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Abstract:

Orthodoxy sometimes appears to lack a respectahte &f logical reasoning. This is becat
objective mystery is so central, and because odictian is, therefore, a methodologic
necessity. However, the belief system also rejeqgosion. Thus, orhe one hand, the law
non-contradiction is violated, and, on the other hanis, respected. In terms of thinking ab:
Orthodox thinking, this is the fundamental issusmely that logical reasoning in Orthodoxy
paraconsistent. That what we examine in this essay.

This paper was first published in the volu
Schumann A. (ed},ogic in Orthodox Christian Thinkin Ontos Verlag, 2013, p|82-103.

As with other religious logical syster* we find that in Orthodox Christian thought th
are instances of tolerated inconsistencies. Momedbe principle that anything follows from
contradiction, ex contradictione quodli (henceforth ECQ), is not embraced. To embrace EX
to maintain that giverany proposition of the form ~p, which, by the inference rule
simplification, means that p is a premise and ~p [@emise, then any q may be inferred by
addition rule such that p g; and this inferential process can continue amhitodm, thus implying
the truth of any ana@ll sentences. That is, {A, ~A} |= B (the so callederence of explosion
where B is the variable for quodlibet, is takenaagalid consequence relation. For writers in
Orthodox tradition, failure to maintain ECQ is ingl. This is largely becae Orthodox tradition
stretches back some 2,000 years, whereas ECQ baséavidely embraced only in about the
150 years. Nevertheless, whether or not one is eavadr the apparent problematic logi
implications, the Orthodox belief system includwo basic contradictions; and insofar as they
affirmed in isolation (that is, insofar as thesé baot all inconsistencies are tolerated), then HE
tacitly invalidated. Long before the developmentrafdern logics, and the widespread endorsel
of ECQ, a basic assumption is present and pervasi@timdox thougl—namely that Christian
belief is coherent even if it is not consistentafssumption led thinkers like Athanasius anc
Cappadocian Fathers to reject inferences in keepitigthe lav of noncontradiction (hencefort
LNC)—but not necessarily the LNC its—and to promote a (tacit) paraconsistent inferel
methodology. This means that Orthodox Logic is éfae paraconsistent. For the Ortho
theories of God and Jesus Christ arionsistent bunot incoherent and explosi

The two contradictions endemic to Orthodox thowgletthat God is both one and three
that Jesus is both (fully) God and (fully) man. farthe perspective of n-paraconsistent logics,
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these propositions are in fact contradictory; sgytantail the truth of any and all sentences. These
propositions are either contradictory and, thusiue) or they are contradictory, yet true. The dogi
of Orthodox thought, of course, affirms the latt®ur examination of this is twofold. First, we
define the term contradiction, and briefly exple#tie LNC. Secondly, we turn to Pavel Florensky
(1882-1937), who was the first Orthodox philosopterunderstand both the form of logical
reasoning endemic to Orthodox thought as wellsapataconsistent implications.

It has been maintained by Ayda Ignez Arruda, andelyi held since, that the earliest
development of paraconsistent logics occurred inssRu in or around 1910 by Nikolai
Alexandrovich Vasiliev (1880-19468)A similar trend was also taking shape in the wofklan
tukasiewicz (1878—-1956) in Poland, see [22], [23pwever, as already indicated, paraconsistent
logic has long been an implicit feature of Orthodbrught. Several writers even deny the LNC
(though most hold, at least implicitly, to both LN@d Orthodox dogma without recognizing that
such a position is itself inconsistent), yet ine until Florensky that we have an attempt toifyist
allowance of inconsistency in Orthodox thought. $hin terms of making explicit what had long
been implicit in Orthodox thought, Florensky haaygld a role in the development of paraconsistent
logics. His ability to do so more extensively wasast undoubtedly inhibited by the Revolution.
But that he has not been seen to have a role ielaj@ng paraconsistent logic is understandable for
at least two reasons. First, like the vast majasithis very large bibliography, his magnum opus
has been accessible to scholars (until quite rBgeonly in Russian. Secondly, his forays into
paraconsistent logic come to us, in that text,asoh treatise on logic, but rather as part of &wor
that, as he puts it, is ‘for Catechumens’ [13],6p(hereinafter PGT). It was first published in
Moscow in 1914 asCromn u VYrtepkaenue Hcrunbl: OmbiT IlpaBociaBuoit Teoawuiieu B
Ieenannatu Ilucemax. That publication date puts his ideas in the dgwelental stages of
paraconsistent logic. It is possible, of coursat tHorensky had read or been otherwise exposed to
the ideas of Vasiliev. And since he studied math@saat Moscow University with Nikolai
Vasilievich Bugaev (1837-1903), Sergei Nikolaevicfrubetskoy (1862-1905) and Leo
Mikhailovich Lopatin (1855-1920), it is perhaps Bvprobable that there may have been some
influence. But from the evidence available in tl&TRPwe are compelled by charity to conclude that
there was no such influence. Of course, it mayhkectaise that there was, but that Florensky just did
not cite Vasiliev when he should have. That is edipossible. But Florensky is quite fastidious in
citing his sources. So much so that the notesdrPtBT run some 160 pages in what appears to be 9
pt font (not to mention his ‘Clarification and Pfosection, roughly 75 pages). Thus, it is more
improbable than probable, in our view, that Flokgn&as influenced in any way by Vasiliev. It is
more likely that he was influenced by the neo-Kamtihought of Alexander Ivanovich Vvedensky
(1856-1925) and Ivan Ivanovich Lapshin (1870-1968jh of whom speak of violating the law of
non-contradiction and were less neglected thanligasi But there is no indication in the PGT of
that either. Thus, Florensky's ideas on paracosstyt are almost certainly original. That he
appears to have been among the first to attemgevelop a paraconsistent logic is important as
much for logic as for Orthodox thought. Before s@ymore about Florensky, though, we must
frame the discussion a bit.

What we need initially is an answer to the questhat is a Contradiction?’ That can only
be had with a definition of the term. The Englishm itself derives from the Latin verb contradictio
(contradicere), ‘I speak against’ (‘to speak again8ut the initial definition of ‘contradiction’
comes to us from Aristotle. In the Greek the termstdtle used was antiphasis. That term is
composed of two Greek words. The term anti is @gsiion. In this use, it means ‘against.” The
second term, phasis, comes from the vedmphwhich means ‘to say, speak or tell.” It conrsotiee
act of expressing opinion, thought or belief, aimais, of having an opinion, thought or belief. The
term phasis itself means a ‘saying, speech, seatafitrmation or assertion.” A fair etymological
definition of the term antiphasis, then, is thamiéans a ‘saying, speech, sentence, affirmation or
assertion against.” So Latin and Greek providestimae basic meaning. But both leave us with the
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guestion against what? And we shall answer thduacourse. For now, however, we need to look
at Aristotle’s own definition of the term.

Actually, we should probably say definitions. For addition to defining it a time or two in
the Organon (Cat. 10.13b, 28ff.; de Int. 6.28—-317B, 38-18a, 7), Aristotle also defines antiphasis
twice in the Metaphysics (cf. 1005b, 13—-22 and b)113-14). We turn first to the definition
given in de Interpretatione. For, in addition t@arporating the term antiphasis, which does not
appear in the Categories passages, the definitoget in de Interpretation uses termini technici,
which become important for Orthodox thought. (Tisisery explicit, as we shall see below, in John
of Damascus.) Those terms do appear in Categdkieb.although they themselves have not been
equally as influential in logic or philosophy, esfadly Analytic thought (we do see some use in
Continental philosophy though, notably, e.g., iard&uc Marion’s L'idole et la distance [Paris:
Editions Bernard Grasset, 197)7]their respective concepts have been. But whatstelo we have
in mind? First, Aristotle speaks of a true statethan affirmation, as kataphasis apophansis, a
‘positive proposition.” Second, he speaks of adattement, a denial, as an apophasis apophansis,
a ‘negative proposition.” The two terms kataphasid apophasis, then, are what we have in mind.
In most cases, Aristotle is not the direct sourtehose terms for Orthodox thought. For a
philosopher such as Pseudo-Dionysius (c. 500), litiof Aristotelian logic comes from late
ancient Neoplatonic thought, particularly Proclegments of Theology, where he gets much of his
Aristotelian influence; but most Eastern patristigters rely on the Isagoge for their knowledge of
Aristotle’s logic. These words bear a similaritydntiphasis. Both are composed of a preposition
plus phasis. The two prepositions in question ata land apo. The first of these, in this context,
takes the meaning of ‘according to’ or ‘in agreemerth.” Thus, etymologically kataphasis
probably means something like ‘according to/in agment with saying, speech, sentence,
affirmation or assertion.” That's a bit wooden. étter rendering is ‘according to/in agreement with
expression.” The second preposition, apo, implres idea of being ‘away from,” ‘at a distance
from’ or ‘far from.” The term apophasis, from arymilogical perspective, denotes the idea of
being ‘away from/at a distance from/far from exgien.” These terms distinguish between two
types of propositions: kataphatic and apophatip@sdions. Aristotle affirms that pakataphasei
estin apophasis antikeimerkai pas apophasei kataphasi, ‘every kataphasis has ansiepo
apophasis, and similarly every apophasis an oppaaiaphasis’ (de Int. 6, 335This is what he
calls an antiphasis. As (existential and universaBmples, he gives ‘Socrates is white’ (p) and
‘Socrates is not white’ (~p), and ‘every man is t&¢hand ‘not every man is white’ (de Int. 7.18a,
1-2). In Categories, Aristotle argues that thidinitéion (as opposed to contraries, correlatives,
positives and privatives) always involves truth daldity. Thus, it is either the case, for example,
that ‘Socrates is ill’ or that ‘Socrates is not {{Cat. 10.13b, 28ff). Even in theory, it cannotthe
case that ‘Socrates is both ill and not ill.” JadfnDamascus (c. 650—ante 7h4icks up on this
definition in his Philosophical Chaptéréch. 63). His examples of kataphatic propositi@ne
‘Socrates is wise’ and ‘Socrates walks.” For apdigh@opositions, he gives ‘so-and-so is not wise’
and ‘so-and-so does not walk’ (cf. [7], p. 97; foe Greek | have used PG 94). A contradiction, or
antiphasis (John also wrote in Greek), then, iwstdod in terms of opposition between kataphatic
and apophatic propositions. Likewise, John folldwsstotle (via Ammonius in Cat.) on kataphasis
and apophasis. He defines kataphasis as ‘the gt@itiwhat belongs to something, as, for example,
‘he is noble.” And apophasis is ‘the stating ofattioes not belong to something, as, for example,
‘he is not noble’ [7, p. 88]. Thus, for John, ahigis is ‘the apophasis opposed to the kataphasis
and the kataphasis opposed to the apophasis’ (&4PE53).

Formal definitions do not strictly follow the Ar@elian (and thus Damascenian) conception
of antiphasis as the opposition of kataphasis @uglzasis; but they are nevertheless Aristotelian.
The terminology of kataphasis and apophasis, famgte, is not maintained, and we see an
emphasis on logical impossibility as the criterfontruth and falsity. For example, in his Symbolic
Logic (fifth edition), Irving M. Copi gives the fldwing sentential definition:
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One statement is said to contradict, or be a cdittian of, another statement when it

is logically impossible for them both to be true.. statement form that has only false

substitution instances is said to be contradictorg contradiction, and the same terms

are applied to its substitution instances. Theestant form p ~p is proved a

contradiction by the fact that in its truth tablelyoF's occur in the column that it

heads (1979 [1954], p. 28; author's emphases).

Such a statement form may have any number of diftesubstitution instances, each of
which is equally logically impossible and (thus)ntadictory. But what will be definitive has
already been noted by Aristotle. Opposing predgatenot be ascribed to the same subject at the
same time and in the same respect (cf. Cat. 10334). Thus, it is also the case that a statement
of the form ((X)Px O ¥x) (IX)(dx ~¥x)) or (X)(@x O ~¥Px) (X)(Px Px)), for example, is a
contradiction. This kind of contradiction is oftportrayed in logic texfsas a diagram composed of
four statements (two contraries, two subcontraaigs two contradictions), which is known as the
square of opposition. It is the proverbial AO (warsal affirmation [all S are P] plus particular
negation [Some S are not P]) and EI (universal m@gdNo S are P] plus particular affirmation
[Some S are P]) diagonal pairs that are contragict®uch contradictions are defined in terms of
logical entailment, when both p and g entail tHeeds negation. A statement p logically entails the
negation of q (i.e. ~q), and g logically entaile tegation of p (~p). That is, ((p~q) (qd ~p)).
Thus,loboth ‘all men are mortal’ (p) entails ‘'somemare not mortal’ (q) is false (~q), and vice
versa.

So what is contradiction a speaking against? Skemswers are possible. It is speaking
against in the sense of the opposition of kataghasd apophasis, and vice versa, or a speaking
against a subject predicate relation, or a projwosit truth, or a speaking against speaking, etc. O
as our discussion has been anticipating, it isealdpg against the law of non-contradiction (LNC).
A contradiction is a speech act that instantiatd€ Lviolation. We must turn back to Aristotle for
an explanation of what we mean by LNC. He prestmee versions of it in Met. These appear at
4.3.1005b, 19-20, 4.3.1005b, 24 (cf. 29-30), abdl@11b, 13-20. In the latter of these sections,
he speaks of the LNC as ‘the most indisputabldidiediefs’. And the formulation runs as follows:
‘contradictory statements are not at the same tmne’ But the LNC in Aristotle is primarily a
principle of being. In Met. 3, for example, he holtiat ‘a thing cannot at the same time be and not
be’ (2.2, 29-30; cf. 4.1005b, 23-26 and 11.1061)p.Fhus, we get contemporary formulations
such as ‘nothing in reality can correspond to aicligcontradiction.” This is more basic to
Aristotle’s notion of the LNC. For it is becaus¢héng cannot both be and not be at the same time
that kataphatic and apophatic propositions, whabvelthe same subject and predicate, cannot both
be true. Thus, in propositional calculus, ~( p ~p).

Not every Ancient Greek philosopher bought the ovotf LNC. Heraclitus, for example,
seems to have promoted just the opposite. His wa®siion with which Aristotle was not
sympathetic. He expresses disagreement with Hersictolerance of contradiction in Topics (8.5,
159b, 31-3), Physics (1.2.185b, 19-25), Metaphyg#<8.1005b, 23-4; 4.7.1012a, 24-5;
11.5.1062a, 32—4). Beginning with the latter téw, says (see Met. 4.3.1005b, 23—-4) that ‘it is
impossible for anyone to believe the same thiniget@nd not to be, as some think Heraclitus says.’
And in 4.7.1012a, 24-5 he speaks of ‘the doctrihéleraclitus,” which is, in his view, ‘that all
things are and are not.” And that, Aristotle sagsjke...hapanta ath¢ poiein,” ‘seems...to make
everything true.” Turning now to the Phys. 1.2.1858-25, he argues that ‘if all things are one in
the sense of having the same definition, like ‘@mth and ‘dress,” then it turns out that they are
maintaining the Heraclitean doctrine, for it wik Ithe same thing ‘to be good’ and ‘to be bad, and
‘to be good’ and ‘to be not good,” and so the s#émireg will be ‘good’ and ‘not good,” and man and
horse; in fact, their view will be not that all tigis are one, but that they are nothing; and tbabet
of such-and-such a quality’ is the same as ‘to bsugch-and-such a size.” Heraclitus’ position is
similarly referenced in Top. 8.5, 159b, 31-3. Aotk conjectures in Met. 11.5.1062a, 32—4 that
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Heraclitus might have been argued out of his defudi someone had questioned him and ‘forced
him to confess that opposite statements can nevaub of the same subjects.” Jonathan Barnes [5]
has maintained that

Heraclitus’ central contention, the Unity thessjnconsistent; it flagrantly violates the

Law of Contradiction; hence it is false, necesgafdise, and false in a trivial and

tedious fashion (p. 60Y.
This seems to be consistent with, though somewtltae retrongly worded than, Aristotle’s own
view of Heraclitus. G. S. Kirk has suggested thaistatle ‘seems entirely to misrepresent the
opposite doctrine, or at any rate to subject & tind of criticism which is really irrelevant ta’i
For, in Kirk's view, Heraclitus’ concept of ‘the m&@’ is not synonymous with ‘identical’ ([20], p.
19). This may or may not be the case, although likely that Heraclitus had a more nuanced view
of the matter. But it is not a significant issue ragards the LNC, as Laurence R. Horn has
suggested it is in his ‘Contradiction’ in SEP [3@gcause whether Aristotle correctly regards
Heraclitus on this in particular, he is neverthelgsstified in viewing him as one who does not
share an understanding of contradiction that issisbent with his own. For whether Heraclitus
maintains that p = ~p, or had in mind some findimiision that is not explicit in his fragments, he
seems certainly to have maintained, as Hegel th@nght, that p ~p. And, for Aristotle, that
position is the real problem with Heraclitus. Fothie most fundamental alternatives are motion and
immobility, rather than one and many, as regardapteasis and apophasis, and if it is the case that,
as Plato maintains in Theatetus, ‘if all things amemotion, every answer to any question
whatsoever is equally correct’ (183a—with which Aristotle seems to agree when he Syl
things are in motion, nothing will be true; evelipth will be false. But it has been shown (Met.
4.7.1012a, 24-57?) that this is impossible’—, thentadiction is, for Aristotle, an instance of such
lack of permanence, and, as he sees it, the probigmallowing inconsistency of the form p ~p,
then, is that, as he puts it in Met. 4.7.1012a524—seems... to make everything true.” And that is
perhaps the earliest expression of something likatwomes to be known as the ECQ. It would be
saying too much to affirm that this is in fact assgon that Aristotle held; for it is presentedtet.
4 as something that eoike, or seems, to be the Easmay have suspected that tolerance of (some)
contradiction would be explosive; but he did neacly endorse that view.

The LNC is important for Aristotle’s logic, but @oes not necessitate adherence to ECQ.
However, commitment to both runs deep in analytitosophy. William Stanley Jevons’ comment
in his Elementary Lessons in Logic (London: Macanilland Co., 1957 [1870]) expresses a
somewhat weaker perspective than what becomesaiignaccepted in analytic philosophy. What
he says is, in fact, quite in accord with Aristo#e he sees it,

It is the very nature of existence that a thingncdrbe otherwise than it is; and it may

be safely said that all fallacy and error ariserfranwittingly reasoning in a way

inconsistent with this law. All statements or ieces taken which imply a

combination of contradictory qualities must be talkes impossible and false, and the

breaking of this law is the mark of their beingsia(118; italics mine).
But it is this sort of perspective that is nevelde the source of the modern ECQ notion. By the
time of Russell and Frege, ECQ becomes a philosaptiogma for analytic thought, and, thus, the
source for the kind of inconsistency intolerancehaf form indicated by Barnes above. Many such
examples could be cited. One figure who has unduolypiplayed a leading role in promoting it is
W. V. Quine. Speaking to the suggestion that wgtethe law of non-contradiction and so accept
an occasional sentence and its negation both @s Quine says ‘[m]y view of this dialogue is that
neither party knows what he is talking about. Thegk they are talking about negation, ‘~’, ‘not;’
but surely the notation ceased to be recognizable @egation when they took to regarding some
conjunctions of the form p ~p as true, and stopegarding such sentences as implying all others.
Here, evidently, is the deviant logician’s predieah when he tries to deny the doctrine he only
changes the subject’ (in ‘Deviant Logics’ chapteoféhis Philosophy of Logic [Prentice Hall:
1970], p. 81). For Quine, and many others, intoleeaof inconsistency, especially contradiction, is
23



a cardinal philosophical dogma. That, as we notsave, is derived in large part from Aristotle’s
own view of the LNC.

The two Orthodox beliefs mentioned above are ircgsaof contradiction; thus, they violate
the LNC. But there are two types of contradictiomoagst writers in the Orthodox tradition. Most
writers have held these beliefs in such a way ithainsistent predicates are affirmed of the same
subject. Others, most importantly Pseudo-Dionydnagh affirm and deny inconsistent predicates
with regard to the same subject. The first typecaftradiction takes the form p ~p, where the
contention is that this proposition is true. Thieottype is of the form ((p ~p) (~p ~~p)). Thus,
Pseudo-Dionysius maintains that God is one ancethrel denies that God is one and three. This
Pseudo-Dionysian form, though enormously (albeitimies confusingly) influential is not the
conciliar, and, thus, technically Orthodox positidimat is the simpler proposition that God is both
one and three. In the terminology of the coungiks (Nicea 325 and Constantinople 381) Father,
Son and Holy Spirit are homoousios, which is takemmean that God is mia ousia kai treis
hypostaseis, one essence and three persons (afotatalized at Constantinople in 553). This is
the form the contradiction takes in the PGT. Inttee Six: Contradiction’ (pp. 106—-23), we find
Florensky assuming the paraconsistent logic of @l thought, but also trying to justify it. For if
the LNC is true in the sense that isolated conttamhs are never to be tolerated, then the Orthodox
theory of God is false; for the logic supportingvituld be faulty.

We have just said that it is a paraconsistent ltdtat produces the Orthodox theory of God.
That may not be obvious. What would that kind @fitdook like in this situation? The logic behind
the Orthodox theory may be summarized as followst Bf all, it is a theory of simultaneous unity
and distinction in God, namely the contention tGatd is both one and three. According to that
theory, God is one essence in three persons. lestaChristian thought, this took the form of
triadic ‘subordinationism.” The most notorious foroh that view was Irenaeus of Lyons’ ‘two
hands’ theory. During the Arian crisis of the fdurtentury, Athanasius of Alexandria and the
Cappadocian Fathers successfully argued for adnaew that included the concept of co-equality.
However, experience of divine behavior (especially instance such as the baptism of Christ
[theophany], e.g.), which had formed an integrat p&its Trinitarian theory, indicated that these
either one God or three gods. Hence, Orthodox yheas not consistent with all of its experience.
So in terms of the formulation of its theory of Godt everything about experience was inferred.
And viable options—monarchianism, arianism, pnewmachianism (or ‘macedonianism’),
tritheism?® e.g.—any one of which would have been a sensitflrénce according to the LNC,
were rejected. Therefore, the inferential methogglosed was paraconsistent. Florensky formally
justifies this sort of paraconsistency in rejectthg reductio. And in doing so, he formalizes the
dialtheism of Orthodox thought. In writing the PGHlprensky was influenced by Jevons (and
many others). This is explicit in the text of ‘GmetMethodology of the Historical Critique’ (PGT,
pp. 384-89), where Jevons is twice (PGT, p. 3848) 3fioted and mentioned by name. Much
earlier in the PGT, in ‘Letter Six: Contradictiofioc. cit.), the reader is referred to Jevons (agnon
several other logicians—Poretsky, Peano, Schrdgiessell, Couturat, etc.) in two notes. But the
LNC is not a logical dogma for him, as it is fovdas and others. Rather tolerance of inconsistency
means, very explicitly, tolerance oporusopeune (pro€voryecteye) orantunomus (an€nomeya),
‘contradiction’ or ‘antinomy** What he has in mind in particular is propositi@ishe form p ~p,
which is what he speaks of as thecantreya P (cf. PGT, 112-3). He justifies embracing éaist
some) contradictions on his rejection of the reidudiis analysis of the reductio shows that (what
we now call) classical logic is explosive. For, @cling to his analysis, p ~p is derivable using the
reductio form and a few basic replacement rulescilis p- ~p ‘the antinomy P.” Thus, P = (p ~p)
=V, where ‘P’ is a proposition with two contradicy terms (or a class whose members mutually
exclude one another), and V is the truth truth-afmer An antinomic proposition, he says, ‘contains
thesis and antithesis, so that it is inaccessthbny objection... [and] above the plane of ratiidyia
(PGT, 113). Truth is antinomic for him. But thatnist the same as saying that any contradiction is
true. He is very explicit that the antinomy P i:si@gymous with contradiction. That term and the
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meaning we can now associate with it, gives uduhest sense of what he means by ‘antinomy,’
namely speaking against. And that is essentially e would understand it here were we to
interpret it in a strictly etymological manner. Rarthat sense, antinomy means ‘against (the) law’
(from anti and nomos). Lexically, we find ‘conflicf laws’ and ‘contradiction between laws’
(LSJ). In a philosophical context, it is naturaluaderstand ‘law’ in terms of the ‘laws of thought,
specifically the LNC.

Some writers have been hesitant to affirm thishignPavel Florensky: A Metaphysics of
Love, for example, Robert Slesinski says that ‘tieguirements of conceptual clarity and
terminological rigor demand that he be faulted licg poetic license and propensity for literary
flourish,” specifically as regards his synonymowse wf the terms antinomy and contradiction. For
they ‘denote different things,” Slesinki assertand should not be confused.” In his view,
“antinomy” would have been the better, more propatlanced choice, even though it connotes the
idea of contradiction’ (p. 147). In addition to sgang of it as a contradiction, the OED defines
‘antinomy’ as a ‘paradox.’ ‘Paradox’ comes from gand doxa. The preposition para here (as in
the term paraconsistent) takes the meaning ‘contadror ‘against.” The term doxa from dokeo,
most likely means ‘expectation.’ It is commonly ¢éakto mean ‘opinion,” which is not wholly
inaccurate. But a paradox is not what it is becaisaisalignment with opinion per se. It seems,
rather, to be a matter of expectation. Something gradox (Zeno’s Achilles’ paradox, e.g. See
Phys. 4.9.239b14-29) because it does not (seerb¢ twonsistent with expectation. Indeed, one
expects the quicker runner to overtake the slower. 8ut this meaning for ‘antinomy’ does not
give us a more accurate definition. Since it if@atmore epistemological, it may even complicate
matters. And, in any case, an antinomy, as we hsedrm, is not merely something that goes
against expectation. The OED gives a rather diffeneeaning for ‘paradox'—‘a seemingly absurd
or self-contradictory statement or proposition timaty in fact be true.” That is the way the term is
commonly used, and it also has the merit of beb@uaspeaking rather than thinking. But the only
significant nuances here are the qualificationsrsi@gly’ and ‘may in fact be true.” And those are
gualifications Florensky is not making. Nor areytlensistent with Orthodox dogmas. The term
dogma also derives from dokeo. The lexical meanirighport for dogma is that of ‘a resolution’ or
‘decree.” And concerning truth in particular, thenitarian and Christological dogmas of Orthodox
thought are, thus, reckoned to be true, in spiteahef obvious inconsistencies. They are not
maintained as paradoxes; nor (therefore) are thk/tb be antinomies in the sense indicated by the
OED. For Florensky, the antinomy P is robust. laisontradiction. Moreover, as he reads it, the
Trinitarian and Christological dogmas are too. Bdty would he want to assert this? Does that
claim not implicate falsity? This seems to be SiIski's concern. For, speaking of the dogmas as
contradictions seems to hyperbolize the indigenoasnsistency. For insofar as ‘Christ is God,’
then it follows that ‘Christ is not a man.’ But ofar as ‘Christ is a man,’ then it follows that '@t
is not God.” And, similarly, insofar as ‘God is gnthen it follows that ‘God is not three.” But
insofar as ‘God is three,’ then it follows that ‘Gis not one.” And, furthermore, insofar as ‘All me
are mortal’ and ‘Christ is a man,” then ‘Christnieortal.” But insofar as ‘No God is mortal’ and
‘Christ is God’, then ‘Christ is not mortal.” Anddm this it follows both that ‘All men are mortal’
and ‘At least one man is not mortal’ and ‘No Godmsrtal’ and ‘At least one God is mortal.’
However, this is not hyperbole; it is clarity. Mokeer, the dogmas are of the form P = (p ~p) = V.
In other words, P = ‘Christ is God’ and ‘Christigan;’ and P = ‘God is one’ and ‘God is three.’
And, P ="All men are mortal’ and ‘At least one mamot mortal;” and P = ‘No God is mortal’ and
‘At least one God is mortal.’

In terms of the language of contradiction, howeWdorensky tends to favor Kantian and
Hegelian terminology rather than the Aristoteliamd a(later) Orthodox use of kataphasis and
apophasis. The antinomy P, as he puts it, is coatbokthe ‘thesis p’ and the ‘antithesis ~p.” P is
true if it cannot be shown that the thesis andilzggis are false. In other words, if it can be smow
that thesis p and antithesis ~p are false congiatieen P is not true. If it is a bona fide
contradiction, then it is true. He borrows the téamtinomy’ from Kant’'s use of it in book two,
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chapter two of the second division of the firsttiQtie (esp. A427/B455 ff.), crediting him for its
‘very late origin.*® For the origin of the concept, he turns to Hetasli And his reading of
Heraclitus is consistent with Aristotle’s. He finttém to be a proponent of the opposition of
kataphasis and apophasis; but, for him, this méaatsHeraclitus is a champion of the concept of
truth as contradiction, and (as Russell does inMisticism and Logic’) presents several of the
fragments of Heraclitus to show this. He also nm#iseveral other figures who, in his view, were
proponents of antinomy. This begins what amounts general (and sometimes effusive) summary
of the history of philosophy and Orthodox thoughtitapertains to antinomy. After Heraclitus, he
makes brief reference to the Eleatics (XenophaResmenides, Zeno, Melissfs Plato and
Nicholas of Cusa’s coincidentia oppositorum; andnthmerely names Hegel, Fichte, Schelling,
Renouvier and the ‘pragmatists’ (with reference arevious note [77] on Pascal’'s wager in which
he cites numerous texts of and on pragmatic phlogpo Next he turns to Job as a scriptural
example of antinomy. In that paragraph, he alsateslthe concept of antinomy with the concept of
mystery (taina) and the act of silence (molchanilie) adds that

The mysteries of religion are not secrets that onest not reveal. They are...

inexpressible, unutterable, indescribable expedesnwhich cannot be put into words

except in the form of contradictions... (PGT, p.117).

And so the next important proponent of antinomyrentions is Orthodox dogma, which he
contrasts with heresy. In his view, whereas dogsnantinomic, heresy chooses sides, either the
thesis p or the antithesis ~p. In this way, heissgtional, but false. Orthodox rationality, howeyv
acquires the truth by means of a kind of rationahlity. Earlier in the chapter (cf. PGT, p. 109),
he says that o podvige rassudka est’ vera, ‘thevigoof reason is belief/faith’. The term podvig
indicates a bold feat or great deed; it is commardgd in Orthodox thought to designate ascetic
and spiritual practices. In his The Path to SabratiA Manual of Spiritual Transformatidh,the
prominent Russian spiritual writer, Theophan thel&se, speaks of podvig as consisting of ‘self-
opposition and self-forcing’ (p. 208). Here Florkeysises it because, in his view, antinomy is vne-
rassudochnogo, ‘extra-rational’, (rather than ol or non-rational). The podvig very, ‘podvig of
belief/faith’, as he also calls it (cf. ibid.), ke method of attaining truth beyond the LNC. Ig th
podvig of which Theophan speaks, one forces onégeatihgage in exercises such as fasting and
alms giving or confession and communion. Suchtmes are thought of as spiritual exercises.
From Florensky's perspective, belief/faith is thmdamental podvig, the most elemental spiritual
exercise. It is a difficult feat, and comes to stirirgy along the lines of what Paul has in mind when
he speaks oth logiken latreia, ‘rational worship,” and of being metaploousth & anakaiwsei tou
noos ¢mon), ‘transformed by the renewing of your mind’ (Rb2.1, 2).

From Florensky’s perspective, and here he is vaughmn tune with the logic of Orthodox
thought, contradictions are eliminated not by disjive reasoning but by conjunctive reasoning.
Rather than either kataphasis or apophasis beugy and the other one being false, Florensky
promotes the idea that, concerning the tajny religiysteries of religion,” the podvig of both-and
logic, of believing in spite of opposition, achieveoherence supra-rationally. This is apparently
what he finds in the authors he mentions. And, iassindicated in the brief comments about Plato, a
kind of cel'nogo rassudka, which Jakim rendersimiggral rationality’ (PGT, p. 116} The term
airesis, from which we get the English ‘heresy’ddhe Russian eres’), has the lexical meanings of
‘conquering,’ ‘taking for oneself’ and ‘choosingjt can, of course, also designate a ‘sect’). These
meanings have one main thing in common. For comggetaking and choosing each has to do
with something, something that is part of othemgsi If there is something called ‘integral
rationality,” then, in Florensky's mind, there is@a heretical rationality, a form of reasoningtth
opts for one part or another, either p or ~p. Big necessary to keep in mind, in spite of fulsome
comments such as ‘contradictions are in everythfR@T, 116), that integral reasoning, since it is
tolerant of inconsistency, is not explosive. It niey/the case that contradiction is the hallmark of
truth, but that does not mean that just any cordtiad turns out to be true. Spinoza’s pantheism is
an example.
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Thus, there are no grounds for showing that Fldems as unavoidably committed to the
truth of the contradiction ‘Pavel is his own daddgr example, as to something like ‘God is both
one and three.’ Integral reasoning does not imbpd truth of just any contradiction. For some
contradictions are intuitively intolerable. Theyawe might say, prima facie false. Claiming that a
man is his own daddy immediately smacks of incommgneibility and error. And other
contradictions are equally erroneous, though permap as obvious. Consider, for example, ‘The
universe is both geocentric and heliocentric’ a@dé of the five solids is a one-dimensional figure
known as the round-square or dodecahedron.” WheRmeel is his own daddy’ is intuitively
intolerable, these latter two seem to require spraeexistent knowledge. But they are just as false.
Provided we have a fair understanding of astronanty geometry, we can quickly determine that.
These two types of contradictions are absurd alsifigble. A third category consists of counter-
intuitive claims—such as the Liar (or Epimenidegydlox, the Chalcedonian definition or the
Hilbert Hotel Paradox (where it is true that theehas both full and has vacancies)—that seem to
be true. If such claims are accepted as being sistamt but true, then they are contradictory in a
manner quite distinct from the above two types aftadictions. That difference consists in the
uncovering of mystery. Intolerable contradictioabgurd and falsifiable claims) are not able to do
that. It is this sort of tolerable contradiction-tagral instances of LNC violation—that interests
Florensky. By way of concluding the chapter we hiagen discussing, he lists eleven of them. Each
concerns Orthodox belief and practice. The top awe the ones we have already mentioned,
namely the Orthodox doctrines of God and JesussCHiine others we do not need to rehearse here.
We must only underscore that the list is compodecbotradictions that are relevant to Orthodox
belief and practice. The first two are the coreGothodox thought. There is a unique feature to
these contradictions, which is especially expiicithese first two examples. That feature concerns
an analytical criterion of integral contradictiomhich we may call the principle of simultaneous
union and distinction. For that gives a more reafisense of what sort of mystery is the subject of
accepted instances of inconsistency in Orthodoxgho

A true contradiction is a mystery. This is the eliince between false and true
contradictions. The distinct characteristic of naygtis the difficulty one experiences in trying to
understand and explain it either as true or falsialse contradiction, however, can be either known
or shown to be so quite easily and conclusively.niibigating factors remain. The claim ‘Pavel is
his own daddy’ is not difficult to understand omp&in; we understand (and could explain) that it is
erroneous. The truth-value of something like ‘Gedaoth one and three’ is similarly determinable
in that it is not demonstrably false. Why? To anstis, we must introduce a distinction. For in
Orthodox thought metaphysics is not just a mattdreing per se, as is the proposition about Pavel,
it is rather about two classes of being. On the loanad, there is created being; and, on the other,
there is uncreated being. In general, in Orthothmxught the LNC applies to created being, but not
to uncreated being. However, there are indicatiorige thought of the Eastern Fathers that it is no
applicable in created being. One obvious exampieilas in form to ‘married bachelor,’ is the
Orthodox belief in Mary as Virgin Mother; the mastident and universally acknowledged instance
where it is not wholly applicable, though, is iretimcarnation. Back to the main point, though, the
claim ‘God is both one and three’ is not absurdemonstrably false because the subject, according
to Orthodox thought, is uncreated.

So, what is the inference mechanism that allowsnadtion of inconsistency in isolation?
Florensky gestures toward mystery. Not just anyterysthough. The mystery Florensky sees as
distinguishing a true contradiction from its falsgusins induces silence; it gets one to the pdint o
being speechless. Not just speechless. Lack otkpseinderstood in terms of prayer and worship,
and in terms of ineffability. Moreover, that sort mystery must be akin to hope. But again,
Florensky has a particular kind of hope in mindeTdnly hope that matters is his concern. If
inconsistency is to be tolerated in isolation, thiemust provide hope in the face of death. The
source of that hope must be love that is victoriousr the enemy of being: death. Thus, measuring

27



mystery in Orthodox thought requires not just catievaluation of the logic of propositions; but
also, and most essentially, it requires love.
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Notes
1. Such as the Hindu Upastiadic and Vedantic philosophies and thed¥iyamika philosophy in Buddhism.

2. See Vasiliev ‘Na chastichno suzhdenijah, na treénii@ protivopolozhnostej, na zakone iskljuchennoj
chetverti’ (1910) and ‘Imaginary (non-Aristoteliabpgic’ in [28] (= English summary of ‘Mnimaja (nen
Aristotelevskaja) Logika'[1912]); [1], [2], [3]

3. On Vvedensky and Lapshin see [21], pp. 163—70;,[Bft] 678—87 and 687-95. Both are also mentioned i
[10]. See also [26] for translated sections of \amgky'sLogika kak chast’ teorii Poznanii@d_ogic as Part of
the Theory of Knowledgeand Lapshin’szakony Myshleniia i Formy Poznani{@he Laws of Thought and
Forms of Cognitioh
Following [25]. For the Greek dfletaphysics use his [24].

Translated by Thomas A. Carlson and published 0128y Fordham University Press.

This is E. M. Edghill's translation in [25], p. 4Bine numbers here (and f@at) follow the Greek text in

LCL 325 (=[8]).

7. John's dates are difficult to determine exactlyd &mey often differ considerably. The dates | dgiege follow

Robert Volk’s ‘John of Damascus’ in [9] (1998exikon der antiken christlichen Literajuipp. 338-9.

Also known aDialectica

For example: [17], p. 7; and [6], pp. 267-272; CA®79 [1954]), pp. 66—8. The original sourcéis Pr.1.2,

1-25 andde Int.17b, 17-26.

10. See [29]; and Peter Geach ‘Contradictories and r@oes’ in chapter two (‘Traditional Logic’) of [16p.
70ff.

11. See also his [4].

12. LCL 164 (= [15)).

13. There were proponents of each of these inferenRespectively: Noetus, Praxeus, Sabellius, Photinus,
Marcellus of Ancyra (=modalists), Theodotus, PafilSamosata (=adoptionists, psilanthropists, dynamic
monarchists); Arius, Eustathius of Sabastia (whoawsiBspeaks of as the leader of the pneumatomafpéans
263.3]); and tritheism appears a bit later in J@Brammaticus) of Philoponus (and, much later in whest,
probably Roscellinus and Gilbert de la Rerrwho, incidentally, was influenced by Boethius).

14. According to the new (post-revolution) orthography.

ook
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15. On what he callperezhivanii antinomichnosthe refers the reader to his [11]. See also 18§ [1

16. And perhaps others (cSophis242c—d).

17. Translated by Fr. Seraphim Rose and the St. Hewhatlaska Brotherhood (Platina: St. Herman of Aksk
Brotherhood, 1998).

18. Precursors to this concept include [18], v. 1,3¥ &el'nosti razumg [19]; and [27].
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