah Royce.
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INTRODUCTION OF THE TERM

One of the sources of the philosophy of the Absolute is
the literature about Benedict (Baruch) de Spinoza com-
mencing with Moses Mendelssohn’s Morgenstunden
(1785) and F. H. Jacobi’s Ueber die Lehre des Spinoza in
Briefen an den Herrn Moses Mendelssohn (1785). The
expression “the Absolute” does not appear in these books,
but there is a discussion of Spinoza’s view that God does
not transcend the world but is the sole infinite substance
in which everything has its being. In the second edition of
his book (1789), Jacobi printed as an appendix passages
from Giordano Bruno’s De la causa, principio et uno
(1584) in order to call attention to a defense of pantheism
that had, in Jacobi’s view, influenced both Spinoza and
Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz.

Another source of the philosophy of the Absolute is
Immanuel Kant’s doctrine of the Reason as the faculty
that aims at unified knowledge of the Unconditioned—
“to find for the conditioned knowledge of the Under-
standing the Unconditioned that completes its unity”
(Critique of Pure Reason, A307). In the Fourth Antinomy
(A453) Kant writes of “an absolutely necessary being”
(ein Absolutnotwendiges), and in the Critique of Judgment,
in his account of the sublime, Kant distinguishes between
what is great merely by comparison with something
smaller (comparative magnum) and what is absolutely,
not merely comparatively, great (absolute magnum). The
former is a sensible concept, the latter is a concept of the
Reason that “conducts the notion of nature to a super-
sensible substratum (underlying both nature and our fac-
ulty of thought) which is great beyond every standard of
the senses” §26). Kant, of course, warned against suppos-
ing that these concepts of absolute unity and the
absolutely unconditioned were more than Ideas that
direct and regulate the search for empirical knowledge.
But he himself, in the Critique of Practical Reason (1788),
claimed to show that the reality of an unconditioned
cause, and hence of freedom, could be proved “by means
of an apodeictic law of the practical reason, and becomes
the keystone of the whole edifice of a system of pure, even
of speculative reason” (Preface). Thus Kant himself went
some way toward repairing the destruction he had
wrought upon “the edifice of speculative reason,” and
during his last years Johann Gottlieb Fichte and Schelling
carried this work further in ways he by no means
approved.

We have seen that Kant said that the Practical Reason
provided proof of something Unconditioned, namely, of
free, uncaused activity. Fichte, in his Grundlage der
gesammten Wissenschaftslehre (1794), developed this
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aspect of Kant’s teaching, arguing that a nonempirical,
free, and active self must be regarded not merely as a con-
dition of human knowledge, but also as the source and
essence of all that is. (It is “All my I,” as Coleridge deri-
sively parodies it in the Biographia Literaria.) Thus the
Transcendental Ego, which in Kant’s philosophy was a
logical or epistemological conception, was transformed
by Fichte into the “absolute ego,” a being that he later
described as “the creator of all phenomena, including
phenomenal individuals.” Schelling’s earliest writings
were reinforcements of Fichte’s views and shared his
philosophical vocabulary.

By 1800, however, Schelling was moving toward a
position of his own, and in his System des transzenden-
talen Idealismus of that year he writes of “an Absolute,”
and even, once or twice, of “the Absolute.” In his Darstel-
lung meines Systems der Philosophie (1801) he writes that
“there is no philosophy except from the standpoint of the
Absolute,” and “Reason is the Absolute” In Hegel’s Dif-
ferenz des Fichtischen und Schellingschen Systems der
Philosophie (1801) the Absolute is constantly referred to.
Hegel writes, for example: “Division and conflict
[Entzweiung] is the source of the need for philosophy, and
in the form of the culture of the age, is its unfree, merely
given aspect. What is merely an appearance of the
Absolute has isolated itself from the Absolute and set
itself up as independent.” It will be noticed that in this
passage the Absolute is contrasted with appearances and
with what is “unfree,” and that there is a further contrast
between appearances that are falsely regarded as inde-
pendent and appearances viewed in relation to the
Absolute.

In 1803, there appeared the second edition of the
essay by Schelling titled Ideen zu einer Philosophie der
Natur, which had first appeared in 1797. In an appendix
written for this new edition, Schelling argues that philos-
ophy, as concerned with first principles, must be “an
absolute science,” that it is therefore concerned with what
is absolute, and that, since all things (Dinge) are condi-
tioned (bedingt), philosophy must be concerned with the
activity of knowing rather than with things or objects.
“Philosophy,” he writes, “is the science of the Absolute,”
and the Absolute is the identity of the act of knowledge
and of what is known. Schelling gives the name “Absolute
Idealism” to the philosophy in which this identity is rec-
ognized. The exponent of Absolute Idealism, he argues,
seeks out the intelligence that is necessarily embodied in
nature, and he achieves by means of “intellectual intu-
ition” a grasp of the identity between knower and known.
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ABSOLUTE, THE

“The Absolute” was now well established in the vocabu-
lary of Idealist philosophy.

SOME VIEWS ABOUT THE NATURE OF
THE ABSOLUTE

We have seen that Schelling regarded the Absolute as that
which intellectual intuition revealed as the identity of the
knower and the known. He argued, furthermore, that
knowledge is inseparable from will, so that the ultimate
whole is active and free. The Absolute is manifested not
only in nature but also in human history, which is a
progress toward self-consciousness. An important thesis
of Schelling’s philosophy of the Absolute is that whereas
in nature the Absolute is embodied in an unconscious
way, in works of art it is consciously embodied, so that
through his productions the artistic genius reveals the
Absolute to humankind. In Philosophie und Religion
(1804) Schelling tried to show how the finite, phenome-
nal world is related to the Absolute. He here had recourse
to the notion of a fall that is a consequence of freedom
and is yet, like the Absolute itself, outside time. He recog-
nized that his view might be regarded as pantheistic (it
was so regarded by Coleridge), and he attempted to show
that human selves are, although finite, divine by nature.
Thus the philosophy of the Absolute is developed as a sort
of theology with some kinship to the speculations of
Nicholas of Cusa.

It is well known that in his Phenomenology of Mind
(1807) Hegel, by his characterization, “a night in which all
cows are black,” insinuated that Schelling’s Absolute had
no positive ascertainable features. Schelling, for his part,
regarded Hegel’s Absolute as “panlogistical”; that is, as
nothing but an array of abstract categories. In his Ency-
clopedia Hegel presents various “definitions” of the
Absolute in ascending order of complexity and adequacy.
It is Being, he says, as Parmenides had held, but this is the
least that can be said about it. It is also the self-identical,
and, at a higher level, it is inference (Schluss—Wallace
translates it “syllogism”). These definitions, from the
Logic, appear to confirm Schelling’s criticisms; but when
Hegel comes to the Philosophy of Mind, the third part of
the Encyclopedia, he writes that “the Absolute is mind:
this is the highest definition of the Absolute” In his
account of mind, Hegel shows how it develops as society
moves toward higher levels of freedom in the course of
human history, and how it reaches its fullest expression in
the self-consciousness of the philosopher. Hegel’s inten-
tion was to describe the Absolute in such a way that it
would be seen to be infinite and yet comprise the finite
within itself, and to be real and yet contain the apparent.

But this intention was so ambitious that the result is
ambiguity, and the Hegelian Absolute has been regarded
by some, including Andrew Seth (later Pringle-Pattison),
as “a single self” in which finite selves are lost, and by oth-
ers, such as J. McT. E. McTaggart, as a society of individ-
ual, nontemporal selves. The ambiguity is also reflected in
divergent interpretations of the religious significance of
Hegel’s Absolute, the majority of interpreters regarding it
as equivalent to God, with others, for example, Bruno
Bauer and Kojeéve, taking the view that “the Absolute” is
Hegel’s designation for man as a progressing historical
individual.

In the nineteenth century and the early twentieth
century, Absolutism became an important influence in
the philosophy of Great Britain and the United States. J.
S. Ferrier, who had written a life of Schelling and who had
studied Coleridge and was aware of Schelling’s influence
on him, expounded, in his Institutes of Metaphysics
(1854), a pluralistic Absolutism according to which there
is a plurality of contingent “Absolute Existences” that are
“minds-together-with-that-which-they-apprehend,” and
one “Absolute Existence which is strictly necessary ... a
supreme, infinite and everlasting Mind in synthesis with
all things” But the most influential version of Absolute
Idealism to be published in English was Bradley’s Appear-
ance and Reality (1893). In this book Bradley argued that
mere appearances are conflicting and self-contradictory
and that reality or the Absolute must therefore be harmo-
nious and consistent. The self-contradictory character of
appearances is due to their relatedness, and therefore the
Absolute must not contain relations. Bradley maintained
that the nature and possibility of a harmonious nonrela-
tional whole is adumbrated in “immediate experience,”
the prereflective experience from which the world of dis-
tinct and related things emerges as we learn to talk and to
judge. In this prereflective experience, subject and object
are not yet differentiated, and there is diversity without
numerical plurality. “From such an experience of unity
below relations,” Bradley writes, “we can rise to the idea of
a superior unity above them.” In this view, the Absolute is
a suprarelational, differentiated harmony of experience.
It is not a self, and it is not God, for “short of the
Absolute, God cannot rest, and having reached that goal,
he is lost and religion with him.” Some have thought that
this view of the Absolute is less open to the charge of pan-
logism than is that of Hegel. Before the publication of
Appearance and Reality, Andrew Seth had, from within
the Idealist school, criticized the line of thought that sub-
merged individual selves in an impersonal or supraper-
sonal Absolute. McTaggart, we have seen, did not
interpret Hegel in this way, and endeavored on his own
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account to show that the unreality of the phenomenal
world is consistent with the absolute existence of individ-
ual selves. Josiah Royce’s solidly and persuasively argued
The World and the Individual (1904) is another attempt to
rescue individual minds from absorption in the Absolute.

CRITICAL COMMENTS

It is remarkable that a line of philosophical argument that
set out to defend the reality of mind and of freedom
should end up with minds that are self-contradictory
appearances and an Absolute that alone is free. The
Absolute was to have been the seat of freedom, reality,
truth, and harmony; yet if Bradley was right, harmony
and reality shut out the possibility of truth and freedom.
Like Spinoza he tried to meet the difficulty with a doc-
trine of degrees of truth and freedom; and the compari-
son is revealing, for Spinoza is often regarded as a
determinist. What went wrong? Coleridge, although
greatly impressed by Schelling, argued in The Friend that
Schelling’s view, like that of Spinoza, was pantheistic. We
may agree that Schelling sought for truth and freedom in
the universe at large instead of in the limited beings to
which they really belong. Schelling continued Kant’s error
of locating freedom outside the only world in which it is
of importance, the world in which individual men decide
and act. The view of Absolute Idealists is, however, that
this world is merely phenomenal and must be contrasted
with an infinite reality that contains it. The critic will ask
whether this infinite reality must exist or whether it is
only a projection from the finite. In adopting the former
view, Absolutists have used arguments analogous to the
Ontological Argument and to the Argument from the
Contingency of the World. It would be self-contradictory,
that is, to suppose that the Perfect could fail to exist; and
in any case contingent being could not be unless there
were a Necessary Being. Pierre Gassendi, Kant, and others
have brought forward arguments against these so-called
proofs, but it will not do merely to move forward these
“disproofs” in opposition to Absolute Idealism. For the
defenders of the Absolute do not allow that the distinc-
tions made in these objections, between thought and real-
ity or between concepts and things, are tenable just as
they stand. Absolute Idealists cannot be refuted by argu-
ments in which commonsense distinctions or the terms
of an opposed philosophical tradition are uncritically
presupposed. It is true that the conceptual adventurous-
ness of Absolute Idealism was the occasion for the
extreme conceptual conservatism of G. E. Moore and of
those philosophers who insist on the essential rightness
of ordinary language. But in the course of philosophical

ABUBACER

argument it has emerged that facts and concepts, the
world and the ways in which it is thought about, cannot
be isolated from one another as dogmatic common sense
says they can be. On this matter the Absolutists’ prejudice
in favor of unity seems to have caused them to look in the
right direction and to see how closely associated with one
another are our conceptual framework and the world it is
used to describe and classify.
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ACTION

People speak not only of the actions of human beings and
other intelligent animals but also of the actions of inani-
mate objects such as acids and waves. The philosophy of
action, however, is not directly concerned with the
actions of inanimate objects. Its primary subject matter is
intentional action. Two questions are central in the phi-
losophy of action: What are intentional actions? And how
are intentional actions to be explained? An adequate
answer to the first question would enable one to see how
intentional actions differ from everything else—includ-
ing the actions of acids and waves, nonactions, and unin-
tentional actions. A successful answer to the second
question would provide one with the theoretical machin-
ery to use in explaining why you are reading this entry
and why the author wrote it.

INTENTIONAL ACTION AND
INDIVIDUATION

According to an attractive causal theory, intentional
actions are, in one important respect, like money. The
piece of paper with which Ann just purchased her drink
is a genuine U.S. dollar bill partly in virtue of its having
been produced (in the right way) by the U.S. Treasury
Department. A duplicate bill produced with plates and
paper stolen from the Treasury Department is a counter-
feit bill, not a genuine one. Similarly, according to one
kind of causal theory of intentional action, a certain event
is Ann’s buying a drink—an intentional action—partly in
virtue of its having been produced in the right way by cer-
tain mental items. An event someone else covertly pro-
duces by remote control—one including visually
indistinguishable bodily motions not appropriately pro-
duced by Ann’s intentions or decisions (nor by physical
states or events that realize the mental items)—is not
Ann’s intentional action, even if she feels as though she is
in charge. (This view does not identify intentional actions
with nonactional events—or nonintentional actions—
caused in the right way. That would be analogous to iden-
tifying genuine U.S. dollar bills with pieces of printed

paper that are not genuine U.S. dollar bills and are pro-
duced in the right way by the U.S. Treasury Department,
which is absurd.)

The question “What are intentional actions?” directly
raises two other questions. “How do intentional actions
differ from everything else?” and, “How do intentional
actions differ from one another?” A crude sketch of one
answer to the first question about differences has just
been provided. Intentional actions differ from other
events in their causal history. Events that are intentional
actions are produced in a certain way by mental items (or
physical states and events that realize these items); events
that are not intentional actions lack such a causal history
(a topic picked up again in section 2.) Alternative con-
ceptions of intentional action include (1) an internalist
view, according to which intentional actions differ expe-
rientially from other events in a way that is essentially
independent of how, or whether, they are caused; (2) a
conception of intentional actions as composites of non-
actional mental events or states (e.g., intentions) and per-
tinent nonactional effects (e.g., an arm’s rising); and (3)
views identifying an intentional action with the causing
of a suitable nonactional product by appropriate nonac-
tional mental events or states—or, instead, by an agent.

A debate over the second question about differ-
ences—the question of action individuation—has pro-
duced a collection of relatively precise alternatives: a
coarse-grained view, a fine-grained view, and componen-
tial views. Donald Davidson writes, “I flip the switch, turn
on the light, and illuminate the room. Unbeknownst to
me I also alert a prowler to the fact that I am home”
(1980, p. 4). How many actions does the agent, Don, per-
form? Davidson’s coarse-grained answer is one action “of
which four descriptions have been given” (p. 4). The
action is intentional under certain descriptions (e.g., “I
flip the switch”), and unintentional under others (e.g., “I
alert the prowler”). A fine-grained alternative view treats
A and B as different actions if, in performing them, the
agent exemplifies different action properties. In this view,
Don has performed at least four actions (only some of
which are intentional), because the action properties at
issue are distinct. An agent may exemplify any of these
action properties without exemplifying any of the others.
One may even turn on a light in a room without illumi-
nating the room (the light may be painted black). Com-
ponential views represent Don’s illuminating the room as
an intentional action having various components, includ-
ing—but not necessarily limited to—his moving his arm,
his flipping the switch, and the light’s going on. Where
proponents of the coarse-grained and fine-grained theo-
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ries find, respectively, a single action under different
descriptions and a collection of intimately related
actions, advocates of the various componential views
locate a larger action having smaller actions among its
parts.

Davidson and Jennifer Hornsby hold that every
action is intentional under some description. Proponents
of alternative theories of action individuation may make
an analogous claim: in every case of action something is
done intentionally; when nothing is done intentionally,
no action is performed. Where Davidson and Hornsby
seek to distinguish descriptions under which an action is
intentional from descriptions under which it is not, other
philosophers may seek to distinguish intentional from
unintentional actions in the same case of action. Either
way, intentional actions are of primary importance.

This entry proceeds in a neutral way regarding the
leading contending theories of individuation. Readers
may treat the action variable A as a variable either for
actions themselves (construed componentially or in a
more fine-grained way) or for actions under A-
descriptions, depending on their preferred mode of
action individuation. The same goes for the term action.

CAUSALISM: BACKGROUND AND A
CHALLENGE

One approach to understanding both the nature of inten-
tional action and the explanation of intentional actions
emphasizes causation. The conjunction of the following
two theses may be termed standard causalism: (1) An
event’s being an intentional action depends on how it was
caused; and (2) Proper explanations of intentional
actions are causal explanations. Familiar causal theories
feature as causes such psychological or mental items as
beliefs, desires, intentions, and such related events as
acquiring an intention to A.

Causalism typically is embraced as part of a natura-
listic stand on agency, according to which mental items
that play causal/explanatory roles in intentional action
are in some way dependent on or realized in physical
states and events. A range of options is open. Indeed, any
viable solution to the mind-body problem that supports
the idea that the mental has a significant causal/explana-
tory role in intentional action would, in principle, be wel-
comed by causalists.

Aristotle endorses the idea that intentional actions
are to be explained, causally, in terms of mental states or
events in his assertion that “the origin of action—its effi-
cient, not its final cause—is choice, and that of choice is

ACTION

desire and reasoning with a view to an end” (Aristotle
1984, 1139a31-32). Davidson, in an influential article,
“Actions, Reasons, and Causes,” rebuts arguments against
causalism, develops a positive causalist view, and presents
noncausalists with what has proved to be a difficult chal-
lenge. Addressed to philosophers who hold that when
people act intentionally they act for reasons, the challenge
is to provide an account of the reasons for which people
act that does not treat (people’s having) those reasons as
figuring in the causation of the relevant behavior (or, one
might add, as realized in physical causes of the behavior).
The challenge is acute when an agent has more than one
reason for A-ing but A-s only for only one of them. Imag-
ine that Al has a pair of reasons for mowing his lawn this
morning. First, he wants to mow it this week and he
believes that this morning is the most convenient time.
Second, he has an urge to repay his neighbor for the rude
awakening Al suffered recently when the neighbor turned
on her mower at the crack of dawn; he believes that his
mowing his lawn this morning would repay her. As it
happens, Al mows his lawn this morning only for one of
these reasons. In virtue of what is it true that he mowed
his lawn for this reason, and not the other, if not that this
reason—or his having this reason or what realizes either
this reason or his having it—and not the other, played a
suitable causal role in his mowing his lawn? Alfred Mel-
erebuts detailed noncausalist attempts to answer this
challenge in chapter two of Motivation and Agency. Space
constraints preclude pursuing the issue here.

TWO ALLEGED PROBLEMS FOR
CAUSALISM

Two alleged problems for causalism that continue to be
lively topics of debate are causal deviance and vanishing
agents.

CAUSAL DEVIANCE. Deviant causal chains raise difficul-
ties for causal analyses of action itself and of doing some-
thing intentionally. The alleged problem is that whatever
psychological causes are claimed to be both necessary and
sufficient for a resultant event’s being an action, or for an
action’s being intentional, cases can be described in
which, owing to a deviant causal connection between the
favored psychological antecedents—for example, events
of intention acquisition—and a resultant event, that
event is not an action, or a pertinent resultant action is
not done intentionally.

The most common examples of deviance divide into
two types: (1) Examples of primary deviance, which raise
a problem about a relatively direct connection between
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mental antecedents and resultant bodily motion; and (2)
examples of secondary deviance, which highlight behav-
ioral consequences of intentional actions and the connec-
tion between these actions and their consequences. In
Davidson’s well-known example of primary deviance, “A
climber ... want[s] to rid himself of the weight and dan-
ger of holding another man on a rope, and he ... know([s]
that by loosening his hold on the rope he [can] rid him-
self of the weight and danger. This belief and want ... so
unnerve him as to cause him to loosen his hold” uninten-
tionally (1980, p. 79). In his equally well-known example
of secondary deviance, “A man [tries] to kill someone by
shooting at him. [He] misses his victim by a mile, but the
shot stampedes a herd of wild pigs that trample the
intended victim to death” (p. 78).

Instructive attempts to resolve the problems exam-
ples such as these pose highlight four points:

((1)) An event is an intentional action only if it is an
action, and in many cases of deviance the perti-
nent event seems not to be an action. For exam-
ple, the climber’s “loosening his hold” is more
aptly described as the rope’s slipping from his
trembling fingers.

((2)) An analysis of intentional action may preclude
there being a gap between an action’s psychologi-
cal causal initiator and the beginning of the
action. If, for example, every intentional action
has the acquisition of a proximal intention—that
is, an intention to A now or an intention to A,
beginning now—as a proximate cause, there is no
room between cause and the beginning of action
for primary deviance. (“Proximate cause” may be
defined as follows: x is a proximate cause of y if
and only if x is a cause of y and there is nothing z
such that x is a cause of z and z is a cause of y.)

((3)) Intention (or one’s preferred psychological item)
has a continuous guiding function in the develop-
ment of intentional action.

((4)) An action’s being intentional depends on its fit-
ting the agent’s conception or representation of
the manner in which it will be performed—a con-
dition violated in Davidson’s shooting scenario.

George Wilson challenges point 2. Sometimes, Wil-
son observes, “intentions cause states of nervous agitation
that positively enable the agent to perform the type of
action intended” (1989, p. 252). He offers the example of
a weightlifter whose “intention to lift the weight then
caused a rush of nervous excitement that was, in fact, nec-
essary for him to budge the great weight even slightly

from off the floor” (1989, p. 252). However, this observa-
tion and example arguably leave the requirement of prox-
imate causation unscathed. What is required is not that
intention-inspired nervousness, agitation, and the like,
play no role in the production of intentional actions, but
rather that they not fill a gap between the acquisition of a
pertinent proximal intention and action in such a way
that intention acquisition figures only indirectly in the
production of the corresponding action. In Wilson’s
example, one may contend, there is no gap between
intention acquisition and the beginning of the lifting that
is filled by nervousness. Rather, one may argue that inten-
tion acquisition proximately initiates the lifting—which
action, according to some causalists, begins with a rele-
vant brain event prior to the weight’s rising—while also
producing nervousness that is required for the agent’s
even budging the weight.

Proximal intentions typically are not momentary
states, and the intention to lift the weight in the present
case is at work as long as the lifting continues. Even if
nervousness were somehow required for the occurrence
of the agent’s muscular movements themselves, a nerv-
ousness producing proximal intention to lift the weight
whose acquisition plays a causal role in the production of
a corresponding intentional lift would, in conjunction
with the resultant nervousness, figure in the proximate
initiation of those movements. If, alternatively, the causal
role of an intention to lift the weight were exhausted by
the intention’s issuing in nervousness, and the nervous-
ness were somehow to result in the upward movement of
limbs and weight independently of any pertinent inten-
tion present at the time, the weightlifting would not be
intentional. The case—aside from its failure to provide an
intuitively appealing mechanistic explanation of the focal
occurrence—would then be on par with familiar exam-
ples of nonintentional occurrences caused by intention-
inspired nervousness (e.g., the climber’s case).

The point about the continued functioning of prox-
imal intentions blunts an objection John Bishop (1989)
raises to Myles Brand’s position on primary deviance.
Bishop observes that deviance can break in after intention
acquisition has (properly) initiated a causal chain—but
before bodily movement occurs—and strip agents of
control over their motions. In such cases, although
agents’ motions may accord with their intentions, they do
not act intentionally. On Brand’s view, however, the prox-
imal intentions that initiate intentional actions also sus-
tain and guide them: “Given that intention is in part
guidance ... of activity, the intention continues as long as
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guidance ... continues” (1984, p. 175). In a case of the
kind Bishop imagines, guidance is absent.

Some causal theorists who have assessed cases of pri-
mary deviance as attempted counterexamples to a causal
account of what it is for an action to be intentional have
dismissed them on the grounds that they are not cases of
action at all. If this diagnosis is correct, primary deviance
poses an apparent problem for the project of construct-
ing a causal analysis of action. Can causalists identify
something of a causal nature in virtue of which it is false
that the climber performed the action of loosening his
grip on the rope?

In a discussion of primary deviance, Alvin Goldman
remarks: “A complete explanation of how wants and
beliefs lead to intentional acts would require extensive
neurophysiological information, and I do not think it is
fair to demand of a philosophical analysis that it provide
this information.... A detailed delineation of the causal
process that is characteristic of intentional action is a
problem mainly for the special sciences” (1970, p. 62).
This remark may strike some readers as evasive, but
Goldman has a point. A deviant causal connection
between an X and a Y is deviant relative to normal causal
connections between X-s and Y-s. Moreover, what counts
as normal in this context is perspective-relative. From the
point of view of physics, for example, there is nothing
abnormal about Davidson’s examples of deviance. And,
for beings of a particular kind, the normal route from
intention to action may be best articulated partly in neu-
rophysiological terms.

One way around the problem posed by incomplete
neuroscientific knowledge is to design (in imagination, of
course) an agent’s motor control system. Knowing the
biological being’s design in that sphere, there is then a
partial basis for distinguishing causal chains associated
with overt action—that is, action essentially involving
peripheral bodily motion—from deviant motion-pro-
ducing chains. If one can distinguish deviant from non-
deviant causal chains in designed agents—that is, chains
not appropriate to action from action-producing
chains—then the same may also be done for normal
human beings, if much more than is currently known
about the human body is discovered. (This line of
thought is pursued in Mele 2003, ch. 2).

VANISHING AGENTS. Some philosophers claim that
causalism precludes there being any actions at all and
therefore makes agents vanish. According to Thomas
Nagel, “The essential source of the problem is a view of
persons and their actions as part of the order of nature....

ACTION

That conception, if pressed, leads to the feeling that we
are not agents at all.... My doing of an act—or the doing
of an act by someone else—seems to disappear when we
think of the world objectively. There seems no room for
agency in [such] a world.... There is only what happens”
(1986, pp. 110-111).

Nagel’s worry is not worrisome. Cats and dogs are
part of the natural order. If radical skeptical hypotheses
are set aside—for example, the hypotheses that every-
thing is a dream and that all biological entities are brains
in vats—it is plain that cats and dogs act. They fight, eat,
and play. When they do these things they are acting. The
same is true of humans, even if people are part of the nat-
ural order. Supernatural beings (e.g., gods and ghosts) are
not part of the natural order. That a being needs to be
supernatural in order to act is an interesting proposition,
but it is difficult to take that proposition seriously in the
absence of a powerful argument for it.

J. David Velleman voices a variant of Nagel’s worry.
He contends that standard causal accounts of intentional
action do not capture what “distinguishes human action
from other animal behavior” and do not accommodate
“human action par excellence” (2000, p. 124). He also
reports that his objection to what he calls “the standard
story of human action” (p. 123), a causal story, “is not that
it mentions mental occurrences in the agent instead of
the agent himself [but] that the occurrences it mentions
in the agent are no more than occurrences in him,
because their involvement in an action does not add up to
the agent’s being involved” (p. 125). Velleman says that
this problem would remain even if the mind-body prob-
lem were solved, and, like Nagel, he regards the problem
as “distinct from the problem of free-will” (p. 127).

Here, Velleman runs together two separate issues.
Human agents may be involved in some of their actions
in ways that cats and dogs are involved in many of their
actions. Human agents do not vanish in such actions. Sce-
narios in which human agents vanish are one thing; sce-
narios in which actions of human agents do not come up
to the level of human action par excellence, whatever that
may be, are another.

Causalists are entitled to complain that Velleman has
been unfair to them. His description of the standard story
of human action is apparently a description of the sort of
thing found in the work of causalists looking for what is
common to all (overt) intentional actions, or all (overt)
actions done for reasons, and for what distinguishes
actions of these broad kinds from everything else. If some
nonhuman animals act intentionally and for reasons, a
story with that topic definitely should apply to them.
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Also, human action par excellence may be intentional
action and action done for a reason in virtue of its having
the properties identified in standard causal analyses of
these things. That the analyses do not provide sufficient
conditions for—or a story about—human action par
excellence is not a flaw in the analyses, given their targets.
If Velleman were to believe that causalism lacks the
resources for accommodating human action par excel-
lence, he may attack the standard story on that front,
arguing that it cannot be extended to handle such action.
But Velleman himself is a causalist. Moreover, causalists
have offered accounts of kinds of action—for example,
free or autonomous action and action exhibiting self-
control (the contrary of weakness of will)—that exceed
minimal requirements for intentional action or action
done for a reason. Their story about minimally sufficient
conditions for action of the latter kinds is not their entire
story about human actions.

REASONS, DESIRES, AND INTENTIONS

Reasons, desires, and intentions are featured in many the-
ories about how intentional actions are to be explained.
According to Davidson’s influential view, reasons for
action are complexes of beliefs and desires. Some philoso-
phers claim that Davidsonian reasons for action really are
not reasons at all. T. M. Scanlon, for example, argues that
“desires almost never provide reasons for action in the
way described by the standard desire model” (1998, p.
43).

Philosophical work on reasons for action tends to be
guided primarily either by a concern with the explanation
of intentional actions or by a concern with the evaluation
of intentional actions or their agents. In work dominated
by the former concern, reasons for action tend to be
understood as states of mind, along broadly Davidsonian
lines. Philosophers with the latter concern may be sym-
pathetic or unsympathetic to this construal, depending
on their views about standards for evaluating actions or
agents. For example, a theorist whose evaluative concern
is with rational action and who holds that the pertinent
notion of rationality is subjective—in the sense that a
proper verdict about the rationality or irrationality of an
agent’s intentional action is to be made from the perspec-
tive of the agent’s own desires, beliefs, principles, and the
like, rather than from some external, or partly external,
perspective—may be happy to understand reasons for
action as states of mind. A theorist with a more objective
conception of rational action or rational agency also is
likely to have a more objective conception of reasons for
action. Such a theorist may find it natural to insist that

many or all reasons for action are facts about the agent-
external world. Consider Bob’s starting a new diet after
his doctor informs him that his cholesterol is dangerously
high. Theorists with a subjective conception of rational-
ity tend to regard Bob’s reasons for starting the new diet
as constituted by desires and beliefs (e.g., his desire to
improve his health and his belief that the new diet will
help him do that), whereas theorists with an objective
conception of rationality tend to regard his reasons as
objective facts (e.g., the diet will improve his health, or it
is likely to do so). Alleged reasons of these two types may
be termed, respectively, agent-internal and agent-external
justificatory reasons.

COMBINING AGENT-INTERNAL AND AGENT-
EXTERNAL REASONS. If there are agent-external justifi-
catory reasons for action, it may be that intentional
actions are to be relatively directly explained at least par-
tially in terms of Davidsonian reasons, and that when
agent-external justificatory reasons—for example, the
new diet is likely to improve Bob’s health—contribute to
explanations of intentional actions, they do so less
directly, by way of a causal contribution made by an
agent’s apprehending such a reason. For example, Bob’s
apprehension of the likelihood that the new diet will
improve his health might, along with his desire for
improved health, enter into a true causal explanation of
Bob’s starting the new diet. An exploration of the possi-
bility of agent-external justificatory reasons and of their
compatibility with the existence of Davidsonian reasons
quickly takes one well beyond the philosophy of action
into moral philosophy and value theory. Further discus-
sion of this topic is beyond the scope of the present entry,
but is discussed in chapters three through six of Mele’s
Motivation and Agency (2003).

DESIRES. There is a related controversy about the nature
of desires. Scanlon’s critique of what he calls “the stan-
dard desire model” (1998, p. 43) is framed partly in terms
of his own account of “what is usually called desire” (p.
65). He contends that something’s seeming to an agent to
be a reason for A-ing is “the central element in what is
usually called [a] desire” to A (p. 65). Seemings of this
kind do important motivational work, according to Scan-
lon. He claims that in a thirsty man with a desire to drink,
“the motivational work seems to be done by” the agent’s
taking “the pleasure to be obtained by drinking ... to
count in favor of drinking” (p. 38).

Scanlon’s account of what is usually called a desire is
overly intellectualized. Toddlers and pretoddlers are com-
monly thought to desire to do things—for example, to
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drink some juice or to hug a teddy bear. This common
thought is not that although these little agents have
desires to act, they lack what is usually called a desire. The
thought is that they have desires in a usual sense of the
term. But because it is unlikely that toddlers have the con-
cept of a reason for action (or of something’s counting in
favor of a course of action), it is unlikely that things seem
to them to be reasons for action (or to count in favor of
actions). There is good evidence that younger three-year-
olds tend not to have the concept—or a proper concept—
of belief and that the concept of desire normally does not
emerge until around the age of two. Presumably, even if
the concept of a reason for action were to have no con-
ceptual ties to the concepts of belief and desire, it would
be sufficiently sophisticated to be out of reach of children
too young to have proper concepts of belief and desire.
Even so, it is commonly and plausibly thought that such
children act intentionally and for reasons. (They also have
desires and beliefs, on the assumption that having such
attitudes does not require possessing proper concepts of
these attitudes.) In thirsty toddlers or pretoddlers, desires
to drink—rather than any taking of the pleasure to be
obtained by drinking to be a reason for drinking—seem
to do the work of motivating drinking.

Thirsty toddlers are attracted by cups of juice, and
not in the way moths are attracted by light. Toddlers are
flexible in their approach to getting drinks: they try alter-
native means. Moths behave tropistically. Even though it
is unlikely that thirsty toddlers have the conceptual
wherewithal to take features—including anticipated con-
sequences—of drinking to be reasons for (or count in
favor of) drinking, they are attracted by cups of juice in a
way characteristic of desiring agents. Being attracted to
cups of juice owing to a sensitivity to certain of their fea-
tures is distinguishable from being attracted to cups of
juice owing to the agent’s taking those features to be rea-
sons. An agent’s behavior may be sensitive to attractive
features of things without the agent’s taking those fea-
tures to be reasons. If this were not so, a radically new the-
ory of animal behavior would be required, one entailing
either that only members of the most conceptually
sophisticated species ever act intentionally (perhaps just
human beings) or that many nonhuman species are
much more conceptually sophisticated than anyone has
thought.

When ordinary thirsty adults drink (intentionally,
and in ordinary scenarios), they presumably are moti-
vated at least partly by a desire to drink. The strength of
the desire may sometimes be explained partly by their
believing that drinking would be pleasant, or, more fully,
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by that belief together with a desire for pleasure. A tod-
dler’s desire to drink water and an adult’s desire to drink
water may admit of the same analysis. Just as something’s
seeming to be a reason for drinking is not a constituent of
the toddler’s desire, it may not be a constituent of the
adult’s desire either. If a seeming of this kind sometimes
is at work in thirsty adults, it may function as a partial
cause of the desire’s strength or of the desire itself.

INTENTIONS. Next on the agenda are intentions, states
of mind commonly regarded as being closely linked to
desires and beliefs. Intention has a motivational dimen-
sion, and the word desire (like the word want) is often
used in the literature as a generic term for motivation.
Intention also is widely regarded as involving a belief
condition of some sort. Few people are inclined to say
that gamblers who believe that their chances of winning
today’s lottery are about one in a million intend to win
the lottery. However, philosophers disagree about the
tightness of the connection between intentions, on the
one hand, and desires and beliefs, on the other. Some—
attracted, perhaps, by the idea that desire and belief are
the most fundamental representational states of mind—
argue that intentions are reducible to combinations of
desires and beliefs, whereas others argue that attempts at
such reduction are doomed to failure.

The central issue is whether the settledness that inten-
tion encompasses can be articulated in terms of beliefs
and desires. Ann wants to go to a 7:00 movie and she
wants to attend a 7:00 lecture. She knows that she can do
either but not both. Although Ann wants to see the movie
more than she wants to attend the lecture and believes
that, given what she usually does in such situations, she
will probably go to the movie, she is unsettled about what
to do. After further deliberation, Ann settles matters for
herself by deciding to attend the lecture. In so deciding,
she forms an intention to attend it. To intend to A is, at
least in part, to be settled (but not necessarily irrevocably)
on A-ing. Wanting or desiring to A—even when the desire
is stronger than its competitors, and even when it is
accompanied by a belief that one probably will A—is
compatible with being unsettled about whether to A.

Functions plausibly attributed to intentions include
initiating and sustaining intentional actions, guiding
intentional actions, helping to coordinate agents’ behav-
ior over time and their interaction with others, and
prompting and appropriately terminating practical rea-
soning. Some philosophers have advanced nonreductive
accounts of intention designed to accommodate many or
all of these functions. According to a representative
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account of this kind, intentions are executive attitudes
toward plans. Plans—which range from simple represen-
tations of simple actions to complex strategies for achiev-
ing remote goals—constitute the representational
contents of intentions. What distinguishes intentions
from other practical attitudes (e.g., desires to act), in this
account, is their executive nature. The settledness on
A-ing that is encompassed in an intention to A is a
psychological commitment to executing the intention-
embedded plan of action, a commitment of a kind
arguably constituted exclusively by intentions.

ANALYZING INTENTIONAL ACTION:
DIFFICULTIES

Attention to a trio of problems for the following pair of
protoanalyses of intentional action sheds light on what
the difficult project of analyzing intentional action
encompasses:

Al S intentionally A-ed if and only if S A-ed in the
way that S intended to A.

A2. § intentionally A-ed if and only if S A-ed for a
reason.

SIDE EFFECTS. Gilbert Harman discusses a scenario in
which “In firing his gun,” a sniper who is trying to kill a
soldier, “knowingly alerts the enemy to his presence”
(1997, p. 151). Harman claims that although the sniper
“does not intend to alert the enemy,” he intentionally
alerts the enemy, “thinking that the gain is worth the pos-
sible cost.” If Harman is right, both AI and A2 are false.
The sniper does not intend to alert the enemy, and he
does not alert them for a reason either (even if his alert-
ing them is part of some larger action that he does for a
reason).

Because Harman’s sniper does not unknowingly or
accidentally alert the enemy, many people will deny that
the sniper unintentionally alerted them. But the truth of
that denial is consistent with the action’s not being inten-
tional, if there is a middle ground between intentional
and unintentional action. Arguably, actions that an agent
in no way aims at performing but that are not performed
unknowingly or accidentally are properly located on that
middle ground. They may be nonintentional, as opposed
to unintentional. Of course, it also is arguable that Har-
man correctly assesses the sniper’s case and that AI and
A2 are far too simple to be true.

BELIEF CONSTRAINTS. Some putative belief constraints
on intentions or on rational intentions also pose prob-
lems for A1. Michael Bratman argues that intention has a

normative side that requires that an agent’s intentions be
internally consistent (individually and collectively), con-
sistent with the agent’s beliefs, and means-end coherent.
Rational intentions, he maintains, satisfy those require-
ments, and he contends that agents rationally intend to A
only if, “other things being equal,” they do “not have
beliefs inconsistent with the belief that [they] will A”
(1987, p. 116).

The normative demands figure prominently in an
argument Bratman advances against what he calls “the
Simple View”—the thesis that intentionally A-ing entails
intending to A. The argument revolves around an exam-
ple involving a pair of video games and an ambidextrous
player who shall be called Vic. Vic’s task is to hit targets
with missiles. In the main case, he simultaneously plays
two games, each with its own target and firing mecha-
nism, and he knows that the machines are “so linked that
it is impossible to hit both targets” (Bratman 1987, p.
114). (He knows that hitting a target ends both games,
and that “if both targets are about to be hit simultane-
ously,” both machines shut down before the targets can be
hit.) Vic tries to hit the target on machine 1 while also try-
ing to hit the target on machine 2. He succeeds in hitting
the former—*“in just the way that [he] was trying to hit it,
and in a way which depends heavily on [his] considerable
skill”—but, of course, he misses the latter.

If Vic hit target 1 intentionally, fans of the Simple
View must say that he intended to hit it. Because Vic’s
attitude toward hitting that target is not relevantly differ-
ent from his attitude toward hitting target 2, Simple View
fans apparently must also say that he intended to hit tar-
get 2. Bratman contends that having both intentions,
given what Vic knows—namely, that he cannot hit both
targets—would be irrational. Yet, it seems perfectly
rational of Vic to have proceeded as he did. So given the
point about the symmetry of Vic’s attitudes toward the
targets, Bratman concludes that he did not have either
intention. And if Vic hit target 1 intentionally in the
absence of an intention to hit it, the Simple View and A1
are false.

Some critics of the Simple View, including Bratman
and Harman, also reject the idea that intentions are
reducible to complexes of beliefs and desires; Hugh
McCann argues that they are in danger of having to settle
for an unwanted reductive analysis of intention (1998).
Bratman, who suggests that a “guiding desire” (e.g., to hit
target 1) can play the role of an intention (Bratman 1987,
p- 137), is McCann’s main target. McCann notes that once
it is conceded that desires can stand in for intentions,
reductionists will justifiably ask what need there is for a
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notion of intention that is irreducible to desire and belief.
However, philosophers who reject the Simple View need
not follow Bratman in appealing to guiding desires. For
example, it may be argued that intentions to try to A can
stand in for intentions to A, and, of course, intentions to
try to A are intentions. Presumably, Vic intends to try to
hit target 1 while also intending to try to hit target 2.

LUCK. Instances of lucky success pose problems for Al
and A2. Beth, who has never fired a gun, mistakenly
thinks that modern technology makes target shooting
fool proof, and she intends to hit the bull’s-eye on a dis-
tant target by aiming and firing at it. She luckily hits it in
just the way she intended, but was her hitting it an inten-
tional action? Suppose that Beth has no natural talent
with firearms: she fires hundreds of additional rounds at
the target and does not even come close. Here philoso-
phers’ intuitions differ. According to Christopher Pea-
cocke (1985), an agent who makes a successful attempt
“to hit a croquet ball through a distant hoop” intention-
ally hits the ball through the hoop (p. 69). But Brian
O’Shaughnessy (1980) maintains that a novice who sim-
ilarly succeeds in hitting the bull’s-eye on a dart board
does not intentionally hit the bull’s-eye. Readers inclined
to regard Beth’s hitting the bull’s-eye as an intentional
action should consider her brother Bob. He wants to save
his town by disarming a bomb, and he believes that his
punching in any ten-digit sequence of numbers will dis-
arm it. In fact, only one ten-digit code will work. Bob
intends to disarm the bomb by entering ten digits. If he
luckily punches in the right code, thereby disarming the
bomb, is his disarming it an intentional action? Or was
his chance of success too low for that action to count as
intentional? If the correct answer to the latter question is
yes, Al is false.

Protoanalysis A2 also is threatened by stories such as
these. Probably, many people would happily (but perhaps
mistakenly) say that Bob’s disarming the bomb—that
action—was done for a reason. After all, he wanted to
save the town and knew that he must disarm the bomb to
do so, and this helps to explain why he entered ten digits.
But, again, was Bob’s chance of success too low for the
disarming to count as an intentional action?

Recall the two central questions identified in the
introduction to this entry: What are intentional actions?
And how are intentional actions to be explained?
Depending on how nuanced a satisfactory answer to the
first question is, philosophers of action working on the
second question may do well to focus their efforts on core
instances of intentional action. If the sniper’s alerting the
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enemy is an intentional action, it is intentional in a dif-
ferent way than his firing his gun is. He fires his gun as a
means to an end, but this is not true of his alerting the
enemy. He also intends to fire his gun and fires it for a
reason, but he does not intend to alert the enemy and
does not alert them for a reason. One approach in look-
ing for core instances of intentional action is to look for
interesting properties that all cases of intentional action
have in common, even if not all intentional actions have
them. It may be discovered that there are no cases of
intentional action in which the agent does not perform
any intended intentional actions. (Even if Vic lacks an
intention to hit target 1 in the video games example, he
intends to fire at it and he intentionally fires at it.) If so, it
may be fruitful for philosophers of action to focus pri-
marily on intended intentional actions in developing
their theories about how intentional actions are to be
explained—theories in light of which it can explained
why the author wrote this entry and why you are reading
it, and explain how those actions are produced. Possibly,
theories of this kind can then be augmented to cover all
intentional actions.

See also Agent Causation; Weakness of the Will.
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ADDISON, JOSEPH

(1672-1719)

Joseph Addison—Oxford scholar, poet, playwright, essay-
ist, and politician—figures in the history of philosophy
chiefly on the strength of his Essay on the Pleasures of the
Imagination, published in 1712 as numbers 411 through
421 of his and Richard Steele’s journal The Spectator.

Addison defines “pleasures of the imagination” as
“such [pleasures] as arise from visible objects” (no. 411).
He calls “primary” those derived from things present to
vision, “secondary” those derived from things merely
called to mind. There are three qualities of objects from
which the primary pleasures may arise: greatness, novelty,
and beauty. Greatness is an extensiveness that throws the
viewer into “a pleasing astonishment,” as in, for example,
the sight of a mountain range. Novelty includes what is
new or unfamiliar to the viewer, as a fresh meadow in
spring may be, as well as what continually changes its
appearance, for example, a waterfall. Beauty includes, on
the one hand, whatever appearances effect sexual attrac-
tion, and on the other, “the gaiety or variety of colors,”
“the symmetry and proportion of parts,” and “the
arrangement and disposition of bodies” (no. 412).

Addison’s account of the secondary pleasures is more
complex. Such pleasures may be produced by mere spon-
taneous imaginings, or by representational artifacts, such
as sculptures, paintings, some pieces of music, and
descriptions. In these cases, we derive pleasure not merely

from the object imagined, but also from the comparison
of that object with that which represents it (no. 416).
Addison also invokes comparison to explain the pleasure
that we take in fictional descriptions of terrible things
and events: our pleasure derives from our awareness that
we ourselves are not actually threatened by the evils about
which we read (no. 418).

Addison’s Essay has been taken to mark the begin-
ning of modern aesthetics. There are several grounds for
such a claim. Addison, in contrast to previous writers on
his various topics, investigates pleasures that can be
derived from art and nature equally, treats the beautiful as
merely one among several pleasing visual qualities, and
centers his account on the mental activity of the onlooker
rather than on the character of the object viewed. In all
these respects, his Essay sets the direction for subsequent
work in aesthetics.

At the same time, there are considerable differences
of purview between Addison’s investigation and later aes-
thetic thought. The sources of the pleasures of the imag-
ination include works of art only so far as these either
please the eye or awaken visual images; they do not
include nonprogrammatic music, or even the nonimagis-
tic aspects of literature. Further, for Addison, works of
history, natural philosophy, travel narrative, and even
criticism, morals, and speculative philosophy (so far as
these use visual figures of speech) may be sources of the
pleasures of the imagination just as much as works of fic-
tion (nos. 420-421). Thus, for all the concerns and
assumptions that Addison shares with subsequent writers
on taste and the fine arts, the scope of his inquiry is dis-
tinctively his own.

See also Aesthetics, History of.
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ADLER, ALFRED
(1870-1937)

Alfred Adler, the medical psychologist and founder of
Individual Psychology, was born in Vienna of Hungarian-
Jewish parents. He received his MD from the University
of Vienna in 1895 and practiced general medicine before
turning to psychiatry. His soundest scientific works were
written before World War I and largely prepared during
his ambivalent association with the early Freudian group.
After serving in the Austrian army he became concerned
with child guidance as a method of preventive medical
psychology, and gaining favor with the new Austrian gov-
ernment, opened child-guidance centers in Vienna,
Berlin, and Munich schools. Family-guidance interviews
in public, with general discussion periods, disseminated
his methods and theories, particularly among educators.
He became an international lecturer in Europe and the
United States and was America’s first professor of medical
psychology, at Long Island Medical School. In the 1930s
his efforts to spread his doctrine of “social interest” in the
face of Europe’s totalitarian nationalisms marked him as
preacher rather than scientist, and his later published
work served to promulgate a faith rather than to report
scientific work. He died in Aberdeen, Scotland, during a
lecture tour.

Adler’s first psychologically important work, the
Study in Organ Inferiority and Its Psychical Compensation
(1907), was “a contribution to clinical medicine” in con-
stitutional pathology. In it Adler explored constitutional
defects of structure and function and their physiopatho-
logical compensation and also described “psychical”
compensatory changes in disposition and way of life;
overcompensation could produce not only “genius,” like
the deaf Ludwig van Beethoven, but also neurotic or psy-
chotic responses, like hysteria or paranoia. Adler gave a
causal-deterministic exposition of development as
dependent upon constitutional endowments, innate bio-
logical drives, and environmental pressures. His papers of
1908 described as innate an “aggression drive” (to subdue
the environment) and a “need for affection.” Both con-
cepts were then rejected by Sigmund Freud’s group but
reappeared in later psychoanalytic theories.

ADLER, ALFRED

Adler himself modified both concepts and reformu-
lated his whole psychology in The Neurotic Constitution
(1912). He repudiated drive psychology and causal deter-
minism. He viewed inferiority (vis-a-vis adults) and con-
sequent “inferiority feeling” as experiences common to
every child. The child responds as a whole individual with
a “striving for superiority” (the former “aggression
drive”) directed toward a “fictive goal” of manly strength
and dominance, which is pursued through a “guiding fic-
tion,” or life plan, modified by the “antifiction” of social
demands. Goal and fiction are subjective creations of the
individual’s making, but unrealistic, rigid, neurotic pat-
terns may be favored by organ inferiority, pampering, or
neglect in childhood, or the child’s age-ranking in the
family. To Adler the Nietzschean “will to power” was this
kind of neurotic pattern, not a universal human trait. He
also described an opposite but equally effective response
to increased insecurity:

It is one of the triumphs of human wit to put
through the guiding fiction by adapting it to the
anti-fiction, ... to conquer by humility and sub-
missiveness ... to cause pain to others by one’s
own suffering, to strive to attain the goal of
manly force by effeminate means, to make one-
self small in order to appear great. Of such sort
... are often the expedients of neurotics.

In contrast to the neurotic, the psychotic character
attempts to shape reality to the fiction, while the normal
character adapts itself to the environment.

Adler’s later works reiterated, renamed, elaborated,
and finally, simplified and broadened the concepts on
which he had founded Individual Psychology in 1912
after breaking with Freud. The basis of character was the
response of the whole individual to a universal infantile
inferiority feeling. Accentuated inferiority feeling became
the celebrated “inferiority complex,” and a pathological
striving for superiority was a “superiority complex.” The
guiding fiction was renamed the “life style,” usually
unconscious or “not understood,” which Adlerian analy-
sis endeavored to illuminate with insight. The antifiction
and the early “need for affection” fused in the important
concept of social interest. Adler first diverged from psy-
choanalysis over Freud’s emphasis on sexual instincts.
Ultimately, where Freud saw animal instincts humanized
through repression, Adler described inborn trends—
social interest and striving for superiority—whose full
development perfected the personality. In summary,
“Heredity only endows [the individual] with certain abil-
ities. Environment only gives him certain impressions ...
it is his individual way of using these bricks, ... his atti-
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tude toward life, which determines [his] relationship to
the outside world.”

Despite their differences, Adler always acknowledged
his debt to Freud’s psychogenetic theory of neurosis. He
acknowledged Pierre Janet’s sentiment d’incomplétitude, a
predecessor of the inferiority feeling. Adler’s formulation
of personality somewhat resembled the “psychic struc-
ture” and “attitudes” of Wilhelm Dilthey’s psychology, but
direct influence is unlikely: Adler never mentioned
Dilthey, although he did cite a work of Dilthey’s contem-
porary Hans Vaihinger, the Philosophy of “As If” (New
York, 1924), for the theory of fictions. Individual psy-
chology had a brushfire success in continental Europe
and the United States, rather less in Britain; everywhere it
found more acceptance among educators, psychologists,
even writers than among physicians and psychiatrists.

Adler’s work has been largely absorbed into practice
and thought without retaining a separate identity despite
the familiar phrases—“overcompensation,” “inferiority
complex,” “organ jargon”—which enrich a conversational
rather than a psychological vocabulary. Individual Psy-
chology still has its own centers, schools, and work
groups, but Adler’s influence has permeated other psy-
chologies. His “aggression drive” reappeared in the ego
psychology of orthodox psychoanalysis; other Adlerian
echoes are found in Karen Horney, Harry Stack Sulli-
van, and Franz Alexander, and in Ian Suttie’s mother-
relationship theories, which surely influenced the con-
temporary mother-need ethological school. Child-guid-
ance practice is non-Adlerian, and his name is not now
invoked in progressive pedagogy, but those who try to see
the backward child, the delinquent, the psychopath, or
the psychiatric patient as a whole person are sharing
Adler’s viewpoint.

Adler’s approach to psychology, normal and abnor-
mal, was speculative rather than scientific. From 1912 on,
he sought the elegantly economical theory rather than the
proven fact. At first he recognized his theory as a fiction
in Vaihinger’s nonpejorative sense; a person behaves “as
if” compensating for inferiority feeling. Later this step
was omitted—these things were so. Adler often illustrated
his theory with case material, but this was invariably
anecdotal and in excerpts, never statistically organized.
He openly despised statistics. It is uncertain how many
patients Adler treated in continuity, apart from single
consultations to advise physicians or teachers. The same
case histories appear as examples through many books
over many years, with no systematic follow-up. He made
no use of normal “controls,” an omission he justified by
his insistence upon the uniqueness of the individual, but

this left unsolved the problem of why one creative self
chose neurosis, another not. Adler never experimented,
never firmly predicted, never attempted systematically to
verify a hypothesis. He had great intuitive insight, the
greater, perhaps, for having grown up as a second son and
a sickly rachitic child of a Hungarian-Jewish family in the
Austrian imperial capital. His intuitions and their formu-
lations, if not so close to reality as he believed, remain as
valuable guiding fictions.

See also Dilthey, Wilhelm; Freud, Sigmund; Psychoanaly-
sis; Psychology; Unconscious; Vaihinger, Hans.
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ADORNO, THEODOR

WIESENGRUND
(1903-1969)

Theodor Wiesengrund Adorno, philosopher, composer,
sociologist, and aesthetic theorist, was born September
11, 1903, in Frankfurt am Main and died August 6, 1969.
His last days were beset by the “emergencies in democ-
racy” prompted by the student movement of the 1960s;
the students simultaneously treated him as friend and
foe.

LIFE AND WORK

Studying in Frankfurt in the 1920s, but increasingly
unable to secure employment in the first years of Nazi
Germany, Adorno moved to England in 1934. Four years
later, with his new wife, Margarethe (“Gretel”) Karplus
(1902—-1993), he moved to the United States, first to New
York and then to Los Angeles. In 1949 they returned to
Frankfurt where Adorno worked both as professor at the
university and as public intellectual, participating in
radio and television programs on philosophy, society,
education, and the arts.

Born into a comfortable bourgeois home, he was the
only son of a Protestant wine merchant of Jewish descent,
Oscar Wiesengrund, and of a Catholic singer, Maria
Calvelli-Adorno. Before his move to the United States he
was known by his father’s name and after by his mother’s.
However, though “Wiesengrund” was abbreviated to a
middle initial, the name was honored in Thomas Mann’s
Doctor Faustus (1947), the exemplary novel on the fate of
musical modernism to which Adorno significantly con-
tributed. The Beethovenian tones of the Wiesengrund—
meadow-ground—expressed an early promise of
happiness for the bourgeois age that would eventually be
shattered, leaving the ill-fated dodecaphonic composer
Adrian Leverkiihn no choice but to complete his life with
a melancholic requiem composed to the former greatness
of German art.

ADORNO, THEODOR WIESENGRUND

Adorno wrote broadly on metaphysics, epistemol-
ogy, political philosophy, ethics, the history of philoso-
phy, and the philosophy of history. He is most widely
known for his attempt to reveal the intricate historical
and dialectical relationships between philosophy, society
and the arts, or between philosophy, sociology, and aes-
thetic theory.

PHILOSOPHY AND MUSIC

In the 1920s, Adorno worked as a music critic reflecting
upon contemporary developments in both the high and
popular forms of the arts. Following his graduation in
1924 with a critical dissertation on Husserl’s phenome-
nology he moved to Vienna to study composition with
Alban Berg, a member alongside Arnold Schoenberg and
Anton Webern of the Second Viennese School. Torn ini-
tially between philosophy and music he finally chose
both, in this way furthering a tradition that had its begin-
nings with Plato. Following Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard,
and Nietzsche (and knowledgeable of his contemporary
Ernst Bloch), Adorno gave pride of place to music in his
philosophical thinking and to philosophy in his musical
thinking. However, he never aimed to reduce one to the
other. He aimed neither to produce a philosophy of music
nor, indeed, a philosophy of anything else, as if, by this use
of “of Y’ philosophy was assumed to be the master method
to which all other disciplines were subject(ed). Philoso-
phy, rather, was one of many nonreducible modes of
thinking, and music was another, through which truth
might be approached. Like music, philosophy was to be
treated critically and self-reflectively; neither offered a
guarantee regarding the good, the true, or the beautiful.
Both were conditioned by what was going on in history
and society. Yet both at best challenged the terms of that
conditioning: philosophy by means of reason and music
by means of expression.

Philosophy and music stood in an antagonistic but
intimate relation. Because music was the exemplary lan-
guage of pure expression but of no concept, and philoso-
phy that of pure concept but no expression, each yearned,
as if seeking a (Goethean) affinity, for what the other
had—rational articulation for the one, and expression for
the other. In their productive but troubled yearning they
jointly tracked the historical course of modernity. Adorno
focused predominantly on German philosophy and Ger-
man music as both consummate and cautionary of
enlightenment.
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COLLABORATIVE PROJECTS

Temperamentally allied to the solitary thinkers and lonely
composers of modernity, Adorno’s thinking was shaped
by notions of exile, otherness, and alienation. However,
this did not render him merely an isolated or esoteric
thinker; much of his work was produced collaboratively
and often under the auspices of publicly sponsored
research projects.

A leading member of the Frankfurt-based Institute
of Social Research, he worked most closely with its
founder Max Horkheimer, but so too with other mem-
bers like Herbert Marcuse and Leo Lowenthal. In his early
years he was in close contact with Walter Benjamin and
Siegfried Kracauer. In New York he worked, albeit with
difficulty, under the leadership of the Austrian exiled
sociologist Paul Lazarsfeld on the Princeton Radio Pro-
ject. He worked specifically on the empirical testing (a
method of which he was highly critical) of listening
habits, opinions, and tastes shaped by the then new
means of technological production. A significant propor-
tion of his writing on the arts was devoted to the mass
media, to the radio, record player, television, and film,
and particularly to the changes in modes of reception
each instigated. Generally Adorno showed more interest
in developing a critical, sociological aesthetic of the ear
than of the eye. He did, however, think about the prohi-
bition of the image and then about the adaptation of that
prohibition to word and tone within an increasingly cen-
sorious society.

In Los Angeles he collaborated with Horkheimer in
research on authoritarianism, fascism, anti-Semitism,
and prejudice. To their results they linked descriptions of
what came to be called the culture or mass entertainment
industry, an industry of cultural production and propa-
ganda devoted to “administering” public opinion and
taste. In relation to philosophy, society, and the arts they
traced the tendencies they took to be equally prevalent in
Germany and America, although in different degrees and
modes of advancement. They traced the tendencies
toward mass consumerism and standardization, toward
conformism and adaptation (as part of their critique of
identity thinking), and toward domestication and nor-
malization, as if, they argued, that which was being sold
to the public as “the good, the true and the beautiful” was
nothing but obviously “authentic,” “natural,” or “self-
evident.” They picked out these latter terms just because
they were the ones most often used in public discourse,
where the understanding was that to declare something
self-evident, for example, rendered any further justifica-
tion or reasoning unnecessary. In general, their work

aimed to disassemble the philosophical illusions and aes-
thetic appearances that sustained a modern society of
self-evidence. The work culminated in their jointly
authored Dialectic of Enlightenment. Philosophical Frag-
ments (1944), Adorno’s Philosophy of New Music (1948),
and Horkheimer’s The Eclipse of Reason (1947).

In tandem with the work he did with Horkheimer,
Adorno argued against the false rationalizations offered
on behalf of mainstream social and aesthetic forms:
the pseudo- individualization associated with the main-
stream production of jazz and popular music, the pseudo-
ritualization of some of Igor Stravinsky’s music, and the
pseudo-naturalism of some of John Cage’s. He objected
to contemporary appeals made on behalf of particular
arts to return to ritual, nature, or the individual, as if
these things had not suffered what society in general had
suffered. All had suffered the consequences of an ideology
of progress or of enlightenment ideals gone wrong.
Adorno wanted the contemporary forms of art to take
account of what had historically occurred and not
assume that good-sounding ideas and ideals remained
guiltlessly in place.

While working with Horkheimer and Mann, Adorno
also collaborated with the composer Hanns Eisler, a stu-
dent of Schoenberg and collaborator also with Bertolt
Brecht, all of whom were contemporaneously resident in
Los Angeles. With Eisler, Adorno furthered his sociologi-
cal aesthetic of listening. Together they wrote a primer
(1947) for the composition of a progressive or new music
for the film. They framed their recommendations by a
sustained critique of the increasingly dominant Holly-
wood film industry.

CRITICAL THEORY

Adorno contributed significantly to the development of
critical theory, a dialectical, historical approach to both
thinking and writing that unrelentingly aimed to expose
the errors of the dominant scientistic, empiricist, and
positivist methods of the day. In 1961, in Tubingen, he
engaged in the so-called positivist dispute with, among
others, Karl Popper and Jiirgen Habermas. What he
argued was just a continuation of his life-long double-
pronged critique of a reductionist or eliminativist
method, on the one hand, and an overly grounded or too
securely founded totalizing metaphysics, on the other.
(With the latter he usually associated the work of Hei-
degger and the postwar Heideggerians.) His work in aes-
thetic theory mirrored the same double-pronged critical
aim.
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Influenced by Goethe, Kant, Beethoven, and Hegel at
the one end of modernity, and by the post- Marxists and
Freudians, Lukacs, Kracauer, and Benjamin at the other,
Adorno traced the convergences between philosophy,
society, and the arts, or the dialectical movement of rea-
son and irrationality that reached its inconceivable
extreme in the Nazi concentration camps. Reversing
Hegel’s dictum that “the true is the whole”—where the
whole is the positive and absolute completion of the
dialectical movement of Geist—Adorno described the
complex tendencies that had historically led toward
untruth in its varying regressive and progressive concrete
arrangements. He encapsulated his entire philosophical,
sociological, and aesthetic reflections in the thought that
there is no life—and thus no thought, no art, and no
action—that is lived rightly when the whole is false.

Adorno focused on the major thinkers and artists of
his times, for example: on Husserl and Heidegger in phi-
losophy, on Schoenberg, Berg, Stravinsky, and Cage in
music, and on Brecht, Kafka and Beckett in literature and
drama. He did so partially to assess their historical rela-
tion to their great predecessors: Goethe, Schiller, Kant,
Hegel, Beethoven, Kierkegaard, Wagner, Balzac, Valéry,
George, and Proust, to name only a very few of the many
writers who absorbed Adorno’s indefatigable attention.
He explored the tense relation between ideas of tradition,
establishment, the accepted, and the expected, on the one
hand, and ideas of the new, the unfamiliar, the unex-
pected, the explosive, and the shocking, on the other. (He
particularly liked to work with an analogy between the
artwork and the firework.) When he spoke of the old and
the new, he most often thought, with Goethe, about how
the new comes to suffer from its own aging. In other
terms, his aesthetic reflections were also reflections con-
stitutive of a Geschichtsphilosophie: a philosophy of his-
tory that would attempt to resist either falling into the
safety of conservative, nostalgic, or utopian pastures, on
the one hand, or reaching absolute or positive end points
on a road that had no end, on the other. Most of his
thinking aimed to invert the movement of Hegelian spirit
in the light of the concrete social changes that had
occurred between Hegel’s time and his own.

TENDENCIES AND CATEGORIES

Adorno approached history by describing how the gen-
eral social tendencies toward regression and progression
were always mediated by concrete or particular instances.
Though he had a rhetorical tendency to make it seem as
if all the many thinkers, artists, and composers about
whom he wrote would duly be lined up on the side of “the

ADORNO, THEODOR WIESENGRUND

good” or of “the bad,” his more subtle aim was to show
how particular thoughts, works, or genres were constella-
tions of contradictory tendencies. Indeed, to show them
as such was to counter the very tendency to which his
rhetorical tendency pointed, namely, the extreme polar-
ization into which modern, administered society had
placed its products and its persons.

Adorno focused on categorization, on the social
dynamics of organization that included the stereotying
and pigeonholing of persons, the social classification and
marketing of the arts, as well as the construction and use
of philosophical concepts. In his work on listening, he
produced a taxonomy of listeners, to show less the type of
which he approved (although his own tastes and prefer-
ences were always explicit in his critique), and more the
types of listening that had developed in relation to the
production of modern, “high” and “low” forms of music.
Labels designating one sort of music as “serious,” “elite,”
“esoteric,” “difficult” or “incomprehensible” maintained a
dialectical relation to those that designated another sort
of music as “popular” and “authentic.” On either side, the
labels deflected the listener’s attention from the music
itself and refocused it in terms of what best suited the lis-
tener as consumer. Concepts of the high and low were not
“givens” of aesthetic practice; they were sociological cate-
gories used to encourage musicians to produce musics of
perfect fit, equally “hit tunes” or “difficult works.”

AESTHETIC THEORY AND NEGATIVE
DIALECTICS

Adorno may be read through his many essays and books
amounting to more than 20 volumes. Or he may be read
through his two masterworks, his Negative Dialectics of
1966 and his unfinished and posthumously published
Aesthetic Theory of 1970. More specifically, whether one
reads his early Kierkegaard: Construction of the Aesthetic
or his exemplary essay on the “Social Situation of Music,”
or one of his monographs on Richard Wagner, Gustav
Mahler, or Alban Berg, or whether, rather, one reads only
his last works, one sees immediately that his primary
interest in music never confined him to this particular
art. Music was the model through which to access the
entire domain of the aesthetic if not also society. He pur-
sued most of the traditional problems of classical, roman-
tic and modernist aesthetic theory: judgment and
experience; the sublime and the beautiful; form, content,
and material; genre, movement, and style (naturalism,
realism, expressionism, and surrealism); the fateful,
tragic, and the comic; art’s relation to nature, to time,
temporality, history and movement, and to society, poli-
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tics, and propaganda. He drew upon many concepts unfa-
miliar to us today as well as upon concepts that at the
time had become overly standardized through long term
(mis)use, notably: mimesis, autonomy, expression,
remembrance, comportment, commitment, and conver-
gence.

Central to his aesthetic theory were two dialectical
relationships, first, between the concept of art and that of
the work of art; second, between the articulated and the
hidden, concealed, or unexpressed dimensions of mean-
ing. To regard a work of art as a constellation of contra-
dictory impulses was to regard it as suspended between
historical, social, and aesthetic demands: for example, fol-
lowing Kant, between the demand that the work be a
product of labor and construction and the demand that it
be a product of genius and thus appear as if natural,
spontaneous, and free; or, following Schiller, that the
work embody the mutually antagonistic drives toward
form and sensuousness; or, following Hegel, that a work
tremble between freedom and necessity, or between form
and content, or between the demands of the traditional
and the new, or between the repetition of the same and
the shock of the different, or, finally, between acceptance
and exemplarity.

To the extent that a work maintained the tension
between conflicting demands, the work, so Adorno
argued, was truthful. To resolve the tension in any given
direction tended to result in an ideologically, theory-
laden, or aesthetically compromised product. Thus, the
more autonomous, or the more philosophically and
socially truthful a work, the more it failed to conceal its
inherent tensions or contradictions behind the illusion of
perfect order, the more it refused not to show the untruth
of its times. The failure and refusal prompted Adorno to
speak of a negative autonomy or of a negative dialectics.
Following an old Platonic anxiety, art had the ability to
expose the lie of appearance or the untruth of society at
the same time that it was able to serve as the primary
means (of appearance) by which to encourage and sus-
tain the lie. Its double-sided character and dependence on
appearance rendered it exemplary both as a means and as
an object of critique.

For Adorno, artworks were social formations set at
an aesthetic remove; as such they exhibited a drive toward
order, harmony, and internal coherence. This drive was
dominant in the very concept of a work, a concept coin-
cident with the dialectical course of enlightenment. And
precisely what this drive aimed to do was suppress its
opposing drive, the drive that would itself attempt to
flout the conditions or possibility of order in a work by

mimetically conveying as residue the non-expressed
expression implicit to the concept of art. Just as the one
drive toward order couldn’t do without the drive toward
free expression, so, under the condition of modernity, the
concept of a work couldn’t do without the concept of art,
despite the antagonism they displayed toward one
another. Yet in this antagonism resided all that was most
productive and exemplary in the world of art. Hence, the
more autonomous a work, the more the work exhibited
the mimetic tension between silence and expression,
between what it brought to expression under the concept
of the work and what was concealed or excluded of the
concept of art thereby. That Adorno often pursued an
analogy between the artwork and the person was not
without relevance for the truth art could indirectly reveal
about society as a whole. The greater society’s untruth,
the more reified or fetishized the work’s or the person’s
relation to society. The greater society’s untruth the more
the work was inclined to show the achievement of work-
hood as consumer product. The work, like a person,
could show the achievement in two ways, either by adapt-
ing to or by resisting the social situation.

AFTER CATASTROPHE

When Adorno returned to Germany in 1949 he was con-
fronted with the fact of having survived the catastrophe.
He asked what it meant for (West) Germany to become a
democracy given what he understood to be a continua-
tion of social injustice and prejudice. He used his experi-
ences in America partially as a model of both the promise
and the curse of democracy. While convinced that neither
the philosopher nor the artist could assume an ahistorical
vantage point from which to view society, Adorno was
nonetheless convinced that by describing the dominant
tendencies toward philosophical, social, and aesthetic
untruth, one would thereby show by dialectical negation
what remained as the residue or remainder of truth. With
Walter Benjamin, he did not think that truth could be
found or established in a sustained method of philosoph-
ical argument; he rather looked in the cracks of such
arguments, in what was not said, in what had historically
come to be concealed by dominant patterns, be they
philosophical theories, social formations, or artistic
movements.

After the war, Adorno wrote that “to still write a
poem after Auschwitz is barbaric,” a claim he later some-
what modified (1992, vol. 2, p. 87). However, in the claim
he asked a question of despair, whether and how contin-
uation in art or thought was possible in a society that now
lived “metaphysically”’—as he used that term in conclud-
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ing his Negative Dialectic,—under the condition of death.
His Aesthetic Theory had, however, opened with the same
claim, that it “is self-evident that nothing concerning art
is self-evident any more, not its inner life, not its relation
to the world, not even its right to exist” (1997, p. 1). Here,
the point was to use the concept of self-evidence to begin
a critique of its social, philosophical and aesthetic forms,
where self-evidence found its subjective side in the for-
mation of public opinion and its objective side in the pro-
duction of ordered-appearances (say, in works of art). His
preoccupation with how art and philosophy could con-
tinue in modern times had begun around 1930 when he
asked after their “actuality.” Later, he posed the question
again but now even more concretely against the back-
ground of the compromise the university and the concert
hall had made under national socialism.

Adorno experimented with the essay form, as is
shown in his exemplary essay in his Notes to Literature on
the essay as form. He wrote his aesthetic theory conscious
of aesthetic figuration, sometimes in aphorisms or frag-
ments, sometimes in figures of montage, even if this text
often reads as a single paragraph without end. He wrote
in such a way as to show his interest both in the tech-
niques of high modernism and in the use and mutilation
of language (his own use included), be that language one
of communication, speech, gesture, or expression. He
often expressed his thoughts as catch-phrases articulated
as statements of a negative dialectic: for example, only for
the sake of happiness and beauty are happiness and
beauty renounced; only in memory and longing is pleas-
ure now possible in art; the old only has refuge in the
new; dissonance is the truth about harmony. Adorno was
an aesthetic thinker of exemplary modernist form; he
mediated that thinking within a dialectical and material-
ist history of society.

See also Aesthetics, History of; Aesthetics, Problems of;
Beauty; Benjamin, Walter; Bloch, Ernst; Critical The-
ory; Dialectical Materialism; Enlightenment; Goethe,
Johann Wolfgang von; Habermas, Jiirgen; Hegel, Georg
Wilhelm Friedrich; Heidegger, Martin; Horkheimer,
Max; Husserl, Edmund; Kant, Immanuel; Kierkegaard,
Seren Aabye; Lukacs, Georg; Nietzsche, Friedrich; Pop-
per, Karl Raimund; Proust, Marcel; Schiller, Friedrich;
Schopenhauer, Arthur.
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ROMANUS
See Giles of Rome

AENESIDEMUS

(1st century BCE)

Very little is known about Aenesidemus’s life. He was
associated with the Athenian Academy around the time of
its collapse in 87 BCE; and he was party to the dispute
between Philo of Larissa, who advocated a mild form of
skepticism in the form of an externalist, coherentist epis-
temology, and Antiochus of Ascalon, whose epistemology
was basically that of Stoic foundationalism. The Academy
had been for two centuries the home of epistemological
skepticism, directed largely against the optimistic episte-
mology of the Stoics, who posited “apprehensive impres-

sions” (phantasiai kataléptikai), which carried their own
guarantee of truth. Aenesidemus saw Philo and Anti-
ochus as betraying that heritage, as “Stoics fighting with
Stoics” (Photius, Library Catalogue 212), and resolved to
“philosophize after the fashion of Pyrrho.”

Aenesidemus wrote eight books of Pyrrhonian Dis-
courses, which Photius summarized: “the whole aim of
the book is to ground the view that there is no ground for
apprehension, whether through perception or thought.”
The main burden of the Discourses, Photius says, is to
establish that nobody really grasps anything. However,
only Pyrrhonian skeptics are aware of this ignorance,
while everyone else falsely considers themselves to be in
possession of secure knowledge. This false conviction,
and the inevitable disputes that follow from the evident
fact that different people hold different and incompatible
beliefs, leads the Dogmatists (“belief-holders,” as skeptics
styled their opponents) into “ceaseless torments.” Skep-
tics, having no beliefs, avoid these torments; indeed they
“are happy ... in the wisdom of knowing that they have
firm apprehension of nothing.” “Apprehension” (katalép-
sis) is the Stoic technical term for sure and unshakable
knowledge based on apprehensive impressions. When
Aenesidemus claims that Pyrrhonists have no apprehen-
sion of anything, he is careful not to say that they have
apprehension of that second-order fact. Yet they may still
be aware of it, since it is evident to them introspectively
that they are not certain of anything (thus skeptics seek to
avoid the charge that their position is self-refuting).

Moreover, “even in regard to what he knows [this is
Photius’s language; and he may well be less careful than
Aenesidemus in avoiding apparent self-refutation], he
takes care to assent no more to its affirmation than to its
denial” “Assent” (sunkatathesis) is another Stoic term,
denoting unwavering commitment to the truth of some
proposition (positive or negative); and no skeptic will
claim that sort of cognitive security, even in regard to his
own claims: a skeptic’s “positions” (insofar as he really has
any) are invariably provisional. In the same vein, “no
more” (ou mallon) is a skeptical slogan: things may
appear to be thus and so, but in themselves they are no
more one way rather than the other. Diogenes Laertius
(DL 9.106) reports Aenesidemus as saying that appear-
ances are the criterion for action; thus he seeks to evade
the common charge brought against skeptics (most
famously by Hume) that their refusal to hold beliefs ren-
ders life impossible (it is a further, difficult question how
far this notion of appearance can really be divorced from
some concept of belief).
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In the first Pyrrhonian Discourse, according to
Photius, Aenesidemus distanced himself from the Acade-
mics, since they “posit some things with confidence and
deny others unambiguously, while Pyrrhonists are
aporetic and devoid of dogma; they say neither that all
things are inapprehensible, nor that they are apprehensi-
ble, but that they are no more so than not so, or some-
times so and sometimes not so, or so for one person but
not for another.” The Academics are negative dogmatists,
positively affirming that nothing can be apprehended
according to the Stoic criterion; Pyrrhonists, by contrast,
will say that they do not seem to apprehend anything, but
will not reject the possibility of there being apprehension.
Crucially, “the Pyrrhonist determines absolutely nothing,
not even this very proposition, that nothing is deter-
mined.” That this is the authentic skeptical attitude is
confirmed by Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism
(PH) 1.187-209; and Sextus probably relies heavily upon
Aenesidemus in that work.

The second Pyrrhonian Discourse casts doubt upon
“truth, causes, effects, motion, generation and destruc-
tion,” while the third “was also about motion and sense
perception ... working carefully through a similar set of
contradictions, he puts them too beyond our grasp.”
These arguments about perception no doubt included the
material of the so-called “Ten Modes of Aenesidemus,’
arguments designed to undermine the Dogmatists’ truth-
claims, and hence to induce epoché, or suspension of
judgment, “which the skeptics say is the goal (telos), upon
which tranquility follows like a shadow, according to
Aenesidemus and Timon” (DL 9.107; cf. PH 1.25-30).
Thus “Pyrrhonian discourse is a kind of recollection of
appearances ... , on the basis of which they are all
brought into confrontation with one another, and when
compared are found to cause much disparity and confu-
sion; so says Aenesidemus in the summary of his
Pyrrhonics” (DL 9.78).

The Ten Modes are attributed to Aenesidemus by
Sextus (Against the Professors [M] 7.345); Aristocles
ascribes nine Modes to him, and we know the number of
the Modes to have been fluid (our earliest source, Philo of
Alexandria, records only eight). Neither Sextus in his
extant treatment of the Modes (PH 1.31-163), nor Dio-
genes in his shorter summary (DL 9.79-88) father them
on Aenesidemus; but it is still likely that he was responsi-
ble for this organization of earlier skeptical material. The
Modes share a common form, involving conflicting
appearances: x appears F in conditions C, or to observer
O, not-F in conditions C*, or to observer O*; there is no
non-question-begging way of privileging either of C or
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C*, O or O* so we should suspend judgment as to
whether x is F. The Modes are differentiated by different
fillers for C or O; thus the first (in Sextus’s ordering) com-
pares the different sensory representations of different
animals, the second collects cases of dissonant judgment
between different humans, the third conflicts in the deliv-
erances of different sense-modalities, and the fourth
includes discrepant reports from the same sense at differ-
ent times. Other Modes collect cases of ethical or social
discrepancy (the tenth), and point to the ways in which
differing conditions of the perceiver may affect what they
seem to perceive.

The upshot is that we cannot in any case say how
things really are, but only how they seem in particular cir-
cumstances. Things are judged relatively to the perceiver
and their circumstances. Sextus is careful not to draw rel-
ativistic conclusions (although the facts of relativity fig-
ure both as a particular Mode, the eighth, and in general
in the articulation of all the Modes): He does not posi-
tively assert that things are for the observer as they appear.
By contrast, Aenesidemus, judging from Photius’s sum-
mary, is quite happy to accept the relative judgments as
such, since they do not (cannot) count as Dogmatic.

In the fourth Discourse, Aenesidemus discussed
signs. Sign-theory and its associated epistemology was of
overwhelming importance in post-Aristotelian philoso-
phy. The Stoics (along with various Dogmatic medical
schools) held that it was possible to infer directly from the
phenomena to the underlying structural conditions
responsible for them. Skeptics (and Empiricist doctors)
denied the validity of such inferences, allowing only that
memories of past conjunctions of phenomena might
allow us to expect (although fallibly) similar conjunctions
in the future. Aenesidemus advanced the following para-
digmatically skeptical argument: If apparent things
appear alike to all in a similar condition, then signs
should appear alike to all in a similar condition; but they
do not; hence signs are not apparent (M 8.215). That is, it
is not unequivocal what they are signs of—different doc-
tors, for example, draw radically different conclusions
from the same symptoms (M 8.219-220).

In the fifth Discourse Aenesidemus turned to causes;
again Sextus retails some of his arguments (M
8.218-226)yes; crucial to them is the idea that a cause
should operate from its own resources; but if it does,
then, since it requires nothing else in order to exercise its
causal power, it should do so invariably and continuously.
More impressive are the Eight Modes against the Aetiolo-
gists, mentioned in Photius and ascribed to Aenesidemus
by Sextus at PH 1.180-185. These are eight general argu-
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ments against the possibility of inferring from evident
phenomena to the hidden structures of things that are
supposedly causally responsible for those phenomena, in
the manner of Dogmatist philosophers and scientists
(notably Epicureans, but also Peripatetics and Stoics).
Aenesidemus’s basic claim foreshadows the modern
maxim that theories are invariably underdetermined by
the available data. No amount of evidence can ever entail
that any particular theory must be true: There are always
many ways in principle of accounting for the same set of
phenomena (1.181-182). Moreover (and here Aeneside-
mus turns from general methodological issues to casti-
gating particular recurrent theoretical foibles), theorists
sometimes offer piecemeal, unrelated explanations for
what are evidently related sets of phenomena; and they
tend to suppose, without justification, that the structure
of the hidden, subperceptual realm will mirror in all
important respects that of the phenomenal world (1.182;
this point is particularly well-taken against Epicurean
physics).

Furthermore, Aenesidemus notes (and this too is a
staple of contemporary philosophy of science) that
researchers are inclined to favor explanations that concur
with their own prejudices (1.183), and indeed on occa-
sion to prefer explanations that not only conflict with the
facts, but also with their own theories (1.184). Finally, he
notes that Dogmatists “frequently ... seek to explain
doubtful things on the basis of things equally doubtful”
(1.184). Taken together, the eight Modes are an impres-
sive attack on the possibility of arriving at any soundly
based understanding of the hidden natures of things. As
such, they are obviously of a piece with, and complement,
the rest of Aenesidemus’s skeptical argumentation. The
last three Pyrrhonian Discourses dealt with ethical issues,
with Aenesidemus arguing that the lack of philosophical
agreement regarding good and bad, choice and avoid-
ance, virtues, and finally the end, preclude the possibility
of arriving at any secure judgments about them.

All of the evidence so far reviewed makes Aeneside-
mus a consistent and powerful skeptic. However, a num-
ber of passages in Sextus portray him in a much more
Dogmatic light, as holding various views about the intel-
lect (M 7.350), and endorsing the view that there are two
types of change (M 10.38). Elsewhere he is said to be in
agreement with Heraclitus, whom Sextus explicitly
describes as a Dogmatist. These discrepancies are too
widespread simply to be brushed aside. But there is as yet
no scholarly agreement as to what to do about them.

See also Ancient Skepticism; Antiochus of Ascalon; Philo
of Larissa; Pyrrho; Sextus Empiricus.
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AESTHETIC EXPERIENCE

An aesthetic experience arises in response to works of art
or other aesthetic objects. Although the term aesthetic
itself was not introduced until the eighteenth century, it is
clear that what are identified in contemporary discus-
sions as “aesthetic experiences” were “felt” by individuals
long before this: for example, when Plato worried about
excessively emotional reactions to recitations of poetry or
when Aristotle described the positive effects of attending
the theater. Nevertheless, the exact nature of aesthetic
experience—even the idea that there is such a unique
form of experience—remains a matter of controversy.

WHAT AESTHETIC EXPERIENCES FEEL
LIKE

One area of contention concerns what it feels like to have
an aesthetic experience—that is, whether there is some
special emotion or attitude or other internal sign that
enables one to recognize that what one is having is an aes-
thetic experience and not some other kind. Immanuel
Kant, one of the first philosophers to have addressed
these kinds of questions, characterizes aesthetic experi-
ences as those pleasures associated with occasions when
one judges something to be beautiful. He asserts that one
recognizes that this pleasure does not result from a real-
ization that an object is useful or agreeable to one because
of special things about oneself. Instead the pleasure arises
simply because the form of the object is delightful and
could and should be enjoyed by anyone. Kant makes a
sharp distinction between responding positively in this
manner and responding positively for moral or scientific
reasons. Although several theorists have disagreed with
Kant’s argument, most theorists agree that aesthetic expe-
riences are identified as such at least partly because of an
emotional involvement of the experiencer. One feels good
(or bad) when one responds aesthetically to a beautiful
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sunset or elegant poem (or to a messy waste dump or
plodding verse).

But it is more than just a feeling of pleasure (or pain)
that characterizes aesthetic experiences, according to
many theorists. John Dewey (1958), for example, argues
that aesthetic experiences are the most complete, the
richest, and the highest experiences possible. One is
actively engaged and conscious of the world’s effect on
one but at the same time appreciative of one’s possibili-
ties for acting on the world. One senses an organization,
coherence, and satisfaction as well as an integration of the
past, present, and future that ordinary nonaesthetic expe-
riences lack.

More recently, Nelson Goodman (1976) has warned
that too much emphasis on the pleasurable aspects of aes-
thetic experiences deprives them of much of their impor-
tance. What he derisively calls “tingle-immersion”
theories overlook the crucial role of intellect, he cautions.
In aesthetic experiences, the emotions function cogni-
tively, he says; one “feels” a heightened operation of both
cognition and emotion operating together.

WHAT AESTHETIC EXPERIENCES
FOCUS ON

Another area of debate is the object of aesthetic experi-
ence. Many philosophers have insisted that the pleasura-
ble (or painful) responses associated with an aesthetic
experience must be connected with something special
about some objects and events—properties that nonaes-
thetic or nonartistic objects and events lack—for clearly
we do not have aesthetic experiences with regard to just
any old thing.

Aristotle believed that the pleasure unique to dra-
matic tragedies consisted in a catharsis of the painful
emotions of pity and fear and that this could occur only
if a play had certain properties—the right sort of plot and
characters. Kant, we saw above, thought that aesthetic
experiences were pleasant when objects were such that
mere apprehension of their form alone evoked delight. In
general, theorists and critics described as “formalists”
insist that in an aesthetic experience attention is directed
solely to immediately perceivable properties of objects
and events—shape, colors, tones, sounds, and patterns.
Monroe Beardsley (1958), for instance, characterizes the
focus of aesthetic experiences as formal unity and the
intensity of regional quality. Clive Bell (1914) claims that
emotional responses to objects exhibiting “significant
form” can be so intense that one does not care at all about
the content of some artworks; what matters is always
form and not content. Jerome Stolnitz (1960) argues that
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one takes up a special attitude, distinterestedness, when
one has an aesthetic experience. Ordinary everyday con-
cerns or purposes are put aside, and one focuses on the
form of an object for its sake alone, he believed.

An increasing number of theorists disagree with the
formalist position that when one has an aesthetic experi-
ence one focuses solely on an object’s formal properties
and that one’s scientific, moral, religious and other beliefs
or concerns are put aside. For one thing, some insist, the
expression of certain ideas plays a key role in some works
of art, and surely thinking about these ideas (content) is
an appropriate and important aspect of the aesthetic
experiences of them. Even if focus on form is necessary to
aesthetic experiences, it may be that content and context
are also legitimate matters for aesthetic attention.

WHAT HAVING AN AESTHETIC
EXPERIENCE REQUIRES

Even if one grants that aesthetic experiences arise only in
the presence of objects that exhibit a form that pleases,
many theorists have insisted that more than a formally
pleasing object and passive viewer are required. Just as
not every object gives rise to an aesthetic experience, so
not all individuals have aesthetic experiences in reaction
to the same objects. David Hume (1987) in the eighteenth
century and, more recently, Frank Sibley (1959) in the
twentieth, have insisted that only persons who have taste
or special sensitivities are capable of responding aestheti-
cally. Not all people are equally competent judges, Hume
claims. Only people who are sensitive, attentive, open-
minded, perceptive, clear-headed, trained, and experi-
enced can tell a good poem from a bad poem. In the
absence of sensitivity, one will be left completely cold by
objects that enthrall a more acute and receptive observer.

Formalists, we saw above, insist that aesthetic experi-
ence requires an appropriate amount of distance—one
must put aside beliefs or purposes and give oneself up
entirely to the object. But others argue that precisely the
opposite is the case. Contextualists insist that, before one
can have an aesthetic response (or at least an appropriate
or full one), one’s intellect and moral beliefs must be
engaged. Noel Carroll (2000), for example, argues that
moral concerns may block or enhance aesthetic experi-
ences. Kendall Walton (1970) asserts that one cannot
interpret and otherwise respond to a work of art unless
one is versed in the genre it represents. One cannot judge
whether a sonnet is good or bad unless one knows that it
is in fact a sonnet and not a haiku, for example. Allen
Carlson (2000) points out that an aesthetic appreciation
of nature requires an awareness that what one is appreci-
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ating is nature (not a painted landscape, for instance).
This in turn demands an understanding of how nature
works. The person who brings a fair degree of scientific
knowledge to a particular environmental system will have
a much fuller, richer aesthetic experience of that environ-
ment. What is required by or, at the very least, relevant to
aesthetic experience may be whatever directs one’s atten-
tion as fully as possible to the potentially pleasurable for-
mal properties of an object or event.

WHERE OR WHEN AESTHETIC
EXPERIENCES OCCUR

The nature of aesthetic experience may not be fully
accounted for even if one knows everything important
about objects that occasion them—the context or cir-
cumstances attending an individual’s response may prove
critical. Some philosophers call attention to the viewing
conditions: for example, whether a concert is live or
recorded or whether a poem is read to oneself or recited
aloud. Others focus on the political, economic, or social
conditions of an experience. To what extent are aesthetic
experiences socially constructed? Is responding pleasura-
bly to the color of a flower, for instance, “natural” (in the
way that hunger or sexual arousal is), is it taught (in the
way that acquired tastes are), or is there some mix of
innate and learned response? Herein lies another set of
issues that philosophers and others (for example psychol-
ogists, sociologists, and economists) debate.

AESTHETIC VERSUS ARTISTIC
EXPERIENCE

Art objects are examples of aesthetic objects. But not all
aesthetic objects are artworks—for example, sunsets or
mountain vistas. Whether there is a difference between
aesthetic experience and artistic experience is still
another question that theorists address. Kant notes that
in appreciating art objects one is aware of the fact that a
human created it (and, in the case of great Art, that some-
one of genius was responsible for it). Thus artistic experi-
ences lack the “purity” associated with those disinterested
pleasures that arise from form alone.

Arthur Danto (1986) has argued that developments
in the history of Art (such as the appearance of rather
odd artifacts in museums) mean that one cannot tell if
something is a work of art or not in the absence of a the-
ory of art. This is not the case for aesthetic objects, it
would seem. One does not need a theory of the aesthetic
in order to have an aesthetic response, for one can have
such a response to anything at all. It may be that some
experiences of art are not aesthetic at all. If one is prima-

rily concerned with the history of an object or its eco-
nomic or religious value, then one may not care about or
may even completely ignore the formal properties of that
object.

THE NEED FOR THE CONCEPT OF
AESTHETIC EXPERIENCE

Finally it must be pointed out that not everyone believes
that it is possible or necessary to distinguish aesthetic
from other kinds of experiences. The whole notion is too
vague and abstract, some philosophers argue. Reporting
that one has had an aesthetic experience is no more
informative than claiming that one has had an “economic
experience” or an “automotive experience,” according to
some. One describes one’s experience far better by saying
things like “I bought some junk bonds yesterday” or “I
had an exciting ride in a Porsche this morning” than by
saying “I had an economic experience” or “I had an auto-
motive experience.” Similarly, one might do away com-
pletely with talk about aesthetic experiences and rely
instead on discussions of reading particular poems or lis-
tening to pieces of music or birdsongs or looking at spe-
cific paintings or landscapes or drinking particular wines.

Nevertheless, people do talk about aesthetic experi-
ences, and there might be good reason to try to articulate
what they involve. If one goal of education is to improve
the quality of life through aesthetic experiences, then it
will be important to determine what such experiences
feel like, focus on, and require. Moreover, if one fears that
significant properties of objects or events will be over-
looked if one confuses moral or scientific perspectives
with aesthetic ones, then it may be necessary to distin-
guish the last from the former two.

See also Aesthetic Judgment; Aesthetic Qualities; Art,
Interpretation of.
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AESTHETIC JUDGMENT

In recent analytic aesthetics, there have been two promi-
nent questions about aesthetic judgments. One is how to
distinguish aesthetic judgments from other judgments.
Answering this question seems particularly urgent when
an aesthetic judgment and a nonaesthetic judgment
about the same object are incongruent. In such a case it
seems that an object might be judged to have aesthetic
value but also to be negatively judged, say ethically or in
terms of its practical use. A corollary question is whether
the negative value of a nonaesthetic judgment should
affect the allegedly purely aesthetic judgment.

The other prominent question, a question present at
least since the eighteenth century, is actually two ques-
tions: first, whether aesthetic judgments are objective or
subjective, and second, whether aesthetic judgments can
be verified or otherwise substantiated. Somewhat curi-
ously, perhaps, some philosophers have thought that even
though such judgments are subjective, they are still capa-
ble of being supported. David Hume is an example. In
contrast, other philosophers have thought that even
though such judgments are genuinely objective, they are
nonetheless incapable of being verified by customary
procedures. Frank Sibley has been the leading exponent
of this opinion. A more obvious thesis is Immanuel
Kant’s, namely that aesthetic judgments are both subjec-
tive and impossible to support by any interpersonal
means.

Hume (1987) believed that it is possible to identify
certain judges as having especially reliable taste and then
to take their subjective responses to objects as a standard
in evaluating the objects. When such judges deliver what
Hume called “a joint verdict,” meaning, presumably, that
they concur in taking pleasure in an object, taking pleas-
ure in the object is then established as correct, in a sense,
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with at least customary probability, and any judge who
fails to realize this pleasure is defective in his taste.

Kant, in contrast, thought that no corroboration of
one’s judgment is possible because a concurrence with or
difference from the responses of other judges is logically
irrelevant.

The idea of something explicitly called an aesthetic
judgment seems first to have appeared in the eighteenth
century and was formulated in detail by Kant (2000). By
“aesthetic judgment” Kant meant a judgment based on a
feeling. He was especially concerned to describe those
feeling-based judgments in which an object is found
beautiful, and then to show that we are entitled to make
such judgments despite being unable to verify them. In
his conviction that these judgments are essentially subjec-
tive (that is, derived from or based on the subject’s feel-
ing), Kant is in line with an earlier tradition. The most
notable exponent of this tradition was Hume, though it
remains unsettled just how much, if any, of Hume’s writ-
ings on this topic were known to Kant. Yet Kant probably
did know the earlier work of Francis Hutcheson, work in
the spirit of Hume even if less compelling philosophi-
cally. In later developments of the idea of an aesthetic
judgment, however, this feeling-based subjectivity has
been less important than Kant’s description of how an
aesthetic judge attends to the object of his judgment.

The subjective character of judgments of beauty
seemed obvious in the eighteenth century, especially to
Hume and Kant, so obvious that neither of them argued
for this notion but simply assumed it. Indeed, the ety-
mology of the word “aesthetic” indicates that an aesthetic
judgment must be essentially related to a feeling. The
Greek term refers to sense perception, usually, but it has
now come to refer to feelings in general, and in particular
to feelings of pleasure. Hume does not use the term “aes-
thetic,” and he speaks only of the exercise of taste in the
discernment of beauty, but like Kant he takes it for
granted that all judgments of beauty arise from feelings of
pleasure experienced by the judge.

According to Hume, the term “beauty” does not cor-
respond to any objective property of things, and so judg-
ments of beauty cannot be correct or incorrect in any
straightforward manner. Yet such judgments can be vin-
dicated, he thought, by agreement with the judgments of
especially well suited judges of the object. These exem-
plars of taste (whose responses, he said, constitute a
“standard of taste”) are identified by their stellar discern-
ment, without prejudice, of all the properties of the
objects being judged. There is no way to inspect an object
for its beauty, Hume thought, because “beauty” does not
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mark any property of an object, but it is possible, as a
matter of empirical investigation, to determine whether
any particular judge is an exemplary judge.

Kant, in describing what he calls “a pure judgment of
taste,” had a different idea. He thought that the judge
must pay no attention to any use to which the object
might be put, to any concept that applies to the object, or
to any interest that the judge might have in the object.
The judgment must thus be entirely disinterested and free
of any thought that relates the object to anything else. It
is a judgment about the object purely and simply in itself.

Kant first described aesthetic judgments made about
natural objects (his leading example being a beautiful
rose), and then extended such judgments to works of art.
He thus effectively regarded successful works of art
(which for him meant artificial beautiful objects) as loci
for such judgments.

The idea that aesthetic judgment requires a detached
state of mind has sometimes been developed as the idea
that aesthetic judgments require an aesthetic attitude, a
distinct mode of addressing objects. An early exponent of
this idea was Arthur Schopenhauer, although he does not
use the term “aesthetic attitude.” Pursuing a line different
from Kant’s, Schopenhauer thought that contemplation
of works of art was an activity in which one could escape
the usual constraints on one’s will.

In the early twentieth century, the idea of an aes-
thetic attitude was developed further, given this particu-
lar name, and given more detailed treatment, though it
eventually became a problematic notion. An early formu-
lation is Edward Bullough’s (1957), although his interests
were somewhat more psychological than philosophical. A
later, more sophisticated treatment is to be found in the
works of Jerome Stolnitz (1978). A useful canvass of the
idea is in George Dickie’s “The Myth of the Aesthetic Atti-
tude” (1964 ), where Dickie seeks to do away with the idea.

Although continuing conceptions of aesthetic judg-
ment in many respects derive from the early work of
Hume and Kant, these conceptions have taken at least two
noteworthy turns. In philosophy at the beginning of the
twenty-first century, the term “aesthetics” has become a
virtual synonym for “philosophy of art.” This assimilation
sometimes draws attention to a question, but at other
times tends to cover it up—the question of which is basic,
the idea of art or the idea of the aesthetic. In Kant and
many of his followers, the idea of the aesthetic is basic,
and the idea of art is, so to speak, constructed out of the
idea of the aesthetic. Kant thus first characterizes aes-
thetic judgments and then essentially describes works of

fine art as objects about which such judgments can be
made. Richard Wollheim (1980), in contrast, reverses this
dependence, declaring that to make an aesthetic judg-
ment is to regard something as a work of art.

A radically different thesis is that of Frank Sibley
(1959, 1965). Sibley takes aesthetic judgments to be judg-
ments that apply aesthetic concepts to objects through
the use of aesthetic terms. Rather than understand taste
as Hume and Kant did, as the ability to take pleasure in
the judgment of objects, Sibley takes taste to be the abil-
ity to use aesthetic terms and concepts. Furthermore, in
view of his conviction that aesthetic judgments are objec-
tive, Sibley treats the term “beautiful” quite differently
from his eighteenth-century predecessors. For Hume and
Kant, the term “beauty” has very little semantic content,
it indicating only that the object produces a particular
feeling of pleasure in the judge. Sibley, in contrast, insists
that the term refers to a property of the object being
judged. Thus, for Sibley, “beautiful,” “elegant,” “graceful,”
and other terms indicated mainly by example are all aes-
thetic terms, and as such they all refer to objective prop-
erties, although only judges exercising what Sibley calls
“taste” can detect these properties and hence correctly
apply the terms. Thus, quite apart from the tradition of
Hume and Kant, Sibley’s thesis is that aesthetic judgments
are perfectly objective, meaning that their terms refer to
properties objectively present in the objects being judged.
Yet Sibley’s thesis, at least in one respect, is more like
Hume’s and Kant’s than it is like Wollheim’s. For Woll-
heim, to regard an object aesthetically is to regard it as a
work of art. For Hume, Kant, and Sibley, aesthetic judg-
ments are freely made of works of art but also of other
objects, and in the latter case there is no need to treat
these objects as works of art.

Even among those who regard the concept of art as
more basic than the concept of the aesthetic, many such
thinkers continue to insist, with Kant, that an aesthetic
judgment must be disinterested and must not attend to
anything besides the object itself. Those who believe aes-
thetic judgments to be a unique kind of judgment have
been eager to distinguish aesthetic judgments from ethi-
cal judgments, in particular, and also from practical con-
cerns. Others have wondered whether it is possible to
make such a clear logical separation. When the question
of design is raised, it becomes increasingly difficult to
suppose that an aesthetic judgment about an object is
entirely divorced from other considerations—an issue
that is perhaps most acute in the case of architecture. If a
building is beautiful to behold but ill suited to whatever
activities it is meant to house, can one keep the building’s
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evident disutility from contaminating one’s sense of the
aesthetic value of the building? The same question arises,
obviously, in many other cases of artistic design, ranging
from automobiles to writing instruments to time-keeping
devices. It seems clear that a genuinely ugly object might
be a perfectly serviceable automobile or watch. It is less
clear that that a poorly performing object can still be
beautiful. On this matter, Kant’s opinion is clear. He
thought that it is one thing to judge a watch, say, to be a
good watch because of its perspicuous time display and
reliable time keeping, this being to judge the watch in
terms relying on the concept of a watch; it is another
thing to offer a pure judgment of taste. To other authors,
this is not obvious, because for them, questions of utility
are difficult to separate from questions of the aesthetic
value of an object.

Recently much attention has been given to the sepa-
ration of ethical concerns from aesthetic concerns
(Levinson 2001), and in 2005 it is a much debated ques-
tion whether the dubious moral character of an art work
can be kept separate from its artistic or aesthetic value.
There has thus been a renewal of interest in the question
of the relations of ethics and aesthetics to one another.

See also Aesthetic Experience; Aesthetic Qualities; Aes-
thetics, History of; Art, Interpretation of; Beauty; Sub-
lime, The; Ugliness.
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AESTHETIC QUALITIES

It is generally, although not universally, agreed among
philosophers that there is an important distinction to be
drawn between the aesthetic qualities of objects, espe-
cially art objects, and their nonaesthetic qualities:
between being serene, stunning, or grating, and being
square, in the key of A-minor, or weighing seven pounds.
The concept of an aesthetic quality is a philosophical one,
not in general use, but aestheticians appeal to it in clari-
fying the practice of art criticism, justifying aesthetic
judgments, and evaluating artworks.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Both David Hume (1963) and Immanuel Kant (1966) set
the stage for this modern distinction in their discussions
of aesthetic judgments, judgments regarding the beauty
of objects. Both argued that such judgments differ in kind
from judgments regarding ordinary perceptual proper-
ties. Both held that aesthetic judgments depend on sub-
jective feelings of pleasure and affective responses, but
both also sought a universal ground for such judgments.
Unlike Francis Hutcheson (1971) before them, they did
not find this ground in an objective property (for Hutch-
eson, unity in variety) that always gives rise to this pleas-
urable response in qualified observers. Instead,
recognizing the normative force of ascriptions of beauty,
the demand for agreement in one’s ascriptions of this
property, they sought a standard in universal subjective
grounds of the judgments of qualified critics.

Hume emphasized that only the judgments of fully
competent or ideal critics indicate the presence of beauty
or aesthetic merit. The property of beauty is similar in
this respect to secondary qualities like colors, as analyzed
by John Locke. For Locke, the color red is a power in
objects, based on objective properties of their surfaces, to
cause red sensations in normal observers in normal con-
ditions. For Hume, beauty is similarly a relation between
various objective properties and subjective responses, dif-
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ferences being that, as noted, there is no single objective
property to be found here, and that qualified observers
are rarer and more difficult to define. Such observers
must have developed tastes, be knowledgeable of the type
of work they are judging and of the historical tradition
with which to compare the work, and be sensitive to the
sorts of subtle relations on which the beauty of the work
might depend. In the end, even such qualified critics
might disagree in their comparative aesthetic judgments,
Hume recognized.

Kant was both more emphatic than Hume that there
are no universal objective grounds for ascriptions of
beauty, and was more confident that such judgments
should nevertheless be universally shared. For him, there
are no principles that connect objective properties with
correct ascriptions of beauty. Nevertheless, the pleasure
derived from the disinterested perception of form should
be universally felt, since common human faculties are
involved in such perception. The perception of formal
properties elicits a value-laden (pleasurable) response
that is common to all disinterested observers and
expressed in ascriptions of beauty. Since there is no objec-
tive property common to all beautiful objects (no objec-
tive concept of beauty), one cannot tell from a
description of an object whether it is beautiful. One must
experience the pleasure from perception of the object.
But in judging an object to be beautiful, one demands the
agreement of other observers, unlike in judging mere
agreeableness.

THE NATURE OF AESTHETIC
QUALITIES: REALISM

The contemporary discussion of aesthetic qualities began
with Frank Sibley (1959). He first expanded the list of
aesthetic qualities from beauty and sublimity to include
emotion qualities like being sad or serene, evocative qual-
ities like being powerful or dull, behavioral qualities like
being jaunty or sluggish, formal-evaluative qualities like
being graceful or tightly knit, and second-order percep-
tual qualities like being vivid or steely. A major philo-
sophical question resulted from this expansion. What do
these qualities have in common that distinguishes them
from nonaesthetic qualities? Other questions remain
from the discussions of Hume and Kant. What is the
nature of these qualities, and how are they related to the
nonaesthetic qualities of their objects?

In regard to the first question, some of the properties
listed may be ascribed to artworks only metaphorically,
but others are ascribed literally. If “sad” here can mean
expressive of sadness, and “powerful” can refer to the

power to evoke a strong response, then these two proper-
ties fall into the latter category.

According to Sibley, perceiving aesthetic properties
requires taste. If taste is a special quasi-perceptual faculty
different from the ordinary five senses, as his usage some-
times suggests, then its existence and operation becomes
mysterious, as do the aesthetic qualities it alone can grasp.
If taste refers simply to sensitivity to aesthetic properties,
then there is a tight circularity in the definitions that
needs to be removed. But appeal to taste here can have
two other more plausible functions. First, it can indicate
that the perception of all the relevant nonaesthetic prop-
erties of an object is not sufficient for the perception of its
aesthetic properties. One must perceive nonaesthetic
properties to perceive aesthetic qualities, but not vice
versa.

Second, since “taste” in one of its senses refers to dis-
positions to evaluate in certain ways, appeal to taste here
can indicate that ascribing aesthetic properties to art-
works is always relevant to their evaluation. We justify
aesthetic evaluations by pointing to the aesthetic proper-
ties of objects. Some of these properties, like being grace-
ful or tightly knit, are typically value-laden in themselves.
Others, like being sad, seem not to be. But if artworks not
only have such properties, but, as Nelson Goodman
(1969) claims, exemplify them, that is, refer to them and
tell us something of their nature, then this is of some
value. And experiencing such qualities can also be of
value by being part of an overall response to an artwork
that engages not only the emotions, but the perceptual,
imaginative, and cognitive faculties as well.

Thus, we can define aesthetic qualities as those that
contribute directly to an object’s aesthetic value, positive
or negative. Again, there is a circularity here, but it can be
removed by defining aesthetic value without appealing to
aesthetic qualities, perhaps in terms of the overall engage-
ment of our mental faculties just alluded to. What has
aesthetic value, according to this concept, simultaneously
challenges and exercises all our mental capacities—per-
ceptual, imaginative, affective, and cognitive. If the con-
cept of art itself is in turn evaluative, if having aesthetic
value in the sense indicated is both necessary and suffi-
cient for being a (fine) artwork, then aesthetic qualities
are also definitive of (fine) artworks. Taken in this sense,
however, the concept of aesthetic properties has not only
been broadened from the initial reference to beauty; it has
also been narrowed to the domain of artworks, at least in
its primary use.

In regard to the second question on the nature of
aesthetic qualities, it is clear that they are relational prop-
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erties, as Hume and Kant held, involving appreciative
responses to the objective or base qualities of objects.
These base qualities include structural properties of
tones, shapes, and colors; syntactic and semantic proper-
ties of literary texts; and relations between these and sim-
ilar properties in other works. Appeal to these base
properties justifies ascriptions of aesthetic qualities, and
appeal to these aesthetic qualities in turn justifies overall
aesthetic evaluations.

That aesthetic qualities involve subjective responses
does not imply that these qualities are not real. Real prop-
erties are those that are instantiated independently of
observers’ beliefs about them and of how they appear to
particular observers. Secondary qualities like colors are
real in this sense because, even though particular
observers can disagree and even though colors can appear
other than they are, normal observers in normal condi-
tions can achieve consensus on colors. Such consensus
among qualified observers is essential to the reality of
such relational properties. A crucial question is whether
we would find agreement in the ascription of aesthetic
qualities among fully qualified art critics.

THE RELATION TO BASE PROPERTIES:
RELATIVISM

Kant held that there are no principles linking objective
properties to beauty, and Sibley held that nonaesthetic
properties are never sufficient conditions for aesthetic
properties. The lack of such principles is due to the fact
that aesthetic qualities are not only relational, but relative
in several different senses. First, they are relative to the
contexts of the particular objects that instantiate them. A
graceful passage in a Mozart piece would not be graceful
at all in a piece by Charles Ives. Second, they are relative
to differing interpretations of the same work. Iago’s
“Credo” aria in Giuseppe Verdi’s Otello can be interpreted
as boisterous and defiant or as sinister and brooding.
Third, they are relative to historical context and change
with changing historical contexts. The works of Antonio
Salieri were heard as graceful before Mozart but as some-
what stilted and awkward after Mozart. Finally, as Hume
in the end affirmed but Kant denied, they are relative to
differing tastes of different critics. What is poignant to
one is maudlin to another; what is striking and powerful
to one is garish and grating to another.

That the latter disagreements occur at all levels of
actual competence and sophistication indicates that even
ideal critics would fail to reach consensus in ascribing
aesthetic properties. For every such property, there would
be some disagreements among fully qualified critics as to
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whether some objects had the property in question. And
this would occur not only in borderline cases, indicating
only vagueness in the concepts of such properties. A par-
adigm of poignancy for some critics, for example, a
Tchaikovsky symphony or Puccini aria, is a paradigm of
maudlin sentimentality for others.

It seems, therefore, that we must relativize ascrip-
tions of aesthetic properties to both tastes and contexts
(including work, historical, and interpretive contexts).
The main problem with doing so is that it then becomes
problematic to see opposed ascriptions as really in dis-
agreement and difficult to explain why opposing critics
argue for their interpretations and evaluations. Genuine
disagreement and argument about the presence of an aes-
thetic property seem to assume a right answer to the
question of whether or not the property is present. But if
an artwork is powerful to one critic and not to another,
then what are they disagreeing about? In short, the prob-
lem for the relativist is to account for the normative force
of judgments regarding aesthetic qualities. Even if Kant
was too strong in his claim that we demand universal
agreement in our aesthetic judgments, surely the practice
of critical argument reflects some demand for agreement.

To maintain a realist account of aesthetic qualities in
the face of disagreement among fully qualified critics, one
might say that an object really has an aesthetic quality
only if the quality is experienced by all qualified critics,
or, alternatively, that it really has the quality even if it is
experienced only by some qualified critics. But the first
response leaves artworks with too few aesthetic qualities
and makes almost all aesthetic judgments false, while the
second response ascribes too many aesthetic qualities,
even incompatible ones, to the same objects. Another
possibility for the realist is to hold that when critics dis-
agree about the evaluative aesthetic properties they
ascribe, there are nevertheless real nonevaluative aesthetic
properties that they agree on in perceiving. When, for
example, one critic sees a painting as elegant and another
as insipid, they nevertheless see the same aesthetic quality
underlying these opposed evaluative qualities. But the
problem with this response is, first, that it splits the
account of aesthetic qualities in two and, second, that it
fails to specify what the underlying aesthetic quality
might be. The critics seem to react to the base, nonaes-
thetic formal properties of the painting with different
responses.

The relativist account therefore seems preferable. In
addition, it explains why we cannot know from an objec-
tive description of an object whether it has a given aes-
thetic quality. We can infer that it does from testimony
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only if we are certain that the testifier shares our taste. But
the relativist must still account for the normativity of aes-
thetic judgments and how they are justified.

THE JUSTIFICATION OF ASCRIPTIONS
OF AESTHETIC QUALITIES

Objective base properties justify ascriptions of aesthetic
qualities, and these justify overall evaluations. But there
are no principles at either level. On the second level, ele-
gance, for example, usually contributes to a positive eval-
uation. But prose or painting styles can be too elegant for
their subject matters, lessening the overall impact of their
works. In view of the lack of principles and the relativity
of aesthetic qualities to different tastes, how do these jus-
tifications work?

Ascriptions of aesthetic qualities are unjustified
when based on inattention, bias, lack of knowledge of the
formal properties of a work or its historical context, or an
unacceptable interpretation. In asserting that an object
has an aesthetic quality, one makes an implicit claim that
one’s judgment is not based on any of these disqualifying
factors. This is equivalent to the claim that a fully compe-
tent or ideal critic who shares one’s taste would respond
to the object in the same way, would ascribe the same
property to it. Thus, the relation between objective non-
aesthetic properties and aesthetic qualities is simply that
the former cause fully competent critics with certain
tastes to respond in ways expressed by ascriptions of the
aesthetic qualities.

Arguments over the presence of aesthetic qualities
proceed until it is clear that both parties are fully compe-
tent in the circumstances to make the aesthetic judgments
they make. Typically, critics proceed by pointing to the
objective properties in the given historical context that
elicit the responses expressed in their judgments, under
the assumption that the other party has for one reason or
another missed the relevance of the underlying base
properties. But once the relevant base properties have
been noted and interpretations agreed on, argument will
cease, and the parties will have to accept ultimate differ-
ences in taste.

If aesthetic qualities are instantiated relative not only
to contexts but, more significantly, to tastes of qualified
critics, then two main questions remain. First, when do
fully qualified critics share tastes? Can those who do share
tastes nevertheless disagree about particular ascriptions
of aesthetic qualities? Second, why should the judgments
of such critics have normative force for others? If fully
qualified or ideal critics who share tastes can disagree in
their ascriptions of aesthetic qualities, and if objects have

the relational properties that these critics ascribe, then the
same problem that relativizing was intended to solve, the
ascription of incompatible qualities to the same objects,
reappears. When such critics disagree, they therefore have
slightly different tastes. But if an ordinary observer who
shares tastes with an ideal critic in all other aesthetic
judgments disagrees in a particular case, this is a strong
(but not infallible) indication that the observer is not
making a sound aesthetic judgment, that he is mistaken
in ascribing the aesthetic quality to the object. Clarifying
argument is then in order. Only when all relevant base
properties have been noted and acceptable interpreta-
tions agreed on can disagreements be explained away as
reflecting different tastes. The object will then be asserted
to have the disputed aesthetic qualities only relative to
these different tastes.

To turn to the second question, when an ordinary
observer disagrees with a fully competent critic who
shares his taste, why should he accept the judgment of the
critic as correct or normative for him? The answer can
only be that such critics experience works more deeply—
on cognitive, emotional, imaginative, and perceptual lev-
els simultaneously. The works and their aesthetic
qualities, when so appreciated, offer lasting satisfaction.

See also Aesthetic Experience; Aesthetic Judgment; Art,
Interpretation of.
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AESTHETICS

The Encyclopedia features two very detailed survey
entries, Aesthetics, History of, and Aesthetics, Prob-
lems of, as well as the following entries: Beauty;
Humor; Metaphor; Tragedy; and Ugliness.

AESTHETICS, HISTORY OF

In the West, the history of systematic philosophizing
about the arts begins with Plato. But his great achieve-
ment was preceded, and prepared for, by certain develop-
ments in the preceding two hundred years, of which we
know or can guess only a little. Thus, the famous aesthetic
judgment—if such it was—of the picture on Achilles’
shield, “That was a marvellous piece of work” (Iliad XVIII
548), hints at the beginning of wonder about imitation,
i.e., the relation between representation and object, or
appearance and reality. Plato shows the aesthetic conse-
quences of the thinking on this problem by Democritus
and Parmenides. Further, the elevation of Homer and
Hesiod to the status of wise men and seers, and moral and
religious teachers, led to a dispute over the truthfulness of
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poetry when they were attacked by Xenophanes and Her-
aclitus for their philosophical ignorance and misrepre-
sentation of the gods. Homer and Hesiod themselves
raised the question of the source of the artist’s inspira-
tion, which they attributed to divine power (Odyssey VIII;
Theogony 22 ff.). Pindar traced this gift to the gods but
allowed that the poet’s skill can be developed by his own
effort. Pythagoras and his Order discovered the depend-
ence of musical intervals on the ratios of the lengths of
stretched strings, generalized this discovery into a theory
about the elements of the material world (that they either
are, or depend upon, numbers), and developed an elabo-
rate ethical and therapeutic theory of music, which,
according to them, is capable of strengthening or restor-
ing the harmony of the individual soul—harmonia being
the term for the primary interval, the octave.

PLATO

Nearly all of the fundamental aesthetic problems were
broached, and some were deeply considered, by Plato.
The questions he raised and the arguments he framed are
astonishingly varied and deep. They are scattered
throughout his dialogues, but the principal discussions
are in (a) the Ion, Symposium, and Republic, belonging to
Plato’s early, pre-Academy period (roughly 399-387
BCE); (b) the Sophist and Laws, written at the end of his
life (roughly 367-348/347 BCE); and (c) the Phaedrus,
which lies between these periods. Though perhaps not
Plato’s, the Greater Hippias is very Platonic and may be
drawn upon. (In this entry, no distinction will be
attempted between Plato’s views and those of Socrates.)

ART AND CRAFT. When today we speak of Plato’s aes-
thetics, we mean his philosophical views about those fine
arts that he discusses: visual arts (painting, sculpture,
architecture), literary arts (epic, lyric, and dramatic
poetry), and mixed musical arts (dance and song). Plato
does not himself assign them a special name; for him they
belong in the more general class of “craft” (techne), which
includes all skills in making or doing, from woodcraft to
statecraft. In the Sophist (265-266), crafts are divided into
“acquisitive” and “productive,” the latter being subdivided
into (1) production of actual objects, which may be either
human or divine (plants and elements by god, houses and
knives by men), and (2) production of “images” (idola),
which may also be human or divine (reflections and
dreams by god; pictures by men). Images, which imitate
their originals but cannot fulfill their function, are fur-
ther subdivided; the imitator may produce (1) a genuine
likeness (eikon), with the same properties as his model, or
(2) an apparent likeness, or semblance (phantasma),

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

2nd edition

41



AESTHETICS, HISTORY OF

which merely looks like the original (as when the architect
makes his columns swell at the top so that they will not
appear to diminish). There is thus false imitation, the
making of deceptive semblances. Yet Plato finds this dis-
tinction troublesome to maintain, for it is essential to any
imitation that in some way it falls short of its original; if
it were perfect, it would not be an image (eidolon), but
another example of the same thing, another bed or knife
(Cratylus 432). So all imitation is in a sense both true and
untrue, has both being and nonbeing (Sophist 240c).

IMITATION. The term “imitation” (mimesis) is one of
the most troublesome in Plato’s aesthetics, for its denota-
tion constantly expands and contracts with the move-
ment of the dialectic, along with that of its substitutes
and near synonyms, methexis (participation), homoiosis
(likeness), and paraplesia (resemblance).

If, in one sense, all created things are imitations of
their eternal archetypes, or “forms,” Plato seems also to
regard paintings, dramatic poems, and songs as imita-
tions in a narrower sense: They are images. It is this that
places the arts at the second remove from the reality of
the forms, on the lowest of the four levels of cognition,
eikasia (imagining) (Republic 509-511). Some works of
art, however—and Plato sometimes speaks as though he
meant all of them—are imitative in the more pejorative
sense, as deceptive semblances. In Book X of the Republic,
the painter is said to represent the bed, not as it is but as
it appears. It is this that puts him in the “tribe of imita-
tors” (Timaeus 19D) and allies him with those pseudo
craftsmen of the Gorgias (463—465) who do not possess a
genuine craft, like medicine, but a pseudo craft, or knack
(tribe), like cosmetics, which gives us the bloom of health
rather than health itself.

BEAUTY. By this route, Plato approaches the question
that is of great importance to him as a metaphysician: Do
the arts contain, or convey, knowledge? Before coming to
this question, there is another to be considered. If the
architect, as a maker of semblances, changes reality to
make it look better, why does he do this? He seeks those
images that will appear beautiful (Sophist 236A). This is
another basic fact about the arts, in Plato’s view; they can
embody in various degrees the quality of beauty (o
kalon—a term that can branch out into more general
senses of appropriateness or fitness to function but that
often appears in a more strictly aesthetic sense). The
beauty of concrete things may change or disappear, may
appear to some but not to others (Republic 4794); but
behind these temporal embodiments there is an eternal
and absolute form of beauty. Its existence can be demon-

strated dialectically, like that of the other forms; but
direct acquaintance with it is to be sought, Plato says, via
the partial and dimmer beauties open to the senses—and
it is easier of access than the other forms (Phaedrus
249B—C).

The path to beauty is described most fully in the
Symposium A man possessed by love (eros) of beauty is to
progress from bodily beauty to beauty of mind, to beauty
of institutions and laws and the sciences themselves, and
finally to beauty in itself. It is noteworthy that Diotima of
Mantineia, who presents this picture, does not assign to
the arts any role in assisting this progress; that step was
taken by Plato’s successors.

It is also important to ask what beauty is, or, if that
cannot be stated abstractly, what the conditions are under
which beauty will be embodied in an object. The argu-
ment in the Greater Hippias takes up several possibilities,
especially the possibility that the beautiful either is, or
depends upon, what is beneficial or what pleases through
the senses of hearing and sight. But in the Philebus, a care-
ful discussion leads to the conclusion that beautiful
things are made with care in the due proportion of part
to part, by mathematical measurement (cf. Timaeus
87c—D; Statesman 284A). “The qualities of measure
(metron) and proportion (symmetron) invariably ... con-
stitute beauty and excellence” (Philebus 64, Hackforth
translation). And because it is, or depends upon, meas-
ure, beauty is assigned a high place in the final list of
goods (Philebus 66A—B; cf. Sophist 228B).

ART AND KNOWLEDGE. Knowledge (episteme), as dis-
tinct from mere opinion (doxa), is a grasp of the eternal
forms; and Plato clearly denies it to the arts, as imitations
of imitations (Republic 598—601). So the poet is placed on
the sixth level of knowledge in the Phaedrus (248D), and
Ion is said to interpret Homer not by “art or knowledge”
(532¢) but in an irrational way (cf. Apology 22), for he
does not know what he is saying or why he might be right
or wrong. On the other hand, a work of art that embod-
ies beauty has some direct relation to one form. And if the
artist inspired by the Muses is like a diviner in not know-
ing what he is doing (Meno 99¢; Timaeus 71E-724), he
may have a kind of insight that goes beyond ordinary
knowledge (cf. Laws 6824). His madness (mania) may be
possession by a divinity that inspires him to truth (Phae-
drus 2454; Ion 533E, 536B). Moreover, since the arts can
give us genuine likenesses, not only of appearances but of
actualities, and even imitate the ethical character of the
human soul (Republic 400-4018; cf. Xenophon, Memora-
bilia 111 viii), it is possible, and indeed obligatory, to judge
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them by their truth, or their resemblance to actuality. The
competent judge, especially of dance and song, must have
“first, a knowledge of the nature of the original; next, a
knowledge of the correctness of the copy; and thirdly, a
knowledge of the excellence with which the copy is exe-
cuted” (Laws 669a—B, Bury translation).

ART AND MORALITY. The supreme craft, for Plato, is
the art of the legislator and educator, who must have the
final say about the arts, for his task is to insure that they
play their proper role in the life of the entire social order.
The first problem is to discover what effects the arts have
on people, and this problem has two aspects. First, there
is the enjoyability of art. On the one hand, just insofar as
it has beauty, the pleasures art gives are pure, unalloyed,
and harmless (Phaedrus 518—C), unlike the pleasure of
scratching an itch, which is preceded and followed by dis-
comfort. But, on the other hand, dramatic poetry involves
the representation of unworthy characters behaving in
undesirable ways (ranting and wailing) and tempts the
audience into immoderate laughter or weeping. There-
fore its pleasures are to be condemned for their unworthy
effect on character. Second, when we consider this ten-
dency of the arts to influence character and conduct,
there are again two sides to the matter. In his Republic and
Laws, Plato makes it quite clear that he thinks the literary
imitation of evil conduct is an implicit invitation to imi-
tate the conduct in one’s life (Laws 6658). Thus the stories
of gods and heroes who behave immorally have to be
excluded from the education of the young guardians in
the Republic, and stories in which the gods and heroes
behave as they should must either be found or written
(Republic 376E-411; cf. Laws 800-802, 664A). Music com-
posed in enervating modes must also be replaced by a
suitable kind (Republic 398, 4114).

But this does not mean that the arts have no role to
play in the cultural life and education of the citizens.
Indeed, the fear of their power that underlies Plato’s
severe censorship and regulation is accompanied by an
equally great respect. The measure that is so closely allied
to beauty is, after all, closely allied to goodness and virtue
too (Laws 655A; Protagoras 326A—B; Republic 432). Music
and poetry and dancing are, at their best, indispensable
means of character education, able to make men better
and more virtuous (Laws 653—-654, 664). The problem, as
Plato in his role of legislator sees it, is to ensure the social
responsibility of the creative artist by insisting that his
own good, like that of every citizen, be subordinated and
made conducive to the good of all.

AESTHETICS, HISTORY OF

ARISTOTLE

Our knowledge of Aristotle’s aesthetic theory comes
chiefly from the little collection of lecture notes that has
come down to us as the Poetics, composed probably about
347-342 BCE and later added to. The text is corrupt, the
argument condensed and puzzling. No work in the his-
tory of aesthetics has given rise to such vexatious prob-
lems of interpretation; no work has had so great an
influence on the theory and practice of literary criticism.

THE ART OF POETRY. Aristotle’s first task is to define the
art of poetry (poietike), which is his subject. He assumes
a distinction between three kinds of “thought,” knowing
(theoria), doing (praxis), and making (poiesis) (see Meta-
physics E 1; Topics VI 6); but in the Poetics, “poiesis” is
taken in a narrower sense. One kind of making is imita-
tion, which Aristotle seems to take fairly straightfor-
wardly as representation of objects or events. The
imitative art divides into (1) the art of imitating visual
appearances by means of color and drawing and (2) the
art of poetry, the imitation of a human action (praxis)
through verse, song, and dance (Poetics, Ch. 1). Thus the
art of poetry is distinguished from painting by its
medium (words, melody, rhythm) and from versified his-
tory or philosophy (the poem of Empedocles) by virtue
of the object it imitates. Two of the species of the poetic
art are of primary concern to Aristotle: drama (either
tragic or comic) and epic poetry, distinguished from
comedy by the gravity of the actions imitated (Chs. 2, 6).

What is of the first importance in Aristotle’s treatise
is his method of inquiry, for he aims to present a system-
atic theory of a particular literary genre. He asks: What is
the nature of the tragic art? And this leads him to inquire
not only into its material, formal, and efficient causes
(many of his observations under these headings are of
permanent value to literary theory) but also into its final
cause or end (telos). What is a good tragedy, and what
makes it good; what are “the causes of artistic excellence
and the opposite” (Ch. 26, G. E. Else translation)? This
function of tragedy, he thinks, must be to provide a cer-
tain kind of enjoyable experience—the “proper pleasure”
(oikeia he-done) of tragedy (Chs. 14, 23, 26)—and if the
nature of this pleasure can be determined it will then be
possible to justify the criteria by means of which one can
say that one tragedy is better than another.

THE PLEASURE OF IMITATION. Aristotle suggests
briefly (Ch. 4) two motives that give rise to tragedy. The
first is that imitation is natural; and the recognizing of
imitation is naturally pleasurable to man because man
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finds learning pleasant, and recognizing, say, a picture of
a dog, is a form of learning (cf. Rhetoric I xi). Since
tragedy is an imitation of a special sort of object, namely
fearful and pitiable events, its proper pleasure “is the
pleasure that comes from pity and fear by means of imi-
tation” (Ch. 4, Else translation). The problem that evi-
dently arises is how we can derive pleasure from feeling
emotions that are painful (cf. the definitions of “fear” and
“pity” in Rhetoric 11 v, viii). Aristotle’s nearest answer
seems to be that though the object imitated may be in
itself unpleasant to contemplate, the pleasure of seeing
the imitation may overcome our distaste—as with skilled
drawings of cadavers (see De Partibus Animalium 1 v;
Rhetoric 1 xi). Here Aristotle is offering a partial answer to
one of Plato’s grounds for skepticism about art; he takes
the basic aesthetic pleasure as a cognitive one, of the same
genus as the philosopher’s (though no doubt of a lower
level).

»

THE PLEASURE OF BEAUTY. Tragedy also grows, Aristo-
tle says (Ch. 4), out of our natural disposition to “melody
and rhythm.” He does not develop this point and may be
postulating a kind of decorative impulse. But if we may
think here of Plato’s Philebus, our pleasure in melody and
rhythm may be taken as pleasure in beauty in general. “A
beautiful (kalliste) thing, either a living creature or any
structure made of parts, must have not only an orderly
arrangement of those parts, but a size which is not acci-
dental” (Ch. 7). Thus a tragedy, or its plot, may be “beau-
tiful,” i.e., artistically excellent (Chs. 1, 13). And the
“proper pleasure” of the epic, for example, depends on its
unity, on being “like a single whole creature” (zoon) with
a beginning, middle, and end (Ch. 23). This analogy
echoes Plato’s Phaedrus 264c. For the fineness of the
object sensed or contemplated produces the highest
degree of that pleasure that is proper to the organ sensing
or mind contemplating (Nicomachean Ethics X iv).

THE UNIVERSAL. If the function of tragic poetry is to
provide a certain species of enjoyment, we can then
inquire into the features of a particular work that will
promote or inhibit this enjoyment. Its concentration and
coherence depend in large part upon the plot and the
sense of inevitability in its development (Ch. 10). This is
evidently achieved most fully when the characters act in
accordance with their natures, when they do the “kinds of
thing a certain kind of person will say or do in accordance
with probability or necessity, which is what poetic com-
position aims at” (Ch. 9, Else translation). These sorts of
behavior, i.e., behavior that is motivated in accordance
with psychological laws, Aristotle calls “universal,” con-

trasting them with the events in a historical chronicle,
which he thinks of as a causally unconnected string of
particular incidents (“what Alcibiades did or had done to
him”).

This famous passage has inspired many later theories
about art imitating universals or essences, but the gist of
it (for Aristotle) is that the poet must make his plot plau-
sible by relying on general psychological truths. This
important point adds another level to Aristotle’s defense
(against Plato) of the cognitive status of poetry, for the
poet must at least understand human nature or he cannot
even produce a good plot.

THE CATHARSIS. In Aristotle’s definition of tragedy
(Ch. 6) there is one phrase that has given rise to an enor-
mous amount of interpretation: di eleou kai phobou
perainousa ten ton toiouton pathematon katharsin (trans-
lated in the traditional way by Butcher: “through pity and
fear effecting the proper purgation of these emotions”).
Thus Aristotle is interpreted as having a further theory,
not about the immediate pleasure of tragedy but about its
deeper psychological effects. This phrase is the only basis
for such an interpretation in the Poetics; but in the Politics
(VIII 7), Aristotle clearly does propose a cathartic theory
of music and even says he will explain catharsis further
“when hereafter we speak of poetry”—a remark that pos-
sibly refers to the presumed lost parts of the Poetics. If
tragedy produces a catharsis of the emotions, there are
still other problems in deciding what Aristotle had in
mind—whether, for example, he meant it in a medical
sense (a purgation of the emotions, their elimination by
mental physic) or in a religious and lustratory sense (a
purification of emotions, their transformation into a less
harmful form). Both senses had precedents. There is also
the question whether Aristotle believed in a catharsis of
pity and fear alone, or, through them, of all destructive
emotions.

In any case, on this interpretation, Aristotle would be
answering Plato’s second objection to poetry in Book X of
the Republic, by saying that poetry helps men to be
rational. The traditional interpretation has been interest-
ingly challenged in recent years by Professor Gerald E
Else, who argues that the catharsis is not an effect on the
audience or reader but something accomplished in the
play itself, a purification of the hero, a release from the
“blood pollution” of his crime, through his recognition of
it, his horror at it, and the discovery that it was due to a
“serious mistake” (hamartia) on his part. This reading
does not seem to fit some of the tragedies. If it is correct,
Aristotle has no therapeutic theory of tragedy at all, but
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he may still be replying to Plato that the immoral effects
of tragedy are not to be feared, since the finest ones, at
least, will have to show a kind of moral progress if they
are to be structurally capable of moving the spectator
tragically.

THE LATER CLASSICAL PHILOSOPHERS

Aristotle’s Poetics does not seem to have been available to
his successors. His ideas had some influence via the works
(now largely lost) of his favorite pupil, Theophrastus; and
the Tractatus Coislinianus (Greek, probably first century
BCE) shows an acquaintance with his work, for its defini-
tion of comedy parallels remarkably Aristotle’s definition
of tragedy. During the later classical period, Stoicism,
Epicureanism, skepticism, and Neoplatonism flourished
competitively, and each of these schools of thought had
some contribution to make to the history of aesthetics.

STOICISM. The Stoics were much interested in poetry
and in problems of semantics and logic. Zeno, Cleanthes,
and Chrysippus wrote treatises on poetry, no longer
extant. From Philodemus we know of a work on music by
the Stoic Diogenes of Babylon, and from Cicero’s De
Officiis of a work on beauty by Panaetius. Both seem to
have held that beauty depends on the arrangement of
parts (convenientia partium, in Cicero’s phrase). The
delight in beauty was connected with the virtue that
expresses itself in an ordered life, with decorum (to pre-
pon). Thus not only irrational pleasure (hedone), but a
rational elevation of the soul (chara), in keeping with the
Stoic goal of tranquillity, was thought to be obtainable
from poetry of the right sort. The Stoics emphasized the
moral benefit of poetry as its chief justification and held
that it might allegorize true philosophy (see Strabo, Geog-
raphy 1,1, 105 1, ii, 3).

EPICUREANISM. The Epicureans are said (by Sextus
Empiricus, Against the Professors V1, 27) to have disap-
proved of music and its pleasure, but it appears that this
is partly based on a misunderstanding of Epicurus’s aver-
sion to music criticism (see Plutarch, That It Is Not Possi-
ble to Live Pleasurably According to the Doctrine of
Epicurus 13). Two important works by Philodemus of
Gadara (first century BCE), parts of which have been
unearthed at Herculaneum, give further evidence of Epi-
curean thinking about the arts. In his work On Music
(Peri Mousikes), Philodemus strikes the earliest known
blow for what later was called “formalism,” by arguing
(against the Pythagoreans, Plato, and Aristotle) that
music by itself—apart from the words, whose effects are
often confused with the music itself—is incapable either
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of arousing emotions or of effecting ethical transforma-
tions of the soul. And in his work On Poems (Peri Poema-
ton) he argued that specifically poetic goodness (to
poietikon agathon) is not determined either by the moral-
didactic aim (didaskalia), by the pleasure of technique
and form (psychagogia), or by a mere addition of the two,
but by a unity of form and content—his conception of
which we do not now know.

The main lines of reflection about literature during
the Roman period seem to have been practical and peda-
gogical. Two works were outstandingly influential (the
second, however, not until its rediscovery in the modern
period): the Ars Poetica, or Epistle to the Pisos, of Horace,
which discusses many questions of style and form, and
the work On Elevation in Poetry (Peri Hypsous, or On the
Sublime), probably written during the first century ck,
perhaps by a Greek named “Longinus.” This lively and
brilliant work defines the quality of great writing in affec-
tive terms, as that which transports the soul; and it inves-
tigates the stylistic and formal conditions of this effect.

PLOTINUS. The philosophical reflection that continued
in the Platonic schools until the Academy at Athens was
closed by Justinian I in CE, 529 culminated in the Neo-
platonic system of Plotinus. Three of his fifty-four trac-
tates, which make up the six Enneads, deal especially with
aesthetic matters: “On Beauty” (I, vi); “On the Intellectual
Beauty” (V, viii); and “How the Multiplicity of the Ideal-
Forms Came into Being; and on the Good” (VI, vii).

Behind the visible world, in this view, stands “the
one” (to hen), or “the first,” which is ultimate reality in its
first “hypostasis,” or role, beyond all conception and
knowledge. In its second hypostasis, reality is “intellect,”
or “mind” (nous), but also the Platonic forms that are
known by mind. In its third hypostasis it is the “all-soul”
(psyche), or principle of creativity and life. Within his
scheme—infinite gradations of being “emanating” from
the central “light”—Plotinus develops a theory of beauty
that is highly original, though inspired by the Symposium
and other Platonic dialogues. The tractate “On Beauty”
(MacKenna and Page translation) begins by noting that
Beauty lies in things seen and heard, and also in good
character and conduct (I, vi, 1); and the question is,
“What ... is it that gives comeliness to all these things?”

The first answer considered, and rejected, is that of
the Stoics. Beauty is, or depends on, symmetry. Plotinus
argues that simple sense qualities (colors and tones), and
also moral qualities, can have beauty though they cannot
be symmetrical; moreover, an object can lose some of its
beauty (as when a person dies) without losing any sym-
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metry (VI, vii, 22). Therefore, symmetry is neither a nec-
essary nor sufficient condition of beauty. It is not beauty
but participation in ideal-form, that is, embodiment of
Platonic ideas, that marks the difference in a stone before
and after the sculptor carves it; for he gives it form. Where
ideal-form enters, he says, confusion has been “rallied ...
into co-operation” (I, vi, 2): when an object becomes uni-
fied, “Beauty enthrones itself.” A homogeneous thing, like
a patch of color, is already unified by similarity through-
out; a heterogeneous thing, like a house or ship, is unified
by the dominance of the form, which is a divine thought
(I, vi, 2). In the experience of beauty, the soul finds joy in
recognizing in the object an “affinity” to itself; for in this
affinity it becomes aware of its own participation in ideal-
form and its divinity. Here is the historical source of mys-
ticism and romanticism in aesthetics.

Love, in Plotinus’s system, is always the love of
beauty (III, v, 1) and of absolute and ultimate beauty
through its lesser and dimmer manifestations in nature
or in the work of the artist-craftsman (I, vi, 7; V1, ii, 18; V,
viii, 8—10). Something of Plato’s ambivalence toward art
reappears in Plotinus’s account at this point, though
muted and closer to being overcome in the basic monism
of the system. We ascend from the contemplation of sen-
suous beauty to delight in beautiful deeds, to moral
beauty and the beauty of institutions, and thence to
absolute beauty (I, vi, 8-9; II, ix, 16). Plotinus distin-
guishes three ways to truth, that of the musician, the
lover, and the metaphysician (I, iii, 1-2); and he speaks of
nature as offering a loveliness that cannot help but lead
the admiring contemplator to thought of the higher
beauties that are reflected there (I1, ix, 7; V, viii, 2-3). Nor
are the arts to be neglected, on the ground that they are
mere imitations (here he comes closest to correcting the
Republic, Book X), for both the painting and the object it
copies are, after all, both imitations of the ideal-form;
moreover, the painter may be able to imitate form all the
more truly, to “add where nature is lacking” (V, viii, 1; cf.
V, ix, 11). Yet, in his more religious mood, Plotinus
reminds us that earthly and visible beauty may distract us
from the infinite (V, v, 12), that “authentic beauty,” or
“beyond-beauty,” is invisible (VI, vii, 33); and he who has
become beautiful, and hence divine, no longer sees or
needs it (V, vii, 11). The ladder, to use once more a too-
familiar similitude, is kicked away by the philosophic
mystic once he reaches home.

THE MIDDLE AGES

The early church Fathers were somewhat doubtful of
beauty and the arts: They feared that a keen interest in

earthly things might endanger the soul, whose true voca-
tion lies elsewhere—especially since the literature, drama,
and visual art they were acquainted with was closely asso-
ciated with the pagan cultures of Greece and Rome. But
despite the danger of idolatry, sculpture and painting
became accepted as legitimate aids to piety, and literature
became accepted as part of education in the liberal arts.
Concern with aesthetic problems was not a prominent
part of medieval philosophy, but some important lines of
thought can be observed in the works of the two greatest
thinkers.

ST. AUGUSTINE. In his Confessions (IV, xiii), Augustine
tells a little of his lost early work, De Pulchro et Apto (“On
the Beautiful and Fitting”), in which he distinguished a
beauty that belongs to things in virtue of their forming a
whole and a beauty that belongs to things in virtue of
their fitting in with something else or being part of a
whole. It is not possible to be sure, from his brief descrip-
tion, of the exact nature of this distinction. His later
thoughts on beauty are scattered throughout his works,
and especially in De Ordine (“Concerning Order,” CE
386), De Vera Religione (“Concerning True Religion,” CE
390), and De Musica (CE 388-391), a treatise on meter.

The key concepts in Augustine’s theory are unity,
number, equality, proportion, and order; and unity is the
basic notion, not only in art (De Ordine 11, xv, 42) but in
reality. The existence of individual things as units, and the
possibility of comparing them with respect to equality or
likeness, gives rise to proportion, measure, and number
(De Musica V1, xiv, 44; xvii, 56; De Libero Arbitrio 11, viii,
22). Number, he emphasizes in various places, is funda-
mental both to being and to beauty—“Examine the
beauty of bodily form, and you will find that everything
is in its place by number” (De Libero Arbitrio 11, xvi, 42,
Burleigh translation). Number gives rise to order, the
arrangement of equal and unequal parts into an inte-
grated complex in accordance with an end. And from
order comes a second-level kind of unity, the emergent
unity of heterogeneous wholes, harmonized or made
symmetrical through internal relations of likeness
between the parts (De Vera Religione xxx, 55; xxxii, 59; De
Musica V1, xvii, 58).

An important feature of Augustine’s theory is that
the perception of beauty involves a normative judgment.
We perceive the ordered object as being what it ought to
be, the disordered object as falling short; hence the
painter can correct as he goes along and the critic can
judge (De Vera Religione xxxii, 60). But this rightness or
wrongness cannot be merely sensed (De Musica VI, xii,

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

46 2nd edition



34); the spectator must bring with him a concept of ideal
order, given to him by a “divine illumination.” It follows
that judgment of beauty is objectively valid; there can be
no relativity in it (De Trinitate IX, vi, 10; De Libero Arbi-
trio I1, xvi, 41).

Augustine also wrestled with the problem of literary
truth, and in his Soliloquies (CE 387) he proposed a rather
sophisticated distinction between different sorts of lying
or deception. In the perceptual illusion, the straight oar
pretends to be bent, and could be bent, but the statue
could not be a man and therefore is not “mendacious.” So,
too, the fictional character could not be real and does not
pretend to be real by his own will, but only follows the
will of the poet (IL, ix, 16; x, 18; cf. Confessions IIL, vi).

ST. THOMAS AQUINAS. Thomas’s account of beauty is
given tersely, almost casually, in a few key passages that
have become justly famous for their rich implications.
Goodness is one of the “transcendentals” in his meta-
physics, being predicable of every being and cutting
across the Aristotelian categories; it is Being considered in
relation to desire (Summa Theologica 1, q. 5, art. 1). The
pleasant, or delightful, is one of the divisions of good-
ness—“that which terminates the movement of appetite
in the form of rest in the thing desired, is called the pleas-
ant” (S.T. 1, q. 5, art. 6, Dominican Fathers translation).
And beauty is what pleases on being seen (Pulchra enim
dicuntur quae visa placent, S.T. 1, q. 5, art. 4).

Here, of course, “seeing” extends to all cognitive
grasp; the perception of beauty is a kind of knowing (this
explains why it does not occur in the lower senses of smell
and taste, S.T. I-11, q. 27, art. 1). Since cognition consists
in abstracting the form that makes an object what it is,
beauty depends on the form. Thomas’s best-known state-
ment about beauty occurs in the course of a discussion of
Augustine’s attempt to identify the persons of the Trinity
with some of his key concepts, the Father with unity, etc.
Beauty, he says, “includes three conditions” (S.T. L, q. 39,
art. 8). First, there is “integrity or perfection” (integritas
sive perfectio)—broken or injured objects, incomplete
objects, are ugly. Second, there is “due proportion or har-
mony” (debita proportio sive consonantia), which may
refer partly to the relations between parts of the object
itself but mainly refers to a relation between the object
and the perceiver: that the eminently visible object, for
example, is proportioned to the sight. Third, there is
“brightness or clarity” (claritas), or brilliance (see also
S.T.1I-1I, q. 145, art 2; q. 180, art. 2). The third condition
has been variously explicated; it is connected with the
medieval Neoplatonic tradition in which light is a symbol
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of divine beauty and truth (see the pseudo-Dionysius on
the Divine Names, Ch. 4; Robert Grosseteste, De Luce, and
his commentary on the Hexaémeron). Clarity is that
“splendor of form [resplendentia formae] shining on the
proportioned parts of matter” in the opusculum De Pul-
chro et Bono (I, vi, 2), written either by the young Thomas
or his teacher Albertus Magnus. The conditions of beauty
can be stated univocally, but beauty, being a part of good-
ness, is an analogical term (that is, has different senses
when applied to different sorts of things). It signifies a
whole family of qualities, for each thing is beautiful in its
own way (Aquinas, Commentary on the Psalms, Psalm
xliv, 2; cf. Commentary on the Divine Names iv, 5).

THE THEORY OF INTERPRETATION. The consuming
tasks of the early Fathers, clarifying, reconciling, and sys-
tematizing Biblical texts in order to defend Christianity
against external enemies and heretical deviations,
required a method of exegetical interpretation. The Greek
tradition of allegorizing Homer and Hesiod and the Rab-
binical tradition of allegorical exposition of Jewish scrip-
tures had been brought together and elaborately refined
by Philo of Alexandria. His methods were adopted by
Origen, who distinguished three levels of meaning in
scripture: the literal, the moral, and the spiritual or mys-
tical (see De Principiis IV, i, 16, 18, 20). This method was
taken into the West by Hilary of Poitiers and Ambrose,
bishop of Milan, and further developed by John Cassian,
whose formulation and examples became standard
throughout the medieval period up to the time of Dante
(see Dante’s letter to Can Grande, 1319, the Preface to the
Paradiso).

In Cassian’s example (Collationes xiv, 8), Jerusalem,
in the Old Testament, is, “literally” or “historically,” the
city of the Jews; on the “allegorical,” or what came to be
called the “typical,” level, it refers prophetically to the later
church of Christ; on the “tropological,” or moral, level, to
the individual soul; on the “anagogical” level, to the heav-
enly City of God. The last three levels together are some-
times called the “allegorical,” or (as by St. Thomas)
the “spiritual,” meaning. As Thomas also indicates
(Summa Theologica 1, q. 1, art 10), the “literal” meaning
also includes metaphorical statements.

Origen insisted that all Biblical texts must have the
highest level of meaning, the “spiritual,” though they may
lack a moral sense and may even fail to make sense on the
literal level, if too great an absurdity would be entailed by
taking them that way. In this he was followed by St.
Augustine (De Doctrina Christiana 111, x, 14; xv, 23) but
not by Hugh of St. Victor (De Scripturis, v; Eruditiones
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Didascalicon VI, iv, viii—xi), who held that the second-
level meanings are a function of the first level, and a first-
level meaning can always be found if metaphor is
included in it.

Because Christianity taught that the world was cre-
ated ex nihilo by God, rather than generated or molded
out of something else, Christian thinkers tended, in the
Middle Ages, to hold that nature itself must carry the
marks or signs of its origin and be a symbolic embodi-
ment of the Word; in this respect, like Holy Scripture,
God’s other creation, it can be subjected to interpretation.
Thus, nature becomes an allegory, and every natural
object a symbol of something beyond. This view reaches
its fullest development in John Scotus Erigena (De Divi-
sione Naturae 1, iii) and St. Bonaventure (Collationes in
Hexaémeron 11, 27).

Though these reflections were primarily theological,
rather than aesthetic, they were of great significance to
the later history of aesthetics: They raised important
questions about the nature of metaphor and symbol, in
literature as well as in theology; they initiated reflection
on the general problem of interpreting works of art; and
they showed the possibility of a broad philosophy of sym-
bolic forms, in which all art might be understood as a
kind of symbolism.

THE RENAISSANCE

The most interesting philosophical development in the
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries was the revival, by a
number of thinkers, of Platonism and the creation of a
vigorous Neoplatonism. Of these thinkers, Marsilio
Ficino, translator of Plato and Plotinus and founder of
the new Academy (1462), was the greatest. In De Amore
(his commentary on the Symposium, written 1474-1475)
and in his principal work, the Theologia Platonica, Ficino
took over a number of the leading aesthetic notions of the
Greeks and of St. Augustine, and to them he added one of
his most original ideas, a theory of contemplation based
on Plato’s Phaedo. In contemplation, he held, the soul
withdraws to some extent from the body into a purely
rational consciousness of the Platonic forms. This inward
concentration is required for artistic creation, which
involves detachment from the real, to anticipate what
does not yet exist, and also is required for the experience
of beauty (this explains why beauty can be grasped only
by the intellectual faculties—sight, hearing, and think-
ing—and not by the lower senses).

More significant for the future, however, were the
changes taking place in basic assumptions about the arts
and in attitudes toward them. The most significant works

on the fine arts were the three books on painting, sculp-
ture, and architecture by Leon Battista Alberti, the large
collection of notes toward a systematic treatise on paint-
ing by Leonardo da Vinci, and surviving memoranda and
the two books, on geometry and perspective and on
human proportions by Albrecht Diirer.

One of the most serious endeavors of these artists
and others was to establish a status for painting within
the liberal arts, separating it from the other manual crafts
among which it had been classified throughout the
medieval period. The painter, Alberti argued (in his Della
pittura, 1436), requires a special talent and skill; he needs
a liberal education and a knowledge of human affairs and
human nature; he must be a scientist, in order to follow
the laws of nature and produce accurate representations
of natural events and human actions. His scientific
knowledge, indeed, must be basically mathematical, for
the theory of proportions and the theory of linear per-
spective (which preoccupied Renaissance theorists, and
especially Diirer) are mathematical studies; and they pro-
vide the principles in terms of which paintings can be
unified and made beautiful, but at the same time made to
depict correctly. Leonardo’s argument for the superiority
of painting to poetry and music (and also, in some
degree, to sculpture) followed similar lines (see the first
part of the Treatise on Painting).

The concern for faithfulness of representation that is
fundamental to Renaissance fine arts theory is also found
in the developing theory of music. The music theorists,
aiming to secure the place of music as a humanistic disci-
pline, sought for a vocal music that would attain the pow-
erful emotional and ethical effects attributed to Greek
music. They stressed the importance of making the music
follow the text, to intensify the meanings of the words.
These ideas were defended, for example, by Gioseffe
Zarlino, in his Istitutioni Armoniche (1558) and by Vin-
cenzo Galilei, in his Dialogo della musica antica e della
moderna (1581).

Renaissance poetics was dominated by Aristotle
(especially the concept of poetry as imitation of human
action) and Horace (the thesis that poetry aims to delight
and instruct—though this dualism was rejected by one of
the major theorists, Lodovico Castelvetro, in his com-
mentary on Aristotle’s Poetics, 1570). The concept of imi-
tation was variously interpreted and criticized by the
Italian theorists. Among the chief points of disagreement
and contention was the question whether poetry must
belong to fixed genres and obey rigid rules, such as the
dramatic “unities” adopted so adamantly by Julius Caesar
Scaliger in his Poetics (1561), and the question (as dis-
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cussed, for example, in Sidney’s Defense of Poesie, 1595)
whether the poet is guilty of telling lies and of leading his
readers into immorality. In these discussions, the Aris-
totelian katharsis and Plato’s condemnation of the poets
were central and recurrent topics.

THE ENLIGHTENMENT: CARTESIAN
RATIONALISM

Though Descartes had no aesthetic theory, and indeed
wrote nothing about the arts apart from his early Com-
pendium Musicae (1618), his epistemological method and
conclusions were decisive in the development of neoclas-
sical aesthetics. As in other areas, the search for clarity of
concept, rigor of deduction, and intuitive certainty of
basic principles penetrated the realm of critical theory,
and its effects can be traced in numerous works, for
example, in Nicolas Boileau-Despréaux’s Lart poétique
(1674); in Alexander Pope’s Essay on Criticism (1711); in
Charles Du Fresnoy’s De Arte Graphica (translated into
French by Roger de Piles, 1668, into English by Dryden,
1695); and in Jean Philippe Rameau’s Traité de ’harmonie
réduite a ses principes naturels (1722). Cartesian and Aris-
totelian elements combined in the richly polysemous
concepts of reason and nature, which became central to
all theories of the arts. To follow nature and to follow
rules of reason were identified in counsel to the creative
artist as well as in critical judgment.

In the sixteenth century, the rules for making and for
judging works of art were generally (but not always) sup-
ported by authority, either the supposed authority of
Aristotle or the models provided by classical writers. The
new rationalism in aesthetics was the hope that these
rules could be given a more solid, a priori, foundation by
deduction from a basic self-evident axiom, such as the
principle that art is imitation of nature—where nature
comprised the universal, the normal, the essential, the
characteristic, the ideal. So, in Samuel Johnson (Preface to
Shakespeare, 1765), “just representations of general
Nature” become the end of art; the painter “is to examine,
not the individual, but the species” (Rasselas, 1759, Ch.
10). And in the Discourses (1778) of Sir Joshua Reynolds,
the painter is advised to “consider nature in the abstract,
and represent in every one of his figures the character of
its species” (III).

THE PROBLEM OF THE RULES. The controversy over
the authority and infallibility of the rules reflected a con-
flict between reason and experience, between less and
more empirical approaches to art. For example,
Corneille, in his three Discourses (1660), admitted the
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necessity of observing unity of space, time, and action in
dramatic construction but confessed also that he was by
no means their “slave” and sometimes had to break or
modify them for the sake of dramatic effect or the audi-
ence’s enjoyment. Moliere, in his Critique de Pécole des
femmes (1663), was even more outspoken in making
experiment the test. However, other theorists held the line
in France, for example, George de Scudéry and Charles de
Saint-Evremond. Dryden, in his Defense of an Essay of
Dramatic Poesy (1668), suggested that if drama has a
function or end, there must be rules, but the rules them-
selves are only probable and rest in part upon experience.
In this spirit, Johnson criticized the pseudo-Aristotelian
rules of time and place.

In music, the conflict between reason and experience
appeared in controversies over harmony and consonance,
as well as over the absoluteness of rules, such as the avoid-
ance of parallel fifths. The followers of Zarlino insisted on
a mathematical basis for acceptable chords; the followers
of Vincenzo Galilei were more willing to let the ear be the
judge. A kind of reconciliation of these views appears in
Leibniz’s theory (Principles of Nature and of Grace, 1714,
§ 17) that, like all sensations, musical tones are confused
mélanges of infinite sets of petites perceptions that at every
moment are in pre-established harmony with the percep-
tions of all other monads; in hearing a chord, the soul
unconsciously counts the beats and compares the mathe-
matical ratio which, when simple, produces concord.

TOWARD A UNIFIED AESTHETICS. The Cartesian the-
ory of knowledge led to a more systematic attempt at a
metaphysics of art in the Meditationes Philosophicae de
Nonnullis ad Poema Pertinentibus (1735) of Alexander
Gottlieb Baumgarten. Baumgarten, who coined the term
“aesthetics,” aimed to provide an account of poetry (and
indirectly of all art) as involving a particular form, or
level, of cognition—"“sensory cognition.” He began with
Descartes’s distinctions (Principles of Philosophy 1,
xlv—xlvi), elaborated by Leibniz (Discourse on Meta-
physics, xxiv), between clear and obscure ideas, and
between distinct and confused ideas. Sense data are clear
but confused, and poetry is “sensate discourse,” that is,
discourse in which such clear—confused ideas are linked
together into a structure. The “extensive clarity” of a
poem consists in the number of clear ideas combined in
it, and the rules for making or judging poetry have to do
with ways in which the extensive clarity of a poem may be
increased or diminished.

Baumgarten’s book is remarkably concise, and its
formalized deductive manner, with definitions and deri-
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vations, goes out of its way to declare the possibility of
dealing in an acceptably rigorous Cartesian way with
matters apparently so little suited for rigorous treatment.
Though he did not finish his Aesthetics, which would have
generalized his study of poetry, the makings of a general
theory are present in the Meditations. Its basic principle is
still the imitation of nature—the principle that is also
fundamental to the influential work of the Abbé Charles
Batteux, Les beaux arts réduits a un méme principe (1746),
and to the important classification of the fine arts in
d’Alembert’s Discours préliminaire to the Encyclopédie
(1751).

The importance of Lessing’s Laokoon oder iiber die
Grenzen der Malerei und Poesie (1766) is that, though he
did not reject the possibility of a system that will relate all
the arts, he attacked superficial and deadening analogies
(many of them based on the Horatian formula, ut pictura
poesis, torn from its context). He looked for the specific
individual potentialities and values of painting and
poetry in their own distinctive mediums. The medium of
an art is, he says, the “signs” (Zeichen) it uses for imita-
tion; and painting and poetry, when carefully examined
for their capacities to imitate, turn out to be radically dif-
ferent. Consisting of shapes and colors, side by side,
painting is best at picturing objects and visible properties,
and can only indirectly suggest actions; poetry is just the
opposite. When a secondary power of an art is made pri-
mary, it cannot do its best work. By the clarity and vigor
of his argument and his sharp criticism of prevailing
assumptions, Lessing gave a new turn to aesthetics.

THE ENLIGHTENMENT: EMPIRICISM

Contemporaneous with the development of neoclassical
critical theory was the divergent line of aesthetic inquiry
pursued principally, though not exclusively, by British
theorists in the Baconian tradition of empiricism. They
were greatly interested in the psychology of art (though
they were not merely psychologists), especially the cre-
ative process and the effects of art upon the beholder.

THE IMAGINATION. That the imagination (or “fancy”)
plays a central, if mysterious, role in artistic creation had
long been acknowledged. Its mode of operation—the
secret of inventiveness and originality—was not system-
atically investigated before the empiricists of the seven-
teenth century. Among the rationalists, the imagination,
considered as an image-registering faculty or as an image-
combining faculty, played little or no role in knowledge.
(See Descartes’s Rule IIT of the Regulae [“the blundering
constructions of imagination”]; Principles I, Ixxi-Ixxiii;

and Meditation V1.) But Bacon’s Advancement of Learning
(1605) placed the imagination as a faculty alongside
memory and reason and assigned poetry to it, as history
and philosophy (including, of course, both moral and
natural philosophy) were assigned to the other faculties.

Thomas Hobbes, in the first chapters of his
Leviathan (1651), undertook to give the first analysis of
imagination, which he defined as “decaying sense” (1, ii),
the phantasms, or images, that remain when the physio-
logical motions of sensation cease. But besides this “sim-
ple imagination,” which is passive, there is also
“compound imagination,” which creates novel images by
rearranging old ones. Hobbes stated that the mind’s
“trains” of thought are guided by a general principle of
association (I, iii), but he did not work it out very fully.
Nor did Locke develop this idea very far in the famous
chapter “Of the Association of Ideas” (I, xxxiii) that he
added to the fourth edition (1700) of his Essay concerning
Human Understanding (1690). The tendency of ideas that
have accompanied each other to stick together and pull
each other into the mind was noted by Locke as a patho-
logical feature of the understanding: It explains various
sorts of error and the difficulty of eradicating them (cf.
Conduct of the Understanding, §41). The work of fancy is
best seen, according to Locke, in the tendency of poetic
language to become figurative. As long as we are inter-
ested in pleasure, we cannot be troubled by such orna-
ments of style; but metaphors and similes are “perfect
cheats” when we are interested in truth (III, x, 34; cf. Con-
duct of Understanding, §§32—42). Locke here reflects a
widespread distrust of imagination in the later seven-
teenth century. It is shown in a famous passage from
Sprat’s History of the Royal Society (1702), in which Sprat
describes the “close, naked, natural way of speaking,” in
clearly defined words, required for scientific discourse,
and contrasts it with the “specious tropes and figures” of
poetry.

The theory of the association of ideas was developed
into a systematic psychology by Hume, in his Treatise of
Human Nature (1739-1740), and Hartley, in his Observa-
tions on Man (1749). In Hume, the tendency of ideas to
consort with one another because of similarity, propin-
quity, or causal connection became a powerful principle
for explaining many mental operations; and Hartley
carried the method further. Despite attacks upon it,
associationism played a crucial role in several eighteenth-
century attempts to explain the pleasures of art.

THE PROBLEM OF TASTE. The investigation of the psy-
chological effects of art and of the aesthetic experience
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(in modern terms) developed along two distinct, but
occasionally intersecting, paths: (1) the search for an ade-
quate analysis and explanation of certain basic aesthetic
qualities (the beautiful, the sublime) or (2) an inquiry
into the nature and justification of critical judgment, the
problem of “taste” Without trying to keep these com-
pletely separate, let us first consider those philosophers in
the early part of the eighteenth century in whose thinking
the second problem was uppermost.

One phase of aesthetic thinking was launched by the
very influential writings of the third earl of Shaftesbury
(see especially his Moralists, 1709, III; Inquiry concern-
ing Virtue or Merit, 1699, I; and Characteristics, 1711).
Shaftesbury’s philosophy was basically Neoplatonic, but
to emphasize the immediacy of our impression of beauty,
and also to underline his view that the harmony perceived
as beauty is also perceived as virtue, Shaftesbury gave the
name “moral sense” to that “inward eye” that grasps har-
mony in both its aesthetic and ethical forms. The concept
of a special faculty of aesthetic apprehension was one
form of the theory of taste. Shaftesbury’s other contribu-
tions to the development of aesthetics are his description
of disinterestedness as a characteristic of the aesthetic
attitude (Moralists I1I) and his appreciation (along with
his contemporaries John Dennis and Thomas Burnet) of
wild, fearful, and irregular forms of nature—a taste that
helped bring into prominence, in the eighteenth century,
the concept of the sublime as an aesthetic quality distinct
from beauty.

Joseph Addison’s Spectator papers on aesthetic enjoy-
ment (1712, Nos. 409, 411-421) conceived taste as simply
the capacity to discern those three qualities that give rise
to “the pleasures of the imagination,” greatness (that is,
sublimity), uncommonness (novelty), and beauty. Addi-
son made some attempt to explain why it is that the per-
ception of these qualities is attended by so much pleasure
of so special a sort, but he did not go far; his service
(earning the appreciation he received from succeeding
thinkers) was the lively and provocative way in which he
raised many of the basic questions.

The first real treatise on aesthetics in the modern
world was Francis Hutcheson’s Inquiry concerning Beauty,
Order, Harmony, and Design, the first part of An Inquiry
into the Original of our Ideas of Beauty and Virtue (1725).
From Shaftesbury, Hutcheson took the idea of an inner
sense; the “sense of beauty” is the power to frame the idea
of beauty when confronted with those qualities of objects
suited to raise it. The sense of beauty does not depend on
judgment or reflection; it does not respond to intellectual
or utilitarian features of the world, nor does it depend on
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association of ideas. His analysis showed that we sense
beauty in an object when it presents “a compound ratio
of uniformity and variety” (2d ed., p. 17), so that beauty
varies with either of these, if the other is held constant. A
basis is thus laid for a nonrelativistic standard of judg-
ment, and variations in actual preference are explained
away as due to different expectations with which the
beautiful object, in art or nature, is approached.

The question of a standard of taste was the chief con-
cern of David Hume’s thinking on aesthetic matters. In
his Treatise (11, i, 8), he suggested that “beauty is such an
order and construction of parts, as either by the primary
constitution of our nature, by custom, or by caprice, is fit-
ted to give a pleasure and satisfaction to the soul,” thus
allowing, like Hutcheson, who influenced him consider-
ably, an immediate delight in beauty, but allowing also for
a transfer of this delight by association. For example, the
appearance (not necessarily the actuality) of convenience
or utility explains why many objects are esteemed beauti-
ful (I, iii, 1). Some types of beauty, then, are simply seen
or missed; judgments of them cannot be corrected. But in
other cases, especially in art, argument and reflection can
correct judgment (see Enquiry concerning the Principles of
Morals, 1751, Sec. 1). This problem is discussed most
carefully in the essay “Of the Standard of Taste” (in Four
Dissertations, 1757). Hume argued that it is natural to
seek for a standard of taste, by which aesthetic preferences
can be called correct or incorrect, especially as there are
clear cases of error (“Bunyan is a better writer than Addi-
son”). The rules, or criteria, of judgment are to be estab-
lished by inductive inquiry into those features of works of
art that enable them to please most highly a qualified per-
ceiver, that is, one who is experienced, calm, unpreju-
diced. But there will always be areas within which
preference is due to temperament, age, culture, and simi-
lar factors unchangeable by argument; there is no objec-
tive standard by which such differences can be rationally
resolved.

THE AESTHETIC QUALITIES. The search for necessary
and sufficient conditions of beauty and other aesthetic
qualities (the concept of the “picturesque” was added late
in the century) was continued enthusiastically in the lat-
ter half of the eighteenth century. In this debate, an
important part was played by Edmund Burke’s youthful
work, A Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas
of the Sublime and Beautiful (1757). Its argument devel-
ops on two levels, phenomenological and physiological.
The first task is to explain by what qualities objects excite
in us the feelings of beauty (“love” without desire) and
sublimity (“astonishment” without actual danger). The
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feeling of the sublime, to begin with, involves a degree of
horror—controlled horror—the mind being held and
filled by what it contemplates (I, 1). Thus, any object that
can excite the ideas of pain and danger, or is associated
with such objects, or has qualities that can operate in a
similar way, can be sublime (I, 7).

Burke then goes on to argue that obscurity, power,
privation and emptiness, vastness approaching infinity,
etc. contribute to sublimity (II, 3-8). Beauty is analo-
gously treated: The paradigm emotion is response to
female beauty, minus lust; and objects that are small,
smooth, gently varying, delicate, etc. can give the feeling
of beauty (III, 1-16). The same scene can be both beauti-
ful and sublime, but because of the opposition in several
of their conditions it cannot be very intensely either if it
is both.

Burke then moves to his second level of explanation
(IV, 1, 5). He asks what enables the perceptual qualities to
evoke the feelings of beauty and sublimity, and he
answers that they do so by producing physiological effects
like those of actual love and terror. “Beauty acts by relax-
ing the solids of the whole system” (IV, 19)—this is one of
Burke’s celebrated hypotheses, a pioneering attempt at
physiological aesthetics.

In this very fertile period of aesthetic investigation,
many other writers, of various degrees of sophistication,
contributed to the theory of beauty and sublimity and to
the foundations of taste. Among the most important
works, still worth reading for some of their suggestions,
are Alexander Gerard’s Essay on Taste (written by 1756,
published 1759; see also his Essay on Genius, 1774), which
made much use of association in explaining our pleasure
in beauty, novelty, sublimity, imitation, harmony,
ridicule, and virtue; Henry Home’s (Lord Kames) Ele-
ments of Criticism (1762); Hugh Blair’s Lectures on
Rhetoric and Belles Lettres (given from 1759 on, published
1783); Thomas Reid’s essay on Taste in his Essays on the
Intellectual Powers of Man (1785). On the Continent, the
question whether there is a special aesthetic sense was
discussed, along with many other problems, by Jean-
Pierre de Crousaz, Traité du beau (1714), and the Abbé
Dubos, Réflexions critiques sur la poésie et sur la peinture
(1719). Noteworthy also are Voltaire’s Temple du goiit
(1733), Yves-Marie André’s Essai sur le beau (1741), and
especially the article on beauty that Diderot wrote for the
Encyclopédie (1751), in which the experience of beauty is
analyzed as the perception of “relationships” (rapports).

In general, the later development of empiricist aes-
thetics involved increasingly ambitious attempts to
explain aesthetic phenomena by means of association; a

further broadening of the acknowledged aesthetic quali-
ties, away from a limited concept of beauty; further
reflection on the nature of “genius,” the capacity to
“snatch a grace beyond the reach of art”; and a growing
conviction that critical principles have to be justified, if
they can be justified at all, in terms of empirical knowl-
edge of the characteristic effects of art. The achievements
and the high level of discussion reached by the empiricist
movement can be seen very well in a later treatise by
Archibald Alison, his Essays on the Nature and Principles
of Taste (1790; rev. ed., which became highly influential,
1811). Alison abandoned the hope for simple formulas of
beauty and resolved the pleasure of taste into the enjoy-
ment of following a train of imaginations, in which some
of the ideas produce emotions and in which the entire
train is connected by a dominant emotion. No special
sense is required; the principles of association explain
everything. And the arguments by which Alison sup-
ported his main theses, the careful inductions at all
points, are models of one kind of aesthetics. For example,
he showed, by experimental comparisons, that particular
qualities of objects, or of Hogarth’s “line of beauty” (11, iv,
1, Part II), do not produce aesthetic pleasure unless they
become “expressive,” or take on the character of signs, by
being able to initiate a train of associations; and it is the
same, he said, with colors: “Purple, for instance, has
acquired a character of Dignity, from its accidental con-
nection with the Dress of Kings” (II, iii, 1).

GERMAN IDEALISM

By assigning to the problems of aesthetic judgment the
major part of his third Critique (The Critique of Judgment,
1790), Kant became the first modern philosopher to
make his aesthetic theory an integral part of a philo-
sophic system. For in this volume he aimed to link the
worlds of nature and freedom, which the first two Cri-
tiques had distinguished and separated.

KANT'S ANALYSIS OF JUDGMENTS OF TASTE. Kant
recast the problems of eighteenth-century aesthetic
thought, with which he was thoroughly familiar, in the
characteristic form of the critical philosophy: How are
judgments of the beautiful and the sublime possible?
That is, in view of their evident subjectivity, how is their
implicit claim to general validity to be vindicated? That
such judgments claim general validity and yet are also
subjective is argued by Kant, in careful detail, in the “Ana-
lytic of the Beautiful” and the “Analytic of the Sublime.”

Judgments of beauty (also called “judgments of
taste”) are analyzed in terms of the four “moments” of the
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table of categories: relation, quantity, quality, and modal-
ity. First, the judgment of taste does not (like ordinary
judgments) subsume a representation under a concept,
but states a relation between the representation and a spe-
cial disinterested satisfaction, that is, a satisfaction inde-
pendent of desire and interest (§5). Second, the judgment
of taste, though singular in logical form (“This rose is
beautiful”), lays title to universal acceptance, unlike a
report of mere sensuous pleasure, which imposes no obli-
gation to agree. Yet, paradoxically, it does not claim to be
supportable by reasons, for no arguments can constrain
anyone to agree with a judgment of taste (§9; cf. §33).
Third, aesthetic satisfaction is evoked by an object that is
purposive in its form, though in fact it has no purpose or
function: because of a certain wholeness, it looks as
though it were somehow made to be understood ($10; cf.
§65 and Introduction): it has “purposiveness without
purpose” (Zweckmadssigkeit ohne Zweck). Fourth, the
beautiful is claimed by the judgment of taste to have a
necessary reference to aesthetic satisfaction (§18): not
that when we find ourselves moved in this way by an
object we can guarantee that all others will be similarly
moved, but that they ought to take the same satisfaction
we do in it.

THE PROBLEM OF VALIDATION. It is the above four
aspects of the judgment of beauty that give rise to the
philosophical problem of validation, which Kant formu-
lates as he had the parallel problems in the earlier Cri-
tiqgues: How can their claim to necessity (and subjective
universality) be legitimized? This can only be done, he
argues, if it can be shown that the conditions presup-
posed in such a judgment are not confined to the indi-
vidual who makes it, but may reasonably be ascribed to
all rational beings. A minor clue is offered by the disin-
terestedness of aesthetic sansfaction; for if our satisfac-
tion is in no way dependent on individual interests, it
takes on a kind of intersubjectivity (§6). But the valida-
tion of the synthetic a priori judgment of taste requires
something more searching, namely, a transcendental
deduction.

The gist of this argument is as follows: Empirical
knowledge is possible because the faculty of judgment
can bring together general concepts and particular sense-
intuitions prepared for it in the imagination. These cases
of determinate judgment presuppose, however, a general
harmony between the imagination, in its freedom as syn-
thesizer of representations, and the understanding, in its
a priori lawfulness. The formal purposiveness of an
object as experienced can induce what Kant calls “a free
play of the imagination,” an intense disinterested pleasure
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that depends not on any particular knowledge but just on
consciousness of the harmony of the two cognitive pow-
ers, imagination and understanding (§9). This is the
pleasure we affirm in the judgment of taste. Since the
general possibility of sharing knowledge with each other,
which may be taken for granted, presupposes that in each
of us there is a cooperation of imagination and under-
standing, it follows that every rational being has the
capacity to feel, under appropriate perceptual conditions,
this harmony of the cognitive powers. Therefore a true
judgment of taste can legitimately claim to be true for all
(§9; cf. §§35-39).

Kant’s system requires that there be a dialectic of
taste with an antinomy to be dissolved on the principles
of critical philosophy. This is a paradox about the role of
concepts in the judgment of taste: If the judgment
involves concepts, it must be rationally disputable, and
provable by reasons (which it is not); if it does not involve
concepts, it cannot even be the subject of disagreement
(which it is). The solution is that no determinate concept
is involved in such judgments, but only the indetermi-
nate concept of the supersensible, or thing-in-itself
that underlies the object as well as the judging subject
(§$56-57).

KANT ON THE SUBLIME. Kant’s analysis of the sublime
proceeds on quite different grounds. Essentially, he
explains this species of satisfaction as a feeling of the
grandeur of reason itself and of humankind’s moral des-
tiny, which arises in two ways: (1) When we are con-
fronted in nature with the extremely vast (the
mathematical sublime), our imagination falters in the
task of comprehending it and we become aware of the
supremacy of reason, whose ideas reach toward infinite
totality. (2) When we are confronted with the over-
whelmingly powerful (the dynamical sublime), the weak-
ness of our empirical selves makes us aware (again by
contrast) of our worth as moral beings (see the “Analytic
of the Sublime”). In this analysis, and again in his final
remarks on beauty in nature, Kant goes some way toward
re-establishing on one level a connection between realms
whose autonomy he has fought for on a different level. As
he had done earlier with the a priori concepts of the
understanding and the sphere of morality, he has here
tried to show that the aesthetic stands on its own feet,
independent of desire and interest, of knowledge or
morality. Yet because the experience of beauty depends
upon seeing natural objects as though they were some-
how the artifacts of a cosmic reason bent on being intel-
ligible to us, and because the experience of the sublime
makes use of natural formlessness and fearfulness to cel-
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ebrate reason itself, these aesthetic values in the last
analysis serve a moral purpose and a moral need, exalting
and ennobling the human spirit.

SCHILLER. Kant’s aesthetic theories were first made use
of by the dramatic poet Friedrich Schiller, who found in
them the key to a number of profound problems about
culture and freedom that he had been meditating. In sev-
eral essays and poems, and principally in the remarkable
Briefe iiber die disthetische Erzieung des Menschen (“Letters
on the Aesthetic Education of Man,” 1793-1795), he
developed a neo-Kantian view of art and beauty as the
medium through which humanity (and the human indi-
vidual) advances from a sensuous to a rational, and there-
fore fully human, stage of existence. Schiller distinguishes
(Letters 12—13) two basic drives in man, the sensuous
impulse (Stofftrieb) and the formal impulse (Formtrieb),
and argues that they are synthesized and lifted to a higher
plane in what he calls the play impulse (Spieltrieb), which
responds to the living shape (Lebensform) or beauty of
the world (Letter 15). Play, in his sense, is a more concrete
version of Kant’s harmony of imagination and under-
standing; it involves that special combination of freedom
and necessity that comes in voluntary submission to rules
for the sake of the game. By appealing to the play impulse,
and freeing man’s higher self from dominance by his sen-
suous nature, art renders man human and gives him a
social character (Letters 26-27); it is therefore the neces-
sary condition of any social order that is based not upon
totalitarian compulsion but upon rational freedom.

SCHELLING. Friedrich Wilhelm von Schelling was the
first philosopher to claim to have discovered an “absolute
standpoint” from which the dualisms and dichotomies of
Kant’s epistemology could be overcome, or overridden;
and he was the first since Plotinus to make art and beauty
the capstone of a system. In his System of Transcendental
Idealism (1800), he attempted a reconciliation of all
oppositions between the self and nature through the idea
of art. In the artistic intuition, he says, the self is both
conscious and unconscious at once; there is both deliber-
ation, Kunst, and inspiration, Poesie. This harmony of
freedom and necessity crystallizes and makes manifest
the underlying harmony that exists between the self and
nature. There is at work an unseen creative drive that is,
on the unconsciousness level, the same as conscious artis-
tic activity. In Schelling’s lectures on the Philosophy of Art
(given 1802-1803, but not published until 1859), tran-
scendental idealism becomes “absolute idealism” and art
becomes the medium through which the infinite “ideas,”
which are the expressions of the various “potencies”

involved in the ultimate absolute self-identity, become
embodied in finite form, and therefore the medium
through which the absolute is most fully revealed. This
same general position underlies the famous work Uber
das Verhdiltniss der bildenden Kiinste zu der Natur (On the
Relation Between the Plastic Arts and Nature, 1807).

HEGEL. The most fully articulated idealistic system of
aesthetics was that of George Friedrich Wilhelm Hegel, in
his lectures between 1820 and 1829, the notes for which
were published (1835) as his Philosophy of Fine Art. In art,
he says, the “idea” (the notion at its highest stage of
dialectical development) becomes embodied in sensuous
form. This is beauty. Man thereby renders explicit to him-
self what he is and can be (see Philosophy of Fine Art,
Osmaston translation, I, 41). When the sensuous is spiri-
tualized in art (I, 53), there is both a cognitive revelation
of truth, and also a reinvigoration of the beholder. Nat-
ural beauty is capable of embodying the idea to some
degree, but in human art the highest embodiment takes
place (see I, 39, 10-11, 208-214).

Hegel also worked out, in great detail, a theory of the
dialectical development of art in the history of human
culture, from Oriental “symbolic” art, in which the idea is
overwhelmed by the medium; through its antithesis, clas-
sical art, in which the idea and the medium are in perfect
equilibrium; to the synthesis, romantic art, in which the
idea dominates the medium and spiritualization is com-
plete (see Vols. III, IV). These categories were to prove
very influential in nineteenth-century German aesthetic
thought, in which the Hegelian tradition was dominant,
despite attacks by the “formalists” (such as J. E. Herbart),
who rejected the analysis of beauty in terms of ideas as an
overintellectualization of the aesthetic and a slighting of
the formal conditions of beauty.

ROMANTICISM

Without attempting to trace its roots and early stages, we
may say that the romantic revolution in feeling and taste
was fully under way in Schelling’s philosophy of nature
and in the new forms of literary creation explored by the
German and English poets from about 1890 to 1910.
From the start, these developments were accompanied by
reflection on the nature of the arts themselves, and they
led in time to fundamental changes in prevailing views
about the arts.

EMOTIONAL EXPRESSION. The romantics generally
conceived of art as essentially the expression of the artist’s
personal emotions. This view is central to such basic doc-

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF PHILOSOPHY

54 2nd edition



uments as Wordsworth’s 1800 Preface to Lyrical Ballads,
Shelley’s Defense of Poetry (written 1819) Mill’s “What is
Poetry?” (1833), and the writings of the German and
French romantics. The poet himself, his personality as
seen through the “window” of the poem (Carlyle’s term
in “The Hero as Poet,” 1841), becomes the center of inter-
est, and sincerity (in Wordsworth, Carlyle, Arnold)
becomes one of the leading criteria of criticism.

IMAGINATION. A new version of the cognitive view of
art becomes dominant in the concept of the imagination
as a faculty of immediate insight into truth, distinct from,
and perhaps superior to, reason and understanding—the
artist’s special gift. The imagination is both creator and
revealer of nature and what lies behind it—a romanti-
cized version of Kant’s transcendental idealism, ascribing
the form of experience to the shaping power of the mind,
and of Fichte’s Ego “positing” the non-Ego. A. W.
Schlegel, Blake, Shelley, Hazlitt, Baudelaire, and many
others spoke of the imagination in these terms. Coleridge,
with his famous distinction between imagination and
fancy, provided one of the fullest formulations: The fancy
is a “mode of memory,” operating associatively to recom-
bine the elementary data of sense; the imagination is the
“coadunating faculty” that dissolves and transforms the
data and creates novelty and emergent quality. The dis-
tinction (based on Schelling) between the “primary” and
“secondary” imagination is between the unconscious cre-
ativity involved both in natural processes and in all per-
ception and the conscious and deliberate expression of
this in the artist’s creating (see Chs. 13 and 14 of
Coleridge’s Biographia Literaria, 1817). Through most of
Coleridge’s work there runs his unfinished task of sup-
plying a new theory of mind and of artistic creation that
would replace the current associationism, which he had
at first enthusiastically adopted and then, under the influ-
ence of Plotinus and the German idealists, came to reject.

ORGANISM. Another important, and related, aspect of
Coleridge’s critical theory was his distinction (derived
essentially from A. W. Schlegel’s Vienna Lectures on Dra-
matic Art, 1809—1811) between mechanical and organic
form and his conception of a work of art as an organic
whole, bound together by deeper and more subtle unity
than that explicated in the neoclassic rules and having a
vitality that grows from within (see his Shakespearean
criticism for examples). The concept of nature as organic,
and of art as growing out of nature like a living being, had
already been developed by Johann Gottfried Herder (see,
for example, his Vom Erkennen und Empfinden der Men-
schlichen Seele, 1778), and by Goethe, in some of his
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essays (e.g., “Vom Deutscher Baukunst,” 1772; “Uber
Wahrheit und Wahrscheinlichkeit der Kunstwerke,”
1797).

SYMBOLISM. The idea of the work of art as being, in
some sense (in some one of many possible senses), a sym-
bol, a sensuous embodiment of a spiritual meaning,
though old in essence, as we have seen, came into a new
prominence in the romantic period. Goethe distin-
guished allegory, a mechanical combination of universal
and particular, and symbol, as a concrete unity (see “Uber
die Gegenstinde der bildenden Kunst,” 1797); and
Friedrich and August Wilhelm Schlegel followed with a
new interest in myth and metaphor in poetry. The Eng-
lish Romantic poets (notably Wordsworth) evolved a new
lyric poetry in which the visible landscape took on the
attributes of human experience. And in France, later in
the century, the symbolist movement, launched by Jean
Moréas in 1885, and the practice of such poets as Baude-
laire, Rimbaud, and Mallarmé emphasized concrete sym-
bolic objects as the heart of poetry.

SCHOPENHAUER. Though first written in the climate of
post-Kantian idealism, and, in that context, largely
ignored, Arthur Schopenhauer’s Die Welt als Wille und
Vorstellung (“World as Will and Idea,” 1819; 2d ed.
enlarged, 1844) came into its deserved fame in the second
half of the century. Its romantic pessimism and intuition-
ism and, more particularly, the central position it
assigned to the arts (especially music) made it one of the
most important aesthetic documents of the century.
Schopenhauer’s solution of the basic Kantian dualism
was to interpret the thing in itself, or noumenal world, as
the “Will to Live” and the phenomenal world as the objec-
tification, or expression, of that primal will. The objects
of the phenomenal world fall into a hierarchy of types, or
grades, that embody, according to Schopenhauer, certain
universals or Platonic ideas, and it is these ideas that are
presented to us for contemplation by works of art. Since
the idea is timeless, the contemplation of it (as, for exam-
ple, some general character of human nature in a poem
or painting) frees us from subjection to the “principle of
sufficient reason,” which dominates our ordinary practi-
cal and cognitive consciousness, and hence from the con-
stant pressure of the will. In this “pure will-less state,” we
lose individuality and pain.

Schopenhauer has much to say about the various arts
and the forms of ideas suited to them; the uniqueness of
music in this scheme is that it embodies not ideas but the
will itself in its striving and urging and enables us to con-
template its awfulness directly, without involvement.
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Schopenhauer’s theory of music was one of his most
important contributions to aesthetic theory and influ-
enced not only those theorists, such as Richard Wagner
(see his essay on Beethoven, 1870), who emphasized the
representative character of music, but also those critical
of this view, such as Eduard Hanslick in Vom Musikalisch-
Schonen (“The Beautiful in Music,” 1854).

NIETZSCHE. Friedrich Nietzsche repudiated romantic
art as escapist, but his own aesthetic views, briefly
sketched in the notes published posthumously as The Will
to Power (1901), are best understood in relation to those
of Schopenhauer. Nietzsche’s early work, The Birth of
Tragedy from the Spirit of Music (1872), presented a the-
ory of tragedy as arising from the conjunction of two fun-
damental impulses, which Nietzsche called the Dionysian
and Apollonian spirits: the one a joyful acceptance of
experience, the other a need for order and proportion. In
Nietzsche’s later thinking about art, it is the former that
becomes dominant; he insists, for example, as opposed to
Schopenhauer, that tragedy exists not to inculcate resig-
nation and a Buddhist negation of life, by showing the
inevitability of suffering, but to affirm life in all its pain,
to express the artist’s overabundance of will to power. Art,
he says, is a “tonic,” a great “yea-sayer” to life.

THE ARTIST AND SOCIETY

Political, economic, and social changes in the nineteenth
century, in the wake of the French Revolution and the rise
of modern industry, raised in a new form the Platonic
problem of the artists’ relation to their society, their pos-
sibly conflicting obligations to their craft and to their fel-
low human beings. In the nineteenth century, an
important part of aesthetic thinking was concerned with
this problem.

ART FOR ART'S SAKE. One solution to the problem was
to think of the artist as a person with a calling of his own,
whose whole, or at least primary, obligation is to perfect
his work, especially its formal beauty, whatever society
may expect. Perhaps the artist, because of his superiority,
or higher sensitivity, or the demands of his art, must be
alienated from society, and, though perhaps doomed to
be destroyed by it, can carry his curse as a pride. This
notion stems from the German romantics, from Wilhelm
Wacken-Roder, Johann Ludwig Tieck, and others. From
1820-1830 it became the doctrine of “art for art’s sake,”
the center of continuing controversy in France and, later,
in England. In its extreme forms, as reflected, for exam-
ple, in Oscar Wilde (Intentions, 1891) and J. A. M.
Whistler (“Ten O’Clock” lecture, 1885), it was sometimes

a claim that art is more important than anything else and
sometimes a flaunting of the artist’s freedom from
responsibility. More thoughtfully and fundamentally, as
in Théophile Gautier (Preface to Mademoiselle de
Maupin, 1835) and throughout Flaubert’s correspon-
dence with Louise Colet and others, lart pour Part was a
declaration of artistic independence and a kind of profes-
sional code of dedication. In that respect, it owed much to
the work of Kant in carving out an autonomous domain
for art.

REALISM. The theory of realism (or, in Zola’s sense, nat-
uralism) arose as a broadened conviction of the cognitive
duty of literature, a desire to give it an empirical, and even
experimental status (in Zola’s essay on “The Experimen-
tal Novel,” 1880), as exhibitor of human nature and social
conditions. In Flaubert and Zola, realism called for the
cool, analytical eye of the novelist, treating virtue and
vice, in Hippolyte Taine’s words, as “products like vitriol
and sugar”; see the Introduction to his History of English
Literature (1863), in which Taine set forth his program
for explaining art deterministically in terms of race, con-
text, and epoch (race, milieu, moment). Among the Russ-
ian literary theorists, Vissarion G. Belinsky, Nikolai G.
Chernyshevski (“The Aesthetic Relation of Art to Reality,”
1855), and Dmitri I. Pisarev (“The Destruction of Aes-
thetics,” 1865), all art was given a similar treatment—as a
reproduction of factual reality (sometimes an aid in
explaining it, which may have value as a substitute, like a
photograph, says Chernyshevski) or as the bearer of social
ideas (Pisarev).

SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY. The theory that art is prima-
rily a social force and that the artist has a social responsi-
bility was first fully worked out by the French socialist
sociologists. Claude Saint-Simon (Du systéme industriel,
1821), Auguste Comte (Discours sur ensemble du posi-
tivisme, 1848, Ch. 5), Charles Fourier (Cités ouvrieres,
1849), and Pierre Joseph Proudhon (Du principe de art
et de sa destination sociale, 1865) attacked the idea that art
can be an end in itself and projected visions of future
social orders free of violence and exploitation, in which
beauty and use would be fruitfully combined and for
which art will help prepare. In England, John Ruskin and
William Morris were the great critics of Victorian society
from an aesthetic point of view. They pointed to the
degradation of the worker into a machine, unfree to
express himself, the loss of good taste, the destruction of
natural beauty, and the trivialization of art. Ruskin’s essay
on “The Nature of Gothic” (Stones of Venice, 1851) and
many other lectures (for example those in The Two Paths,
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1859; Lectures on Art, 1870) insisted on the social condi-
tions and effects of art. Morris, in his lectures and pam-
phlets (see, for example, “Art under Plutocracy,” 1883;
“The Aims of Art,” 1887; “Art and Socialism,” 1884),
argued that radical changes were needed in the social and
economic order to make art what it should be: “... the
expression of man’s happiness in his labor ... made by the
people, and for the people, as a happiness to the maker
and the user” (“The Art of the People,” 1879).

The functionalist tendencies of Ruskin and Morris
also turned up, even earlier, in the United States, in the
trenchant views of Horatio Greenough (“American
Architecture,” 1843) and in some essays of Ralph Waldo
Emerson (“Thoughts on Art,” 1841; “Beauty,” Conduct of
Life, 1860; “Art,” Essays, First Series, 1841).

TOLSTOY. It was, however, Leo Tolstoy who drove the
social view of art to its farthest point in the nineteenth
century and issued the most fundamental challenge to
art’s right to exist. In What Is Art? (first uncensored edi-
tion, 1898, in English), he asked whether all the social
costs of art could be rationally justified. If, as he argued,
art is essentially a form of communication—the trans-
mission of emotion—then certain consequences can be
deduced. Unless the emotion is one that can actually be
shared by men in general—is simple and human—there
is either bad art or pseudo art: this criterion rules out
most of the supposedly great works of music and litera-
ture, including Tolstoy’s own major novels. A work must
be judged, in the end, by the highest religious criteria of
the age; and in Tolstoy’s age that meant, he said, its con-
tribution to the sense of human brotherhood. Great art is
that which transmits either simple feelings, drawing men
together, or the feeling of brotherhood itself (Uncle Tom’s
Cabin). In no other way can it claim genuine social value
(apart from the adventitious value of jewelry, etc.); and
where it falls short of this high task (as it usually does), it
can only be a social evil, dividing people into cliques by
catering to sensuality, pride, and patriotism.

CONTEMPORARY DEVELOPMENTS

Aesthetics has never been so actively and diversely culti-
vated as in the twentieth century. Certain major figures
and certain lines of work stand out.

METAPHYSICAL THEORIES. Though he later proposed
two important changes in his central doctrine of intu-
ition, the early aesthetic theory of Benedetto Croce has
remained the most pervasively influential aesthetics of
the twentieth century. The fullest exposition was given in
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the Estetica come scienza dell’espressione e linguistica gen-
erale (“Aesthetic as Science of Expression and General
Linguistic,” 1902), which is part of his Filosofia dello spir-
ito. Aesthetics, in this context, is the “science” of images,
or intuitive knowledge, as logic is knowledge of con-
cepts—both being distinguished from “practical knowl-
edge.” At the lower limit of consciousness, says Croce, are
raw sense data, or “impressions,” which, when they clarify
themselves, are intuitions, are also said to be “expressed.”
To express, in this subjective sense, apart from any exter-
nal physical activity, is to create art. Hence, his celebrated
formula, “intuition = expression,” on which many princi-
ples of his aesthetics are based. For example, he argued
that in artistic failure, or “unsuccessful expression,”
the trouble is not that a fully formed intuition has not
been fully expressed but that an impression has not been
fully intuited. R. G. Collingwood, in his Principles of Art
(1938), has extended and clarified Croce’s basic point of
view.

The theory of intuition presented by Henri Bergson
is quite different but has also been eagerly accepted by
many aestheticians. In his view, it is intuition (or instinct
become self-conscious) that enables us to penetrate to the
durée, or élan vital—the ultimate reality which our “spa-
tializing” intellects inevitably distort. The general view is
explained in his “Introduction a la métaphysique” (1903)
and in L’évolution créatrice (1907) and applied with great
ingenuity and subtlety to the problem of the comic in Le
rire (1900).

NATURALISM. Philosophers working within the tradi-
tion of American naturalism, or contextualism, have
emphasized the continuity of the aesthetic with the rest of
life and culture. George Santayana, for example, in his
Reason in Art (1903; Vol. IV of The Life of Reason), argues
against a sharp separation of “fine” from “useful” arts and
gives a strong justification of fine art as both a model and
an essential constituent of the life of reason. His earlier
book, The Sense of Beauty (1896), was an essay in intro-
spective psychology that did much to restimulate an
empirical approach to art through its famous doctrine
that beauty is “objectified pleasure.”

The fullest and most vigorous expression of natura-
listic aesthetics is Art as Experience (1934), by John
Dewey. In Experience and Nature (1925), Dewey had
already begun to reflect upon the “consummatory” aspect
of experience (as well as the instrumental aspects, which
had previously occupied most of his attention) and had
treated art as the “culmination of nature,” to which scien-
tific discovery is a handmaiden (see Ch. 9). Art as Experi-
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ence, a book that has had incalculable influence on con-
temporary aesthetic thinking, develops this basic point of
view. When experience rounds itself off into more or less
complete and coherent strands of doing and undergoing,
we have, he says, “an experience”; and such an experience
is aesthetic to the degree in which attention is fixed on
pervasive quality. Art is expression, in the sense that in
expressive objects there is a “fusion” of “meaning” in the
present quality; ends and means, separated for practical
purposes, are reunited, to produce not only experience
enjoyable in itself but, at its best, a celebration and com-
memoration of qualities ideal to the culture or society in
which the art plays its part.

A number of other writers have worked with valu-
able results along similar lines, for example, D. W. Prall,
Aesthetic Judgment (1929) and Aesthetic Analysis (1936);
C. 1. Lewis, An Analysis of Knowledge and Valuation (1946,
Chs. 14, 15); and Stephen C. Pepper, Aesthetic Quality
(1937), The Basis of Criticism in the Arts (1945), The Work
of Art (1955).

SEMIOTIC APPROACHES. Since semiotics in a broad
sense has undoubtedly been one of the central preoccu-
pations of contemporary philosophy, as well as many
other fields of thought, it is to be expected that philoso-
phers working along this line would consider applying
their results to the problems of aesthetics. The pioneering
work of C. K. Ogden and I. A. Richards, The Meaning of
Meaning (1923), stressed the authors’ distinction between
the “referential” and the “emotive” function of language.
And they suggested two aesthetic implications that were
widely followed: first, that the long-sought distinction
between poetic and scientific discourse was to be found
here, poetry being considered essentially emotive lan-
guage; second, that judgments of beauty and other judg-
ments of aesthetic value could be construed as purely
emotive. This work, and later books of Richards, have
been joined by a number of aesthetic studies in the gen-
eral theory of (artistic) interpretation, for example, John
Hospers, Meaning and Truth in the Arts (1946); Charles L.
Stevenson, “Interpretation and Evaluation in Aesthetics”
(1950); Morris Weitz, Philosophy of the Arts (1950); and
Isabel C. Hungerland, Poetic Discourse (1958).

Meanwhile, anthropological interest in classical and
primitive mythology, which became scientific in the nine-
teenth century, led to another semiotical way of looking
at art, particularly literature. Under the influence of Sir
James G. Frazer’s The Golden Bough (1890-1915), a group
of British classical scholars developed new theories about
the relations between Greek tragedy, Greek mythology,

and religious rite. Jane Ellen Harrison’s Themis: A Study
of the Social Origins of Greek Religion (1912) argued that
Greek myth and drama grew out of ritual. This field of
inquiry was further opened up, or out, by C. G. Jung, in
his paper “On the Relation of Analytical Psychology to
Poetic Art” (1922; see Contributions to Analytical Psychol-
ogy, 1928) and in other works. Jung suggested that the
basic symbolic elements of all literature are “primordial
images” or “archetypes” that emerge from the “collective
unconscious” of man. In recent years the search for
“archetypal patterns” in all literature, to help explain its
power, has been carried on by many critics and has
become an accepted part of literary criticism.

The most ambitious attempt to bring together these
and other lines of inquiry to make a general theory of
human culture (“philosophical anthropology”) is that of
Ernst Cassirer. In his Philosophie der Symbolischen For-
men (3 vols., 1923, 1925, 1929), the central doctrines of
which are also explained in Sprache und Mythos (1925)
and in An Essay on Man (1944), he put forward a neo-
Kantian theory of the great “symbolic forms” of culture—
language, myth, art, religion, and science. In this view,
man’s world is determined, in fundamental ways, by the
very symbolic forms in which he represents it to himself;
so, for example, the primitive world of myth is necessar-
ily different from that of science or art. Cassirer’s philos-
ophy exerted a strong influence upon two American
philosophers especially: Wilbur Marshall Urban (Lan-
guage and Reality, 1939) argued that “aesthetic symbols”
are “insight symbols” of a specially revelatory sort; and
Susanne K. Langer has developed in detail a theory of art
as a “presentational symbol,” or “semblance.” In Philoso-
phy in a New Key (1942), she argued that music is not self-
expression or evocation but symbolizes the morphology
of human sentience and hence articulates the emotional
life of man. In Feeling and Form (1953) and in various
essays (Problems of Art, 1957), she applied the theory to
various basic arts.

Charles W. Morris presented a closely parallel view in
1939, in two articles that (like Mrs. Langer’s books) have
been much discussed: “Esthetics and the Theory of Signs”
(Journal of Unified Science | Erkenntnis], VIII, 1939-1940)
and “Science, Art and Technology” (Kenyon Review, 1,
1939; see also Signs, Language and Behavior, 1946). Tak-
ing a term from Charles Peirce, he treats works of art as
“iconic signs” (i.e., signs that signify a property in virtue
of exhibiting it) of “value properties” (e.g., regional prop-
erties like the menacing, the sublime, the gay).
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MARXISM-LENINISM. The philosophy of dialectical
materialism formulated by Karl Marx and Friedrich
Engels contained, at the start, only the basic principle of
an aesthetics, whose implications have been drawn out
and developed by Marxist theoreticians over more than
half a century. This principle is that art, like all higher
activities, belongs to the cultural “superstructure” and is
determined by sociohistorical conditions, especially eco-
nomic conditions. From this it is argued that a connec-
tion can always be traced—and must be traced, for full
understanding—between a work of art and its sociohis-
torical matrix. In some sense, art is a “reflection of social
reality,” but the exact nature and limits of this sense has
remained one of the fundamental and persistent prob-
lems of Marxist aesthetics. Marx himself, in his Contribu-
tion to the Critique of Political Economy (1859), pointed
out that there is no simple one-to-one correspondence
between the character of a society and its art.

In the period before the October Revolution of 1917,
Georgi V. Plekhanov (Art and Social Life, 1912) developed
dialectical materialist aesthetics through attacks on the
doctrine of art for art and the separation of artist from
society, either in theory or in practice. After the Revolu-
tion, there ensued a period of vigorous and free debate in
Russia among various groups of Marxists and others
(e.g., the formalists, see below). It was questioned
whether art can be understood entirely in sociohistorical
terms or has its own “peculiar laws” (as Trotsky remarked
in Literature and Revolution, 1924) and whether art is pri-
marily a weapon in the class struggle or a resultant whose
reformation awaits the full realization of a socialist soci-
ety. The debate was closed in Russia by official fiat, when
the party established control over the arts at the First All-
Union Congress of Soviet Writers (1934). Socialist real-
ism, as a theory of what art ought to be and as a guide to
practice, was given a stricter definition by Andrei
Zhdanov, who along with Gorki became the official theo-
retician of art. But the central idea had already been
stated by Engels (letter to Margaret Harkness, April
1888): the artist is to reveal the moving social forces and
portray his characters as expressions of these forces (this
is what the Marxist means by a “typical” character), and
in so doing he is to forward the revolutionary develop-
ments themselves. (See also Ralph Fox, The Novel and the
People, 1937; Christopher Caudwell, Illusion and Reality,
1937, and other works.)

Indications of recent growth in dialectical materialist
aesthetics, and of a resumption of the dialogue with other
systems, can be seen in the important work of the Hun-
garian Marxist Georg Lukdcs (see, for example, The
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Meaning of Contemporary Realism, translated, 1962, from
Wider den missverstandenen Realismus, 1958) and in the
writings of the Polish Marxist, Stefan Morawski (see
“Vicissitudes in the Theory of Socialist Realism,” Dio-
genes, 1962).

PHENOMENOLOGY AND EXISTENTIALISM. Among
many critics and critical theorists, there has been, in the
twentieth century, a strong emphasis on the autonomy of
the work of art, its objective qualities as an object in itself,
independent of both its creator and its perceivers. This
attitude was forcefully stated by Eduard Hanslick in The
Beautiful in Music (1854); it was reflected in the work of
Clive Bell (Art, 1914) and Roger Fry (Vision and Design,
1920); and it appeared especially in two literary move-
ments. The first, Russian “formalism” (also present in
Poland and Czechoslovakia), flourished from 1915 until
suppressed about 1930. Its leaders were Roman Jakobson,
Victor Shklovsky, Boris Eichenbaum, and Boris Toma-
shevsky (Theory of Literature, 1925). The second, Ameri-
can and British “New Criticism,” was inaugurated by L. A.
Richards (Practical Criticism, 1929), William Empson
(Seven Types of Ambiguity, 1930), and others (see René
Wellek and Austin Warren, Theory of Literature, 1949).

This emphasis on the autonomy of the work of art
has been supported by Gestalt psychology, with its
emphasis on the phenomenal objectivity of Gestalt qual-
ities, and also phenomenology, the philosophical move-
ment first developed by Edmund Husserl. Two
outstanding works in phenomenological aesthetics have
appeared. Working on Husserl’s foundations, Roman
Ingarden (Das Literarische Kunstwerk, 1930) has studied
the mode of existence of the literary work as an inten-
tional object and has distinguished four “strata” in litera-
ture: sound, meaning, the “world of the work,” and its
“schematized aspects,” or implicit perspectives. Mikel
Dufrenne (Phenomenologie de lexpérience esthétique, 2
vols., 1953), closer to the phenomenology of Maurice
Merleau-Ponty and Jean-Paul Sartre, has analyzed the
differences between aesthetic objects and other things in
the world. He finds that the basic difference lies in the
“expressed world” of each aesthetic object, its own per-
sonality, which combines the “being in itself” (en-soi) of
a presentation with the “being for itself” (pour-soi) of
consciousness and contains measureless depths that
speak to the depths of ourselves as persons.

The “existential phenomenalism” of Heidegger and
Sartre suggests possibilities for an existentialist philoso-
phy of art, in the central concept of “authentic existence,”
which art might be said to further. These possibilities
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have only begun to be worked out, for example, in Hei-
degger’s paper “Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes” (in
Holzwege, 1950) and in a recent book by Arturo B. Fallico,
Art and Existentialism (1962).

EMPIRICISM. The contemporary empiricist makes a car-
dinal point of attacking the traditional problems of phi-
losophy by resolving them into two distinct types of
questions: questions about matters of fact, to be answered
by empirical science (and, in the case of aesthetics, psy-
chology in particular), and questions about concepts and
methods, to be answered by philosophical analysis.

Some empiricists emphasize the first type of ques-
tion and have called for a “scientific aesthetics” to state
aesthetic problems in such a way that the results of psy-
chological inquiry can be brought to bear upon them.
Max Dessoir, Charles Lalo, Etienne Souriau, and (in
America) Thomas Munro have formulated this program
(see, especially, Munro’s Scientific Method in Philosophy,
1928, and later essays). The actual results of work in psy-
chology, over the period since Fechner inaugurated
experimental aesthetics (Vorschule der Asthetik, 1876) to
replace “aesthetics from above” by an “aesthetics from
below,” are too varied to summarize easily (see Bibliogra-
phy). But two lines of inquiry have had an important
effect on the way in which twentieth-century philoso-
phers think about art. The first is Gestalt psychology,
whose studies of perceptual phenomena and the laws of
Gestalt perception have illuminated the nature and value
of form in art (see, for example, Kurt Koffka’s “Problems
in the Psychology of Art,” in Art: A Bryn Mawr Sympo-
sium, 1940; Rudolf Arnheim, Art and Visual Perception,
1954; Leonard Meyer, Emotion and Meaning in Music,
1956). The second is Freudian psychology, beginning
with Freud’s interpretation of Hamlet (Interpretation of
Dreams, 1900) and his studies of Leonardo (1910) and
Dostoyevsky (1928), which have illuminated the nature of
art creation and appreciation. Description of aesthetic
experience, in terms of concepts like “empathy” (Theodor
Lipps), “psychical distance” (Edward Bullough), and
“synaesthesis” (I. A. Richards), has also been investigated
by introspective methods.

Analytical aesthetics, in both its “reconstructionist”
and “ordinary language” forms, is more recent. This
school considers the task of philosophical aesthetics to
consist in the analysis of the language and reasoning of
critics (including all talk about art), to clarify language, to
resolve puzzles due to misapprehensions about language,
and to understand its special functions, methods, and jus-
tifications (see M. C. Beardsley, Aesthetics: Problems in the
Philosophy of Criticism, 1958; Jerome Stolnitz, Aesthetics

and Philosophy of Art Criticism, 1960; William Elton, ed.,
Aesthetics and Language, 1954; Joseph Margolis, ed., Phi-
losophy Looks at the Arts, 1962).

See also Addison, Joseph; Aesthetic Qualities; Albert the
Great; Alembert, Jean Le Rond d’; Analysis, Philosophi-
cal; Aristotle; Arnold, Matthew; Art, Value in; Augus-
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Monroe C. Beardsley (1967)

AESTHETICS, HISTORY OF
[ADDENDUM]

TWENTIETH-CENTURY AESTHETICS

Aesthetics continued to be intensively cultivated in all the
main schools of twentieth-century philosophy. The fol-
lowing survey emphasizes work that continues to be of
interest at the beginning of the twenty-first century. It
will focus first on the Anglo-American tradition, includ-
ing continental work that has fed into it, and then will
consider other work in the continental tradition.

AESTHETICS, HISTORY OF [ADDENDUM]

ANGLO-AMERICAN AESTHETICS.

Naturalism, organicism, pragmatism. One main line
of twentieth-century aesthetics begins with George San-
tayana’s The Sense of Beauty of 1896. Santayana’s book
was a renewal of the empiricism and naturalism of the
eighteenth century undertaken in opposition to the
incorporation of aesthetics into speculative metaphysics
by philosophers such as Schelling, Schopenhauer, and
Hegel. Santayana held that beauty is “value positive,
intrinsic, and objectified”: a pleasurable emotion that is
“pure gain” and that we regard as if it were a property of
its object even though it depends upon our own response.
The idea that beauty is objectified pleasure is found in
writers from Hutcheson to Kant, but Santayana departed
from the reductionism characteristic of many eighteenth-
century authors by refusing to restrict the sources of such
pleasure to a single category. He instead showed how such
pleasure can arise from the materials of works of art,
from their forms, and from their expression, which he
defined broadly to include our emotional associations
with objects. Santayana also rejected the attempt to justify
the human interest in beauty, especially the often costly
interest in artistic beauty, by claiming that it contributes
to morality; for Santayana, morality is concerned with the
removal of the evils of life, and thus exists only to facili-
tate the wider enjoyment of the positive pleasures of life,
epitomized by beauty. In his second main work on aes-
thetics, Reason in Art, the fourth volume of his 1905-1906
Life of Reason, Santayana added that by the ability to
adopt an aesthetic attitude and thus find beauty almost
anywhere in nature, on the one hand, and by the ability to
create art, on the other, we can augment our positive
pleasure in life. In this work he also emphasized that the
various arts have all arisen from the ordinary and natural
activities of human beings, thus adding a pragmatist ele-
ment to his naturalism and preparing the way for the later
work of John Dewey.

Santayana’s thesis that morality exists to remove the
evils that stand in the way of the enjoyment of the posi-
tive pleasure of beauty anticipates the famous statement
of G. E. Moore’s Principia Ethica (1903) that “the most
valuable things, which we can know or imagine, are ...
the pleasures of human intercourse and the enjoyment of
beautiful objects” (Moore 1903, p.237), which would
become the creed of the Bloomsbury group of artists and
intellectuals. Moore treated “aesthetic appreciation” as an
“organic whole” consisting of consciousness of both the
beautiful qualities of an object and the feeling of its
beauty, an idea that is related to Santayana’s notion of
beauty as objectified pleasure; but Moore also held that
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beautiful objects are themselves organic unities, in the
sense that the contemplation of the individual parts may
have no value, but the contemplation of the whole loses
value without the contemplation of those parts. Moore
thus adopted a more restrictive analysis of the objects of
aesthetic pleasure than had Santayana.

Moore influenced the critic Clive Bell, who in his
1914 book Art postulated a special aesthetic emotion in
response to “significant form” in works of art. Edward
Bullough, a professor of literature who in 1907 gave the
first course on aesthetics at Cambridge, has also been
considered a follower of Moore, but his theory is different
from Bell’s; according to Bullough’s famous 1912 paper
“Psychical Distance’ as a Factor in Art and an Aesthetic
Principle,” distancing oneself from the most obvious
emotions that might be aroused by some object, such as
the emotion of fear in response to a fog at sea, does not
allow one to enjoy some special aesthetic emotion, but
rather opens oneself up to a whole range of other feelings
and emotions that can be aroused by the very same
object, thereby increasing the richness and intensity of
one’s emotional experience of life as a whole. Instead of
being closely associated with Moore and Bell, Bullough
might thus be better placed on a line of thought leading
from Santayana to Dewey.

Dewey’s Art as Experience (1934) came late in his
lengthy career, but remains his most widely read book as
well as one of the still most widely read books of twenti-
eth-century aesthetics. He anticipated its central idea of
“consummatory experience” in his 1925 Experience and
Nature. A consummatory experience is a moment felt as
one of repose and equilibrium in the constant flow of
energy, in stimulus and response, that constitutes human
life, and it is paradigmatically produced by the experience
of art. As Dewey put it in 1925, “art is the solvent union
of the generic, recurrent, ordered, established phase of
nature with its phase that is incomplete, going on, and
hence still uncertain, contingent, novel, particular”
(Dewey 1925, p.301), or as he said in 1934, “Art is the liv-
ing and concrete proof that man is capable of restoring
consciously, and thus on the plane of meaning, the union
of sense, need, impulse and action characteristic of the
live creature” (Dewey 1934, p. 25).

But in the later work Dewey also argued that art has
a special role in the expression of emotion, not merely
projecting our emotions onto objects but clarifying them
by presenting the contexts in which they arise. Here
Dewey’s thought comes into contact with the next stream
of aesthetic thought to be considered here, which makes
the expression of emotion the core of aesthetic experi-

ence. But Dewey’s pragmatism reveals itself in his insis-
tence that the aesthetic “is the clarified and intensified
development of traits that belong to every normally com-
plete experience,” and even more so with his argument
that while the term aesthetic connotes the “consumer’s
rather than the producer’s standpoint” and the term art
“denotes a process of doing and making,” there is a strong
element of each in the other: The audience for art must
take an active and imaginative role in appreciating it,
while the artist must also adopt the standpoint of his
audience to gauge the effect of his work—hence Dewey’s
title Art as Experience, blurring the line between the pro-
duction and the reception of art (Dewey 1934, p.47). This
is a theme that would also be stressed by the British
philosopher R.G. Collingwood a few years later, who
though not considered a pragmatist came out of a
Hegelian background with affinities to that of Dewey.

Before we turn to the tradition with which Colling-
wood is associated, we may note that Monroe C. Beards-
ley, the author of the first part of this article, was himself
the most important heir to Dewey’s aesthetics in the
period after World War II. Although there are certainly
other influences at work, the central claim of Beardsley’s
1958 Aesthetics was clearly Deweyan. Beardsley wrote that
an experience has a marked “aesthetic character” when it
includes “attention firmly fixed on a perceptual or inten-
tional object; a feeling of freedom from concerns about
matters outside that object; notable affect that is detached
from practical ends; the sense of exercising powers of dis-
covery; and the integration of the self and of its experi-
ences” (Beardsley 1981, p. Ixii). The most recent heir to
Dewey and Beardsley, Richard Shusterman, has particu-
larly stressed the experience of one’s own body as part of
the complete aesthetic experience (Pragmatist Aesthetics,
1992).

Expression. A second main line of twentieth-century
aesthetics identifies the chief goal of art as the expression
of emotion, a feature that was only one facet of Dewey’s
notion of aesthetic experience. This theory is often
thought of as an alternative to the idea that beauty is the
essence of art, but at least in its early stages the successful
expression of emotion in art was intended as an explana-
tion of its beauty. This is evident in the 1892 History of
ZAsthetic by Bernard Bosanquet and in the 1902 work by
Benedetto Croce, Estetica come scienze dell’espressione e
linguistica generale (The aesthetic as the science of expres-
sion and of the linguistic in general). Bosanquet argued
that art operates “through that expansion of self which
comes in utterance,” that is, that content acquires beauty
by passing through the crucible of an individual sensibil-
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ity and style—even though this means that it may take
others time to appreciate the beauty of a distinctive style
of expression (Bosanquet 1904, p. 453). Croce wrote that
the beautiful is “successful expression, or better, ...
expression simpliciter, since expression, when it is not
successful, is not expression (Croce 1992, p. 87). Ten years
after Croce, the neo-Kantian Hermann Cohen based an
elaborate Asthetick des reinen Gefiihls (Aesthetics of pure
feeling) on the premise that human feelings have their
own distinctive forms, which are most clearly revealed
by art.

The fullest development of the expression theory,
however, is found in the 1938 Principles of Art by the
Oxford philosopher (and archaeologist) R. G. Colling-
wood. Collingwood is often thought of as a follower of
Croce, but his theory is more fully developed than
Croce’s, and it also overcomes the supposition that suc-
cessful expression must be perceived as beautiful in some
traditional sense. Collingwood begins by distinguishing
art from craft, arguing that in the latter there is always a
clear distinction between means and end, but that there is
never such a distinction in the case of art proper. This
leads to two important claims: that art is never intended
merely to arouse emotions for the sake of magic or prop-
aganda or to discharge them for the sake of amusement;
and that the element of craft that is typically part of art,
namely the production of a physical object, is not essen-
tial to the true work of art at all, which thus appears to
exist complete in the mind of the artist without any phys-
ical expression.

The latter claim, however, is clearly modified over the
rest of Collingwood’s book. The second part of the book
argues that there is an affective or emotional aspect of all
perception and thought, and that the special function of
art is to clarify that dimension of our experience so that
we can understand and gain control over it. In the third
part of his work, Collingwood then argues that the clari-
fication of emotion takes place through the artist’s inter-
action with a physical medium and an audience. So
Collingwood’s initial claim that the work of art exists
complete in the mind of the artist turns out to be an over-
statement of the claim that the effort in art is aimed at the
clarification of emotion rather than at the production of
a physical object for its own sake. Writing at a tense
moment in the 1930s, Collingwood concludes by stress-
ing that art proper is necessary for the survival of civi-
lization precisely because it allows us to gain control over
our own emotions rather than having our emotions con-

trolled by the propaganda of others.
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Art and language. Expression theorists such as Croce
and Collingwood suggested that all art, whether in verbal
media or not, can be regarded as using or creating lan-
guages for the expression of emotion. Beginning in the
1930s, many other varieties of aesthetic theory focused on
linguistic aspects of the arts and of critical discourse
about art. One important movement was logical posi-
tivism, represented above all by A. J. Ayer’s 1936 Lan-
guage, Truth, and Logic, which argued that aesthetic
discourse does not consist of verifiable, descriptive
propositions about its objects at all, but only expresses the
response of the speaker to such objects, to which a pre-
scriptive rather than descriptive recommendation of the
object to others might also be added. This doctrine,
which applied to ethical as well as aesthetic discourse,
became known as “emotivism” and enjoyed considerable
currency after its further development in C. L. Steven-
son’s Ethics and Language (1944). It would become one of
the sources for hostility to traditional aesthetic theory
during the heyday of “analytical” philosophy in the 1950s
and 1960s.

A different strand of thought can be traced back to
Ernst Cassirer’s Philosophie der symbolischen Formen,
published in German from 1923 to 1929 and translated
into English (Philosophy of Symbolic Forms) only in 1953,
but preceded by Cassirer’s English-language summary of
his position, An Essay on Man of 1944. Cassirer, a student
of Hermann Cohen, held that human beings represent
and deal with their environment through a variety of
symbolic systems, including natural language, mathemat-
ical and scientific language, mythology, and the arts, each
of which has its distinctive uses and none of which can
simply be subordinated to the others.

Cassirer was a major influence on the American
philosopher Susanne K. Langer, who interpreted human
thought as using a variety of symbol-systems in her 1942
Philosophy in a New Key and dedicated her major work in
aesthetics, the 1953 Feeling and Form, to the memory of
Cassirer. She held that the arts do not employ “discursive”
symbol-systems to analyze experience but instead use
non-discursive symbols to capture the felt quality of
experience itself. Using music as an example, she argued
that the symbol-systems of the arts do not use “syntacti-
cal terms with fixed connotations, and syntactical rules
for deriving complex connections,” like ordinary and sci-
entific language, but instead “present emotive experience
through global forms that are as indivisible as the ele-
ments of chiaroscuro” (Langer 1942, p. 232). Her position
thus looks back to Alexander Baumgarten’s original dis-
tinction between logic and aesthetics, but also looks for-
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ward to the 1968 Languages of Art of Nelson Goodman,
who acknowledged affinities between his own approach
and that of Langer as well as of Cassirer, Charles Sanders
Pierce, and the semiotician C. W. Morris.

Goodman abjured any interest in the traditional top-
ics of beauty and pleasure in the arts, and instead offered
analyses of fictional and metaphorical depiction and of
expression within the framework of an austerely nomi-
nalistic theory of language. But his affinity with Langer
and indeed with Baumgarten became clear when he
argued that symbols or uses of language are symptomatic
of the aesthetic if they are syntactically and semantically
dense rather than discrete, if they are replete, with many
features of the symbol contributing to its meaning, and if
they exemplify qualities metaphorically as well as literally.
And while maintaining his emphasis on the cognitive
rather than emotional or affective dimension of aesthetic
experience, he also wrote about its dynamic rather than
static character, its “restless, searching, testing” attitude,
its creation and re-creation, in a way that ultimately
makes clear the pleasurable character of the aesthetic
form of cognition. At its deepest level, Goodman’s aes-
thetics thus falls within the Kantian tradition.

A third major influence on modern thought about
aesthetics and language was of course the philosophy of
Ludwig Wittgenstein. Through the influence of his 1921
Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus on the so-called Vienna
Circle, he was in the background of Ayer’s Language,
Truth, and Logic. In 1938 (thus the same year as the pub-
lication of Collingwood’s Principles of Art in Oxford), he
lectured on aesthetics in Cambridge. One central theme
of these lectures, presumably directed against such
nineteenth-century German psychologists as Hermann
von Helmholtz and Gustav Theodor Fechner, was that
aesthetics cannot be made into a science causally con-
necting measurable responses to measurable qualities of
objects. Here Wittgenstein was in fact only reminding his
auditors of an argument made long before by Hume and
Kant. More influential themes of his lectures were, first,
that aesthetic discourse does not typically work by using
a general predicate like “beautiful” but instead uses more
particular words and gestures to focus attention on par-
ticular aspects of objects that in their particular context
look right or satisfying, and, second, that aesthetic
response often involves imaginatively seeing an aspect or
interpretation in an object.

Although these lectures were not published until
1967, the first of these themes was influential before that
date. Thus Frank Sibley (himself a student of Gilbert
Ryle) argued in 1959 that aesthetic concepts are not “con-

dition-governed” but are instead highly context-sensitive;
this theme was further developed in Peter Kivy’s 1973
Speaking of Art. The second theme, which Wittgenstein
would develop further in the major work of his late phi-
losophy, the Philosophical Investigations, posthumously
translated and published in 1953, was carried on in Roger
Scruton’s Art and Imagination (1974) and in Richard
Wollheim’s theory of “seeing-in” in his A. W. Mellon Lec-
tures on the Fine Arts, Painting as an Art (1987).

The greatest influence of the Philosophical Investiga-
tions, however, came from its view that many concepts,
including the concept of language itself, are not defined
by a determinate set of necessary and sufficient condi-
tions, but by a looser network of “family resemblances.”
Wittgenstein argued that a concept like that of games
could only be understood in this way, and that the
abstraction of “language” likewise consists of a loosely
interconnected network of “language-games.” In a
famous paper of 1956, Morris Weitz argued that this
model applied to the arts as well, thus that the concept of
art is an “open concept” for which there could be no
determinate definition of art of the kind to which tradi-
tional aesthetics had aspired. In an equally important
paper of 1965, Maurice Mandelbaum replied that a deter-
minate definition of an abstract concept like art is com-
patible with diversity and constant change at the level of
the particular objects of art. This interchange as well as
the history of developments in twentieth-century art,
from the “readymades” of Marcel Duchamp through
Dada to the Pop Art of Andy Warhol and Robert
Rauschenberg, launched a debate about the possibility of
a definition of art that was a central topic of analytical
aesthetics from the 1960s into the 1980s.

In a 1964 paper on “The Artworld,” Arthur C. Danto
used the cases of artworks that are perceptually indis-
cernible either from other artworks or from ordinary
objects that are not artworks at all to argue that an art-
work is never identical to a physical object, but is rather a
physical object embedded in a world of artistic theory. In
his 1974 Art and the Aesthetic, George Dickie was inspired
by Danto’s concept of the “artworld” to offer a definition
of a work of art as an artifact offered as a candidate for
appreciation by an agent of the artworld, where he under-
stood the latter in sociological terms as the social system
of artists, dealers, curators, critics, and so on.

Danto’s 1981 Transfiguration of the Commonplace
made it clear that this was not what Danto had meant by
an artworld, but that by this concept he instead meant the
complex of meaning, metaphor, and style within which
an artist intended his work to be received, a view that he
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has refined in subsequent work, including his 2003 book
The Abuse of Beauty, into the definition of art as “embod-
ied meaning.” Dickie acknowledged this basic difference
in the understanding of the concept of an artworld in his
1984 book The Art Circle: A Theory of Art, and redefined
an artworld as a set of artistic conventions rather than a
sociological formation.

Jerrold Levinson and Noél Carroll subsequently
developed historicized versions of Dickie’s approach,
arguing that a work of art is an object made within a his-
torical tradition of art making. But from Danto’s point of
view, all such appeals to artistic conventions, histories, or
traditions are circular without some definition of what
makes the latter conventions, histories, or traditions of
art in the first place. However, in his 1997 Philosophies of
Arts, Peter Kivy argued against the assumption that all art
has semantic meaning, which underlies Danto’s defini-
tion of art, by appeal to “absolute” music and the decora-
tive arts, which are not “about” anything.

The return of beauty. Danto’s earlier work was very
much under the influence of Marcel Duchamp’s attack
upon beauty as a mere “retinal flutter” inessential to the
real character of art, and Goodman likewise dismissed
beauty from the cognitive core of art. However, not all
philosophers have been convinced of the inessentiality of
beauty, and two important works of the 1980s offered
detailed analyses of beauty while defending its centrality
in the experience of art. In The Test of Time (1982),
Anthony Savile argued that we find an object beautiful
when we see it as a successful solution to its underlying
problem or problems within its own style, that we are able
to recognize a successful solution to a problem even when
the problem is not our own, and that being beautiful in
this sense, along with being deep—that is, revealing fun-
damental and general principles— and suggestive about
the possibilities for successful forms of human life, is one
of the things that enables a work of art to withstand the
test of time.

Two years later, Mary Mothersill’s Beauty Restored
reached back to Hume and Kant and beyond them to
Thomas Aquinas to argue that beauty is a disposition
actualized when a person is pleased by the apprehension
of the aesthetic qualities of objects, where the latter are
precisely what distinguish an object from all others, and
that beauty so understood is central to the ambitions of
art. More recently, Alexander Nehamas has interpreted
the traditional conception of beauty as a “promise of hap-
piness” (a phrase that comes from Baudelaire) to mean
that we find an object beautiful when it draws us into an
ongoing engagement with itself and an open-ended net-
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work of related objects, and that this is essential to our
experience of art, although he emphasizes that these net-
works are personal and that there is no reason to expect
“universal validity” in responses to beauty. Art critics and
literary theorists such as Dave Hickey, Elaine Scarry, and
Wendy Steiner have also recently defended the impor-
tance of beauty in art.

Aesthetics and morality. One of the most significant
developments in recent aesthetics is renewed interest in
the relations between aesthetic experience and morality,
one of the two issues initially raised by Plato’s attack upon
popular arts in the education of his guardians but one
that had been largely neglected during the heyday of
“analytical” aesthetics, when indeed traditional modes of
theorizing in both aesthetics and ethics were under
attack. Both Plato’s original attack upon popular arts and
contemporary versions thereof have themselves been
subjects of recent investigations. Alexander Nehamas has
examined parallels between the ancient and modern
attacks in papers collected in his Virtues of Authenticity
(1999), while in A Philosophy of Mass Art (1998), Noél
Carroll has shown in detail how many forms of “mass” art
engage their audiences in ways both cognitive and emo-
tional that are no different from the ways in which “high”
arts engage their audiences. This work may be considered
as a rejoinder to the critique of the “culture industry” as
necessarily a form of mass manipulation that was offered
by Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno in their
famous Dialectic of Enlightenment, first published in 1947
as Dialektic der Aufklirung (see below).

Most of the recent debates about aesthetics and
morality, however, have focused on two distinguishable
issues. The first concerns the value of the experience of
art, especially literature, in moral education. One view
here holds that the moral truths expressed in works of art
are so obvious and general that there is no need to turn to
art to learn them, thus that their role in moral education
can hardly be central to the value we place on art. The
opposing view concedes that it may be unnecessary to
turn to art to learn general moral principles, but that we
can learn a great deal from narrative art, particularly lit-
erature and cinema, about the emotions of both agents
and patients in morally significant situations, and indeed
that narrative art may well be the primary means by
which we learn to be attentive to the details of the kinds
of situations in which we will ultimately have to apply our
general moral principles. This view has been defended in
numerous works by Martha C. Nussbaum and Noél Car-
roll.
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The current debate could be enriched by a return to
its roots in the eighteenth century, where Kant recognized
that the artistic presentation of examples of virtuous con-
duct are essential in teaching children not so much 