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Preface and acknowledgements


Aims, scope and target readership

The following selection of subject entries has been shaped in the light of many years of feedback from my own students. I have asked them what themes, thinkers and problems in philosophy of religion they have found most stimulating or rewarding, and also where they have needed most help, clarification and explanation. Their answers have been both formal and anonymous, and informal and personal.

In addition to the criterion of ‘professional competency’ in philosophy of religion, I have explored issues where pressing problems arise from arguments for or against belief in God, and from differences between diverse religious traditions. For many, this subject combines academic rigour with personal and practical issues about religious belief. I have aimed to set out the arguments of major religious traditions and the counter-arguments of their critics with fairness and integrity, even if I myself find nothing irrational about belief in God, to express this as a bare minimum.

It is my hope, therefore, that this volume will not only fill a needed gap as a student textbook, but that it will also provide a ready work of reference and explanation for those readers who wish to explore issues of belief for their own sake. To this extent, I admit to writing for the general enquirer as well as for students who seek a clear, useful textbook for essays and examinations.

At what level is this aimed? Most of my own classes in philosophy of religion have been for second-year degree students. However, they have included also first years and final years. Most have been honours students in theology and/or in philosophy, but many have majored in other subjects. I have been sufficiently impressed by the standards of incoming students who have taken philosophy of religion at ‘A’ level to have no doubt that the following pages will also provide them with a readable textbook. I point out below that the regular use of cross-references will explain virtually every unfamiliar technical term, and will introduce unfamiliar thinkers.

Style, structure and more on level

I have made a particular point of keeping to short paragraphs, and as far as possible to short sentences. Normally all entries except those of less than three hundred words have been divided by the use of sub-headings, so that no reader need feel intimidated by long, unbroken, pages of argument. The sub-headings also provide easy maps of where arguments lead.

This is the first of my eight books (written to date) without substantial footnotes. This is for the purpose of simplicity and clarity. However, those reference books that fail to identify significant sources for major quotations or arguments lack, to my mind, a resource that may prove to be helpful. Where precise sources are appropriate, authors, titles, publishers and page numbers are cited in brackets in the text. This both relieves the reader of having to take everything on trust, and allows the student to follow up important issues independently.

The system of cross-references and of dates of thinkers or other sources is a key feature. These cross-references assist those readers who need instant explanations of terms, or quick information about the further consequences of arguments under consideration. Dates provide appropriate historical contexts for the accurate understanding of thought in the light of the times. Theologians and philosophers often place different weight respectively upon these: they are more frequently emphasized in theology, but their inclusion prejudices no argument. A further chronological chart is added, without any pre-judgements about the importance of what names may feature in it.

Acknowledgements and thanks

Mrs Carol Dakin has typed this manuscript onto disks throughout. I am deeply grateful to her for this magnificent and excellent work. I regularly gave her unclear handwritten material, which she returned promptly, efficiently and with constant good judgement where guesses must have been inevitable. My former secretaries observed that over the years two qualifications for my Professorship and Headship of Department at Nottingham were required for this post: first, to have taught previously in the University of Durham; and second, to have illegible writing. I was duly appointed.
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a fortiori

The term denotes an argument that applies ‘all the more’, or ‘with greater force’. In LOGIC, if a given consequence follows from a case that is actually weaker, a fortiori that consequence will follow ‘from a stronger’ (Latin, a fortiori) argument. This logical notion has been used since ancient times. Traditionally it features in Rabbi Hillel’s seven ‘rules of interpretation’ concerning what may be inferred from a biblical text.

a posteriori

Beliefs or truths that are established by a posteriori arguments or knowledge are derived from evidence, experience, or observation of the world. The term stands in contrast to A PRIORI, which denotes that which is prior to, and independent of, such experience or observation.

A posteriori arguments depend upon empirical evidence, which subsequently confirms or disconfirms what has been asserted as true, or as possibly true. In philosophy of religion the COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for the existence of God characteristically begins with experience or observations about the world, in contrast to the ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT, which turns on logical questions about the concept of God.

Clearly what is true merely by definition, or what is entailed entirely by logical reasoning, belongs to the realm of a priori argument; while inferences drawn from empirical observations of the everyday world (including the natural sciences) belong to the realm of a posteriori argument. (See also ANALYTIC STATEMENTS; GOD, ARGUMENTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF; KANT; EMPIRICISM.)

a priori

The term (Latin) denotes that which is prior to, or independent of, human experience or observation. It therefore stands in contrast to what is argued A POSTERIORI, i.e. from what is confirmed or disconfirmed from subsequent experience or observation. The clearest examples of a priori propositions are ANALYTIC STATEMENTS, i.e. those that are true (or those that are justified) on the basis of a priori conceptual definition: e.g. ‘all bachelors are unmarried’, ‘all circles are round’. These remain incontestable independently of observations about particular bachelors, or about a circle that I might try to draw.

Thus a priori (from first principle) may be applied to arguments or to propositions or statements. However, their logical currency is often either merely formal (true by definition) or negative (the argument or statement does not depend on what is subsequently experienced or observed). In philosophy of religion the ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for the existence of God characteristically operates on the basis of a priori reasoning, in contrast to the COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT, which utilizes a posteriori inferences from our experience of the world. (See also GOD, ARGUMENTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF; KANT.)

Abelard (Abailard), Peter (1079–1142)

As a major French philosopher and theologian of the twelfth century, Abelard made his chief contribution to LOGIC and ONTOLOGY. In particular he attempted a mediating position between NOMINALISM (the view that UNIVERSALS are merely linguistic signs or names (Latin, nomen) for classes or particular entities) and REALISM (universals are realities in themselves).

Each side, Abelard argued, was right in what it affirmed, but wrong in what it denied. Nominalists are right to insist that logic and SEMANTICS operate in the realm of signs and concepts; they do not trade directly in realities themselves. Realists are right, however, to insist that logic and semantics do not merely chase other signs and concepts that never engage with realities, even if they are wrong to confuse the two levels.

Abelard’s mediating position is often known as CONCEPTUALISM. He rejects a merely subjectivist account of meaning, as if meaning had no ‘controls’. Yet his attacks on naïve realism are even sharper. He insists that logic operates in its own domain. Logical validity is not identical with truth about a state of affairs.

This emerges most forcefully in Abelard’s attention to propositions. Propositions are true or false, i.e. the property of being true-or-false belongs to propositional content. In spite of having access to Latin translations of only some of ARISTOTLE’s words (especially to BOETHIUS’ translations of his Categories and On Interpretation), Abelard developed Aristotle’s propositional logic in creative ways.

In relation to Christian theology and religion, Abelard rejected any blind appeal to sheer authority as such. His contemporary, Bernard of Clairvaux (1091–1153), denounced him for so exalting reason and logic as to make faith and revelation, in effect, irrelevant. Parallel debates may be observed in ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY of this period.

It is difficult to argue that Abelard discounted biblical revelation. After all, he produced an Exposition of the Epistle to the Romans. However, he rejected any exclusive claim for the authority of the Bible or the Church Fathers, arguing that ancient Greek philosophy was often closer to the New Testament than the Hebrew Bible or Old Testament.

Abelard also emphasized the importance of thinking for oneself. He disagreed with both of his own very different teachers, Roscellinus (himself unorthodox) and William of Champeaux. Like SOCRATES, he saw doubt (rather than certainty) as the path to knowledge through exploration and discovery.

In theology Abelard’s accounts of the Trinity and of the atonement have both been severely criticized. He is credited with expounding a theology of the atonement through Jesus Christ which rests upon ‘moral influence’ or ‘example’, rather than on any notion of Godward sacrifice as held by ANSELM and Calvin. His attempt to expound Romans 3:19–26 entirely in terms of a demonstration of God’s love hardly does justice to this Pauline text.

However, it was for his logic and ontology, rather than for his theology, that Abelard attracted large numbers of students to Paris. From the twelfth to the sixteenth centuries, it has been said, logic occupied the position of privilege and esteem that the nineteenth century recorded to the sciences. Paris became an important centre of philosophy, and the conceptualism of Abelard influenced such figures as ALBERT the Great and Thomas AQUINAS. He constitutes a major influence on mediaeval Western SCHOLASTICISM.

Absolute

In its widest, most popular sense, the Absolute denotes that which is unconditional and complete in itself. It stands in contrast to all that is relative. In the broadest terms it denotes what is unqualified, independent of conditioning influences, and the ground of its own being (ASEITY).

In more technical terms, the word has different nuances within different philosophical traditions. In German IDEALISM, KANT (1724–1804) uses the term to denote what is unconditionally valid. SCHELLING (1775–1854) postulates an Absolute which is that prior ground before selfhood comes to perceive the world or reach self-awareness in terms of subject and object, or spirit and nature. TILLICH (1886–1965) is partially influenced by Schelling in his insistence that God is not an existent being, but is ‘Being-itself’.

It is with HEGEL (1770–1831) that the term is most often associated. Hegel rejected Schelling’s account, and identified the Absolute as Spirit. As Absolute, Spirit finds self-expression within the world through a DIALECTIC process of logical and historical NECESSITY.

This is because Hegel’s Absolute Idea embraces within itself a unity that is also self-differentiating. In his philosophical theology Hegel postulated a coherence with the Christian doctrine of God as Trinity: God is an unqualified unity who has nevertheless expressed self-differentiation in a historical dialectic as Father, Son and Holy Spirit, in successive modes of self-disclosure.

In the English-speaking world BRADLEY (1846–1924) of Oxford argued that differentiation presupposes the reality of the Absolute as wholeness. Diversity is mere appearance; only the whole is real (Appearance and Reality, 1893). The Absolute is unconditioned by time or change, for supposedly even time is unreal.

Josiah Royce (1855–1916) represented American IDEALISM. He identified the Absolute both with God and with the spirit of the great, final, ‘community of persons’. An organic whole is presupposed by the differences of human experience (The Conception of God, 1897).

In identifying the Absolute with God (against Bradley) Royce was returning to the early tradition of Nicholas of Cusa (1401–64). Nicholas argued that God is ‘absolutely infinite’. God so clearly transcends whatever is relative and CONTINGENT that God even holds together as the Absolute a ‘coincidence of opposites’, just as infinity moves similarly beyond characterization in any specific, limited or relative form.

In spite of these technical nuances in Schelling, Hegel, Bradley, Royce and Nicholas, the term Absolute is often used more broadly to stand in contrast with all that is relative or conditioned by other agents or forces. Especially in ETHICS the term is used to exclude cultural, historical or social relativism.

While the broader notion of unconditionedness, ultimacy, self-subsistence and aseity retains a place in the philosophy of religion (see GOD, CONCEPTS AND ‘ATTRIBUTES’ OF; ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY; TRANSCENDENCE) the more technical claims of German and Anglo-American idealism are less prominent today than they were during the nineteenth century. However, in Ascent to the Absolute (London: Allen & Unwin, 1970) J.N. Findlay has argued for the unconditional basis of all things.

accident

Used as a technical term in Aristotelian and in SCHOLASTIC philosophy, accident denotes a CONTINGENT quality that happens to inhere in some underlying substance. The ‘substance’ remains an enduring supportive substratum, while the apparent quality or accident ‘happens’ (from the Latin accidere, to happen).

Traditional Roman Catholic theology utilized the Aristotelian and Thomist distinction to defend the notion of transubstantiation. The underlying substance changed to become the body and blood of Christ, while the observable accidents remained perceptible to the eye as bread and wine.

AQUINAS writes: ‘It is through the accidents (per accidentia) that we judge the substance (de substantia) … The accidents of the bread … remain when the substance of the bread (substantia panis) is no longer there’ but the substance has become the body and blood of Christ under the outward appearance of the ‘accidents’ of bread and wine (Summa Theologiae, III, Qu. 75, art. 5).

Much recent Catholic doctrine, however, does not remain tied to the formulation of Aquinas in the thirteenth century. The Reformers vigorously opposed it. Both traditions today tend to seek a more dynamic understanding of how the death of Christ is ‘proclaimed’ or ‘called actively to mind with effects’ in the Lord’s Supper or the Eucharist. (See also ARISTOTLE.)

actuality

The broadest, mainline meaning of this term is drawn from ARISTOTLE, in whose writings it stands in contrast to potentiality or ‘possibility’. Finite entities have potentialities which become actual when they are realized. Aristotle applied actuality to form; potentiality to matter. Thomas AQUINAS developed this further in his FIVE WAYS of argument concerning the existence of God. Potentiality is the basis of his Kinetological Way (argument from motion) in contrast to God’s ASEITY.

Existentialist writers, however, apply the contrast between actuality and possibility differently. HEIDEGGER, MARCEL and SARTRE tend to apply ‘actuality’ for ‘things’ or objects, and to reserve ‘possibility’ to denote an existential mode of being distinctive to persons and agents. Sartre contrasts being-in-itself (être-en-soi; cf. actuality) with being-for-itself (être-pour-soi; cf. possibility). Possibility denotes a mode of existence in which openness to the future may be realized by decision, whereas actuality denotes an ‘it’ which is ‘closed’ to such active decision (see BUBER; EXISTENTIALISM).

In TELEOLOGICAL contexts actuality denotes the fulfilment or realization of purpose. This brings us back to Aristotle’s contrast between the possibilities of matter which find expression in the ‘actuality’ of form.

agnosticism

At first sight agnosticism is often perceived as being less dogmatic and more open than either THEISM or ATHEISM when applied to the belief-systems of religions. It appears to suspend the acceptance or rejection of belief.

In practice, however, thoroughgoing agnosticism denotes the belief that to know whether a belief-system is true or false is impossible. Such knowledge lies beyond the enquirer (from Greek a-gnosis, no knowledge). This amounts, however, to no less dogmatic a position than theism, atheism or the belief-system in question. For it invites the rejoinder called ‘the paradox of SCEPTICISM’: ‘How do I know that I cannot know, if I cannot know whether I know?’

Agnosticism as a world-view or attitude to theism, therefore, differs from the more pragmatic use of the term to denote a suspension of belief about some particular claim to truth. The latter may be deemed more reasonable if it is not a generalized, systematic attitude towards religion or towards the denial of religious truth. Certainly agnosticism must be clearly distinguished from atheism, which raises broader and more fundamental historical and logical issues.

Albert the Great (Albertus Magnus, c. 1200/06–80)

Albert taught in the University of Paris (1245–8) and at Cologne (from 1248) in his native Germany. He is known chiefly as the teacher of Thomas AQUINAS, and as a major interpreter of ARISTOTLE to the medieval West.

Albert’s method of inference from observation of the CONTINGENT world anticipated the approach that Aquinas developed in his FIVE WAYS. In common with most leading Islamic interpreters of Aristotle, Albert endorsed the argument from motion (or from ‘possibility’) to a First Mover or Uncaused Cause. He rejected the notion of an infinite chain or caused causes (see CAUSE; COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT; ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY).

In addition to his contribution as a commentator on Aristotle, Albert was a Dominican theologian. He produced biblical commentaries, and also a commentary on Peter Lombard’s Sentences. He regarded scriptural revelation and human reason as complementary.

Albert’s drive towards synthesis and the ultimate reconciliation of differences allowed him to combine the dominant influence of Aristotle with diverse elements from PLATO, NEOPLATONISM, and such Islamic philosophers as AL-FARABI. He perceived the world as a created mystic harmony, which emanated from the One as Prime Mover, or the Ground of all Being.

Albert’s encyclopaedic drawing together of multiple sources (from the Bible, Aristotle, Plato, Arabic philosophy and the natural sciences of the day) provides a context for the founding of the ancient European universities of the thirteenth century. His belief in the compatibility of revealed scripture with human reason also provides the background to the work of Thomas Aquinas.

algorithm

This term has a broader and a more technical use. More broadly it denotes a formal operation, or following of set steps, in LOGIC or in mathematics, especially when symbolic logical notation rather than everyday language is used (e.g. If x, then y …). The use of general, abstract, symbolic notation permits a formula or algorithm to remain strictly in the realm of logic or mathematics without specific reference to the CONTINGENT or empirical world of everyday life.

These set steps or formulae in calculation or in problem-solving may take the form of rules or instructions for operations. The term is derived from the Latin translation of the Arabic name of a logical mathematics of the ninth century.

More technically and narrowly, the term is applied in computation where an understanding of the operation verges on the deterministic or mechanical. Hence, for broader philosophical views of the world, algorithms are perceived as strictly instrumental processes, i.e. as performing specified tasks in logic rather than yielding broader understandings of the world.

altruism

Traditionally the term denotes a selfless concern for the well-being of others (Latin, alter, other), in contrast to the self-interests of egoism. The term is narrower than DEONTOLOGY, which denotes an ethic based on moral obligation or duty more generally.

From HOBBES to NIETZSCHE, and most recently in more radical postmodernist writers, doubt has been expressed about the possibility of genuine altruism in human life. Nietzsche and many postmodernists have suggested that this motivation is illusory, and merely disguises the interests of the self under the pretence of caring only for others. IDEOLOGICAL CRITICISM seeks to unmask and to expose these interests.

In many religions, including especially the Christian tradition, a distinction may be made between the practical difficulty of genuine altruism for fallen humanity unaided by divine GRACE and the altruistic love for others that may spring from the grace of renewal by the influence of the Holy Spirit of God. (See also POSTMODERNITY.)

analogy

The wider context of the use of analogy in LANGUAGE IN RELIGION is set out in detail under that separate, broader entry. The use of analogy is one of the most important primary linguistic resources for talk of God. It permits an extension of meaning or logical grammar beyond that of everyday uses of language, while retaining everyday language as its vehicle or vocabulary-stock.

Analogy, however, is not the only resource of this kind. The roles of SYMBOL, METAPHOR, MYTH, CONCEPTUAL GRAMMAR, and MODELS AND QUALIFIERS are also considered under LANGUAGE IN RELIGION, as well as under separate entries.

The classical formulation of the use of analogy in talk of God comes from Thomas AQUINAS (1225–74). In thirteenth-century debate analogy was seen as a middle way between equivocal (or ambivalent) language, which applied everyday language to God without genuine currency, and univocal language (i.e. language that conveys the same literal meaning in a one-to-one match). Further, it also offered a middle path between the language of negation (VIA NEGATIVA), as advocated by the German mystic Meister ECKHART (1260–1327), and language that conveyed a positive, determinate, cognitive content.

THE BASIC APPROACH OF THOMAS AQUINAS

Aquinas firmly excludes any suggestion that everyday words can be applied to God with exactly the same meaning as they carry in contexts of everyday life. He writes: ‘It seems that no word can be used literally of God’ (Summa Theologiae, Ia, Qu. 13, art. 3 (Blackfriars edn, vol. 3, 57)). However, he does not agree with PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS that on this basis ‘it would be truer to say that God is not good or wise … than to say that he is’ (ibid.). For analogical uses of language one should steer between over-confident univocal uses and over-reticent insistence on the via negativa only.

Moreover, to use analogical language of God is not to equivocate. Language would be equivocal (Latin, aequivoca) only if there were no resemblance (Latin, similitudo) between how the word is used in everyday language and how it is applied to God (ibid., art. 5 (Blackfriars edn, vol. 3, 63)). ‘Wisdom’, for example, can be applied to God without undue ambiguity or impropriety, because there is at least some degree of resemblance, however inadequate, between what it is to ascribe wisdom to God and what it is to ascribe wisdom to a human person. Aquinas agrees that this is not ‘univocal’ in meaning (ibid.).

Aquinas sums up his general view in this way: ‘Some words are used neither univocally nor purely equivocally of God and creatures, but analogically, for we cannot speak of God at all except in the language we use of creatures …’ (ibid. (Blackfriars edn, 65)).

CONTROVERSY ABOUT THE BASIS AND NATURE OF ANALOGY IN AQUINAS

Even during the thirteenth century DUNS SCOTUS (c. 1266–1308) argued that Aquinas tried to hold together two incompatible views. For when confronted with any claim for a univocal use of language in talk of God, Aquinas emphasized the value of the via negativa in excluding even the barest hint of a one-to-one match between language about created beings and language about God. He did not reject the use of negation: God is infinite; God is immortal. However, he insisted that the way of negation could not offer a comprehensive or exhaustive linguistic resource, but played its part only in complementing analogy.

This marks Aquinas off from the mystical tradition of Meister Eckhart, from the approach of the Jewish philosopher MAIMONIDES (1135–1204), from Plotinus (c. 205–70) and NEOPLATONISM, Pseudo-Dionysius (c. 500) and strands within Eastern Christian theology.

On the other side, however, Duns Scotus questioned the reliability and stable basis of analogical language, believing that it risked making clear and determinate concepts of God and divine action too vague and indeterminate to convey a reliable content. Such concepts as truth, unity and goodness may be applied, he argued, univocally. Otherwise, in what lies knowledge of God?

All the same, Aquinas believed that analogy, rightly applied, could serve to convey cognitive truth about God. He appealed to an analogy of ‘attribution’ and an analogy of ‘proportionality’. A quality or characteristic can be attributed to someone in a derivative sense. A further more radical qualification emerges from proportionality: whatever is analogically common to two or more beings is possessed by each not in the same way but in proportion to its being.

Thus ‘God is wise’ is not merely an analogy with ‘Socrates is wise’ or ‘Paul the Apostle is wise’; it also entails the proposition that ‘wise’, as applied to each, carries a meaning that accords with the distinctive being of each.

This, in turn, implies that an analogy of language rests on an analogy of being (analogia entis), and it is this aspect that BARTH (1886–1968) attacks as presupposing a Thomistic ‘NATURAL THEOLOGY’. Recently, however, Alan J. Torrance has questioned how far this emphasis rests on an interpretation of Aquinas that became dominant through the writings of Thomas Cajetan (1468–1534), Italian cardinal and philosopher (Torrance, Persons in Communion, Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1996, 127–48).

Interpretations of Aquinas on analogy are controversial and too technical for further discussion here. Fundamentally Aquinas appealed to various logical devices to avoid on one side the collapse of analogy into ANTHROPOMORPHISM and on the other a logical grammar that retained no real currency. The problem, however, that he did not fully solve was that of establishing criteria for appropriate uses of analogy.

Aquinas attempted to refine some of the issues by identifying an ‘analogy of proportionality’ in which an analogy is held formally, but in proportion to the nature of the analogue. Thus human fatherhood has analogies with divine fatherhood, but is also limited in scope because of the finitude and fallenness of human nature. Hence the ‘attribution’ of analogy is bound up with its proportionality.

KARL BARTH’S CRITIQUE

It is, in effect, the basis of Thomas Aquinas’s appeal to the currency of analogy that Karl Barth attacks, rather than the use of analogy as a purely linguistic or semantic tool within the framework of Christian theology. Barth rejects the notion of ‘a common denominator’ to which God and the created order may ‘both be reduced’, like species that belong to a common genus (Barth, Church Dogmatics III: 3, Eng., Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 19, 102).

Thus, while he questions the whole notion of an analogia entis as a metaphorical or ontological notion supposedly independent of theology or revelation, Barth is nevertheless willing to allow for a analogia operationis, i.e. for its actual operative currency within theology. The basis lies in God’s sovereign act of self-disclosure, which is appropriated as an ‘analogy of faith’.

Barth’s arguments take us beyond the realm of philosophy. Nevertheless, within philosophy of religion there is room to explore the entailments of a theology of God that perceives God as sheer self-gift. The medieval and traditional notion of analogia eminentiae, of working from the lower to the higher, may address issues of intelligibility, provided that it is not transformed into an ontology that transposes the TRANSCENDENCE of God into what Aquinas seeks to avoid, namely a projected anthropomorphic construct.

Philosophical controversy about similarity and difference and theological beliefs about ‘the image of God’ and the incarnation of the Word in the person of Jesus Christ as person cannot be held apart. Further, the issue of criteria for the valid use of analogy cannot be separated from the wider issues examined under the entry on LANGUAGE IN RELIGION, where these detailed questions emerge in their proper context.

analytic statements

Analytic statements are true A PRIORI, i.e. by virtue of the definition of their concepts or terms, rather than on the basis of states of affairs in the world. The statement ‘all bachelors are unmarried’ or ‘all circles are round’ depends on what constitutes the concept of a bachelor or of a circle. It does not depend upon observations about particular bachelors or circles in the world.

KANT used the term ‘analytic proposition’ for those statements in which the predicate is covertly contained in the subject, e.g. ‘six is a number’. While the early work of WITTGENSTEIN treated such statements as purely formal, i.e. in effect as logical tautologies, in his later work Wittgenstein observed that even a formal tautology might perform some additional function in everyday life, e.g. in directing attention to what might otherwise be neglected or unnoticed.

In his work on LOGICAL POSITIVISM, AYER exempted analytical statements from the need for empirical verification, i.e. they could convey logical meaning even if their truth could not be verified by observing states of affairs in the world. (See also EMPIRICISM; ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for the existence of God.)

analytical philosophy

The term serves as a broad and vague title to denote the methods and explorations of those philosophers mainly in the Anglo-American traditions of the twentieth century who seek to clarify the logical forms and sometimes the grammar of CONCEPTs used in philosophy. It characteristically denotes a rigorous examination and clarification of logical forms which might have become obscured by sentences of natural languages.

It is easier to name the specific philosophers with whom the analytical movement is most closely associated than to suggest a list of features. These include: RUSSELL (1872–1970), George E. Moore (1873–1958), AYER (1910–89), and the earlier work of WITTGENSTEIN (1889–1951). However, more broadly the term is sometimes extended to include the ‘informal’ logical explorations of RYLE (1900–76) and AUSTIN (1911–60), among others, although Austin represents what is more often called ‘Ordinary Language’ philosophy.

Since ‘analysis’ is derived from the Greek analuo, to loose, or to untie, it is tempting to cite Wittgenstein’s aphorism that we should ‘look closely at particular cases’ and avoid any ‘craving for generality’ (The Blue and Brown Books, Oxford: Blackwell, 1969, 16 and 17). However, in his later work Wittgenstein expressed reservations about the logical atomism that served to break down complex propositions into their most logically primitive building-blocks of meaning (Philosophical Investigations, Oxford: Blackwell, 1967, sects. 39–63).

LOGICAL ATOMISM, LANGUAGE GAMES, ‘COMMON SENSE’ AND LOGIC

Although Russell favoured a more radically analytical method, Wittgenstein was concerned more especially with avoiding those generalizing propositions that removed words and concepts from the settings in everyday life that gave particular cases their logical and linguistic currency. The problem about such grandiose questions as ‘What is time?’; ‘What is language?’ or ‘What is a proposition?’ is that ‘the language-game in which they are to be applied is missing’ (ibid., sects. 92 and 96). We must avoid ‘super-concepts’, such as ‘language’ or ‘world’, unless we pay attention to their specificities of contexts-in-life (ibid., 97).

Early in the twentieth century G. E. Moore posed such a question in response to the grandiose metaphysical claims of BRADLEY. If ‘time is unreal’, why do we take breakfast ‘before’ lunch? If reality is ‘spiritual’, are chairs and tables more like us than we may think? Moore wrote ‘A Defence of Common Sense’ which contained propositions that seemed to conflict with many of the more grandiose claims of philosophers.

Russell shared with Wittgenstein a ‘distrust’ of the surface grammar of language. His work on logic provided formal logical devices for re-formulating statements which in ordinary language appeared to make a truth-claim about an entity while the formal logic of the utterance or sentence could be shown not to do so.

Thus in his Principia Mathematica (3 vols. 1910–13, with A. N. Whitehead) Russell developed a theory of descriptions that allowed for the logical re-formulation of such sentences as those containing the phrases ‘the King of France’ or ‘a round square’ to ‘analyze out’ what were strictly not ‘referring’ expressions at all. In technical terms an ‘existential quantifier’ could be used in logical notation to separate out whether or not truth-claims about one entity entailed truth-claims about another. (The notation would take some such form as (Ex) (Fx …).)

Russell pressed his drive toward analyses to postulate a theory of ‘logical atomism’ (lectures in 1918, based on earlier work). However, his understanding of the smallest possible components out of which propositions were built differed from that of the early Wittgenstein. Russell linked his theory with a quasi-materialist view of the ‘elements’ of the world; in Wittgenstein’s view these ‘atoms’ were purely LOGICAL postulates.

‘INFORMAL’ LOGIC, CONCEPTUAL ELUCIDATION, AND CATEGORY MISTAKES

AYER’s exposition of LOGICAL POSITIVISM and the principle of verification is discussed separately. A more constructive version of ‘linguistic’ philosophy emerged with the work of Ryle. In The Concept of Mind (London: Penguin, 1949) he undertook a logical exploration of the relation between language respectively about the mind and the body in the Dualist tradition of DESCARTES, which he called ‘the myth of the ghost in the machine’ (ibid., 17).

Ryle perceived the Cartesian doctrine as portraying life lived ‘through two collateral histories’ (ibid., 13). However, logical analysis exposes ‘a category-mistake’ (ibid., 17), for the logical currency of what is stated about each differs. This ‘double-life’ theory generates logical puzzles that are illusory. If body and mind ‘exist’, each ‘exists’ in a quite different logical sense (ibid., 24). A fresh logical analysis of the vocabulary relating to intellectual action is needed, including exploring dispositions (see BELIEF).

In Dilemmas (Cambridge: CUP, 1954) Ryle applies these methods of logical analysis to a series of traditional logical puzzles. Thus the phrase ‘It was to be’ need not express fatalism, as soon as we understand the difference between prospective and retrospective logic, or ‘anterior truths and posterior truths’ (ibid., 26; 15–35). The paradox of Achilles and the Tortoise, first formulated by Zeno, depends for its force on the difference between the logic employed by an observer and the logic employed by a participant in the race. Only if we confuse logic that applies to ‘the total course’ with the participant perspective of the runner does the possibility of a ‘paradox’ emerge (ibid., 36–55). Again, however, this approach is more strictly ‘linguistic’ philosophy than ‘analytical’ philosophy.

In his final essay, ‘Formal and Informal Logic’, Ryle contrasts ‘the logic of insulated and single concepts’, which often take the centre of the stage in formal logic, with ‘the logical dynamics of apparently interfering systems of concepts’ (ibid., 125).

In the 1950s a spate of collections of essays (mainly articles from journals) appeared under such titles as Essays in Conceptual Analysis (1956) edited by Antony Plew, with contributions from STRAWSON, G. J. Warnock, John Hospers, J. O. Urmson, Stephen Toulmin and others. However, enough has been said to indicate the varied methods and ethos that the umbrella title ‘analytical philosophy’ serves to denote.

animism

Animism denotes the belief that many instances of natural phenomena (plants, trees, stones) possess ‘souls’ (Latin, anima) or life-spirits. These may then be perceived as quasi-personal and capable of address. In animistic religion these may become objects of reverence or worship.

Two aspects are especially significant for philosophy of religion. First, animism may be said to extend unduly and uncritically the use of ANALOGY and ANTHROPOMORPHISM.

Second, in Primitive Culture (1871) Edward B. Tylor argued that all religion originated as primitive animism. However, today it is widely recognized that Tylor’s work rests on flawed assumptions. In the first place, primitive religion did not function like a primitive pseudo-science to explain the world. Its function is different, and does not compete with ‘science’. In the second place, Tylor was too heavily influenced by the almost obsessively evolutionary climate of the late nineteenth century. Robert Segal presses both criticisms (‘Tylor’s Anthropomorphic Theory of Religion’, Religion, 25, 1995, 25–30). (See also EVOLUTION.)

Anselm of Canterbury (1033–1109)

In philosophy of religion Anselm is most widely known for his formulation of the ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for the existence of God. Anselm sets out this approach in two distinct forms in the Proslogion 2–4. However, the title Proslogion denotes ‘address’, and especially in the first formulation, as BARTH among others insists, the supposed ‘argument’ is an address on the part of a Christian worshipper or believer expressing adoration, praise, and confession of faith to God. The significance of this mode may be stylistic (recalling the style of AUGUSTINE’s Confessions), but it may significantly shape how the ‘argument’ is meant to be understood. Moreover it reminds us that Anselm writes primarily as a philosophical theologian, and not simply as a philosopher. He stands in the broad tradition of Christian Platonism.

Anselm is known under three titles. He is sometimes called Anselm of Aosta, since he was born at Aosta in Italy. He is also known as Anselm of Bec, because prior to 1093 he served as a Benedictine monk at Bec in Normandy. However, in 1093 he became the second Norman Archbishop of Canterbury.

In his period at Bec Anselm wrote the two well-known philosophical works Monologion (Soliloquy, 1078) and Proslogion (Address (i.e. to God), 1079). The Monologion includes Anselm’s version of the COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for the existence of God, in which he infers the existence of the Source of all good things, the Supreme Being, from experience of that which is good within the world. The Proslogion (sects. 2–4) and the later Liber Apologeticus pro Insipiente include his two versions of the ontological argument for the existence of God. The heart of his first formulation is that God is ‘that than which nothing greater can be conceived (a liquid quo nihil maius cogitari potest)’.

This gave rise to controversy, even in Anselm’s day, represented by the monk Gaunilo’s ‘reply’ to the effect that Anselm’s application of maximal greatness to ‘God’ proved not the existence of God, but something about the status of the concept of God. (In more detail, see the entry on the ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT, and GOD, ARGUMENTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF.) This led to a second formulation (Liber Apologeticus), the distinctiveness of which has been underlined in modern discussion by HARTSHORNE (The Logic of Perfection, La Salle: Open Court, 1962) and more broadly by PLANTINGA (The Nature of Necessity, Oxford: Clarendon, 1974). Maximal greatness cannot logically apply to such CONTINGENT examples as those cited by Gaunilo (Gaunilo’s island), since these (unlike God) can be ‘conceived not to be’.

During his period at Bec, Anselm also wrote treatises On Truth, On Freedom of Choice and On the Fall of the Devil (De casu diaboli). This last work is important for the problem of EVIL. Following Augustine, and anticipating Thomas AQUINAS, Anselm viewed evil as a lack, or privation of being. It denotes the absence of good. Injustice is a lack of harmonious justice. The identification of, for example, telling a lie with lack of truthfulness, or corruptibility as lack of perfection enables Anselm to ascribe to God maximal almighty-ness which also excludes the capacity to lie or the capacity for corruption, since these are negatives that detract from maximal flourishing.

The period of nearly twenty years from the Monologion (1078) to Anselm’s consecration as Archbishop of Canterbury (1093) was one of mainly philosophical production. At Canterbury, however, Anselm produced one of the lasting classics of Christian theology, Why God Became Man (Cur deus homo, completed in 1098). Anselm argues that atonement for human sin is a matter that concerns God as God, not merely humankind (Book I: 5). Redemption flows from divine grace as gift through the voluntary sacrifice of Christ (ibid.: 8, 9).

Sin, Anselm insists, is not mere failure, but failure to render to God ‘what is due’ (ibid., 11–15). God’s ‘honour’ is therefore at stake, since loss of honour implies that ‘God would seem to fail in governance’. On the analogy of ‘satisfying honour’, in a medieval feudal system, the greater is the lord, i.e. God, the greater the ‘satisfaction’ that is ‘fitting’ (ibid., 19–24; cf. ‘maximal greatness’ in Proslogion 2–4).

Book I, on atonement and satisfaction, leads on to Book II, on the incarnation of God in Christ as an INSTANTIATION of humankind (homo, human person, not vir, man). If the ‘fitting’ satisfaction is of infinite value, only God can offer it: ‘No-one but God can make the satisfaction’; but it can be a satisfaction on behalf of humankind if it is offered ‘only [by] the God-man’, Jesus Christ (II: 6–9). This work on the cross is offered not by compulsion, but through the self-consistency of the God who is gracious, just, almighty and self-giving in love (ibid., 18–20).

This work takes its place as one of the major classic models of the atonement. Its importance, not only for theology, but no less for philosophy of religion, lies in its coherence with Anselm’s understanding of the ‘maximal greatness’ and non-contingent ASEITY of God, from the Monologion and Proslogion (1076–8) to Cur deus homo (1098). For a specialist account of his life, see R.W. Southern, Saint Anselm: A Portrait in a Landscape (rev. edn, Cambridge: CUP, 1990). Anselm’s works appear in various editions.

anthropomorphism

The term denotes the projection of merely human qualities and characteristics onto God or gods by (often) an undue extension of ANALOGY. Human characteristics may also be projected onto objects, as when a small child describes the operation of vacuum brakes as a train’s ‘sneezing’. In word history the term is derived from the Greek anthropos, humankind, with morphe, form.

An over-ready, uncritical use of anthropomorphic imagery may be seen in ANIMISM, in which ‘spirit’ or ‘soul’ is read into inamimate objects, thereby endowing them with personal qualities. Edward B. Tylor notoriously ascribed to primitive religion the status of a pseudo-science which explained mechanistic processes by animistic causes. An incisive critique of Tylor has been offered by Robert A. Segal (‘Tylor’s Anthropomorphic Theory of Religion’, Religion, 25, 1995, 25–30).

Traditionally philosophical theologians have been wary of attributing emotions to God as anthropomorphic, but the Hebrew Bible, or Christian Old Testament, often does this in spite of its sensitive awareness of divine otherness, or divine TRANSCENDENCE. MOLTMANN insists on the attribution of feeling and suffering to God, provided that this capacity is understood as the result of God’s own free, sovereign decision to love in voluntary vulnerability and inter-personal rapport.

HEGEL views anthropomorphism as part of a ‘religious’ use of language as it is applied to God by means of SYMBOL, MYTH, METAPHOR or ‘representation’ (Vorstellung) in contrast to the purer, more rigorous ‘concept’ of philosophy (Begriff), with its greater critical awareness. A constellation of such issues emerge in the work of TILLICH and in RAMSEY’s work on MODELS AND QUALIFIERS.

apologetics

The English term is derived from the Greek apologia, defence, or speech of defence. According to Acts 22:1 and 1 Corinthians 9:3, Paul the Apostle offers a reasoned defence to those who seek to criticize him. Traditionally apologetics has come to denote a reasoned defence of a belief-system (characteristically but not exclusively Christian THEISM, or theism in general) in the face of non-theistic, atheistic, or agnostic objections to such beliefs (see AGNOSTICISM; ATHEISM).

PLATO offers an account of the Apology of Socrates, and Cardinal John Henry Newman (1801–90) wrote Apologia pro Vita Sua (1864) in defence of his own religious and theological journey. The name ‘the Apologists’ usually denotes the Christian writers of the second century who defended the coherence of Christian belief against non-Christian charges of falsity and inconsistency, e.g. Justin’s Apology to the Emperor Hadrian and Marcus Aurelius.

In the modern era TILLICH (1886–1965) aimed to produce an apologetic or ‘answering’ theology, in which Christian theology sought to address the questions of philosophers or, more widely, of thinking people. He proposed a ‘principle of correlation’, whereby questions about reason, being, existence, ambiguity and history were ‘answered’ by five respective responses concerning revelation, God, Jesus Christ, the Spirit and the kingdom of God. Many have challenged whether these ‘correlations’ are genuine ‘questions’ and ‘answers’, even if, however, as Tillich insists, ‘apologetics presupposes common ground, however vague it may be’ (Systematic Theology, vol. 1, London, Nisbet, 1953, 6).

In many Protestant circles, especially in Barthianism and in PIETISM, the whole enterprise of apologetics is thought to rest too heavily on the persuasive powers of human reason. However, a long theistic and Christian tradition underlines the value of attempts to defend the coherence and REASONABLENESS of religious or Christian belief.

In the philosophy of religion, a theistic presentation of such issues as arguments for the existence of GOD, the currency of LANGUAGE IN RELIGION and issues about the problem of EVIL and the being of God overlap prominently with traditional theistic or Christian apologetics. To argue that a belief-system is not irrational does not necessarily entail an appeal to RATIONALISM. (See also LOCKE.)

Aquinas, Thomas (1225–74)

Born into an aristocratic family in the region of Naples, Thomas was educated first in a Benedictine monastery and then at the University of Naples (1239–44). He then became a Dominican friar, and from 1248 to 1254 studied under ALBERT the Great.

At the University of Naples and under Albert, Aquinas was exposed to the full range of philosophical and logical problems formulated and explored by ARISTOTLE, but as a Dominican monk he remained above all a philosophical theologian.

Thomas Aquinas’s greatest achievement was his Summa Theologiae, begun in 1266. It ranks as one of the greatest theological classics of all time. In the English and Latin edition of the Dominican Blackfriars, commended by Pope Paul VI (1963) it runs to sixty volumes. ‘By official appointment the Summa provides the framework for Catholic studies in systematic theology and for a classical Christian philosophy’ (Preface, vol. 1, xi).

Thomas not only adapted Aristotelian philosophy to the service of Christian theology in the thirteenth century. Building on the earlier work of Islamic philosophers (see ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY) and Albert the Great, he did more than any other single writer to ensure the revival of Aristotle for the medieval period and beyond. He is generally regarded as the leading figure in SCHOLASTIC PHILOSOPHY.

It is unnecessary to include in this entry a detailed account of Thomas’s main philosophical themes, since these are described and evaluated in several more specialist entries (see ANALOGY; COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for the existence of God; FIVE WAYS OF THOMAS AQUINAS; GOD, ARGUMENTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF; LANGUAGE IN RELIGION).

Prior to the commendation of Pope Paul (1963), Pope Leo XIII (1879) urged that Thomist philosophy be made the basis for education in Roman Catholic schools, and Pope Pius XII (1950) identified it as the surest guide to Roman Catholic theology. Thomas’s influence, however, spreads far beyond the Catholic tradition, and touches on a multitude of philosophical, theological and ethical questions.

In addition to his magisterial Summa Theologiae (1265–72) Aquinas produced On Being and Essence (1242–3), On truth (1256–9), Summa contra Gentiles (1260) (‘Gentiles’ in the sense of ‘unbelievers’), On Evil (1263–8), On Separate Substances (1271) and up to eighty other works. It would be misleading to emphasize his role as theologian at the expense of recognizing his genuine stature as a philosopher; but equally, he remains a theologian grounded in the Bible and Christian doctrine, alongside his respect for Aristotle and other Greek, Jewish and Islamic philosophers.

SOME LEADING THEMES (DEVELOPED FURTHER IN SEPARATE ENTRIES)

(1) Since for Thomas, Christian revelation and human reason complement each other, any working distinction between theology and philosophy is not clear-cut. For some, knowledge of the existence of God may come in part through drawing reasonable influences A POSTERIORI from the created order. For others, revelation is essential. However, reason can never reach through to grasp such distinctively Christian truths as that of the Incarnation, the Trinity, or the nature of salvation. These demand faith and revealed truth.

(2) Language in religion operates largely through the use of analogy, although the VIA NEGATIONIS, while inadequate on its own, nevertheless helps to prevent analogy drifting into ANTHROPOMORPHISM.

(3) Aristotelian philosophy provides an impressive and constructive range of logical and conceptual resources for religion and for life. Aquinas sides with Aristotle against PLATO on several issues, including Plato’s notion of Forms. Only ‘beings’ exist. Aquinas respected the logical and conceptual insights of Arabic and Islamic philosophers as well as those of the Jewish philosopher MAIMONIDES. In effect, in spite of their differences of attitude towards Christian scripture, all shared the same fundamental task, he believed, of formulating a coherent philosophical theology.

(4) In particular Aquinas drew on Aristotle’s concepts of potentiality, POSSIBILITY and movement in his exposition of his Five Ways, as well as the contrast between the CONTINGENT and the NECESSARY. The notions of efficient and final CAUSE also constituted a constructive resource for Thomas.

(5) Aquinas also developed the Aristotelian notions of individual substances, of definition by class and sub-category or distinction (genus et differentia) and the notion of a hierarchy, or levels, of being. These provide a background for his view of creation, of the nature of good and evil, and of ethics and virtue. The traditional Greek cardinal virtues are supplemented by the ‘theological’ virtues of faith, hope and love (Summa Theologiae, IIa, Qu. 1–35, on the theological virtues; ibid., Qu. 36–43, on providence, justice, courage, temperance and socio-political virtues).

(6) Aquinas is often said to have taken over the STOIC and Aristotelian notion of natural law. All types of law derive from the Divine law (ius divinum, ibid., Ia/IIae, Qu. 90–105). However, it may be less misleading to ascribe to him a wider notion of the ‘orderedness’ of creation and of civil states as that which builds upon, and reflects, the orderedness of the mind of God.

(7) Although Thomas’s masterpiece includes most of the topics discussed in a philosophy of religion, Aquinas goes further than this in the scope of his work. His first main part includes such topics as God, language, creation, humankind, will and intelligent mind, providence and the world. The second main part includes issues of ethics and virtue, as we have noted.

Part III includes more distinctively theological doctrines, notably the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ and the sacraments. Yet philosophy is not left behind. His work on the Eucharist or Lord’s Supper appeals to the Aristotelian categories of substance and ACCIDENT for what became, from the thirteenth century onwards, the doctrine of transubstantiation (ibid., III, Qu. 75, art. 5, accidentia … substantia). The range of thought is magisterial and monumental, whether or not some sections remain more controversial than others.

Aristotle (384–322 BCE)

Aristotle is widely regarded as among the half-dozen most influential philosophers of Western thought, and as one of the two most important philosophers of the ancient world. He made lasting contributions to LOGIC, to METAPHYSICS and to ETHICS. His metaphysics, or ONTOLOGY, includes what may be called a NATURAL THEOLOGY of God and of the ‘ordered’ structure of the world. His metaphysics aimed to construct a unified ‘science of Being qua Being’.

Born in Stagira in Macedonia, Aristotle came to Athens at the age of eighteen, to study at PLATO’s Academy for the next twenty years. After Plato’s death he travelled to Asia Minor, and returned to Macedon where Philip appointed him tutor to his son Alexander (Alexander the Great). In 335 BCE he returned to Athens to found his own philosophical school. This he held in the Lyceum or Peripatos, which also came to serve as names for the Aristotelian school. He taught for twelve years until 323 BCE, a year before his death.

In contrast to Plato’s theory of Forms (or Ideas), Aristotle began from observations about particular objects or cases, and reasoned A POSTERIORI towards a unified understanding of the world and of reality. In one of the senses of the term ‘inductive reasoning’, Aristotle followed an inductive method, although he also formulated a rigorous formal DEDUCTIVE logic. His twofold emphasis on the diversity of the world and a unified theory anticipated an approach that would lead in due course to medieval SCHOLASTICISM.

METAPHYSICS AND ONTOLOGY: CAUSE, SUBSTANCE, THE WORLD AND ‘GOD’

‘Reality’, for Aristotle consisted not in Plato’s universal, abstract, Forms or Ideas, but in a hierarchy of Being which began with particular objects in the world. Stones, trees, animals and people constitute the building-blocks that instantiate types or species, or ‘forms’ in Aristotle’s own non-Platonic sense of the term.

Aristotle’s notion of causality offers a helpful introduction to his metaphysics or ontology. A CAUSE (Greek, aitía) may be of four kinds. In the construction of a statue, for example, the material cause (Greek, hýlē, matter or material) may be marble or brass. The efficient cause (Greek, archè tês kineseōs, commencement of the motion) is the blows of a chisel. The formal cause (Greek, ousía, being or substance) is the pattern or distinctive idea in the mind of the sculptor, or a given architectural style. The final cause (Greek, telos, end) is the purpose for which the statue is made; the end that it will serve).

This paves the way for understanding both the complexity and plausibility of Aristotle’s concept of reality. Substance constitutes a basic, underlying category, to which ATTRIBUTEs may be predicated. These modes of existence may be characterized in terms of quantities, qualities, relations, location in space, location in time, and action or being acted upon by another object.

Aristotle inherited from Empedocles the ancient notion that the basic ‘elements’ which combined to form the material world were earth, water, air and fire, characterized also as hot or cold, wet or dry. This is closer to modern thought than the Greek terms in English translation might suggest. For they represent respectively solid, liquid and gas; and a luminous, incandescent, hot, gas capable of serving as a catalyst or to produce change. Thus the application of fire differentiates the solid, liquid and gaseous state of ice, water and steam.

This state of affairs underlines the point that matter is mutable and exists as ‘POSSIBILITY’. Possibility, however, points not to a chain of infinite causal regress, but in due course to an Unmoved Prime Mover (Greek, prôton kinoun akineton). This logic is fundamental to most versions of the COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for the existence of God and especially to the first three of the FIVE WAYS of Aquinas.

Aristotle’s concept of an ‘ordered’ world suggested to him that the ontological ‘primary existent’ is neither merely ‘universal’ nor a material particular. This cannot be ‘matter’ (Greek, hýlē) as such, because matter is merely potential. The primary existent is the ‘form’, but not in Plato’s sense of an Idea outside the world. Within Aristotle’s emphasis on a unifying system of particulars within the world, his ‘form’ amounts to the full sum of the characteristics of the species to which the particular thing belongs. An apple tree, for example, is defined not in terms of a specific, solitary tree; but as an organism that together with others of its type or species has its own distinctive ‘unity of end’ as a full life-process in relation to other life-processes.

Behind this, Aristotle infers a Prime Mover who is Unmoved (Greek, prôton kinoûn akíneton). This Unmoved Mover is ‘Mind’ (noûs) or ‘God’. ‘God is perfect … is One … Therefore the firmament that God sets in motion is one.’ Aristotle’s universe therefore has a divine ‘orderedness’ and coherence that also embodies diversity, as AUGUSTINE, AQUINAS, and AL-FARABI sought to expound and to underline.

Aristotle sets out this ontology in part in the Categories and mainly in the Metaphysics, as a First Philosophy. In effect it is almost a natural theology. ‘Reality’ is a teleological hierarchy of existents, a graduated scale of forms, looking toward the more rational and more complete. This is the Prime Unmoved Mover, who is Mind. (See principle of PLENITUDE); TELEOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for the existence of God.)

Aristotle’s concept of ‘God’ is set out in his Physics, books VII–VIII, and in Metaphysics, book XII. As actuality, not possibility, God is changeless and immaterial (On the Heavens, 279A, 18). God moves in a non-physical way (Metaphysics, 1072B, 4). Aristotle anticipates later versions of the COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for the existence of God. However, although God is final and efficient first cause, this is not a doctrine of ‘creation’, since Aristotle perceives the world itself as eternal.

THE LOGICAL SYLLOGISM AND PROPOSITIONAL LOGIC

Many regard Aristotle’s work on formal logic as his greatest contribution to philosophy. He regarded deductive logic as fundamental, and provided what amounts to the first formulation of a logical syllogism in his Prior Analytics. Together with his work on the philosophy of language in On Interpretation and in Categories, this inspired the logical enquiries of ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY, for which the syllogism retains primary importance, as well as the Augustinian–Thomist Christian tradition.

In his work on the syllogism Aristotle distinguished between the ‘three terms’, of which there must not be more than three, in the major and minor premises and the conclusion that must ‘necessarily follow’. The ‘middle term’ is the term that occurs in both premises, and forms a bridge between them. It must not change its meaning through re-definition (Prior Analytics, 25B, 32–7). DEFINITION, therefore, occupies no less an important place in Aristotle’s logic.

We may illustrate the logical principle with reference to one version of the cosmological argument, which is unmasked by the formal syllogism as involving a strictly invalid step. The syllogism may superficially run as follows:



	Major premise:

	Every state of affairs has a cause.




	Minor premise:

	The universe is a state of affairs.




	Conclusion:

	Therefore the universe has a cause.





On the surface the three terms ‘state of affairs’, ‘world’ and ‘cause’ appear to represent no more than three terms. However, ‘cause’ and ‘state of affairs’ in the major premise mean ‘caused cause’ and ‘caused state of affairs’; while in the minor premise the term ‘state of affairs’ has changed its meaning. Further, if the conclusion alludes to God, ‘cause’ here denotes ‘uncaused cause’. Hence as a formal logical syllogism it breaks down.

The example itself is not drawn from Aristotle, but if logical notation is used to replace the examples, it can be seen that A, B, B2, C and C2 amount to at least A, B, C, D. Symbolic or, notational logic thus exposes the fallacy. Aristotle used symbols to represent logical variables, and this transposed arbitrary language into a formal logical ‘science’.

Definitions are clarified by Aristotle through genus et differentia. For example, ‘a human being is a rational animal’ defines ‘human being’ through the genus of the animal kingdom and the differentia of human rationality. Aristotle elaborated further forms of predication: in addition to genus and difference, also species, property and ACCIDENT (CONTINGENT rather than necessary predications).

Propositions remain the basic units of Aristotle’s formal logic (propositional logic). The standard form, as today, may be represented by the symbols S (subject) and P (predicate). Their relation may be one of affirmation or denial (Prior Analytics, 24A, 16). In turn, the affirmation or denial may be universal (‘All S …’ or ‘No S …’); or particular (‘Some S …’ or ‘Some S is not …’). These four logical forms are (Greek) schemata (forms or figures). It would take us beyond the scope of this entry to include Aristotle’s explorations of ‘necessary’ and ‘possible’ influences (see MODAL LOGIC).

TRUTH, ‘SCIENCE’ AND ETHICS: AN ‘ORDERED’ WORLD

Aristotle’s special attention to propositions and his theory of definitions cohere with his view of truth. This is firmly a correspondence view of truth. A noun (Greek, onoma, name) and verb (rhema) combine as REFERENTIAL and attributive components to form a proposition, statement or assertion, which either corresponds or fails to correspond with the state of affairs to which it refers, and which it represents.

This exposition in On Interpretation specifies the truth-conditions of various types of proposition. However, in Posterior Analytics there is a hint of a broader notion of truth and knowledge. ‘Scientific knowledge’ does not merely concern assertions that certain states of affairs are the case, but more especially explores ‘the causes of things’ and their explanations. Yet deductions and formal syllogistic logic remain in play, since the principles of ‘science’ must be necessary, invariant and demonstrable.

Aristotle does not remain in the realm of theory, however. His Nicomachean Ethics and Politics address issues of decision, ethics and action. The ‘good’ is ‘well-being’ (Greek, eudaimonia), which transcends mere pleasure, honour, or wealth, but is the fulfilment of that end (telos) for which humankind and the world exist. To discuss this requires the use of REASON and the exercise of patience. All structures, including the structures of the world and of human life, are organized for the end for which they exist.

In more concrete terms, choices toward the good, when habituated, become virtues. The four cardinal virtues represent a relative mean between two less constructive extremes: courage (between rashness and cowardice); moderation (between profligacy and apathy); generosity (between extravagance and miserliness); and greatness of soul (between boastfulness and meanness of soul). Hence Aristotle addresses issues of human choice, the will, and character, as well as questions of ontology and logic.

Yet all are woven into a unifying system within which each branch of philosophy plays its part. Aristotle’s ‘ordered’ philosophy reflects his ‘ordered’ view of the world as a hierarchy of particularities derived from a First Unmoved Mover. Augustine, Islamic philosophy, and Thomas Aquinas draw on this legacy.

aseity

The term denotes an order of being that is ‘from itself’ (Latin, a se esse). It most usually denotes the uniqueness of God, Allah, or a ‘Prime Mover’, as ens a se in contrast to all CONTINGENT, or finite, beings or objects. These, but not God, are dependent on an agency or CAUSE outside themselves.

The ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for the existence of God presupposes that God is a NECESSARY Being in this sense. The COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for God’s existence also postulates this different order of Being as a fundamental alternative to the need to assume an infinite or endless chain of caused causes, all of which depend in turn on some external agency or source of causation.

ANSELM’s designation of God as a se is to be logically distinguished from SPINOZA’s notion of a ‘self-caused’ Being. This concept would fail to meet the criteria for a genuinely necessary Being, as in Anselm and in the third of the FIVE WAYS of Thomas AQUINAS. In the modern era TILLICH maximizes this distinction when he insists that God is ‘Being-itself’ in contrast to the more reductive assertion that ‘God exists’. The latter may risk compromising divine aseity.

atheism

In the broadest terms, atheism denotes the denial of the existence of God. Broadly also, it is to be distinguished from AGNOSTICISM, the belief that to know whether or not God exists is impossible.

PROBLEMS OF DEFINITION: TYPES OF ATHEISM

Many distinguish between atheism as a view of reality or ONTOLOGY (often called ‘theoretical atheism’) and atheism as a view that no effective difference in life or in the world is entailed in the proposition ‘God exists’ (‘practical atheism’).

Another distinction may be drawn between ‘avowed’ atheism that positively affirms the assertion ‘God does not exist’, and a broader atheism that negatively denies the existence of a deity or divine beings. LOGICAL POSITIVISM stands somewhere between this second approach and Agnosticism by denying that the assertion ‘God exists’ has any genuine currency. It merely expresses an emotive attitude or recommends such belief.

There are many examples of ‘fringe’ atheism. Socrates (c. 470–399 BCE) was accused of atheism, but he merely denied the existence of God or the gods in the form such belief took in the ‘superstitions’ of the state religion of Athens in his time. KANT (1724–1804) affirmed the reality of God as a presupposition behind the categorical moral imperative, freedom and immortality, but denied the personal God who could act within the world-order as ‘ecclesial’ religion (Religion within the Limits of Reason, 1793).

TILLICH (1886–1965) affirmed the reality of God as ‘Being-itself’ and as ‘ultimate concern’. However, he resolutely insists, ‘God does not exist. He is Being-itself, beyond essence and existence. Therefore, to argue that God exists is to deny him.’ Tillich did not deny the ontological reality of God as the ‘Ground of our being’, but rejected the ascription of ‘existence’ to God, as implying that God is merely one existent entity among others (Systematic Theology, vol.1, London: Nisbet, 1953, 261).

QUESTIONABLE ASCRIPTIONS OF ATHEISM

While ‘practical’ atheism goes back into the dawn of history (‘The fool says, “There is no God”’, Psalm 14:1, i.e. makes no difference in life) ‘theoretical’ atheism is a more recent phenomenon than is usually widely assumed. Epicurus (341–270 BCE) was not an avowed atheist, for he challenged not the existence of the divine, but the divine nature: might the divine exist within the spaces between worlds, perhaps as atoms?

Most identify the dawn of theoretical, ontological atheism with the second half of the eighteenth century, although some question whether HOBBES (1588–1679) propounded avowed atheism. In Leviathan (1651) Hobbes made the pronouncement on religion that is most frequently quoted: ‘In these four things, Opinions of ghosts, Ignorance of second causes, Devotion towards what men fear, and Taking of Things Causall for Prognostiques, consisteth the Naturall seed of Religion.’

Nevertheless more than half of Leviathan is concerned to defend ‘true’ religion against the manipulative abuse of religion to promote conflict within the civil order, e.g. between Catholic and Protestant England. Fear and superstition were the causes not of authentic belief in God, but of religious manipulation. God is ‘first and eternal cause of all things’, and source of ‘irresistible power’. Hobbes was not an atheist.

Voltaire (1694–1778) is regularly credited with supposed atheism. He attacked many manifestations of religions and religious authority, including the theodicy of LEIBNIZ. Nevertheless, he perceived evidences of design in the world from which he inferred the existence of a supreme Being, and attacked the atheism of d’Holbach.

TWO INFLUENCES ON THE RISE OF MODERN ATHEISM

The impetus towards ‘avowed’ atheism derived its force from two occurrences in the late eighteenth century. First, the French ENLIGHTENMENT and French revolution nurtured a mind-set which, in effect, gave an obsessively high place to AUTONOMY. It was not in fact the progress of science as such that turned a tide. Many leading scientists were committed theists, including, for example, NEWTON (1642–1727).

The obsession with ‘autonomy’ encouraged the view that scientific method could be extended to constitute a self-contained autonomous theory of the world, or world-view: a comprehensive account of all possible knowledge. Thus d’Holbach (Paul von Holbach, 1723–89) published his Système de la nature (1770), in which he proposed an entirely mechanistic account of the world as a ‘system’. This excluded the need to postulate ‘God’, and Voltaire denounced its atheism. In England R.B. Shelley would soon make a similar logical jump (1811–12) by claiming that God could not exist because God was incapable of ‘visibility’.

The second major factor was KANT’s Critique of Judgement (1790). Even HUME’s Dialogues of Natural Religion (1779) had been sceptical rather than atheistic. However, Kant now claimed that the sense of ‘order’ that had impressed Newton and Voltaire was not ‘there’ in the universe, but part of our human categories of understanding through which we made sense of the world. They are construals or projections imposed by the human mind.

Each of these two factors encouraged further atheistic arguments. First, the view that natural science provides not simply a method of enquiry but a comprehensive world-view appeared more plausible in the light of developmental and evolutionary theories of the world and human life.

HEGEL (1770–1831) held together a philosophy of progress and evolving history with belief in God, but FEUERBACH and Marx (see MARXIST CRITIQUE OF RELIGION) turned this into a humanist or socio-economic principle. DARWIN (1809–82) formulated a theory of natural selection, which others used to attribute biophysical causes to all natural change. SPENCER (1820–1903) applied Darwin’s biological principle to issues of selfhood, intelligence and ethics, and was agnostic on the question of God.

Second, Kant’s notion of projection was developed by Hegel’s pupil Feuerbach (1804–72) to account for ‘God’ in terms of a human projection of the infinite. The role of projection is developed further by Marx, by NIETZSCHE, and by Freud (see FREUD’S CRITIQUE OF RELIGION).

GOD AS A HUMAN PROJECTION? ATHEISM OR ‘NON-REALIST’ BELIEF?

Feuerbach began his journey with a quasi-theistic world-view, but (in his own words) moved from ‘God’, through attention to ‘reason’, to ‘humankind’. He concluded that ‘God’ is a name for humankind’s highest aspirations, which are ‘projected’ upwards and outwards. These human values are ‘objectified’, i.e. transposed into an objective entity ‘out there’ (see OBJECT).

Feuerbach’s notion of a ‘non-objective’ God has come to be known as an ‘anti-realist’ or ‘non-realist’ concept of God, as advocated in the writings of CUPITT (b. 1934) (see NON-REALISM). Feuerbach insisted that by projecting human ideals and human dignity onto this ‘God’ humanity reduces its own stature.

In response, theists perceive this speculative theory as a reductionist view of God. God has become a mere human construct (discussed under FEUERBACH, below). The I–Thou interpersonal relationship explored by BUBER has been dissolved. Prayer is talking to oneself. Is a non-realist ‘God’, God?

In his work The German Ideology (1845–6) Marx (1818–83) draws upon Feuerbach’s materialist world-view to serve his own promotion of socio-economic forces as the driving motivation of ideas as well as history. In particular he perceived religion as a repressive, reactionary and oppressive force which threatens the struggle of the working classes for socio-economic emancipation.

‘GOD’ AS SERVING PARTICULAR ‘INTERESTS’: NIETZSCHE AND FREUD

The work of Nietzsche (1844–1900) is atheistic. The basic drive of humankind is the ‘will to power’. However, religion, and Christianity in particular, promotes a manipulative ascription of power to priests and to hierarchies, while ensuring (like democracy) that the masses are characterized by the ‘slave’ mentality of humility, mediocrity and self-denial.

Nietzsche anticipates later anti-theists by arguing that religious language relies on ‘a mobile army of metaphors’ that can be manipulated to serve interests of power. This is worked out especially in The Twilight of the Idols (1889) and The Antichrist (1895). ‘God forgives him who repents’ means ‘him who submits to the priest’ (The Antichrist, aphorism 26 (in Complete Works, 18 vols., London: Allen & Unwin, 1909–13, vol. 16, 161)). To experience ‘salvation’ means ‘the world revolves around me’ (ibid., 186; aphorism 43).

Freud (1856–1939) always saw human nature in biophysical, neurological terms, as the metaphor that he uses for ‘forces’ within the self shows (the ego, the superego, and the id in its unconscious depths). The problem of neurosis reflects conflicts between these forces deep within the self. However, these can be projected outwards, so that, for example, conflicts between guilt and aspirations of self-worth may be ‘objectified’ into the face of a fatherly God who both judges and gives grace.

Freud’s theories are complex, and the above summary is too simple. He viewed religion as an ‘illusion’, although he did not go as far as calling it a ‘delusion’, which is plainly false. Like Nietzsche and Marx, he saw ‘God’ as performing an instrumental role to serve particular human interests. This conflicts with theistic beliefs in God as a ‘Beyond’ who is transcendent and the Ground of all being (see TRANSCENDENCE).

Atheistic critiques of religions from France, Germany and Austria may seem to be more powerful, at least at an existential level, than Anglo-American accusations about the logical problem entailed in arguments for the existence of God, or the problem of EVIL. What kind of God should we expect to be capable of logical demonstration or observable as an empirical entity?

All the same, the critique of religion as serving power-interests (Nietzsche) or a way of coping with the inner conflicts of neurosis (Freud) need not logically apply to all religion and all claims about belief in God.

Indeed, many theists find Nietzsche and Freud constructive in facilitating the sifting out of inauthentic from authentic truth-claims in religion. Among Christian theologians, MOLTMANN, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, and Hans Küng have addressed these issues head-on. RICOEUR, (b. 1913) utilizes Freud’s work on self-deception for HERMENEUTICS, without subscribing to his non-theist, mechanistic world-view. (See also EMPIRICISM; EXISTENTIALISM; GOD, ARGUMENTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF.)

attribute

In the most general terms, an attribute is a characteristic, feature or trait, ascribed to a person or object (in word history, Latin, ad, to, and tribuere, to ascribe). In philosophy the classical exposition of an attribute emerges in ARISTOTLE. He divides the world into substances, each of which can be characterized by its attributes.

Strictly, Aristotle understands these attributes to receive their characterization under the categories of time, place and relation. In Thomas AQUINAS the term becomes extended.

In classical THEISM it was long customary to speak of the attributes of God (e.g. holiness, wisdom, sovereignty, love). However, many modern theologians believe that this fails to take due account either of the TRANSCENDENCE of God as Other, or of the dynamic purposiveness of divine action. It risks encouraging the distorted notion of God as a static object, even as a mere object of human thought, rather than as an initiating Thou who is ‘Beyond’. (See also BUBER; MOLTMANN; GOD, CONCEPTS AND ‘ATTRIBUTES’ OF; TILLICH.)

Augustine of Hippo (354–430)

Together with PLATO, ARISTOTLE and Thomas AQUINAS, Augustine may be counted among the four most influential thinkers who shaped Western philosophy before the Renaissance. He is widely viewed as the first great Christian philosopher, and his theology permanently influenced Catholic and Protestant theology in the West. He produced the largest body of Christian writings of the first millennium.

LIFE

Augustine was born in Thagaste, North Africa, and was educated, and taught rhetoric, in Carthage. He did not come formally to Christian faith until the age of thirty-two. In spite of the influence of his Christian mother, Monica, he had found Christianity insufficiently compatible with reason to be credible. In early years he fell under the influence of Manichaeanism, which he found more intellectually acceptable than Christianity. However, disillusion set in. He remained closer to NEOPLATONISM, even if as a Christian who viewed the Incarnation as decisively distinctive of Christian faith.

Augustine taught rhetoric also at Rome and Milan, and came to Christian faith (386–7) partly through reading the Bible (the famous tolle, lege, ‘take up and read’, which prompted his reading of Romans 13:13–14), and partly through the influence of Ambrose, Bishop of Milan. He returned to North Africa (388), was ordained in 391, and was made Bishop of Hippo in 395 until his death in 430.

WRITINGS

The enormous range and scope of his writings may invite possible misinterpretations if specific treatises by Augustine are cut loose from their context and purposes. Many of his works attack ‘heresies’. Thus much of his material on EVIL and CREATION forms part of his polemic against Manichaeanism; many observations on habit, will, GRACE and the Church form part of his attacks on the group known as Donatists; and much, but not all, of his work on FREE WILL and FREEDOM features within his attacks on a Pelagian notion of freedom as autonomous free choice.

Probably the least shaped by polemic are his widely read Confessions (397–400), written in first-person narrative style, and the later Enchiridion (423), written as a ‘little handbook’ on Christian belief and discipleship. The framework chosen is that of the Creed and Lord’s Prayer. Also in this late period Augustine produced his classic City of God (twenty-two books, 413–26), which addressed pagan interpretations of the fall of Rome to Alaric the Goth in 410. His philosophical theology can be seen in De Trinitate (On the Trinity, fifteen books, 400–16). Other works include numerous biblical commentaries and doctrinal treatises as well as letters and dialogues.

EARLIER WRITINGS: REASON, TRUTH AND KNOWLEDGE OF GOD IN THE SOLILOQUIES (386–7)

The Soliloquies reveal an indebtedness to an earlier reading of Cicero’s (lost) Hortensius for kindling Augustine’s early interest in philosophy (consolidated in Confessions III: 4 and 7) as a search for wisdom, or ‘blessedness’. A passion for intellectual enquiry remains common to philosophy and Christianity, and in his earlier works Augustine sees in this a close affinity in Neoplatonism. The Soliloquies are a dialogue between the writer and reason.

Nevertheless, Augustine argues, knowledge of God is unique. It is distinct both from knowledge of the sensual and from mathematical knowledge: ‘My question is not what you know but how you know. Have you any knowledge that resembles knowledge of God?’ (ibid., I: 5: 10).

Even in this very early work a perspective emerges which is common to such later Western thinkers as DESCARTES and KIERKEGAARD: the issue of knowing relates to a first-person ‘I’, whether it be the SUBJECT in Descartes or subjectivity in Kierkegaard. ‘It is impossible to show God to a mind vitiated and sick. Only the healthy mind … will attain vision’ (ibid., 6: 12). REASON is the power of the soul to look, but it does not follow that everyone who looks, sees … ‘Virtue … is perfect reason’ (ibid., 6: 13).

Truth, therefore, thereby concerns the will as well as the intellect (ibid., II: 5: 8). Augustine now moves into the area of Plato, Neoplatonism and PLOTINUS. What the senses perceive of the material world can be deceptive and false. ‘Truth is eternal … truth cannot perish’ (ibid., 15: 27, 28). Truth, he then infers, belongs to the realm of ‘the soul and God’ who are ‘immortal’ (ibid., 18: 32).

LANGUAGE AND KNOWLEDGE IN THE TEACHER (389)

Augustine later expressed dissatisfaction with the Soliloquies as simplistic and confused. He develops his EPISTEMOLOGY further in De Magistro (The Teacher), but this time perceives the importance of issues about the currency of language. Some early sections may offer hostages to WITTGENSTEIN’s critique of REFERENTIAL THEORIES of meaning and OSTENSIVE DEFINITION. Yet even here Augustine recognizes that the circularity of explaining signs by other signs may reach firmer ground when we ‘carry out action’ (ibid., 4: 7).

Anticipating SCHLEIERMACHER and Wittgenstein, Augustine appeals to teaching, learning and training for understanding how we come to know meanings of signs in experience. Indeed, contrary to Wittgenstein’s example from Augustine, ‘pointing with the finger can indicate nothing but the object pointed out … I cannot learn the thing … nor the sign … I am not interested in the act of pointing’ (ibid., 10: 34). However, Augustine does perceive here the notion of ‘Universals’ as truth presiding over the mind.

EVIL AND FREEDOM IN ON FREE WILL (395–6)

De Libero Arbitrio (On Free Will) attacks the Manichaean account of the origin of evil. Augustine rejects their metaphysical DUALISM, as if evil were a positive entity at war with God. Evil has its origin in an evil act of will: ‘God is not the author of evil’ (On Free Will, I: 1: 1). Evil stems from a misdirected will behind the evil act (ibid., 5: 7). Contrary to some of his later anti-Pelagian writings, Augustine is here so concerned to emphasize the voluntary nature of evil acts that he portrays ‘the rule of human mind’ as able to resist the pull to evil (ibid., 10: 20). ‘It is in the power of our will to enjoy or to be without … a good’ (ibid., 12: 26).

If God punishes evil deeds, ‘that would be unjust unless the will was free not only to live aright but also to sin’ (ibid., II: 1: 3). Even divine foreknowledge does not constrain free will. For divine OMNISCIENCE means only that ‘no future event [is] to escape his knowledge’, not the imposition of compulsion to accord with some ‘fixed’ scenario (ibid., III: 4: 11).

All of this underlines the goodness of God. God’s gifts are good, whether or not humankind chooses to misuse them. ‘Why did you not use your free will for the purpose for which I gave it to you, that is, to do right?’ (ibid., II: 1: 3).

SELFHOOD, SELF-AWARENESS: GOD AND TIME IN THE CONFESSIONS (398)

This first-person narrative offers a retrospective interpretation of past moments and key issues from a theological perspective, in which God is addressed as Thou (see BUBER). Such first-person style places philosophy in a new key in terms of such issues as SELF, freedom and hedonism, subject and OBJECT, subjectivity and SELF-INVOLVEMENT and the experience of TIME. RYLE has illustrated the differences between ‘observer’ logic and ‘participant’ logic not only in such areas, but also in the generating of supposed paradoxes.

Augustine offers a sternly ethical and theological interpretation of the drive of the self for self-gratification and desire. The self is ‘narrow’ and capable of self-deception (Confessions, I: 4: 4; 5: 6). A child learns language to express the desires of the self (Wittgenstein’s selective example of ostensive definition comes in ibid., 8: 13). Desire led, in his sixteenth year, to the theft of pears when ‘my pleasure was not in what I stole but in the act of stealing’ (ibid., II: 9: 17; cf. II: 4: 9; 6: 12).

Books III and IV recount Augustine’s interest in philosophy, sparked by Cicero’s Hortensius, his involvement with the Manichaeans, his study of Aristotle’s Categories, and his first reflections on time as duration and timeliness (ibid., IV: 6 :11; 8: 13). Books VI and VII trace his journey through serious engagement with Neoplatonism to his eventual openness to the Epistle to the Romans and Scripture. While Platonism is right that ‘God is for ever the same’, God chooses to become humble and accessible through the bodily enfleshment of Jesus Christ (ibid., VII: 9: 14).

The theme of praise reiterates the privative view of evil. No one can ‘find fault with any part of thy creation’ (ibid., 14: 20). Yet this language closely parallels Plotinus and Neoplatonism. ‘The evil which overtakes us has its source in self-will … in the desire for self-ownership’ (Plotinus, Enneads, V: 1: 1). ‘The unchangeable was better than the changeable … The mind somehow knew the unchangeable … It arrived at that which is’ (Confessions, VII: 17: 23, where Augustine recalls a visionary experience along Plotinian lines). Nevertheless, his Christian experience of revelation remains rooted in the Incarnation (ibid., 18: 24, 19: 25). His ‘full’ conversion comes in Book VIII, especially when a child’s song (tolle, lege) takes him to Romans 13:13 (ibid., VIII: 12: 29).

The character of God is now perceived as transformative: ‘Thou hast pierced our heart with thy love’ (ibid., IX: 2: 3). Augustine has no philosophical difficulty about the effectiveness of the intercessory PRAYER of his mother Monica on his behalf (ibid., 10: 26), and her passing through death to life shortly after their fulfilment (ibid., 13).

In books X–XII Augustine leaves the events of his life to explore, still in first-person narrative before God as ‘Thou’, the themes of self-awareness, memory, time, the mode and time (or temporality) of creation and of God as ‘Creator of all times’ (ibid., XI: 13: 15). In his last Book, form and differentiation are perceived in relation to divine creation.

‘In what temporal medium could the unnumbered ages Thou didst not make pass by, since Thou art the Author and Creator of all the ages?’ (ibid., 13: 15). ‘Thou madest that very time itself, and periods could not pass by before Thou madest the whole temporal procession. But if there was no time before heaven and earth, how, then, can it be asked “What wast Thou doing then?” For there was no “then” when there was no time’ (ibid.).

Wittgenstein’s quotation ‘What is time?’ (ibid., 14: 17) has as its target Augustine’s formulation of a generalizing ‘super-question’ in the abstract. Yet just as Wittgenstein’s critique of Augustine’s allusion to ostensive definition tells only half of the story, the Confessions books XI are more subtle than we might imagine from the quotation.

Augustine raises the issues of time because it appears to raise problems about creatio ex nihilo, i.e. the doctrine that God has created all things without resort to ‘earlier material’. Yet how can creation have its ‘beginning’ in and through God if time permits us to ask what was ‘before’ this beginning?

In practice Augustine shares with Wittgenstein a recognition of the logical muddle imposed by conceiving of time either as a receptacle into which the world was placed, or as a flowing river which permits the application of ‘before’ and ‘after’ to all events. Augustine allows that we may speak of ‘before’ in relation to given sets of events, but not to denote temporal priority before all events.

Human awareness conditions how we perceive time. For the past, the present no longer exists; the future is not yet; the present vanishes in the very moment of our reflection upon it. It is therefore not ‘a thing-in-itself’, but is present to the mind in memory, attention (strictly ‘experience’) and expectation (ibid., 20: 26). However, to deny its independent ‘existence as an object’ does not entail its unreality. The mind is conscious of duration and succession. ‘Time … is nothing else than extension (distentio), though I do not know extension of what’ (ibid., 26: 33). Hesitantly he wonders whether this distentio, or ‘stretching’ extension, is the mind; yet he concedes that movement and measurement remain applicable to duration.

Augustine has reached as far as the logical tools of the pre-modern era will permit in appreciating the different logical currencies of time in relation to different contexts and questions. He lays a foundation for modern theories of narrative time, as RICOEUR shows through his use of Augustine’s distentio in his Time and Narrative (Eng. 1984–8).

EVIL, FREEDOM AND GRACE: DEVELOPMENTS OF THEMES IN LATER WORKS

In the later period important sources include the Enchiridion (423), On the Trinity (400–16), the series of anti-Pelagian writings (411–28); and the City of God (413–26; already introduced above).

In the later writings Augustine underlines even more heavily the privative view of evil. ‘If you try to find the efficient cause of this evil choice, there is none to be found. For nothing causes an evil will’ (City of God, XII: 6). His exposition (in partial or ‘weaker’ form) of the principle of PLENITUDE draws on the visual analogy that for light to be seen as light presupposes shadow (ibid., XI: 23).

This is not unrelated to the Neoplatonist and Plotinian view of form as presupposing difference in the process of creation. The ‘orderedness’ of the created world yields necessary variety and unevenness: ‘What is more beautiful than a fire? What is more useful, with its heat, its comfort …? Yet nothing causes more distress that the burns inflicted by fire’ (ibid., XII: 4). The world as such is good, but it contains potential for the possibility of evil when evil choices misuse it.

The theme of structured order, in contrast to the chaotic and contingent, finds coherent expression no less in On the Trinity. The Divine Trinity exhibits unity-in-diversity. The Trinity exemplifies Being, Knowledge and Love. God is One; however, God chooses to become visible and knowable in the Incarnate Word, God the Son. Just as in Plotinus, the eternal One who is ‘beyond Being’ nevertheless reaches expression as Mind (Nous), but is both bound into a unity and yet becomes accessible as Soul or life. Against the Arians Augustine insists (with Athanasius) that the Son is co-eternal with the Father, while the Holy Spirit exhibits the potentiality of ‘gift’ or ‘giveableness’ (On the Trinity, V: 3: 4; and 14: 15; 15: 16).

The anti-Pelagian writings sharpen Augustine’s rejection of definitions of human freedom in terms of autonomy or equipoise. Human fallenness yields a habituated bondage which can be redeemed only by divine grace. Hence the emphasis shifts from his earlier work On Free Will in such treatises as On Nature and Grace (415), On the Spirit and the Letter (412) and On Grace and Free Will (426–7).

This distinguishes him sharply from KANT: ‘ought’ does not presuppose ‘can’ in ethics. The issue is whether the will and its habituated acts are orientated towards self-gratification or towards God. In common with Neoplatonism, this is related to the constraints of the temporal and CONTINGENT as against fulfilment and blessedness in the eternal and the true.

It will thus be seen that Augustine wrestles with a wide range of the philosophical problems that have occupied minds especially in the West over centuries. In some cases, including his work on selfhood, knowledge and time, he moved almost ahead of the pre-modern world. In other cases, the Platonic philosophical frame, within which much of his thinking developed, yielded constraints. Thus many would detect too great a readiness to accept, and to work within, a mind–body dualism, and an over-sharp contrast between the contingent and the universal. Yet his theology served to qualify this. The Incarnation and resurrection of Jesus Christ stood as the rock that separated Christian faith from Neoplatonism.

Austin, John L. (1911–60)

Austin was a leading exponent of ‘ANALYTICAL’ or ‘Ordinary Language’ philosophy. He taught at Oxford for most of his life, and practised this method there from 1945 until his death in 1960. His essay ‘Other Minds’ (1946) introduced the category of PERFORMATIVE UTTERANCES by distinguishing such first-person utterances as ‘I promise’, ‘I warn’ from merely descriptive sentences (in Philosophical Papers, Oxford: Clarendon, 1961, 44–84, esp. 65–74). His 1955 Harvard lectures on performative utterances are published as How to Do Things with Words (Oxford: OUP, 1962; 2nd edn, 1975).

An utterance such as ‘I promise’ performs an action in the very saying of it: ‘by using this formula … I have bound myself to others, and staked my reputation’ (Philosophical Papers, 67). Similarly ‘I know’ also entails giving ‘others my word; I give others my authority for saying “S is P”’ (ibid.). ‘I promise’ or ‘I know’ is ‘quite different’ from ‘he promises’ or ‘he knows’.

Nevertheless ‘the term “performative” will be used in a variety of cognate ways’ (How to Do Things with Words, 6). Performatives are effective or ineffective, ‘operative’ or void, rather than true or false. ‘We do not speak of a false bet or a false christening’ (ibid., 11). Most performatives presuppose accepted conventions and regimes that words are uttered to appropriate persons in appropriate circumstances.

It no longer constitutes an operative performative to say, ‘My seconds will call on you’ if or where the conventions of duelling are no longer accepted. Would the utterance ‘I baptize this infant 2704’ constitute an operative act of baptism? (ibid., 35). Since presuppositions are entailed ‘for a certain performative utterance to be happy, certain statements have to be true’ (Austin’s italics, ibid., 45).

Like WITTGENSTEIN, Austin notes the ‘asymmetry’ in logical terms between first-person uses and third-person uses of such verbs as ‘I believe’, ‘we mourn’, ‘I give and bequeath’, ‘I bet’, ‘I forgive’ and ‘I promise’ (ibid., 63). These cannot be detected, however, by grammar alone.

At the heart of Austin’s work lies the destination between ‘locutions’ (roughly uttering a sentence with a meaning), ‘illocutionary acts’ (which perform acts in the saying of the utterance) and ‘perlocutionary acts’ (which perform acts by the saying of the utterance: ibid., 1–10, 114–16).

Perlocutions often, perhaps always, involve the use of quasi-causal power rather than convention. Thus ‘I persuade’ usually embodies perlocutionary, rather than illocutionary, action. Austin rightly focuses on illocutions as most fertile for philosophy or conceptual clarification. Thus ‘I praise’, ‘I welcome’, ‘I repent’, ‘I promise’ come within this latter category. These require and repay clarification concerning the conditions for their operative currency or effectiveness.

RELEVANCE TO THE PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION

The consequences of Austin’s work for LANGUAGE IN RELIGION are too numerous to list in a short article. First, he offers a semantic or performative approach to TRUTH. ‘It is true’ is more like adding my signature than stating a fact.

Second, much religious language is indeed the performing of an action. Sincerely to say ‘I repent’ constitutes an act of repentance; it is not an attempt to inform God of a state of mind that God may already know. ‘We believe’ constitutes a declarative act of nailing one’s colours to the mast, as well as a declaration of cognitive content. It depends on and exhibits (to use the term employed by D.D. Evans) the logic of self-involvement.

Third, it also entails what WOLTERSTORFF calls ‘count-generation’. An utterance may count as the performing of an action, as when the raising of an umpire’s finger may count as a declarative verdict.

Fourth, Austin established the huge variety of types of illocutionary acts that language may perform. Verbs such as reckon, grade, assess, rank, rate, may, in the first person, constitute ‘verdictives’. ‘I command’, ‘I proclaim’, ‘I pardon’, ‘I announce’, ‘I appoint’ may function as ‘executives’. ‘I promise’, ‘I covenant’, ‘I pledge myself’, ‘I guarantee’ are ‘commisives’. ‘I thank’, ‘I welcome’, ‘I bless’, ‘I curse’ are behabitives (ibid., 150–60).

However, post-Austinian critics have offered improved and more coherent clarifications (notably John SEARLE). Further, Austin has been severely criticized for classifying logical force in terms of English verbs. Performatives cannot adequately be grouped in accordance with stereotypical examples or verbs in the English language.

Even so, nothing can detract from the foundation laid by Austin. SEARLE, Wolterstorff, F. Recanati, Daniel Vanderveken and many others have built upon, and modified, his work.

Some American and German writers on biblical HERMENEUTICS (e.g. Robert Funk and Ernst Fuchs) have over-loosely used the term ‘performative’ to denote any kind of dimension of action or force without taking account of the rigour and care with which Austin distinguishes different types of force and action and their basis-in situations, conventions and life. He has opened a fruitful field for further research.

authority

In the era of ENLIGHTENMENT rationalism the concept of authority appeared to generate conflict, or at least tensions, between some religions or theological doctrines and philosophical enquiry. Almost all religions entail such notions as the lordship or kingship of God (or of Christ or of a divine figure) who has authority to decree, to require obedience, to commission agents or to forgive sins. On the other hand, philosophical thought has often assumed the importance of the AUTONOMY of the self (with KANT), and accorded it special privilege.

Neither the concept of autonomy nor the concept of authority is as simple as might appear to be the case. If it means anything to call God, Allah, or Christ ‘Lord’ or ‘King’, Christians, Jews and Muslims thereby accord to God a de jure authority, i.e. an authority of legitimate right. If they accept this authority in practice, this is also a de facto authority.

Problems arise, however, when agents or intermediaries, often in the form of sacred writings, clergy or other ecclesial officers, are invoked. What kind and degree of authority are these ‘penultimate’ writings or persons to be accorded?

WOLTERSTORFF points out that in everyday life we are familiar with the ‘delegated authority’ of a vice-chairperson or even personal assistant who acts on behalf of a director, chairperson or president (Divine Discourse, Cambridge: CUP, 1995, 37–54). Thus sacred texts and apostles may be authorized or ‘commissioned to speak in the name of God’ (ibid., 41 and 51, his italics). Judaism, Christianity, Islam and some other religious traditions view sacred writings as holding effective and justified power if and when they speak as the word of God.

This does not remove from religious communities the freedom and responsibility of interpretation, practical application, and examining issues that arise from the recontextualizing of sacred texts in a later age. In part this entails the discipline of responsible HERMENEUTICS. The notion that sacred texts are to be read like engineering or scientific textbooks is broadly a ‘fundamentalist’ tradition within several of the major world religions.

Moreover, the ready abuse of appeals to authority has been unmasked with relish by NIETZSCHE (1844–1900) and other philosophical critics. Kant (1724–1804) held to the notion of the absolute authority of the categorical (moral) imperative, but urged that divine authority is not merely one of raw power and threat, since God respects the dignity, responsibility and freedom of human persons.

KIERKEGAARD (1813–55) represents a way of thinking that readily holds together the importance of religious obedience with an insistence that religious faith is not a matter of responding to second-hand inherited doctrines and rules, but of appropriating faith for oneself in personal self-involvement and SUBJECTIVITY. The two emphases are not incompatible.

On the other hand, FREEDOM of enquiry and freedom to respond are not sheer ‘autonomy’. TILLICH (1886–1965) argued for a middle path between ‘heteronomy’ (a law imposed by another from without) and autonomy. To accept as ‘a law’ only what come from within one’s own nature (autonomy) constitutes a denial of the transformative nature of religion, as Dietrich Bonhoeffer so strongly urged. Tillich calls this middle way ‘theonomy’.

Freedom of philosophical enquiry denotes not a ‘liberty of indifference’ as if the enquirer began always A PRIORI with a blank sheet. Freedom of thought allows for a personal integrity that resists the oppression of social, religious, political or secular totalitarianism. Nevertheless it does not preclude a careful assessment of the claims of TRADITIONs and communities in relation to individual consciousness.

GADAMER (1900–2002) perhaps did more than any to rehabilitate the rational basis of respect for authority. In conscious opposition to the complacent individualism of Enlightenment rationalism, Gadamer asserts: ‘Authority … is ultimately based not on the subjection and addiction of reason but on an act of acknowledgement and knowledge … namely, that the other is superior … in judgement and might … It rests … on an act of reason itself which, aware of its own limitations, trusts to the better insights of others’ (Truth and Method, 2nd Eng. edn, London: Sheed & Ward, 1989, 279).

Gadamer alludes primarily to what has been tested in historical traditions. However, in religion the principle may apply to prophetic or apostolic witnesses as well as to traditions of wisdom, narrative and sacred teaching. Much of the old, now dated, over-sharp dualism between authority and reason has dissipated with the recognition of the part played by communities and traditions. However, if individual reason is undervalued, the issue reaches a self-contradictory situation of the kind that emerges in more radical versions of POSTMODERNISM. Both authority and reason are placed under radical criticism and undervalued.

autonomy

In the broad, popular sense of the term autonomy denotes freedom from external constraints to set one’s own norms or rules of conduct, or in social applications of the word self-determination or self-government. It derives historically from the Greek auto-, self, co-joined with nomos, law, rule, norm or principle.

A decisive influence in the history and use of the term was KANT (see below). Prior to the eighteenth century the term largely functioned in a communal, social, or institutional context to denote the self-government of a city-state, state or guild.

(1) PLATO (428–348 BCE) expounds the self-supporting autonomy of the city-state in the Republic, where it is clear that autonomy does not apply to individuals. This would create anarchy. There has to be law or rule, but as against tyranny, where the criterion is raw power; against democracy, where it is mere popularity; against oligarchy, where it is wealth and social influence; aristocracy (Greek, aristos, best) promotes what is best for society as a whole.

The ideal state in the Republic (bks II–V) is ruled by intellectuals who undergo a rigorous philosophical training in order that the rest of the city-state (hoi polloi, the many) may be governed in accordance with truth, wisdom and justice. Yet book VI concedes that in practice philosophers are regarded very differently.

(2) LOCKE (1632–1704) represents a transitional point towards the individualism of modernity. In his Two Treatises on Government (1689), especially in his Second Treatise in Civil Government Locke proposes that the individual has God-given ‘rights’ to life, liberty and property. However, in effect by an implicit social contract, a power of government must be conditionally assigned to a group of governmental agents to ensure a just distribution of the rights and liberties. ‘Pure’ autonomy would be anarchy, when sheer might and power deprive individuals of these rights.

(3) KANT (1724–1804) extends autonomy to the will and moral decision of the individual. This is part of his rejection of the compromise with ‘freedom’ that is imposed by ecclesial and social traditions and authorities which undermine the ethical status of the individual to determine will and action in free, unconditioned, moral decision. A will is ‘good’ only if it derives its ‘law’ from itself alone, i.e. in sheer autonomy.

(4) SCHLEIERMACHER (1768–1834) perceived that Kant’s TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHY, or CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY, raised new questions which theology had to address. However, he also perceived that autonomy struck at the heart of religion and religions. For religion is characterized by an immediacy of awareness or feeling of ‘utter dependence’ upon God (schlechthinig Abhängigkeit, The Christian Faith, 2nd edn, sect. 4).

(5) TILLICH (1886–1965) subjects both ‘autonomy’ and ‘heteronomy’ to a forceful critique. If autonomy is to be viewed positively, ‘autonomy does not mean the freedom of the individual to be a law to himself’ (Systematic Theology, vol. I, London: Nisbet, 1953, 93). At best, it denotes ‘obedience to the law of reason’ (ibid.).

All the same, individual-centred autonomy remains ‘shallow’, just as heteronomy (law imposed by another) can be oppressive. What is needed is to avoid the ‘catastrophe’ of autonomy and the ‘destructive’ impact of heteronomy by rooting both in ‘theonomy’: the threefold interaction or DIALECTIC between individual reason, social constraint and divine order, provide a balancing ‘depth’ which one of these alone fails to yield (ibid., 92–96).

(6) Controversy about the status of autonomy has divided the two broad intellectual approaches that might provisionally be described as the modern and the postmodern. Modernity inherits a philosophy of individual capacities and rights inherited through Locke and Kant. POST-MODERNITY inherits from HEGEL, Marx, NIETZSCHE, HEIDEGGER (1889–1976) and FOUCAULT (1926–84) the view that against the enormous power-shaping factors of social and communal forces, individual autonomy is illusory.

(7) Religions, including the Christian religion, tend also to underline the power of the social structures into which the individual is born, and to be less optimistic than secular modernity about the powers of individual reason. Nevertheless, within a context of a doctrine of divine GRACE and of human dependence upon God, they do not share the pessimism of some postmodern thinkers. They do not agree that the individual is utterly helpless to make responsible decisions which affect his or her own destiny. They do not see humankind as determined decisively or entirely by social history.

Averroes

See IBN RUSHD.

Avicenna

See IBN SINA.

axiom

Axioms are self-evident propositions or principles. They provide a premise or foundation on the basis of which inference may be deduced. ARISTOTLE defined axioms as indemonstrable propositions that cannot be doubted. They are akin to postulates, except that postulates are capable of demonstration. KANT regarded axioms as A PRIORI principles of intuition. PLATO, DESCARTES and LEIBNIZ held the strongest views of axioms as ‘innate’ to the human mind, but the term may also be used in a less ABSOLUTE sense to denote what is commonly held to be true.

‘Axiom’ should be distinguished from ‘axiom of choice’ as a technical term for a mathematical postulate about sets, and also from ‘axiology’ which explores issues of value. (See also DEDUCTION.)

Ayer, (Sir) Alfred Jules (1910–89)

A.J. Ayer became Professor of Mind and Logic at the University of London (1946–59) and subsequently Wykeham Professor of Logic at the University of Oxford (1959–1978). However, he made his name through the publication of Language, Truth and Logic (1936), later revised in the light of criticism in a second edition (London: Gollancz, 1946). This established his reputation as the leading British exponent of LOGICAL POSITIVISM.

AYER’S LOGICAL POSITIVISM

Ayer argued that all propositions are either ANALYTIC STATEMENTS, which derive their truth from formal or ‘internal’ logical validity, or statements about the world which can be verified by observation and experience, i.e. are empirically verifiable. He expounded this as a theory of meaning.

Propositions that are neither analytic nor empirically verifiable, Ayer argued, do not communicate genuinely propositional meaning. It does not make sense to ask whether they are true or false, since all true-or-false propositions fall into one of these two specified categories only.

Propositions about God or about ethics are ‘non-sense’, since their meaning cannot be tested and demonstrated by the principle of verification. Such statements as ‘To steal is wrong’ are not true-or-false propositions; they are recommendations concerning the adoption of values or emotive expressions of approval or disapproval.

Ayer defines ‘non-sense’ as being ‘devoid of literal significance’ on the ground that the content of a supposed proposition neither meets the criterion of verification nor depends on the validity of internal logical relations within an analytical proposition. In the latter case, ‘the validity depends solely on the definitions of the symbols it contains’ (Language, Truth and Logic, 2nd edn, 78).

RELIGION, ETHICS and METAPHYSICS characteristically employ sentences that purport ‘to express a genuine proposition, but … in fact, express neither a tautology nor an empirical hypothesis’ (ibid., 41). Hence they do not match up to the proposed criteria of meaning. Ayer rejects ‘the metaphysical thesis that philosophy affords us knowledge of a reality transcending the world of science and common sense’ (ibid., 45).

Ayer asserts: ‘The criterion which we use to test the genuineness of apparent statements of fact is the criterion of verifiability’ (ibid., 48). Until we know how a proposition would be verified, the speaker ‘fails to communicate anything’ (ibid., 49).

Although he had earlier demanded a principle or criterion of ‘verification’, Ayer recognized in his 1946 edition that it was sufficient for a proposition to be capable of verification ‘in principle’. Thus, for example, in the era before space travel the proposition ‘There are mountains on the far side of the moon’ remained verifiable in principle, even in the era when space technology had not reached the point where it could be verified in practice. In principle the proposition was capable of verification, given the appropriate technology.

In his introduction to his 1946 edition Ayer states the point negatively: ‘If … no possible experience could go on to verify it [the proposition], it does not have any factual meaning at all’ (ibid., 15).

CRITIQUES OF THE VERIFICATION PRINCIPLE

Logical positivism looks back for its roots to the VIENNA CIRCLE, with its exaggerated respect for the physical or natural sciences and its extreme distaste for metaphysics. First, as many have observed, not only metaphysics and theology, but no less ‘every single moral and aesthetic judgement, any judgement of value of any sort, must be regarded as meaningless’ (G. J. Warnock, English Philosophy since 1900, Oxford: OUP, 1958, 45). This excludes a wide range of discourse which seems to have genuine communicative currency for very many people, above and beyond merely expressing mere personal preferences or emotions.

Second, Ayer is unclear about why he gives such a privileged status to the principle of verification when it fails to meet its own criteria of meaning. For as a proposition it is neither verifiable by observation of the empirical world nor is it an analytic statement. J.L. Evans described its self-defeating status as like that of a weighing-machine trying to weigh itself.

Third, most seriously of all, Ayer purports to be formulating a theory of meaning and language but in practice merely presents a positivist or materialist world-view disguised in linguistic dress. In the end it is no more than raw positivism dressed up as a theory of meaning.

Fourth, in addition to these three weaknesses, logical positivism too readily divides all language into a simplistic dualism. Apart from propositions of logic, language allegedly either describes observable states of affairs (verifiable at least in principle) or expresses emotions, recommendations, approval or disapproval.

However, as virtually the whole of WITTGENSTEIN’s later work clearly shows, language and uses of language reflect a ‘multiplicity’ that is ‘not something fixed’, but functions with the diversity of a repertoire of tools in a tool-box to operate in many ways (L. Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, Oxford: Blackwell, Germ. and Eng., 1967, sects. 11 and 23).

LANGUAGE IN RELIGION uses commands, declarations, promises, PRAYER, decrees, pronouncements, parables, and many genres which are best understood as performing a variety of SPEECH ACTS. To ask which are either verifiable or analytic propositions, and to dismiss the rest as ‘non-sense’, ignores the genuine operative currency with which such language performs meaningful communicative acts.

AYER’S OTHER WORKS

Although his reputation is most popularly known through his Language, Truth and Logic, Ayer also addressed problems concerning EPISTEMOLOGY (the nature of knowledge) in The Problem of Knowledge (1956); and issues concerning personal identity, freedom and CAUSATION, and the relation between language and states of affairs in Thinking and Meaning (1947) and Philosophy and Language (1960).
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