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The new edition of  The Philosophy 
Newsletter that you now hold in your 
hands gives once more an account of  

life at the Institute. It tells of  the many activi-
ties that have again filled the days (and nights) 
of  the members of  the Institute. It recalls the 
visits of  numerous researchers to the Institute, 
the lectures that they gave here wherein they 
shared with us their knowledge and insights. We 
must especially mention among these the visit 
of  Professor John McDowell, who during the 
past year occupied the Cardinal Mercier Chair. 
In his lectures he was able to combine analytic 
acuteness with relevance.
In the interviews with some of  our visitors you 
can read how they became interested in philoso-
phy, what role in this enthusiastic teachers have 
played such that today they are still captivated 
by philosophy. The diversity of  their interests 
reflects the diversity that still characterizes phil-
osophic life at the Institute. That is also evident 
in the reports on several conferences that have 
taken place at the Institute over the past year. 

A WORD OF INTRODUCTION 
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But possibly nothing illustrates this so clearly 
as the list of  doctoral theses that were defended 
over the past year at the Institute.
To our deep regret, this year was also a year of  
farewell. Professor Josef  Brams passed away, all 
too early, scarcely a year after becoming emeri-
tus. With him the Institute loses a silent worker 
who chiefly from within the Aristoteles Latinus 
project has provided an important contribution 
to the reputation of  the Institute.
In a newsletter we have the tendency to look 
backwards. In the immediate future however, the 
Institute, with the whole of  the K.U. Leuven, 
has substantial changes in store. The academic 
year - is the last wherein the old famil-
iar classification into studies in the two-year 
Bachelors and two-year Masters is maintained. 
From the outset of  the academic year -
 the current organization of  studies will 
be gradually replaced by a structure wherein a 
three-year Bachelors will be followed by a one-
year Masters. About this reform, which has 
been imposed upon us by the government, we 

hope to communicate more comprehensively in 
the next edition. This reform will however not 
hinder the Institute from maintaining into the 
future its high level of  education and research.
As always we are for the publication of  this 
newsletter able to consider the efforts of  many. 
Renée Ryan has taken upon herself  the general 
leadership and responsibility for this and has 
for this counted upon the invaluable help of  
Dirk Aerts, Erwin Blendeman, John Hymers, 
Ingrid Lombaerts, Miles Smit, and all those 
students and professors who have contributed 
interviews and articles to the newsletter. I wish 
to thank them all personally for this. Without 
their efforts it would not be possible to ensure 
this link between the Institute and its alumni 
and alumnae. May all go well in your personal 
and professional lives and may you know that 
you are always welcome here and that we look 
forward to hearing from you.

By Professor André Van de Putte,  

Dean of the Institute.
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Professor Moran paid a short visit to K.U. Leuven 
on February th , and gave a lecture 
entitled ‘The Problem of Empathy: Husserl and 

Stein’. He teaches at the University College Dublin. His 
areas of specialization include medieval neo-platonism 
(especially John Scotus Eriugena, Nicholas of Cusa), 
modern European philosophy from Descartes to Kant, 
Heidegger and phenomenology, continental and analytic 
metaphysics, philosophy of mind, and environmental eth-
ics. His book Introduction to Phenomenology 
was awarded the ‘Edward Goodwin Ballard Prize in 
Phenomenology’ () ‘for the best book in phenomenology 
from the previous three years’. 

Could you tell us a little bit about your background?
I was born in Dublin and went to University 
College in Dublin, where I read for my BA 
degree in English and philosophy as a joint 
major, graduating in . Initially I was more 
interested in literature, but gradually I became 
more interested in philosophy. The philosophi-
cal outlook at UCD was mostly neo-Thomist, 
with a strong emphasis on philosophy of  being 
– realism in the theory of  knowledge, and natu-
ral law theory in morality. Indeed, we used many 
of  the Leuven textbooks on epistemology and 
ontology. However, in the late sixties – in  
to be precise – there had been student unrest in 
Dublin – the so called ‘gentle revolution’, and the 
curriculum had been broadened to include exis-
tentialism, phenomenology, and some Marxism, 
as well as analytical philosophy. 

In connection with the study of  ontology, 
I began to read Heidegger’s Being and Time, 
with Rev. Dr. John Chisholm. Heidegger was a 

revelation to me. Here was someone who could 
address the problem of  the meaning of  being, 
so familiar to us from our neo-Thomist studies, 
and breathe new life into the problem, making 
it a matter of  existential decision. I had always 
loved Sartre, but now I grasped the phenom-
enological background to Sartre’s existential-
ism. Sartre was able to combine a commitment 
to life, to philosophy and to literature, to 
write novels and plays as well as philosophical 
treatises. He also, it seemed to me, lived very 
well, traveled a lot, lived in a complex domes-
tic arrangement with Simone de Beauvoir and 
other members of  their extended ‘family’, and 
seemed to encapsulate the spirit of  the sixties, 
even though he was old. It seemed natural to me 
to gravitate towards contemporary philosophy.

After graduating with my BA, I went to the 
United States, to Yale University, on a post-
graduate fellowship, where I did my masters 
and then doctorate in Philosophy. I was in fact 
a teaching assistant and then instructor there 
for a number of  years while I was writing my 

INTERVIEWS
Interview with Dermot Moran
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doctorate. Yale was a lively place. There was 
a great battle going on between the analytic 
and the continental philosophers. My doctoral 
director was Karsten Harries, who lectured on 
existentialism to the undergraduate classes, and 
who held graduate seminars on Heidegger’s 
philosophy, early and late. 

I had originally planned to write my dis-
sertation on Heidegger. But, unfortunately, 
Heidegger died in , the very year in which 
I had to submit my doctoral proposal. And 
my advisor told me at that time that this huge 
Gesamtausgabe was about to appear. Indeed one 
volume of  this, Frühe Schriften, the earlier writ-
ings, had just appeared, and he was worried 
that anything I would write would be quickly 
outdated by the subsequent publications of  
original Heidegger manuscripts. Now, as a 
matter of  fact, I do not think that turned out 
to be true, and almost thirty years later the 
Gesamtausgabe is still appearing in many volumes. 
But people are still arguing about the meaning 
of  Being and Time! 

Anyway, a change of  thesis topic was in 
order, so I moved from Heidegger to work on 
a theme critically evaluating the Heideggerian 
interpretation of  the history of  being, as 
revealed in the history of  philosophy. It was well 
known that Heidegger had not given adequate 
treatment to medieval philosophy, and in par-
ticular I felt that Heidegger had neglected the 
neo-Platonic elements in the medieval philoso-
phy. Karsten Harries was interested in Eckhart 
and Cusanus, and there began to emerge a 
theme that I thought was fascinating, namely, 
whether the broadly neo-platonic tradition of  
the Middle Ages, in its treatment of  being, 
avoided the charge of  leveling down the mean-
ing of  being to substantia, which Heidegger had 
accused the neo-Aristotelian scholastic tradition 

of  doing. I became interested in a source of  
Eckhart – Johannes Scotus Eriugena, who was, 
I was amazed to learn, Irish. I did not know 
anything about him. I wrote my thesis on, if  
you like, the meaning of  being in John Scotus 
Eriugena. Eriugena does speak of  being, but 
more interestingly he is interested in the rela-
tion between being and non-being, and he uses 
an umbrella word, natura, to cover ‘all the things 
that are and are not’. He also uses the Greek 
word physis and Eriugena seems to be describing 
the dynamic character of  physis as a revealing/
concealing, which seemed to me to be close to 
Heidegger’s interpretation of  the true meaning 
of  physis for the Greeks. My problem was that 
most medieval scholars in philosophy were her-
meneutical purists, in that they restricted their 
reading of  a ninth-century author to the ninth 
century, or before, and were very unwilling to 
read a medieval author in the light of  a contem-
porary philosopher. But in philosophy we can 
put anyone in dialogue with anyone. To read 
Eriugena as a ninth-century author tout court is 
to simply kill him off, philosophically speaking. 
I wanted to read him as a living voice.

When I came back to Dublin after finish-
ing my thesis, I worked for a while with the 
Irish Writers Cooperative, publishing fiction, 
and then I got my first lecturing position in 
the Department of  Scholastic Philosophy in 
the Queen’s University of  Belfast in . I 
was there for three years, in Belfast for some 
troubling times, including the terrible hunger-
strikes. In  I was lucky enough to get a per-
manent lectureship in Maynooth College, now 
the National University of  Ireland, Maynooth, 
and then, in , I was appointed to the Chair 
of  Philosophy at my alma mater, University 
College Dublin. In between I was visiting 
professor in Yale, and also I spent a year at 
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Connecticut College which is again on the east 
coast. For the Fall of   I am going to be 
visiting professor at Rice University. 

Were you at Yale as a graduate student during the same 
time as Richard Rorty? 
No, a little bit after. Rorty had just left, but 
Derrida was there, and I took Derrida’s lectures. 
I met him there for the first time. I also met 
Levinas, who came there, but I did not really get 
to know him until Richard Kearney and Joseph 
O’Leary organized a colloque irlandais-français in 
Paris in , which was attended by Levinas, 
Beaufret, Fédier, and many of  the French 
Heideggerians. Maurice Natanson, however, 
came to Yale while I was there, and I recall 
discussing Joyce with him. The department at 
Yale was trying to be pluralist, more or less 
half  analytic and half  continental, but there was 
a great clash between the two, and they could 
never agree on senior appointments. So many 
good junior faculty came and left again.

The clash presupposes some sort of commensurability 
between the two discourses. At least you had that, since 
most of the time you do not have the clash due to presumed 
incommensurability.
Right. Within the department there was discus-
sion regarding whether or not Derrida should 
be regarded as a philosopher. He was in the 
comparative literature rather than the philoso-
phy department at the time. Later of  course, 
one of  Derrida’s opponents at Yale, Ruth 
Marcus, was one of  those attempting to stop 
Cambridge awarding him an honorary degree. 
A group of  philosophers wrote to the Times in 
 and said that Derrida’s work did not meet 
accepted standards of  clarity and rigour in phi-
losophy and that he was close to being a Dadaist 
and Surrealist. So you can see there was a great 

deal of  antipathy between the sides. I tried to 
steer a middle course by paying close attention 
to the history of  philosophy.

In reference to your talk on empathy yester-
day, going by the richness and density of  your 
presentation, one gets the impression that there 
is a major thematic project in progress, which 
is not limited to its contextualization in only 
Husserl’s and Stein’s works, since you made 
references to many other figures like Hume, 
Wittgenstein, Scheler, Lipps, etc. What should 
one expect in the future, if  and when you decide 
to publish the fruits of  this undertaking?

Originally, this lecture grew out of  a chapter 
on intersubjectivity in the forthcoming book 
on Husserl. I started to read other figures who 
dealt with the theme of  empathy, beginning 
with the Munich psychologist Theodor Lipps, 
then Scheler and Stein. I was rather unfamiliar 
with Stein but I now see her doctoral thesis on 
empathy as an original and indeed quite remark-
able work on this theme. I think the problem 
of  empathy could be developed into a more 
substantial thematic work, especially by paying 
attention to how recent analytic philosophers 
conceive of  the understanding of  other minds, 
as they often put it. I don’t believe we should 
restrict our readings to one tradition. That’s 
crazy. Husserl read Hume and Berkeley and 
Mill — in English. I think it is imperative to 
read Scheler and Stein in relation to recent dis-
cussions in Davidson and others.

It has been commented that Stein was not 
given due credit for her efforts by her contem-
poraries. For example, J. B. Brough mentions 
this in his introduction to the translation of  
Husserl’s On the Phenomenology of the Consciousness 
of Internal Time. In the  edition of  the work 
on time-consciousness, Heidegger is given full 
credit as editor, even though Stein was the one 



      ,  ,    

who compiled and organised Husserl’s manu-
scripts. Could you tell us a little bit more about 
the person of  Stein and her relation with her 
contemporaries?

Stein was a remarkable woman. She was 
very brilliant intellectually, and (like Hannah 
Arendt) very stubborn. She had very decided 
views and when she made up her mind there was 
no stopping her. In her early years she was actu-
ally something of  an atheist feminist. She was 
terrifyingly intellectual and carried on an amaz-
ing correspondence with other high-minded 
philosophers. She was close friends with Roman 
Ingarden, who recognized her significance as an 
original thinker. In her autobiographical Life in 
a Jewish Family, she records her frustration while 
she was working on the problem of  empathy. 
She felt she could make no progress, and even 
records that she contemplated suicide (although 
I do not know how seriously we should take 
this). She found Husserl exasperating, even 
though she was completely devoted to him. He 
was an old-style chauvinist and she wanted to be 
more than a secretary. Husserl approached her 
to offer her the assistantship position, even as 
she was contemplating asking him herself. She 
wanted to be an intellectual force. But Husserl 
just dumped all these manuscripts on her and 
asked her to put them in order. She really tried, 
and it has been argued that her input into 
Ideas II is much more than mere editing of  the 
manuscripts. She writes much more clearly than 
Husserl and is quite systematic. Eventually, 
she felt suffocated working for Husserl, and 
decided to move on. She made several efforts 
to register for a Habilitation, but Husserl was 
not prepared to accept her. He genuinely didn’t 
think academia was any place for a woman, as 
Gerda Walther recalls in her autobiography. 
Later, she decided again to write her Habilitation 

and wrote to Heidegger, when he had the Chair 
in Freiburg. He seems to have been very open 
and receptive to Stein in her application for 
a position in , before the race laws. What 
she actually ended up doing was becoming a 
teacher, and eventually she became a nun.

Would you agree that in his account of the self-other rela-
tion, Husserl takes the transparency of the self to the self 
as the condition for the possibility of the transparency of the 
other’s consciousness for me? 
No. Husserl’s account involves always already 
being with the other, like Heidegger’s mit-Sein. 
Although there is a sense in which Husserl 
begins from the standpoint of  what we might 
call methodological solipsism, he is always 
conscious of  the fact that there is a irreduc-
ible otherness built into the very heart of  our 
own conscious experience. Husserl points to 
the fact that even Descartes discovers, right 
at the heart of  the ego cogito, thinking on its 
own, another being – the divine being – that 
is a kind of  otherness at the heart of  the self. 
Levinas took this from Husserl and made it the 
lynch-pin of  his philosophy. I think Husserl’s 
so-called Cartesianism is much exaggerated but 
it is partly his own fault. He chose to compare 
himself  with Descartes and that was probably a 
tactical mistake. It covers up what is truly radi-
cal in Husserl, his sense of  the intersubjective 
constitution of  objectivity.

Keeping in mind the transcendentalism of  
the ‘Fifth Investigation’ and the personalism 
of  Ideas II, in the latter the other is thematised 
within the framework of  person-person rela-
tions, where we are persons thanks to our being 
with others. But what about the former, in 
which the other is treated instrumentally as an 
other transcendental Ego co-constituting the 
world with me to ensure its objectivity? Here 
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self-transparency seems to play a crucial role 
for the possibility of  performing the acts of  
empathy (via associative pairing) beyond mere 
appresentations.

In the ‘Fifth Cartesian Meditation’, Husserl 
starts quite deliberately from the sphere of  own-
ness. But at the heart of  the experience of  own-
ness is already the experience of  the foreign, the 
other. Even in his account of  empathy, Husserl 
denies that we simply transfer ourselves into the 
other. If  that were true, we would never encoun-
ter others as such, only ourselves in others. I 
encounter the other as a break from or transgres-
sion into my stream of  consciousness. Husserl 
was trying to articulate the essential differences 
between subject-object and subject-subject rela-
tions, and the uniqueness of  the latter. But there 
is no doubt that Husserl never got on top of  the 
problem and I have never been very comfortable 
with some of  his central notions. I cannot make 
much sense of  the notion of  associative pairing, 
for instance. It seems to be projection of  one-
self  into the other. I can see why Levinas, who 
was influenced by Husserl’s account, sought to 
reverse the direction of  influence: I find myself  
called on by the other.

Do you grant the presence of radical alterity in the self-
other relations?
No. I don’t think it is phenomenologically true 
to say we grasp the other as completely alien. I 
think most understanding moves in the realm 
of  what Gadamer calls ‘overlapping horizons’. 
Even if  I am in the most foreign civilization, 
the other is an other like myself. He or she will 
need to sleep, to eat, to talk, and so on. These 
are invariants, which the cultural relativists like 
to pretend are not there. They think we cannot 
make a decision as to what constititutes food 
or love or whatever in another culture, but that 

seems completely untrue. Even Gulliver washed 
up on the shore at Lilliput was recognized as 
someone who needed clothes, food, shelter, and 
so on. The other is other to me, but in a very 
ordered, lawful way. Hegel recognizes this very 
well I believe. There is an intrinsic rationality 
to our experience of  the other. A lot of  recent 
multicultural discussions seek to obscure this 
essential rationality of  human life.

How about Sartre’s reservations regarding the possibility of 
subject-subject relations?
He limited his scope to Hegel’s dialectic con-
cerning the emergence of  self-consciousness. 
In the bigger picture, Hegel does not have the 
problem of  radical alterity, because all spiri-
tual activity finds its place in the rationality of  
overarching Spirit. You may be a chess player 
whereas I am a footballer, but in the end we are 
united in that these are our leisure pursuits, and 
so on. This is what Spirit means for Hegel. Art 
in one culture takes the form of  a representa-
tion of  communal culture, whereas in another 
culture this role is played by religion. But these 
differences are not arbitrary and there is an 
ordered progression identifiable between these 
positions. Moreover, we all share language; it is 
a communal possession. Human being operates 
in a specific tradition of  language, but lan-
guages are open to each other, in a much more 
radical way than many philosophers, including 
Wittgenstein, have recognized.

Do you think that the linguistic turn does justice to pre- or 
non-linguistic meaning formations, especially when consid-
ered from the phenomenological perspective? Do you think 
that there is a uniquely rich dimension in the immediacy 
of the first and second person perspectives of the self-other 
relations via empathy that cannot be captured in the third 
person conceptual discourse? To put it differently, is there a 
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clarity given to us through our concrete intuitive acts which 
cannot be recaptured in the distinctness of symbols referring 
to the content of these concrete acts? And if there is, is there 
a certain covering-up or loss of this intuitive dimension 
when we concern ourselves with being understood the same 
way by everyone, as we try to express ourselves in verbal 
language? 
These are complicated questions and I think we 
have to move slowly in attempting to construct 
an answer. First, I think it is very important to 
make the phenomenological move and grant 
this uniqueness of  the first person. Tom Nagel 
has also recognized it and I think he owes a 
debt to Husserl here. I experience the world 
and I experience you in my world. Husserl is 
right about the way in which everything comes 
through first person experience, including the 
experience of  the irreducible other person. But 
the first person perspective has to be distin-
guished from the issue of  the relation between 
linguistic and pre- or non-linguistic forms. 
Clearly, philosophy (especially the tradition 
from Descartes to Sartre) has not recognized 
the reality of  the first-person experiences of  pre-
linguistic infants and linguistically challenged 
adults. I think it is important to challenge the 
prevailing treatment of  the issue in the analytic 
tradition, which does not address pre-linguistic 
experience, perception, the experience of  motil-
ity, and so on, from a philosophical perspective 
– with the exceptions of  people like Nagel and 
Chisholm. As we all know, prevailing philoso-
phy puts emphasis on scientific objectivity as 
construed from the third-person perspective. 
In fact, psychological research in the area of  
infants and non-linguistic behaviour in general 
yields far more in this domain than does philos-
ophy. Merleau-Ponty of  course is an exception. 
He took over Piaget’s Chair and was fascinated 
with the child’s first view of  the world. I think  
 

we need to look very carefully at the emergence 
of  first-person awareness in embodied states 
which are pre-linguistic, to grasp the manner 
in which the world is pre-given to us. Once 
we have a richer appreciation of  the layers and 
sedimentations of  the first-person experience, 
we can begin to look at second-person and 
third-person perspectives.

This shift of emphasis also points to an essential difference 
between the written sign and face-to- face communication, 
bringing to mind Plato’s remarks concerning the insuf-
ficiency of writing in his ‘Seventh Letter’. Would you agree 
with Plato on this issue?
Yes, I think it is hard to escape Plato here. He 
knew when to stop talking and point to the 
mystery. One finds this in the Phaedo and the 
Republic and elsewhere. Plato really is the source 
of  Aristotle’s claim that we should seek as much 
precision in a subject as the subject itself  allows. 
Language allows endless refinement and preci-
sion, and this is crucial for the development of  
science, as Husserl knew. But language itself  
operates within a context and that context is 
human insertion in the world. I often point out 
in my lectures that we breathe before we speak. 
There are age-old traditions which emphasize 
the breath and offer techniques for the devel-
opment of  one’s sense of  self  or selflessness 
through breathing. There is an extraordinary 
amount of  wisdom about human nature long 
before we arrive at the linguistic domain. I think 
it is important to row back from the effects 
of  ordinary language philosophy. We need 
to think of  the genuine experiences of  human 
encounter, the face to face relation for instance, 
as having extraordinary depth and richness. It 
takes language to articulate this, but living is 
more than language. As Husserl liked to say, in 
experiencing Leben ist erleben.

Interviewed by John Noras
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Thomas Duddy, author of the recent A History 
of  Irish Thought (Routledge, ), vis-
ited the Institute in early October, to deliver his 

paper ‘The Politics of Delight: A Revolutionary Reading 
of Burke’s Reflections’. Professor Duddy is a philosophy 
lecturer at University College Galway, author of the 
above history, and also of Mind, Self  and Interiority 
(Avebury, ), and is currently working on a dictionary 
of Irish philosophers. I met Professor Duddy during his 
stay in Leuven, to ask him about his engagement with the 
history of Irish thought.

In the Preface to A History of Irish Thought, 
Professor Duddy speaks of  the difficult, and 
even somewhat controversial task, of  selecting 
the thinkers he discusses. ‘What is presented 
in this book,’ he describes, ‘is the intellectual 
history of  a country with a particular kind of  
past – a past marked by periods of  invasion, 
plantation, and social upheaval alternating with 
periods of  assimilation, recovery, and recon-
figuration. The intellectual history of  Ireland is 
the history of  a country that finds itself  hosting 
some thinkers, while sending others into exile, a 
country that finds different kinds of  thinkers on 
its shores, either coming or going, all of  them 
touched by intellectual and cultural traditions 
that may have originated anywhere but locally.’ 
Duddy presents an impressive and diverse array 
of  thinkers, so I asked him how the project 
began and how he came to his final selection. 

‘I suppose in a way the whole thing began 
a long time ago,’ he said. ‘I come from a small 
village in the West of  Ireland. When I came to 
college and started to do philosophy, people 
were a bit puzzled, and they would ask me, what 
is philosophy and is there an Irish philosophy. 
At first I would say there’s Eriugina from the 

th century and Bishop Berkeley from the th 
century and that’s about it. And then eventually 
I said to myself: that can’t be right. This is what 
everybody says: there is no Irish philosophy; 
there are no real Irish thinkers; even Berkeley 
was more English than Irish. I said gosh, this 
can’t be the way it is. So I just decided to look a 
little harder than was generally done, looking at 
the work of  the so-called minor people who are 
effectively forgotten but who are still part and 
parcel of  the intellectual history of  Ireland.

‘I kept thinking that every country has an 
intellectual history – that there must be an Irish 
intellectual history. Originally I thought more 
narrowly about the project; I thought in terms 
of  a history of  Irish philosophy. But then the 
publishers suggested that I should broaden it 
out to include non-philosophers, and eventu-
ally I agreed to attempt this broader history, 
namely, a history of  Irish thought. I was a bit 
apprehensive at first, afraid that I would have 
to read in areas that were outside my remit as 
an academic philosopher. I wasn’t sure for one 
thing how broad I should get. That’s when I 
started making decisions, especially about the 
minor thinkers. Some people are self-selecting 
in a sense, as far as Irish intellectual history 
is concerned. You have to put in someone like 
Eriugena or Berkeley or in this case people 
like Swift and Burke. In the th century you 
have to include somebody like John Tyndall 
because of  his role in the controversies about 
Darwinism. There was, of  course, an element of  
arbitrariness with regard to some of  the minor 
thinkers. You have to make choices, since you 
can’t include all of  them. If  you tried to include 
everybody – everybody who wrote a pamphlet 

Interview with Thomas Duddy
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or published a book of  sermons – you’d end up 
with something like a catalogue, a dictionary 
of  short biographies, which wasn’t what I had 
in mind.’

His project having become much broader, 
Duddy found some unexpected favourites dur-
ing his final selection. ‘Two thinkers intrigued 
me greatly,’ he commented, ‘and I was pleased 
to be able to spend more time with them. 
The first was Eriugena and the second Swift. 
Both of  these thinkers were very different in 
their styles but they were alike in being pas-
sionately concerned with religious ideas, even 
though a lot of  history had passed between 
them, including the Reformation. Eriugena was 

impressive because of  his sheer courage and the 
inventiveness of  his attempt to yoke together 
Christian theology and neo-Platonic philoso-
phy, to develop a neo-Platonic philosophy of  
creation still recognizably Christian. This gen-
erated a level of  profundity that is rare enough 
in itself. I was particularly interested in his use 
of  negative theology. It occurred to me that you 
could be an agnostic and go almost all the way 
with Eriugena. For him God is irreducible to 
human terms; God lies on the far side of  human 
conceptions. When you think about it, to say 
“I believe in God” is presumptuous; you are 
really saying that you can understand enough to 
believe, that God is within your ability to com-
prehend, even if  only to some degree. This idea 
of  the sublime darkness of  God was thrilling to 
me and still is. The difference between believing 
and not believing becomes less important.

‘Swift again is a thinker who brings together 
two things, not so much faith and reason as 
faith and satire, morality and irony. Satire and 
irony are placed at the service of  faith and ethi-
cal value. Swift, unlike Eriugena, is not doing 
theology or philosophy. He is in fact suspicious 
of  these abstract areas, and has recourse instead 
to story, parable, satire. I found the fourth book 
of  Gulliver’s Travels particularly challenging and 
disconcerting. I was glad to have had reason to 
read it more thoroughly than I had done before, 
and I was so moved by it that I really wanted 
to write about the Travels in such a way that 
others would also want to read it, especially to 
read it as an adult book rather than a book for 
children. This was one of  the objectives for my 
writing the History in any case - I wanted to 
write enthusiastically, to make all these thinkers, 
from Eriugena to Swift, both interesting and 
accessible to others.’

Professor Duddy was openly enthusiastic 
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about Eriugena and Swift in our conversa-
tion, as he is in his book. Eriugena, he writes, 
is ‘Ireland’s greatest pre-modern thinker’, and 
the author is as spirited about him in person. I 
found Professor Duddy’s opinion of  Edmund 
Burke more puzzling, however. In his history, 
he ends the exposé on Burke by mentioning that 
fact that W.E.H. Lecky found Burke’s writings 
to be ‘so thickly starred with thought’ that their 
influence would be long-lasting. Lecky forecast 
that while a time would come when Burke’s 
works would no longer be read, ‘there would 
never be a time when people would not grow 
the wiser by reading them.’ Professor Duddy’s 
Thursday lecture, however, took on almost the 
opposite tone. I asked him if  he had changed his 
mind since writing the book, or if  Burke is for 
him more complex.

‘My attitude to Burke is somewhat ambiva-
lent, I would say,’ he replied. ‘I was trying to 
be fair to him in the book. He is an impressive 

thinker. Even when you disagree with him he 
is a formidable adversary. With a paper, such 
as the one I gave on Thursday, one engages 
a bit more personally – and perhaps a little 
less fairly! – with such an adversary. Even in 
rejecting Burke though, I would acknowledge 
that he’s extremely powerful. While radical 
reformers will necessarily disagree with Burke’s 
premises, there is always a need for reflection on 
the part of  advocates of  reform, always a need 
for second thoughts. You have to ask, in the 
case of  every radical reform that one advocates, 
whether or not you have left something back 
there that would be worth preserving, worth 
bringing forward. A conservative thinker like 
Burke will always be a good and nagging thorn 
in the side of  radical reformers. 

‘However, I am personally opposed to Burke 
not only politically but also culturally and even 
morally. His oratorical grand-standing, his lan-
guage of  grandiose gestures, his use of  hyper-
bole, all his rhetorical devices are designed to 
move emotion, to belittle individual reason, to 
frighten people into taking certain positions, 
and this can be quite a questionable tactic. He’s 
the master of  a grand style that is dominating 
and overwhelming. It is an undemocratic, anti-
conversational mode of  communication. One 
has to have admiration for the brilliance of  his 
performance, but still you have to ask what it’s 
doing to the listener or reader. There is one 
man talking, talking grandly and at length, but 
otherwise there is silence in the auditorium. 
This means that there is a great imbalance in the 
relationship between speaker and listener. So, 
Burke’s grand oratory is as questionable as it is 
admirable, and I must admit that I’m suspicious 
of  myself  for admiring it!’

Our guest spoke of  the difficulties of  select-
ing thinkers for his final chapter, which deals 
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with Irish thought in the th Century. He 
reflected that this is the part of  the book that 
has been subjected to most criticism, mainly 
because of  the rather small number of  con-
temporary thinkers. What was it about William 
Desmond’s work, I queried, that convinced 
the author to include him in this final part? ‘I 
was looking for a certain degree of  originality,’ 
responded Professor Duddy. ‘I wanted more 
than commentary, more than discussion or elab-
oration of  someone else’s ideas. I was looking 
for the gleam of  individual talent – something 
more than sheer professional scholarly engage-
ment. Scholarly work is important but in itself  
doesn’t constitute original, risk-taking thought. 
There is a good deal more than scholarship or 
commentary in the work of  William Desmond. 
He responds to the work of  others, but he goes 
well beyond response. I have with him the sense 
of  someone trying to think things through, 
drawing on his own individual gifts as well as 
on what is there already. He is drawing upon 
something from the self  and making something 
new – and at the same time profound – from it. 
I also included Philip Pettit, who belongs more 
to the so-called Anglo-American analytical tra-
dition, but who also goes beyond commentary 

and exegesis and works through to his own 
considered reflections on issues and questions. 
Both draw upon what is given, but also add 
something substantively their own to the tradi-
tions within which they move. 

‘When I was choosing thinkers,’ Professor 
Duddy concluded, ‘especially for this problem-
atic last chapter, where a “canon” has yet to be 
established, I was like someone moving among 
the stalls in a market-place, looking for what 
gleams, what catches the curious and roving 
eye. When you’re in the market-place, you’re 
not busy, you’re alert and receptive, trusting the 
totality of  your needs and interests. You’re just 
moving around, looking, as I’ve said, for what 
gleams, for what draws you towards it. This 
gleam came off  the work of  Desmond and 
Pettit. This is, of  course, an intuitive and per-
sonal – and therefore subjective – process. You 
can only hope that your subjectivity is informed 
enough and representative enough to have made 
a worthwhile choice from all that comes within 
its ken. I think now that if  there is a second edi-
tion of  the book, I will include one or two more 
contemporary Irish thinkers.’

Interviewed by Renée Ryan
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M.M. McCabe, Professor of Ancient 
Philosophy at King’s College London, 
visited the Institute of Philosophy this 

year, giving a Thursday Night Lecture on ‘Socratic Irony 
and the Knowledge of the Self’and participating in a study 
weekend on Porphyrius’ De Abstinentia, Book I. 
Professor Martin Stone took the opportunity to interview 
her during her stay.
Could you tell us something about your background and 
how you came to study philosophy?
At school in Oxford I took classical subjects 
(Greek, Latin, Ancient History); and I was 
taught Greek by Sir David Ross’s daughter. We 
read a couple of  things whose magic have stayed 
with me ever after: Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, and 
Plato’s Symposium. It was she who first showed 
me the sheer excitement of  reading Plato, and 
of  trying to understand the complex way in 
which he engages his reader. Indeed, the combi-
nation of  the Symposium and the Agamemnon was 
itself  significant, since one of  the things that I 
enjoy about Aeschylus is his linguistic complex-
ity – and that taught me to wonder about how, 
and why, Plato wrote the way he did. Then at 
university (Newnham College, Cambridge) I 
was immensely fortunate in my teachers: in 
particular I benefited from the inspired teach-
ing of  Denis O’Brien, who encouraged me to 
think about philosophical texts with a fresh 
eye. From that time onwards I was captivated. 
I did my PhD in Cambridge, where once again 
I was fortunate in the people who taught me: 
Malcolm Schofield notably, Arthur Adkins 
(for supervisions with whom I used to travel  

miles to Reading) and Gwil Owen, who ran an 
incomparable graduate seminar.

You’re very well-known not only as a distinguished 
scholar of ancient philosophy but also as a real enthusiast 
for ancient philosophy. Could you tell us why ancient 
philosophy matters so much to contemporary philosophy? 
And why present-day students, whose interests are likely 
to be ahistorical, can benefit from the study of the ancient 
schools and masters?
 Suppose that from our perspective the his-
tory of  philosophy is characterised by huge 
fractures, after which the subject changes irre-
vocably: such, for example, might be Descartes’s 

Interview with M.M. McCabe



      ,  ,    

effect on the discussion of  knowledge, or 
Hume’s exposure of  the issue of  causation to 
scepticism, or Kant’s discussion of  the categori-
cal imperative (I should say that only these look 
like huge fractures from here; a proper account 
of  their historical development would see them 
instead as stages in a more continuous develop-
ment of  thought.). The nature and structure 
of  the subject of  philosophy is determined 
by these apparent fractures, just because they 
determine the starting points of  inquiry (for 
example, it is commonplace to suppose that 
epistemology needs to begin from rebuttals of  
scepticism, or metaphysics to start on reduc-
tive assumptions, or ethics to explain just how 
we might make sense of  pure duty). But that 
determination is bound, I think, to distort our 
view of  the subject. Our cultural heritage may 
make it impossible for us to unthink that; but 
the study of  ancient philosophy, which presents 
a quite different set of  starting points, seems to 
me to be an ideal way to escape the condition-
ing of  our philosophical culture. It allows us, 
that is to say, to view the questions philosophy 
asks, from a more reflective point of  view than 
our own, historically determined stance, allows.

That, perhaps, is a quite general defence 
of  the philosophical value of  the history of  
philosophy: that it allows us not only to under-
stand how we got to this point of  philosophical 
development, but also to occupy a philosophical 
stance towards that development, scrutinising its 
very assumptions from outside. But the study of  
ancient philosophy has two additional advan-
tages which should not be forgotten. The first 
is its figures in their time: Plato and Aristotle 
are giants in philosophy, and to understand, 
or to attempt to understand, even a fraction 
of  what just one of  them might have said is to 
engage with the subject at its zenith. The second 

advantage is that neither Plato nor Aristotle 
were bound by the constraint that characterises 
modern academic philosophy: excessive speciali-
sation. On the contrary, they suppose – Plato 
in particular supposes – that the connections 
between what we now call metaphysics, episte-
mology, moral theory, philosophical logic, and 
so on, are seamless: and that asking a question in 
one area has a direct impact on what we might 
say in another. This holism is sometimes treated 
as naïveté, or primitivism; in my view that is a 
mistake – for indeed it seems to me that some 
of  the deepest questions in, for example, ethics, 
cannot be solved without thinking about meta-
physical issues, or in philosophical logic without 
thinking about ethics (an example: how can we 
defend the significance of  consistency in logic? 
Not, I think, without citing the importance to 
ethics of  personal integrity – a point that I take 
Plato to make against the sophists).

Plato, of course, has mainly been your chief interest and 
looms large in your many publications. Could you tell us 
why you were attracted to his work and why he continues 
to interest and fascinate you?
The Whitehead-style answer to this question is 
the easy one: Plato may not have thought of  all 
the answers, but he had a very good crack at ask-
ing most of  the central questions that dominate 
philosophy today. Reading and rereading Plato, 
one is smitten over and over again by the sheer 
brilliance of  his questions. To that, I would add 
the versatility of  Plato’s thought: if, as I believe, 
one sees him reflecting on different questions, 
challenging his reader, changing his mind, trying 
on different solutions and having the courage 
to reject them or replace them, one cannot but 
acknowledge the immensity of  the scope of  his 
work. (From this it will be evident that I take 
Plato to be less doctrinaire and less committed 
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to certain theories than is often supposed; I 
also, and against a view gaining ground at the 
moment, take his thinking about philosophy 
to change and develop over the course of  the 
dialogues.) And to that, of  course, should be 
added the extraordinary nature of  the way he 
writes. He writes to be read and reread; to be 
read quickly and slowly, forwards and even 
backwards (by that I mean, in full reflective 
awareness from the beginning of  some dialogue 
of  where it is going); he plays with language and 
allusion, he attacks you with the vernacular and 
intoxicates you with high literary style. He is the 
most extraordinary philosopher of  all.

In your opinion, what have been the significant develop-
ments in English-speaking commentary on the works of 
Plato during your lifetime?
An interesting question. I think the answer is 
that there have been two quite different moves: 
the first is the analytic approach – exemplified, 
I think, in the work of  Gwil Owen – where 
the dialogues were treated as the repositories 
of  (extremely powerful and subtle) arguments, 
whose structure and assumptions it was the 
task of  the interpreter to understand and make 
clear. A quite different move has been partly in 
reaction to this, an endeavour to understand 
the whole structure and shape of  a Platonic 
dialogue, even where there seem to be no argu-
ments, as the analytic view saw them, to under-
stand the full impact of  the presentation, the 
characterisation, the plot of  the dialogue in its 
‘philosophical’ (not merely its dramatic) import. 
An outstanding exponent of  this approach, 
marked by its analytic capacity as well as its 
careful sense of  the shape of  the dialogue, is 
Myles Burnyeat: see his Introduction to Plato’s 
Theaetetus (in the translation of  M.J. Levett pub-
lished by Hackett).

Is there anything that Anglophone commentators on ancient 
philosophy can learn from so-called ‘continental’ traditions 
of philosophy and their distinctive approach to Plato?
There has been considerable rapprochement 
recently between continental interests in meth-
ods of  interpretation and the Anglo-American 
prevailing style of  the ’s to ’s. There 
are now many scholars who are sensitive to 
alternative hermeneutic directions; and this has 
been extremely fruitful in the last fifteen years 
or so. It is a mark of  this, I think, that there is 
now a great deal more collaboration between 
Anglophone and continental scholars: and that 
should be a matter of  huge satisfaction to us 
all.

Can you tell us something about the new Plato series you 
are editing for Cambridge University Press? In what ways 
do you hope that the series will mould and condition future 
research and discussion?
The series, Cambridge Studies in the Dialogues of 
Plato, is the beneficiary of  the sort of  work I 
described in answer to the last two questions. 
It is a series of  monographs on individual dia-
logues, designed to consider the arguments of  
each dialogue in the context of  the whole, and 
to ask just why each dialogue is put together 
the way that it is. Each author has considerable 
freedom in interpreting just how they might see 
the dialogue in question as forming a whole; 
and indeed it is perfectly conceivable that some-
one may take the view that some dialogue is in 
fact poorly structured, or that it fails after all to 
hang together as a whole. It is very exciting that 
the first volume of  the series – David Sedley’s 
volume on the Cratylus – has just been pub-
lished; and this book is a case in point, taking a 
dialogue which is often studied piecemeal, and 
making sense of  it, long etymologies and all, as 
a whole. Five more volumes are in the pipeline 
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(Terry Penner and Christopher Rowe on the 
Lysis; Dominic Scott on the Meno, Dorothea 
Frede on the Timaeus, Robert Wardy on the 
Symposium and myself  on the Euthydemus) and 
there are quite a few more under active discus-
sion, as they say!

What are your future plans for publications? Does your 
lecture on Stoicism delivered to our research group in 
ancient philosophy signal a change in direction?
It is true that for a long time I was recalcitrant 
about Hellenistic philosophy (pursuing the line, 
indeed, that Plato was quite enough for one 
woman). However I have been working recently 
on the dense way in which later ancient phi-
losophers read their predecessors, and this has 
taken me not only into thinking about Stoicism, 
but also into a large project, in collaboration 
with three of  my London colleagues (Verity 
Harte, Peter Adamson and Ursula Coope), on 
Aristotle’s detailed reading of  Plato. We are 
investigating the way in which Aristotle’s use 
of  Platonic material is carefully demarcated 
and connected to individual dialogues. This, 
we suspect, may cause us to revise how we see 
Aristotle’s view of  Plato – as a more tentative 
figure than is commonly perceived, engaged in 
a more complex way in dialectical encounter. 
Along with those projects, and the Euthydemus 
volume which I am endeavouring to finish at 
the moment, I am planning a book on self-
knowledge; and a volume called Reading Ancient 
Philosophy for a series of  texts edited by Chris 
Janaway and Jen Hornsby. I think I am going 
to be rather busy – but since I have recently 
stopped being Head of  Department, I feel 
myself  to have heaps of  time, no longer wasted 
on administrative matters, to devote to all this. 
That, at any rate, is my hope: perhaps I am 
being frighteningly over-optimistic though!

Outside of Philosophy, you are also known as an enthusi-
ast of ‘the sport of kings’, horse racing. Is there anything a 
philosopher can learn from such pursuits?
Ah, now this is a very important question. Three 
years ago, my husband Martin gave me a share 
in a racehorse (I maintain that he gave me the 
horse’s nose). The horse is called Sir Desmond; 
he is a beautiful grey, a sprinter on the flat. 
Does he teach me any philosophical lessons? 
Well, of  course, the first lesson one learns from 
a horse is to get used to losing: even although Sir 
Desmond is a marvellous horse, he loses many 
more times than he wins (although he has won, 
notably on a marvellous occasion when I was 
there myself). So I suppose that I have become 
philosophical in that sense. But perhaps also he 
teaches me to appreciate Aristotle better: for it 
is Aristotle, not Plato, who gives one a sense of  
how it matters that animals should be supreme 
specimens of  their type. To watch a racehorse 
– half-wild as they are – running flat out and 
just edging in front of  his companions, must be 
to watch a species flourishing, doing the “horse” 
thing as best it can. And of  course Sir Desmond 
does provide me with a hugely important source 
of  examples for lectures (propositions: ‘Sir 
Desmond won the . at Wolverhampton’; 
truths and falsehoods: ‘Sir Desmond did not 
win the . at Wolverhampton’; species and 
essences, etc, etc.). I hope my students don’t find 
it a complete bore!

Thank you for your time and we hope you enjoyed your 
visit to Leuven as much as we enjoyed having you.
Thank you: I very much enjoyed coming to 
Leuven, and am very grateful indeed for the hos-
pitality, for the company and for the most con-
genial academic occasions I enjoyed with you.

Interviewed by Professor Martin Stone
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Professor Jacques Taminiaux is Adelmann 
Professor of Philosophy at Boston College and 
the founder and former Director of the Centre 

d’Études Phénoménologiques at the Université Catholique de 
Louvain. He is the author of Dialectic and Difference: 
Finitude in Modern Thought, Heidegger and 
the Project of  Fundamental Ontology, Poetics, 
Speculation, and Judgements, and most recent-
ly The Thracian Maid and the Professional 
Thinker: Arendt and Heidegger. 

Professor Taminiaux, I’d like to start by asking you to tell 
me a little about yourself and your time here in Leuven. 
What memories do you have of the place?
Well, I started my studies in  at St. Louis in 
Brussels – that is, my first two years of  candi-
dature in preparation for Law. These two years 
were spent preparing for law school in Leuven, 
which was to last a further three years. While at 
St. Louis I realised I was very interested in phi-
losophy and I had already studied a lot about the 
history of  philosophy. So, when I arrived here, 
I decided to combine my law curriculum with 
the special programme at the Institut supérieur 
de Philosophie, which at that time was bilin-
gual – that is, there were courses given in both 
French and Dutch. At that time there were many 
students coming from North America who, 
for example, were attending the programme in 
French whilst preparing their theses under the 
direction of  Alphonse de Waelhens, who was 
teaching in Dutch but was a perfect French 
speaker as well. At the time of  the separation 
he wanted to leave because he couldn’t stand the 
idea of  remaining in an entirely Dutch depart-

ment. I attended courses with professors who 
were teaching in both languages. For example, 
I remember the excellent courses of  Professor 
Dondeyne, a great teacher who later went on 
to become the president of  the HIW. I also 
remember having discussions with people from 
North America who were preparing their theses. 
I was preparing my exams for the law school 
and simultaneously preparing my exams for 
the Institut supérieur de Philosophie. I became 
Doctor Juris in  and got my MA in phi-
losophy the same year. At the end of  my licence 
I decided to go to Paris because I received a 
fellowship for the École Normale Supérieure, 
which was at that time a place where there were 
not only very interesting students but also very 
important visiting professors – one name that 
comes to mind is Merleau-Ponty and another 
is Jean Beaufret. One of  the most important 
students who I remember there was Michel 
Foucault, who in fact failed his Agrégation the 
first time round and was sleeping in the school 
dormitory so that he could study all the time 
for his retakes. It was a very funny situation. I 
was preparing my thesis in Paris on Merleau-
Ponty and Bergson, as there are many pages in 
Merleau-Ponty where he discusses and objects 
to Bergson. I defended my dissertation in , 
as I had military obligations which forced me to 
spend two years in the army; so at the end of  my 
military service I was able to defend. 
 Anyway, the founder of  the Husserl-
Archives, Van Breda, whom I met when I was a 
student in Paris, knew I was there and was there 
himself  to visit Merleau-Ponty. I was recently 
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married and my wife and I had many meetings 
with Van Breda, who was interested in what I 
was doing; so when I got my PhD he asked me 
to be the secretary of  the Phaenomenologica Series, 
which he was in the process of  founding. Thus, 
I was invited to work in Leuven on a regular 
basis. At that time I met a young German 
scholar by the name of  Rudolf  Boehm, who 
had also received his degree here with a thesis 
on Aristotle, which was written in German 
and then translated into French. He in fact 
eventually went on to get a position in Ghent. 
However, before that, when I was still a student, 
I met Van Breda, because interested students 
held meetings to discuss philosophy with a man 
who had been a personal assistant of  Heidegger 
by the name of  Walter Biemel; he was actually 
the editor of  the  lecture on Hölderlin, 
which I’m going to talk about tonight. Biemel 
was born in Romania and was what they called 
Volksdeutsch. Due to an illness he avoided being 
drafted by the Wehrmacht; hence he stayed in 
Germany during the war. After the war, Van 

Breda needed the help of  young German speak-
ing scholars and the first one to do the job was 
Stefan Strasser and then Walter Biemel, whom 
I met regularly between -. He was 
preparing his own thesis entitled Le Concept du 
Monde chez Heidegger. Van Breda decided to have 
the collaboration and combination of  German 
and French scholars. The French scholars were 
Merleau-Ponty, Jean Wahl, Paul Ricouer, and 
Jean Hyppolite. The German scholars were 
Ludwig Landgrebe, Eugen Fink, and later on 
Karl-Heinz Volkmann-Schluck. I remember 
Rudolf  Boehm and myself  going to Strasbourg 
with Van Breda to meet Paul Ricouer, who at 
that time was a young scholar full of  energy 
and hope. I remember him with his wife and 
kids and it was clearly the happiest time in his 
life; we also met Eugen Fink near the German 
border and he too agreed to contribute to the 
series. In fact, the first book which came out in 
the Phaenomenologica Series was by Fink. Thanks 
to Van Breda I had the opportunity to meet 
many people such as Gadamer, Ingarden, and 
Patočka, including also those in the French 
scene, Emmanuel Levinas for example. Van 
Breda was a sort of  manager at that time; by 
that I mean he had a tremendous amount of  
appointments, looking for financial assistance, 
etc. He was very busy not only teaching but 
was also hugely fascinated by the work of  
Husserl. As you know, he was the one who 
saved the entire work of  Husserl, with the help 
of  Paul-Henri Spaak, who was minister for for-
eign affairs at the time. He managed to rescue 
Husserl’s Nachlass and to save Husserl’s widow 
during the war by housing her in the Franciscan 
convent on Vlamingenstraat. Thanks to Van 
Breda, I had the chance to meet many people. 
For example, Levinas had already sent Totalité 
et Infini to Van Breda; Boehm and myself  were 



      ,  , 

very impressed, but when one reads a text like 
that for the first time the language of  Levinas 
seems very strange and I remember having long 
discussions with Boehm about it. To me it was 
still very mysterious, but I was obliged to write a 
sort of  summary of  Totalité et Infini for Jean Wahl, 
Merleau-Ponty and Volkmann-Schluck, and of  
course I recommended the publication. It was at 
that time that Levinas was supposed to defend 
his thesis, so he invited Van Breda to come, as 
the thesis could only be defended on the basis 
of  published books. He had his own translation 
of  Husserl’s Méditations Cartésiennes, his book De 
l’existence à l’existant, and a text about intuition in 
Husserl. However, Van Breda couldn’t make it, 
so he asked me to go and represent him. So I 
went and introduced myself  to Levinas as the 
representative of  Fr. Van Breda. I remember 
him being very pleased that I had come and he 
asked me to wait until after the defence so that 
we could go back to his place and have lunch 
with his wife. Vladimir Jankélévitch was on 
the board of  Levinas’s defence as he had taken 
over the position of  Merleau-Ponty after his 
death. Jankélévitch hated German philosophy 
because of  the war; he was Jewish. He had 
written an excellent book on Schelling but he 
really didn’t want to hear anything anymore 
from German philosophy; it was over, forever! 
It was incredible. He was a very bright teacher 
and philosopher who had written many books, 
but now German philosophy was dead for him. 
Jankélévitch congratulated Levinas on liberat-
ing French philosophy from German influence, 
which was somewhat ridiculous because Levinas 
considered himself  a true phenomenologist. 

It is fair to say that your area of specialisation lies in the 
domain of Phenomenology, German Idealism, and Greek 
thought, so I would like to ask how you came to have an 

interest in your current area of expertise. Was Levinas a 
big influence?
Well, Levinas’s thinking influenced me later 
on, when I was able to understand how he 
sharply perceived fundamental weaknesses and 
basic flaws in Heidegger’s thought. It was only 
much later when I decided to teach Levinas 
that I realised, though his language is often 
elliptic, that all the basic analyses that one finds 
in De l’existence à l’existant and later in Totalité et 
Infini, and even later on in Autrement qu’être ou 
au-delà de l’essence, were pointing to basic flaws 
in Heidegger’s thought. At that time I was pre-
paring my Agrégation, that is, the publication of  
a book, because one was supposed to prepare 
this exam because the PhD was not enough. So 
I decided to study the relationship between the 
Greeks and German Idealism. It was entitled 
La nostalgie de la Grèce à l’aube de l’idéalisme allemand, 
and it dealt with Kant’s Critique of Judgement, 
Hölderlin, Schiller and the young Hegel. I tried 
to analyse the destiny of  the Third Critique in 
the itinerary of  these thinkers. In the end the 
thesis was well received and so I was appointed 
to teach here when my thesis was completed 
in . After writing this work I felt a little 
bit empty and so I decided I needed a change. 
I knew an American student here who was a 
good friend of  Bill Richardson, who wrote 
the book Through Phenomenology to Thought, which 
was in fact his Agrégation, defended here at the 
Institut supérieur de Philosophie under the 
direction of  de Waelhens. I didn’t know him 
personally at the time but I had been in touch 
with him since the book came out in the 
Phaenomenologica Series. The publisher Nijhoff  
and the main representative of  Nijhoff, a man 
by the name of  Dijkema, wanted to refuse it for 
the simple reason that there had been no men-
tion in it of  Heidegger’s compromise with the 
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Nazi régime. Fr. Richardson obviously objected, 
but since there was also pressure from Van 
Breda, who was entirely opposed to Heidegger 
because of  his treatment of  Husserl. In the end, 
Richardson decided to add a chapter discuss-
ing the Rectoral Address, and so forth. This 
American student asked Richardson to help me 
find a visiting professorship for one semester in 
the US, and I received a few offers – one from 
Fordham, one from Duquesne, and one from 
Boston College, which was just building a PhD 
programme at the time. I decided to accept 
Boston College because I didn’t know America 
at all and Boston was the most European of  
American cities. Afterwards, they asked me to 
come every other year, and of  course I accepted. 
It was a fascinating experience because  was 
the time of  the Vietnam War, hippie liberation, 
and students were dodging the draft by crossing 
the border. It was an incredible atmosphere and 
simultaneously in Paris the student revolution 
was taking place. Soon after that the separation 
of  the Institute came about, which for me was 
a difficult time. We were discussing the trans-
fer so we started building straightaway out of  
nothing. We left fully only at the end of  the s 
to go to Louvain-la-Neuve. However, we were 
tolerated until .

Your paper tonight deals with the issue of Plato’s legacy 
in Heidegger’s two readings of Antigone. However, it 
could have been equally entitled ‘the lack of a real sense of 
Aristotelian praxis in Heidegger’s reading of Antigone.’ 
Is this something you would agree with and, if so, what 
exactly is at stake when you refer to the legacy of Plato and 
the overly ontological priority of the bios theoretikos in 
Heidegger’s two readings of Antigone?
Yes that’s a perfect way of  putting it; I agree 
completely with that reading and I thank you 
for that. As it happens I’m now preparing a 

book which is a close analysis of  this problem. 
Actually, the book is finished and has been 
accepted by a publisher in Paris. It is called Art 
et Evénement. It’s an analysis of  the genealogy of  
Heidegger’s questioning or interrogation in The 
Origin of the Work of Art. At the time when I was 
writing my first book I was very impressed by 
Heidegger’s reference to Greek thought in the 
text The Origin of the Work of Art, which came out in 
Holzwege after the war in . In that book we 
find an interesting chapter on Hölderlin, which 
was a little enigmatic for me. However, don’t 
forget that at that time we didn’t know anything 
about the teaching of  Heidegger. Now, thanks 
to the Gesamtausgabe, we know the lecture courses 
that Heidegger gave, and in addition we now 
have at our disposal several versions of  that lec-
ture course entitled Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes. 
I worked a lot on the three versions of  this text 
and I tried to locate them in the context of  
Heidegger’s lecture courses. So, to come back to 
your question, I realised that in these texts there 
are basic references, both implicit and explicit, 
to Hegel and Plato, but there is no reference 
whatsoever to the Poetics of  Aristotle. Likewise, 
in a lecture course of  the same year entitled The 
Will to Power as Art, Heidegger shows a sort of  
connivance with Nietzsche which is very strong. 
In this text he also mentions Kant, but only to 
criticise the reading of  Kant by Schopenhauer, 
under whose influence Nietzsche’s first book, 
The Birth of Tragedy, was written. However, there 
is no place in Heidegger’s analysis for what 
Kant calls ‘judgement’ in the sense of  a sensus 
communis, to put oneself  in the place of  the 
other – that is, reflexive judgement. There is 
no analysis of  that at all. Ultimately, in my 
opinion Heidegger is not so innovative at all; 
he repeats schemes that come from the his-
tory of  philosophy, either from Plato, Hegel or 
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Nietzsche. My interests have always been in the 
area of  political philosophy and aesthetics and 
I have tried to show in my book that there are 
philosophers who approach both realms from 
the viewpoint of  what I would call speculation 
– that is, a metaphysical point of  view, and 
others who approach this issue from the point 
of  view of  judgement. By judgement I don’t 
mean that which is the prerogative of  the phi-
losopher, but instead an attention paid to other 
people through dialogue and debate inserted 
within the plurality of  existence. This has no 
place in Heidegger. Heidegger is a speculative 
thinker and he ignores Aristotle’s Poetics, precise-
ly because for Aristotle tragedy is an imitation 
of  action which is offered to human judgement 
– that is, it is invitation to phronèsis. 

I’d like to ask you if you see any continuity between 
Heidegger’s two readings of Antigone and his  
revised version of The Origin of  the Work of  Art. 
You have written about the change in tone of Heidegger’s 
 reworked version of The Origin of  the Work 
of  Art, that is, the lack of a Prometheus-like call to the 
German people. Do the two readings of Antigone bear 
the same politically charged marks?
That is an interesting and complex issue. 
I believe that at a certain point Heidegger 
stopped approaching the work of  art as he had 
done in the two earlier versions. That is, he 
stopped arguing in political terms. At the time 
when Heidegger began writing The Origin of the 
Work of Art, he was convinced that his own fun-
damental ontology offered him the opportunity 
not only to understand the National Socialist 
revolution but also to support it very strongly. 
As Karl Löwith said, Heidegger was bearing a 
swastika while delivering his Hölderlin lecture 
in Rome. A basic shift in his thinking occurred 
– we need only look at the Beiträge for example 

– from what I call the enlarged fundamental 
ontology; I mean by this a fundamental ontol-
ogy that is no longer focussed on the Dasein of  
an individual, but instead on the Dasein of  a 
people, namely the German people; here lies the 
shift to the history of  Being. However, the shift 
that took place from fundamental ontology to 
the meditation on the history of  Being does 
preserve the basic structures of  his thinking, 
namely the privileged status of  the philosopher. 
The philosopher was the one who was able to 
know what the National Socialist revolution 
was all about, and he clearly wanted to be lis-
tened to by the régime, which of  course never 
occurred. And later on at the time when he was 
meditating on the history of  Being, we find that 
it is still the thinker alone who preserves the 
sense of  alètheia, or the ontological difference, 
against technology. He is the only one who can 
do this for he is the speculative philosopher, 
who has a sight of  Being.

I was wondering if you would comment upon the differ-
ence between Heidegger’s treatment of technè before , 
for example, the  lecture entitled ‘Plato’s Sophist’. 
It seems to me that Heidegger had, up until the early s, 
clearly prioritised phronèsis over technè, the latter 
being relegated to a form of calculative knowing. What, in 
your opinion, fundamentally changed in Heidegger’s think-
ing, thus leading him to use such language as ‘authentic’ 
technè? 
Well, that is a good point. Why? In ⁄, the 
framework is the limited fundamental ontology 
focussed on the individual Dasein. In Heidegger’s 
reading of  Aristotle at that time the emphasis 
is placed on praxis over technè, or the distinc-
tion between two levels, i.e., an authentic level 
wherein Dasein faces its ownmost possibility, by 
which is meant ecstatic time, which is a mor-
tal finite time, versus the inauthentic realm in 
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which we are preoccupied by goals which need 
to be attained by various means. In other words, 
technè at that time, the time of  the limited fun-
damental ontology, belonged to the inauthentic 
realm of  everydayness. But after , as soon as 
Dasein is no longer the Dasein of  an individual, 
but is instead the Dasein of  a people, there is a 
technè which is promoted to a higher realm, and 
that is the technè of  the creators. In reference 
to the creators, there is the poet of  a nation; 
Sophocles for example was the poet of  Greek 
Dasein and Hölderlin was the poet of  German 
Dasein. There is the thinker. For the Greeks 
this was Plato and for the Germans Heidegger 
believed this was his role. Lastly, there is the 
founder of  the state. Now who could have been 
the creator of  the state in Greece? This makes 
no sense to me, but clearly in Germany – even if  
Heidegger doesn’t say it explicitly in his lectures, 
he does say it in his various correspondence – it 
is Hitler. By , Heidegger realised that the 
National Socialist revolution was a failure, but 
this must be carefully analysed. Heidegger had 
changed his position and now technology was 
reconceived as the destiny of  the West and the 
essential blurring of  the question of  Being. 

Let me ask you about the figure of Plato in Heidegger’s 
thought. His interpretation of Plato changes significantly 
after the turn – that is, the early Heidegger praises Plato’s 
notion of to agathon, whilst the later Heidegger inter-
prets it suspiciously as the first obliteration of the ontologi-
cal difference. Should we then, following a point you made 
some time ago, read Heidegger’s later critique of Plato as an 
implicit self-critique of his pre-Kehre works?
Well I would disagree with a reading of  
Heidegger that claims that he objected to Plato. 
He never objected to Plato. What he objected to 
was Platonism and not Plato. You could object 
to his reading of  Plato within which the dialo-

gical character of  the works of  Plato is margina-
lised, because the point is not to be in dialogue 
with other people: that would be judging. The 
point for Heidegger was to reach an ultimate 
insight into alètheia, into the Being of  beings. 
So if  you argue in those terms you realise that 
there is no real criticism of  Plato. Instead there 
is an attempt, again and again, to retrieve Plato 
from a speculative viewpoint and to rescue him 
from Platonism. For example, Heidegger never 
believed that there was a two world theory in 
Plato. The two world theory is in Platonism. 
So if  you carefully compare several texts of  
Heidegger in which he mentions Plato, you rea-
lise that even when he says that lichtung as alètheia 
is fundamental, he does not say that Plato had 
no understanding of  this problem but, more 
importantly, Plato took alètheia for granted and 
did not feel it necessary to consistently confront 
this issue through questioning. To that extent I 
believe it is wrong to claim that Heidegger at a 
certain point was opposed to Plato. What he 
wanted to show was that his personal task was 
to bring alètheia to the level of  questioning which 
was not present in Greek thought because alètheia 
had been taken for granted.

In conclusion, your book Heidegger and the Project 
of  Fundamental Ontology puts forward the argu-
ment that Heidegger’s thinking is at its core solipsistic in 
nature and the only real contact Dasein has with others 
is through the inauthentic life of fallen Dasein. Is this 
something you would still concur with and, if so, is this a 
fair rendering of Heidegger’s post-Kehre position?
Let me take the liberty to mention a letter 
Heidegger wrote to Hannah Arendt in the 
s. He sent her a poem, and the poems of  
Heidegger were clearly poor in comparison to 
Rilke and Hölderlin. Anyway, he sent her a 
poem and in it he said that he is alone, entirely 
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alone, with alètheia. Alètheia is an issue nobody 
else cares about and he alone keeps the memory 
of  alètheia alive. Now this is no longer an exis-
tential solipsism, but is instead the ontological 
solipsism of  the thinker who alone keeps the 
memory of  what is essential in questioning. 
The distinction between the many who are 
trapped in contemporary technology and his 
own philosophical authenticity remains. So the 
problem in the study of  Heidegger’s thought is 
that many people naïvely think that there was 
a turn in his thought and everything became 
different afterwards. However, it is more impor-
tant to understand that the turn preserves many 
structures of  what had already been written 
by Heidegger. I was very much impressed by 
this when I attended a seminar that Heidegger 
gave in Zähringen in . Jean Beaufret, like 
Richardson, was convinced that Husserl was 
merely Erkenntnistheorie and Heidegger alone had 
a true grasp of  the ontological question. But 
Heidegger responded, no, no, there is a Seinsfrage 
in Husserl and I was put on the right track 
because of  Husserl and his concept of  cate-
gorial intuition and its relatonship to Being 

as such. He learned, in a way, to articulate the 
Seinsfrage, from Husserl. He needed Husserl as 
well as the Greeks. At that time he was more 
than eighty and his thought was entirely dedi-
cated to the Seinsgeschichte, but as I listened to his 
reading of  Husserl, and the way he presented 
his relation to Husserl, he was still preserving 
the first step of  his intellectual evolution. 
For example, Beaufret and Richardson thought 
Heidegger was no longer a phenomenologist. 
The first title of  Richardson’s book reveals this. 
It was to be called From Phenomenology to Thought, 
but Heidegger objected, saying that it must be 
called Through Phenomenology to Thought. This meant 
that he essentially preserved phenomenology 
within his own thought. I was impressed that 
he was raising questions as to the difference 
between Dasein and Bewußtsein and saying that 
if  one did not see this difference, one was not 
a phenomenologist! The importance for us 
now is to analyse what, in spite of  the rupture, 
is preserved. In my opinion there was never 
really a radical break between Heidegger  and 
Heidegger .
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Professor John McDowell held the Cardinal 
Mercier Chair this year, and graced the Institute 
with a number of public lectures and seminars. 

Professor Arnold Burms interviewed him during his time 
at the Institute. Professor Van de Putte’s welcoming address 
for Professor McDowell can be found in this issue of the 
Newsletter.

I would like to ask you something about the background 
from which you came and how you got into Philosophy.
I got into Philosophy in a really serious way by 
accident, I think as is often the case. From quite 
early in my school days I conceived the ambition 
to go to Oxford and study classics. My father 
had done that and I had a very charismatic 
schoolteacher who told me that this was a good 
plan for me. So I went to the university college 
in what is now Zimbabwe and studied classics, 
and went later to Oxford as was the plan, to 
study classics. The fact was that the only way 
one could study classics in Oxford involved also 
studying philosophy, partly Greek philosophy, 
partly philosophy in general. And for some time 
I resented this fact because it was a distraction 

from what I intended to do. I found philosophy 
extremely puzzling. I was not bad at it from the 
start but was very puzzled. I would much have 
preferred to read ancient authors, not including 
philosophical ancient authors. And then, slowly, 
I came to be captivated, came to have the sense 
that I knew my way around, and it suddenly 
dawned on me that this would be a thing that I 
would want to do. So it was as it were, contrary 
to my intentions that I became a philosopher. 

You have dealt with many different issues belonging to 
different discussions and disciplines. At the same time, one 
has the feeling that underlying all these different approaches 
there is a common inspiration and I wonder whether you 
could spell out a connection, or some connections that link 
those strands in your work.
With some reluctance I undertake to do that 
because when I’m actually doing a piece of  
work I tend not to be thinking about its posi-
tion in the whole. It’s some particular thing that 
is currently engaging me. So insofar as there is 
a unity, it comes into view only when I do a 
certain other kind of  thing involving stepping 
back and looking at what I’ve turned out to 
have done. But I do think there’s something of  
the nature of  a theme that holds together at any 
rate a large amount of  what I’ve done, some-
thing along the lines of  this: that specifically 
with the onset of  modernity, one might call it, 
something peculiar tends to happen to the way 
people conceive the idea of  nature, and that 
exerts a distorting influence on how people 
conceive all sorts of  ideas that at first sight look 

Interview with John McDowell

We wish to thank Professor Tamar Szabo Gendler of Cornell 
University for having given permission to publish this picture.
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to belong to extremely diverse areas of  phi-
losophy. For instance the idea of  the mind. For 
another instance, the idea of  value. I think most 
of  what I’ve wanted to do in the area of  ethics 
has been resistance to the damaging effect, as I 
see it, of  this modern conception of  nature on 
how philosophers think about value. So insofar 
as there is an organizing theme, I think that it’s 
something like that.

Your work belongs to analytic philosophy but at the same 
time you are interested in important figures in the history 
of philosophy that do not belong specifically to analytic 
philosophy. How would you describe your work in that 
respect, I mean from the point of view of the division often 
made between analytic and continental philosophy?
I’m not sure that I would be confident in any 
general statement of  what analytic philosophy 
is. I suppose really more hard-line analytic phi-
losophy would go in the kind of  direction that 
I think your question implied – not historical 
but at any rate not interesting itself  in history 
further back than when analytic philosophy 
began. But it’s my impression that the distinc-
tion between analytic philosophy and other 
kinds of  philosophy is much less clear-cut now 
than it was early on in the very existence of  ana-
lytic philosophy. I mean, then there was some 
reason for drawing sharp boundaries so that 
analytic philosophers could define themselves 
by contrast or opposites. I think now if  one’s 
formation is analytic, so that one is educated 
by people who were educated by people who 
had that conception of  analytic philosophy, 
that’s about as close as one gets to counting as 
in any distinctive sense an analytic philosopher. 
It is a fact that I remarked on before I gave my 
first lecture: Crispin Wright, reviewing my book 
Mind and World, declared that I am not an analytic 
philosopher. My inclination responding to that 

was he had a particular conception of  what 
analytic philosophy is. “If  analytic philosophy 
is this”, he said, “then this work is not a work 
of  analytic philosophy”. My inclination was to 
say, “well I don’t really mind whether I’m one 
or not”.

Well perhaps I’d like to go on a little about that point 
– not about how you see your work, but how you see the 
development of philosophy within universities. Are there 
certain tendencies you notice that you would either criticize 
or applaud? I ask you because we talked about that before.
Yes. That’s a question that will get very differ-
ent answers from different kinds of  people. But 
staying with the idea of  analytic philosophy as 
no longer marking out a very clear-cut, distinc-
tive way of  doing things – that’s something like 
a breakdown of  barriers or an elimination of  
what seemed to be gulfs. I mean it used to be 
that there were the good guys and the bad guys 
and we were the analytic philosophers and there 
were also people to be spurned and despised 
who did philosophy in some other way. That 
strikes me as always having been a bad thing. 
So the tendency I would single out which is 
operative in some places and not in others, is 
the tendency no longer to really care about this 
kind of  label but instead to welcome openness 
to all kinds of  influences that would have been 
surprising to our philosophical fathers and 
our philosophical grandfathers. I had a well-
loved colleague who specialized in the work 
of  Heidegger, and that was a fine thing in my 
department – analytic though it described itself  
as being, that was welcome.

Something that struck me when reading some of the discus-
sions around your work is that the reply to criticism very 
often draws on the idea that there is some misunderstandig 
behind the disagreement in two directions, so that it gives 
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rise to the question: is it conceivable that, or does it happen 
quite often, does it ever happen perhaps, that philosophers 
agree on their mutual understanding and realize, “well, 
what you are saying is something I perfectly understand 
and vice versa, but given that as a starting-point, we still 
disagree. We disagree here. We know exactly what we mean. 
I know what you mean, you know what I mean, but we 
end in disagreement”? That’s normally not said very often. 
Normally it’s about the misunderstandings involved and I 
wonder what conclusions to draw from that. Is this merely 
an appearance or is it really like that, that disagreements 
take the form of some sort of misunderstanding? Can we 
imagine quite well disagreements that would not be of that 
sort?
When you mentioned this before I found it a 
comforting suggestion that you were making, 
that that kind of  disagreement is rare, because 
thinking about my own case it instantly seemed 
to me that usually if  somebody doesn’t accept 
what I say, my inclination is to say you must 
have failed to understand. Then thinking about 
that, it would be possible for me to think that 
this is some kind of  arrogance on my part – 
that only people who don’t understand what I’m 
saying could possibly disagree. But if  I’m not in 
some way unique in tending to have that kind 
of  attitude, then it’s as I say, quite a comforting 
thought. My inclination is to say something like 
yes, it’s right. It somehow comes with what it is 
to do philosophy, at any rate to do philosophy 
in the sort of  way that I aim to do philosophy. 
But there shouldn’t be space for that kind of  
disagreement, disagreement where somebody 
says, “I know what you’re trying to do and I 
simply don’t accept it.” I might in this context 
bring in the name of  Wittgenstein, in whom 
the relevant conception of  philosophy I think 
gets to be extremely explicit. Late Wittgenstein 
especially – although in early Wittgenstein the 
same idea is already present in some way – says 

the work of  the philosopher is to assemble 
reminders for a particular purpose. And the 
implication of  that is that the work of  the phi-
losopher is not to say things that are disputable. 
I mean a reminder is something that the per-
son to whom you are speaking already knows, 
though perhaps he has forgotten it for some 
reason, under the stress of  trying to think some 
kind of  philosophical thought through. So the 
philosopher ideally oughtn’t to have anything to 
say. I mean what the philosopher ought to be 
good at is detecting pieces of  this forgetfulness 
and then producing a reminder that undoes the 
forgetfulness. And then it seems to be exactly 
right that there shouldn’t be a space for saying 
“I know what you’re saying, I don’t believe it”, 
because what you’re saying should be obvious. 
The response should not be “I know what 
you’re saying, I don’t believe it”, but “how could 
I have been so stupid as to forget that”.

Could I ask you something about how you would like to 
relate what you have been doing to further work?
Well, this connects with my reluctance to say 
anything general about the work that I’ve already 
done. The way in which I tend to proceed is 
lurching from one thing to another without any 
long-term thought about what I’m going to do 
next. I do have a number of  things that I would 
very much like to do. Maybe the one that most 
nags me is the idea of  getting a better under-
standing of  Kant and his successors, and the 
successors extend through to Hegel. I’ve only 
comparatively recently started seriously to read 
Kant, and I think my understanding of  him has 
improved, but there are still huge gaps that I 
would like to fill out.

Interviewed by Professor Arnold Burms
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It is an acknowledged fact that translators 
played a decisive role in the rediscovery 
of  Aristotelian doctrine in the Middle 

Ages. In a time when knowledge of  Greek was 
a privilege, these translations – made from the 
Greek or from the Arabic – formed the most 
important access to the Stagirite’s works. In 
their commentaries based on these translations, 
medieval scholars did not (necessarily) con-
fine themselves only to reproducing Aristotle’s 
thoughts. They also used these commentaries 
as a vehicle for developing their own doctrines 
and theories, especially in the field of  natu-
ral science. Modern scholarship understands 
the development of  modern science in the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries more as a 
radicalisation of  the problems formulated by 
late-medieval natural philosophy than as scien-
tific ‘revolution’.

The constant duality, of  translations and 
commentaries, in medieval Aristotelianism, 
reflected itself  in the program of  the work-
shop that the De Wulf-Mansion Centre for 
Ancient and Medieval Philosophy (K.U.Leuven 
- Belgium), organised on  and  October  
in Leuven, in collaboration with the Center for 
Medieval and Renaissance Natural Philosophy 
(K.U.Nijmegen – The Netherlands). During 
this workshop, twelve scholars presented papers 
about the reception of  Aristotle’s physical 
works in the Middle Ages, from the perspec-

tives of  both translations and commentaries. 
The workshop concluded with a special session 
in honour of  Jozef  Brams, then director of  
the Aristoteles Latinus, on the occasion of  his 
retirement. During this session he delivered his 
valedictory lecture. 

The present report is mainly based on 
abstracts supplied by the speakers, and only 
seeks to give a general outline of  the sub-
jects treated during the workshop. A selection 
of  the papers will be published in a special 
issue of  Early Science and Medicine. Gudrun 
Vuillemin-Diem’s study will be published in 
the Archives d’Histoire Doctrinale et Littéraire 
du Moyen Age.

André Van de Putte, dean of  the Institute 
of  Philosophy, and Carlos Steel, director of  
the De Wulf-Mansion Centre, welcomed the 
participants to the workshop and introduced 
its theme. After this, Gudrun Vuillemin-
Diem (Thomas-Institut, Universität zu Köln 
– Germany) opened the workshop with her 
paper, ‘Zum Aristoteles Latinus bei David 
von Dinant’. Through a detailed comparison 
with the Greek texts and with the extant Latin 
translations, Vuillemin clearly proved that the 
Aristotelian fragments (De somno, De Insomniis, De 
divinatione per somnum, Problemata, De generatione ani-
malium, Metheora, e.a.) in the Quaternuli by David 
of  Dinant (before ) were not taken from 
the known (extant) translations of  these texts, 

REPORTS AND CONFERENCES
The Aristoteles Latinus. Recent Studies on the Reception  
of the Physical Works in the Middle Ages. A Report.

 The organisers of  the workshop wish to thank the Center for Medieval and Renaissance Natural Philosophy, and also the 

Fund for Scientific Research – Flanders, for their greatly appreciated financial support.
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but that David translated them directly from 
the Greek. She demonstrated that all fragments 
display the same intelligent translation method 
and the same original terminology; moreover, 
they all evidence a remarkable knowledge of  
Greek. Since David translates, explains, and 
interprets at the same time, these are not literal 
translations, but rather an intermediate form 
between translation and paraphrase. Vuillemin 
also showed that in two cases David’s Greek 
models are valuable to the Greek textual tradi-
tion.

Next, in his paper ‘La tradition du De 
celo’, Fernand Bossier (U.A. & K.U.Leuven – 
Belgium) elaborated the problems students and 
professors at the medieval university of  Paris 
faced while studying Aristotle’s De celo (and by 
extension, all of  his works). These scholars had 
only Latin translations, and not the original 
Greek texts, at their disposal. This situation 
caused problems when the translations con-
tained obscure passages, or when they diverged 
from each other. Around , indeed, profes-
sors and students could find three versions of  
the translatio nova of  De celo by William of  
Moerbeke. These versions clearly reflect the 
problems with which the translator himself  was 
confronted. First of  all, Aristotle’s texts are not 
always clearly formulated. Moreover, the trans-
lator was greatly dependent on the quality of  his 
Greek Vorlage. As a consequence, he sometimes 
revised his own translation on the basis of  new 
Greek manuscript evidence.

To conclude this session, Pieter Beullens 
(K.U.Leuven – Belgium) focused on the frequent 
cases of  influence between Latin and Greek 
traditions in the transmission of  the History of 
Animals, in his paper ‘Four translators and a Zoo: 
Interpretative Recycling from Middle Ages to 
Renaissance’. On a macroscopic level, he argued, 

Scotus’s and Moerbeke’s Medieval Latin trans-
lations decidedly influenced the composition 
and arrangement of  Aristotle’s zoological cor-
pus, including its three major and two shorter 
treatises. In the th century, Theodore Gaza 
substantially changed the order of  the treatise’s 
last books. His knack for re-ordering Aristotle’s 
texts fuelled the feud with his rival George of  
Trebizond. On a microscopic level, different 
versions were sometimes used to improve the 
accuracy of  the text. The th-century Vaticanus, 

Vat. lat. , contains a redaction of  Moerbeke’s 
translation, corrected and completed with ele-
ments from Scotus’s text. Two centuries later, 
Moerbeke was the main source of  the variants 
in the Marcianus gr. Z., a Greek manuscript 
from Bessarion’s library. It was itself  the model 
from which George of  Trebizond made his 
translation. While Trebizond mostly mirrors 
the medieval translating method, his rival Gaza 
preferred ancient sources in order to realise his 
version.

In the first presentation of  the afternoon 
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session, Michael Dunne (National University 
of  Ireland – Maynooth) sought to summa-
rize his recent research about ‘Thirteenth 
and Fourteenth Century Commentaries on 
Aristotle’s De longitudine et brevitate vitae’. He 
examined some representative commentaries 
(by, a.o., Averroes, Peter of  Spain, Albert the 
Great, Peter of  Auvergne and Walter Burley) as 
a means of  assessing the reception of  Aristotle’s 
natural philosophy in the th and th centu-
ries. Dunne illustrated the approaches of  the 
commentators to this text, discussing their 
opinions on the philosophical relevance of  
the length and shortness of  life. Moreover, he 
offered some brief  comments on the two medi-
eval translations of  the De longitudine by James of  
Venice and William of  Moerbeke. 

In her paper ‘Les instruments de travail 
philosophiques médiévaux, témoins de la récep-
tion d’Aristote’, Jacqueline Hamesse (U.C.L.) 
drew attention to some works that, in spite of  
their frequent use in the Middle Ages, mod-
ern studies about the reception of  Aristotle’s 
natural science often do not take into account. 
She discussed four representative examples that 
indeed do not figure in the reference works. 
First, she drew attention to the sermons by 
Antonius of  Padua (composed ca. ), a very 
early witness of  the reception of  Michael Scot’s 
translation of  De animalibus. Then, she focused 
on the encyclopaedia written by Arnoldus Saxo 
(second quarter of  the th century), which 
– with respect to the De celo et mundo – con-
tains not only precise quotations taken from 
the recent translations, but also excerpts from 
platonic cosmology and more scientific texts. 
The third example was an anthology that origi-
nated in a Franciscan milieu and was compiled 
in its definitive form at the end of  the th 
century. This latter presents a series of  purged 

texts about natural science. Finally, Hamesse 
discussed the French translation of  Aristotle’s 
Meteorology by Mahieu le Vilain, master at the 
arts faculty of  the University of  Paris at the 
end of  the th century. This is the first transla-
tion of  an Aristotelian treatise into vernacular, 
allowing us to understand the technicality of  
this treatise and its importance for the technical 
vocabulary of  this discipline.

Since Paul Bakker was unable to present his 
paper about ‘Aristote à Paris vers la fin du XVe 
siècle’, he was replaced by Hans Thijssen (K.U. 
Nijmegen). In his paper, ‘Edward Tyson (-
). Defender of  Aristotle’s Historia animalium’, 
Thijssen presented a surprising example of  the 
reception of  the Aristoteles Latinus at the end 
of  the th century. Edward Tyson published, 
in , his Orang-Outang, sive Homo Silvestris: or 
the anatomy of a Pygmie compared with that of a Monkey, 
an Ape, and a Man. In his argumentation, Tyson 
explicitly combined empirical and biological 
data with a careful study and analysis of  ancient 
and medieval sources. Not only did he consult 
the Greek text, but also the Renaissance trans-
lations of  Theodore Gaza () and Julius 
Caesar Scaliger () of  Aristotle’s History of 
Animals.

Next, in his paper ‘Stylistic (Philological) 
Analysis of  Arabic-Latin Translations’, Charles 
Burnett (Warburg Institute, London – U.K.) 
observed that the stylistic analysis of  transla-
tions from Greek into Latin has, thanks to 
the endeavours of  the editors of  Aristoteles 
Latinus, reached a high level of  sophistication. 
Particularly important for this has been the 
analysis of  the way by which Greek particles, 
or parole frequentissime (Minio-Paluello), were 
translated (words like de, gar, men, etc.). This 
methodology was pioneered by Lorenzo Minio-
Paluello, and has been pursued with meticulous 
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care by Fernand Bossier, Gudrun Vuillemin-
Diem, and Jozef  Brams. In a situation in which 
almost every Latin translation of  the Greek 
Aristotle is anonymous in the manuscripts, it 
has enabled us to identify most of  the trans-
lators: James of  Venice, Burgundio of  Pisa, 
William of  Moerbeke. Only recently has such 
a detailed analysis of  translations from Arabic 
into Latin been undertaken (in the editions of  
Hissette and Arnzen), and there is still much 
to learn from the Greek model. In his paper, 
Burnett applied the method so as to iden-
tify Arabic-Latin translators, especially those 
supposedly working in Toledo in the middle 
decades of  the twelfth century.

To conclude the Friday afternoon session, 
Aafke van Oppenraay (Constantijn Huygens 
Instituut, Den Haag) discussed ‘The reception 
of  Aristotle’s History of Animals in the marginalia 
of  some Latin manuscripts (translation Scoti)’. 
While preparing the critical edition of  Michael 
Scot’s Arabic-Latin translation of  the History of 
Animals (ca. ) – an edition which is near to 
completion – van Oppenraay noticed that quite 
a few of  the th and early th century manu-
scripts of  this translation contain a system of  
guiding marginal glosses. These glosses, usually 
added by another hand, later than that of  the 
text, were added not only for personal use, but 
also to allow for greater ease in compiling later 
commentaries, encyclopaedias and compendia. 
They form the main, if  not the only, key to our 
understanding today of  the use readers made 
of  the text. Beyond mere explanation of  the 
contents, the reader’s interest was chiefly in bib-
lical exegesis and/or in scientific and medical 
knowledge. The approach to the text was often 
allegorical and moralizing in character. Some 
remarks reflect the reader’s own experiences and 
associations in relation to the text.

Cecilia Trifogli (All Souls College, Oxford) 
was the first speaker during the morning session 
of  Saturday th October. Her paper was devot-
ed to ‘Thomas Wylton on Minimal Times’. In 
the section on time in his commentary on the 
Physics (probably written in Oxford at the begin-
ning of  the th century), Wylton enquires 
about the existence of  a ‘minimal time’, a par-
ticle of  time that itself  is not further divisible 
into parts – that is, an indivisible part of  time. 
The existence of  a minimal time conflicts with 
Aristotle’s doctrine, according to which time is 
a continuum, i.e., divisible ad infinitum, and hence 
not containing minimal parts. Although most 
medieval authors accept Aristotle’s account 
of  the continuity of  time, there are of  course 
exceptions. In his commentary, Wylton presents 
and rejects an anonymous opinion that posits 
the existence of  minimal times. In particular, he 
argues against the pretended Aristotelian legacy 
for this opinion. 

Silvia Donati (Thomas-Institut, Universität 
zu Köln) went on to speak about ‘Matter and 
Intelligibility in the th Century Commentary 
Tradition of  the Physics’. In Physics, I, Aristotle 
states that genesis (‘generation’), which is 
change in the category of  substance, in which 
a substance is destroyed and a new substance 
comes to be, presupposes – like accidental 
change – three elements: formal determination, 
a privation of  such determination, and a sub-
strate that underlies the change. The substrate 
of  change in the category of  substance is, then, 
matter conceived in its strictest sense. Aristotle 
sums up the argument for a material principle 
of  generation and corruption via an analogy 
with artefacts; as bronze relates to a statue, or 
wood to a bed, so the material principle of  gen-
eration relates to natural substances. Medieval 
philosophers interpreted this argument from 
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analogy in various ways. After having exposed 
Averroes’ interpretation, which was the main 
source for the th century discussion, Donati 
analysed the theories of  some English commen-
tators from the middle of  the th century (a.o., 
Godfrey of  Aspall, ca. ). These thinkers 
anticipated some ideas later developed by th 
century ‘unorthodox’ Aristotelians, like John 
Duns Scotus and William Ockham. 

Griet Galle’s (F.W.O.-Vlaanderen/K.U.Leu-
ven) paper dealt with ‘The Scholastic Discussion 
on whether Local Motion Causes Heat’. Several 
medieval commentators investigate this ques-
tion in their commentaries on De celo, II,  (and 
Metheora, I, ). Galle analysed the theories of  
Averroes, Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas, 
Peter of  Auvergne, Jean of  Jandun and John 
Buridan. Although these authors agree that local 
motion generates heat, each presents his own 
explanation of  the heating effect of  motion. 
Albert and Peter hold that motion only causes 
heat accidentally, whereas the other authors 
defend the thesis that motion heats per se. 

To conclude the morning session, Pieter De 
Leemans (F.W.O.-Vlaanderen / K.U.Leuven) 
dealt with ‘The Scholastic Discussion on 
whether the Intellect Moves Animals’. In De 
motu animalium, Aristotle states that intellectus 
and appetitus are two fundamental causes of  
animals’ locomotion. This remark caused medi-
eval commentators to discuss in what sense 
animals could be granted to have an intellect. 
De Leemans compared the answers given on 
this question in five commentaries per modum 
questionis – the commentaries ascribed to Peter 
of  Auvergne and Jean of  Jandun, and the anony-
mous commentaries found in the mss. Firenze, 
Bibl. Nazionale Centrale, Conv. Soppr. E.., 
Vaticano, B.A.V., Vat. lat. , and Oxford, 
Oriel College, . He concluded that the ques-

tion is answered in two ways. Some commenta-
tors (Peter, Jean and the Oriel ms.) restrict the 
meaning of  intellectus, so that they can grant 
animals with this power. Other commentators 
(the Florence and Vatican mss.) avoid the prob-
lem by treating intellectus only in itself, and so 
not with respect to animals.

Jozef  Brams (K.U.Leuven) closed the work-
shop on Saturday afternoon, with his valedicto-
ry lecture about ‘Aristotle and Nature’. He dis-
cussed the paradox of  Aristotelianism – praised 
to the skies in the Middle Ages, but vilified 
by modern science. Aiming at a critical evalua-
tion, he analysed some fundamental chapters of  
Physics, II, in which Aristotle exposes his well-
known concept of  nature as the ‘form’ or the 
‘completion’ of  a physical body, and justifies his 
rejection of  the Democritic ‘chance and neces-
sity’ (cf. J. Monod) as a physical explanation. 
The typical Aristotelian ‘teleological’ explana-
tion of  nature was then illustrated by several 
examples taken from his Books on Animals. Brams 
concluded his lecture with a discussion of  the 
question of  whether teleology implies a more 
human concept of  life than the modern concept 
of  natural selection. (See Newsletter, Volume 11, 
for Professor Brams’ lecture in full.)

Report by Pieter De Leemans 
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On the th and th of October, , 
the conference ‘Western Philosophy and its 
Relationship to Other Philosophical Traditions’ 

took place at the Institute. Organized by one of our own 
graduate students, Michelle Rochard, the conference attracted 
graduate students from diverse philosophical and cultural 
backgrounds. George Bruseker, a participant in the confer-
ence, has given us the following report. A list of participants 
throughout the conference can be found under ‘Institute 
News -’, in this edition of the Newsletter.

The presenters came from diverse places, 
backgrounds and cultural traditions. Several 
presenters travelled to Leuven from as far away 
as the United States, Poland and Italy. Both 
K.U. Leuven and the Université Catholique de 
Louvain were well represented by contributors 
to the conference who presented on topics as 
diverse as Chinese, Japanese, Indian and Arabic 
philosophy. The keynote speaker of  the con-
ference was Prof. (Em.) Dr. Heinz Kimmerle 
who gave a talk entitled ‘Dialogue as a Form of  
Intercultural Philosophy’.

The topic of  the conference is not uncon-
troversial within current philosophical circles. 
In fact, the notion that other cultures even have 
philosophy is not a widely or even generally 
accepted belief  in mainstream Western phi-
losophy, be it continental or analytic. Hence, 
much debate occurred over issues of  Euro-cen-
trism, the ability of  different philosophies and 
cultures to communicate at all, and the moral 
implications of  a dialogue between different 
philosophic traditions. A deep issue of  concern 
and reflection clearly gathered around how to 

understand universals and universal conditions 
of  human beings. The question of  how much 
we share and hence how much we can commu-
nicate and empathize with one another lay at 
the core of  this problematic. A recurrent theme 
was the importance of  equal dialogue between 
different cultures and the importance of  such a 
dialogue to the peaceful coexistence of  peoples 
in our world. 

Towards an unravelling of  these com-
plicated issues, Prof. Kimmerle delivered an 
engaging paper on the project of  intercultural 
philosophy. He argued from the radical posi-
tion that all cultures have philosophy and there-
fore within them are some similar and common 
elements which they can build on in commu-
nication. His paper outlined the possibility for 
intercultural philosophy in the form of  Socratic 

Western Philosophy and Its Relationship To Other Philosophical 
Traditions. A Report.

Professor (Em.) Dr. Heinz Kimmerle
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Intersubjectivity and Embodiment.  
Perspectives From Phenomenology and The Cognitive Sciences Conference. 
A Report.

The Department of  Philosophy and the 
Husserl-Archives hosted an interna-
tional conference on ‘Intersubjectivity 

and Embodiment: Perspectives from 
Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences’, 
on the th and th of  September ; a full-
day workshop followed on September th. The 
conference was sponsored by the Association 
for Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences, 
which organises annual meetings to foster 
constructive dialogue across philosophical and 
empirical disciplines, to address some key phil-
osophical issues. In line with this tradition, the 
primary objective of  the meeting in Leuven 
was to provide a discussion forum where key 
scientists and philosophers could present their 

most recent research results and exchange their 
theoretical views. The twenty-six conference 
and workshop speakers, eight of  whom were 
women, included phenomenologists as well as 
philosophers of  mind, psychologists and neu-
roscientists, whose work bears on the problem 
of  social cognition. Dieter Lohmar opened the 
conference by outlining the challenges raised 
by recent research on mirror neurons for a 
phenomenological account of  intersubjectivity. 
Anne Jacobson also invoked mirror neuron 
research to argue for an empathetic understand-
ing of  others free from conceptualization. Marc 
Jeannerod, the first plenary speaker, relied on 
recent discoveries of  shared neural representa-
tions to explain how we read the minds of  

dialogue. In his reading of  these dialogues, 
Kimmerle sees the partners within them led on 
to a higher truth by giving themselves over to 
the dialogue. Along the way, problems that can 
occur because of  inequality of  education, power, 
and so on are rectified by certain Socratic meth-
ods of  dialogue which tend to establish equality 
with difference, and openness with a broader 
awareness of  emotional and material causes in 
establishing understanding. For him truth is an 
event in which we happen. Kimmerle especially 
emphasized the loving character of  the relation 
between interlocutors in a dialogue, which he 
argued could be described by the Kantian con-
cept of  Achtung, something like ‘loving-respect’ 
in English. As one of  the few professional phi-
losophers actively dedicating his research and 
thinking towards such a project, it was a true 
event to have him speak at the Institute. 

 In a time of  increasing international ten-
sions and cross-cultural misunderstandings, the 
project of  this conference, rather than simply 
adding words to the library of  abstract thought, 
came across as eminently relevant. Although 
talk is commonly labelled ‘cheap’ today, and 
the abstract thought of  philosophy denigrated, 
the fact that so many people of  such different 
perspectives could gather under one roof  and 
discuss reasonably and without coercion their 
fundamental thoughts and beliefs was inspiring. 
The keen interest shown by the various par-
ticipants in the conference leads one to believe 
that there will be further developments towards 
thinking the possibility of  intercultural philoso-
phy at the Institute of  Philosophy in the near 
future. 

Report by George Bruseker.
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others. Maxine Sheets-Johnstone argued that 
paying attention to the importance of  move-
ment helps advance phenomenological analysis 
of  empathy. Natalie Depraz, on the other hand, 
invited the audience to consider examples of  
archaic forms of  intersubjectivity studied in 
empirical disciplines, which help steer phenom-
enological inquiry beneath the level of  empath-
ic communication. Søren Overgaard adopted 
a Wittgensteinian/Husserlian perspective to 
address the problem of  others, while Daniel 
Hutto performed a feat of  philosophical acro-
batics by turning the so-called ‘hard problem’ on 
its head. The neurologists Andreas Roepstorff, 
Giuseppe di Pellegrin and Julie Grezes spoke 
respectively about the role of  intersubjective 
interaction in brain imaging experiments, hemi-
spheric asymmetry in self-other recognition, 
and understanding other people’s mental states 
through the observation of  their motor behav-
iour. The second day of  the conference began 
with Daniel Schmicking’s discussion of  the 
developmental psychologist D. Stern’s () 
layered model of  the self  and its advantag-
es to phenomenological study of  embodied 
intersubjectivity. Shaun Gallagher focused on 
embodiment to shed new light on the passage 
from primary to secondary intersubjectivity. 
Contributions of  the other played a central rôle 
in Talia Welsh’s and Beata Stawarska’s contri-
butions; Dr. Welsh revealed the importance of  
parents’ mirroring role in neonate imitation, 
while Dr. Stawarska examined the role played 
by mutual gaze in forging self-other relations. 
Dan Zahavi provided a phenomenological cri-
tique of  the so-called theory-approach to infan-
tile autism. This critical stance was taken up in 
Matthew Ratcliffe’s analysis of  the notion of  
‘folk psychology’ utilized by cognitive accounts 
of  social interaction. A.G. Stascheit invited the 

audience to reconsider embodiment in light of  
practicing a musical instrument, while Clive 
Clazeaux offered a comparison of  Merleau-
Ponty, George Lakoff  and Mark Johnson’s the-
ory of  the bodily basis of  metaphor. The audi-
ence then had the chance to hear Mark Johnson 
himself  present his insights into the meaning of  
the body. Dr. Johnson’s plenary session con-
cluded the second day of  the conference. 
 Despite the variety of  voices heard and 
disciplines represented at the  Association 
for Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences 
conference, some key themes emerged over 
the two days that helped to focus the discus-
sion amongst the participants. They included 
the importance of  the body in any theory of  
social cognition, the limitations of  a strictly 
cognitive model of  self-other relations, which 
dominates contemporary theory of  other minds, 
and the need to include phenomenological 
tools in the interpretation of  empirical research 
from developmental psychology and neurology. 
The speakers referred notably to contribu-
tions made by Husserl, Merleau-Ponty, Max 
Scheler, and Aron Gurwitsch, in their effort to 
provide a phenomenologically based interpreta-
tion of  scientific research on social cognition. 
Selected conference presentations will be pub-
lished in a special edition on ‘Intersubjectivity 
and Embodiment’ of  the Journal for Phenomenology 
and the Cognitive Sciences, guest-edited by Beata 
Stawarska, in . The conference was sup-
ported by the Fund for Scientific Research 
– Flanders. Additional support was granted by 
the Center for Subjectivity Research (Danish 
National Research Foundation, University 
of  Copenhagen) and Kluwer Academic 
Publishers.

Report by Beata Stawarska
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 Professor Van de Putte would especially like to 

thank Professor A. Burms for his invaluable assistance in 

the preparation of  this address.

Professor John McDowell held the Cardinal Mercier Chair 
in November . Professor André Van de Putte, Dean 
of the Institute of Philosophy, welcomed him before his 
inaugural lecture, with the following address.

It gives me great pleasure to welcome and to 
introduce Professor John McDowell. We 
feel honoured by his presence and grateful 

for his willingness to accept our invitation.
Professor McDowell is undoubtedly one 

of  the most distinguished philosophers work-
ing today in the English speaking world. The 
publication of  his book Mind and World, in , 
is generally considered as one of  the important 
events in the history of  analytical philosophy. 
This brilliant and ambitious book received 
many long reviews, usually written by other 
eminent philosophers. The numerous debates to 
which it gave rise and the great names of  those 
who participated in them give an indication of  
its importance.

Professor McDowell was educated at 
New College in Oxford. He became fellow 
of  University College in Oxford in  and 
is currently a professor at the University of  
Pittsburgh. He was made Fellow of  the British 
Academy in  and Fellow of  the American 
Academy of  Arts and Sciences in .

One of  the striking features of  his work is 
its range. He has written with great authority on 
central issues in epistemology, ethics, metaphys-
ics, philosophy of  language and philosophy of  
mind. He has also written influential papers on 
the ethics of  Plato and Aristotle. One of  his 

Welcoming Address to John Mcdowell
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first publications was a translation with notes 
of  Plato’s Theaetetus in . In the seventies he 
played a prominent role in the exciting develop-
ments that were then taking place in analytical 
philosophy. In , Saul Kripke had published 
his Naming and Necessity, Michael Dummett pub-
lished his monumental first book on Frege, and 
Donald Davidson was developing the theory of  
which he had offered the first sketch in his Truth 
and Meaning. John McDowell made significant 
and influential contributions to the discussions 
that followed these developments. He published 
a substantial review of  Dummett’s work and 
he was one of  the first philosophers in Great 
Britain who saw the importance of  Davidson’s 
ideas. In , he edited (together with Gareth 
Evans) the important collection of  papers Truth 
and Meaning. Essays in Semantics.

Wishing to characterise the deepest sour-
ces of  his inspiration, one needs to men-
tion three great names in particular: Aristotle, 
Kant and Wittgenstein. One might add that 
John McDowell’s work has at some points 
affinities with themes of  Peter Strawson and 
David Wiggins, and that he often develops his 
ideas through discussion of  the philosophy of  
Wilfred Sellars, Donald Davidson and Gareth 
Evans (whose posthumous The Varieties of Reference 
he edited in ).

Professor McDowell’s work is strikingly 
wide-ranging, but even more striking is its 
unity. The two volumes of  collected papers 
he published in  (Mind, Value and Reality and 
Meaning, Knowledge and Reality) deal with a large 
variety of  issues. It also becomes clear, however, 
that these papers have a lot in common and 
that they can be read as expressions of  the same 
original and powerful intellectual vision.

Allow me to illustrate this point with one 
example. The central thesis of  Mind and World 

could be formulated as follows: human experi-
ence is receptivity, but as receptivity it is also 
essentially conceptual, and therefore it can be 
described as a rational openness to independent 
reality. Seeing this is seeing that there is no 
good reason to worry about the capacity of  our 
thinking to be in touch with reality. I would 
like to say something about one of  the many 
fascinating ways in which this Kantian theme 
is developed in Mind and World. McDowell elu-
cidates his account of  our empirical thinking 
by means of  an interpretation of  an important 
aspect of  Aristotle’s ethics. In his view, it is the 
notion of  second nature that helps us to under-
stand in what sense human experience can be a 
rational openness to independent reality. It is by 
being educated in a certain way that the human 
subject acquires the capacity to see aspects of  
reality that cannot be seen from the disenchant-
ing stance of  the natural sciences. Second nature 
opens our eyes to reasons for acting. The same 
notion of  second nature is used by McDowell 
in a very different context: namely, in his pen-
etrating criticism of  Derek Parfit’s view on per-
sonal identity. Parfit’s reductionism is described 
as an effect of  the Cartesian heritage: that is 
to say, of  the refusal to see that reason can be 
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structured by the natural continuities of  life. An 
interest in surviving is a concern we share with 
other living beings. But in our case, this natural 
concern acquires a conceptual character: it is the 
conscious concern that the living thing we are 
should continue to exist.

Many other similar examples could be given 
of  how well Professor McDowell’s wide- rang-
ing contributions to a variety of  philosophical 
topics cohere in the pattern of  an original 
philosophical outlook.

Professor McDowell’s work is to be seen in 
the context of  contemporary analytical philoso-
phy. His themes and his interlocutors mostly 
belong to that tradition of  thinking. He develops 
his ideas in discussion with Michael Dummett, 
Christopher Peacocke, Simon Blackburn, 
Crispin Wright, Robert Brandom, and many 

others. But although he can be described as an 
analytical philosopher, I don’t believe that he 
particularly cares about that identity. From the 
beginning of  his career Aristotle’s ethics and 
Kant’s philosophy have been of  central impor-
tance in his work. In more recent years he has 
become also increasingly interested in Hegel’s 
thinking and in the work of  Gadamer. Professor 
McDowell’s writings address fundamental issues 
with great power and originality. In the distinc-
tive and personal style of  his prose, one can feel 
the intensity of  engagement with the problems 
he deals with. What he has to say transcends 
specific schools and disciplines and is eminently 
significant to anybody who is seriously inter-
ested in philosophy. 
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HIW NEWS AND EVENTS
Address by Professor R. Visker, New Editor Tijdschrift voor Filosofie

On the th of February , the Institute 
organised a reception, as a gesture of thanks 
to Professor Herman De Dijn and Emeritus 

Professor U. Dhondt. The occasion marked the respective 
professors’ ending of mandates as chairman and vice-
chairman of the Tijdschrift voor Filosofie. To mark 
the occasion, Professor Rudi Visker, the new editor of the 
Tijdschrift, gave the following toast.

Dear friends of  this house and  
of  this periodical,
Esteemed colleagues, 
Dear Mrs. De Dijn,

It is good that we are gathered here, for we have 
something to celebrate. We want to decorate 
with laurels two men whom I have as yet not 
welcomed, because I should like to make a 
somewhat unusual address during which I want 
to make clear what it is we are here to celebrate 
and what kind of  men we are here to celebrate. 
I should like to address them as emeriti, because 
the Latin emereri means two things that apply 
to them pre-eminently. In the first place it 
means, ‘to finish a term’, which, for example, 
is said of  soldiers who have completed their 
tour of  duty. It also means ‘to make oneself  
worthy, to distinguish oneself ’. Emeriti sunt, 
they have made themselves worthy – you have 
indeed, Professor Dhondt and Professor De 
Dijn, accomplished the end of  your respective 
terms in a more than distinguished manner: as 
respectively, vice-chairman and chairman of  the 
Board of  Directors of  the Tijdschrift voor Filosofie, 
and therewith simultaneously, as assistant chief  

editor and chief  editor. You yourselves have 
decided that end, have felt that the time has 
come to pass your role on into the hands of  
others. The decision came unexpectedly; we had 
not been waiting for it. The statutes decree a 
term of  at least three years, tacitly extended by 
the General Assembly, except in case of  death, 
dismissal or being deposed by the board. And 
just as in the old dynasties – I am here thinking 
of  Ur in Chaldea - the statutes further decree 
that the one cannot leave without the other 
following. That meant that when Herman De 
Dijn opined that, after  years at the head of  
the Tijdschrift, his term had run its course, the 
mandates of  Mr. Dhondt and Mr. Maeyaert 
had also become vacant.

We have re-elected Jan Maeyaert as secre-
tary of  the Tijdschrift and as the third member 
of  the Board of  Directors – he is irreplace-
able and has already been so for  years. Jan! 
Congratulations!

Mr. Dhondt is no less irreplaceable. He is the 
oldest member of  the editorial board, and was 
already present, along with Professor Wylleman, 
when, on the th of  March , the very first 
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contacts were established between the Institute 
and the Philosophicum of  the Dominican fathers, 
who established the Tijdschrift in , and in the 
period of   to  decided to work together 
with the Hoger Instituut. Mr. Dhondt, who as 
an eminent authority on Aristotle always liked 
to teach that real virtue is a kind of  second 
nature, and that it is only truly achieved when 
the second nature no longer has to fight the 
first – this was his objection to Kant: Kantian 
ethics is an endless struggle – has, as I like to 
assume, in his ever progressive self-knowledge 
and wisdom, in the interim become acquainted 
with another aspect of  this first nature. There 
is, so he confided in me, and I hope that I do 
not betray that confidence by making it public, 
there is for everyone of  my (i.e., his) age such 
a thing as a droit à la paresse (a right to laziness) 
– thereby retracting a critique, as I seem to 
recall from his lectures, that he had addressed 
to Marx’s son-in-law, Paul Lafargue. In short, 
Professor Dhondt has decided not to stand for 
re-election as vice-chairman, a function he has 
diligently observed with brio and energeia since 
, first as the deputy of  Prof. Wylleman, 
and only since  in his own name, and that, 
as we should acknowledge, without any visible 
instance of  difficulty. I am convinced that even 
with the temptations of  that other nature which 
he has certainly earned himself, the interim peri-
od until September of  this year, during which 
he will replace the new vice-chairman Paul van 
Tongeren, will cause him no great difficulty. 
Besides, neither Paul nor I will spare him, and 
will, just as in the past, continue to appeal to 
him as a member of  the editorial committee, in 
reading and judging articles and, who knows – I 
realize the seriousness of  this threat – in writing 

them!  Since , Mr. Dhondt has gone over 
about  articles. Anyone who has had him as 
a reader, and I speak from experience, knows 
with what penetration and precision. You, Mr. 
Dhondt, are a manifold emeritus, as professor, 
as president, as vice-chairman – for the last I 
thank you in the name of  us all: the editorial 
committee, the new Board of  Directors, and 
in the name of  Paul van Tongeren, for whom it 
was not possible to be here and who sends his 
explicit apologies, as well as in the name of  Jan 
Maeyaert and myself. Above all, and especially 
so, I also thank you for the trust that you have 
invested in he who has unalterably been referred 
to in the minutes as ‘the youngest member of  
the editorial staff ’, a member who stands before 
you now in an unsteady equilibrium; hopefully 
not as an image of  the new generation inca-
pable of  standing on its own two feet without 
crutches, and which, instead of  being able to 
pass through a night of  troubles and ice like 
you, already immediately comes to fall at the 
first touch of  frost. Let us raise the glass to 
your health, to your merits, before I bid farewell 
the other emeriti!

Finally, the departing chief  editor, who, as 
I have explained, was the one who took the 
initiative, he who thought that it had been long 
enough. Fourteen years,  issues; that means 
scrutinizing  contributions, of  which some 
three hundred were finally published. That is 
not nothing, but it is not a record. The first 
chairman of  the Tijdschrift, its founder Father De 
Petter, saw  volumes through, Father De Brie 
, Sam IJsseling , Herman . If  you have paid 
attention, you will have noticed that there is a 
logic to these numbers:  is exactly ++. To 
keep the series symmetrical, the fifth chairman 

 Professor Visker had in fact broken his ankle before giving this address. Thus he stood to deliver it leaning on crutches, 

having fallen at the first touch of  frost. (Please see photo.) – Ed.
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would have to take upon himself  another term 
of  years!

That this is not my plan, not only has to do 
with my age, Herman, but also with the impres-
sion that you have always made on me, which I 
would like to illustrate, so as not to become too 
personal, by reference to what is pictured on the 
cover of  our Tijdschrift. Pictured there, ladies and 
gentlemen, is a potsherd. And on that potsherd 
is written in Greek capitals: ‘Anaximander’, the 
philosopher from Samos, and as you know, one 
of  these mysterious Pre-Socratics. Heidegger 
has written a famous article, one of  his most 
difficult and most profound – Der Spruch des 
Anaximander – in which he traces the meaning 
of  the difficult fragment Anaximander left to 
us, the oldest piece of  philosophical writing, 
which is usually translated as follows: ‘But 
where things have their origin, there too their 
passing away occurs according to necessity (kata 
to chreoon); for they pay recompense and penalty 
to one another for their recklessness, accord-
ing to firmly established time’. Heidegger, of  
course, translates it differently. For him this 
‘saying’ concerns the transition from emer-
gence to departure. It is about the beings, the 
things, the gods, and the men who conjugate 
(in the grammatical sense) the verb ‘to be’: they 
emerge from concealment, arrive in the uncon-
cealed, and depart and exit into concealment. 
It is concerned with lingering (as in ‘whiling 
away’, ‘remaining for a while’, ‘whilst’). It is 
concerned with transience and the ethics of  
time – a genitivus subjectivus: each being is given 
its time, ‘lingering, it lingers still in approach 
and lingers already in departure.’ But it also 
concerns the injustice of  things, the a-dikía, the 
dis-junction. ‘The dis-junction consists in the 
fact that whatever lingers a while seeks to win 
for itself  the while based solely on the model of  

continuence.’ The a-dikía is that which does not 
want to acquiesce and accept, and only ‘seeks to 
win for itself ’ ‘the jointure in accordance with 
which whatever lingers is joined, from its emer-
gence here to its departure away from here’. In 
other words we are dealing with a rebellion of  
beings against time, a sort of  onto-chronologi-
cal indecency or being out of  joint. A-dikía is ‘a 
breaking out of  one’s jointure’, a ‘busting at the 
seams’ as it were, an unwillingness ‘to fit the 
mold’. ‘To persist’, ‘to hold fast to oneself ’, not 
to concern oneself  with the díkè, the order of  
the while, means that ‘everything that lingers a 
while strikes a haughty pose toward every other 
of  its kind. None heeds the lingering presence 
of  the others. Whatever lingers awhile is incon-
siderate toward others, each dominated by what 
is implied in its lingering presence, namely, the 
craving to persist.’ But that craving or desire, 
Anaximander says, can be ‘overcome’. ‘The 
surmounting of  the disorder happens through 
the letting-belong of  care.’ And that means: 
to presence in the jointure between emergence 
and departure, and hence to presence in the 
between of  a two-fold absence. ‘With a view to 
[their] while’, Heidegger lets Anaximander say, 
‘whatever lingers “gives room to the others.”’ 
They have respect for each other. They hold 
themselves and the others in respect. What they 
have received, they once more give out of  their 
hands. 

Herman, I know that Heidegger does not 
have the same meaning for you as he (some-
times!) has for me, or has for your predeces-
sor who infected me this way. But I did not 
gladly see you go and I must confess that I only 
seemed to get a grip on the melancholy that 
overcame me when you informed me of  your 
departure and your wish that I should succeed 
you, when looking at the potsherd on the cover 
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of  our Tijdschrift and putting ‘The Saying of  
Anaximander’ next to it. The saying speaks of  
you. A lot has befallen you, often has power 
sought you out, and it often found you as well 
(I was there when the rector almost literally had 
to drag you into the office of  vice-rector). But 
that has never affected you, because you always 
already knew, even without reading Heidegger’s 
text, about that jointure between arrival and 
departure. Because you always knew that some-
thing can only unfold, when the fold that car-
ries it within itself  receives the time and the 
space to do so, neither of  which it has a claim 
to. Perhaps that is also the meaning of  that 
word which I initially did not like and that you 
have slowly taught me to understand, in many 
conversations and through the many references 
to the literature from which you obtained your 
wisdom. I think of  the work of  your well loved 
Anne Tylor, of  her ‘breathing-lessons’ which 
you, as it were, taught me. And of  Van Deyssel, 
of  Lucebert, but, above all, of  the novel about 
a miserly father, a homosexual son who suffers 
from aids, and an utterly unrestrained daughter 
called ‘Pruts’ [lit.: to fiddle], who becomes preg-
nant in a not entirely desired fashion. There, 
in Kellendonk, in his book Mystiek lichaam [The 
Mystical Body] you read on page : ‘Gijselhart 
(that is, the father) knew that he wasn’t alone 

when he looked at his grandson. Still stronger: 
he knew that he never had been alone and also 
never would be.’ ‘The unborn, the living and the 
dead, together we are one family, one body.’

Perhaps philosophy is also such a mystical 
body; otherwise, the singular would be difficult 
to understand. That one body of  time, the body 
in which time permits itself  to be written and 
conjugated, is the tijd-schrift (the writings of  
the time, the jour-nal, period-ical) in which, 
as Claudel said of  God, the straight is written 
with crooked lines. Perhaps the yet unborn, 
when leafing through these pages, will know 
themselves to be linked with the work of  those 
who are alive now, and those who are already 
dead. They might no longer be able to associate 
an image with the names of  those together with 
whom you were not alone; the changing editors, 
the secretaries - I think of  Lieve Brems and 
Anne De Clerck who you worked with – but 
they will nevertheless be linked to them. Kata 
to chreoon says Heidegger with Anaximander: 
according to the necessity / custom of  the time. 
When you handed over to me the somewhat 
weathered folder, the green one, in which you 
kept your papers concerning the Tijdschrift, on 
the cover of  which it says ‘Prof. H. De Dijn 
( – )’, and underneath which it now 
says, in your unmistakable handwriting: ‘Prof. 
Rudi Visker (, followed by a short horizon-
tal dash and then nothing)’ I knew: ‘Dit mag ik 
niet ver “Pruts”en’, I cannot afford to ruin this 
by ‘fiddling’ [cf. Pruts] with it carelessly, or as 
the Americans would put it: I can’t afford to 
screw this one up. 

Herman, to your health – and many more 
years to come.
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On October th , the first exem-
plar of Henry of  Ghent and the 
Transformation of  Scholastic 

Thought. Studies in Memory of  Jos Decorte 
(ed. G. Guldentops & C. Steel) was offered to Mrs J. 
Decorte-Coolman. Jos Decorte, professor of medieval 
philosophy at the Institute of Philosophy, died barely three 
weeks after the Henry conference which he had organized in 
September  (see Newsletter, Volume ). The follow-
ing is a description of the newly published volume.

The new collection of  papers on Henry of  
Ghent indicates that answers to the ques-
tion whether he did or did not transform late 
medieval thought are diverse. Clearly, Henry 
of  Ghent did not simply give a new form to 
the ideas of  his predecessors. Often it has been 
stressed that he was a rather conservative theo-
logian, whose philosophical thinking, insofar 
as it is intentionaliter distinguishable from his 
theology, remains deeply rooted in an older 
tradition of  the Christian faith. This certainly 
implies a degree of  conservatism: his theology 
repeats and preserves an extensive dogmatic 
system, just as the philosophy of  then contem-
porary Arts Masters reiterated the doctrines 
of  Aristotle and his commentators, despite 
their struggle for the freedom of  philosophical 
thought. Notwithstanding his traditionalism, 
Henry adds new accents, uncovers novel con-
nections, and examines several questions from a 

new angle. All the papers collected here throw 
some light on the particular renewal of  the tra-
dition which Henry of  Ghent brought about. 
 The first part of  the volume is centred 
around metaphysical and epistemological 
themes. In an excellent article on ‘Relation 
and Substance,’ Jos Decorte depicts Henry’s 
philosophical project as the metamorphosis of  
a substantialistic Aristotelian ontology into a 
‘relational ontology, conceived and devised by 

Presentation of Henry of Ghent 
and the Transformation of Scholastic Thought. 
Studies in Memory of Jos Decorte. 

D. Van den Auwele en C. Steel
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him to serve as the metaphysical foundation 
for a revived Augustinian spirituality.’ The well-
known influence of  Platonic ideas on Henry, to 
which Decorte refers in passing, is reconsidered 
in the paper by Carlos Steel. Platonic concepts 
also entered into Henry’s thought through 
medieval thinkers. Jules Janssens shows how 
Henry arrived at an innovative interpretation 
of  metaphysics through an attentive reading of  
Avicenna, who contributed to Henry’s meta-
physical proof  of  the existence of  God, to his 
doctrine of  the transcendentals, and to his ideas 
on the subject of  metaphysics. Confronting 
Henry with Bonaventure, Wouter Goris and 
Andreas Speer make it clear that Henry’s con-
ception of  God as the primum cognitum and as 
the ultimate source of  all certitude and wisdom 
leads him to develop an epistemology that is 
quite different from Thomas Aquinas’ more 
Aristotelian models of  scientific knowledge. 
This, however, is not meant to diminish Henry’s 
indebtedness to Aquinas. As Jan Aertsen points 
out, Henry subtly modifies Aquinas’ theory of  
the transcendentals, but at the same time fol-
lows him in many respects. Henry’s originality is 
further manifested in his detailed exposition on 
the degrees of  accidental and substantial forms. 
Jean-Luc Solère argues that Henry reinterprets 
the meaning of  the Aristotelian phrase magis et 
minus by transposing it from the logical context 
of  the Categories to the more fundamental level 
of  ontology. In this question, as in many others, 
Henry starts from God, the absolutely simple 
origin of  all diversity, in whom there is no ‘more 
and less.’ A similar reference to God is found in 
Henry’s reflections on verum and veritas, which 
are examined by Christoph Kann. The true and 
the truth are distinguished as different objects 
of  human knowledge: from the deficient knowl-
edge of  the true, based on a created exemplar, 

one may proceed to perfect knowledge of  the 
truth by reducing the true to the uncreated 
exemplar in God. For Henry, epistemological 
issues naturally refer back to metaphysics and 
theology. Therefore, the first part is concluded 
with a study on divine ideas. In this article, 
Roberto Plevano elucidates the nuanced manner 
in which Henry combines the notion of  divine 
infinity with a conviction that God’s mind 
encompasses a finite number of  ideas. 

In the second part, some problems of  moral 
psychology and ethics are discussed. Focusing 
on the relation between human freedom and 
moral activity, Martin Stone questions the 
widespread perception that Henry’s anthropol-
ogy was developed in the context of  a general 
polemic against ‘Aristotelian’ or ‘intellectual-
istic’ theories of  liberum arbitrium. Jean-Michel 
Counet analyzes Henry’s conception of  pru-
dence and situates it in the context of  the 
conflict between religiosi and secular clerics. This 
‘debate over ways of  life’ is the focal theme 
of  Steven Marrone’s paper. He argues that 
Henry’s understanding of  morality, which does 
not exclude the laity from Christian perfection, 
paves the way to a modern view of  the Church 
and the role of  the clergy. 

The third part of  this volume consists of  
studies on various aspects of  Henry’s theology. 
In his close reading of  the different redactions 
of  Quodlibet X, question , Gordon Wilson 
shows that Henry, after first having scrutinized 
each of  the propositions which Peckham con-
demned in , later eliminated the discussion 
of  propositions one through five, and concen-
trated in the final redaction on proposition six, 
because this most directly envisaged Henry’s 
dymorphism (i.e., the view that human beings 
have two substantial forms). Juan Carlos Flores 
studies Henry’s Trinitarian theology against the 
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background of  his psychology and metaphysics. 
Henry identifies God’s substance (i.e., the divine 
intellect and will) with the intra-Trinitarian 
relations, and explains how the emanations 
intrinsic to the Trinity are conceived as the 
causes of  the exterior or creative emanations. 
A fundamental element of  Henry’s Trinitarian 
theology is the Word. As Giorgio Pini observes, 
Henry elaborated this difficult doctrine in 
order to reconcile the Augustinian verbum with 
Aristotelian noetics and to correct the defects 
that he detected in Aquinas’ theology. Mario 
de Carvalho examines passages in which Henry 
alludes to the unwritten section on creation; 
from his analysis, it is evident that Henry’s view 
of  God’s creative relation to the created world 
is quite distinct from the views held by Aquinas 
and Scotus. Some special cases of  Henry’s influ-
ence on fourteenth-century thought are studied 
in the last two essays. Ludwig Hödl shows that 
Johannes de Polliaco sharply criticized Henry 
of  Ghent and his followers and particularly 
attacked Henry’s criticism of  Aristotle’s author-
ity and his un-Aristotelian interpretation of  

relation as a modus. In his study on ordained 
and absolute power, Pasquale Porro argues that 
while rejecting the canonist view of  the Pope’s 
alleged potentia absoluta, Henry expounded his 
view on God’s omnipotence independently of  
the quarrel between mendicant friars and secu-
lar masters. In addition, Porro points out that 
Henry’s conception of  absolute impossibility 
was ‘crucial to the controversy between Scotus 
and Ockham.’ 

It is the hope of  the editors that the new 
volume, published in the Leuven series Ancient 
and Medieval Philosophy, will open up some new 
vistas on Henry of  Ghent. Many articles insist 
on the fact that he incorporates elements deriv-
ing from various philosophical and theological 
traditions into his own, fairly original thought. 
Moreover, his prominent and influential posi-
tion in the intellectual history of  the later 
Middle Ages is outlined. Therefore, we trust 
that the volume will stimulate further research 
on Henry. 

By Guy Guldentops and Carlos Steel

U. Dhondt, D. Decorte, J. Decorte-Coolman
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Professor Van De Putte’s Funeral Oration For Professor Brams

On the rd of October, , Professor Emeritus Jozef 
Brams passed away. His funeral took place on the th 
of October, in the de Sint-Jan de Doperkerk of the Groot 
Begijnhof. Professor André Van de Putte, dean of the 
Institute of Philosophy, gave the following oration at the 
end of Professor Brams’ requiem mass. 

Esteemed Suzanne, Joris and Katia, Jeroen 
and Thomas, dear family members and 
friends of  Jozef  Brams,Vice-Rector, 

General Director, dear colleagues,
 We have come together today in this begui-
nage-church to take our leave of  a husband, 
father and grandfather, a family-member, friend 
and colleague. It is a noteworthy fact that we 
on such an occasion, so as with all great pivotal 
moments of  life, feel a strong impetus to mark 
this moment with words. Foremost of  course 
we are here to express our sympathy to those 
to whom the deceased was closest; and through 
these words to be closer to them and to give 
them strength through this loss. But this is not 
all. Our words call up memories. We recount. 
We recount to each other the story of  a life. 
We want to express through our words who 
this man was. Generalizations, theoretical expla-
nations, can perhaps reveal what someone or 
something has been, the role that he has played. 
Only stories can make something visible of  
who someone is or was. So as it is with deeds, 
stories can do this only in fragments, through 
us allowing the whole to be seen in a fleet-
ing eloquent glimpse, a vista to open up that 
quickly closes off  again. Therefore we do not 
cease from recounting and we will all, but above 
all you, the family-members of  Jozef, presently, 
tomorrow, the coming days, weeks and years, 

speak of  Jozef. And in these stories that endea-
vour to summon his presence and to hold fast 
to it again and again, of  this I am certain, deep 
gratefulness will resound. Gratefulness for the 
privilege of  having been able to encounter Jozef  
Brams and having been able to go with him for 
part of  the way.
 Let me try from the standpoint of  the 
academic community of  the Hoger Instituut 
voor Wijsbegeerte to summon the image of  
Professor Jozef  Brams.  years ago he was 
born in Rillaar. He is a child of  this region. 
His career at this university begins in  when 
he registered as a student in classical philology. 
Four years later, in , he received his licenti-
ate and, after a short time as a teacher, he was in 
 appointed assistant monitor. In doing this 
he was part of  the almost legendary group of  
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monitors, under the leadership of  the late Prof. 
Gerard Verbeke, who had to integrate the fast 
growing cohorts of  university students. In the 
academic year of  - these activities were 
interrupted thanks to a special doctoral schol-
arship from the FWO and in May  Jozef  
Brams was promoted to doctor, with a thesis 
on Carneades of  Cyrene, a well-known critic of  
the Stoics. In the same year he was promoted to 
senior assistant and he has been a senior lecturer 
since . 
 In between he was appointed as scientific 
staff  member for the research project Aristoteles 
Latinus, a project sponsored by the Union 
Académique Internationale, which was linked to 
the Hoger Instituut voor Wijsbegeerte. In  
he became secretary of  the Centre. That meant 
that he henceforth coordinated the activities of  
the international team that prepares the critical 
editions of  the Latin translations of  Aristotle. 
‘coordinate’ is perhaps too weak a term to make 
clear everything that this entails. It includes 
not only theoretical and practical help to those 
preparing an edition but also looking over 
and discussing the prepared publication and, 
finally, correction of  the galley proofs. Faithful 
moreover to the director of  that time, Prof. 
G. Verbeke, Jozef  also held his pen for many 
years, writing scientific and financial reports 
on these activities, which Professor Verbeke 
then represented to the Union Académique 
Internationale.
 In , Jozef  took on the function, with 
emeritus status in sight, of  director of  the 
Centre, a task he stayed to fulfill for as long as 
his strength would allow. Jozef  Brams’ life at 
the university has in this way in the first place 
been a life devoted to scientific research, a life 
of  akribeia [meticulousness], of  painstaking work 
for the publication of  texts so as to ensure the 

possibility of  coming to a better and more cor-
rect understanding of  the development of  medi-
eval philosophy. This is apparent in his list of  
publications, mostly going into problems sur-
rounding these translations and surrounding the 
medieval commentaries on Aristotle. In this list 
springs above all to the fore his edition, togeth-
er with Fernand Bossier, of  the Physica: translatio 
vetus. Working on these translations also sharp-
ened his attention to the phenomenon of  the 
ground and meaning of  translating itself; a phe-
nomenon that in a multicultural world receives 
more and more attention. And so he was invited 
to write the entry ‘Translators’ for the Routledge 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy and he also stood at the 
foundation of  a research project about transla-
tion that by chance presents its first results in a 
workshop tomorrow. His strenuous and intense 
research activities meant that Jozef  Brams had 
only limited teaching assignments. Through the 
course of  time he repeatedly replaced Professor 
Verbeke and became holder of  the introduc-
tory courses of  Philosophy in the Faculty of  
Sciences and of  the Pharmaceutical Sciences. At 
the Institute itself  he taught History of  Ancient 
Philosophy; in Pisa, Rome and Belfast he gave 
guest lectures. And also after he had become 
emeritus he continued till a few weeks ago to 
collaborate on projects that had filled his life. 
Just look at the publications that are appearing 
this year or are still in progress. 

This chronicle of  a career and achievements 
goes past, so that we realize that which we want 
to preserve in our memories, the essential way in 
which Jozef  Brams fulfilled all these tasks and 
showed who he was. And then before us arises 
the memory of  a colleague who radiated a great 
peace and even-temperedness, who did his work 
calmly and gave his opinion with neither many 
gestures nor great words. But also of  a colleague 
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who liked the warmth of  a pleasant chat, in 
which he would happily take part, usually with 
an amused and warm half-smile. This peaceful 
friendliness reached to his deepest being. So he 
remained until the end. It was an amazing con-
versation, that last conversation that I had with 
him, it must have been fourteen days ago. He 
was having a good day: the pain was under con-
trol and he would go home. He, not I, lead the 
chat calmly and peacefully through the mean-
derings that usually characterize a conversation. 
We spoke of  the happenings of  the last week, 
he inquired about how the Institute was doing 
and recalled pleasant memories, which ushered 
from him a hearty smile.

At that moment he was as he always had 
been: friendly, gentle, enjoying and receptive to 
the presence of  others. He was not someone 
who sought conflict and with great wisdom he 

knew how to relativize. Maybe because of  this 
he felt no terrible difficulty in stepping aside to 
grant others the full light of  the sun. Sufficient 
for him to know that his hidden work had made 
this success possible. His lightly relativizing 
attitude betokened no negativism, as if  nothing 
matters. Again and again he carried out his tasks 
with meticulous care: with the care and accuracy 
of  a philologist and editor of  texts. Nor in his 
lectures was he one to make daring improvisa-
tions or to seek success with rhetorical tricks. 
He built up his lectures patiently and precisely, 
perhaps not always to the liking of  the more 
impatient students.

In a world in which bravado and show are 
the order of  the day, he was perhaps somewhat 
unobtrusive and it must then have been that 
sometimes lack of  recognition of  his work 
pained him. Hardly ever was there a glimmer of  



      ,  ,    

this. For he never allowed bitterness and cyni-
cism to develop. He immediately endeavoured to 
re-establish the serenity that radiated from him. 
Without a doubt, what helped him with this 
was his family. He was a family man. We have 
all witnessed his quiet concern for Suzanne, his 
pride in his son, his joy in his grandchildren. 
This showed us even something more of  him, 
the fact that he, confronted with the undeniable 
truth, felt guilty. He had the feeling of  falling 
short of  his duty. Suzanne would remain alone, 
and his grandchildren would continue to grow 
up, without their grandfather. Himself  he did 
not consider.

Friend Jef, when you retired from the univer-
sity on the th of  October , hardly a year 
ago, I wished from my heart – but with a certain 
uneasiness – on behalf  of  the members of  the 
Institute, that you still might make beautiful 

journeys to your beloved Greek islands. It was 
not to be. You have gone on a journey, but to 
the other side. During the last conversation we 
had together, you told me that you still hoped 
to enjoy just a bit longer. You didn’t want to 
give up. You knew that the end was inevitable, 
but you still hoped for a moment more – how 
long? – to be able to enjoy. You used the word 
enjoy, but we both knew what you meant. What 
you hoped was still some time of  being together 
with your family, to enjoy each other’s pres-
ence, without pain. The time that you were still 
granted was shorter than you had hoped. But 
something remains: the beautiful memory, the 
story of  a harmonious life.
Thank you Jef.

Translated by Renée Ryan
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RECENT DOCTORAL THESES

PAUL KOMBA. The Province of Law and Its 
Autonomy. A Study in Hart’s Legal Positivism and 
Human Rights Concerns. 
Promoter: Professor André Van de Putte.
The endorsement of  Legal Postivism leads to 
autonomy in the province of  law. This disser-
tation elucidates and supports the ‘autonomy 
claim’, and explores its political and epistemo-
logical consequences in the theory of  Herbert 
Hart. I elaborate the autonomy thesis using the 
stipulative remark that law should be separate 
from morality, with a more precautionary claim 
that autonomy in law cannot be overempha-
sised. I defend the autonomy thesis against 
Natural Law orthodoxy, which argues that the 
province of  law relies on morality for its valid-
ity. Philosophers in the school of  Natural Law 
appear to have sought a theory of  morality that 
would solve the problems of  the validity and 
the legitimacy of  law. Such a solution might 
threaten the autonomy claim, either by showing 
that autonomy in law leads to a crisis in the 
moral concerns of  human kind, or by provid-
ing examples of  the failings of  legal systems. 
Certainly, these claims deserve attention, but the 
move to confine the validity of  law to compli-
ance with morality should be excoriated.

The dissertation contends that Hart’s frame-
work is wedded to two separate standards. One 
is the yardstick against which are assessed our 
beliefs in valid laws and judicial decisions; the 
other assists in the legitimacy of  law and politi-
cal institutions. He terms the first standard the 
‘Rule of  Recognition’. The second is critical 
morality, which I translate into the language 

of  human rights. Thus, I discovered in Hart’s 
system plausible reasons for resisting the urge 
to seek a solution for the validity of  law along 
the lines of  Natural Law orthodoxy. I suggest 
that the claims made by such orthodoxy need 
to be regarded as largely pertaining to the issues 
of  legitimacy and critical morality. I argue that 
Hart himself  offers some hints at such issues, 
but that he fails to articulate them fully. The 
‘legitimacy’ element in this work corresponds to 
the degree of  support that law drums up from 
a pertinent community. I examine the ‘critical 
morality’ element by assessing the shortcom-
ings in Hart’s system of  thought as a whole. 
On the basis of  the autonomy claim, the thesis 
argues that what we know as law depends on a 
criterion that a community develops so as to 
recognise such law as valid.

To address these issues, we pursue an analyti-
cal method coupled with a constructive approach 
to Hart’s framework and its main challenges. 
The main contribution of  this dissertation is 
an interpretation of  Hart’s jurisprudence, which 
does justice to its liberal underpinnings, and 
counters criticism that his legal positivism con-
dones crises in human rights. The theoretical 
results obtained in the dissertation are put into 
perspective in the concluding chapter – which 
addresses the implications and applicability of  
the findings for the debate about legislation 
policies. I propose (without developing) that we 
capitalise on Hart’s inclusive positivism, and call 
for a theory of  incorporation of  critical moral-
ity into the life of  legal systems.
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JOHN STEFFEN,  
A Cool Temple for the 
Passions. Wittgenstein’s 
Catholic Philosophical Idea. 
Promoter: Professor 
Arnold Burms.
The central thesis of  
this dissertation is that 
Ludwig Wittgenstein’s 
highly dist inct ive , 
indeed unique, body of  philosophical work is best 
understood as the product of  a lapsed Catholic. 
However unlikely it may seem, this interpretation 
makes greater sense of  Wittgenstein’s thought 
– and life – than any other. With it we can grasp 
the relationship between the seemingly remote 
logico-grammatical problems that constitute 
the subject-matter of  his philosophical inves-
tigations and the passionate existential strug-
gles that mark his life. Many of  Wittgenstein’s 
interpreters and personal acquaintances have 
for decades acknowledged the importance of  
these two broad aspects of  his preoccupations, 
but the specific nature of  each, as well as their 
relationship to each other, have provoked much 
disagreement and controversy. By understanding 
Wittgenstein as an angst-ridden lapsed Catholic, 
earnestly struggling with issues directly relevant 
to the Catholic faith in the idiom of  analytical 
philosophy, we can see better how his two sides 
come together.

The dissertation is structured as follows. 
The first chapter seeks to establish the charac-
ter of  Wittgenstein’s two sides in a preliminary 
way, both by reviewing existing interpretations 
and by introducing the subsequent chapters. 
Chapter two discusses whether Wittgenstein’s 
thinking fits with the analytical current of  
twentieth-century philosophy, and if  so in 
what sense. His commitment to the intellectual 

virtues of  clarity, consistency, and precision of  
argumentation, as well as his critical, deflation-
ary style of  philosophical investigation, mark 
him as an analytical philosopher; at the same 
time he resolutely rejects philosophical analysis 
understood as explanation via a scientific reduc-
tion into constituent parts. Chapters three and 
four argue for a particular reading of  twentieth-
century analytical philosophy and Wittgenstein’s 
place in it. Chapter three is devoted to Russell’s 
leading role in the analytical movement, includ-
ing his attempt to use the tools of  philosophi-
cal analysis to supply answers to our deepest, 
most troubling questions, having spurned the 
guidance of  dogmatic religion. Chapter four 
contends that Wittgenstein, by contrast, consis-
tently rejects this exalted view of  philosophy as 
a kind of via media between religion and science 
– this notion that philosophical investigation 
yields super-scientific theories of  human life 
and the universe that replace inherited religious 
dogmas. Chapter five addresses Wittgenstein’s 
existential affinities: his deep interest in and 
esteem for writers like Augustine, Pascal, and 
Kierkegaard; his passionate, personal attitude 
towards philosophical problems; his hostility 
to academic philosophy; his antipathy to the 
modern idol worship of  science and technol-
ogy; and his apocalyptic attitude towards ‘these 
dark times’. Chapter six analyzes in greater 
depth the religious character of  his ‘apocalytic 
conception of  the world’, chronologically sur-
veying his relevant written and oral remarks, 
and relating them to events in his life. Some of  
his early remarks seem to support the common, 
but mistaken, interpretation that throughout 
his life he saw religion as essentially a matter of  
undogmatic, individualistic feeling and practice; 
but later on, especially from the ’s, both 
his words and actions signal a growing desire 
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for reconciliation with the dogmatic religious 
community in which he was raised, however 
unworthy he considered himself  or however 
distant from such reconciliation he remained in 
actual fact. His mature view, though not fully 
Catholic, was Catholic as far as it went. Finally, 
chapter seven argues for a strong link between 
Wittgenstein the philosopher and Wittgenstein 
the man, whose particular philosophical-exis-
tential struggle, and the solution he sought, 
were those of  an angst-ridden lapsed Catholic 
to regain his faith.

The dissertation draws on the entire corpus 
of  Wittgenstein’s writings as well as on numer-
ous recollections about him by his friends and 
colleagues, interpreted together with the major 
influences on his thought in the broader context 
of  the Western philosophical tradition. The 
argument is developed in dialectical confronta-
tion with a wide variety of  his many interpret-
ers. The thesis is controversial in part because 
of  the pervasive, usually hidden, modern frame-
work-beliefs against which Wittgenstein was 
arguing in his quest back to the faith.

LUCA VANZAGO. 
Temporality and Subjectivity 
in Merleau-Ponty and 
Whitehead: A Comparative 
Study. Promoter: 
Professor Jan Van der 
Veken. 
Subjectivity is tempo-
rally characterised: this 
seems to be a common claim in contemporary 
philosophy. Yet what exactly does this mean? Is 
time a predicate of  the subject, or is it the other 
way around? The relationship between subjec-
tivity and temporality seems to be self-evident, 
but when one approaches it in order to explain 

it, inevitably the matter becomes more compli-
cated than one would wish. Husserl sets up a 
phenomenological investigation of  temporality 
which shows its intimate link to subjectivity, 
but in doing this he uncovers a deeper bond 
between time and the subject, which seems 
to jeopardize the assumption of  a temporal 
identity of  the subject throughout time. That 
time is the framework in which a subject can 
self-manifest itself, so that time is the way given 
to the subject in order to be the same amidst 
its continuous change, is no longer evident. 
The plurality inherent to temporality proves to 
be deeper than a multiplicity always liable to 
subjective synthesis, when it is the subject itself  
which must emerge from such a plurality. 

The solution of  this problem might then 
consist in no longer opposing identity and 
plurality, but rather in trying to think them 
together. In my dissertation I have developed 
this perspective following the work of  M. 
Merleau-Ponty and A.N. Whitehead. Each in 
his own terms has tried to conceive of  a sub-
jective identity which can be given, thanks to 
– rather than despite – plurality. In this per-
spective, time plays a crucial role, insofar as it is 
seen not as a stumbling block, but rather as the 
condition of  possibility of  the emergence of  a 
subjective identity which, however, is not there 
from the beginning.

Merleau-Ponty’s approach to this theme 
progressively deepens from the Phenomenology 
of Perception to The Visible and the Invisible. I have 
followed this evolution in the first section of  
my inquiry, considering in the first chapter the 
position expressed in Merleau-Ponty’s early 
works. In the second chapter, I follow the ways 
in which Merleau-Ponty problematised this very 
position, thus laying the ground for the later 
ontological generalisation found in his posthu-
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mously published works. This body of  writing 
is the object of  investigation of  the third chap-
ter. On the other hand, Whitehead’s attitude 
towards the problem of  temporal subjective 
identity and its plurality consists in the pro-
gressive and coherent unfolding of  an approach 
whose logical framework is already worked out 
in his early works. Accordingly, I have devoted 
a chapter of  the section on Whitehead to an 
evaluation of  these works within a phenomeno-
logical perspective. The fifth and sixth chapters 
then exploit the results of  this undertaking, 
dealing respectively with Whitehead’s concept 
of  subjectivity and of  temporality, as they are 
devised in the metaphysical works.

Following the development of  Merleau-
Ponty’s analysis, it is possible to conceive of  the 
emerging subject as the invisible side of  Being. 
This accounts for a subject which undergoes a 
temporal process of  individuation while never 
leaving its ‘carnal’ condition. This condition is 
not one of  separation and original identiy, but 
rather of  intercorporeity and transitivism. Thus 
for Merleau-Ponty plurality lies at the heart of  
subjectivity, and the usual way of  conceiving 
of  the problem of  intersubjectivity must be 
reversed. Yet the subject must also give itself  an 
identity, for its intercorporeal condition implies 
a structural openness to alterity which can still 
never produce a final overcoming.

Whitehead’s metaphysics of  relations pro-
vides this account with a structural framework. 
Acknowledging the peculiar status of  relations 
over against the traditional primacy of  sub-
stance, Whitehead innovates the logical struc-
ture of  ontology. On this basis he can then 
account for subjectivity as a process of  experi-
ence in which the other is always already part 
of  the Self. Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenological 
investigation can thus receive a structural set-

up, while in turn shedding light on Whitehead’s 
ontology of  process.

The conclusion is then a new perspective in 
the question of  the temporal manifestation of  
subjectivity, which results from a fruitful dia-
logue between two traditions of  thought, often 
linked together, but seldom really compared.

AAKASH SINGH. Eros and Enmity. Leo Strauss, 
Alexandre Kojève and Carl Schmitt’s Debate on Tyranny. 
Promoter: Professor William Desmond.
The dissertation analyzes the debates between 
Leo Strauss, Alexandre Kojève, and Carl Schmitt. 
The debates are organized under the concepts 
eros and enmity, while they are contextualized 
through the Platonic notion that there is a like-
ness between the psuche and the polis, the soul and 
the city. William Desmond’s linked accounts of  
eros and of  enemies highlights the actuality of  
the Platonic notion of  tyranny’s two loci (i.e., the 
soul and the city).

Part One covers the public debate between 
Strauss and Kojève, triggered by Xenophon’s 
Hiero. The heart of  this debate is found in 
Strauss and Kojève’s divergent perspectives on 
the nature of  eros; in addition, Strauss’ posi-
tion on tyranny and his opposition to Kojève 
is shown to be detectably influenced by Carl 
Schmitt.

Part Two lays out the treatment of  eros 
and tyranny in Plato’s Republic, linking it with 
Desmond’s presentation of  eros turranos and the 
Strauss- Kojève debate, especially as it appears in 
the letters they exchanged. Strauss’ conception 
of  eros is clarified by turning to his lectures on 
Plato’s Symposium, and then Kojève’s Introduction 
to the Reading of Hegel is analyzed, where Platonic 
eros is rejected in favor of  a desire characterized 
as inherently negating – Kojève here reduces all 
human endeavour to the political and advocates 
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a radical atheism and apotheosis of  man.
While the crux of  the Strauss-Kojève debate 

is the understanding of  eros, the debates that 
Strauss and also Kojève had with Carl Schmitt 
are grounded in the concept of  enmity. Part 
Three turns from the psyche-logical locus of  tyran-
ny to the explicityly political – characterized by 
Schmitt as based on Feindschaft, enmity. Schmitt’s 
essentially polemic concept of  the political, 
along with his decisionism and concentration on 
historical destiny and conflicting faiths, seems 
to orient his political philosophy toward justifi-
cation of  tyranny. Strauss attempts to overcome 
Schmitt’s concept of  the political and reaffirm 
the value of  justice and the possibility of  a 
just régime based not on enmity but on natural 
right, grounded in Platonic political philoso-
phy. The Schmitt-Kojève debate is also treated, 
bringing the mutual influence of  Schmitt and 
Kojève to light. Part Three concludes by tying 
the concept of  enmity to eros through William 
Desmond’s writing on enemies.

Conclusions are drawn on the nature of  
the debaters’ political philosophies – on their 
potential inclination toward the advocacy or 
rejection of  tyranny and on the role that eros 
and enmity may have played. It is argued that the 
Platonic perspective on eros and tyranny remains 
an important way of  looking at the nature of  
tyranny, even in modernity.

TIBOR BAKOS. On Faith, Rationality and the Other 
in the Late Middle Ages. A Study of Nicholas of Cusa’s 
Manaductive Approach to Islam. 
Promoter: Professor Carlos Steel.
In the face of  the Divine Mystery, many medi-
eval thinkers were ready to confess their igno-
rance, but they did not make this recognition 
a corner-stone of  anti-Moslem apologetics. In 
contrast, Nicholas of  Cusa’s version of  mysti-

cal theology enabled him to develop a new 
approach towards Islam. This approach is not 
only an improvement on what had gone before, 
but even today offers a fruitful perspective for 
inter-religious dialogue.

This perspective is connected with the term 
‘manuductive’ – an adjective that can be applied 
to the whole of  Nicholas’s theological-philo-
sophical works. The adjective ‘manuductive’ 
refers to the Latin term manuductio, which comes 
from the context of  mystical theology. This 
‘leading by the hand’ or ‘guidance’ is nothing 
else than showing the practical way things can 
and should be done. Its success presupposes 
that during the learning process the Other is 
ready to accept the manuductio of  the manu-
ductor.

Since a rational explanation cannot exhaust 
the meaning of  religious symbols, manuduc-
tio plays a central role in mystical theology. 
Theological language in its manuductive func-
tion leads the reader up from sensible reality 
through the intellectual realm towards the all-
transcending Divine Mystery. However, for 
Nicholas of  Cusa, God’s Being is necessarily 
Trinitarian. This is not to say that rational con-
cepts, such as the number three, can be applied 
to God. All finite concepts are in the first 
place devised for treating sensible reality and 
lose their well-defined meaning when applied 
to God’s infinite being. Thus, taken in itself, 
negative theology destroys the possibility of  
any positive religious discourse. However, for 
Nicholas the fact that we do not know some-
thing with absolute precision does not entail for 
that we cannot know anything about it positive-
ly. Consequently, mystical theology must be a 
combination of  negative and positive discourse. 
This suggests that Nicholas’s insistence on the 
Trinity should not be seen exclusively as result-
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ing from an ideological bias; more importantly, 
the doctrine of  the Trinity points towards the 
relational Mystery of  Divine Being. Precisely 
because Trinity cannot be reduced to any finite 
category of  human thought it can teach one 
learned ignorance. This learned ignorance will 
also inspire one to search for ever newer cat-
egories in order to spell out the same Divine 
Mystery. This is, in a nutshell, Nicholas’s 
project of  Trinitarian manuductio and the same 
concern is also operative in his works closely 
related to the Islamic problem. In his approach 
towards the religious Other, Nicholas makes 
constant recourse to the mystery of  the Trinity, 
because Trinitarian doctrine was theologically 
misunderstood by Islam and debased in the 
continuous bloodshed of  wars. His proposal 
for a pious interpretation of  the Koran must be 
understood in the same light.

This interpretation of  Nicholas of  Cusa’s 
apologetics is inspired by the late Jos Decorte. 
This study makes use of  his general methodol-
ogy and applies his interpretative framework for 
understanding medieval culture.

ARTHUR COOLS. Langage et subjectivité. Vers 
une approche du différend entre Maurice Blanchot et 
Emmanuel Levinas. 
Promoter: Professor Arnold Burms.
Maurice Blanchot and Emmanuel Levinas are 
two of  the foremost figures of  reference in the 
exposé of  deconstruction, which is indebted to 
both of  them. In my thesis I defend the view 
that this reference, however, only comes about 
due to the mis-recognition of  a ‘difference’ 
(différend). And it is that difference that I have 
explored in my research.

According to Lyotard, the possibility of  the 
difference is given in the radically irreducible 
heterogeneity of  language. Yet one may ask one-

self  whether this is sufficient reason to speak 
about a difference: is an irresolveable conflict 
not rather a conflict that returns and continues 
to insist in the shift of  the chain of  signifiers? 
The return of  the same does not originate 
through heterogeneous rules of  construction 
and transitions of  meaning, but refers to the 
problematic of  subjectivity. This problematic 
is not simply absent in Lyotard’s approach; for 
example when he mentions the ‘prosecutor’ who 
must not only be understood as someone who 
levels a charge, but also as someone who levels 
that charge again and again. However, the reduc-
tion of  heterogeneity cannot be understood 
from the point of  view of  language – the point 
of  view ascribed to a subject by a sentence. The 
notion différend rather refers to the impossibility 
of  the problem of  subjectivity being subsumed 
in an Ereignis of  language. Hence, to investigate 
the condition due to which the difference con-
tinues to insist, means posing the question as to 
the relation between language and subjectivity. 

Formulated in this manner, my research situ-
ates the notion of  the difference back in a phe-
nomenological context. It is in this context that 
the difference between Blanchot and Levinas 
is situated. In the first place, their manner of  
thinking and writing is undoubtedly equally 
informed – albeit in very in different ways – by 
Husserl and Heidegger; their first publications 
are simultaneous with the rise of  phenomenol-
ogy in France as well as with the success-story of  
existentialism, the basic assumptions of  which 
they do not share, but with which they regularly 
enter into discussion. Second, both connect to 
the lacuna that originated at the end of  Sein und 
Zeit on the occassion of  the analysis of  Angst as 
primordial attunement for authentic self-under-
standing, which was, to be precise, linked to the 
role, or rather the event, of  language. Yet for 
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both the response to this lacuna is very differ-
ent. According to Blanchot, Angst as it appears 
in Sein und Zeit cannot be dissociated from the 
condition of  writing, and it is because Sein und 
Zeit forgets this condition that Angst creates the 
illusion of  an original self-understanding. For 
Levinas, on the contrary, Angst is above all not 
a privileged mode to thematise the temporality 
of  speech: speech occurs in conversation, pre-
supposing the address and interaction of  the 
other. Third, what is at stake for both from the 
beginning is language, not as the significance 
of  a mode of  expression, but as an évènement. 
However, their different ways of  approach have 
consequences for the problem of  subjectivity. In 
writing, language appears in an insurmountable 
and indeterminable materiality that does not 
take the subjectivity of  the writer into account, 
surrendering it to an absence and indifference 
which take the writer in tow, and upon which he 
comes to falter. Yet when I am addressed by the 
other, or he comes to me to clamour for justice, I 
am obliged to answer in the first person, and this 
answer grants a determination to my subjectiv-
ity which cannot simply dissappear. It is in that 
difference that the condition for the difference 
between Blanchot and Levinas is made explicit.

Due to this phenomenological context, the 
early texts of  both authors are central to my 
research. In this research I consider the publica-
tion of  Totality and Infinity as a caesura, since in it, 
the conflict is expressed clearly for the first time 
and because the texts that are written afterwards 
already contain an attempt at communication. 
However, it is another theme to investigate how 
communication comes about on the basis of  a 
difference, rather than to explain the difference 
as such. The research that I submit limits itself  
to the latter.

In a first part I analyze the event of  language 

in Blanchot by means of  the experience of  writ-
ing, and that means: addressing the question 
raised by literature. In particular it is character-
istic of  the fictional space of  modern literature 
that the condition of  writing is itself  reflected in 
it. Therefore I have taken a work of  fiction as my 
starting point, namely Thomas the Obscure, in order 
to investigate that very condition in the work of  
Blanchot. Blanchot’s first novel is the story of  an 
impossibility – an inability to speak, an impos-
sibility to encounter Thomas – and it is only in 
confrontation with this impossibility that the 
condition of  writing appears. It has to do with a 
‘radical turn’ which does not occur in the story as 
an experience in which the subject (protagonist 
or narrator) comes to himself  after all, and which 
gives meaning to that encounter, but as a mise en 
abyme of  the story itself, by which the encoun-
ter loses its meaning. It is not a significance that 
would precede and provide an orientation for 
writing which comes to appear as the condition 
of  writing in this manner, but an indifference, a 
lack, or an emptiness, which brings any sentence 
into disarray, and is in its very essence linked to 
the ambiguity of  language. 

For Levinas, however, the encounter of  
the other cannot be reduced to an imaginary 
encounter in fictional space, and it is precisely 
this irreducibility which has to do with the 
manner in which language makes itself  felt. This 
then is also the topic of  my second part: The 
other addresses me in a way that compells me 
to answer and which does not permit that he is 
fixed in the image of  his appearance. 

In the analysis of  the conflict between 
Blanchot and Levinas it is not only language that 
for both is oriented differently in an irreducible 
way, but I can demonstrate a whole series of  key 
notions that can certainly not be expressed in the 
same way for both, without doing injustice to 
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either, such as, for example, death, the body, the 
il y a, mortality, shame, the other, sense, desire, 
time, responsibility, creation, the infinite, etc. It 
is in the exposition of  these differences that the 
condition of  the difference becomes explicit in 
a phenomenological manner. In my opinion this 
condition can be reduced to three oppositions 
which continue to insist in the relation between 
language and subjectivity: the distinction and 
the tension between the alterity of  the other and 
the alterity of  the stranger in relation to myself: 
undoubtedly Levinas was right to point out that 
the address of  the other transforms the relation 
to myself; but Blanchot shows that the strange-
ness of  the relation to myself  is of  such a nature 
that it is not at all evident how it permits a dis-
tance, and which consequently creates the risk 
of  my answer falling short; the difference and 
the tension between the visible and the invisible: 
undoubtedly the activity of  speaking withdraws 
from the hegemony of  the gaze – to speak, as 
Levinas claims, is to avert one’s gaze – yet this 
turning away does not occur for the speaker in 
the same way as it occurs for the addressee – it 
is part of  the asymmetry of  the intersubjective 
relation through which an emptiness or absence 
may come to occur for the addressee in a con-
versation, an emptiness that captivates his gaze 
and in which the opacity of  language is lit up; 
the difference and tension between a singularity 
that is thought on the basis of  personal respon-
sibilty and a singularity that asserts itself  in an 
impersonal fashion because it is linked to to an 
indifferent materiality: undoubtedly the con-
versation presupposes a personal relation to the 
other, yet when an irreplaceable responsibility is 
demanded in this relation it threatens to become 
the stage for irreconcilable conflicts since it 
demands something for itself  which has abso-
lutely no consideration for such a demand. 

JOHN HYMERS. Feuerbach’s Inversion of the 
Ontological Argument. 
Promoter: William Desmond.
Feuerbach begins his Essence of Christianity (EC) 
by stating that God is a human projection 
because human predicates form the essence of  
God. The first part of  the EC defends this claim 
by way of  evidence, showing (rather, positing) 
this conversion, and the second part defends 
the claim by way of  contradiction, exhibiting 
the absurdity of  God as a separate being. These 
two parts form the celebrated ‘anthropological 
reduction.’ My thesis illustrates that Feuerbach’s 
anthropological reduction is not a reduction 
since it does not ‘lead back’ but instead ‘leads 
around’ using a hidden logic; rather than deduc-
ing humanity, Feuerbach abducts God. This 
logic, overdetermining that which Feuerbach 
tells us in the EC is mere apophansis followed 
by a reductio ad absurdum, is the inversion of  the 
ontological argument. The ontological argu-
ment argues for the necessary existence (i.e., 
perfection) of  God from out of  the concept of  
his essence. Feuerbach gives us the perfection 
(necessary existence) of  humanity from out 
of  the concept of  God’s essence — this, the 
reclamatio of  the human against the divine, is the 
core of  Feuerbach’s venture. Nevertheless, this 
is a most obvious inversion of  the ontologi-
cal argument; humanity receives its own truth, 
perfection, existence, etc. — convertible terms 
in metaphysics — from out of  the essence of  
another being. Since humanity created this 
being in projection, to reclaim this essence is 
really an inversion, a turning inwards, a bring-
ing inwards of  what was first sent away. The 
movement that the EC overtly traces would be 
a reduction iff it were to offer a valid proof, and 
Feuerbach feels that he has provided one in the 
mass of  empirical evidence that he offers. But 
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no matter what Feuerbach the anthropologist 
sends us by way of  observation, each of  his 
observations is primarily informed by a silent 
metaphysical decision regarding the primacy of  
the ontological argument: necessary existence 
(i.e., perfection) following from a concept, here 
inverted from God to man. This unstated thesis 
grounds his belief  in the evidential reduction of  
God to man, and thus the ontological argument 
surfaces briefly in the preface’s ‘ontotheological 
slip’ which refers to humanity as the ens realissi-
mum [preface to the second edition]. Only then 
may he ‘reduce’ the similarity between God’s 
essence and empirical human existence to the 
latter term. And hence the EC does not hang on 
his anthropology, but on his metaphysics.

Hence, the major sections of  the thesis: The 
First Part investigates Feuerbach’s own investig-
ations of  Descartes, as Descartes is the found-
ing father of  modern inversion (i.e., in the cogi-
to). It investigates Descartes’ reliance on God as 
a strategy with which to overcome doubt, and 
discusses Feuerbach’s investigation of  the prime 
Cartesian principle of  self-certainty. Then it 
shows, provisionally, how Feuerbach, remaining 
true to his Hegelian roots, sublates the cogito; 
i.e., Feuerbach rejects the cogito, but accepts the 
radicalization and authenticity that it represents: 
the result is the concept of  the human species-
essence (Gattungswesen) as the most concrete and 
indubitable fact which grounds all cognition. 
Feuerbachian inversion is thus exhibited as the 
inversion into a species; for Feuerbach, subjec-
tive inversion is really alienation (as it is with 
Hegel). Key to this part is that inversion is not 
merely a logical relation, but, more importantly, 
a metaphysical stance. That is, inversion is not 
a mere manipulation of  terms, but a (possibly 
silent) ground for thought.

The Second Part lays bare, and collates, 

Feuerbach’s scattered statements and pieces on 
the ontological argument. Feuerbach only wrote 
a sustained look at the ontological argument in 
two loci: a chapter on Descartes’ proof  in his 
Von Bacon bis Spinoza, and a lengthy addendum 
to his Leibniz. Feuerbach buries his discussion 
of  Anselm in the above addendum; he scatters 
his discussions of  Hegel’s relations with the 
ontological argument here and there throughout 
his early lectures, and his published works. This 
part has a twofold aim: one, to bring together 
everything Feuerbach has said on the ontologi-
cal argument; and two, to show how Feuerbach 
considered the ontological argument to be 
ontotheology, in a rather proto-Heideggerian 
sense - ontotheology that must be overcome. 
Exhibiting Feuerbach’s dislike of  the ontologi-
cal argument serves to heighten how strange is 
his ultimate reliance on it.

The Third Part shows how Feuerbach’s EC 
is based on inverting the to-be-overcome meta-
physics, ontotheology. First, this part shows 
why Feuerbach must rely on a proof, even if  it 
is completely hidden: without it, he cannot say 
that God is humanity; i.e., he needs a proof, or 
a function, to convert the manifest nature of  
his empirical evidence into something cogent. 
Second, this part shows why Feuerbach needs 
this proof: he needs a proof  based on what 
is most human, i.e., concepts. Third, this part 
shows why he must invert this proof: here we re-
enter the provisional discussion of  Feuerbach’s 
sublation of  the cogito. To invert the ontologi-
cal argument is to repatriate the properly human, 
which is but an absolutization of  the Cartesian 
cogito, wherein the most certain (i.e., the profane 
ens realissimus) is no longer the Cartesian self  
but humanity, and wherein everything outside 
anthropology is in doubt, as opposed to the 
doubtfulness of  everything outside the self. And 
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the profane ens realissimus, according to this 
inversion, reveals itself  as the ens realissimus. 

JASON J. HOWARD.  
The Dynamic of Conscience and 
the Hegelian Appropriation: An 
Investigation into the Genesis of 
Moral Obligation. 
Promoter: Prof. Dr. 
William Desmond
The purpose of  my dissertation is to investigate 
how the phenomenon of  conscience, which is 
traditionally taken to refer to our intuitive sense 
of  moral obligation, is related to how we formu-
late the terms of  our own autonomy, and vice 
versa. In examining this theme I look to how the 
notion of  conscience develops in the works of  
Rousseau, Kant, Fichte, and most importantly 
Hegel, in which I specify the dramatic impor-
tance of  conscience in shaping the extent to 
which the inter-relation between autonomy and 
moral imputation can be successfully clarified. 
It is only through indicating this connection, so 
I argue, that the notion of  freedom can be seen 
in its full register and practical reality. 

My argument develops according to a four-
part structure, which serves to unpack the 
notion of  conscience into its various constitu-
tive elements. Part One is a detailed overview 
of  how the notion of  conscience unfolds from 
Rousseau to Fichte, in which I identity numer-
ous traits common to these thinkers, the most 
essential being that conscience is the original 
moral instinct of  human beings; it is infallible, 
is connected to the divine, and verifies the reality 
of  freedom in a practical way. Parts Two to Four 
indicate how Hegel takes up this traditional 

scheme of  conscience and re-appropriates it in 
terms of  his own philosophy of  spirit, examin-
ing the central place of  conscience in both the 
Phenomenology as well as the Philosophy of Right. 

In addressing how the notion of  conscience 
develops from Rousseau to Hegel, my dis-
sertation argues the following three points: A) 
that the notion of  conscience, although largely 
overlooked in the secondary literature on these 
thinkers, is a crucial concept in shaping the way 
Rousseau, Kant, Fichte and Hegel thematize 
the relationship between freedom and morality; 
B) that only Hegel supplies an account of  con-
science that is able to demonstrate the constitu-
tive inter-dependence between freedom and the 
immediacy of  moral obligation while avoiding 
the pitfalls associated with traditional accounts 
of  conscience, namely, that of  logical incon-
sistency, lack of  demonstrability, and moral 
relativism; and C) that Hegel’s understanding 
of  conscience is not a rejection of  its traditional 
identification with genuine moral obligation, 
but rather a positive appropriation of  this heri-
tage as expounded principally in the positions 
of  Rousseau, Kant and Fichte, in which Hegel 
argues for the necessity of  conscience in appre-
ciating the practical character of  true freedom. 

I conclude by arguing that my research into 
conscience, in addition to specifying the impor-
tance of  this notion in the development of  the 
modern concept of  autonomy, establishes the 
indispensability of  conscience in successfully 
understanding the experience of  moral obliga-
tion in general, which also serves to confirm the 
fundamental place of  ethics for Hegel’s philoso-
phy as a whole. 
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RECENT MASTERS THESES 
FROM THE INTERNATIONAL 
AND FLEMISH PROGRAMS
APS, KOENRAD, “Zorg en Rechtvaardigneid. 

Een analyse van de Kohlberg – 
Gilligandiscussie.” [Care and Justice. An ana-
lysis of  the Kohlberg-Gilligan discussion.]

BILLEN, KRIS, “Contouren van een postmo-
derne publieke ruimte. Een onderzoek naar 
de veranderingen van de publieke ruimte 
onder postmoderne condities.” [Contours of  
a postmodern public space. An enquiry into 
the changes in public space under postmo-
dern conditions.]

BIRONT, MARTIJN, “David Carr over ken-
nis en waarheid in de religieuze opvoeding.” 
[David Carr on Knowledge and Truth in 
Religious Education.]

BOEKELO, MARTEN, “Een grensgeval. De 
vreemdeling in de moderne natiestaat.” [A 
limit-case. The foreigner in the modern nati-
on-state.]

BRUSEKER, GEORGE, “The Possibilities 
of  Intercultural Philosophy. Authentic, 
Inauthentic and Creative Paths.”

CALLAERT, MICHAEL, “Zijn als gave en 
niets. Studie omtrent de stemmingen van 
het fundamenteel bestaansvertrouwen en de 
angst vanuit de werken van Heidegger en 
Levinas.” [Being as gift and nothingness. A 
study about the theses of  fundamental fami-
liarity with existence and of  angst in the works 
of  Heidegger and Levinas.]

CARRENO COBOS, JAVIER, “The Downfall 
of  Eros in S. Kierkegaard’s Philosophical 
Fragments.”

CASAER, KAROLIEN, “Ethiek in ontluiste-
ring. Een studie van Albert Camus’ Le mythe de 
Sisyphe en L’Homme révolté.” [Ethics in disfigu-
rement. A study of  Albert Camus’ The Myth of 
Sisyphus and The Rebel.]

DE CLERCQ, EVA, “Het religieuze plu-
riversum. Filosofische bemerkingen bij de 
interreligieuze dialoog tussen Jodendom, 
Christendom en Islam.” [Religious Pluralism. 
Philosophical remarks on interreligious dia-
logue between Judaism, Christendom and 
Islam.]

COSTANZO, JASON, “Re-thinking Stoic 
Thought.”

DEFOORT, FILIP, “Het probleem van 
het kwaad in het denken van Nikolaj 
Aleksandrovitsj Berdjaev.” [The Problem of  
Evil in the thought of  Nikolai Aleksandrovitsj 
Berdjaev.]

DEJAN, MARC, “Gameten donatie. Ethische 
verkenning.” [Gamete Donation. An Ethical 
Reflection.]

DEN NIEWENBOER, NIKI, “Understanding 
the Fraudster.”

DE PLACE, BRIAN, “Postmodernity and ‘We’ 
who Inhabit It. An Analysis of  Jean-François 
Lyotard’s Dual Critique of  Modernity and 
Capitalism.”

DE STRIJCKER, PETRA, “Over melancholie. 
De relatie tussen toenemende intelligentie en 
afnemende levenslust bij Schopenhauer.” [On 
Melancholy. The Relationship between incre-
asing intelligence and decreasing life-pleasure 
in Schopenhauer.]
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DE TIEGE, ALEXIS, “Een onderzoek naar de 
grondbeginselen van de psychoanalytische 
theorie van Carl Gustav Jung.” [An inquiry 
into the grounding principles of  the psycho-
analytic theory of  Carl Gustav Jung.]

DE WILDE, JOHAN, “Gelijkheid in globaal 
perspectief.” [Equality in global perspective.]

D’HEEDENE, KEVIN, “De onbegrijpelijke 
weg van de relatie. Nishitani’s Niets (subject 
en resignatie).” [The incomprehensible way 
of  relationship. Nishitani’s Nothing (subject 
and resignation).]

DIERCKXSENS, STEFANIE, “Legitimatie-
vragen in verband met het Europese consti-
tutionaliseringsproces. Een rechtsfilosofische 
analyse.” [Identity questions in connection 
with the case of  the European constitution. 
A legal philosophical analysis.]

DOHERTY, COLIN, “Church-State Relations, 
From the Perspective of  the Philosophy 
of  John Rawls. Taking Irish Church-State 
Relations as a Special Case.”

DOLSKE, GWENDOLYN, “Hannah Arendt: 
Action, Space, Thinking.”

EYNIKEL, JOCHANAN, “Theoretisch weten 
en religiositeit. Over de relatie tussen weten-
schap en religie bij Spinoza en Einstein.” 
[Theoretical knowledge and religiosity. On 
the relationship between science and religion 
in Spinoza and Einstein.]

FAULK, MATHEW , “The Domain of  Possi-
bility Concerning Human Understanding 
(David Hume and Necessary Connection).”

FRANKEN, LENI, “Ja en nee aan het leven. 
Een kritische reflectie over Schopenhauers 
visie op de dood en de invloed hiervan op 
Thomas Mann.” [Yes and no to life. A cri-
tical reflection on Schopenhauer’s vision of  

death and the influence of  this on Thomas 
Mann.]

GANCIS, THEDDEUS JUDE, “The 
Phenomenon of  Evil and Its Dialectical 
Comprehension in Hegel’s Lectures on the 
Philosophy of Religion.”

GONZALEZ, RODRIGO, “In Defence of  
Kornblith’s Naturalized Epistemology.”

HENNEBERG, F.-PETER. “Concepts of  
Nothingness: Comparing Heidegger and 
Nishitani.”

HOREMANS, TINNE, “Ken jezelf. Ironie in 
het werk van Søren Kierkegaard.” [Know thy-
self. Irony in the work of  Søren Kierkegaard.]

JANSSENS, TOM, “Incipit tragoedia. Nietzsches 
concept van het tragische en de tragedie.” 
[Incipit tragoedia. Nietzsche’s concept of  tragic 
and tragedy.]

JONES, ALLEN, “The Place of  Concepts 
in the Judgment of  Taste. The Relation of  
Reason to Its Other in Kant’s Aesthetics.”

KARABIN, GEOFFREY, “The Existential 
Tragedy of  Immortality. An Unamuno 
Perspective.”

KARUVELIL, BENNY, “Rationalism Revived: 
The Epistemological Relevance of  Noam 
Chomsky’s Transformational Generative Grammar.”

KAUSHIK, RAJIV, “Painting Through the 
Eye of  Merleau-Ponty: A Transcendental 
Phenomenological Critique.”

KOWALSKY, NATHAN, “The Problem of  
Evil in Environmental Philosophy.”

KUIPERS, ANNE MARIE, “Van Euthanasie 
tot betere kwaliteit van leven?” [From 
Euthanasia to better quality of  life?]

LE ROY, FREDERIK, “Het gif en het oor. 
Over de wrede en onmenselijke theatraliteit 
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bij Antonin Artaud.” [Poison in the ear. On 
revenge and inhuman theatricality in Antonin 
Artaud.]

LUYTEN, STIJN, “Redelijk Gelukkig. Een 
onderzoek naar de rol van geluk in Kants kri-
tische moraalfilosofie.” [Rational Happiness. 
An inquiry into the role of  happiness in 
Kant’s critical moral philosophy.]

MAERTENS, ANTON, “Het spook van de 
vrijheid.” [The Spectre of  Freedom.]

MAES, DEIRDRE, “Ecofeminisme.” 
[Ecofeminism.]

MANI, ANUSHA, “Problem of  Neutrality in 
Contemporary Liberal Theory.”

MANNAERT, PAUL, “Het vergeten van de 
filosofie en de filosofie van het vergeten. Een 
onderzoek naar de betekenis van de notie ‘cri-
sis’ bij Edmund Husserl.” [The forgetting of  
philosophy and the philosophy of  forgetting. 
An inquiry into the meaning of  the notion 
of  ‘crisis’ in Edmund Husserl.]

MARIEN, KLAUS, “De wil als wezen. Een 
panoptische benadering van De wereld als 
wil en voorstelling.” [The will as being. A 
panoptic approach to The World as Will and 
Representation.]

MASONG, KENNETH, “Through Relevance 
to Reasonability.”

MCBRIDE, JASON, “Emerson’s Naturalism. 
The Ecstatic Method.”

MUSTARI, ROBIN, “Verlichting en vervreem-
ding in Horkheimer en Adorno’s ‘Dialektik 
der Aufklärung’ en in Rousseau’s twee ‘Discours’. 
Filosofische argumenten over de voor-
tijd.” [Relief  and alienation in Horkheimer 
and Adorno’s ‘Dialektik der Aufklärung’ and 
in Rousseau’s Two ‘Discourses’. Philosophical 

arguments about prematurity.]

PAK, KENNETH, “Hegel and God. The 
Necessity of  Evil in the Dialectical Life of  
God.”

PONCELET, STEVEN, “De veiligheidsraad 
en hun interventies. Een voorstel tot een 
rechtvaardigere hervorming.” [The Security 
Council and its interventions. A proposal for 
more justly effective reform.] 

REBUSTILLO, ROWAN, “Self: the 
Platform of  Creative Fidelity. Exploring the 
Phenomenology of  Commitment in Gabriel 
Marcel.”

ROBBINS, DAVID, “Belief  Systems and 
Language. The Study of  Belief  in Language 
Games and Discourse.”

ROELANDS, KOENRAAD, 
“Onderdeterminatie van wetenschappelijke 
theorieën door empirische equivalentie.” 
[Underdetermination of  scientific theories 
through empirical equivalence.]

SAKIQI, ADIA, “Simone Weil’s Political 
Thought: Uprootedness.”

SCHOUWAERTS, YVES, “Kant met Sade. 
Ingeleid, vertaald en voorzien van een com-
mentaar.” [Kant with Sade. Introduced, trans-
lated and anticipated through a commen-
tary.]

SCHREURS, WIM, “Avant-garde & kitsch. 
Over de rusteloosheid van de postmoderne 
impasse.” [Avant-garde and Kitsch. On the 
restlessness of  the Postmodern impasse.]

SEIFERT, MARIA, “What Does it Mean to 
be a Person?”
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SWEVERS, RAF, “Symbolisering in de klas-
siek Freudiaanse betekenis en in verruimd 
psychoanalytisch perspectief.” [Symbolism in 
the classic Freudian sense and in broad psy-
choanalytic perspective.]

SYMONS, STEPHANE, “Over de cultus-
waarde van massacultuur.” [On the cult-value 
of  mass culture.]

TAH, PHILIP, “Totalitarianism and the Crisis 
of  Western Civilization. A Dialogue with 
Arendt and Camus in the Light of  the st 
Century’s Political Situation.”

THIBAUT, HERMAN, “Het tolerantiebegrip 
in het Apologeticum van Tertullianus gecon-
fronteerd met de actuele opvattingen.” [The 
understanding of  tolerance in the Apologeticum 
of  Tertullianus confronted with current opi-
nions.]

VAESEN, KRIST, “Interculturele communica-
tie: Putnams ethiek en de founding fathers van 
het Amerikaanse Pragmatisme.” [Intercultural 
communication. Putnam’s ethics and the 
founding fathers of  American Pragmatism.]

VAN BERLO, TESSY, “‘Hineinhorchen’ als basis 
van een bezielde moraal. Ethisch-normatieve 
analyse van het leven van Etty Hillesum.” 
[‘Hineinhorchen’ as the foundation of  an 
inspired morality. Ethical-normative analysis 
of  the life of  Etty Hillesum.]

VAN GILS, KARIN, “Het bewustzijn en de 
droom.” [Consciousness and the Dream.]

VANHEESSEN, JEAN, “Het godsdenken van 
de vroege J.-L. Marion. Een kritische studie.” 
[The theology of  the early J.-L. Marion. A 
critical study]

VAN HOUTTE, WINNIE, “Nietzsches kri-
tiek op het christendom. Nihilisme voor en 
na de dood van God.” [Nietzsche’s critique 

of  Christendom. Nihilism before and after 
the death of  God.]

VANHOUTTE, WOUTER, “Nietzsche en 
de hedendaagse dans.” [Nietzsche and con-
temporary dance.]

VANSWEEVELT, JEF, “Filosofie en religie in 
Tolstoj’s biecht.” [Philosophy and religion in 
Tolstoy’s confession.]

VASSANYI, MIKLOS, “A Romantic Theory 
on the World Soul in the Context of  Late 
Enlightenment Moral Theory, Natural 
Philosophy and Spinozism: Schelling’s 
‘Weltseele’.”

VELLEMAN, STEVE, “In afwachting van de 
laatste god. Zyn en tyd in Martin Heideggers 
Beiträge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis).” [In 
Expectation of  the last god. Being and time 
in Martin Heidegger’s Beiträge zur Philosophie 
(Vom Ereignis).]

VERAGHTERT, DAVY, “Nietzsches moraal-
filosofie. Een analytische studie van Jenseits von 
Gut und Böse.” [Nietzsche’s Moral Philosophy. 
An analytical study of  Jenseits von Gut und 
Böse.]

VERBAKEN, SIMONE, “Het conflict Israël-
Palestina: een vernederend conflict?” [The 
Israel-Palestine conflict: A degrading con-
flict?]

VERHAVERT, WIM, “Hyperberekenbaarheid. 
Recente ontwikkelingen in de berekenbaar-
heidstheorie.” [Hyper-calculability. Recent 
discoveries in calculability theory.]

VUNUVUNG, RONALD, “The Jewish 
Religion as the Religion of  Sublimity 
According to Hegel. An Inquiry into Hegel’s 
Analysis of  Judaism and Its Concept of  
God.”
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WILDEBOER, LIESBETH, “Attentiveness 
and Attention. Literatuuronderzoek naar het 
idee van aandacht binnen de zorgethiek van 
Joan Tronto.” [Attentiveness and Attention. 
Literary research into the idea of  attention 
within the care ethics of  Joan Tronto.]

WU, TIANYUE, “The Concept of  Will in 
Augustine’s Writings With Special Reference 
to De Libero Arbitrio and Confessiones.”

WYNANTS, NELE, “The Politics of  
Difference” bij Iris Young.” [The ‘Politics of  
Difference’ in Iris Young.]
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INSTITUTE NEWS, 2002-2003

¶Presentations and discussions of  the month-
ly Evening Seminar series at the Centre for 

Logic were as follow for the academic year of  
-: Filip BUEKENS, “Supervenience, 
Actualism and Mental Causation”; Tim 
HEYSSE, “Consensus and Power : The 
facts of  democracy”; Jeremy MCKENNA, 
“Memory, Personal Identity and the Charge of  
Circularity”; Igor DOUVEN, “Lewis on Fallible 
Knowledge”; Marcelo VASCONEZ, “Vagueness 
or Graduality?”; Mark VAN ATTEN, “On 
Gödel’s Philosophical Development”, Jaap 
VAN BRAKEL, “The Colour of  the Empirical 
Stance”; Sonja SMETS, “Varieties of  
Operationalism”.

¶On Friday th October and Saturday th 
October, , at the HIW , the De Wulf  

Mansion Centrum and the Center for Medieval 
and Renaissance Natural Philosophy (K.U. 
Nijmegen) organized an international work-
shop on the theme “Around the Aristoteles 
Latinus. Recent Studies on the Reception of  
the Physical Works in the Middle Ages”. The 
presentations at this conference were as fol-
low: P. BEULLENS (K.U. Leuven), “Four 
Translators and a Zoo: Interpretative Recycling 
From Middle Ages to Renaissance”; F. 
BOSSIER (U.A. and K.U. Leuven), “La récep-
tion du De Celo” [The Reception of  De Celo]; 
J. BRAMS (K.U.Leuven), “Aristoteles en de 
natuur” [Aristotle and Nature]; C. BURNETT 
(Warburg Institute London), P. DE LEEMANS 
(K.U. Leuven), “The Scholastic Discussion 
on Whether the Intellect Moves Animals”; 
S. DONATI (Thomas-Institut Köln), M. 
DUNNE (National University of  Ireland, 

Maynooth), G. GALLE (K.U. Leuven), “The 
Scholastic Discussion on Whether Local 
Motion Causes Heat”. J. HAMESSE (U.C.L.), 
C. STEEL (K.U. Leuven), H. THIJSSEN (K.U. 
Nijmegen), C.TRIFOGLI (All Souls College, 
Oxford), A. VAN DE PUTTE (K.U. Leuven), 
A. VAN OPPENRAAY (Constantijn Huygens 
Instituut Den Haag), and G. VUILLEMIN-
DIEM (Thomas-Institut Köln) also contrib-
uted to the conference discussion. Professor J. 
BRAMS closed the workshop with his emeri-
tus address. A report of  the conference can be 
found earlier in this issue.

¶On Thursday th and Friday th October, 
, a Graduate Student Conference was 

organised at the Institute around the theme 
‘Western Philosophy and its Relations to 
Other Philosophical Traditions’. The Keynote 
speaker was Em. Professor Heinz KIMMERLE 
(Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam) with his lec-
ture “Dialogues as a Form of  Communication 
between Philosophies of  Different Cultures”. 
Other presenters at the conference were as 
follow: G. BRENNEMAN (Johns Hopkins 
University), George BRUSEKER (K.U. Leuven), 
A.A. CZUCHRY (Jagiellonian University 
Krakow), Fatina HAMDI (K.U. Leuven), S. 
ISAAC (U.C.L.), W. JUNKER (University of  
Notre Dame), K. MASONG (K.U. Leuven), 
M. MASSONI (University Roma Tre), Thomas 
PADIYATH (K.U. Leuven), Ralph PALM (K.U. 
Leuven), Bob SANDMEYER (University of  
Kentucky), Anya TOPOLSKI (K.U. Leuven), 
Wim WEYMANS (K.U. Leuven). Professor 
A. VAN DE PUTTE, Dean of  the Institute, 
gave the welcoming address and Professor W. 
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DESMOND, Director of  the International 
Program, gave the closing address of  the confer-
ence. A report of  the conference can be found 
in this edition of  the newsletter.

¶Em. Professor RUDOLF BOEHM (Gent) 
held a lecture December  on “Over de 

‘Krisis’ van de Europese Wetenschappen en de 
Transcendentale Fenomenologie” [“On the 
‘Crisis’ of  European Science and Transcendental 
Phenomenology”]. 

¶The Institute hosted the conference,“Logic 
and Philosophy: The Next Generation of  

Science in Belgium,” on February th, . 
The conference was organized and sponsored 
by the Belgian Society for Logic and Philosophy 

R. Boehm

of  Science. Prof. A. VAN DE PUTTE, Dean 
of  the Institute of  Philosophy, welcomed 
the conference participants. The following 
papers were then presented and discussed: 
Bart VAN KERKHOVE and Erik MYIN 
(Vrije Universiteit Brussel), “Cognitive Science 
(dis)informing the Philosophy of  Mathematics”; 
Carlotta PISCOPO (Université Catholique de 
Louvain), “Probabalistic models in machine 
learning. An Epistemological Perspective”; 
Guido VANACKERE (Universiteit Gent), 
“General ambiguity adaptive logic”; Raf  DE 
CLERQ (Katholieke Universiteit Leuven), 
“Relations between temporally separated entities: 
a problem for presentism?”; Thierry LIBERT 
(Université Libre de Bruxelles), “Naïve set the-
ory in many-valued logics”; Stéphane LEYENS 
(Université Catholique de Louvain), “The 
Normativity of  Intentionality. An assessment 
of  the disjunction problem”; Sonja SMETS 
(Vrije Universiteit Brussel), “On intuitionistic 
logic with a quantum modal operator”; Jean-
Pierre FORTIN (Facultés Universitaires Notre-
Dame de la Paix), “Relations between experi-
mental sciences and philosophy of  nature”; 
Olivier ESSER (Université Libre de Bruxelles), 
“Strong paraconsistent set theory”; Isabelle 
LETOURNEAU (Facultés Universitaires 
Notre-Dame de la Paix), “Individuality and 
biological criteria for humanity”; M.-A. 
GAVRAY and M.ROULLET (Université de 
Liège), “Does Aristotle commit existential 
import in his categorical syllogistic?”; Tim DE 
MEY (Universiteit Gent), “Kuhn’s paradox of  
thought experiments”.

¶On February th, Professor Dermot 
MORAN (University College Dublin) gave 

a lecture entitled “The Problem of  Empathy: 
Husserl and Stein.” An interview of  Professor 
Moran can be found in this newsletter.
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¶On February th, the Centre for Ethics 
and Political Philosophy of  the Institute of  

Philosophy and the Centre for Ethics at K.U. 
Nijmegen organized a workshop on the theme 
“Alteriteit” [Alterity]. The workshop centred 
around two texts. Paul VAN TONGEREN  
(K.U. Nijmegen) introduced discussion of  
Bernhard Waldenfels’ Der Stachel des Fremden, and 
Bart VAN LEEUWEN (K.U. Leuven) lead a 
discussion centred around Will Kymlicka’s The 
Theory and Practice of Immigrant Multiculturalism.

¶On March rd, Professor Marcus DÜWELL 
(Universiteit Utrecht) gave a lecture on 

“Mogelijkheden van Toegepaste Ethiek: Het 
Probleem van de Genetische Diagnostiek” 
[Possibilities of  Applied Ethics: The Problem 
of  Genetic Diagnostics.]

¶On March th, the HIW observed the 
annual Saint Thomas Feast with the 

Theology Faculty of  K.U. Leuven. Faculty and 
students from both departments gathered in the 
Promotiezaal of  the University Hall, to hear 
Mgr. A.H. VAN LUYN, s.d.b. (Vice-president 
of  the Commission of  Bishops Conference 
of  the European Union (COMECE)) deliver 
the lecture “De Eenwording van Europa als 
Uitdaging voor Kerk en Universiteit” [The 
Unification of  Europe as Challenge to Church 
and University].

¶The “Project Religie Heen/Terug” 
[Religion There/Back Project] began on 

March th with a lecture by Tariq RAMADAN 
(Fribourg) on “Le chemin spirituel d’un euro-
péen musulman.” [The spiritual path of  the 
European muslim] The series continued on 
March th with Roland RECH’s (Nice) 
“Zen, Sagesse et Compassion” [Zen, Wisdom 
and Compassion]; on April th with Arvind 
SHARMA’s (Montreal) “Why Remain a 
Hindu in the Modern World?”; and Julien 
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KLENER’s (Gent) “Joodse beleving van bin-
nenuit” [The Jewish Perception From the Inside 
Out]. From April st until the rd, Professor 
Stephen MULHALL (New College, Oxford 
University), ended the series with several lectures 
at the HIW on “Philosophical Myths of  the 
Fall”. He began with “Nietzsche’s Geneology 
of  the Human”, to which responded Prof. 
William DESMOND, followed by “Heidegger’s 
Secularization of  Angst”, with Prof. Rudi 
VISKER as his respondent, and “Wittgenstein’s 
Confession of  Scepticism”, responded to by 
Prof. Martin STONE. Professor MULHALL 
ended the series with a seminar based on the 
above lectures.

¶Professor Gary HERBERT (Loyola 
University, New Orleans) held a lecture at 

the Institute on April th, entitled “Mercier’s 
Critique of  Kant”.

¶On April th, the study day of  the Wijsgerig 
Bezelschap took place at the HIW , on the 

subject of  “Fetisjisme” [Fethishism]. Andreas 
DE BLOCK (K.U. Leuven) presented a paper in 
the morning on “Genitale Constructies: Freud 
over het fetisjisme” [Genital Constructions: 
Freud on Fetishism]. In the afternoon Gido 
BERNS (Universiteit van Tilburg) gave the 
paper “Spoken en fetisjen”, [Phantoms and 
Fetishes] followed by Jean-Joseph GOUX (Rice 
University, Houston, Texas) on “Vertigo of  the 
Substitute: Fetish, Trophy, Icon”.

¶Professor John SALLIS (Penn State 
University) visited the HIW on April 

th, and gave a paper entitled “The Elemental 
Earth”.

¶On May th, Professor Nick BUNNIN 
(Institute for Chinese Studies, Oxford 

University), lectured on “The Future of  Chinese 
Philosophy: An Agenda”.

¶The HIW’s Centre for Logic hosted 
Professor Elena ICHTCHENKO (Voronezh 

State University) when she visited on May th 
to give the lecture “Epistemological Problems 
in Contemporary Russian Philosophy”.

¶The De Wulf-Mansion Centre invited 
Professor John M. COOPER (Princeton 
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University) to lecture at the HIW on May 
th. He presented “Plato and Aristotle on 
Finality and (Self)-Sufficiency: The Criteria of  
Eudaimonia between Plato’s Philebus and Aristotle’s 
Nichomachean Ethics”. Prof. Gerd VAN RIEL 
responded to Prof. COOPER’s discussion of  the 
Philebus, while Prof. Pierre DESTRÉE rejoined 
the lecturer’s comments on the Nichomachean 
Ethics.

¶A textual workshops conference on 
“Parameters of  Intellectual Change from 

 to ” took place from June th until 
the th at the Keizersberg in Leuven. On the 
th, Professors J. BRAMS and P. TOMBEUR 
presented the newly released CD ROM of  the 
new Aristoteles Latinus, in the Raadzaal of  
the HIW. This was followed by dinner, spon-
sored by the Medieval Institute of  Notre Dame, 
at the Faculty Club in the Groot Begijnhof. 
The sessions of  the conference were as fol-
low: S.MÜLLER (HIW) and A.ROBIGLIO 
(HIW), “Thomism, Albertism, Nominalism. 
The Dynamics of  Intellectual Traditions in 
the Late Middle Ages”; P.RUTTEN (HIW), 
“Heymericus de Campo and Late Medieval 
Albertism: Problems of  Textual Transmission”; 
W.J.COURTENAY (Madison, USA), “Paris at 
the End of  the Fourteenth Century”; L.NAUTA 
(Groningen, Netherlands), “Lorenzo Valla and 
Medieval Nominalism”; C.TROTTMANN 
(Tours, France), “Different Forms of  Mystical 
Theology”; C.H.KNEEPKENS (Groningen, 
Netherlands) and S.LALLA (Berlin), “Schools 
and Schoolbooks. From the Late Middle Ages 
to the Early Modern Period”. 

¶The Conference “Intersubjectivity 
and Embodiment: Perspectives from 

Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences” 
took place at the HIW from September th 
–th. The conference was supported by the 
Fund for Scientific Research – Flanders, and 

sponsored by The Institute of  Philosophy, 
Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, and the 
Association for Phenomenology and the 
Cognitive Sciences. Additional support was 
granted by the Centre for Subjectivity Research 
(Danish National Research Foundation, 
University of  Copenhagen) and Kluwer 
Academic Publishers. Plenary sessions were held 
by Mark JOHNSON (University of  Oregon) 
on “The Meaning of  the Body” and Marc 
JEANNEROD (Institut des Sciences Cognitives, 
Lyon) on “From Phenomenology to Neurons”. 
Beata  STAWARSKA (University of  Oregon) 
introduced the conference, and A. VAN DE 
PUTTE (Dean, HIW) welcomed its partici-
pants. Papers over the three days were as fol-
low: Dieter LOHMAR, “Mirror Neurons 
and the Phenomenology of  Intersubjectivity”; 
Anne JACOBSON, “Understanding Others: 
Empathy without Conceptualization”; 
Maxine SHEETS-JOHNSTONE, “Further 
Steps Toward a Phenomenological Analysis 
of  Empathy”; Natalie DEPRAZ, “Beneath 
Empathy: Archaic forms of  Intersubjectivity 
in Empirical Disciplines as a Renewal of  
Transcendental Phenomenology”; Søren 
OVERGAARD, “The Problem of  Others: 
A Wittgensteinian/Husserlian Perspective”; 
Daniel HUTTO, “Turning Hard Problems 
on their Heads”; Andreas ROEPSTORFF, 
“The Role of  Intersubjectivity in Brain 
Imaging Experiments”; Lorenzo VAIANI and 
Giuseppe DI PELLEGRIN, “Hemispheric 
Asymmetry in Self-Other Recognition”; Julie 
GREZES, “Understanding Other People’s 
Mental States Through the Observation of  
their Motor Behaviour: fMRI Studies”; Daniel 
A. SCHMICKING, “What the Infant’s Body 
Tells the Phenomenologist’s Eye. Perspectives of  
Early Intersubjectivity”; Shaun GALLAGHER, 
“Bodies in Context: From Primary to Secondary 
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Intersubjectivity”; Talia WELSH, “The 
Other Side: The Mirroring Parent in Infant 
Imitation”; Beata STAWARSKA, “Mutual 
Gaze and Social Cognition”; Dan ZAHAVI, 
“The Theory-Theory Approach to Infantile 
Autism. A Phenomenological Critique”; 
Matthew RATCLIFFE, “Folk Psychology is 
not Folk Psychology”; A.G. STASCHEIT, 
“Heuristics of  Embodiment: A Phenomenology 
of  Practicing”; Clive CAZEAUX, “Metaphor 
and Embodiment in Merleau-Ponty and 
Lakoff  and Johnson”; Kalle PIHLAINEN, 
“Intersubjective Identification and the Possibility 
of  an Embodied Ethics?”; Julia JANSEN, 

“Neurological Clues for a Connection Between 
Art and Morality”; Erik MYIN, “Embodied and 
Neuroscientific Perspectives on Synaesthesia,” 
Thor GRÜNBAUM, “Consciousness in 
Action: Structure and Content”; Hanneke DE 
JAEGHER, “One Body is Not Enough: Autism 
and Development”; Osborne WIGGINS, 
Michael Alan SCHWARTZ and Manfred 
SPITZER, “Mood, Time, and the Body in 
Depression and Mania”. A report of  the con-
ference can be found in this newsletter.



      ,  ,    

¶The Thursday Lecture Series of  the HIW 
began on October nd this year with Thomas 

DUDDY’s (University College, Galway) “The 
Politics of  Delight: A Revolutionary Reading 
of  Burke’s Reflections”. The series continued 
with Mary Margaret McCABE (King’s College, 
London) on “Socratic Irony and Knowledge 
of  the Self ”; Jacques TAMINIAUX (Louvain-
la-Neuve) with “Plato’s Legacy in Heidegger’s 
Reading of  Antigone”; Fran O’ROURKE 
(University College Dublin) about “Aristotle 
and the Metaphysics of  Evolution”; Kevin 
WILLIAMS (Dublin City University) with 
“The Religious Dimension of  Cultural 
Initiation: Has it a Place in a Secular World?”; 
Kurt SALAMUN (Universität Graz) about 
“Karl Jaspers’s Conception of  the Meaning 
of  Life”. Tom ROCKMORE (Duquesne 
University) Hegel, Analytical Philosophy and 
Idealism.

¶On October th , the first exemplar of  
the book Henry of Ghent and the Transformation 

of Scholastic Thought. Studies in Memory of Jos Decorte. 
(Ancient and Medieval Philosophy, series , vol. 
XXXI) was officially presented to Mrs. Josiane 
Decorte-Coolman. This volume contains the 
proceedings of  the international conference 
that was organized, through the initiative of  
Jos DECORTE, by the De Wulf-Mansion in 
September . The publication of  these stud-
ies on Henry of  Ghent is a memoir in honor of  
Jos Decorte, who passed away, through an acci-
dent, on October nd, . Presentations were 
given by D. VAN DEN AUWEELE on “De 
uitgave van de Opera Omnia van Hendricus 
van Gent by the Universitaire Pers” [The 

Publication of  the Opera Omnia of  Henry of  
Ghent by the University Press] and C. STEEL 
on “De bijdrage van Henricus van Gent tot 
het scholastieke denken” [The Contribution 
of  Henry of  Ghent to Scholastic Thought]. A 
report on this event and the new publication 
can be found in this newsletter.

¶On October th, Professor Joël  
THORAVAL (École des hautes études en 

sciences sociales, Paris) presented a lecture at 
the Institute of  Philosophy, entitled “Existe-t-
il une philosophie chinoise?” [Does a Chinese 
Philosophy Exist?].

¶On the th and th of  October, , the 
De Wulf-Mansion Centre organized a study 

weekend of  the Centre for Ancient Philosophy 
at the Keizersberg Abbey in Leuven. It was 
centred on Porphyrius’ De Abstinentia, Book I. 
Presentations were given by M.M. MCCABE 
(King’s College London), Bert VAN DEN 
BERG (Universiteit Leiden), Keimpe ALGRA 
(Universiteit Utrecht) and Gerd VAN RIEL 
(K.U. Leuven). 

¶From th-st October, an interdisciplin-
ary workshop took place at the Institute on 

the theme of  “Aristotle’s Problemata in Different 
Times and Tongues”. The Department of  
Linguistics and Aristoteles-Latinus De Wulf  
Mansion Centre of  K.U.Leuven organized the 
workshop. Professor A. VAN DE PUTTE 
(Dean, Institute of  Philosophy) gave the welcom-
ing address and P. DE LEEMANS (F.W.O.-
Vlaanderen/K.U.Leuven) and M. GOYENS 
(K.U.Leuven) introduced the workshop. 
Presenters of  the conference were as follow: 
J. CADDEN (University of  California at Davis), 
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R.W.SHARPLES (University College London), 
S. KAPETANAKI (University of  Athens),  
L. FILIUS (Universiteit Leiden: ASL-project), 
F. GUICHARD TESSON(Collège Stanislas, 
Montréal), A. BLOEM (K.U.Leuven), Ph. J. 
VAN DER EIJK (University of  Newcastle), 
M. FREDRICKSSON (K.U. Leuven), G. 
FEDERICI-VESCOVINI (Università degli 
Studi di Firenze), M. VAN DER LUGT 
(Université Paris), I. VENTURA (Università 
degli Studi di Salerno), G. DUMAS (Université 
de Bordeaux), J. DUCOS (Université de 
Bordeaux), C. BOUCHER (École Patique des 
Hautes Études, Paris), and J. MONFASANI 
(State University of  New York at Albany). 
P. DE LEEMANS (F.W.O.-Vlaanderen/
K.U.Leuven) and M. GOYENS (K.U.Leuven) 
presented the “Conclusions” of  the workshop, 
and L. MELIS, dean of  the Arts faculty, closed 
it.

¶Professor John MCDOWELL (Department 
of  Philosophy, University of  Pittsburg) 

held the Cardinal Mercier Chair this year. He 
gave his inaugural lecture, “Naturalism and 
the Philosophy of  Mind”, on November . 
This was followed by a reception. On the th 
of  November he lectured on “Autonomous 
Subjectivity and External Constraint”. 
He also gave two seminars during his visit 
to the Institute, on “Dummett on Truth-
Conditions and Meaning” and “Twentieth-cen-
tury Transcendental Arguments: A Neglected 
Option?”

¶On the th and th of  November, 
IPSA (International Philosophy Students’ 

Association (K.U. Leuven)) organized two lec-
tures by Chibueze C. UDEANI (Universiteit 

Salzburg). The lectures were on “The courage 
to commit the Socratic sin. The missing tonic 
in the efforts towards African philosophies” 
and “Diversity consciousness and intercultural 
value orientation. Possible antidotes to the phe-
nomenon of  ethic-religious conflicts”.

¶This year, the “Lessen voor de eenentwin-
tigste eeuw” [Lessons for the twenty-first 

century] lecture series begins for the tenth time. 
This series is an interfaculty colloquium, cen-
tring around reflections on humanity, society 
and science. The lectures for - are as 
follow: J. ROGGE, “De olympische gedachte” 
[The Olympic Idea]; C. DE RANTER, “Zijn 
onze medicijnen te duur?” [Are our medi-
cines too expensive?]; R. VISKER, “Is er dood 
na het leven?” [Is there death after life?]; 
G. VAN OUTRYVE D’YDEWALLE, “Zien 
we werkelijk wat we zien?” [Do we really see 
what we see?]; J. VANDEN BULCK, “Wat 
leren we van televisiefictie?” [What do we 
learn from television fiction?]; A. VLEUGELS, 
“Patiëntgestuurde zorg” [Patient-oriented care]; 
A. LIEGEOIS, “Autonomie: hoeksteen of  strui-
kelblok? Patiëntenrechten en ethiek in de psy-
chiatrie” [Autonomy: key-stone or stumbling-
block? Patients’ rights and ethics in psychiatry]; 

J. Rogge
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H. BRUYNINCKX, “De rol van vrije software 
in de internet-maatschappij” [The role of  free 
software in internet society]; H. HAUBEN, 
“De Griek als wereldburger. Krachtlijnen van de 
hellenistische beschaving” [The Greek as world 
citizen. Lines of  power in the hellenistic civili-
zation]; M. LEIJSSEN, “Zingeving en psychol-
ogie” [Meaning-giving and psychology]; R. DE 
BONDT, “Strategie en speltheorie” [Strategy 
and Game Theory]; I. VANDEN BERGHE, 
“De toekomst in kaart: cartografie vandaag 
en morgen” [The future mapped: cartography 
today and tomorrow]; J. WOUTERS, “Het 
internationaal strafhof, België en de geno-
cidewet” [The international court of  justice, 
Belgium and genocide law].

¶Professor Quentin SKINNER (Faculty of  
History, Cambridge University) will receive 

an honorary doctorate from K.U. Leuven on 
the nd of  February. He will be a guest at 
the HIW on February rd , giving a 
seminar on “Thomas Hobbes as a Theorist of  
Representative Government”and a lecture on 
“Philosophy and Laughter”.

¶The “Project Religie Heen/Terug” [Religion 
There/Back Project] was organized this 

year around the theme “Religie met/zonder 
God” [Religion with/without God]. The fol-
lowing public lectures were organized: th 
February , René VAN WOUDENBERG 
(Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam), “Theïsme en 
realisme” [Theism and Realism]; th March 
, Hendrik Jan ADRIAANSE (Universiteit 
Leiden), “Transcendentie in posttheïstisch per-
spectief ” [Transcendence in post-theistic per-
spective]; th March , Don CUPITT 
(Emmanuel College, Cambridge), “The Turn to 
Life in Modern Religious Thought”; st April 
, Arnold BURMS, “Vrome Ongelovigen”. 
[The Unbelieving Pious Person]

¶Professor Merold WESTPHAL (Fordham 
University, New York) will give a lecture 

series in March , on “Transcendence and 
Self-Transcendence”. He will hold four lec-
tures. Professor William DESMOND will 
respond to the first, “How Not to Talk about 
God.” Professor André CLOOTS will respond 
to “Cosmological Transcendence”, Professor 
Martin STONE to “Epistemic Transcendence”, 
and finally Ignace VERHACK to “Ethical/
Religious Transcendence”.
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¶On February th , a reception was held 
at the Institute as a gesture of  thanks to Prof. 

H. DE DIJN and Em. Prof. U. DHONDT. 
The reception marked the occasion of  the pro-
fessors’ handing down of  their respective offices 
as chairman and vice-chairman of  the Tijdschrift 
voor Filosofie.

¶On February th , a reception was 
organised at the Institute on the occasion 

of  Mevrouw M. RYCKEBOER-GIEFFERS’ 
retirement.

¶Professor Emeritus Jozef  BRAMS passed 
away on the rd of  October . Professor 

Brams received his PhD from K.U. Leuven 
in , after which he became first assistant 
(), then research director (-), lec-
turer (-), and chief  lecturer (-) 
at the K.U. Leuven. He retired in October . 
He was a scientific collaborator (-), 
secretary (-), member of  the commis-
sion (-), and director (-) of  
the Aristoteles Latinus. He was still working on the 
edition of  William of  Moerbeke’s translation 
of  the Physics and finishing the edition of  James 
of  Venice’s translation of  De Anima – the latter 
having been left unfinished after the tragic and 
untimely death of  Jos Decorte – at the time of  
his own passing. The Institute extends its heart-
felt sympathies to Professor Brams’family.

Visiting Scholars Who 
Lectured at the Institute
-

Roberta DE MONTICELLI (Université de 
Genève), Brian O’CONNOR (University 
College Dublin), Pierre GUENANCIA 
(Université de Bourgogne, Dijon), Michel 
BOURDEAU (CNRS-EHESS, Paris), 
Dermot MORAN (Department of  Philosophy, 
University College Dublin), Marcus DÜWELL 
(Universiteit Utrecht), Josef  SEIFERT 
(International Academy of  Philosophy, 
Liechtenstein), Frederick BAUERSCHMIDT 
(Director Loyola International Nachbar House, 
Leuven), Claudia PAWLENKA (Tübingen), 
Stephen MULHALL (New College, Oxford 
University), Gary HERBERT (Loyola 
University, New Orleans), John SALLIS (Penn 
State University), Nick BUNNIN (Institute 
for Chinese Studies, Oxford University), Elena 
ICHTCHENKO (Voronezh State University), 
John M. COOPER (Princeton University)

-

Thomas DUDDY (University College Galway), 
Mary Margaret MCCABE (King’s College 
London), Jacques TAMINIAUX (Louvain-la-
Neuve), Fran O’ROURKE (University College 
Dublin), Kevin WILLIAMS (Dublin City 
University), Kurt SALAMUN (Universität 
Graz), Tom ROCKMORE (Duquesne 
University), Joël Thoraval (École des hautes 
études en sciences sociales, Paris), John 
MCDOWELL (University of  Pittsburgh), 
Ishitiyague HAJI (University of  Minnesota, 
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Moris), Chibueze C. UDEANI (University of  
Salzburg), QUENTIN SKINNER (Faculty 
of  History, Cambridge University), Merold 
WESTPHAL (Fordham University, New 
York)

Visiting Researchers  
at the Institute
-

Cecilia TRIFOGLI (Oxford University), Jeffrey 
JACKSON (Vanderbilt University), Joanna 
GORNICKA (Warschau), Bob SANDMEYER 
(University of  Kentucky), Dermot MORAN 
(University College Dublin), Alessandra 
PENNA (Rome), Michela SUMMA (Pavia), 
Adina BOZGA (Coventry), Immaculada 
RODRIGUEZ-MORENO (Cadiz), Elena 
Nikolajevna ICHTCHENKO (Voronezh State 
University), MichaeL PAULSEN (Aalborg 
University), Seong-Ha HONG (Woosuk 
University), Tom CARROLL (Sydney), 
Klaus HEDWIG (Herzogenrath), Sandra 

LAPOINTE (Montréal), Hyoung-Guy SIM 
(Trier), Kent EMERY (Notre Dame), Gordon 
WILSON (Asheville, North Carolina), Donn 
WELTON (Stony Brook, New York), Maria 
Lucrezia LEONE (Lecce), David BOILEAU 
(Loyola University, New Orleans), Carla 
DI MARTINO (CNRS Parijs), Theodor 
BUCHER (Roma)

-

Maria Lucrezia LEONE (Lecce), Seong-
Ha HONG (Woosuk University), Arianna 
BERNARDI (Universiteit Roma Tre), Nicolas 
SMITH (Stockholm University), Michael 
BROGAN (Villanova University), Ulrika 
ANNA BJÖRK (University of Helsinki), Petr 
URBAN (Prague), Jozef SIVAK (Bratislava), José 
DE ANDRES FERNANDEZ (Salamanca), 
Ishtiyague HAJI (University of Minnesota, 
Morris), Elisabeth SCHUHMANN (Jena)
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Augusty Joy
Bendixen Arthur
Bertocci Jill
Blackburn Christine E.
Boedeker Edgar
Boelen Bernard
Boyle Jerome Michael
Brockman Michael
Burke Patrick 
Caliguiri John
Campbell Shannon
Carella Michael J.
Carlsen Andrea
Cassidy Matthew
Chung Mary
Connally Tom
Crossman Peter
Donnelly David
Elliot Jane
Fennessy John
Fitzgerald John J.
Fitzpatrick Neil

Gangbar Steven
Ghougassian John
Gorman Kevin
Gregory Brad
Goncalves Teresa
Hadley Douglas W.
Haffner Gerard
Harvey Robert
Howle Vanessa
Johnson Robert
Klitzer Ernest
Lipinski Elizabeth
Lozano Rios Carlos
Maguinnes Donal
Mallon Thomas Patrick
Mandagi Marsellinus
Marsh John
Melachrinu Christina
Mitchko James
Moon Hoi Lee
Navickas Joseph L.
Ndubuisi Maureen

Nlandu Basinsa
O’Liai Simon
Palenske Debra
Pareira J.
Pierce Ashley
Pillepich Ann
Poku Robert Kyei
Ramsey John
Reamy R. Derek
Renner Gregory
Skarda Christine
Speck David 
Spotton William
Stromberg Stephanie
Tavuzzi Marino
Tingley John
Tisdale Elisabeth
Walsh Joseph M.
Washington Debra

Whang Pil-Ho
Zegwaart Huibert

MISSING ALUMNI ADDRESSES

Two of  our alumni have published books in 
the past year. Christopher M. GEMERCHAK, 
who received his doctorate at the HIW of  
K.U.Leuven and is currently a Post-Doctorate 
Fellow at the Institute, has written The Sunday of 
the Negative: Reading Bataille Reading Hegel. The vol-
ume is one in the SUNY series in Hegelian Studies, 
of  which William DESMOND (K.U.Leuven) 
is the editor. Francis Remedios, who graduated 
with a doctoral degree at the HIW is the author 
of  Legitimizing Scientific Knowledge: An Introduction 

to Steve Fuller’s Social Epistemology. The volume is 
published by Lexington Books.

Emmanuel KATANGOLE, who received his 
doctorate in Philosophy from KULeuven 
in , writes that he has been appointed 
Associate Research Professor of  Theology and 
World Christianity, at Duke Divinity School 
(Duke University, North Carolina, USA).

ALUMNI NEWS
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FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE  
AT THE INSTITUTE

Assistantships
Description: There are a number of  assistant-
ships assigned to the Institute of  Philosophy 
by the Rector of  the University, or awarded to 
the Institute by the Belgian National Science 
Foundation. These assistantships are assigned 
to individual research departments. They carry 
with them both research and teaching responsi-
bilities. Qualifications: A Master’s Degree from 
the Institute of  Philosophy and demonstrated 
exceptional scholarly promise. The National 
Science foundation Awards also require European 
Community citizenship. Number: The number 
varies according to the availability of  funds. 
Stipend: The assistantships are awarded on both 
a full-time and a part-time basis. They carry 
with them a monthly salary. Tenure: One to six 
academic years. Application: The available assis-
tantships are announced regularly in university 
publications. Application is made through the 
Personnel Office of  the University.

Stipends for the 
International Program
Description: To gain teaching and academic 
experience in the BA Program, as deemed 
necessary by the Director of  the International 
Program. Qualifications: Prior to being offered 
a stipend, applicants must have received their 
Master’s Degree, and been accepted as pos-
sible doctoral candidates. Applicants must have 

an excellent knowledge of  English grammar 
and composition. Number:  stipends. Tenure: 
One academic year, renewable. Application: 
Applications, together with an official tran-
script and a letter of  reference, must be received 
no later than May st.

Katholieke Universiteit 
Leuven Doctoral 
Scholarships
Description: The University awards Doctoral 
Fellowships for exceptional doctoral candidates 
who have been selected and put forward by a 
faculty member of  the University. The inten-
tion is to stimulate researchers of  an exception-
ally high calibre. These fellowships are usu-
ally reserved for students nearing the comple-
tion of  their doctoral studies. Qualifications: 
Applicants must be doctoral students at a 
faculty of  the University, nearing the comple-
tion of  their studies. Number: Depends on 
the availability of  funds for a particular year. 
Stipend: Full tuition, plus a stipend of  maxi-
mum  euros per month (unmarried), , 
euros (married). Tenure: One year, once renew-
able. Application: Applications supporting the 
candidate are submitted by a professor of  the 
University. The candidate’s curriculum vitae and 
a short description of  the research is required. 
The deadline is February st.
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Katholieke Universiteit 
Leuven Post-Doctoral 
Fellowships
Description: The University awards post-doc-
toral fellowships for exceptional foreign schol-
ars wishing to come to Leuven for a period 
of  research. Junior Fellowships are available 
to holders of  a doctoral degree with a profes-
sorial appointment at a college or university. 
Qualifications: Candidates must have a doctor-
ate, must be invited by a University faculty and 
be nominated by a professor of  the University. 
Number: Depends on availability of  funds 
for a particular year. Stipend: Junior fellows 
receive a stipend of   euros per month 
(unmarried),  euros per month (married). 
Senior Fellows receive a stipend of   euros 
per month (married or unmarried). Fellows 
may also apply to have their travel expenses 
reimbursed. Tenure: Up to one academic year 
depending on the length of  the research proj-
ect. Renewable. Application: Application forms 
must be filled out and submitted by a professor 
of  the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven together 
with the curriculum vitae of  the candidate and a 
brief  description of  the proposed research.

Developing World 
Scholarships from  
the K.U. Leuven
Description: These scholarships are available to 
students from developing countries (Eastern 
Europe and former Soviet Union countries are 
not included). They are available for candidates 
wishing to study in the Master and Doctoral 
Programs, and for candidates engaged in post-
doctoral research. Qualifications: The applicant 
must be a citizen of  a developing country, 

holder of  a university degree, and  years of  
age or younger. The applicant must not be 
studying or already have studied in an indus-
trialized country (including Belgium). Further 
information on qualifications is available from 
the International Centre of  the University. 
Number: Depends on applications and avail-
ability of  funds. Stipend: Full tuition, plus 
an additional stipend ranging from  to  

euros per month. Some costs will be reimbursed. 
Tenure: Up to  years. Application: Forms are 
available from the Office for International 
Relations, International Centre, Naamsestraat 
, Leuven B-, Belgium. tel. --  ; 
fax --  . Applications must be received 
no later than November  of  the previous aca-
demic year.

Fulbright Fellowships  
and Grants
Description: A variety of  fellowships and grants 
are available through the Fulbright Commission 
for study and travel in Belgium. Awares are 
made for graduate study (Master’s and Doctoral 
work) and for postgraduate work. there are 
also teaching and research fellowships available 
for scholars. Qualifications: Applicants must 
be United States citizens, not currently living 
in Belgium or Luxembourg. Number: Open. 
Stipend: Depends on the Fellowship or Grant 
awarded. Tenure: This also depends on the 
individual case. Application: You must apply 
through the Fulbright Program Adviser on your 
home campus in the United States. At-large 
applicants must apply through the US Student 
Programs Division, Institute of  International 
Education,  United Nations Plaza, New 
York, NY, -; tel. --. The 
deadline is October st of  the previous aca-
demic year.
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The Belgian-American 
Educational Foundation 
Fellowships
Descriptions: The Belgian American Educational 
Foundation (BAEF) encourages applications for 
fellowships for advanced study or research dur-
ing the academic year -, at a Belgian 
university or institution of  higher learning. 
Qualifications: Applicants must be citizens of  
the United States and either have a Masters 
degree or equivalent degree, or be working 
towards a Ph.D. or equivalent degree. Preference 
is given to applicants under the age of  with 
a reading and speaking knowledge of  Dutch, 
French, or German. BAEF Fellows must reside 
in Belgium during the tenure of  their fellowship. 
Number: Eight. Stipend: $,. If  the fellow 
chooses to remain less than the full  months, 
the stipend will be prorated accordingly. The 
fellowship period must be at least  months. 
Tenure: One year. Application: Applicants 
should make their own arrangements to register 
or affiliate with a Belgin university or research 
institution. In addition to the application form, 
applicants must furnish  letters of  recommen-
dation, a letter of  nomination from the Dean 
or his or her school, a brief  biographical state-
ment, and a statement of  purpose. Application 
forms can be downloaded from the BAEF 
website at: http://www.baef.be/content/fel-
low_us_to_bel.html. For Application blanks or 
additional information contact the Foundation 
at the above address, call --, or email: 
emile.boulpaep@yale.edu. Completed applica-
tions are due no later than January , .

The Flemish Community 
Fellowships
Description: These fellowships are offered to 
students at a variety of  levels who wish to spend 
a year or more at a university in the Flemish 
Community. Qualifications: Varies from coun-
try to country. Number: Also variable. In the 
United States, there are  scholarships available 
annually. Tenure: Ten months (October through 
July), twice renewable. Application: In the 
United States, applications are available from 
the Belgian Embassy,  Garfield St., NW , 
Washington, DC, . Tel. --; fax 
--. In other countries, contact your 
own Ministry of  Education. The deadline is 
February  of  the previous academic year.

DeRance Scholarship
Description: Scholarships available for semi-
narians or priests throughout the world who 
wish to study philosophy at the Institute of  
Philosophy. Qualifications: A Catholic semi-
narian or priest with sufficient academic back-
ground and acceptance by the community at the 
American College, Leuven. Number:  per year. 
Tenure:  year, renewable. Stipend: Full tuition, 
plus room and board at the American College. 
Application: Applications are available from the 
Rector, The American College, Naamsestraat 
, B- Leuven, Belgium. Tel. --  ; 
fax --  . The deadline for applications 
is May th of  the previous academic year.

United States Veterans 
Training Benefits
Description: The Bachelors, Masters, 
and Doctoral Programs at the Institute of  
Philosophy have all been approved by the 
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Veterans Administration for awards for qualified 
US veterans and their dependents. Qualification: 
Determined by the US Veterans Administration. 
Number: Open. Stipend: Determined by the US 
Veterans Administration. Tenure: Determined 
by the US Veterans Administration. Application: 
Write to the US Veterans Administration, 
Department of  Veterans Benefits, Washington 
DC, .

United States and Canadian 
Government Student Loans
United States and Canadian Government 
Student Loans
Description: The Institute of  Philosophy, 
K.U.Leuven is an approved school within 
the US and Canadian Government Student 
Loans Programs. US and Canadian students 
may apply for a student loan through the 
K.U.Leuven. Qualifications: Applicants must be 
US or Canadian citizens. Number: Unlimited. 
Stipend: The amount of  the loan depends on 
the amount requested by the student and the 
limits set by the respective governments. Tenure: 
One academic year (loans must be repaid when 
the student has completed his/her education). 
Application: Applications are available in the 
United States through the Financial Aid Office 
at your home campus or through a bank. 
The school code number for US applicants is 
. The section on the form to be com-
pleted by the school or institution can be sent 
to the following address once the section to be 
filled in by the student is complete: Edmund 
Guzman, Office for International Students, 
Naamsestraat ,  Leuven, Belgium.   
Tel. -()---; Fax. -()---.

SOROS Foundation 
Scholarships
Description: Scholarships for exceptional 
Hungarian researchers to pursue advanced stud-
ies at an approved university. Qualification: 
Approval by the selection committee in Budapest. 
Number: Approximately  per year. Stipend:  

euros per month. Tenure: One academic year. 
Application: For further information and appli-
cation forms, write to The SOROS Foundation 
Secretariat, P.O. Box , H- Budapest, 
Hungary.

ERASMUS Program
The Erasmus exchange programme gives EU 
students the opportunity to study abroad for 
one semester or for an entire academic year. 
Within the framework of  bilateral exchange 
agreements, students may choose a university in 
a fellow EU country, and have the courses they 
follow abroad taken up in their Leuven study 
curriculum.
The H.I.W. currently has exchange agreements 
with the philosophy departments of  the follow-
ing universities:
Czech Republic: Charles University Prague 
(Univerzita Karlova v Praze); Finland: Univer-
sity of  Helsinki; France: Université Lille III 
– Charles De Gaulle, Université Paris X – 
Nanterre; Germany: Ruhr-Universität Bochum, 
Katholische Universität zu Eichstätt, Albert 
Ludwigs Universität Freiburg, Universität zu 
Köln, Bergische Universität Wuppertal, Bayerische 
Julius-Maximilians-Universität Würzburg; 
Hungary : Eötvös-Lorand University Budapest; 
Ireland: University College Dublin, National 
University of  Ireland – Maynooth; Italy: 
Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore Milano, 
Università degli Studi di Padova, Università 
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di Pisa, Università Ca’ Foscari di Venezia; The 
Netherlands: Katholieke Universiteit Nijmegen; 
Poland: Catholic University of  Lublin, 
University of  Warszaw; Portugal: University 
of  Lisbon; Spain: Universidad autonoma de 
Madrid; Sweden: University of  Linköping; 

Switzerland: Université de Fribourg, Université 
de Lausanne; United Kingdom: The Queen’s 
University of  Belfast.

The Erasmus coordinator of  the HIW is Prof. 
Gerd Van Riel.
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KATHOLIEKE UNIVERSITEIT LEUVEN

Institute of  Philosophy
Alumni Association Membership Form

If you are not already a member, or if you have recently changed your address, please take a moment to fill out this form and join 
our Alumni Association. As a member of the association, you will receive a copy of the Alumni Newsletter and your name and 
address will be included in our Alumni Directory (Please Print Legibly).

Name: .....................................................................................................................................................................................

Date and Place of  Birth: ....................................................................................................................................................

Profession / Title: ................................................................................................................................................................

Home (Permanent) Address: .............................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................................................................................................

Telephone: ............................................................................................................................................................................. 

Which degrees did you earn from the Institute Other Education (degrees from other colleges of  
Philosophy? or universities / Year):

[ ] BA Year:  ..............................................................   ......................................................................................

[ ] MA Year:  ..............................................................   ......................................................................................

[ ] PhD Year:  ..............................................................   ......................................................................................

[ ] Other Year:  ..............................................................   ......................................................................................

Do you have any news for the next issue of  the NEWSLETTER? (e.g. new employment, promotions, publi-
cations, activities, etc.). Attach separate pages if  necessary.

..................................................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................................................................................................

The Leuven Philosophy Newsletter

c/o INGRID LOMBAERTS

Kardinaal Mercierplein , B- Leuven, Belgium

Fax [] ()    



      ,  , 

Do you need  
Your Diploma?

A diploma is an important and useful document, yet some alumni/ae  

have yet to claim theirs.  

If you are in Leuven, you can claim your diploma by coming to the secretariat.  

If that is not possible, you can order your diploma to be sent to you by mail.  

Simply fill in the form below and send it to

Prof. William Desmond, 

International Program, 

Kardinaal Mercierplein 2, 

B-3000 Leuven, 

Belgium. 

Please include US$25 to cover the cost of processing and registered mail. 

This fee can be sent as a cheque payable to the Institute of Philosophy, K.U.Leuven.

Request for A Diploma

Name and Surname:  .................................................................................................................................

Street Address:  ..........................................................................................................................................

City and Postal Code:  ................................................................................................................................

Country:  .....................................................................................................................................................

Diploma(s) Requested:  ..............................................................................................................................
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CAMPUSKRANT 
INTERNATIONAL 

Dear KULeuven Alumni,
The Campuskrant International, which is a publication from the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, would 
like to know if  they can send you further news of  your alma mater.  To prevent you from receiving this 
should you not wish to, we will only pass on your mailing address for this purpose with your permission.  
If  you would like to be on this mailing list, please fill out the form below, and send it to:

Ingrid Lombaerts
Institute of  Philosophy
Kardinaal Mercierplein, 
B- Leuven
Belgium

REQUEST TO BE PUT ON MAILING LIST OF CAMPUSKRANT INTERNATIONAL

Name and surname: ……………………………………………………………………………

Street Address:………………………………………………………………………………….

City and Postal Code:…………………………………………………………………………..

Country:…………………………………………………………………………………………


