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Abstract:

The teaching of St. Gregory Palai (1296-1359) is usually considered as a paradigmatic
of Eastern Christian mystical theology. It is héhdt it goes beyond rational thinking anc
based on antinomic premises. Contrary to this vpickesd view, | try to (ve a consistent
account of two crucial ideas of Palamism: the dition between essence and energies,
the concept of deificatic. In doing this, | discuss and develop some foramalyses by Paw
Florensky (18821937). It proves that Palamas’ teaching is no hkas®nal than any othe
metaphysical theory. This result casts a new lighthe alleged irrational character of Eas
Christian theology, which aspect is sometimes thotg be an obstacle ihe dialog between
the West and the Ea

This paper was first published in the volu
Schumann A. (ed},ogic in Orthodox Christian Thinkir. Ontos Verlag, 2013, pp8-81.

1. Introduction

The teaching of St. Gregory Palar (1296-1359) is widely considered both as the pea
traditional patristic and Byzantine theology ansloahs the main source of conterrary Orthodox
theology. The status of Palamas in the Christiast By be comparable only with the positior
St. Thomas Aquinas the West. The teaching of these two masters$tén @wontrasted. Palamas
usually presented asparfect example of the dominant eastern trend dfticgd theology based ¢
experience, whereas Aquinas is thought to be adgpmatic case of a typical western rational .
conceptual theology. If one takes into account tRalamas was involved into ong-lasting
struggle with Barlaam of Calab, who was supposed to be a Thomist, the contrasiclea thes:
two great figures reflects difficult relationshipstween the Eastern and Western Christeni

One of the most popul opinions on Eastern Christian theology is thataeg beyon
rational thinking: at least much further than thedfrn one. Indeed, many commentators sut
that the teaching of St. Gregory Pala cannot be squeezed into ight schema of westel
rationality. Particularly, his crucial distinctidmetween the essence and energies of God is
seen as antinomical, both by his critics and hikviers. Orthodox archbishop Basil Krivosh,
one of the main advocates of Palamism in th" century, remarked: ‘Here we are faced wit
theological antinomy which, in view of the wholetieency of Gregory’s teaching, must be take
have ontological [...], objective charactelKrivoshein 1938, p 140). The same opinion w
formulated by Vladimir Losskya theologian who considerably popularized Palamdke West
‘We are taken in the presence of an antinomic tiggolvhich proceeds by oppositions of contr
but equally true propositions’ Lossky 1974, p. 51). Finally, archbishop Yannis Spil, a
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contemporary Catholic scholar, warns his westeadees that ‘Palamas uses concepts, which are
contradictory, though consistent in God’ and theref

approaching the problem of Palamism using intaligctcategories—the attitude,

which is sometimes present in discussing famousnrRat distinction between

essence and energy—is not the best met8pdgris1996, p. 96).

| would like to challenge this popular view. Genbrd believe that theology of the Eastern
Church is no less rational than western thinkingrtiBularly, | shall discuss here the notorious
Palamistic essence/energies distinction and theegirof deification in order to extract deep logic
underlying Palamas’ theology. It will be shown thihere is nothing especially inconsistent in
Palamism. This paper continues my attempts to geosilogical analysis of some crucial ideas of
the Orthodox theologyRoek2010;Rojek2010a).

| am not a pioneer in a logical analysis of Palamiff was father Pavel Florensky (1882—
1937) who, exactly a century ago, in 1913, firs¢m@ipted to analyze in a formal way the Palamas’
distinction between essence and eneiggrénskij 2000, pp. 268-274), and discuss the logical
definition of identity in the context of Orthodogaching on deificationHorensky2004, pp. 53-79,
365-374). As far as | know, after Florensky's desitha Soviet Labor Camp in 1937, nobody
continued his projectTherefore, | shall take his analysis as my stgmiaint.

First, (82) 1 will briefly present the historicahbkground of the discussion, dogmatization,
falling into oblivion, and finally rediscovering Ranas’ teaching. Then, | will outline the
essence/energies distinction and the concept dicalgon of man (83). The two elements of
Palamism derive directly from the religious expece in which God reveals himself and unites
with man. Next, | will undertake to analyze these ttopics, starting with Florensky’s formal
remarks (84-5). | will propose a plain formalizatiof essence/energies distinction, and discuss
some issues concerning identity and indiscernilfigt are crucial for the analysis of deificati¢m.
Conclusion, (86) I shall highlight the specific cheter of Palamas’ philosophy, which falls into the
category of ‘theological philosophyRpjek 2009), that is a philosophy which draws its basic
concepts and axioms from theol4gy

2. Historical Remarks

The theory of essence and energies, however pbidsaly or even physically it may
sound, originally is of no philosophical nature.eTéssence/energies distinction was formulated in
the 14"century to solve some strictly theological problecosinected with religious practice and
experience of the pious Byzantine monks caledychastsStrikingly enough, the teaching of
Palamas was rediscovered in thd' t@ntury when dealing with another controversy, elgnthe
practice of the Orthodox monks calledomathodoxists

2.1. Hesychasm

Hesychasts developed a technique of prayer, camgist concentrating mind and body in
silence. Monks practising hesychasm maintained thating long praying some of them
experienced a vision of ‘divine light’Kf¢ivoshein 1938; Meyendorff1998; Mantzaridis 1984;
Spiteris1996). This practice raises controversies in twimfgofirst, concerning the role of body in
the spiritual life, and second, the very possiitf experiencing God. Palamas’ anthropology and
metaphysics provided a theoretical explanation loé fpossibility of hesychastic religious
experience.

Palamas formulated his doctrine during fierce amagilasting polemics with his three
opponents: Barlaam of Calabria, Gregory Akindynog Bicefor Gregoras. The discussion started
with Barlaam’s severe criticism of hesychasts’ ficgc He objected to the involvement of body in
praying, and argued that since God remains esfigntiaknowable and inexperienceable, the
reported light could not be divine. Palamas, a @sas monk from Mount Athos, retorted in his
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most famous worl he Triads(1983, 2003), where he argued for the integratadtar of a human
being on one hand, and for the distinction betwagknowable essence and knowable energies in
God on the other. The other two opponents argueédagainst hesychasm in general, but rather
against Palamas’ own theory, thus giving him a ghis to clarify his doctrine ifreatiseg2007)

and the final systematic wofBne Hundred and Fifty Chapte($988). As usual in Byzantium, this
theological dispute was instantly linked with piokt, national, dynastic, ecclesiastical and class
struggles, and consequently, Palamas, as welkdsltowers, got embroiled in a civil war.

Eventually, Gregory Palamas celebrated a greanpiuas in 1341, 1347 and 1351, local
councils in Constantinople officially confirmed hisaching and, in turn, condemned Barlaam’s,
Akindynos’ and Nicefor Gregoras’. In 1352, the decon Palamism was includedSynodikona
concise summary of Orthodox faith read out in alirches on the second Sunday of Lent called
‘The Triumph of Orthodoxy’. As a result, ‘hesychasmd its Palamite interpretation became the
official theology of the Orthodox worldBradshaw2004, p. 235). Palamas died as the archbishop
of Thessalonica, and swiftly was canonized. Theh@tbx Church venerates him on a very
prestigious day in the liturgical calendar, nanatythe third Sunday of Lent.

There are many interpretations of the controversr tiesychasm. The Orthodox tradition
likes to perceive it as a struggle between the Waest the East, Philosophy and Theology,
Rationalism and Mysticism, Paganism and Christyanit great Russian Orthodox philosopher,
Aleksej Losev, wrote in the 1920s:

In the persons of Barlaam and Akindynos OrthodoxrCin has condemned the whole

Renaissance, which has just begun, and in whicledtern nations engaged, perhaps

to the end of their existence, since the westem without Renaissance would not be

western anymore. Barlaamic dualism along with thewgof rationalism becomes

Cartesianism and Occasionalism; with the grow dfjesttivism [...] it becomes

Kantianism, and with the fall of the sense of ttem$cendent becomes Positivism, etc.

(Losev1993a, pp. 872-873).

Other commentators were usually less radical, thpug general, they saw Barlaam and
Palamas as two distinct figures representing thet\died the East, as well as Reason and Faith. The
debate between them was interpreted, for examgple céash between western thomistic and eastern
patristic theologies Liossky 1957, pp. 7677, 220), western kataphatic and mastpophatic
traditions Krivoshein1938), western rational and eastern experimentalldlgy (Meyendorffl983,

p. 13; 1983, p. 139), and so on.

In view of new historical research, some of thesmions must be revised. There can be no
doubt that Barlaam was not an ‘eastern thomistki@wv scholasticism only poorly, and if he had
been influenced by some western thinkers, it woatder have been St. Augustine than St. Thomas
(Bradshaw2004, p. 230). Some western authors even hold Thatmism virtually agrees with
Palamism fascall 1971; Siemianowski993). At any rate, western influences on Barlahoukl
not be exaggerated. The polemic between BarlaamPaimas, as even Lossky (1964, p. 126)
finally admitted, was an internal discussion betw#ee two eastern traditions, not simply between
the West and the Ea$t.

Nevertheless, scholars usually agree that the mmpesirtant issue in the debate was the role
of rational thinking in theology, and most of therauld agree with Vladimir Lossky:

It was a conflict between mystical theology andekgious philosophy, or, rather, a

theology of concepts which refused to admit whainssd to it to be an absurdity,

foolishness. The God of revelation and of religi@xperience was confronted with

the God of the philosophers, on the battlefieldnofsticism, and, once again, the

foolishness of God put to naught the wisdom of fiasskyl957, p. 221).

In my opinion also this popular view should be sexd. First of all, contrary to the opinion
of his opponents, Palamas was a very well eduaatddcapable philosopher. Before he became a
monk, he studied in Constantinople and was famougis deep understanding of philosophy. His
biographer noted that once, on the occasion ofldigodiscussion on Aristotle’s logic, Palamas’
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teacher exclaimed in the presence of the empdfohristotle himself had been here in flesh and
blood, he would have praised hinMéyendorff1998, p. 29). Even when Palamas argued against
‘secular wisdom’, he did it with a sound knowledgat. The controversy with Barlaam and others
was, therefore, a struggle between two differeiibpbphies, and not simply between theology and
philosophy. Moreover, it was Barlaam who really idenhuman cognitive power, not Palamas,
since Barlaam respected secular sciences whilengpldat hat they could not give true knowledge
of God. On the contrary, Palamas did not valueddrumisdom, but was much more optimistic as
regards the capacities of human cognition. Afteraatlose examination of Palamas teaching shows
that there is nothing especially irrational inatd in the following parts of the study, | will ttg
prove it.

2.2. Onomathodoxy

The works of Gregory Palamas were practically fttego for hundreds of years. He was
known solely for his popular ascetical writingss®matical treatises were rarely read and copied.
Only at the beginning of 30century, Orthodox philosophers and theologiansscedered them.
Palamism quickly became an intellectual foundatadinthe modern Orthodox theology, and
provided it with the feeling of distinction fromdtwestern tradition. Palamas was first rediscovered
in Russia in 1910s. The main reason was a theabgmntroversy concerning the status of the
names of God, which broke out in some Russian nmenes at Mount Athos (sdeeskin2004;
Alfeev2007).

Religious practice of pious monks of Athos againdmee a trigger for a theological debate.
Onomathodoxistsiiaslavcy claimed that since the names of Gods were digimexgies, therefore
they were God himself. This belief, which was oalyewer version of Palamism, was discussed
and condemned by some Orthodox authorities. F&theel Florensky wrote a foreword to a book
by a monk Anthony, one of the onomathodoxists’ égadin which he noticed a similarity between
onomathodoxy and the teaching of Gregory Palamlasgnskij 2000, p. 287-294). This issue was
discussed by some Moscow philosophers, who subsdgyepared extensive works on this topic
(Florenskij 2000, p. 104-363;0sev1993a, pp. 865-900; 1993b, pp. 613-8B0lgakov1999;cf.
Leskin 2008; Obolevitch 2011). This philosophical activity initiated th@ogue for Palamism’
among Russian lay intellectuals. Fr. Basil Loudagd, Orthodox theologian and a severe critic of
Florensky, admitted: ‘With no doubt traces of thagjuelead to Florensky as a sourceu('e 1997,

p. 340).

This philosophical interest in Palamism evokedaxtien of professional theologians. Basil
Krivosheine, a Russian learned monk of Mount Athmshlished in 1930s an influential essay on
the thought of Palama&iivoshein1938). Vladimir Lossky, during World War Il, gaveet famous
lectures on mystical theology, in which he praigdamas’ teachinHowever, the real turning
point was a great work of John Meyendorff, who prep the first modern edition dhe Triads
and an extensive introduction to the doctrine daas Meyendorffl998). From this moment on,
St. Gregory Palamas acquired in the Orthodox tlggotoposition comparable to that of St. Thomas
Aquinas in Catholicism. This parallel is not somsiging if one takes into account that Lossky and
Meyendorff were students of Etienne Gilson, onthefleaders of the 2century Neothomism.

3. The Teaching of Palamas

The aim of Gregory Palamas was an explanation ef ftllowing two related facts:
revelation and deification. Both have religious reltéer and are specific to Christianity. Palamas
was not interested in general natural theologyratiter tried to construct special metaphysics for
Christian experience and hope. His question wasiaW¢hould the world be like since revelation
and deification are possible?’ Since the conceppestonal God, in general, and the concepts of
revelation and deification, in particular, do ndtih a classical philosophical conceptual scheme,

6



Palamas decided to introduce some metaphysicalvatioms, such as the essence/energies
distinction.

3.1. Two Religious Facts

Christian understanding of personal God assumes d@hhough God is essentially
unknowable for human beings, he may decide to tdweeself in the world. Therefore, Christianity
goes beyond negative theology, and asserts thain@yddecide to manifest Himself. This specific
concept of revelation is expressed, for instangeStb John:

‘No one has ever seen God; the only Son [...] hentiade him known’John1:18).

Similar statements might be found elsewhere inSbeptures. Even in the Old Testament,
though God says that ‘man shall not see me ant(l&e33:20), God ‘used to speak to Moses face
to face’ Ex 33:11). Ultimately, the destination of man is d felvelation of God. ‘We know that
when he appears we shall be like him, for we de#lhim as he is’ (1ohn3:2).

This last statement leads to the question of d#ibo. Personal God may not only be
manifest, but also may unite himself with humamgsi Christian salvation is thought exactly as a
kind of union with God. St. Peter used once quipdidosophical expression:

he [Jesus our Lord] has granted to us his pre@odisvery great promises, that [...]

you may [...] become partakes of the divine naturBggl:4).

This union of man and God was described in Scrptumany ways, for instance as being
‘the temple of God’ (Zor 6:16), ‘children of God’ John1:12;Gal 4:7), ‘heirs of God’ Rom8:17;

Gal 4:7), and finally simply ‘gods’John10: 34). The patristic tradition introduced a spéwiord
for this union: deification theosi$ (Mantzaridis 1984). God, though remains essentially
inaccessible, may somehow share Himself with tbatares.

Christian revelation and deification were not otitgoretical premises for Palamas, they
were realities experienced by monks of Mount Athdssychasts believed that during their prayers
God truly revealed Himself and really deified theflme teaching and experience of the Church
was, therefore, the starting point of Palamas’ litgpo

In order to explain the possibility of revelationdadeification, Palamas introduced the
distinction between essence and energies. God niyt aonsists of one essence and three
hypostases, but also of one essence and many esepgrhaps infinite number of them. Energies
are distinct, yet not separable from essence. Baigh, they are really God himself, though are not
God’s essence. God therefore has the unknowableiraedessible essence, and knowable and
accessible energies.

Hence, energies play a double role in Palamas’logyo On one hand, revelation consists
of energies’ manifestation, and on the other, daifon means sharing the energies. Now, | would
like to analyze these two aspects in details.

3.2. The Essence/Energies Distinction

The distinction between essence and energy waseatly invented by Palamas. The
concept of energy had been more or less expliaggd by the Greek Church Fathers before, not to
mention Aristotle Bradshaw 2004). Palamas himself willingly admitted his defot Saint
Dionysius, St. Basil and St. Maximus the Confesbtwreover, local Constantinopolitan synod, in
1351, officially linked the essence/energies ddadton with the teaching of the Sixth Council on
two energies in ChristLpsev1993a, p. 895). ‘It would be no exaggeration to &t patristic
tradition had already formulated such a teaching general form, and that Palamas merely took it
to its furthest conclusionsMantzaridis1984, p. 105). Nevertheless, during the heatedigssons
with opponents, Palamas developed such a detailgmiat of essence/energy distinction as no one
has ever before.



The distinction between essence and energies saefast, quite intuitive. Things manifest
themselves. It is plausible to suppose that mataifiess (energies) of a thing are not exhaustive.
There probably is always something hidden in aghjessence), the rest which has not been
actually manifested. One thing can have many differmanifestations depending on specific
circumstances in which they are produced. As Pleeensky formulated it:

Being has itsnner side, in which it turns to itself without involvirenything else, and

anouter side, in which it turns to other beings. Thesetam sides, but they are not

joined to each other since they are primary urthgy are one and the same being,
though turned to different directions. [...] In patit terminology these two sides of

being are called essence or substanasia and act or energgnergeia(Florenskij

2000, p. 255).

Energies ‘manifest'{riads I, 2, 7), ‘present’ (I, 12), ‘express’ (ll, 14he essence. They
‘characterize or present [the essence], thoughoti@mesentvhatit is, that is what it is as regard to
essence’ (Il, 23). Essence, though is ‘presen¢ach of the energie3riadslll, 2, 7; Treatisesll,

3), nevertheless ‘transcendentBtiadslll, 2, 7) and ‘surpassessl{eatisedl, 19) all its energies.

What are energies after all? Palamas understood ¥keey broadly, apparently uniting a few
traditional ontological categories under one labelvid Bradshaw (2004, p. 273) indicated that it
encompassed at least three categories: ‘realitet’ibutes’ and ‘operations’. For instance, ireth
case of God, energies include realities such aseated light or the gifts of the Spirit, attributes
such as infinity, immortality, life, and, finallgome operations like the act of creating, proviéenc
and foreknowledge. Realities seem to be separigsthwhile attributes are plainly inseparable and
dependent, whereas operations presumably presugposality. Is there a common mark of all
these categories?

One way to look at Palamas is as inviting us tmmeeive what have traditionally

been regarded as distinct categories [...] as spedibs a broader genus, that of acts

of self-manifestationBradshaw2004, p. 273).

Indeed, Palamas introduces quite a new generajjargteand as yet there is no reason to
object to it.

It is worth comparing Palamitic notion of energytiwthe traditional concept of accident.
Palamas himself did it in a few passages, pointmigboth similarities and dissimilarities. As John
Meyendorff remarked,

Nothing shows Palamas’s main preoccupation betian tthese hesitations; that

preoccupation was to free theology from Aristotl@kilosophic categories which

were clearly inadequate worthily to express the telys(Meyendorffl998, p. 225).

This also shows best, in my opinion, his strenuatiempts to formulate a new, more
adequate category.

There are three crucial features of accidesygnpebekds dependency, contingency and
non-coextensivity Brunschwig1991). Contrary to substancesus$ig, accidents are dependent
constituents of a thing; contrary to propertigsof), they need not to belong to the substance and
are not specific for just one species. What aboetges? John Meyendorff (1998, p. 225) referred
to the following passages from Palamas:

[energy] is neither essence, nor accident, andnifestheologians have used the word

“accident” that was only to show that everything3ad is not essenc€@pita 127);

accident does not always exist; energy is simibaadcident in this respect since it

does not always act, as well as does not alwaysctofTherefore energies resemble

accidents in that respect, that might create orcnedte, but differ from accidents in

this, that they cannot not exigdainst Akindyno¥1, 21);

God [...] is able to grant the Wisdom and actuallgirgs it [...] and He possesses it

not as a property, but only as energgdinst Gregora$l).

It seems that these statements correspond, initimthe three abovementioned features of
accidents. First, exactly like accidents, energiast in a thing. Second, they differ from accigent
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in respect of contingency. In some sense, eneggeesontingent, in the other, they are necessary.
Palamas distinguished anergeiafrom the correspondingynamis Energeiais the use oflynamis
(Bradshaw2004, p. 239). Palamas wrote: ‘there is a beginamdjend, if not of the creative power
itself, then at least of its actionTijadslll, 2, 8). Bothenergeiain this narrower sense adgnamis

are energies in a general sense. Energies may begdirend only as a temporal realization of
necessarily existingynamis In short,energeiaresembles in this aspect accident, why@amisis
more like property. Third, it seems that energies ot specific for one species only, and can
characterize other beings. Divine wisdom, for inetg may be transferred to human beings, so it is
not a property in a strict Aristotelian sense. $heilarities and differences might be summarized in
Table 1.

Table 1.Energies and Aristotle’s categories.

Accident Property Energy
(symbebekgs (idion) (energeid
Dependent + + +
Contingent + — iasdynam@
(asenergeia
Coextensive — + —

This brief comparison reveals, | believe, that Reala wanted to adjust traditional
philosophical concepts to his purposes. Energiespime sense, are more dynamic than properties
and more static than accidents. One of the mosbitapt advantages of the category of energy is
that it embraces natural as well as voluntary nestéttions, and therefore fits in the concept of
personal God.

The attributes-energies, to St. Gregory Palamasydoyneans are abstract concepts

applicable to the divine essence, but living andqeal forces, [...] manifestations of

personal Godl(osskyl974, p. 57).

Apparently, though Palamas went beyond the inleeptalosophical tradition, he tried to
adapt it to a new content, and not simply to abarto

| have presented the essence/energies distintiarparfectly general ontological account. |
think that there is strong evidence for this intetation. Palamas taught: ‘The natural energyas th
power which manifests every essence, and only nogbg deprived of this powerTgiads Ill, 2,

7); ‘no nature can exist [...], unless it possessesssential energyT¢iadslll, 3, 6; see also e.g.
Treatisesll, 14, 24). According to Palamas, all beings hdseessence and energies; God is only
one of the applications of this general distinctié®fle nevertheless owe theology the proper
formulation of this distinction.

Some commentators suggested, however, that eibleere$sence/energies distinction is
applicable to God only or this distinction, in tt&se of God, somehow differs from the other case.
On one hand, Basil Krivoshein insisted:

The distinction between substance [i.e. essence]emergy is quite different from

ordinary, logically definable and classifiable distions which exist between created

objects. More than ever, here, we must remembearitiromism of our conception of

God, which does not fit into the ordinary framewarklogic (Krivoshein 1938, p.

143).

On the other, Yannis Spiteris held:



We should not apply concepts of essence and ener@od in a general meaning
delivered by human reason. We might apply thesecequs to God only in a
metaphorical waySpiteris1996, p. 55).

Both these limitations seem to me unnecessaryniRaladopted a downward methodology.
He formulated the concept of energy for the paléicaase of God, and then used it for other cases.
Therefore, we should not hesitate to apply it atures as well as God. This point was clearly
formulated by Pavel Florensky:

all intellectual efforts of Palamas and his followevere historically focused on a

restricted domain, but in fact the principles slabg Palamists concern an immensely

broader field than it might seem at first glanaajeed, it is difficult to determine

where they have no applicatiofl¢renskij2000, p. 272).

Palamas frequently repeated that energies aredeatical’ with essence Tfiads|, 3, 23)
nor ‘distinct’ (Treatisedl|, 12), though ‘inseparableT¢iadslll, 2, 13; 1l, 3, 15; 1lI, 1, 34; Ill, 2, 20;

I, 3, 37; Ill, 1, 24;Treatisedl, 28, 32) from it. ‘It is impossible to separdtem acting nature [...]
its corresponding powers and energies, even ththaghdiffer from it in other ways'Treatises!,
10).

Being distinct, and yet inseparable, is a markaf-substantial entities. In fact, as Palamas
often said, energies are not ‘hypostatic’ but ‘grdstatic’, that is they need to be connected with a
hypostasisTriads/ I, 3, 6; Ill, 1, 9; Ill, 1, 18; Ill, 2, 23Treatisedll, 10). In other words, energies
are ontologically dependent on their essence. Thavhy they are so tightly connected with
essence; dependency is the best known ‘ontologjeed’ (Mertz 1996). Dependent entities are
exactly distinct, yet not separable entities.

Palamas, in many passages, pointed at the ontalatppendency of the energies.

Energy descends from essence, not essence fromyeridre former is a cause, the

latter is an effect; the former exists on its owhe latter does not exists on its own

(Treatisedl, 10).

He [God] gives them [energies] existence, but Hesdaot receive its existence from

them ({Triadslil, 2, 25).

Finally, essence and energies are analogous t@a$ilisunbeams. ‘There is not even a trace
left after sunlight when the Sun is séfir¢atised, 30).

The relation between essence and its energieséshotbe conflated with causality. Cause
and effect need not coexist, whereas energies Ipctdepend on essence. Palamas on many
occasions wrote that essence ‘produc@sia@slll, 1, 23), ‘creates’ {reatisesll, 44) energies, or
that energies ‘follow’ Treatisesll, 26) from essence. However, sometimes he alsmtained that
essence ‘causes’ energidsig@dslll, 2, 7; Treatisesll, 19). Commentators rightly pointed out that
he did not understand this kind of causality irsaal way.

The energies are not effects of the divine causereatures are; they are not created,

formed ex nihilo, but flow eternally from the ongsence of the TrinityLosskyl1957,

p. 73; see alskrivoshein1938, p. 143).

Palamas has also stressed the difference betweerréation of things and producing
energies. He devoted to this topic the whole tse&din the divine energiesCreated beings are
not processiond.g. energies], [...] but effects of God’s processioigeatised, 7); ‘a creature is
an effect of divine energies not the energies tledras’ (Treatisedll, 19).

Palamas insisted that since essence and energesotarseparable, they do not, strictly
speaking, make a whole. Things are not mereoldgicaimpounded of essence and energies. ‘That
what appears, or can be thought of, or can be diverenergies] is not a part of Godlreatises
lll, 6). Nor ‘elements’ are of God’s naturérgatisedl, 23), since ‘no being is composed of its own
acts’ (Treatiseslll, 25). He asked rhetorically: ‘What kind of wleocan be built by a mover and
moving, that is by acting principle and its energyf7eatised, 22).

It is interesting to notice that Palamas’ distiantistrikingly resembles the classical
scholastic notion of formal distinctioryveedale1991). According to some medieval western
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philosophers, beings may be conceptually differgat, really inseparable. Conceptual difference
means that things have different definitions, bgldo diverse categories. Exactly the same
definition may be found in Palamas: ‘We do not tris@ unity of essence and energies as if they
had the same meaning, but as something insepal@bésitisesll, 8). This coincidence calls into
guestion the thesis on specificity of the essemesfy distinction. However it does not deny
originality neither to Palamas, nor Scotus. Thengla hardly be any intellectual exchange between
the learned monks in the East and the West.

Some Orthodox commentators tried to moderate sowellus coincidence. Basil
Krivosheine (1938, p. 152), for instance, evenjuatmitted that essence/energy distinction
corresponds to scholastiistinctio realia minoy but ‘very relatively’ and ‘very inexactly’. At #h
same time, he understood Palamitic distinction gsragmatike diakrisis that is a real (not
mental—kat’epinoeir) distinction (not separationgtairesiy. This is precisely meant by scholastic
formal distinction. It seems there really is no g@pween the eastern and the western distinction.

The distinction between essence and energies wasluced by Gregory Palamas to explain
the possibility of experiencing God in hesychagtiaying. Indeed, hesychasts could contemplate
God himself, though not in His inaccessible, divessence, but in knowable, uncreated energies. It
is so because divine energies are no less divare divine essence. Energies ‘are not out of God’
(Treatisesl, 32), they are ‘God Himself, though not in tlespect of the essenc&rgatisesl, 15,

32). ‘God is entirely present in each of the divereergies’ Triads lll, 2, 7). Therefore, both the
essence and the energies might be ‘named withathe svords’ {reatisedl, 4).

The energies or divine acts belong to the existeficgod himself; they represent his

existencefor us It is therefore not only justified but necesstwyapply thereto the

attributes proper to the divine Being; they are Qtteog and Deity theote3

(Meyendorffl998, p. 217-218).

3.3. The Metaphysics of Deification

The essence/energies distinction was formulated amdy for the explanation of the
possibility of revelation; the most fundamentathréor Palamas, as well as to the whole the Eastern
Christian tradition in general, was the realityddification Meyendorff1983, p. 2). The whole
Palamas’ theory was, in fact, an attempt to prowd®mlogical explanation of the mystical union
with God.

By his doctrine on [...] divine energies Gregory Pa@ds gives an indestructible

theological foundation to the traditional mysticabching of the Orthodox Church,

since only on the basis of this doctrine is it [ulssto consistently assert the reality of

the communion between God and man [...] without rgllinto the pantheistic

confusion of creature with Creatdfr{voshein1938, p. 207).

According to Palamas, the union with God is atgame time the highest cognition of God
(Mantzaridis 1984, p. 114-115). Strictly speaking, this way ofowing has no intellectual
character. Palamas understood deification as anaadformation of human being in which man
ontologically unites with God. Becoming an objettkoowing is, however, definitely the best
way to know.

What is the ontological mechanism of deification?appears that Palamas formulated a

considerably innovating and illuminating solutidéie noticed once:

dwelling of the light of grace in a soul is notianple connection [...] but amazing

internal communion, in some sense inexpressible wr@hralleled Kirst Letter to

Barlaam43, Spiteris1996, p. 84).

Before Palamas, patristic theology developed twstirdit concepts of union—namely
essential union of divine Persons in the Trinitg &ne hypostatic union of two essences in Christ.
Palamas proposed a third solution. God and mae neither by essence, nor by hypostasis, but by
energies.
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God in His completeness deifies those who are wathhis, by uniting Himself with

them, not hypostatically—that belonged to Chrisina—nor essentially, but through

[...] energies Against Akindyno¥, 26, Meyendorffl983, p. 164; cfLosskyl957, p.

87).

It is worth noticing that such analysis of eterhfd seems to differ significantly from the
theory of mere beatific vision developed in the i@astheology Bradshaw2004).

According to Dionysius the Areopagit€id I, 3; cf. Treatiseslll, 7), deification ¢(heosi3
consists of both assimilationaghomoiosis and unification €nosi3. Palamas carefully
distinguished these two concepts. He perceivedndasion as a result of man’s own effort to
imitate God. It consists of ascetics and virtuofes All Christian moral teaching concerns the way
in which man can imitate their divine example. Nélveless, Palamas insisted, that assimilation is
only a necessary, but not sufficient, conditiondeffication {Treatiseslll, 7; see alsdrivoshein
1938, p. 72Mantzaridis1984, p. 88). The main reason for this was the tflaat imitation is a
human action, whereas deification is a gift of déevigrace. As St. Paul said, ‘[God] saved us [...]
not in virtue of works but in virtue of his own pase and the grace’ @m 1:9). Hence, Palamas
taught:

Every virtue and imitation of God on our part, iedepreparesthose who practise

them for divine union, but the mysterious uniorlitss effectecby grace (riadslll, 1,

27; italics mine).

The crucial component of deification is unificatidhalamas understood the union of man
and God as sharing by man divine energies.

God, while remaining entirely in Himself, dwellstealy in us by His superessential

power; and communicates to us not His nature, hatproper glory and splendor

(Triadsl, 3, 23).

‘Power’, ‘glory’ and ‘splendor’ are obviously named divine energies. Deified man is
endowed with divine energies, which become his ewargies. Human being retains their created
human essence and obtains uncreated divine energies

The divine life [...] belongs to the divine natureeevwhen man benefit from it (by

grace, not by nature); hence it constitutes thenmed a communion both personal

and real with God, a communion which does not im&dhe impossible confusion of

the naturesNleyendorffl998, p. 217).

Thus, in some specific sense, man partially beca®ed. As Palamas put it:

He who achieves deification is fittingly defined Imth: he is on the one hand

unoriginate, eternal and heavenly [...] on accourthefuncreated grace that eternally

derives from eternal God; he is on the other a neation and a new man [...] on
account of himself and his own natuReply to Akindynodll, 6, 15, Mantzaridis

1984, p. 112).

Palamas quoted with approval St. Maximus’ phrase:

The one, who is considered worthy of it, by graaaild be everything that God is by

nature, save only the identity of natutedatisedl|, 34; cf.Losskyl957, p. 87).

Therefore, it may be said that ‘them, who partitzpia energies and act in accordance with them,
through God’s grace are made gods with no beginanmgno end’ Third Letter against Akindynps
Spiteris1996, p. 78).

The possibility of human deification is given thgbuChrist in the ChurchMantzaridis
1984, pp. 41-60vleyendorffl983, pp. 163—-164). The human nature assumed bgt@fas deified
first due to the hypostatic union. Now, thanks axi@ments, people are able to participate in that
nature and to be endowed by divine energies.

To Palamas, the communion of the sacraments sgnifie union with the human

nature of Logos of God, which, united hypostaticaliith the second person of the

Trinity, was deified and became the source of daiion to manNlantzaridis1984, p.

54).
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In the result of a sacramental life, ‘Christ’s ugmtied life and energy become the property of
the man who is united with Him, and in whose pergdhrist himself lives and operates’
(Mantzaridis1984, p. 128).

4. Ontological Dependency, Relational Order and Energis

In this part, | would like to present some formahlyses of Palamas’ teaching. As | noticed
in 81, Father Pavel Florensky attempted this auwgnago. It should be highlighted that his
analyses were in fact one of the first applicatiaiscontemporary logic to the traditional
metaphysics. Now, | would like to discuss and depedome of his ideas. The first one concerns the
formal analysis of essence/energy distinction kis@ of ontological dependency.

4.1. Florensky’s Analysis

In 1913, archbishop Nikon published a critical assgent of onomathodoxy. Pavel
Florensky prepared an extensive commentary on Rikpaper, aimed at defending the monks of
Athos. In one place of this commentary, Florendkgtched in a margin note a logical analysis of
onomathodoxyKlorenskij 2000, p. 316). Though the commentary has not babhisped yet, then
the logical analysis sketch was developed furthegli0 of the fundamental paper ‘Onomathodoxy
as a Philosophical Principle’ in 1922 (ibidem, @72-274). Florensky tried to give a concise
formalization of the basic idea of Palamism. Inesrtb do it, he formulated all possible positions i
the debate on essence and energies. ‘There aralbistract possible analyses of essence and energy
relation, which may be formalized by four doubleyit@l inclusions’ (ibidem, 273). LetA’
represent the energy,B" represent the essence. Florensky formalized blesstypes of
interconnections between them in the following w@ayintentionally leave Florensky's old-
fashioned notation without any changes):

(F1) AOB:BOA

(F2) AO-B:BUOA,

(F3) ADO-B:BUO-A

(F4) AOB:BO-A

Florensky characterized (F1) as ‘immanentism, (&2) ‘extreme positivism,” (F3) as
‘Kantianism,” and, finally, (F4) as ‘Platonism.” manentism conflates energy and essence, extreme
positivism denies the possibility of revelation e$sence, and Kantianism entirely breaks the
connection between these two realities. Platonishich is, according to Florensky, identical in
this respect with Palamism, holds that energy fgmes the reality itself,” ‘really exposes the
essence,’ though ‘does not exhaust completely ¢héty, which appears,’ since essence is ‘not
reducible to phenomena’ due to its being ‘an indepat reality’ Florenskij 2000, p. 274).
Florensky believed that (F4) is the proper formolabf these intuitions.

The logical core of theological disputes in thehldhd 19th centuries boils down to

only this epistemological formula. [...] This is tgeneral sense of onomathodoxy as a

philosophical principle (ibidem, p. 274).

Unfortunately, the formula (F4) raises at leaseéhserious doubts. First, it is not clear what
the letters A’ and ‘B’ really stand for. Do they represent propositiotsncepts or rather objects?
Florensky wrote ambiguously that the ‘terms of kinig" may be equally propositions and concepts
(Florenskij 2000, p. 272; cfFlorensky2004, pp. 425-426). Second, how should the synilfdbé
understood? Florensky characterized the relatiomvden A and B both as ‘implication’ and
‘inclusion’ (Florenskij 2000, p. 273), but perhaps he really meant somer oghation? Finally, it is
unclear whether the sign of negation stands imite place.

| shall start with the last problem. It seems ohsgiothat, regardless the particular
interpretation of the symbols, the negation shatidohd inde dictq not inde reposition. For now,
the formula proposed by Florensky is simply defextiThe modern version of (F4) would be
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(P1) @ADOB)IMBO-A).

It seems that this formula plainly fails to capttine meaning of Palamism in Florensky’s
informal interpretation. It means thatAf thenB, and ifB, then notA. Therefore, it denies the very
existence of energy. This result may be obtained fiormal way. By the law of transitivity of
implication it follows from (P1) that

1) AOD-A

The formula (1) may be true if and onlyAfis false. Hence, Palamism would be true if and
only if there were no energies at all. It evidertbntradicts Florensky’'s intention. Formulas (F2)
and (F3) face the same problem. The formal intéaioen proposed by Florensky is somehow too
strong since it implies that there is no energgssence at all. Therefore, | propose to change the
position of negation tde dicto Formula (P1) should be formulated in the follogvimay:

(P2) @AOB)I-(BOA).

If A, thenB, and it is not the case thatBfthenA. Florensky had a well known passion for
the use of logical and mathematical formulas. Unifwately, they are quite often inaccurate or
simply mistaken. In the Polish edition of his wagrksvas necessary to make numerous corrections
of obvious mistakes in the texElorenski 2009, pp. 35, 37, 38, 181, 183, 184). It is harcay
whether these mistakes were made by Florensky arsbgditors. At any rate, | think that (F2)—(F4)
is a case which should be corrected in this way.

My proposal of this correctionRpjek 2010b, p. 54) evoked a criticism of Bogdan
Strachowski $trachowskR010, p. 194; cfRojek2010c). He pointed out that changing the place of
negation in the case of (F3) leads to contradictibime modifiedde dicto Kantianism runs as
follows:

2 -~(ADBUO-(BOA

This formula is inconsistent since the thesis gidds that A O B) O (B O A). Therefore,
according to Strachowski, one should seek a diftenay to make Florenski consistent. Indeed, a
mere change of the negation’s place is not sufficier a uniform and consistent interpretation of
Florensky's formalizations. | think that what isally needed here is a modal logic which would
secure the consistency@é dictointerpretation of (F3). | shall come back to thiskdem in §4.2.

Now | would like to roughly sketch two differentt@rpretations of Florensky’s analysis.
The first one takesA” and ‘B’ as names of propositions and‘‘as an implication. The second
interprets A’ and ‘B’ as names of objects and*as a specific relation between energy and essence
Both interpretations assume that the negation sh&tahd irde dictoposition.

4.2. Dependency Interpretation

Florensky suggested that the formuRiIB’ means ‘if there is energy, there is essence’
(Florenskij 2000, p. 272). ThusA’ and ‘B’ should be read as existential propositions: &her
energy’ and ‘there is essence’. On the ground igfititerpretation, (P2) would be an assertion of
one-sided ontological dependency between energy esskbnce. The existence of energy
presupposes the existence of essence, whereaxiitenee of energy does not presuppose the
existence of energy.

The formula (P2) may be further improved to go gléitorensky’s intention more precisely.
It seems plausible to insert modal concepts intddhmula:

(P3) o(ADB)O-o(BOA).

Necessarily, if there is energy, then there is @&ssence, and not necessarily, if there is
essence, there is energy. This formula expressastlgxhe ontological dependency in proper
modal terms. Florensky could not use the modal gpihas modal formal logic was not invented at
that time yet.
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The advantage of the modal reformulation of Flokgissformalization is that it gives a
uniform and consistent interpretation of Kantianigojek2010b, p. 211). Now, the corrected and
modalized version of (F3) is the following:

(3) -o(AOB)+o(BOA),
that is, after some obvious transformations,

4) OAD-B)ONBO-A).

These formulas do not lead to contradiction siticeugh¢(A O B) [0 0A OB is a thesis of
standard modal logic, the reversed implicatign] 0B OO ¢(A O B) is not. Kantianism holds that
energies and essences might exist independentergkess do not necessarily reveal, and essences
do not necessarily manifest themselves. There raagnirgies without corresponding essences and
essences without energies. | think that this mddatription closely fits in Florensky’s intuitions.

The sense of Palamism may be even more accuratptyred in modal quantifier calculus.
The principle of Palamism can be reformulated devics:

(P4) o(xEn() O Oy Esfy) Ox<y) ho([k EsK) O Oy Enfy) O x<y),
where ‘Enk)’ stands for x is energy’, ‘EsX)’—' x is essence’, andx<y'—' X is energy ofy'.
Perhaps, instead of essence, one should speak layjmsgtases, which are ultimate substrates of
both energies, and essence, but | will not devéigptopic here (se€riadslll, 2, 12; Meyendorff
1998, pp. 213, 214-215).

Now, are these refined Florensky’'s formulas appade? Do they express the Palamitic
distinction between essence and energies well?all $bcus, in turn, on the two terms of
Florensky’s formula, namely on the one assertiregdkRpendency of energy on essence, and the
second asserting the independency of essence aygyene

First, with no doubt, as | indicated above in § Palamas held that energies ontologically
depend on essence. The existence of energy presegppite existence of correspondent essence.
Nevertheless, it seems that standard ontologiga¢mtency captured in Florensky’'s formalization
is not sufficient for a proper analysis of Palamdistinction. On the ground of this interpretation,
there would be no difference between energies #fiedte of essence. For example, the divine
grace, as well as the world, equally would not tewighout the existence of God’s essence; the
difference is that energies, contrary to effect® imseparable from essence. Thus, the proper
formalization of essence/energies distinction sthioatlopt a more sophisticated concept of
ontological dependency.

It seems that such a concept was formulated byliahRghenomenologist, Roman Ingarden
(1964), who distinguished ‘non-self-sufficiency’ Ufiselbstandigkeif on one hand, and
‘dependence’ Abhangigkel) on the other. Non-self-sufficient beings need some other befogs
their existence; dependent beings are not-selfeserfit but, moreover, must also belong to the other
being. Effects may be thought as simply non-séefficsant, whereas energies seem to be dependent
in the Ingardenian sense.

Second, as | argued above, essence is not ernticdpendent of energy, otherwise energies
would simply be accidents. Energy dgnamisis essential for essence. The essence cannot exist
without having its naturatlynamis thoughdynamisis not essence. On the contrary, energy as a
realization of potency is accidental in relationessence. Therefore, Florensky's analysis holds
only for acts, not for the potencies.

4.3. Relational Interpretation

| would like to show that at least one more intetation of Florensky’'s formalization is
possible. Bogdan Strachowski (2010, p. 197) suggdest treatA’ and ‘B’ as hames of objects, not
propositions, and[l* as a sign of a specific ontological, not justitay implication. Now, | would
like to follow his suggestion and sketch a relagilanterpretation of Palamism.
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The natural basis of this interpretation is thengtive relation ‘is energy of’. The plausible
reformulation of the principle of Palamism would dsefollows:

(P5)  DxUy (x<y) U = (y<x).

This formula states that ¥is energy ofy, theny is not energy ok. It is a clear indication
that the relation of being energy is not symmelrivdhat are the other formal properties of this
relation? From (P5) it follows that it is also itexive:

) [Ix= (X<Xx).

It seems clear also that < is transitive:

(6)  OxOy(x<y) U(y<z) U (x<2).

Therefore, < would be a relation of sharp ordeseises and energies may be defined as
simple and co-simple elements of an orderedl$et):

(7)  Essg) =-0y(x<y),

(8)  Eng) =-Ii(y<x).

The existence of the root of tkg, <) would mean that everything is energy of one object
presumably God. Palamas insisted, however, thae tisea difference between being energy and
effect, and that the creations are not divine aesrg@ herefore, in Palamitic universes there would
be no root of the relation <.

Perhaps the other set of formal properties woulthbee adequate for Palamism. The basic
relation can be understood more broadly as ‘beimgrgy or being identical.” That would be a
relation of unsharp ordes. The modified principle of Palamism would asskati

(P6) UxUy (x<y) U = (y=x) Ux=y,
therefore< would be of anti-symmetrical character:

(9) OxOy (x<y) O (x<y) O x=x.

The relatiors would also be reflexive and transitive:

(10) [Ox(x=x),

(11) OxOy (x<y) O(y<2) O (x<2).

The definitions of essence and energies would liellasvs:

(12) Essg) =Ly (yzx Uxsy),

(13) Eng) =-Ly (y2x Oy=x).

The analysis of the essence/energies distinctiagarms of unsharp order makes it possible
to express this distinction within the well knowagical calculus. The same formal properties have,
for instance, £ in Stanistaw Léniewski’s ‘ontology’ Stupeckil955), ‘ontological connection’ in
Jerzy Perzanowski’'s (1996) ‘ontologics’, or ‘Moda’ Vyacheslav MoiseeVv’s ‘projectively modal
ontology’ Moiseev2002; 2010, pp. 243-308).

5. ldentity, Indiscernibility and Deification

As | indicated, the essence/energies distinctior inroduced by Palamas mainly for the
explanation of the nature of deification. Florenskiggested that deification might be understood as
identity of properties; this leads him to the ré@e of the Principle of Identity of Indiscerniblels
shall follow his idea and point out two problemdlué deification theory.

5.1. Florensky on Identity

According to Basil Louriél(ur'e 1997, p. 339), Pavel Florensky discovered the iagobf
Gregory Palamas only after the Athos dispute. BHagch for arguments in support of the revolted
monks lead him to Palamas’ writings. There is alnmasevidence of Florensky’s acquaintance with
Palamas’s writings in the earlier works. The Pillar and Ground of the Trut{2004), the most
important of Florensky’s books, Palamas is mentomly in a few footnotes. Nevertheless, in that
work Florensky outlined an interpretation of theri{géic notion of deification. True, Florensky did
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not relate his analysis directly to Palamas andeatgd the essence/energy distinction, but his
interpretation seems to be very close to the cbRatamas’ teaching.

In Chapter V ofThe Pillar and Ground of the Trutf2004, p. 53-59), Florensky analyzed
the concept of love. To him, love—primarily love theen God and man—is not a mere
psychological attitude, but an genuine ontologisaicess. Love is a real unification of lovers.
Florensky insisted that through love two distinetgpns may become a really one being. He even
used as the book’s motto the Latin senteRtras amoris ut duo unum fiant'Love is completed
when two become one’. He analyzed Biblical andigtétrevidences of the reality of unification
between man and God. He was, therefore, conceritedhe very same problem as Palamas.

When developing the ontology of love, Florensky mabme surprising remarks on the
logical concept of identity. The two supplementided to the main text, were devoted directly to
the analysis of the concept of identity in cladsgailosophy and in contemporary formal logic
(Florensky2004, p. 365-374). First, he criticized the modeastern philosophers for neglecting
identity in favor of resemblance. Florensky sawhén there is talk of identity, what one means—
more or less decisively—is fullness of similaritypt more’ Florensky2004, p. 60). Christian
metaphysics, in contrast, allows properties to berically identical, not mere simil&With no
doubt, the issue here was the problem of universdtech concerns precisely the possibility of
existence of numerically identical properties innpalistinct things (see e.drmstrong1978).
Florensky made an appeal to the classical trimitarterminology and called the modern
nominalistic philosophjromoiousianin contrast to Christiahomoousianmealism Elorensky2004,

p. 59; cf.Slesinskil984, pp. 136—-138). Second, Florensky protestethsighe bundle theory of
thing. Namely, he accused positivistic logicianaafesire to ‘destroy the autonomous nature of the
individual and reduce it to a sum of trait¥ldrensky2004, p. 371). A thing is not merely a
combination of traits since it contains an irredlei‘carrier of traits’ (ibidem, p. 368). Finallje
rejected the following logical Principle of Identifl use its contemporary formulation):

(14) x=y=0P (PK) = P)).

According to Florensky, this classical definitioreplaces the question of real numerical
identity with the question of the formal similaritf traits’ (2004, p. 372), whereas these two
qguestions differ fundamentally. Florensky held tliatis possible for distinct things to have
numerically one nature. The three consubstantiiheiPersons are the most eminent example,
which also serves as a paradigm of the unity oélevHence, the Principle of Identity excludes the
possibility of the Trinity and deification (thougteification, as Florensky should have added but
did not, does not mean sharing the nature, bugessr

Florensky’s reasoning, though not completely clearperfectly sound. Realism in the
guestion of universals combined with the criticismthe bundle theory leads by necessity to the
rejection of the Principle of Identity. More preglg, it leads to the rejection of the Principle of
Identity of Indiscernibles:

(15) OP (P =PY)) Ox=y,
which is one of the components of the (14); theers® Principle of Indiscernibility of Identicals is
usually accepted as trivial. This reasoning, imgigresent in Florensky’s remarks, plays a crlcia
role in analytic metaphysics as an argument eiflgainst the bundle theory or against realism
(Armstrongl978, p. 81Loux1978, pp. 131-137, 155-19dpreland2001, p. 141).

At this point, it seems that, to Florensky, thd gdon of lovers consisted of sharing all the
relevant properties. Indiscernibility is meant here a realistic manner, namely as sharing
numerically identical properties. Actually, Flor&gsspoke about natures, but his analysis applies
perfectly to energies as well. Indeed, such a usityeal and internal, contrary to merely external
similarity.

Thus, Florensky virtually distinguished two kind$ idiscernibility: homoousian with
universal properties on one hand, dmmoiousianwith particular, yet exactly similar properties,
on the other. The Principle of Identity of Indisaétes is not valid in both cases. The realistic
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indiscernibility, which Florensky sometimes mislewgly called ‘numerical identity of things’, may
be defined as follows:

(D1) x=oy =LPLQ ((P&) = Q(Y)) = P=Q).

The right side of the (D1) is intended to be eql@mato the right side of (14). | inserted the
indication of identity of properties ‘P=Q’ just foa clear comparison with the nominalistic
idiscernibility:

(D2)  x=oy =UPLQ ((PK) = Q) = P=Q).

‘P=Q’ means that properties P and Q resemble each. dththis case, all properties of things can
be similar, yet not identical. Since identity folls resemblance:

(16) P=QO P=Q,
the realistic indiscernibility follows the nominstiic:

(A7)  x=oy O x=py.

The concept ohomoousianndiscernibility is, therefore, stronger tHaamoiousiarone.

Unfortunately, the analyzed text of Florensky ithea obscure. It is not clear, for instance,
whether he distinguished merely two competitiveoties, or rather two distinct domains in which
these theories hold, or perhaps even two stagestofogical development of one thing. First, he
suggested that the theory of resemblance is clemistat of ‘the Western, Catholic view of life’
(Florensky 2004, p. 367). In the same spirit Robert Slesir{4®i84, p. 137) argued that David
Hume’s views perfectly fits in the description bbmoiousianphilosophy. Second, Florensky
contrasted the domain tifings which is governed by the theory of resemblannd,the domain of
persons in which the theory of identity is validclorensky2004, p. 58-59). Things have similar
properties, whereas persons can share their actibnisd, he suggested that particular entities can
move from the world of mere resemblances to thddaalridentity. For a human being this can be
achieved in the process of ascesis and moralitifiecat deification.

| am not going to analyze Florensky’'s view furthiéor now, | would just like to point out
that the presented interpretation seems to overdbmecrucial problem of Florensky’'s theory
identified by Robert Slesinski.

His understanding of numerical identity, if not peoly understood, could appear to be

the Achille’s heel of his whole suggested systend, an truth, could subject it to the

charge of pantheism. Specifically, how can Florgnsconcile the consubstantiality

of the divine Hypostases with the consubstantiadtycreated species in terms of

numerical identity?$lesinskil984, p. 136).

The answer for this question is straightforwardvé complement Florensky’s theory with
the essence/energies distinction. By ‘numericahtith® of things Florensky meant numerical
identity of their properties in general. Numerigdéentity of natures yields ‘consubstantiality’,
which characterizes the Persons of Holy Trinitymewical identity of energies yields ‘synergy’,
which characterizes (not only) Holy Trinity, busalhuman beings living in God. Indeed, without
the Palamitic distinction it is uneasy to avoid tharge of pantheism.

5.2. The Problem of Synergy

What is the use of Florensky’'s analysis for intetation of Palamism? | think that he
rightly indicated the ontological dimension of dedition. Deification consists of a real change of
properties. He was mistaken, nevertheless, in stiggethat man can be consubstantial with God.
This is such a bold theological mistake that onghthwonder whether Florensky iillar used the
word ‘nature’ in a strict sense. In any case, etng that Florensky said on natures holds for
energies in Palamism.

Florensky distinguished two interpretations of umwith God, namely in terms of identity
(D1) and resemblance (D2). They may be now fornedlain the ground of the essence/energy
distinction:
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(D3) x=gy=02z07 ((x<z=y<z) = =2,

(D4) x=y=0z07 ((x<z=y<z) = z=2).

Things are energically indiscernible in the reaisense if and only if they share all their
energies, and in the nominalistic sense if and dntiiley have all energies exactly similar. The
former case might be called realistic synergy,létter—nominalistic one. As | indicated in 83.3, to
Palamagheosisconsists of both assimilation and unification. (Dddy be considered as a formal
expression of full assimilation, whereas (D3) cagéuthe meaning of unification. One should note
that by virtue of (16), unification implies assiatibn:

(18) x=gy 0 X=gy.

Therefore, assimilation really is only a necessanynot sufficient condition of deification.

| suggest that deification consist of strict idgntf energies, and not mere resemblance. It
must be observed, however, that there is no agmeameong commentators on this crucial point.
Some authors suggest an analogy between the relagioveen the two energies in Christ and the
energies of man and God in deification. But thss| argue, unfortunately leads to the resemblance,
not identity theory.

Patristic theology before Palamas used the notfoanergy in two cases: Christ and the
Holy Trinity. On one hand, Christ is the only perswith two natures, and, hence, has two
numerically distinct, yet reconciled, human andimkvenergies. The Third Constantinopolitan
Council clearly stated that in Christ there weveo'thatural principles of action.¢. energies] in the
same Jesus Christ our lord and true God, which ngedeo division, no change, no partition, no
confusion” Tanner1990). This statement was aimed against monoemnergifich accepts only
one ‘principle of action’ in Christ. One the otH®and, the Trinity consists of three divine Persons,
one nature and one divine energy shared by alP#rsons Treatisesl, 21; Meyendorff1998, p.
215; Spiteris1996, p. 105). ‘The energy of the Three Divine Hyfiages the is one not by analogy
[i.e. not mere similar] (as with us) but truly also dnenumber’ Capita 138, Krivoshein1938, p.
141). Therefore, we are also told that, in the aaflsbuman beings, we are dealing with many
distinct energies, which, nevertheless, may belainto one another and assimilated to divine
energies. ‘Human acts are similar, but not idetitieRalamas stated firmlyT{featisesl, 21; cf.
Meyendorffl998, p. 215). These distinctions may be summaiizdable 2.

Table 2.The variety of patristic ‘identities’.

hypostases essences energies
numerical identity = = =
excluded =
Monoenergists Christ =
Orthodox Christ =
The Holy Trinity

human beings

deification according to (D3)
deification according to (D4)

INR SRS

LYRIEE S RTRR S RINEN

NN NN
LR YR

What is it like in the case of human and divinergies? Is it analogous to the case of Christ
or to the case of Holy Trinity? Most commentatose here the term ‘synergy;’ energies of man and
God are supposed to be somehow ‘united.” Howewer specific meaning of this term may vary.
Particularly, it is often not quite clear whethgmnergy presupposes numerical identity or mere
resemblance.

John Meyendorff, for instance, suggested that #lation between human and divine
energies mirrors the analogous relation in Christ.
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It is not through his own activity or “energy” thatan can be deified—this would be
Pelagianism—but by divine “energy”, to which hisnian activity is “obedient”;
betweenthe twothere is a “synergy”, of which the relation of theo energies in

Christ is the ontological basiMéyendorffl983, p. 164; italics mine).

Therefore, divine and human energies would havesdinee characteristic formulated by the
Sixth Council: ‘no division, no change, no partitjano confusion’ (see alsBtrachowski2010, p.
203). In this interpretation, however, they stk @awo numerically distinct, yet exactly similardan
reconciled, energies.

It seems that Pavel Florensky held opposite viegvaldo spoke about ‘synergylorenskij
2000, p. 256), but evidently, he understood thaihtéen a stronger sense. He maintained that
energies may ‘join’ (ibidem, p. 358), ‘knit’ (ibide pp. 257, 263, 359) and ‘fuse’(ibidem, p. 257)
one another.

Beings, staying neither mixed in their essences, raduced to one another, nor

dissolved in one another, can at the same timéyreaite through energies. This

union must be understood neither as adding ondoaanother, nor as mechanical

pushing one being by another, but as mutual brgidinthe energies, co-operation,

synergeiain which there is neither one, nor the other tageparately, but something

new emergesHorenskij2000, p. 256).

| think that what Florensky had in mind was simfie identity of energies. One and the
same energy is both divine and human, and at the siane is something new in the sense that it is
no more solely human or solely divine. Some autloeseven more radical. Basil Lourié suggested
that ‘there is no more synergy in the deificationthis sense it should be said that deified man ha
no human energies, only diving’r'e 2006, p. 390).

It appears that Palamas held the identity viewl psinted out in 83.3, he insisted on the
real union of man and God. Resemblance, even exactdoes not suffice for this purpose. On the
ground of the two energies approach, deificatiomldde merely external imitation of God. This
approach was directly criticized by Palamas. It Mobe only ahomoiousianimitation, not
homoousiarunion.

Palamas did not endorse the thesis that deificagi@malogous to hypostatic union. It is, as
Palamas admitted, an ‘unparalleled’ connection Wwhiidfers both from relations in Christ and in
the Holy Trinity. The reason for different modets Christ and deification is that, in the case of
Christ, divine and human energies do not need taniited in a strong way since the two natures of
Christ were already united by one hypostasis. éndase of deification, there is no such common
hypostasis, and the Christological model leadsniduly weakening of the relation between divine
and human energies.

There is one analogy which may serve as an addlti@upport for the identity
interpretation. Palamas repeated that God unités avman as soul with body: ‘He is conjoined to
them as a soul is to its bodyrr{adsllil, 1, 27; 1, 1, 29; I, 3, 23). How did Palamasderstand the
soul-body relation? The most important point, fmwn is that he believed there are energies
common to both soul and bodMéntzaridis 1984, p. 84). ‘There are, indeed, [...] common
activities of body and soul, which [...] serve towrthe flesh to dignity close to that of the spirit’
(Triads I, 2, 12). The grace of the Spirit, transmittedobdy through the soul, ‘grants to the body
also the experience of things divine, and allowth& same blessed experiences which the soul
undergoes’ (ibidem). Therefore, by virtue of anglogdivine energy would be common to God and
man, not just similar.

5.3. One-sided and Two-sided Deification

At the end, | would like to address one more qoesftlhe proposed formal interpretation of
deification (D3) involves equivalence: all energ@sGod are energies of deified man, and all
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energies of man are energies of God. This intempoet has prima facie strong evidence in the
texts. Palamas wrote for example:

The entire Divinity comes to dwellin fullnessin those deemed worthy, and all the

saints in theientire being dwell in God, receiving God in HigholenesgTriads I,

1, 27; italics mine);

He [God] unites Himself to them to the extent ofetlimg completelyin them, so that

they too dwellentirelyin Him (11, 1, 29; italics mine; cfKrivoshein1938, p. 203).

It seems that every divine energy becomes humanevstse; all human energies become
God’s own energies.

But at the same time, some passages suggest eediffeterpretation. Igainst Akindynos
(V, 26) Palamas said: ‘God in its fullness deifieem who deserve it [...] through small partof
the uncreated energies and the uncreated divifNMgyendorffl983, p. 164; italics mine). It might
be thought as if all human energies were diviné,not all divine energies were human. This may
be formalized in the following way:

(D5) x=ey =027 ((x<z [ y<z) = z=7),

The equivalence present in (D3) is replaced hergnipjication. In this case, deification is,
as if, one-sided. Man entirely partakes in divinergies but not in all of them.

Which interpretation is correct? For sure, from éxéstential point of view, it seems that
one-sided deification is perfectly enough to fulibman aspirations. It appears that, contrarjéo t
first impression, the evidence in favor of thetfirgerpretation may be reconciled with the second.
The point is that to Palamas ‘God is entirely pnése each of divine energiesTijadslll, 2, 7). It
is thus because energies are ‘not parts of Godf,therefore ‘the whole’ God appears in each of
them {Treatiseslll, 6). So ‘a small part of uncreated energiesenough to have ‘entire Divinity’;
not all divine energies are required to it. Morepvke analogy to soul and body seems to support
the second reading. Though all bodily acts mightabéhe same time acts of the soul, there are,
nevertheless, some acts of soul which are notyottius, even though all human energies may be
identical with divine, God can have some energibElvare not shared by man.

6. Conclusion

The distinction between essence and energies iallystonsidered as antinomic and,
therefore, mysterious, and perhaps mystical. Fstairce, according to Vladimir Lossky (1974, p.
53), it is ‘a theological antinomy’, which point$ ‘@aysterious distinction in God’s very being'.
Similar opinion might be found in many others comiagors (see e.4.osev1993a, p. 866Spiteris
1996, p. 97;Leskin2008, p. 118). Since the essence/energies distinconstitutes the core of
Palamas’ teaching, which is considered the peaksancdce of the Orthodox theology, the opinion
on its antinomic character spread into the wholetdéta tradition.

| tried to show that Palamas’ teaching on energieksdeification is no less rational than any
other ontological positions. No true antinomy wasrfd. Moreover, his teaching may be analyzed
with the help of some logical tools. Even the maststical elements of Palamism, such as the
divinization of human nature, can be expressedformal way consistently. Furthermore, the use
of formal logic may help in noticing some probleuossially neglected by commentators.

| believe that the opinion on the allegedly antinmoiwharacter of Palamism arose from its
specific methodological character. Usually, theglarcepts some concepts and axioms from
philosophy. Palamas clearly saw the inadequacyxisitieg philosophical notions in explaining
revelation and deification. However, he did notstiee the project of philosophical explanation of
religious truth, but adapted the reversed methapol®o him, philosophy should accept concepts
and axioms from theology. Elsewhere | labeled stndories a ‘theological philosophyR6jek
2009). Palamas, therefore,

neither sacrificed revelation to philosophy nor temted himself with a dry repetition

of patristic opinions, but tried to base his teaghabout God on the Church’s faith
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and experience. Thus, man has knowledge of God&esce through His energies

which are sent into the worl#lantzaridis1984, p. 106).

The consequence of this methodology was modifinatad the existing ontological
conceptual scheme. For instance, he modified treekKsphilosophical categories of accident and
property to reach the appropriate ontological cphoé energy (see above 83.2). That is why some
of his theses may seem ‘antynomic’ and ‘mysteridush the previous point of view. The question
‘what is mysterious?’ is, nevertheless, reversibleghilosophy. If one accepts essence/energies
distinction as an axiom, this distinction wouldrm®emoreexplanandunbut ratheexplanans

As | tried to show, Palamas’ teaching was not r&stl to philosophy of God merely. The
essence/energy distinction, though formulated ie tontext of God, applies to all beings.
Therefore, Palamism has a downward structure: wrestare governed by principles holding for
Creator. Palamas’ ontology might be called a ‘tbgglof being’. Since Palamas’ philosophy was
designed to explain some specific Christian fattsas a specific Christian character.

The answer for the question about the charactBat#mism has grave consequences for the
ecumenical dialog. Some authors accepting the @mim nature of essence/energies distinction
hold that this nature even facilitates the agredrbetween the East and the West. If Palamism was
not a rational philosophy but rather some mystmagtry, there would be no moot point for a
dispute with supposedly more rational western ftinigk From this point of view, any rational
interpretation of Palamism would even be an obstémlthe ecumenical efforts.

We believe that the ecumenical dialog requires, ramather things, the

reinterpretation of Palamism through deprivingfiath conceptual content, through its

purification from philosophical jargon and [...] thugh its clarification as a type of

mystical theology $piteris1996, pp. 120-121).

| adopt here the opposite view. The logical recmtsion of Palamas’ teaching reveals its
deep foundations, which are not so alien to wegtlirilmosophy. Therefore, philosophical, and even
logical, interpretation of Palamism may become anftation of such an ecumenical dialog which
would avoid rough stereotypes of ‘the intellectd&st’ and ‘the mystical East’.
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Notes

1. Aleksej Losev, a student and a friend of Florenskgd to express the principles of onomatodoxthimterms
of set theory l(osev 1997; Troickij 1997). However, | will not discuss his views, sint®y need an
interpretation themselves and cannot be considesedtrue logical analysis.

2. The quotations ofriadsare taken from the (incomplete) English transla{ib®83). The passages froimads
which have not been included in the English ediao® in my own translation based on the Russiamtatm
edition (2003). Due to the lack of the English iedit all the quotations dfreatisesare in my own translation
based on the Russian (2007) and Polish editidogds-Osadnik012, pp. 257-344). | adopt the following
abbreviationsTreatisel for On union and divisionTreatisell for On the divine energiesnd Treatiselll for
On deifying participation

3. ltis interesting that Lossky removed phrases astern Thomists’ in English translation of his 1%&6bk. Cf.
Lossky1944 and_osskyl957, pp. 7677, 220.

4. AgnieszkaSwitkiewicz (1997, p. 156) noticed a ‘great converge, and at some points even identity’ between
texts by Krivoshein and Lossky. Indeed, Losskyewtlion Krivoshein’s interpretation and often simply
repeated passages from his work.

5. | modify the English translation of Ingarden’s ténology (Ingarden1964), which is very misleading.

6. Florensky often spoke about the numerical identitythings but he evidently had in mind the numdrica
identity of properties (natures or energies) of atioally distinct things. His standard examples of
‘numerically identical things’ were the Divine Pens of the Holy Trinity; they are plainly numerigal
distinct, though have numerically one nature. Thestjon is, however, not so clear, since in sonaeqd
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Florensky claimed that the terms ‘hypostasis’ amature’ are synonymous, and therefore the Holyifyriis
antinomic Florensky2004, p. 39-52).

This means that Florensky could accept the bumdery for things since things are individuated mgividual
properties (cf.Florensky 2004, p. 368). Persons may share universal pregerso they must have a
substratum, or—as Florensky would say—hypostasis.
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Abstract:

| argue that by distinguishing and employing tintuitive notions of essence a
fundamentality we can see that the incarnationstated in the Chalcedonian Creec a
logically coherent scenar

This paper was first published in the volu
Schumann A. (ed},ogic in Orthodox Christian Thinkin Ontos Verlag, 2013, pj104-121.

The problem of the incarnation is that, supposettiigre once was a person who was |
fully human and fully divine, at the same time,tite same place. But humanity entails be
limited in certain ways, which is ruleout by divinity, and divinity entails not being litad in
certain ways, which is ruled out by humanity. Sowtcan one and the same person have evin
fully human and fully divine?

The problem of the incarnation is just a particudase of a more geral metaphysical
problem: how can there be cases of some possiblerete objecx and two seemingly mutual
exclusive intrinsic properties F and G, such tx has both F and G in a worw at a timet?
Substitute the person Jesus Christx, being divinefor F, being humarior G, the actual world fc
w, some time in the past fgrand we have the particular problem of the ind@wnan Christianity.
But then from a purely theoretical standpoint wewt first abstract away from the particu
problem of the incarnation and search for an answehéomore general metaphysical probl
independent of any particular instance of it. Th@rercases a thec can handle, the better it

In what follows, | first suggest a strategy for\sny) the moregeneral metaphysical proble
by moving from mere truth to a mixture of esserdiadl fundamental truths (section 1). | then s
how this strategy solves the problem of the ind@onan particular (section 2). | end by replyirg
some anticipated objaohs before briefly distinguishing my account oé timcarnation from sonr
other ypes of account (section

| assume throughout that we strive for coherendhout violating classical logi

1. TheStrategy

Here is a logically perspicuous statement o general metaphysical problem of which
incarnation is a particular instanc

1. OxOy (x=y - (®[xly] ~ ®[y/X]))
2. Ox (Fx - [0GX)

3. Fa

4, Gb

5. a=b
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where®[x/y] means we substitute the frgen @ for one or more occurrences of the fraa ®.

Lemmal. Any set of propositions of the form 1-5 is muifuanconsistent.

Proof. by 2, we instantiate:&- [IGa. By 3, it then follows thafiGa. By 1 and 5, it follows
that [0Gb, which directly contradicts 4.E.D.

Note that the metaphysical problem is notimmediateformal contradiction. That is, the
guestion is not how something can be both F @BRd That | take it is just straight forwardly
impossible. The question is rather how somethimgbmaboth F and G, if being F entails something
that is formally inconsistent with being G.

But then the easy solution is to deny premise 2Herproperties F and G at hand. In the
case of the incarnation, this means denying thatgbluman entails not being divine. This can
perhaps best be done by denying that being humiaiisethat one is limited in certain ways that
being divine entails one is not. In short: one edargue that being human is compatible with
being divine, and vice versa.

But, arguably, this is not the best solution. Thierao reason to think premise 2 is false in
all cases of the general problem. So, theoreticglyaking, the solution suffers from insufficient
generality.

But denying premise 1 amounts to denying the atak#ogic of identity, and as far as | can
see, that results in more confusion than clariicatAnd premises 3-5 are just the scheme for the
particular cases we try to understand, so denyrygod 3—5 amounts to simply denying that there
are any such cases. But then, on pain of violatlagsical logic, there is no premise left to deny.
What else can be done?

We can broaden our theoretical framework, rathentlviolate classical logic. The
framework | suggest includes two notions of somatroversy, but the controversy nowadays
mostly concerndiow to understand them, nathetherwe can understand them. | will therefore not
defend the overall legitimacy of these two notidmst rather explicate some seemingly necessary
conditions for how to understand them.

The first notion needed is that of assenceThis notion can and has been understood in
various ways, but what seems common to most sucfs w&athat the notion of an essence is a
modal notion: the essential propertiesxadre the properties thatas the thing it is canna@xist
without. In terms of possible worlds, we might lelyssay that Eis the essence ofjust in case
instantiates Ein all possible worlds in whiclk exists. But this must in the end be just loosk tal
because it provides the wrong kind of essenceekample, the number 7, which presumably is a
necessarily existing thing, necessarily has thepgny of being the successor of 6, which
presumably is also a necessarily existing thing,tben the property of being such that 7 is the
successor of 6 is part of my essence, which is gyrahleast on any intuitive understanding of the
term?! Essence is a modal, Hutperintensionahotion.

The second notion needed is thatfohdamentality This notion too can and has been
understood in various ways, but what seems comrmomdst such ways is that the notion of
fundamentality is a categorical (non-modal) notidghe fundamental properties of are the
properties ofx (partly) in virtue of which all other propertie$ » are instantiated, but themselves
not instantiated in virtue of any other propertiés.? We can say that one property Fxdé amore
fundamental property of than another property G af if x instantiate G (partly) in virtue of
instantiating F. But, ultimately, we want (I takg to be able to talk othe absolute most
fundamental properties of, the properties ok that are not instantiated in virtue of any other
properties ok. So, by ‘fundamental’ | henceforth mean the lasiesolute notior.

Note that while the notion of an essence is modabl(ving metaphysical possibility), the
notion of fundamentality is categorical (hon-modalhe two notions need therefore not be
necessarily co-extensional notions. Neither is @amg of them necessarily co-extensional with the
notion of just having a properssimpliciter, or what we might call aneretruth about something.
That these notions are not necessarily co-exteakisrcrucial for the solution that follows. Sot le
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me give a plausible example of each one of the kinds of cases that supports this pdifirst, |
can sit, but sitting is neither an essential ndurdamental property of mine. Second, | am a
biological being, which is an essential propertyrofe, but not, | take it, a fundamental propeity o
mine. Biological properties are, plausibly, redleito other properties. Third, negative charge is
both an essential property of electrons (i.e. pashat it is to be an electron) and a fundamental
property of electrons (i.e. not had in virtue ofydmng else about them). Fourth, | am
mereologically composed of some particles, and p@iomposed othose very particless a
fundamental property of me, but not an essentiapgnty of me. | could have been composed of a
(slightly) different collection of particles.

In other words, we have the following matrix shogvinon-co-extensionality of our mere,
essential and fundamental truth (note: it's nothaaod to come up with other cases, if you find any
one of them controversial):

Fundamental truth: Non-fundamental truth:
Essential truth: Electron x is negatively | am a biological being
charged
Non-essential truth: | am composed othese| | am sitting
particles

With the overlapping, but non-co-extensional nagioof essence and fundamentality
onboard, we must view the general problem we stayte with in a new, more sophisticated light.
We can no longer just consider whether somethistpntiates a property or not, but must now
considerhow it instantiates it. That is, we can no longer jcstsider whethex is F, since that led
us into paradox, but must consider whether essentially F as well as whetheis fundamentally
F.

Let's treate andf as predicational modifiers, and writex'fwheneverx is merely F, éFx
wheneverx is essentially F, andFx’ wheneverx is fundamentalli. We might loosely think oé
andf as being analogous (but nothing but analogouaflt@rbial modifiers: just ascan be F, but
also be F essentially and be F fundamentallyx san, for example, walk, but also walk slowly,
walk funnily, etc. Or we might loosely think & and f as being analogous (but nothing but
analogous) to adjectival modifiers: justxasan be F, but also be essentially F and be fundiaife
F, sox can, for example, be red, but also be dark rethdg@nously red, etc. But as we will see
shortly, these analogies might in the end be pmteé analogies, limited in central ways.

More should of course be said about these two netal essence and fundamentality, but
let's for now simply take some such notions forngjeal, and see what happens to the general
metaphysical problem we started out with. The als®teof propositions 1-5 is a scheme of which
we now must consider the cases of essential andhafoental truth. Here is the case of essential
truth:

6. OxUy (x=y - (P[xly] - P[y/x]))
7. [x (eFx — [eGX)

8. eFa

9. eGb

10. a=b

Lemma2. Just as 1-5, 6-10 is likewise mutually incoesist

Proof. by 7, we instantiateeFa — [eGa. By 8, it then follows thatkeGa. By 6 and 10, it
follows that[eGb, which directly contradicts 9Q.E.D.

And the same goes for the case of fundamentalisy:gubstituté for e in the above proof.

But what if, as we have already seen, the casess#ntial truth and fundamental truth can
cut across each other? Then the above proofs chlotieed, and the paradox resolved.

Here is such a case:
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11. OxOy (x=y > (P[xy] - DP[Yy/X])
12. [x (eFx — [eGX)

13. fFa
14. eGb
15. a=b

The set of propositions 11-15 is not mutually irgistent like 1-5 and 6-10. By 12, we can
instantiate:eFa — [BGa, but we then have nothing by virtue of which wen aischarge the
consequent (by Modus Ponens), which is neededrieedihe contradiction. It does not help to, by
12, instead instantiateFb — [eGb, and then by 14 discharge the negation of thecadent (by
Modus Tollens); the result doesn’t contradict 181tk and 15.

Here is a (admittedly somewhat tendentious) moldelveng formal consistency: we let our
domain D consist of a certain statue and the dlag made of, we let ‘F’ batomistic (in the
historical sense of a mereological simple) and et ‘G’ be statue-shapedThen, plausibly,
whatever is essentially atomistic in D (the clag/hot essentially statue-shaped (because the<lay i
essentially atomistic, but could also have beetteyesml across the floor), so 12 is satisfied. betti
‘a’ denote the clay andb* denote the statue, we also get that 13 is satisfthe clay is
fundamentally atomistic (according to completed it it is composed of mereological simples
we might assume). Proposition 14 is also satidfiecause the statue is essentially statue-shaped
(the statue could not have been scattered acresiotdr). Finally, at least according to malnye
metaphysical theories (hence the somewhat tendesnpart of the model), for example, counterpart
theory (ewis 1986), or the theory of occasional identifaflois, 1998), proposition 15 can be
satisfied as well: the statue is nothing but tlay ¢statue=clay). So, at least if any of the twitela
theories are consistent, 11-15 is establishedmstaally consistent set of propositions.

If one is unconvinced by the viability of the metgpical theories the model rested on, one
should feel free to try to come up with a bettedeloBut in any case the type of contradiction that
we derived in the cases 1-5 and 6-10 is blockedercase of 11-15 due to the formal inability to
discharge the consequent or the negation of trecadént in any relevant instance of 12.

But the acute reader will have noticed that thétkeis a formal problem. Walking does not
entail walking slowly, and being red does not drtaing dark red, but obviously walking slowly
entails walking, and being dark red entails beed) S0, one might think, likewise being F does not
entail being essentially/fundamentally F, but oligly being essentially/fundamentally F entails
being F. So, we have to accept, among othersptloming two additional claims:

16. [x (eGx - GX)
17. Ox (fFFx —» FX)

By instantiations of 16 and 17, we geGb - Gb andfFa - Fa, which from 14 and 13
entails: & and R. By 11, it then follows that &and M. But then we are back at our initial
problem: one and the same thing is both F and &pso2 we then get our initial contradiction just
as we did to begin with!

But by inspecting the matrix | gave earlier showthgt mere, essential and fundamental
truth are non-co-extensional, | believe it is prefiear what should go: at face value, 16 and &7 ar
false. The matrix shows that there is no entailmeoin mere truth to neither essential or
fundamental truth, nor an entailment from essertigh to fundamental truth, nor an entailment
from fundamental truth to essential truth. So wielidve there are entailments from essential and
fundamental truth to mere truth?

One reason is by the analogy with adverbial anectidpl modifiers. Walking slowly
entails walking, and being dark red entails beingd,r so, by analogy, being
essentially/fundamentally F entails being F. Butrenanalogy is too weak. We are asking for a
reason to believe the analogy is that strong.

Another reason is intuition. It just seems pretgac that being essentially/fundamentally F
entails being F; after all, how can anything beeasially/fundamentally fvithoutbeing F? But the
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intuition is too weak. | can explain it away, socérries no justificatory weight. The intuition is
something like this: being essentially/fundamegt&llisfactive so being essentially/fundamentally
F must entail being F. But all the factivity we dee given already by the tautological fact that
being essentially/fundamentally F entails beingeegally/fundamentally F. In other words, assume
a is essentially/fundamentally F. Thans F becausea is essentially/fundamentally F. So,afis
essentially/fundamentally F, there is aditional or separatefact ofa being F. When we truly say
thata is F (in the case considered), we really expriessact thag is essentially/fundamentally .

So, 16 and 17 are either expressing tautologi¢iseoformx (eGx - eGx) andlIx (fGx —
fGx), respectively, or they are false. As shown byrttarix above, we can make sense of cases of
mere truth that are neither essential nor fundaaheénith (e.g. that | am sitting). But we cannot
make sense of an essential/fundamental truth thatlso such a case of mere truth. An
essential/fundamental truth is an essential/funaaahdruth, not some other truth in addition to
that.

So, in short, here is my suggestion for a strategierms of which we can search for a
solution to particular cases of our general metajglay problem. We have the initial scheme:

1. OxOy (x=y - (®[xly] ~ ®[y/X]))
2. Ox (Fx - [OGX)

3. Fa

4, Gb

5 a=b

As is, this scheme (just like 6-10) is inconsist&d, for any instance of it, we must, on pain
of paradox, ask ourselves whether we can “modiyayathe paradox by the help @andf. Sincee
and f can cut across each other, the formal paradoxbeablocked by modifying one of the
predicates (and hopefully its corresponding prgpewvith e and the other with In this way, and (it
seems) only in this way, one blocks the road tagax without violating classical logic. There is of
course no guarantee that all instances of the gepssblem can be thus made formally consistent.
But we now have a general strategy by which weatarsider it case by case. In short: move from
operating with just truth to a mixture of essendéiatl fundamental truth.

Interestingly, the problem of the incarnation igaaticular case that yields to this strategy.

2. Thelncarnation

According to the Chalcedonian Creed, which | wikré take to represent Christian
Orthodoxy, there is one and the same person being

truly God and truly man... one and the same Chrigh, $ord, Only-begotten, to be

acknowledged in two natures... the distinction olined being by no means taken away

by the union, but rather the property of each mahaing preserved, and concurring in

one Person.
Accepting that being human rules out being divithe, Chalcedonian Creed presents us with an
instance of the general metaphysical problem wegesteout with. Here is the instance of our
schema for this particular problem:

18. OxOy (x=y - (P[xy] - DP[Yy/X])
19. [x (Hx — [DXx)

20. Hij
21. Ds
22 j=s

where H isbeing humanD is being diving j is Jesus and s ighe Sonof the Trinity (God = the
Father, the Son and the Holy Spixit

Lemma3. As is, 18-22 are mutually inconsistent.
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Proof. by 19, we get: H [Dj. By 20, we then get thaiDj. By 18, 21 and 22, we get that
Dj. ContradictionQ.E.D.

But the Chalcedonian Creed takes no stand on whtthdwo natures in question are both
essential natures, both fundamental natures, baithan essential nor fundamental, or one of each.
So, by our above strategy, we modify the predicatesarious ways by andf, and thus get
consistent versions of 18—22. Consider this case:

23. X0y (x=y - (P[xly] ~ P[y/X]))
24. Ox (fHx —» [IDx)

25. eHj
26. eDs
27. j=s

By 24, we getfHj - [IDj andfHs - [Ds, but from neither one of those two instances can
we discharge the consequent or the denial of trexadent by the help of 25 or 26, which is needed
to derive a formal contradiction. Or, consider tase:

28. OxOy (x=y - (P[xY] « P[y/X])
29. Ox (eHx — [EDX)

30. fHj
31. fDs
32. j=s

From 29, we geteHj — [EDj andeHs - [EDs, but, again, from neither one of those two
instances can we discharge the consequent or thial @ the antecedent by the help of 30 or 31,
which is needed to derive a formal contradiction.

So, by such modifications, we simply don’t get s@me contradiction as we did in the
unmodified case of 18-22. So, by the modificatidrategy, the incarnation leads to no
contradiction, even if we accept that humanity edek divinity (within one and the same way of
truth). So, by accepting essential and fundamentaifications of truth, Christian orthodoxy is a
logically consistent doctrine (at least along tkis @f the incarnation).

But there is another problem. It seems Christiaisityn fact, committed to the following set
of propositions”

I. eHj

il. eDs

iii. [EHs
V. [eDj
V. fDj

Vi. fDs

Vil. [(fHs
viii. [THj

| take it, for a Christian, that ii, iii, vi and ivare obvious. In defense of proposition i: if

Jesus was not essentially human, he could have dmeathing non-human. But just like | could
not have been non-human and still be what | andesas could not have been non-human and still
be what he was. Or so it seems to me, when | thirdeople as something biological. In defense of
iv: Jesus could have been a completely ordinaryamubeing, witnessed by the seemingly perfectly
coherent scenario that Christians are wrong ath&ubistorical Jesus of Nazareth being divine. It is
not incoherent to imagine him as an interesting,desdinary fisherman, the human son of an even
more ordinary carpenter. In defense of v: Jestleisecond person of the Trinity, which is the Son,
which is fundamentally divine, so by Leibniz’s Ladesus is fundamentally divine too. Finally, in
defense of viii: by vii, the Son is not fundamehtdduman, but the Son is identical with Jesus, so,
by Leibniz’s Law, Jesus is not fundamentally hureiher®
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Lemma4. By virtue of Leibniz’'s Law (LL, or proposition8123/28 above) and i—iv, we get
four new contradictions on our hands.

Proof 1 i+LL entailseHs, which contradicts 1iQ.E.D.

Proof 2 ii+LL entailseDj, which contradicts ivQ.E.D.

Proof 3 iii+LL entails [eHj, which contradicts iQ.E.D.

Proof 4 iv+LL entails[eDs, which contradicts iQ.E.D.

No similar contradiction results from combiningheit one of v—viii with LL. This is no
accident. Note the structure: propositions i—ivlde#h essential truths; propositions v-viii deal
with fundamental truths. Essencenmdal fundamentality iscategorical The contradictions are
derived from combining LL with i—iv, which deals tlwiessential truths, which are modal truths; but
not from combining LL with v—viii, which deals witfundamental truths, which are categorical
truths. Conclusion: essential, but not fundametntdihs fail to be closed under LL. So, the lastrfou
paradoxes are traditional paradoxes from applinatad LL to instantiations of modal properties!

This is an interesting result. The last four parasoare of the same kind as, for example,
the paradox of the statue and the clay. &&ttuebe a statue made from some clay; calllay.
Assume that Statue = Clay. Statue, but not Claytht@agroperty of being essentially statue-shaped.
So, by LL, we get that StatgeClay, contradicting our initial assumption. Likes@| assume Jesus =
Son. Jesus, but not Son has the property of baisgnéally human. So, by LL, we get that Jesus
Son, contradicting our initial assumption.

The natural response is thus to solve the fourdoes above in the very same way we
solve the other traditional paradoxes with respedhe combination of modal properties and LL.
As such, it is not a pressing problem for Christiamn particular, but a general problem for
everyone. We are all companions in guilt at thimpo

This is of course not the place to defend my faeosblution to the traditional paradoxes,
but let me just briefly mention itounterpart theory Counterpart theory is the theory according to
which no object exists in more than one possibleldvdn other words, there is no trans-world
identity. So, for example, objeatexists in one and only one possible wavidlThe modal truth aw
that a could have been F, even thoughs not in fact F aw, is true because there is another
possible worldw* containing someb numerically distinct froma, but which resemblea in the
relevant respects picked out in the context at handb is F inw*. In short: any waya could have
been is represented by other things similaa o other possible worlds in fact being that way in
those worlds.

A result of counterpart theory is that the esséptiaperties of things is not fixed once and
for all, but differs a bit from context to contexgpending on how one conceptualizes the thing one
is talking about. So, for example, when we focuslesus as a human being, we (might, if we are
somewhat scientifically oriented in that contexigds on him as a biological being, and as such he
is not essentially divine, or non-biological. Inchua context, i and iv are true. But when we focus
on Jesus as the Son of the Trinity, we naturallyktibf him as being necessarily divine, and as such
he is not essentially biological, or non-divine.simch a context, ii and iii are true. Nonethel@ss,
both contexts of focus, Jesus = the Son, the odealy person that, according to Christianity, has
sometime in the past, walked around in the onecahdactual world.

According to counterpart theory, claims of esseareethus not “deep” metaphysical claims,
but rather contextually variant claims, the truthwhiich depends on which properties we focus on.
Nothing similar is going on with claims of fundantality. The fundamental properties of a thing
are fixed once and for all, independent of all eats, and independent of which properties we
focus on. Claims of fundamentality are thus “deepgtaphysical claims: they are claims about
what a thing igeally like, behind all appearances and more and legga@cally appropriate ways
of speaking of it in our ordinary day-to-day life.

Conclusion: propositions i—iv are contextually aat, but propositions v-viii are not. The
four paradoxes above arose because we treateds-not being thus contextually variant. At least
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so goes my favorite solution to such traditionaldaldoparadoxes, and hence to the above modal
paradoxes of the incarnation in particular. But ibader should feel free to come up with his own
alternative. It is in any case not Christianitytslplem in particular.

3. Objections, Replies and Distinctions

Before | consider some objections to my solutionthte problem of the incarnation in
particular, let me be clear on what | havaet done. | have not defended the general distinctions
between mere truth, essential truth and fundaménmnitidl. | simply claimed that there are some such
distinctions, and that these distinctions, whatdhely are more exactly, or whichever names we
ought to give to them, helps resolve the generahpigsical problem, of which the problem of the
incarnation is a particular instance. | have ailsany mind, not fully defended the assumption that
the three notions fail to be co-extensional, botpdy claimed with the support of an intuitive case
that they are not.

| have not defended counterpart theory as a soltitiahe incarnation. | simply showed how
to employ it in solving the last four paradoxesibed, but there might be other solutions thahén t
end turn out to be better. In any case, these paesdurned out not to be peculiarities of Christia
doctrines in particular, so we are all companianguiilt on this point.

| have not, of course, argued that the incarnatborany other instance of our more general
problem, has actually happened. | was intentionalbstract and non-committal. | am only
interested in showing a way for an instance of ganeral problem, and the incarnation in
particular, to be a logically consistent scenaaing so without violating classical logic. | beliewe
at present have no way to prove the truth of anthefcentral Christian doctrines, but there are
ways of proving their classical logical consistenehich have been my present interest.

With these caveats onboard, let me now reply teva d&nticipated objections. First, one
might object that since, on the above account, axe hfHj (i.e. claim viii above), we really have
that Jesus is not fully human, which violates tHealCedonian Creed. But the reply should be
obvious by nowifHj does not entaileHj; and essential truth is full truth in any reaable sense
of ‘full truth.” So, Jesus is fully human by beimggsentially human, not by being fundamentally
human (which he is not). Likewise, by the abovenata(i.e. iii and vii) we have thdffHs and
[eHs, so one might object that the son is not hurBam.again,[THs andeHs do not entailHs;
and mere truth is full truth in any reasonable sesfsfull truth’ (for example, it is fully true @t |
am sitting right now). So, the son is fully humay lbeing merely human, not by being either
essentially or fundamentally human (which he ig.not

Second, one might object that we still have a patadhen it comes to mere truth,
witnessed by 18-22, so there is, in one senseagtidradox within Christian doctrinReply as
long as we stay exclusively within one of meregasial or fundamental truth, | have granted that at
least one of the premises must go, withessed bgdhedoxical 1-5 and 6—10. In the particular case
of 18-22, 19 is obviously what must go: being hundaesn’t entail not being divine precisely
because something can be essentially human, bdafuentally divine. This is no acceptance of the
“easy” solution rejected at the outset, accordimgvhich being human and being divine are not
mutually exclusive. On my account, they are muyuakclusive within one of the truths, but not
across them.

Third, one might object that the modifieesmndf only modify our predications, not the real
properties of the world. And then, when we consitier real properties that are instantiated in the
world, our initial paradox comes back with full éer But this objection is not taking my proposal
seriously. Rather, it is simply restating the alifparadox in exclusive terms of fundamental truth,
i.e. propositions 6—10, within place fore. But my proposal explicitly granted the incongigte of
6—10 withf in place fore. The whole point of my proposal is to show tha¢ emustmix essential
truth and fundamental truth such that the paradmesgaway. It is therefore no objection to my

33



proposal to simply insist that there is a paradoxhe case in which one ot thus mixing the
truths.

Fourth, one might object that while | invoke diet “categories” of truth, Christianity only
operates with one notion of truth, so | have simgiyanged the subject rather than solved the
problem. Reply | am not invoking differentcategoriesof truth. Rather, | am invoking three
different ways of instantiating a propertynamely merely, essentially and fundament&liyn
whichever of those three ways a property is ingged, it is true—in the one and only sense of
‘true’—that it is instantiated in that way. So, whiespeak of three different truths, | really mé¢ba
one and only truth of three different ways of imsi@ing a property. And note: Christianity should
be no enemy of such talk. Consider: “We are altAmentally creatures of God” and “Humans are
essentially searching creatures.” Compare: “Je$udaaareth is essentially a human being” and
“Jesus of Nazareth is fundamentally God.”

Let me end by briefly distinguishing my accountlod incarnation from some other types of
account* First of all, my account is not a version Kénoticism the view according to which the
Son ceases to be divine while being human. The mairny for this type of account is that he is not
fully divine, which violates the Chalcedonian Creedn my account, the Son is always
fundamentally divine, so he is always fully divitfe.

Second, my account is not a versionG@dmpositionalismthe view according to which
Jesus is a composite such that one of its prop#s Eadivine and another of its proper parts is
human. The main worry for this type of accounthiatthe is not fully human and fully divine, but
only partly each, which violates the Chalcedoniaeed. On my account, the whole person is fully
(fundamentally) divine, and fully (essentially) hant?

Third, my account is thus also no versionN#storianism the view according to which
Jesus was really two people, one human and oneedi@n my account, Jesus was one person who
was fundamentally divine, but essentially human.
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Notes
1. Cf. Fine (1994).
2. On fundamentality, see Fine (2001), Schaffer (206®)sen (2010), and Sider (2011). | understand the
fundamentaproperties and relations to be those in virtuavbich all other properties and relations hold, but
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10.

11.
12.
13.
14.

which themselves hold in virtue of no other projsrand relations; | understagobundingto be the relation
between the fundamental and the non-fundamentalepties and relations; and | understand pleefectly
natural properties and relations to be the propertiesratations that perfectly “carve nature by its jsihtor
make for perfect intrinsic similarity among thindéaturalness might also come in degrees. On grogndee
Schaffer (2009). On naturalness, see Lewis (1988659-69).

Schaffer (2009) accepts that there must be an aleshindamental level in virtue of which all oth@operties
are instantiated, but Rosen (2010) accepts tha¢ timéght be infinite descent, no absolute fundaaldetel,
only more and more fundamental leveld,infinitum My solution in this paper is compatible with beibws,
but I henceforth talk as if there is an absolutidio level to fundamentality.

By ‘co-extensional’ | henceforth meaecessarilyco-extensional.

| believe the same can be said of the adverbiabajettival modifiers, and thus preserve a bettaiagy with
e andf: assumea is walking slowly. Thera is walkingbecausea is walking slowly; that walks is here no
separate fact from the fact tratvalks slowly. The same goes for being dark rediéng being red.

On the problem of the Trinity, see Bohn (2011).

Note that i—viii supports 23—-27 as being the cdrease of modification over 28—-32.

Fundamentality, but, as we will see shortly, naeesiality, is closed under LL.

There is a well-known analogous temporal problerdentity in the vicinity here. My favorite solutiao the
temporal problem igerdurantism or temporal parts theory, according to which otgeare sums of temporal
as well as spatial parts. On both counterpart thaad perdurantism, see Lewis (1986). There isoafse no

present need to commit to Lewis’s notion of possiblorlds being concrete. For more on persistence in

general, see Sider (2001).

The nominalist might here interpret me as invokimge different ways gfredicationinstead, namely merely,
essentially and fundamentally. My solution stilegahrough.

For a nice taxonomy of the different types of viesse Hill’s introduction to Marmodoro & Hill (2011

For a defense of Kenoticism, see Forrest (2000).

For a critical discussion of Compositionalism, keePoidevin (2009).

Thanks to Ben Caplan for discussion and comments.
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Abstract:

This article considers a difference between Fasgbdlitical views and Strauss political view at one
part and showing how Strauss has skillfully divergem Farabi’s path on the other part. For this
purpose, and because of the wide range of worka froth thinkers, | will consider one work from
Farabi under the title ofhe philosophy of Platand one work of Strauss under the titleFafabi’s
Plato which they have already bounded together in a \ewhe context. It must be discussed and
analysis that how and why Strauss took such a wieaforementioned work about Farabi which is
not easy to discover. To make the discussion monerete, | will explain some esoteric notion of
Farabi’s political view.

As we go further, the fight againStultitia and relativism gets harder,
If we would not prepared.

1. Introduction

It is very likely to speak about the “Modern Crisasd the fundamental political aspect of it
in these days. Also it has been common to consibse issues with respect to “the Ancient Greek
Thoughts”. It has been admitted, but not generd#figt the same attitude was taken, proposed and
cultivated by one of our contemporary thinkers: L®wauss. One cannot fully understand of
“critique of modernity” before one has study sonmable thinkers, among them is Leo Strauss
who has presented himself as a interpreter of mabighilosophy and the revealer of esoteric
writing of that period which come down to us.

Indeed, he spoke of modern crisis and for his tmanhe resort on medieval thinkers and
philosophers like Maimonides and Farabi. To begihwone must be familiar with Farabi’s works
who was one of the greatest political thinkers isfttme and who lived in Islamic society and was
aware of penetrating the Idea of Aristotelian atatdnic philosophy. The combination of “ration”
and “devotion” or the confliction of them.

Strauss, followed the path which had taken by Maiiohes, reaches Farabi and believed he
has lots in common with his doctrine. But Farabiswet enough legitimate for him for being
accepted without Plato (not mentioning Aristotled)eOne might believes that the aim of Strauss
to address the modern crisis was to fully undedstdaimonides, but he found out the possibility
only comes with understanding the philosophicathésgy of them. For this, he has started among
Farabi’s work which seems to him to serve his detsafor instance®n Political Governments.

It would be potty to accept the common always f@ tonclusion. Prior to that, it is our
duty, if not very deep, to just sketch correctlg thtention of Farabi as a philosopher. After tha,
commit ourselves to study what was the cornerstdriarabi’sOn Political Governmenand what
was the Strauss focus on that.
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2. Historical Approach

It is obvious that acculturating and also knowihg period of time which each thinker lives
in, would be helpful to understand his or her tHduand the way of thinking of him. It is crucial to
say that no thinker, particularly no philosophean de reduce to his time and condition and be
regard as mere figure of political, social, religicultural, economical situations, but denyingsthe
aspect of life as one of the effective elementnetree weakness one, is sorely unfaithful to the
history itself harming our judgment.

Farabi born and lived all his life in restrictedalmic world who was witness of the lack of
intellectual aspect, or even believing in it, amdihg individuals and the whole society. Thinking,
criticizing, analyzing was not a popular and favdesact because “all required principles were sent
down to us”, has been regardedSieria’a. Since, according to Islamic tradition i®nona’aand
jurisprudence principlesSharia’a, the politics regarded as a branch of religion smerand the
position of leadership was left to a religious maaghih Hence, every attempt e.g. making critical
guestion, emanation, abrogation of the decay |ipalitprinciples or even participation in political
debate would be defined as interference or, maretlgtspeaking, invasion to God’s principle
which has pre-set for us. All Islamic societiegiders had bedmamor Faghih,that is no one else
are entitled to take their place. This way of rglimas been seen in similar religion principle like
Judaism or even pre-Islamic religion such as Artdiggypt religion and Persian religion known as
Zoroastrianism.

Translation movement slightly has changed the wathioking and caused different view
toward humanity and human’s place, right and digmtthe city.

Farabi was among those philosophers who looketh®truth in that period of time and for
his wide influence, in philosophy in general, ang priceless political ideas, in politics in
particulag, has been praised by the title of “Theed@d Teacher” or “The second Master” after
Aristotle.

Most of his works, if say not all of them, concevith political Ideas. But how can he freely
used his critical mind as philosopher and at theeséime chose a method to not be harmed by
those who would not tolerate his ideas e.g. thdse were at the top of pyramid of political power.
How he could be a believer and a philosopher atstdrae time? What did he do to address his
political Ideas of his time?

3. Political-Philosophical Approach

Farabi was greatly influence by Greek philosopheasticularly by Plato and Aristotle, and
preserved basis of their origin, format of thinkiagd ideas very well. His technique causes a
turning point in his philosophical and ethical-pickl of his ages thoughts. All of his effort, agsi
obvious enough, was not done for double-provinthofight, which was already strongly accepted
in his time, but, unlike all of analysis of eastemwmmentators of his works, accordance to the
incentive of changes toward sophisticated situaticarabi was aware of possible conflict between
philosophy and religion and he was the first plafgser who articulate a solution [4, p. 135] to the
crisis of his time who found out the way to Eudamacs life through re-shaping a ethical-political
through of his age. He, as a philosopher, was gave the both world; the both way of living good
and reach ultimate perfection in both world. He, aphilosopher, was a student of those
philosophers who were pagans. And he, as a citizas,a Muslim member of Islamic society.

He was, however, royal to the truth than to his #ong hopes and beliefs and he found this
way, as most other philosopher, even more abstenti@n other ways.

The crisis of his time was not moral crisis, in osense, or nihilism. The crisis of his time
was the same of ours. The crisis of “rationalitg. feebleness of being wise and cowardice against
non-rational desires. To address this crisis fetto establish his school and was greatly concern
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with that decay and was thinking, like any wisel@opher in anytime, of the restoration of
political health. Even he was fortitude being fat¢te immigrate couple of time.

Borrowing the unity of metaphysic and psychologgnir his Greek predecessors, he has
open his way toward political doctrine in his wajke Plato and Aristotle, he designed his system
according to cosmological shape. Noble being knasrfiunmoved mover”, “first cause” or better
say “the purale factolntellect” located in the most supreme stratunummizerse. Human body as a
system had draw as similar as universe with they ¥eethe Greek cosmological idea. Whereas as
both universe and man combined with “mind and boaoly*intellect and form”, the sublime and
noble place is intellect in both.

Both (pure intelleétand human intellect) rule over universe and baespectively. With
this view, intellect e.g. human’s intellect andoatationality take its nobility and credit back.i$h
way of thinking reveals the character of Farabiditigal idea. Like Plato, and also Aristotle, his
politics are strongly connected with cosmology, gmogy and metaphysics [5, p.193-194]. For
instance,The Virtues Cityor On Political GovernmentsThis presuppose the mature study in
philosophy and uniquely leads every readers toidensis political views with an eye on his
metaphysic idea of his and its origin. We limit selves, however, to stress on the structur@rof
Political Government.

The similar way has being used in addressing tea @bout the structure of the city as
political community. | am trying to describe, istndo repeat, its origin his love of wisdom.
Similarity of his school with his predecessors &ious in his approach to political community:
Polis.

Individuals compare with their city are just a canpnt part of it that all together construct
cities and governments. Just like body and alsomhale universe, human'’s society has its levels
and grades in itself and in the whole universe. [€ader of city, whether it was a prophet-ruleaor
philosopher-king, placed in the highest stand. &hgran open debate whether we must content in
his exoteric context or esoteric teaching.

4. Strauss’ Approach

Farabi was not a mere imitator of his predecesgdtiough, Plato and Aristotle’s works
were the main source of Farabi’s work. Thus, wetmuasgerstand his school in two possible ways:
First we shall understand his school through hisrpretations and how he had connected to his
Greek predecessors and then we shall understarstha®l| by itself. He was not only a reader or
interpreter but a philosopher who carefully estdi#did his school on the infrastructure of his so
called pagan predecessors. To do so, he must bkafamith every one of the works which has
come down to us as Platonic and Aristotelian woBesabi, with such a sense of responsibility for
nuance survey and investigation, did not write sadopic like “the philosophy of ...” or “...its
parts...” without being sure that he has already seanks of that philosopher. Our contemporary
scholars would not do that. To be realistic, botlte philosophy of Platand The philosophy of
Aristotle are proofs of our clainsJust a quick look, nevertheless Taie Philosophy of Platoan
reveal the familiarity of writer to almost everyewof Plato’s dialogs. Thus, one might ask: what
was the intention of the first impression of Stetsward Farabi? Our main interest is to know
whether the impression has made by Strauss iy fairbn the contrary, his intention and desires
toward addressing “modernity”, known as “Modernsi, dominate his philosophical character.

According to Strauss, and he was right, that Fadapicted the main goal of Plato’s mature
works i.e. reachingeudaimonia which undoubtedly leads to the question of “HowThe
insufficiency of accepted ways leaded Plato, astasaid, to investigate the “other way”. This
“other way” which substance oEudaimoniais identical or certainly consist of a “certain
knowledge {vion) or science guiotun)” and a “certain way of life {ioc)”. The finding of
“philosophy” and the “politics” inseparable fromettpresents of “Philosopher” and “king” and
makes first group related to “that science” andsbéeond group to “that way of life”. That is where
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Strauss initially began to establish his idea whitdnifests itself right at the end of tkarabi’s
Plato: the impossibility of virtues city and its leadsvard desire way of life.

According to Strauss, it is paradoxical when we suder Farabi’'s view toward Plato,
essentially political, and also Farabi himself iatited to philosophy essentially the political
meaning. The paradoxical meaning of Strauss madsifeself when we respect “philosophy” as a
science or knowledge completely separated from Stlagy of life” as a “practical science or
wisdom”. Strauss believed, or he apparently pretdrid, that where as we talk ab&utdaimonia,
we are talking about “desire way of life”, then rthés no meaning of “virtues way of life” in that.
That is all about the “philosophy” and to bee"factophilosopher”. He obviously, here, negating
the meaning of “virtue” related to the “practicef’ fmuman beings as fundamentally related to the
“wisdom” and “theoretical sophisticate faculty” bfiman beings in Ancient Greek philosophy e.g.
in dialogs of Plato, for instancApology, Crito, Law, Erastia and Menexenus.

It can be seen that the nuance relation betwedospiphy, on one hand, and politics and
ethics, on the other hand, has been establishethatwyeen the philosopher and the ruler, between
virtues and knowledge. The very intention of SteamsPhilosophy andPolitics [3, first chapter] is
to deeply separate these inseparable way throwgghdtion ofEudaimonia.Yet, it has been seen
that philosophy omne hand and politics on the other hand do notnigelo the same level but they
belong to the same realm, take the same invesilgagdame method and lead to the very same End.
End which is desirable for its own sake Eeidaimonia Strauss, on contrary, seems to believe that
the cosmological way of concerning metaphysicshasway concerning political order by Farabi
must be objected indirectly. Statesman, for ingamepicted the way that to ruRolis or have
political power called for a special knowledge whitcas been mentioned as “that knowledge”,
which what politics relies oh.That view will lead us, unlike Strauss, firstlyf o say that
“philosophy is not merely a good thing; no, it &t which is truly useful” [3, p. 60, 13-15, the
abstraction oErastail. And secondly, thatomo philosophuandhomo rexare in the same position
in the virtues city [3, no. 20-2%)n political governmentsecond part, chapter 8]. The question is
why Strauss attempt to humiliate the equality @nthby omitting “the same position” and “in the
virtues city” and tried to glare the insufficiency the both, by separating them for degradation
view of philosophy as a leading way to desire wakfe but “impossible one” and the virtues way
of life which leads ta&cudaimoniabut not human’s ultimate perfection?

Farabi, referring to Plato’®rotagoras found that “that knowledge” can be attained and
does “exist” in the manner that still leads to huaimaperfection. From the words such as
“attainment”, “investigation”, thinking etc. we caoredict that the goal i.e. perfection, is not
something fancy which, as Strauss said at the hagjnof Farabi’s Plato, depicted by Farabi as
well as Plato. Philosophy as a knowledge, supplnektrains theoretical wisdom, causes flourishing
of intellect which separated from body and bodHings; until one move from opinion and reach
knowledge [3,0n political GovernmentFirst part, Ch. 12] and royal art supplied by fttha
knowledge” to lead human beings e.g. individualsvelt as the whole society towakldaimonia
Thus, philosophy proves to contain the royal artsiit supplies the virtues way of life which is in
need of royal art and the royal art proves to danpailosophy since it supplies “that knowledge”
which is in need of philosophy. Both philosophy aagal art are required for reachiggidaimonia
while “virtues way of life” cannot be exercised the lack of knowledge which supplies it i.e.
philosophy. Philosophy, on the other hand, cannet dxercised fully without concerning
Eudaimoniaas his humans’ perfection. After all has explajned must not ask about why we need
both practical and theoretical faculty in perfeotio order to produc&udaimonia Just because
changes happen in human’s body and human’s soid, bt for men to move innately toward
ultimate perfection an&udaimonia Thus, we need endowments in both realm and eseekgith
our both faculty to reach and produce Eudaimonjg#8t two, ch.4].

Another point, nevertheless, which has rapidlyssteel in On Political Government is the
roll of Active intellect, its rank and its relation to the second notionFafabi's school of
Eudaimoniai.e. the one that occur in hereatfter life if méemhis intellectual endeavors reach that
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level of perfection that he entitled to being condal to and coalesced with active intellect and
reaching the level ofntellectus adeptusThis sort of perfection seems related to his esote
teaching. Through that, he depicted the way fose¢hwho dedicate themselves to the philosophical
way of life®

One, can find contradiction in Farabi’s doctrineR#ppiness at all, as much as can be find
in the wholeEthicscompare with book 10 of the same book, when Atltiststarts to talk about the
sufficiency of philosophy. On the other hand, tigsophy in this term concern a wide range of
notions rather we use it on a mere contrary trigstical aspect. But we shall not , so far, survey
on this aspect, that is take another effort in lagotime. Here we focus on our main topic and the
contradiction between Strauss’ Farabi and theFagdbi.

By separating, Strauss, practical philosophy frdntogophy itself with a view to their end-
as he believes they aim at different goal- and #ieo- method, he tried to degrade philosophy by
showing its insufficiency. “Happiness consistsconsideratione scientiarum speculativarufg,
p.15], placed right after he illustrated the secéiadabi’'s idea, which is the same in Plato and
Aristotle’s schools, about the role of philosophy.

Whereas Farabi mentioned opinion ab&utlaimoniasuch as reaching money, fame, glory,
etc/ he does not disconnected the heredfieraimoniafrom this worldEudaimonia In lhsa-al-
ulum when he talked, in chapter five, on behalf of sone else rather than expressing himself,
civil science which divided, but not corollaries, the jurisprudencefigh)® and language science
(al-Kalam)® he depicted that even the one who offer this Hegssi must utilizes “that way of life”
and exercise virtue and respect that as one ahtist element. Yet, it is clear, from the method he
take in chapter five, that he is satisfying @aliph of his time by adding thigh andkalambeside
the civil science. On contrary, in his commentanyAgsistotle’s Nicomachean Ethickas been seen
that the onlyEudaimoniaknown by him can be achieved in this world. [614]

Now we can claim with more certainty that the esoteaching of Farabi is, and contrary to
Strauss, we shall not interpret that to the “paxadd way” of Farabi’'s teaching. The esoteric
teaching inevitably forces writer to show some caxdfiction in his works; or at least the reader
seems to feel in this way, but with a astute momk must find the right way through his ideas.
Maybe Strauss was aware of this aspect when he hisethird example of Farabi’'s view about
political science and theoretical science. Thigased on suspension of his judgment as to the truth
of the super-rational teaching. Thus, one may besethat Farabi made efforts to introduce or
better say make a room for revealed theology. But tve would do that when all were neglected,
was “rational” aspect of life and manifest itsejf thhe name of “crisis of humanity” in that period.
He, as far as | concern, makes room for philosdphymphasizing on it in different forms e.g.
cosmologically, psychological and philosophicaBmce his emphasizing on the rational aspect of
life and illustrated Eudaimonia depends on exercising the theoretical faculty mileo to
continuously reaching sophisticated level (thropgiiosophy) and exercising in the virtue manner
(through ethics and politics concern royal artg kiew of “the life after death” was far from
accepted opinion which is a heritage from religiansl had been chosen by Strauss. To begin with
that in order to get hold of Farabi’s view, one lou get familiar with the “ultimate perfectionf o
men throughOn Political Governmentlt is in this work that Farabi speaks about imatioy in
different ways: (a) the idea of Active intellect [Bn political Governmenffirst part Ch.5/ second
part Ch.5], (2) the priority of Form from MatteB)(using or describing “immorality” directly and
eternalEudaimoniaindirectly which implicate immorality [3On political Governmentfirst part,
Ch.5,6].

The idea of Active intellect in Islamic philosoplsysimilar to, or better say borrowed from,
Greek philosophy. In Farabi’s view, accepted andemogical theory about the immortality and
human’s soul is the theory which has been presebtediristotle®. Where the Aristotle’s
discussions about this matter end in ambiguityabiawould not make any changes through it.
Thus, if one has fully understood Farabi’s thouddntd its transitions can understand his silence
about addressing “immortality” directly. We candjty offer two main reasons: (a) Farabi has the
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same uncertainty as Aristotle had. (b) Farabi hassame idea about immortality as Aristotle had.
That is an important reason to not talk about darrthe Topic off he Philosophy of Plato
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1. By solution | mean reconciliation in the favor ation and awareness of political society. If wendo
consider this element, then we can say that teeghilosopher who found this conflict was Mohamniaa
Zakariya Razi (865-925) known as Rhazes or Rasis
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3. The full articles ar&he philosophy of Plato, its part, the rank of ardéits part from the beginning to the
end and “The philosophy of Aristotle, the part of philosoptine rank of order of its parts, the position from
which he started and the one he reached

4. The knowledgeyvdon) has the same root with cognitiofvgoic) which depicted the structure of knowing
something with the “attempt” of knowing that thinthat is deliverance of a man from perception tgnition
which is related to a mere intellectual realm.
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Abstract:

Contradictions have not only a negative role asmatdr of logical reasoning, they are a necessary
element of the cognitive process at paradigmatid philosophical levels. Reverse logic offers the
mechanism of correct including of contradictorygweals in the structure of reasoning at these deys|

the base of the reverse logic lies the principlderharcation between the procedure of obtaininghéve
propositions and the mechanism of transferrindhthgitween propositions.

The principle of non-contradiction correspondsraaitional notions of reality: nothing can
be somethingand can baot somethingt the same time (to be snow and to be not snoweta
guantum and to be not a quantum) or a single olgactnot simultaneously have the opposite
gualities (to be high and low, positive and negatsalty and unsalted). In full compliance with the
ontological obviousness of such an idea one ofhthm laws of logic is a law of non-contradiction.

It is formulated both with respect to statementke "statement and its negation can not both be
true,” or with respect to predicates "the oppopiedicates can not be assigned to a single logical
subject. "In most logical systems we derive théofeing principle "anything can follow from the
contradiction" or the weaker one "the denial of atgtement follows from the contradiction.”
Because of this, the systems, which violate the ¢dwmon-contradiction, and which may cause
contradiction, should be treated as logically inect.

However, the development of mathematics and lagithe XX century has brought us to
understanding that building the non-contradictorgtmematics (which Hilbert was seeking) and
generally non-contradicted and rich enough axiornideories is impossible (K.Godel). It became
clear that despite the fact that the presence odrdradiction in logical systems should still be
treated as a mistake, the possibility and necesésych errors in general case should be taken as
regular inevitability. Therefore rose the task ethinking a place of contradiction in logic: the
detection of contradiction in the system must r@pbrceived as a death sentence for it, but only as
an indication of the inevitable limitations of tegstem, the inadmissibility of the continuation of
reasonings that led to a contradiction (L. Wittgeimg. The contradiction in the logical system is
just a "stop” sign at the specific direction ofdesvelopment, and it is not the lifelong deprivataf
its logical rights. Consequently, the law of nomradiction should be understood not as a
prohibition of contradiction, but as the inadmidgip of any logical conclusions from them. To
fulfill this requirement first of all the principge“anything can follow from the contradiction” and
“the denial of any statement follows from the cadtction”, which, in fact, realize the modern
versions of paraconsistent logics, should be exdudbm logical systems (N. da Costa, D. Battens,
etc.). It should be noted that the interpretatiba oontradiction as something unacceptable, ahd no
as a source of arbitrariness is consistent withctbrecepts of reality: the contradiction is never
realized ontologically. It can be said, that in substantive reality the possibility of a contraidic
in future determines the movement of the objeatstds the circumvention of it.
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But it should be noted that the value of a contitaain in the cognitive process is not limited
to its role of a logical reasonings stopper. It ngethat the contradictions shouldn't be treateg onl
as mistakes, paradoxes or inevitable disadvantadegiral systems. Indeed, apart from the fact
that we fix the contradictions at the language ll@rewithin the frameworks of particular logical
systems, that is, in the scope of the law of nam+ealiction, we always face the contradictions at a
higher paradigmatic level. To such paradigmatictraatictions can be attributed the contradictions
between the statements of different logical systéheories), between the scientific-theoretical and
empirical statements. The example of such contiiade is the ratio of axioms in different
geometries (eg, Euclidean and Lobachevskian), ohepcehension of which led to introduction of
the concept of the curvature of space, the paraddke ultraviolet catastrophe, the resolution of
which has given rise to quantum physics, a conttexnh in the quantum-mechanical description of
light as a wave and as a quantum, etc. The cootraaé between the statements in different
religious, world-outlook and political systems damattributed to paradigmatic. It is clear thatrsuc
contradictions can not be interpreted as logicadrseror inevitable "defects" of complex systems.
They, as well as the scientific and paradigmatiotr@alictions reflect some objective laws of
describing the World.

It is obvious that the paradigmatic contradictigo@ént not only to limitations of singular
systems, but rather on the possible direction eifr thevelopment, and even more on the necessity
of creation the new systems, being theta-theoriesvith respect to the initial ones. The emergence
of meta-theory — the geometry in spaces with nop-zeirvature — removed the contradiction
between the axioms of intersecting straight lifregan be said that in contrast to linguistic and
logical levels, where the contradictions are simgigluded, on the paradigmatic level there is a
real resolution of the existing conflict: meta-theaconfirms the validity and legality of the
presence of the two initially contradictory statesen the sphere of knowledge.

The role of contradiction on the philosophical lewghich is next after paradigmatic, is
even more specific and interesting. There the edittions are present not only as a boundary, a
transition point, but also as an inherent elemdntogical systems. The striking examples of
incorporating the contradictions into philosophisaistems are the dialogues of Plato, Kant's
Critique of Pure Reasonvith its antinomies, and, of course, Heg&sience of LogicThe
necessity of including the contradictions into pedphical systems becomes quite obvious if we
present the paradigmatic level of knowledge as lsstantive for the philosophical level. If we
consider philosophy a sphere, which studies andritbes the cognitive activity altogether, in such
a sphere the paradigmatic contradictions, for exantpe contradictions arising at the interface of
scientific theories should be described as necgstaments that fix landmarks of the development
of knowledge. The philosophical theory, pretendingdescribe theoretically the evolution of
knowledge, should necessarily possess the mechdorsthe inclusion of contradictions into its
logical structure. Otherwise, we will have a lotpfvate descriptions of static projections of the
cognitive process.

So, in contrast to the paradigmatic level at whilsh admissibility of contradictions is
ensured by including their parties into differeogical systems (in fact, there is a partition o th
whole language area on closed non-contradictotgdfief individual theories), on a philosophical
level, where the contradictions are the subjedtnaiwledge, they inevitably should be an element
of the theory. That means, that the philosophigialking, the logic of philosophical systems should
not only permit (allow) the contradictions, butalsnply the logical need for them. In fact, it is
stated, that for an adequate cognitive thinkingerently including the paradigmatic contradictions,
the thinking itself should be contradictory.

However, with all understanding of place and rolea contradiction at the philosophical
level of knowledge and even with the examples @thtical systems with the contradictions,
incorporated into them (Hegel) we still do not havey logically relevant mechanism for working
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with them. The task is obvious: there is a needhHermechanism of assumption and resolving the
contradiction, that is the formal procedure forabishing the truth of the initially contradictory
proposals. Further | want to offer the option divsw the specified problem.

The idea of a possible mechanism for resolvingrdaradiction will be demonstrated with the
help of the already mentioned example of ratiah&f axioms of intersecting staraight lines in
Euclidean and Lobachevskian geometries.

We formulate the contradiction in the following wathe space is of that kind (has such
quality), that in a plane through a point outsadstraight line we can draw one straight line, Wwhic
does not intersect the given straight line" (S)iaRd "the space is of that kind (has such quality)
that in a plane through a point outside a straligiet we can draw more than one straight line that
does not intersect the given straight line" (S a¢-). We understand that each of the pair of
statements is accepted as a true one in its logysaém, but this affirmation of truth is not enbug
for us to resolve the contradiction at the paraditienlevel — at this level the statements are
formally contradictory.

The history of cognition tells us the solution: fanderstanding the essence of the
contradiction between the statements of differdmdoties, we need to turn to meta-theory,
combining the original geometries. Formally, it medhat the meta-theory should have a statement
from which the truth of both initially contradictpstatements necessarily follows. It is reasonable
to assume that the new statement should applyotfieal subject of contradiction "the space"” (S)
and state its heterogeneity, duality, and rembeecontradiction with the help of this. For example
a true statement in meta-theory can be formulateéblbows: "there is a space with a different
curvature: zero, positive, negative's(S + S-,). In substance, this statement affirnas titee logical
subject ("the space"), which is at the level ofaties seems to us united, thus attributing the
opposite predicates to it is interpreted as a edidtion, and at the level of meta-theory it is
presented as a set of non-identical entities. Gpresgly, we must rewrite the original statements as
follows: "the space with zero curvature is of thatd that in a plane through a point outside a
straight line we can draw one straight line, whides not intersect the given straight liney'i§3)
and "the space with negative curvature is of thatl khat in a plane through a point outside a
straight line we can draw more than one straigtg that does not intersect the given straight line"
(S- is not-P). Thus, the original contradictiomesnoved.

So, we can conclude that, for formal resolving gdaaadigmatic contradiction we should
find such statement in the meta-theory, which wddde a single logical subject with the original
contradictory statements and affirmed the split #r plurality of the subject. Such scheme of
argument can be called reverse-logical, sincertnester of the truth here is realized not from the
initial statements (they are initially contradigtpto the following one, but vice versa, from thaan
statement to those, which were previously formulat@onsidering, that the new statement has not
been received as a result of a conclusion, it neagatiedspeculative

Let us try to analyze the functioning of the reeel@gical scheme at philosophical level. As
an example, let us consider the initial contraditin one of the most famous philosophical systems
with the incorporated contradictions — in Heg8ksence of Logic

First of all, it should be noted that Hegel rarielymulated contradictions in standard logical
form, and we need to do it instead of him. It saclthat the statement "being is nothing" can eot b
interpreted as an assigning the predicate "nothimgfie logical subject of "being"”. Philosophy does
not deal with objects outside the thinking at ‘deing" is not a thing, not a subject, but a thdugh
and therefore another thought ("nothing") can netalssigned to it as a predicate. Therefore, in
order to formulate a philosophical statement indhject-predicate form, it is always more correct
to introduce the thinking as a logical subject, asch predicate — something, that is really belongs
to thinking and can be assigned to it, that iscaugifnt (a concept). The introduction of one concepts
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as the logical subjects and assigning another pdside them as the predicates, in my opinion,
made the formulation and understanding of conttamtis in philosophy very difficult.

Considering these simple thoughts, the statemenmitdbeing" as the first direct thought of
the pure direct, yet not certain thinking shouldftsenulated as follows: "the predicate ‘being’ is
assigned to thinking as a logical subject.” Furtime, from this initial definition of thinking,
because in it ‘being’ acts as a pure, immediatewarortain, necessarily follows another statement
"thinking is nothing." Or in an expanded form: "tipeedicate ‘nothing’ should be assigned to
thinking, which has clear, immediate being as aipege (that is, thinking the uncertain being).

So, we have a contradiction: thinking as a cogitagiure indefinite being at the same time is
defined as a cogitative ‘nothing’. Or in short) (thinking is being" and at the same time (2)
"thinking is nothing."

In this situation, in contrast to formal logic, Wwhich a clear choice in favor of one of the
conflicting statements should be done, we undedsii@el) the truth of both statements. In addition,
we have no reasons (rights) for such choice — we ln@ a priori set axioms (as in formal logical
systems), with respect to which we could make alosion about the truth or falsity of the given
statements. Moreover, the acceptance of one oftiements untrue automatically makes the
second one untrue too. For example, if pure thmpkinot "nothing"-thinking, it means that it is
"something"-thinking, that means something spectied therefore the predicate of "just being"
cannot be assigned to it.

However, the logic must be logic and we can noy §taa situation of uncertainty. That
means, that our challenge is to find a basis feolkéng the contradiction, to find a new, specuiati
statement on the basis of which we could make elgsion about the truth of originally
contradictory statements. And such statement iséigged” by the original statements. Really,
when we initially assigned the predicate "beingthmking (presenting it as the thinking of pure
direct being), we inevitably had to define it asthing” (as nothing-thinking), but, after this step
(from being to nothing), we immediately got a nesfiwition of thinking (which was not and could
not be earlier)the thinking as a transitignas a pure movement, &ecoming That is, we can
formulate a speculative statement as follows: Kimg has the predicate of becoming (the transition
from being to nothing)." That means, thinking undke transition from "being"-thinking to
"nothing"-thinking becomes not a direct (pure) ing, but the certain thinking — the thinking
which thinks. Although for the present it do noinks about something outside itself, but only
about itself as a pure possibility of thinking, simas the movement, the becoming.

We also can discourse as follows: if a statemequoé being is a kind of direbieginning
of thinking and its initial definition, the secomsthtement of nothing-thinking can be imagined as
the endof thinking (the end of this immediate thinkin@ut since in this view of the beginning and
the end the thinking itself is revealed, is defimsdthe unfolding, it acts not as pure and ungertai
but as having acquired the certainty, as the ttiansifrom the beginning to the end, as the
becoming.

So, we have three statements: two initial and ednttory — "thinking is being" and
"thinking is nothing" — and one speculative "thimgiis becoming". Here it should be noted that the
thinking, which was a logical subject in the fitsto statements is not identical to the subject-
thinking in the speculative statement, in whicthéis acquired the duration in time and became
distinguished in itself. Now being-thinking, andtimog-thinking are acting as points (starting and
end) of the becoming-thinking. With respect to spative statement we can reformulate the
original contradictory statements as follows: "thing as a direct one is a thinking of pure being"
and "thinking, which is mediated with the trangitidghe becoming, is thinking of nothing". That
means, that the statement of thinking as becomamgoves and permits (allows), the initial
contradiction, affirming the non-identity of thalgects of the original statements. Thus, we have
implemented and confirmed the reverse-logical sehgetting a speculative statement from a pair
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of contradictory statements can be considered valfity if the speculative statement removes the
divergence between the initial statements, presegritieir logical subjects as distinguished ones,
and thus the truth of both initial statements falofrom the truth of a speculative statement.

Let us consider some important points of the preddegic. In the scheme of reverse logic
we do not have any a priori true statement: thih todi initial statements follows only from the tinut
of a speculative one and the truth of the lattemys in mid-air". It can simply be accepted, as in
classical logical systems is accepted the trutaxadms. And if we continue the discussion in the
same way — revealing a contradiction, getting a rg»eculative statement, resolving the
contradiction with the help of it — then the fisgieculative statement gains a legal status ofea tru
one in the chain of reasonings.

The truth of the statements in this chain of reaggswill always depend on the truth of the
last speculative statement. But there is nothingatural in it: the situation is similar to the sition
in classical logics, in which the truth of all satents is directly inherited from only the admitted
truth of axioms. That means, that in both logios thuth of the chain of reasonings in any case
depends on an axiomatic statement: in classicaksys this statement is at the beginning of
reasonings, and in a system built according torsevéogic — in the end. But, there is also a
significant difference: the last in the chain (nsesaxiomatic) statement is not the result of our
arbitrary choice, but a consequence, the resuhetievelopment of the logical system itself. And,
if under the expanding of this chain the initialnmadiate statement can be "received"”, we can loop
the system and, in substance, remove its unceytattachment to the conclusion about the truth of
one statement (which Hegel was seeking while ngjdhis Logic).

It should be noted that the scheme of reverse liggiuite rational, that means, it does not
allow any arbitrariness in the transition to a sp&tive statement, because it has strict
requirements: to declare the distinguishing of gidal subject and an obligation of pursuing the
truth of original statements from its truth.

However, there is an uncertain, undetermined, imegboint in the very search of a
speculative statement — because it does not fdtbgveally from some true statements (our initial
statements are contradictory). But it is clear thét point of free creativity is incorporated ttet
systems built according to classical logic — weaslsvhave it on the stage of choosing the axioms.
And the necessity of a permanent choice in the rsevidgical scheme affirms its creative
specificity.

The next point concerns the role and place of aradiction in logical systems. It should be
noted that in classical logics the prohibition afamntradiction is associated with the requiremént o
the unambiguity of truth transmission. In fact, thev of contradiction states the impossibility of
logical transition from untrue statements to trmes And since one of the contradictory statements
is necessarily false, and the transfer of trutpassible only in forward direction, the contradcti
is certainly prohibited. And what do we have inaee-logical scheme? In it the transfer of truth
from statement to statement occurs only from a Wpége statement to the initial ones.
Consequently, the presence of a contradictioncatri@in stage of logical reasoning does not imply
the possibility of the transition from the untrstatements to true ones. Not to mention the faatt th
the very contradiction is resolved by further reasgs.

In connection with the above matter, there is adneeexpand the understanding of logic,
dividing in it the procedures of getting the neatsments and the transferring of the truth between
the statements. In classical logic, these procadame combined: the withdrawal of a new statement
automatically implies the transferring to it theitl, which is initially stored in the system of
axioms. The proposed in the reverse logic vari&sieparation of the truth transferring mechanism
and the mechanism of formulating the new statemaids/s us to "work™ with the contradictions
within the frameworks of one logical system: it slibbe noted that although the contradictions are
removed (resolved) with the help of speculativéesteents, they can not be taken out of the system,
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as they constitute its essential element — theutspidge statement is formally attached to them. But
the very presence of a contradiction does not atfe truth of the system, because there is no
transfer of the truth from contradictory statemetdsany other statements.

Let us demonstrate the functioning of reverse logih the help of another, more simple
than Hegelian, example. Let us consider the twdradictory statements: "philosophical thinking
is scientific" and "philosophical thinking is natientific* (S is P and S is not-P). We are looking
for a speculative statement, which fulfills the uggments of reverse logic: it must have the same
logical subject with the contradictory statemeaffirm it's heterogeneity and the truth of theialit
statements should go from the assumption of ith.trd possible version: "philosophical thinking
has the thinking of the philosopher as its subjemt""philosophical thinking is thinking of
thinking." That means, that in the speculativeestant the initial logical subject is divided inteat
subjects, "the thinking as a methodS- the thing with the help of which the philosopkignks
and "the thinking as a subject"y[S- the thing of which philosopher thinks. Furthes have two
implications: (1) "if the philosophical thinking ithe knowledge by thinking (rational), it is
scientific (in contrast to artistic, religious, gt¢ or "philosophical thinking as a method is a
scientific thinking" ( & is P); and (2) "if the subject of philosophicahtting is the thinking of the
philosopher itself, that means the clearly unrepodule, unique object, in this case the
philosophical thinking is not scientific" or "ph8ophical thinking as a subject is not scientifigs (
is not-P). So, we have a system of three true ra&ies built on a pair of initially contradictory
statements.

In conclusion, | would like to note the similaripf reverse-logical scheme with the
abduction— a procedure of searching for the true hypothgseposed by C.S.Peirce. Both the
abduction and the reverse logic are designed todlize the creative thinking, as a result of which
the credible hypothesis, explaining new facts sthagpear, or the speculative statement, affirming
the truth of previous contradictory statementsbdth cases the received statement is not a logical
consequence of initial data. In both cases theaecsordination of the assumed truth of a statement
with the existing statements. However, there igaificant difference between the abduction and
the reverse logic. The hypothesis, resulting framdugtion, although appearedter fixing the
initial data, eventually logically takes the placé a message. That means that separation of
procedures of obtaining the statement and tramgfets thruth to other statements is realized only
outside the logical system — the final system (thee formed by classical logical rules. In the
system, which is built according to reverse logie transfer of truth from the late (speculative)
statement to previous initially contradictory stagats, saving their order in the reasonings is
formally legalized.

It should also be noted that the very fact of ttevérseness”, determination from the future,
realized in the scheme of reverse logic correspaittsour understanding of the specificity of the
cognition process: while trying to understand cuedy, we intuitively compare our thoughts with
the idea, that is not yet "caught”, not formulateadt, we definitely know, that it exists and areesur
of its truth.
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Abstract:

Problem of the language of thought is connectednbyt with different epistemological points
of view on human mind and body, but also with treeywve define either language or thinking
(or communication). The communication is the essasfdanguage — not vocabulary, syntax
etc. Hence | prefer speaking of ‘world-learningufishg our early cognitive and communica-
tional processes) to ‘language acquisition’ or gaage learning’. In other words, the processes
of perception are prior to any linguistic abilitiaed also fundamental to the structure of men-
talese. The language of thought might be constdusténtentionalformswhose (intentional)
genesis is connected with our perceptual expergence

Whereas the notion of thinking is not difficult tmderstand to us, since we know what
thinking is (because we sometimes think, cogitaig a@bserve ourselves thinking), the notion of
mentalese or thought-language seems to be moreathhiguous. Its ambiguity does not rise from
Jerry Fodor’s conception only but rather from dif& epistemological views of our mentality. If
we are physicalists (as Fodor and his follower$ aeethink about our thinking processes as brain
events only. If we follow Edmund Husserl’s phenowlegy for example, we do not treat our mind
as brain at all. Correspondingly mentalese for mayists is (and must be) something completely
different than for phenomenologists.

Then thinking about mentalese is not easy. Evarifvanted to avoid (so old as philosophy
is) the discussion concerning the mind-body problem would have to face the problems of 1)
thinking and communicating, and 2) thinking, comimeating and cognizing, anyway. What about
language acquisition? Well, that’s the third proi)¢oo, but not the main problem. To know what
language acquisition is, first we have to know wilaaiguage alone is. Hence, the definition of
mentalese is dependent on the definitions of lagguand of thought. This way we enter the realm
of epistemology, but it is not the end of stormca philosophers quarrel each other for ages about
what the realm of epistemology is and what epistegisis are allowed to do in their scientific
routines.

Lots of linguistic books and linguists say thatdaage is formed by spoken and graphic
signs ordered in different ways. From that pointvigw language is separated from thought and
thinking as we can see. And that looks very aréficWhen we communicate thinking and
cognitive processes are fundamental and prior yocadering of signs (either spoken or written,
printed, typed etc.) — then we should not forgedualthinking when defining language. But how to
define thinking or thought? Another problem, anotbi@losophical quarrel or intellectual war.

Let us focus on communication instead. How is ggdlole to us to communicate effectively?
It is possible only when we similarly cognize therld around us — it is not the ‘matter of
language’. If we lived in different (private) wodés monads the communication process would not
be effective and possible at all. We would be tlabd tower eternal citizens or prisoners. There is
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no any language without communicating subjects.guage does not exist when there is no
communication processes. The texts of books inafibs, of plays, of poems, of languages’
dictionaries, of theories etc. — they do not exfsthobody reads them. Naturally we can
communicate without words since many things, femiand even thoughts are expressed with our
eyes or faces, and often there is said that wenaseerballanguage(as well as utterances) when
we speak to some people or audience. The notidthefnonverbal’ is connected with that one
which apprehend the realm of what verbal is.

This way we approach the problem of language adaousing on word itself. Is word a
sign simply and only? Is it a sequel or set of sigspoken or graphic ones)? We should bear in
mind that speaking was the earlier way of humanmanicating than writing (moreover when
there is not a given speech community the givemietlanguage is dead, it disappears), so the
written form of language is later one to spoken eamicating. But what is going on when people
say something? Many theorists see the communicatiocess as sign-exchanging only, then they
forget about the priority of speech over sign-camsgness. And speaking seems to be impossible
without thinking.

Linguists would say that first we have to take ¢ess(from speaking subjects around us) of
articulation until we speak something that makessse Psycholinguists point that children
understand lots of utterances quite long beforg the able to formulate their own linguistic
phrases. If we connected the process of languagésaon with the thinking one, namely, a given
subject cannot think if he/she has not learnedvangethnic language — then it would be hard to
explain the (observed by psycholinguists) phenomearfounderstanding some utterances by very
young children before their learning language, hawe

Some linguists (following Noam Chomsky — and Fodan be treated as one of the
followers in philosophy of mind) solve the problesaying that linguistic (especially syntactic)
structures are innate. There exists somethingliliigriistic a priori in human minds (here: brains),
that activates and develops during a child develgm/Nhy the children who are not spoken to for
years cannot develop accurately their linguistioabe abilities then? Is communication not
fundamental to language acquisition? And if sonttige linguistic a priori theory is not well-
grounded.

Communication always exists in perceptual contéxt ¢ommunicating subjects). When a
mother or father wants to communicate with herémsll child, there has to be a clear perceptual
context of the communication act — clear to bottesiof communication. The adult must see the
same objects as the child. The objects are the seimeeeas the perceptions can be obviously
different in some aspects (someone can be clossn® objects, than someone else, something is
small for the adult when bigger one from the chifaerspective and so on). Linguists say that that
situation is the way of language acquisition inlyegears of child development — adults utter
something that is remembered by child and assigoeubjects. It does not have to be the right
explanation of the cognitive situation, however.

It will not be overestimated if we assume thatsh&ll child knows nothing about language,
its structures, phonemes etc. and of course abagtubge acquisition process. We can assume that
the child hears continuous voice signals not arty eévocal signs, instead. Moreover the child
certainly does not think about the situation inaywwell, I'm learning my mother language now,
and must be focused on what is uttered to me’ fasither parents do not approach to the situation
that way: ‘well, let’s teach our baby the word ‘dagthe beginning which is the set of sounds [d],
[0] and [g]). That means the child does not disgnatelinguistic behavior of the adults and he/she
does notearn languagdphonemes, words, sentences, taxi$ so onput rathedearns world The
child’s consciousness is focusedwhatis perceived, pointed at, described, showed ettnahon
whatandhow is said.

Most of parents are not linguists so they are oy attentive to making the best conditions
for ‘language acquisition’ processes. They rathmrcentrate on showing different world-objects
than speaking perfectly, correctly, slowly etc. Tdheld actually ‘learns language’ (his knowledge
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about lexicon grows month by month, year by yeayway) on the occasion of world-learning or
world-acquiring then, because epistemic structaresprior to any linguistic ones in his/her mind.
When we assume that there is no such processraslysbr pure) language acquisition in early
childhood, it will be easier to understand mentales

Cognition processes are prior to any communicatiwa, said. If we did not cognize
similarly, we would not communicate effectively. i@munication between parents and their child is
connected with their common spheres of percepti@hwehat is perceived by three of them. First
‘world-layer’ perceived by a child is the realmsfbjects (certainly | do not concern child diseases
or mental disorders cases here). Before he/shesl@aything with respect to ‘things-world’, he/she
learns the subjects who take care of him/her. Tl perceive the community around him/her and
then from the members of the community he/she teatiner world-layers.

Why bother the child cognitive development? Becamsnmtalese should be a ‘manner of
thinking’ already in the very early years of chi@velopment. In Fodor’'s view mentalese is a
system of neural symbols causally connected wighatbrld objects, that means the referentiality of
the brain-signs or brain-symbols is founded upomsation (from physical objects which
(somehow) correspond with the signs/symbols in lonains). As we can see Fodor’s language
conception does not focus on intersubjectivityasfguage. Our language is intersubjective because
1) our community use it, 2) it is impossible torledanguage individually (without communication
with other subjects). There is no any private lagg) hence we ‘learn language’ as ‘non-private’
medium of communication, as ‘public’ one. We use #ame language elements (signs, words,
sentences etc.) as other subjects. When we aré ehildren we rather enter into the language
sphere which exists in communication processesnaroig than the linguistic structures enter into
our minds. We hear others speaking, laughing, grgtt. — we do not grow up in the space of
complete silence. Even unborn children react oergarvoices.

To understand mentalese we have to understanavthdb not have metalinguistic attitude
when we think. Of course, a linguist can think atibe language structures which he recollects in
his analysis, for example. When we thihlcan see the screen of my computer is dintg do not
think: let me take the words; can see the, screenof, my, computey be dirty — and then I'll make
a sentence about my seeing some thihgaeverWe simply perform a mental operation on some
elements (which are understood in philosophy ifedéht ways) in our mind.

Some philosophers say those elements are just Wibrels mentalese is language the same
as spoken or written one). Some say the elemept®ry representations/mental pictures (then
mentalese is a pictorial code). Who is right? If theught in words only, we could not understand
what is said to us until we learned the languagend we would not have abilities to imagine
geometric figures and other things. If we thougbing ‘mental pictures’ only, it would be difficult
to explain the ‘word operating’ processes in ounaisi

And now we can think for a while about mentaleselit Let us assume, we think by means
of words, sentences, texts. However, we do notksfeaurselves (and then hear what is said by us)
or write in our minds (and then read what is wnttgy us). If we assumed that we operate with
words when thinking, we should assume also thaihwemtal attitude is metalinguistic, namely, we
stand on some higher level in our mind and we tbeelanguage’ which we want to use (and it
spreads out like landscape before our mental egb®psing that word or sentence to ‘express
thoughts’. If so, our thinking processes would htovee two (or even more) operations at the same
time: either metalinguistic, or linguistic ones. Ml the former be linguistic/verbal or not? Would i
have the syntax of natural language or not? | guesare very close to regressus ad infinitum.

Well, if not words and pictures then what are thenpry elements of our thinking? It is
possible that we do not think with words or pictulait with special intentional forms, which are
our apprehensions of words and other contents pfperceptions. Our communication (thinking
and talking, writing etc.) is so effective becawse do not use anynental words. When we
communicate our attitude is not to grasp a linguistyer but to comprehend the subject matter of
communication — we intentionally deal withbout what is communicated. We (very often)
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communicate about the results of our cognitionsceions etc. — not about our language. We
certainly can focus on language itself (especifdly scientific purposes), but in our ordinary
conversational interactions, we focuswhat aboutnot onhow it is saidor what is the meaning of
the word?

The (immanent) intentional forms (they are not mtitenal objects as referents of our
thoughts are) were discovered by Husserl in hislyaea of spatial consciousness. He was
antipsychologist and antirepresentationalist in @mstemology. His intentional forms are not
‘schemes’ participating in our perceptions but $fzarent and plastic structures that can be modified
in different ways. We use the same intentional fdmouse’ to apprehend perceptually any objects
similar to house — no matter their shapes/coloufferdnces (we use ‘house’ to apprehend any
house which is on a photography, sketche, drawinfgro, as well). The seen objects are different
(a house far away seen from car — the house beaferea house filmed iNumber 23movie), but
the intentional form which regulates our spatiakcpetions of them is one. It is not a memqtature
of some houséor any mentamodelof house) because houses are different and our dues not
mirror every house seen by us with another reptasen.

If there were a representation (or brain symbdt@dor wants) assigned tayaven(here and
here) object, there would be so many represen&tionour mind) as many objects are (and as
many perceptual situations of seeing such and simlcts are). We do not use a different
‘representation’ to different objects of the samgpet however. We can differentiate ‘grandma’s
house’ from ‘grandma’s friend, Ms. Molly’s housdut the criterion of the discrimination is
connected rather with the people living or thateviering in such and such buildings. And we do
not distinguish that way all the houses seen bwluen travelling or walking, but only ‘special,
familiar objects’.

Our cognition works so fast because the processvarid-learning implies different
structures than linguistic ones. They are epistesocmentalese as a fundamental means of our
thinking works in a different way than operatingrgyols or representations. The elements and
structures of mentalese are connected with the toatgd contents of our perceptions, hence every
theorist who wants to deal with mentalese musttgétnow with perception analyses especially
those of Husserl's in his works on spatial percegvif.e. Ding und Raum- lectures of 1907).
Generally speaking Husserl proves that every sialgject seen by us is perceived in thing-context,
and our perceptions of spatial objects and anyiaigtitself are correlated with movement of our
perceptual systems (those of eyes’, head’s, boeigs. In other words, we see spatial things
because we can move around them as subjects amtiomially synthesize different aspects of seen
things. But we have to remember that our mind isancamera taking photos of every aspect of
what is before our eyes — our mind is a living stiiee and not any mechanism collecting data. The
computer-model so widely used by many philosoptesshuman-mind metaphor (or even a
description) abstracts from the whole motor andilgagttivity of a human (embodied) subject of
cognition and is completely inaccurate when wetdryinderstand the processes of perception and
thinking (with mentalese as well) at all. Humangegtual knowledge is not founded upon data
collecting. Child cognitive development is not prags or software implementing in small brains.

Having assumed that during perception we see [otisirngs in one grasp (perceiving is not
grasping an isolated object — such isolation isartegnitive process), we should assume that
world-acquiring is the bottom of any language-adggias well. Hence the structures of mentalese
are correlated with what is perceived by us from early conscious living and interacting with
other subjects.
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Andrew Schumanrit is usual to think that Eastern Christianity @ mational, but it is mystic — in
its doctrinal and theological studies there is ogid at all. Whether this view corresponds to the
reality? Is it true that there is no logic in Ontlexy? If the Orthodox logic exists, then how it is
expressed and in what?

Basil Lourié:l would like to avoid such terms as “Orthodox Idgic any other term making logic a
part of the religious beliefs of the Orthodox Chaisity. Logic is simply a mean to explain the
contents of these beliefs. Indeed, the applicgbdfitthe classical logic to this purpose is sewerel
limited: it is useful for some minor points onlyh& same can be repeated about even non-classical
logics respecting the principle of explosier contradictione quodlibeThis is why many people
think that the Orthodox dogmatics is basicallygikmal, although it does use logics for its perigther
technical issues. | think that this conviction salutely wrong. When the Fathers of Church were
elaborating a logical language for explanationhef tealities of their faith, they had to develop a
paraconsistent logic, that is, a non-classicaldagnere the principle of explosion does not work.
This logic not only tolerates contradictions butie® on them. Its very basic structures are
contradictional and not only contradictional bubhtradictory. The most of the paraconsistent logics
developed during the twentieth century are basethertontrary contradictions without permitting
the contradictory ones. Only the so-called diatethparaconsistent logic developed especially by
Graham Priest, which is based on the contradiotontradictions, has something to do with the
basic logical structures of the Orthodox dogmafidsere is a patristic textbook on such logic, the
works attributed to Dionysius the Areopagite (setdralf of the fifth cent.), especially hide
divinis nominibusandDe mystica theologidt is interesting to trace (as Carlos G. Steeleodicl)
how Dionysius’ dialethic logic is “rectified” to lseme a usual logic respecting the principle of
explosion under the pen of his major Latin Schadasbmmentator Albert the Great. Nicholas of
Cusa partly noticed this incorrectness of Albed arniticized him, but Scholasticism in general and
its Western heirs remained unsusceptible to thig gere of the logic of Dionysius and Byzantine
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Patristics in general. Long before these Westepooents, the patristic logical dialethicism met its
opponents in the East (e.g., Eunomius, Nestorals Philoponus...).

Andrew SchumannFrom the structuralism position it is possible ®swame that there exists
someone who possesses Orthodox thinking (i.e.vislithe Orthodox logic), but he does not
declare Orthodox values, e.g. he does not saydheise statement or does not take communion.
Nevertheless, there are also opposite cases: sentEmiares himself Orthodox, but he does not
possess Orthodox thinking. What is it more impdrfan the Orthodox Church either to proclaim
himself Orthodox, but not to follow the Orthodoxgio, or to follow the Orthodox logic, but not to
be Orthodox in words?

Basil Lourié: Logic is only a way of thinking, but the human merslity as a whole and even its
cognitive sphere are larger than any given aspeits éunctioning. Thus, there is no single way of
thinking or way of action which would be enoughlie a true Orthodox believer. To be an
Orthodox, you have, first of all, to have a direstderstanding of some reality, which exists
regardless of our faith but can be understood thighfaith only. You can have a right (“dialethic”)
way of thinking but avoid recognising this reali@f course, you can recognise this reality but have
no right way of thinking. In the latter case, yoancbe an Orthodox if you are either
incapable/unwilling to rule yourself by a philosagad reflexion or very critical to your logical
capacities in this particular (religious) spher¢hé&wise, you will invent an “Orthodoxy” of your
own. Needless to say that this is the main sourtieecheresies.

Andrew SchumannPlease tell us about the Orthodox Church you bekong/Nhy isn’t it the
Russian Orthodox Church headed by the Moscow Pettate?

Basil Lourié:Our Church is an heir of the so-called Catacomat (it illegal) Church of the Soviet
period. She was formed in the late 1920s and tHg £830s by those neo-martyrs and confessors
of Orthodoxy who did not follow the way of apostasythe officially recognised Soviet Church.
We don’t agree with the major point of faith of oBoviet colleagues that “to save the Church”
means the same as “to preserve the Church buildmgair possession” and to preserve legal
permission for administration of rites. This basidference resulted in many differences in
canonical and dogmatic matters. Thus, we don't idenshem as Orthodox, and they, whereas
considering us as being Orthodox by faith, takasischismatics.

Andrew Schumanihich cultural and political differences of Russfarthodoxy from other forms
of Orthodoxy can you define?

Basil Lourié:| think that the Russian Orthodoxy is, from a crdtypoint of view, basically twofold:

it is divided into two traditions, that of the Musgte Church and that of the Kievan metropolis of
the Patriarchate of Constantinople, but these ticedi were never separated, whereas they were
always (from their formation in the fourteenth aew) different. Both branches are not self-
sufficient. The Muscovite branch was formatted datbrmed under the pressure of the very strong
Muscovite state. The Kievan branch was formattetiadeo deformed in the atmosphere of chaotic
competition of many different religious and poldidorces...

Andrew Schumannn respect to Russian Orthodoxy there are a lana$s-media scandals: the
Patriarch clock, the Patriarch apartment, etc. Whthe image of Russian Orthodox Church so
negative in liberal mass-media? Can it be improv&a® how?

Basil Lourié: | have to recall that the Patriarchate of Moscow @8 image have an only remote
relation to the Orthodoxy. | am sure that thisicris justified. The media-scandals around the
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Patriarchate of Moscow were developing accordingtie known rules of dissimilation and
perception of the information which was, at finstyy unfamiliar and, probably, unwelcome. Such
processes could be described in the catastroplwyttees one of the elementary catastrophes,
namely, the cusp catastrophe. The year 2012 bett@rmoint corresponding to the quick transition
from one edge of the cusp to another, that is,dpuat of negative information after a period sf it
suppression. My prognosis is that the Patriarcluditéloscow will never regain the credit of
confidence which it had in the early 1990s and wihtinue to be appreciated as a part of the
government bureaucracy.

Andrew SchumannlThe largest scandal of the last years connected Rutssian Orthodoxy has
happened to the group Pussy Riot. This scandalglyrgolarised the Russian society. Please tell us
about your position concerning this event. Whethere was a blasphemy indeed? Who became an
interested person in such an impressive internati@sonance?

Basil Lourié: | consider the Nadezhda Tolokonnikova and Mariaokhina (two Pussy Riot’s
members who are now in jail) in their action in tRessy Riot church” (new popular name of the
place of their action) as true Russian “fools fawi€t” and their action itself as a genuine act of
faith and a genial work of art. It was only one toleat precisely in the solar plexus of the monster
of a pseudo-Church hybridized with a pseudo-religistate ideology. The monster began to howl
with pain and created himself “an impressive indégional resonance”.

Andrew SchumanniVhat has determined your choice of mission to lee@ithodox priest? Why
have you seen in Orthodoxy a special power sourdesaergy for you?

Basil Lourié: Of course, Orthodoxy considered as the OrthodoxsGéin faith together with the
corresponding practice is “a special power sourtg @nergy”. This is simply a matter of fact.
Why? — | cannot answer better than it is answemdtié gospels and in the writings of the Fathers,
especially in monastic literature. But, according own choice, | would prefer to be a monk but
not a priest. | was obliged to become a priest waarparish lost its rector and, then, its onlepti
(our former rector, Fr Alexander Zharkov, was sthotvn in 1997, when he prevented grabbing of
our church building by the Patriarchate of Moscow).
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