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Abstract. This paper was presented at the Second World Congress on
Logic and Religion on the sub-topic of logics vis-à-vis illogicalities in reli-
gion. It deals with fourteenth-century-logician Thomas Manlevelt’s Ock-
hamist approach to logic (the ars vetus, strictly speaking) and its onto-
logical outcome: rejection of the existence of substance. Although God,
the Trinity, the Blessed Virgin, the Antichrist and the consecrated host
keep popping up within the domain of logic, it is argued that Manlevelt
kept clear water between logic and theology. Things divine, and especially
the transubstantiation of the consecrated host, do however play a crucial
role in the development of his idea of the non-existence of substance. It
is suggested that this might imply the miraculous nature of the whole
universe.
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What does God have to do with fourteenth-century logic? This paper sets out
first to remind us of a most remarkable and revolutionary idea put forward
by Thomas Manlevelt: that substance does not exist.1 Second, it offers a few
words on the role played by things divine in the development, initial acceptance
and eventual rejection of this idea that substance does not exist—an outcome
which has to do with the theological limits set to logic. Third, it offers a general
sketch of the diverse roles that things divine play in Manlevelt’s logic. Finally,
we return to the non-existence of substance. I suggest that Manlevelt makes
clever use of the very limits set by theology to logic to draw the conclusions
he likes best.

1Robert Andrews was the first to appraise the radical nature of Manlevelt’s ontology
[1, pp. 347–368]. Note the different spelling of Thomas Manlevelt’s name. Approximately
twenty variations of his name have been found in the manuscripts so far. On this, see [3,
p. XXXVI ff].
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In handbooks of philosophical history, the name of Thomas Manlevelt
is linked to a set of widely-used logical treatises: the so-called parva logi-
calia.2 These short tracts on supposition, confusion and consequences3 were
presumably composed in Paris around 1330 and spread all over the European
continent during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. They were in use as
textbooks and commented upon at universities in Germany and beyond: in
Leipzig, Erfurt, Prague, Vienna, Uppsala and Kraków.

In the 30s or 40s of the fourteenth-century, this same Manlevelt spent
some 200,000 words on a huge commentary on the so-called Old Logic. That
is to say, he spent them writing a commentary on Aristotle’s little work on
the Categories, which is preceded by a commentary on the Isagoge, Porphyry’s
third-century introduction to Aristotle’s Categories.4 It is not known whether
Manlevelt also did a commentary on the third integral part of the Old Logic,
De interpretatione.5

Manlevelt’s Questiones libri Porphirii is a study on Porpyry’s five uni-
versals: genus, species, differentia, proprium and accidens. The main subject
matter of Manlevelt’s Questiones super Predicamenta is, of course, the ten cat-
egories: substance plus the nine accidents (quality, quantity, relation, action,
undergoing, place, time, situation and having). To the medieval mind, these
categories were both the ten most basic logical concepts and the most basic
ontological constituents of reality. In short, they were the building blocks for
both rationality (ratio) and reality (res).

As was quite usual for medieval logicians, these two commentaries—on
Aristotle’s booklet on the categories and on Porphyry’s introductory text to
Aristotle’s booklet—discuss the most fundamental questions about logic and
its ontological relation to reality.

But what did logic look like in Manlevelt’s eyes? And where may this logic
have met its boundaries (if any)? Medieval logic, of course, was not modern
symbolic logic. Basically, it was the old Aristotelian syllogistics gradually en-
larged with specifically medieval developments in the field of terminist logic, to

2Very little is known about the life and whereabouts of Thomas Manlevelt. For a tentative
biography, and for his bibliography, one may best consult [4, pp. 145–164].
3Forthcoming is an edition of these parva logicalia, comprising De suppositionibus, De con-
fusionibus and De consequentiis, by C. Kann, S. Lorenz and R. Grass.
4For the commentary on the Isagoge, see [8]. My edition of the commentary on the Categories
is forthcoming: Thomas Manlevelt Questiones circa librum Predicamentorum. In this paper,
for Manlevelt’s commentary on the Categories, reference is made to the following manuscript:
Erfurt, Bibliotheca Amploniana, cod. CA 4o 288.
5According to Schum [6, p. 528 f.], Manlevelt’s commentary on De interpretatione is pre-
served in the same single manuscript (Erfurt, Bibliotheca. Ampl. 288) as the commentaries
on Isagoge and Categories. However, this is a mistake. Schum wrongly regards the last few

questions on the Categories to be the start of a commentary on De interpretatione. This
error was already corrected by Markowski [5, p. 201], who rightly limits the number of com-
mentaries in this manuscript to two: one on the Isagoge and one on the Categories. This is
the only extant manuscript for both of these commentaries.
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which we reckon the theories of supposition, syncategoremata, consequences,
insolubles and obligationes.6

Fundamental to all of this is the theory of the categories. In the Aris-
totelian categories of being, items are collected and ordered by which we can
name reality (for instance, man or white) or form complex wholes (for instance,
white man) or even form propositions (for instance, men are white) with which
we can speak about reality and refer to it as we want. What now is the na-
ture of the members of the categories? Are these primarily terms which refer
to something in reality? Or are these the things themselves insofar as they
are captured in a linguistic expression or thought? And is the general nature
or universality of a term reflected in any way by a kind of general nature or
universality of things existing in the outside world?7

To Manlevelt himself, the matter of what logic is about had already been
settled. To him, William of Ockham had basically laid out the plan for this in
his nominalistic approach to all things logical.8 That is to say, everything in
reality is strictly individual in nature, and generality is to be found in concepts
only insofar as these refer to the things in reality.

Medieval thinkers had the sometimes-annoying habit of referring to other
philosophers, whether colleagues or adversaries, not by name but by preferably
rather vague descriptions: e.g., ‘some say’, ‘old-fashioned ones would say’ or
‘according to the opinion of the moderns’, etc. At one point, Manlevelt men-
tions those who maintain that everything there is must be either a substance
or a quality.9 Thus, he makes a vague reference to those thinkers who came to
be called Ockhamists. We are safe to surmise that he numbered himself with
them.

In what manner, then, does Manlevelt follow in the footsteps of William
of Ockham? Manlevelt does take Ockham’s nominalism as an indisputable
starting point. Of course, being a medieval philosopher, he never mentions
Ockham’s name, but he does make honorary mention of Ockham in references
to ’the Master’,10 and ’the major father of the modernists’.11 This last one is

6In other words, these are theories on what a term stands for, on words which are used in a
proposition without themselves being a subject or a predicate (like every, only, not, if and
and), on entailment and inference, on paradoxes, and on the formal conditions for a logical
disputation, respectively.
7For the views on this matter held by Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas and John Duns
Scotus, one may consult [2, pp. 183–196].
8For the most readily available exposition of William of Ockham’s logic, semantics and
rejection of universals, consult [7].
9Thomas Manlevelt Questiones circa librum Predicamentorum q. 64 <4.>, 94vb: ’cum omne
accidens sit qualitas secundum eos qui ponunt omne rem esse substantiam vel qualitatem’.
My edition, forthcoming. In the following footnotes, the title of this commentary is abbre-
viated to In Predicamenta.
10Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 16 <ad 3.>, 57ra: ‘sicud Magister vult in quarto
Sententiarum’. My edition, forthcoming. Also, in Andrews, R., op.cit., p. 366. Unless indi-
cated, there are no differences between Andrews’s reading of passages also quoted by him
and mine.
11Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 15 <8.>, 54vb: ‘quia omne ens secundum maiorem
parentem modernorum est substantia vel qualitas’. My edition, forthcoming.
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an honorific title I have never encountered in any other writer. And indeed,
like William of Ockham, he fully endorses the idea that all things which exist
in the outside world are individuals and that generality is found in concepts
only insofar as these refer to things in reality. However, I think he even goes a
step further than William of Ockham in several directions.

The most spectacular step has to do with his reduction of the number
of categories. The world around us is built up of substances and their acci-
dents. So, if everything that is is either a substance or a quality, this means
that every accident is a quality. This is precisely the stance of Ockham and
the followers of his nominalistic way of thinking. The categories in medieval
ontology comprised all those vindicated by Aristotle: substance plus the nine
accidents (quality, quantity, relation, etc.). Eight of the categories fell victim
to Ockham’s razor. In Ockham’s ontology, only substance and quality remain
as distinct entities; all of the other categories are merely aspects of substances
or qualities or ways of talking about these substances or qualities.

To Manlevelt’s mind, however, Ockham did not go quite far enough in
stopping short at substance and quality as the basic ontological constituents of
reality. Manlevelt’s claim to fame, at the present stage of investigation, would
seem to be his denial of substance.

Manlevelt claims that fire can exist without heat, which means that qual-
ity is separable from its substance.12 He even suggests that substance does not
exist. To be precise, he claims that, physically speaking, it can be argued that
there is no substance anywhere in the world, whether terrestrial13 or celes-
tial14—that is to say, so long as the opposite is not to be demonstrated, which
it indeed is not.15

He not only argues that substance is unnecessary for explanatory pur-
poses but, taking the consecrated host as evidence, he also explains how natural

12Thomas Manlevelt Questiones libri Porphirii q. 42 concl. 4 (ed. A. van der Helm 2014,
pp. 376–377): ‘Patet igitur quod sine omni caliditate potest ignis existere, et per consequens
omnis caliditas est separabilis ab igne. Et consimiliter sine omni calore naturali potest hoc
animal existere’. In the following footnotes, the title of this commentary is abbreviated to
In Isagogen.
13Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 16 concl. 1, 56rab: ‘Prima conclusio est ista quod
probabiliter posset sustineri phisice loquendo nullam penitus substantiam esse in istis infe-
rioribus, accipiendo substantiam pro composito ex materia et forma, vel pro aliqua parte
talis compositi.’ My edition, forthcoming. Also, in Andrews, R., op.cit., p. 361.
14Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 16 concl. 2, 56va: ‘nullum inconveniens, ut videtur,
sequitur si pona<n>tur corpora supracelestia esse composita ex diversis accidentibus <in>
perpetuum sibi invicem inherentibus. Et si ponatur cuiuslibet orbis motorem esse unum
accidens adherens orbi, et ipsum movens, sicud gravitas adheret lapidi faciens ipsum descen-
dere, nec ad hoc requiritur aliqua substantia.’ My edition, forthcoming. Also, in Andrews,
R., op.cit., p. 363. Andrews has “perpetue (perpetuum ms.)” instead of “<in> perpetuum”.
15Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 16 concl. 1, 56rb: ‘omne illud potest probabiliter
teneri cuius oppositum non potest evidenter probari; sed illud est huiusmodi; igitur etcetera.
Maior videtur evidens. Et minor declaratur, quia omnes apparentie possunt evidenter salvari
non posita aliqua tali substantia; igitur non potest evidenter probari aliquam talem substan-
tiam esse in istis inferioribus. Consequentia est satis evidens.’ My edition, forthcoming. Also,
in Andrews, R., op.cit., 361f.



Vol. 13 (2019) Thomas Manlevelt: God in Logic 471

phenomena may be understood in the absence of substance: accidents support
and adhere to each other.16

However, Manlevelt does not unequivocally stick to this thesis of the
non-existence of substance, as he is at the same time willing to argue that
what everyone else holds—namely, that substance does exist after all—can
reasonably be held as possible. Of course, this is what the theologians say as
well, for if there is no substance, how could there be a transubstantiation in
the consecrated host?

Manlevelt holds that both the existence and non-existence of substance
can be held probabiliter. This does not mean that both hypotheses are equally
probable but that both can be argued for: the non-existence of substance on
logical grounds, the existence of substance on authoritative grounds.

And it may well be that it is precisely here that we stumble upon the
boundaries of logic’s domain. There is logic on the one hand, and there are the
authoritative grounds of theology and communis opinio on the other hand. To
Manlevelt, there is a strict border between matters logical and theological.

On the other hand, Manlevelt’s text contains an abundance of references
to God and theological matters. The truth of faith is set off against the truth
of reason.17 Logical rules are explicitly said to not always hold in theological
matters.18 Theologians do get their say in Manlevelt’s text,19 and what the
theologians have to say does not necessarily tally with what the logician or the
natural philosopher has to say.20 When he touches upon the subject matter of

16Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 16 concl. 1, 56rb: ‘positis tantummodo accidentibus
sibi invicem subsistentibus et adherentibus, salvatur generatio et corruptio, augmentatio et
diminutio, alteratio et loci mutatio, sicud patet in hostia consecrata.’ My edition, forthcom-
ing. Also, in Andrews, R., op.cit., p. 362. Should all of this (except for the consecrated host)
sound like David Hume, then it will come as no surprise that, in his 2008 paper, Andrews
describes Manlevelt’s ontology as one ‘more radical than any other of the Middle Ages, and
unparalleled until the time of Hume’. This would bridge a gap of more than four centuries,
as David Hume lived from 1711 until 1776. In all fairness, it has to be conceded, however,
that there may have been others even in Manlevelt’s own time who were trying to do away
with the category of substance. On Nicholas of Autrecourt, John of Mirecourt, William of
Crathorn and even a cautious thinker like John Buridan, see pp. 59–62 of the introduction
to my edition of Manlevelt’s Questiones libri Porphirii.
17Thomas Manlevelt In Isagogen e.g. q. 42 concl. 5 (ed. A. van der Helm 2014, pp. 378).
18Thomas Manlevelt In Isagogen q. 29 concl. 2 (ed. A. van der Helm 2014, p. 305): ‘omne
quod ab alio difert, potest concludi ab eodem diferre per aliquod medium, quod est accidens
separabile. Et hoc precise verum est in materia naturali; quod dico propter personas in
divinis in quibus forte ista conclusio non haberet locum.’
19Thomas Manlevelt In Isagogen e.g. q. 14 concl. 2 (ed. A. van der Helm 2014, pp. 226),
for the theologian’s view on the nature of angels; q. 24 (ibid., p. 277ff): on the divisibility
of the continuum; q. 25 and 27 (ibid., p. 284ff, p. 294ff): on human nature.
20Thomas Manlevelt In Isagogen q. 42 concl. 5 (ed. A. van der Helm 2014, p. 378) concedes
that ‘primum mobile non movetur’ is possible according to the theologians.
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the unity of the Son of God and His assumed nature, he explicitly says that
such matters are to be decided elsewhere.21

So, logic meets its boundaries in theology. Does theology also meet its
boundaries in logic? The fact is that, with Manlevelt, God, the Trinity, the
Blessed Virgin, the Antichrist and the consecrated host keep popping up within
the domain of logic. And these manifestations of things divine are often ac-
companied by the expressly stated opinions of ‘the theologians’.

The roles God plays in Manlevelt’s commentary are diverse. Sometimes,
God is brought in as just another example to illustrate a point that could
have been made just as well without divine interference. At other times, God
makes a more substantial appearance. His role is often precisely to sharpen the
dividing line between logic (and sometimes the natural sciences) on one side
and theology on the other side. In some cases, God’s role goes even further.
His divine presence then seems to push the train of logical reasoning itself in
a certain direction.

An example in which God plays a mere illustrative role is when the word
God is said to have equivocal reference to both the real God and to God in a
painting, just as the words man, stone, etc. refer equivocally to the real thing
and the painted thing.22

Sometimes God is invoked for the sake of argument to provide an example
that may sound rather awkward in itself—if not inappropriate—as when it is
said that God is a more perfect substance than a fly.23

God makes a more substantial appearance in the very first questio of
Manlevelt’s commentary on the Isagoge, which is to say, He appears right at
the start of Manlevelt’s huge commentary on the old logic as a whole. There,
our feeble and limited human knowledge is compared unfavourably with God’s
supreme and infinite, indivisible, simple knowledge as the prima scientia, which
is in fact the basis for all human knowledge. God is given full honour as being
the First Science and First Cause without Whom no knowledge whatsoever
would be possible.24 And of course, as God is the First Cause, nothing at all
in the universe could exist without God. So, when it comes to the categories
as the basic constituents of logic and reality, we see a complete dependency on

21Thomas Manlevelt In Isagogen q. 43 dist. 2 (ed. A. van der Helm 2014, p. 384): ‘isti duo
modi unitatis propriissime dicuntur unitates per se, quia sunt maxime unitates que fiunt ex
distinctis rebus excepta sola unitate filii Dei et nature assumpte, de qua nihil ad presens,
quod alterius existit speculationis.’
22Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 1, <1.>, 43rb: ‘pari ratione qua iste terminus
‘homo’ vel hoc nomen ‘homo’ est commune equivoce homini vero et homini picto, hoc nomen
‘deus’ est commune equivoce deo vero et deo picto, et hoc nomen ‘lapis’ lapidi vero et lapidi
picto, et sic de quocumque ente’. My edition, forthcoming.
23Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 23, <3.>, 61va: ‘species humana est perfectior
substantia quam species asinina, et Deus est perfectior substantia quam musca’. My edition,
forthcoming.
24Thomas Manlevelt In Isagogen q. 1 concl. 1 (ed. A. van der Helm 2014, p. 161: ‘prima
scientia que est prima causa est necessaria, et sine ipsa nulla cognitio potest haberi.’ Also
q. 1 dist. 1 (ibid., p. 160): ‘omnes iste notitie sive scientie presupponunt unam scientiam
incomplexam indivisibilem, qua tam complexa quam incomplexa omnia cognoscuntur. Et
ista scientia est prima scientia, scilicet, ipsemet Deus qui est omnium prima causa.’
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the ratio side. We also see this on the res side, however, because everything is
dependent on God, both for our knowledge of it and for its bare existence.

If all we know is dependent on God’s wisdom, and if God’s wisdom is
limitless while our wisdom is not, we should not be surprised if there are things
that seem to make perfect sense in a divine context (which is the domain of
the theologians) but are difficult if not impossible to grasp given our limited
intellectual capacities.

The Trinity (being the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost) is the prime
instance for which things theological and things logical tend to drift apart.
Yes, a sharp borderline is drawn between logic and faith at the Trinity.

Here is a logical puzzle about the Trinity: ‘This is the Father’ and ‘This
is not the Father.’ A more blatant contradiction is hard to find. Yet if we
take the subject of the first proposition (‘This is the Father’) to be the divine
essence and the subject of the second proposition (‘This is not the Father’) to
be the Son, both propositions are true. For ‘The divine essence is the Father’
is true, and ‘The Son is not the Father’ is also true. But still the two proposi-
tions are two mutually contradicting contradictories, for they are two singular
propositions about the same subject and with the same predicate. They refer
to exactly the same thing, for between the Son and the divine essence there is
not the slightest difference.25

Even Manlevelt has to admit that things like this are incomprehensible
to the human intellect. For it is only by faith that we can maintain that one
most simple thing (God) can be really distinct things (Father, Son and Holy
Ghost).26

Here is a second specimen of God-related logic: there is one; therefore,
there is the First Cause; therefore, there is the effect of the First Cause; there-
fore, there are two. In short: there is one; therefore, there are two. The decisive
step here is this: There is one; therefore, there is the First Cause.

Manlevelt has to admit that ‘there are two’ is a necessary conclusion
here—albeit not a formal logical conclusion. But in this case, the non-formal
theological necessity of the consequence happens to be challenged—not on
logical grounds but on precisely theological grounds. For the theologians may
deny the decisive intermediate entailment: “There is one; therefore, there is
the First Cause”. For according to them, God may exist without being the
First Cause. Before the creation of the world, He was God but not the First
Cause.27

25Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 118, <1.>, 139ra: ‘quia inter filium et essentiam
divinam nulla penitus est differentia’. My edition, forthcoming.
26Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 118, <ad 1.>, 139vb: ‘illa materia intellectui hu-
mano est incomprehensibilis, quia sola fide tenetur quod una res simplicissima potest esse
res realiter distincte.’ My edition, forthcoming.
27Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 120, <3>, 141vb: ‘unum est; igitur causa prima est;
igitur effectus est; igitur duo sunt’; <ad 3.>, 142ra: ‘Ad tertium dicitur per idem, concedendo

consequentiam esse necessariam, sed non formalem, verumptamen theologi negarent istam

consequentiam: ’unum est; igitur prima causa est’, quia secundum eos Deus potest esse

quamvis non sit causa, sicud ante constitutionem mundi Deus fuit et tamen tunc non fuit

causa.’ My edition, forthcoming.
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Thus, even within logic, there seems to be some degree of compulsiveness
for theological considerations. That is to say, this is one of those cases in which
God’s role goes a bit further than providing just a convenient example for some
sort of logical reasoning. His divine presence here truly seems to push the train
of logical reasoning itself in a certain direction. There are many other examples
of things divine being used as building blocks for Manlevelt’s reasoning—too
many to make even a passing note of them all here. In fact, it is almost uncanny
to come across God so often in a work of logic.

Let us take a closer look now at some argumentation surrounding Man-
levelt’s denial of substance. How does the presence of things divine work out in
this special case? Has Manlevelt really accepted that, logically speaking, there
is no reason to accept the existence of substance but that one has to accept the
existence of substance for theological reasons and as a matter of plain common
sense after all? Taking his explicit word for it: yes. But seeing how he proceeds
in the remainder of his commentary on the Categories, one cannot refrain from
the suspicion that, in his heart, Manlevelt thought otherwise.

At one point in this commentary, he gives a precise description of what
it is, not for a substance but for a quality, to be receptive of contraries. Not
surprisingly, it is the consecrated host which he again takes as his starting
point. If exactly the same set of qualities (whiteness, roundness, tasting-of-
bread, etc.) can first belong to a piece of bread as its substance and a moment
later belong to the body of Christ as its substance, do these qualities really
need a substance? What if the transubstantiation can do without substance
after all? Although the whiteness in the consecrated host receives warmth and
cold, says Manlevelt, it does so not as the subject of warmth and cold. For why
should one quality be the subject of another quality and not the other way
around? And in the end, all qualities whatsoever are sustained miraculously
by God anyway. But in this case, the whiteness of the consecrated host is said
to take on the warmth because the whiteness was there first and the warmth
came to join the whiteness later and thus came to coexist with the whiteness.28

Here we have a clear picture of diverse qualities sticking to one another
without any need of a substance to underlie them. If this can be true for the
consecrated host, however, then we may safely extrapolate this state of affairs
to the world at large. Qualities sticking together to make up the myriad of
individual items in this world do not need substance as their physical ground-
work. Therefore, there is no necessity to posit substance as an explanation for
all things in the world.

So, instead of dismissing the miracle it takes to have a consecrated host
without a substance, Thomas Manlevelt seems in the end to heartily endorse

28Thomas Manlevelt In Predicamenta q. 31, <concl. 2>, 67vb: ‘Et quamvis albedo in hos-
tia consecrata concipiat caliditatem et frigiditatem, non tamen tamquam subiectum talis
caliditatis vel frigiditatis, quia non potius albedo sustineat caliditatem quam albedo frigid-
itatem, et omnia accidentia ibidem miraculose sustentantur per Deum. Sed albedo in tali
casu dicitur suscipere caliditatem, quia albedo preexistit et caliditas postea sibi advenit et
intrat ipsam albedinem et coexistit ibidem cum ea.’ My edition, forthcoming.
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this very miracle. If there is no substance in the consecrated host, this is be-
cause God miraculously makes it so. As a consequence, all similar appearances
of qualities sticking together without substance must be miraculously wrought
thus by God as well. Thus, the whole world is one big wonder, kept together
by none other than God Himself.
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by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any
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im. Ossolinńskich, Wroc�law (1987)

[6] Schum, W.: Beschreibendes Verzeichnis der Amplonianischen Handschriften-
sammlung zu Erfurt. Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, Berlin (1887)

[7] Spade, P.V., Panaccio, C.: ‘William of Ockham’, The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, Spring 2019 Edn. In: Zalta, E.N. (ed.). https://plato.stanford.edu/
archives/spr2019/entries/ockham/

[8] Thomas Manlevelt: Questiones libri Porphirii. A Critical Edition with Introduc-
tion and Indices by Alfred van der Helm. Brill, Leiden (2014)

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2019/entries/ockham/
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2019/entries/ockham/


476 Alfred van der Helm Log. Univers.

Alfredvan der Helm
Center for the History of Philosophy and Science
Faculty of Philosophy, Theology and Religious Studies
Radboud University
Nijmegen
The Netherlands
e-mail: alfredvanderhelm@gmail.com;

a.vanderHelm@ftr.ru.nl

Received: September 30, 2017.

Accepted: August 30, 2019.


	Thomas Manlevelt: God in Logic
	Abstract
	References




