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1. About the Congress

Alhough logic, a symbol o raonaliy, may appear o be opposed o religion, boh
have a long hisory o cooperaon. Logical conceps and ools have always played
imporan roles in he world's religious radions. On he oher hand, philosophical
heology has provided many illusrious aemps o prove he exisence o God, or
example. Neverheless, i seems ha as an academic eld, he area o logic and
religion has not yet been consolidated.

The purpose of the World Congress on Logic and Religion (WoCoLoR) series
is o bridge his gap by providing a place where scholars rom all elds, as well as
theologians of all religions, can come together to hear from one another about the
laes developmens in he relaonship beween logic and religion, reason and aih,
raonal inquiry and divine revelaon. The WoCoLoR series is held by he Logic and
Religion Associaon (LARA). Among he keynoe speakers here were Saul Kripke
(Schock Prize), Lauren Laorgue (Fields Medal), Michal Heller (Templeon Prize), Dov
Gabbay, Jan Wolenski and Piergiorgio Odifreddi.

Afer he rs edion in João Pessoa, Brazil, in 2015, he second one in Warsaw,
Poland, in 2017, and he hird edion in Varanasi, India, in 2023, his 4h WoCoLoR
takes place in Sinaia, Romania. It is held by LARA and sponsored by the Ian Ramsey
Cenre, Universiy o Oxord, as a par o he projec “New Horizons or Science and
Religion in Cenral and Easern Europeˮ, unded by he John Templeon Foundaon.
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Logic, Experience and Awakening: Connuies in
Buddhis Though and Pracce

Douglas L. Berger
Leiden Universiy

d.l.berger@phil.leidenuniv.nl

A grea deal o enrely worhy eor has been expended in he las number o
decades o convince Wesern academic audiences o he subsanve philosophical
value o Souh and Eas Asian ideas and hinkers. This eor is righly ongoing, as
he ormal approaches o argumenaon, analyses o consciousness and visions o
he highes human good were in hese radions. And ye, while acknowledgmen
o he ulmaely religious aims o many (cerainly no all) classical Asian schools
of thought and praxis is not absent in modern Western scholarly treatments, the
biurcaon beween Religious Sudies and Philosophy in he conemporary academy,
along wih he inellecual borders and disciplinary vulnerabilies o hese respecve
elds, have ended, on he Philosophy side o he divide, o somewha marginalize
religious goals while highlighng he heorecal accomplishmens o Asian radions.
In his presenaon, I se mysel he ask o re-emphasizing he degree o which he
connuiy beween reamens o logic, explicaons o human experience and he
projec o human liberaon rom egoism, desire and desrucve conducwere always
a uniy. In boh Souh and Eas Asian Buddhis sysems (Madhyamaka, Yogacara-
Sauranka, Chan), dieren rom one anoher as hey were, he mos logical
invesgaons o logic reveal is limis, and he mos honesly and robusly descripve
revelaons o experience are mean o acually make us nomerely expers in a eld,
bu consummae persons who are boh genuinely reer and morally beer.

3. Keynote speakers
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Modal Onological Argumens Revisied
Mircea Dumiru

Universiy o Buchares, Romania
Romanian Academy

mircea.dumitru@unibuc.ro
mircea.dumitru@acad.ro

Classic onological argumens are no valid. Modal onological argumens
(such as Goedel’s, Malcolm’s, Harshorne’s, Plannga’s, Fitng’s) are agrea deal
o improvemen on hem. The alk will consider quaned modal logic machinery
relevan or revising he onological argumens. The language, he semancs and
he proo heory o rs-order and higher-order modal logic help wih clearing up
allacies, e.g. ambiguies, and amphibolies, which are he source o he invalidiy
of classic ontological arguments. Are some contemporary modal versions of the
ontological arguments valid? The talk will consider thoroughly the arguments for and
agains an armave answer o ha crucial queson when i comes o assessing
ontological arguments.
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Face-o-Face: Exploring a Pah o Reconciliaon
Inside the Nature
Antonios Kalogerakis
Orhodox Academy o Cree, GR
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The Face-o-Face projec o he Orhodox Academy o Cree (OAC) began in 1983
wih an inviaon rs o arss in Greece and laer on all over he world, o reec on
he spiriual ex below and express heir undersanding o i in a creave way.

Furthermore, in 1996 – and every year since then – the School for Gardening
and Landscape Archiecure in Rheinland-Palz (Germany), in cooperaon wih he
OAC, has been working on a natural stone pathway in harmony with the natural
environmen. Their work, which includes mosaic oors and walls, is inspired by Sain
Makarios o Egyp, he Grea ascec o he deser (ApophhegmaaPaeron, Migne
P.G. 34:257-258):

One day, while Makarios was walking hrough he deser, he ound a skull in he
sand. The ollowing dialogue ook place:

MAKARIOS: Who are you?
SKULL: I was a pries o he pagans. When you pray or us who are in hell, we are

consoled.
MAKARIOS: Wha is i like in hell? Wha kind o consolaon do you eel?
SKULL: We are sanding surrounded by ames reaching up o he sky. The wors

ormen o all is hawe are ed back-o-back and hus canno see each oher’s ace -
this is actual hell! But when you pray for us, the ropes become loose, and we can see
each oher again: Face-o-Face. Tha is reconciliaon!

This dialogue beween Sain Makarios and he skull is a meaphor or he
conronaon o man wih he “oher”, he ellow human being. Plauus saed ha
“homo homini lupus” (man is a wolf for man), and Jean-Paul Sartre expressed it in
an even more ragic way, saying “L΄enerc΄esl΄aure” (hell is ohers). Here, he exac
opposie is expressed, summarizinghe Chrisan belie: no he presence, bu he
absence o he oher, he lack o communicaon, loneliness is he cause o pain and
torment.

The queson abou reaching reconciliaon, can beexplored hrough his naural
stone pathway of the OAC, with includes pieces of art in-between of the natural
beauty of the Cretan Seaand the mountains, as a path which leads to a small Chapel
o SainMakarios (inside a naural cave)  achieving reconciliaon!
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Lewis Carroll's Logic and Religion
Franziska Kohlt

Universiy o Leeds, UK and Universiy o Souhern Caliornia, USA

Lewis Carroll’s Alice in Wonderland books have enjoyed unabang populariy in
the past 150 years, accompanied by unceasing popular interest in the only apparently
enigmac moves or he auhor’s inenon behind he so-called children’s classic.

Signican scholarly aenon has been direced a boh Carroll’s lierary works,
as well as his wrings in Mahemacs and Logic. Ye relavely lile aenon has
been direced a he producve relaonship beween he wo, and he signican
role Charles Luwidge Dodgson’s religious belies played in i. As a resul, hese elds
connue o be inerpreed as a conradicon, which, in urn, serves as apparen
evidence, within Carroll’s biography, for a ‘split personality’, and, in his historical
context, a literature-science or science-religion divide.

As his paper will, however, show, i is, in ac, he conjuncon beween Logic
and Religion, ha, like no oher inuence, shaped he spiriual moral and pedagogic
convicons ha led Carroll o pursue wring or children, and, in urn, orms heir
ideological underpinnings.

I will, rsly, reconsruc he hisorical and biographical background o how he
came o undersand he remi o Logic wihin Religion, is applicaon in navigang
conenous inerpreaons o scripure, and moderang public debaes surrounding
hem, ocusing on Carroll’s own educaon, and he inuence o his aher,
mahemacian, logician, and Archdeacon Rev Charles Dodgson senior, prominen
and vocal advocae o he Oxord Movemen.

Iwill, secondly, racehow hisbackgroundshapedDodgson junior’sundersanding
o Logic - in heological use, in inerpreaon o scripure or applicaon o is eaching
in everyday lie  and by exension, is applicaon in public discourse, and he moral
quesons a sake in i. I will examine how Carroll used Logic as ool o deermine
ruh in decepons and moral misleading consruced hrough rheoric in a variey o
elds  rom conenous debaes in religion, rom ree will o eernal punishmen, o
he moraliy o vivisecon. This will illuminae he ways in which he promoed such
heologically-ineced undersandings o Logic, hrough children’s works as Carroll’s
Game o Logic – and the Alice novels, allowing a complex understanding, of both the
auhor, his mes  and his “children’s” lieraure as incisive philosophical, religious,
and pedagogical inervenon.
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Is Knowledge Made o a Harder Maerial han Faih?
Myhos and Logos in Schopenhauer

Matas Koßler
Johannes Guenberg Universiy Mainz, Germany

kossler@uni-mainz.de
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Schopenhauer’s posion o religion seems o be ambiguous. He has been called
he “mos Chrisan philosopher” as well as he “prince o Aheism”. The ambiguiy
depends on his disncon beween religion and philosophy, which a rs sigh seems
clear and simple: In conras wih religion which is based on allegory and ables,
philosophy conveys ruh in a sric and proper sense. Sanding in he radion o
enlightenment, Schopenhauer is convinced that truth will prevail, so that “knowledge
ismadeof a hardermaterial than faith, suchwhen they collide, faith breaks”. However,
since philosophy diers no only rom religion bu also rom science insoar as is
main ask is o provide human beings wih a raonal and immanenmeaphysics, he
disncon rom religion becomes much more complicaed. In my paper I will analyze
hese complicaons ouching more general quesons regarding he relaon beween
mythological and logical truth.
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Paradox and Human Flourishing:
The Special Case in Ecclesiastes

Eleonore Stump
Sain Louis Universiy, Sain Louis, USA
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Cenral o Chrisan heology are cerain paradoxical claims aribued o Chris,
such as “whoeverwill lose his lie ormy sakewill save i” (Luke 9:24). Such paradoxical
sayings are ofen inerpreed his way: wha is los are worldly goods and wha is
saved are goods of the spiritual realm, and the spiritual realm is incommensurably
greater than the earthly realm. But then how are human beings to live in this world?

The biblical book mos ocused on his queson is he book o Ecclesiases. One
recurren heme o he book is ha everyhing human beings care abou is jus vaniy.
Bu Ecclesiases also recurrenly recommends joy in he small goods o everyday lie.
What is notable about theparadoxical character of the combined claims in Ecclesiastes
is that they cannot be reconciled in the way that the paradoxical sayings of Christ are.
The realm in which a person can be rejoice in he small goods o his day is apparenly
the same realm as the one in which everything is vanity.

In this paper, I explore the way in which the paradoxical character of the themes
o Ecclesiases are resolved o give a parcular view o he good or human lie.
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How to determine the metaphysical modality
o heological proposions

Richard Swinburne
Universiy o Oxord, U.K.
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The modaliy o an alehic proposion is is possibiliy, impossibiliy, or necessiy.
Before the work of Kripke and Putnam in the 1960s, it was believed that the only
kind of necessity or impossibility stronger than physical necessity or possibility
is logical (to includeconceptual) necessity or impossibility; and so the only kind of
possibility weaker than physical possibility is logical possibility. Since then it has been
generally believed that there is a kind of metaphysical modality, such that while all
logically necessary/impossibleproposions are meaphysically necessary/impossible,
many oher proposions (especially a poseriori ones) are also meaphysically
necessary/impossible; and so ha here are logically possible proposions which are
no meaphysically possible. This has led o a number o dieren heories o he
naure omeaphysical modaliy, and how we can show ha a proposion is or is no
metaphysically possible (or whatever). In this paper I develop from the work of David
Chalmers, a version of “conceivability” theory, and I apply it to considering how we
can prove or disprove a claim ha some heological proposion is meaphysically
necessary (or whaever). I ake as examples or consideraon, he claim ha “God is
a (logically or metaphysically) necessary being” and the claim that “God foreknows all
future free human choices.”
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How o Merge he Anselmian and Caresian
Ontological Arguments. New Formalized Synthesis
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The arguments for the existence of God given by Anselm in “Proslogion” and
Descares in he “Mediaons” aemp o jusy he hesis on he exisence o God
on he basis o a properly ormulaed denion o God. In boh cases, God is dened
as he one who is he mos perec and who also has he 'supreme perecon':
exisence. In general, being a maximal elemen in he eld o he ordering relaon o
being more perec han is no equivalen o having some special aribue: 'supreme
perecon'. Leibniz's revision o Descares' argumen reveals a new way o dening
God as he subjec o all perecons. Perecons should be undersood, ollowing
Leibniz, as hose aribues which “increase” he realiy o individuals or are he
maximal “sages” o his increasing. Every perecon is posive and his aspec o
perecon is considered by K. Goedel in “Onologisher Beweis”. In his case, we are
dealing wih God as he subjec o all posive properes. In Goedel's heory, however,
he concep o posiviy is no enangled in any specic relaons beween individuals,
and this is an important component of Leibniz's idea, which in this respect refers to
Anselm's argumen. I is in Anselm's argumen ha a cerain relaonal srucure o
individuals is used, which is generaed by he relaon o being more perec han. In
he proposed paper we will show how he concep o being posive can be relaed
o he Leibnizian concep o perecon, aking ino accoun he relaonal naure
o God's aribues. As a resul, we will obain a heory in which we will implemen
Goedel's approach and a he same me enrich is original concep o posiviy by
reerring o he relaonal concep o being more perec han, which concept has an
Anselmian origin. The resulng heory is a second order heory based on S5 logic. We
give axiomacs and a model or i showing is consisency.
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In this study, we focus on Jainism, which has a privileged place in the history
o Indian philosophical hough, especially in erms o is applicaons relaed o
logic. The main reason why we say that they have a privileged structure in terms of
heir works is ha hey resored o a dieren reasoning model han oher sysems
hinkers in erms o revealing and proving correc inormaon. This model, which in
English is ofen called he seven-old inerence mehod, is called Sabtabhanginaya
and Syadvada. The most important feature of this reasoning for our study is that it
is not independent of the metaphysical views of Jain thinkers and believers. To put it
in a summave way; Jain hinkers have concenraed on heir episemological sudies
ha suppor heir onological assumpons.

They ocus on he acquision and sources o knowledge, he naure o knowledge,
reliabiliy o knowledge, and ypes o knowledge. Jains pu orward heir concepons
of the universe, accompanied by their metaphysical views supported by them.
According to Jain thinkers, no doctrine (principle) can be devoid of reasoning in terms
o esablishing cause-eec relaonships. Like ha, Jain hinkers who have reinorced
their metaphysical insights with the idea of samsara (rebirh), have holiscally
revealed all cognive seps o exisence orms wihin heir sysems, includingmoksha
isel, which expresses liberaon rom he cycle o rebirh.

As a maer o ac, wha we wan o do wih his sudy is o s inroduce he
Jain system of thought in terms of its general structure in line with its metaphysical
understandings that display an ontological, epistemological and logical integrity,
and hen o show which level o cognion corresponds o moksha, which is he
cornerstone of Jain teaching.
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The logical principles are resuled rom logicalizing he meaphysical rs
principles, which in turn are emerged from conceptualizing the mythological
principles, parcularly he principle o creaon in he creaon myh. Thereore, a
dieren principle o creaon could lead o dieren ways o hinking or dieren
logics. The principle o creaonmyh in Greek creaonmyh is he exclusion principle,
as creaon is o order he eernal discorded exisence, i.e., chaos, hrough separaon
between contradictories according to the principle of exclusion. Which is represented
hrough he principles o non-conradicon and excluded- middle, upon which he
dominant bivalent western metaphysics and logic are founded. On the other hand,
he creaon myh in Abrahamic religions relies on oally dieren principle. I is
ounded upon ulmae power, which in urn is ounded upon ulmae will, which
brings nohingness ino being according merel y o he ulmae creaor’s will raher
han any dened rule or logos. Thereore, here was a grea opporuniy o surpass
any limiaons or undamenal principles o any esablished inellecual sysem. The

4. General session



22 Handbook – the Fourth World Congress on Logic and Religion

main concern o his paper is o explore he exen o which he dierence in creaon
principles beween Islam and Greek hough impacs he relaonship beween Arabic
logic in the mediaeval era and Aristotelian logic. We argue in this paper that such a
dierence in creaon principles led he Islamic hinker o inerac wih Arisoelian
logic in wo dieren manners: Rejecng Arisoelian logic as i represens rigid,
absolue logos, whereas god's will or ulmae divine will has o surpass any such
logos, and shouldn’t be limited to any given principles or fundamental axioms; it
represens he absolue possibilies in erms o logic. Adopng he Arisoelian logic
and its main principle, i.e. exclusion principle, which represents the Greek logos,
while implicily surpassing such a principle wihin he logical pracce, or insance,
Al-Faribi in his inerpreaon o he uure sea bale example in Arisole’s book On
Inerpreaon, in chaper nine and Avicenna “Ibn Sina” in his onological argumen
for the existence of god.

Marguerie Poree on he Dualism o Good and Evil
Taana Barkovskiy
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aana.barkovskiy@gmail.com

According o Berrand Russell, one o he our enes o myscal hinking lies in
he rejecon o he boundaries beween good and evil, according o which all evil is
regarded as illusory, and he rue Realiy — as good. For he mysc, he experienal
disncon beween “lower” good and evil applies only o he world o illusion,
whereas the “higher” good — which is free from all evil — belongs to Reality. The
reason for this is that any feeling of the dualism of good and evil demands some kind
o acviy in he praccal world, which is no required by he conemplave exisence
carried ou in he heorecal world, allowing imparaliy and overcoming his ehical
dualism. Imporanly, Russell consrucs hiswider denion omyscismbased on he
ideas of classical philosophers, such as Plato, Spinoza, and Hegel, rather than thinkers
radionally perceived as myscs. To apply i o such hinkers seems hereore an
ineresng and much-needed ask. The purpose omy alk is o employ Russell’s idea
o hemyscal rejecon o ehical dualism o he hough oMarguerie Poree, a lae
medieval French mysc and auhor o The Mirror o Simple and Annihilaed Souls—
a heological rease wrien as a dialogue beween he Soul, Love, and Reason.

On he general, universal level, Poree arms he exisence o ehical dualism,
and does so mainly by juxaposing he goodness o he divine wih he wickedness o
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the human. Importantly, she translates this axiology into a metaphysical stance that
goodness is being, and wretchedness is nothing. On the other hand, her idea that all
earhly labours are o be direced a sasying he desires o he divine suggess an
imperaveaccording owhichgoodChrisans shouldbe ocusedonalwaysperorming
good works, ye his is no he case: ha ocus should be ranserred rom perorming
specic acs o religious devoon or chariy — which require a cerain acviy in
the world, as Russell also emphasises — to achieving a full epistemological and
onological union wih he divine hrough conemplaon and, ulmaely, surrender
o he sel. Agains he background o Divine Love, all o Soul’s deeds are ulmaely
inconsequenal and have no bearing whasoever on her sanding, no maer heir
nature. This is why once she is perfectly simple, the Soul is no longer concerned with
neiher he characer o her acons nor her saus in he sociey ha she is no longer a
par o, bu raher ully immerses hersel in selessness. This suggess ha ulmaely,
Porete was convinced that the boundaries between good and evil are indeed illusory,
as Russell would have us believe in he conex omyscal discourse. Indeed, he Soul
seems to be beyond the worldly good and evil, but much rather in the Stoic than the
Niezschean sense: she “has her peace in all places, or she carries peace wih her
always, so that, because of such peace, all places are comfortable for her, and all
things also”.

Graceul Inegraon o he Finie wih he Innie
of Heavens
Gabriel Ciobanu

A.I. Cuza Universiy o Iaşi, Romania
Romanian Academy, ICS, Iaşi, Romania

gabriel@info.uaic.ro

At the end the 19th century, Georg Cantor (a religious man) formulated a set
heory able o expand he borders o mahemacs and o dene he concep o
inniy; in his view, he innie belonged uniquely o God. Canor played a crucial
role in creang se heory. Zermelo-Fraenkel se heory (ZF) is oday he sandard
axiomac heory considered as he mos common oundaon o mahemacs. The
original axiomazaon o se heory given by Zermelo in 1908 included aoms; aoms
may bemembers o ses, bu are nomade up o oher elemens. Inmahemacs, his
axiomac se heory wih aoms (denoed shorly ZFA) is a naural adjusmen o ZF.
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Fraenkel and Mosowski consruced models o ZFA by using a group o permuaons
o he aoms o show he independence o he axiom o choice. ZFA and ZF are
equivalen; he resuls o ZFA can be ranslaed ino ZF, and vice-versa.

PhilosophersuseZFA o reasonabou heonologyo he realworld inwhichaoms
are supposed o be he exisng maerial hings. Aiming o inegrae harmoniously
he nie wih he innie in he same consisen mahemacs, we exend ZFA
wih a single axiom saying ha he sysem works only wih ’niely suppored ses’.
Essenally, or each innie se only a nie se o is aoms (is nie suppor) is
signican. A se (possibly innie) is ’niely suppored’ i, up o permuaons o he
underlying srucure o aoms, i has only niely many elemens.

The axioms o his new se heory are exacly he axioms o ZFA (including he
axiom o inniy) exended wih a special ’nie suppor’ axiom. The new axiom
exends (bu no deny) he classic ones. Since we have an addional axiom, i is
possible o have less heorems han in he classic se heory. Benecially, mos o he
imporan ZF resuls are valid or niely suppored ses. However, some resuls are
no longer valid in his new ramework. Forunaely, he axiom o choice (generang
a large amoun o conroversy in classic mahemacs; Banach-Tarski paradox is one
o is non-inuive consequence) ogeher wih oher choice principles are no valid
in his new se heory. Thus, we can say ha we ge a beer mahemacs, a graceul
inegraon o he nie wih he innie o heavens. More echnical deails are
presented in the book A. Alexandru, G. Ciobanu. Foundaons o Finiely Suppored
Srucures: A Se Theorecal Viewpoin, Springer, 2020.

Onological Argumens Derived rom Accelerang
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The sudy o Turing Accelerang Machines (ATMs) has generaed a series o
paradoxes ha have quesoned, indisncly and ofen inermingled in he scienc
lieraure, heir possible exisenceasmahemacal ormalismsandas compuaonally
implemenable devices. Afer briey ordering he main paradoxes, we can conclude
that, thanks to the developments of Hamkins (2002), Steinhart (2007) or Shagrir



25Sinaia, Romania — September 3-8, 2023

(2007) among ohers, we can ormally dene rom a rigorous perspecve wha
an ATM is in he sric sense and how i is possible as a non-inconsisen and sel-
contradictory formalism.

In his sense, wha remains is o sudy is possible physical implemenaons, bu
in his process wo ypes o discussions arise: (i) abou he exoc physical condions
ha would have o be me or an ATM o be implemened as such and (ii) a series
o onological argumens qualiavely dieren rom he classical argumens San
Anselm, Gödel, Plannga, ...? ha we will expose and analysed in erms o heir
correc logical-ormal denion and, above all, heir possible limis. For he laer
I will use he normal modal rs order logic.

From Steinhart (2003), among others, we will see the viability or unfeasibility of
these arguments and, above all, the philosophical and logical repercussions they will
have.
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Since early anquiy, he idea o opposing moral humans o immoral gods has
become so ingrained in he myhological and poec radion ha any aemp o
doubt it seemed blasphemous. For Homer, the concepts of “mortal” and “immortal”
were no only aribues o humans and gods, respecvely buwere also used as heir
synonyms. Pindar disnguished hree caegories o beings: gods, men and heroes,
insisng on he impossibiliy omixing hem.
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Inmodern mes, he poles o his dichoomy have been inerchanged when F.
Nietzsche declared the “death of God”. In contrast, in the philosophy of Russian
cosmism (Tsiolkovsky, Vernadsky, Fedorov), the idea of the physical immortality
o humans is suppored by raonal scienc argumens. However, his idea is no
enrely new.

Already in ancient thought, in parallel with the central concept of the immortality
of the gods and the mortality of humans, a wide variety of concepts has been
developed abou he possibilies or he deah o a god, he immoraliy o humans,
intermediate states between mortality and immortality and between the gods and
the humans.

Specic orms o he deah o a god, in addion o physical eliminaon, could
be the loss of physical strength and power, the refusal or loss of control over the
world, or he lack o inuence on humans. The orms o human immoraliy can be
considered he abiliy o connue o exis afer deah in Hades, he abiliy o leave
Hades (Hercules, Theseus, and Sisyphus); the presence of an immortal soul (Socrates,
Plato); endless bodily rebirth (Pythagoras, Empedocles). In early Greek philosophy,
we nd numerous examples o he inenon o bring human and divine essences
closer together (Heraclitus, Pythagoras, Empedocles).

In anquiy, neiher moraliy nor immoraliy was considered an absolue sae,
whereas, in modern mes, a conrary view was held. Consequenly, radional binary
logic is inadequate for examining the problem of immortality and mortality of gods
and humans; a dieren non-binary logic oleran o conradicon is required.
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This paper has hree main poins. Firs, i ries o oer a new argumen ha
(sandard inerpreaons o) Hume's and Russell's criques ail o disprove he
cosmological argumen. The version o he argumen ha hese criques aack is
usually called ‘Leibniz-Clark’ proo. Asmysecondpoin Iwill oer anewsimilar version
o he proo, which has he principle o sucien reason as is only meaphysical
assumpon. I will argue ha his version is also immune o Hume's and Russell's
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criques. On he oher hand, ha version has less heological imporance han he
original argumens by Clark and Leibniz. While he rs wo poins are relevan or
the logical analysis of the cosmological argument, the third point is mainly important
or he hisory o philosophy. I will argue ha he sandard inerpreaon o Hume's
crique canno be ascribed o Hume, ha i conradics no only his oher wrings,
but also the very same page from his Dialogues on which he sandard inerpreaon
is based. I will also argue ha Russell's crique is no much more han a careul
reading of Hume.

The version o he cosmological argumen ha I will deal wih here is somemes
called ‘typical XVIII-century’ or ‘Leibnitz-Clark’ argument. This is an atemporal argu-
men relying heavily on he principle o sucien reason. The main characeriscs
ha dierenae his and he ‘ypical XIII-cenury’ (Aquinas') versionare: rs, he
factual premise is simply that something exists, without requiring anything else (while
Aquinas's ‘factual’ premises have heavy metaphysical baggage); second, no appealing
o he alleged impossibiliy o innie regresses. Here is he basic orm o he XVIII-
cenury argumen:

(1) Every being is eiher dependen or sel-exisng Firs Premise
(2) Not every being can be a dependent being Second Premise
(3) Thereore, here exis a sel-exisng being Conclusion

The main task is to prove the second premise. It is usually done via reduco: i all
beings were dependent, then the world or the whole of beings would not have its
cause nor explanaonwhy i is heway i is and no dieren, conrary o he principle
o sucien reason. Hume's and Russell's criques, as sandardly inerpreed, aack
dieren seps in his reasoning. I will analyze he proo, he criques, henRowe's
and Pruss's reuaons o he ‘Hume’ cricism, and oer anoher reuaon. I will
argue ha sandard inerpreaon o Hume's crique, were i righ, would havemuch
more devasang consequences beside reung he cosmological argumen. Among
ohers, i implies he impossibiliy o heism and deism, and many saes o aairs
ha have radionally been considered possible.
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The Advaic God: Subservien o he Sel?
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This paper explores he implicaons o God in pos scholasc Advaia ha used
he echniques o he neo-logical navya nyāya school o philosophy. For Śaṅkara
(early Advaia), God mus necessarily be conscious. The world o name (nāma) and
orm (rūpa), which or Advaia is he onological denion o objecs o percepon,
are he liming adjunc (upādhi/paricāyaka) o he sel. Absolue ruh or Advaia,
is realizaon o he rue sel ha sel validaes isel (svaprakāśa) and is proo-
independent. For Advaita, one who has not realized the truth (true self), study of
Vedas are useless, and Vedas are equally useless or he realized. This Sel-realizaon
does no depend on sense percepon and is hereore no an objec o percepon.
Thereore he role o he Advaic God is he cause o heworld bu no our sel (āma).
On an onological oong, Advaia considers his world as logically neiher rue nor
alse and hus indeerminae (māyā). This argumen o Advaia using he Navya nyāya
logical ramework is analyzed. Percepon, which is a valid means o knowledge in
Advaia, is o wo ypes when seen rom he perspecve o a winess (sākṣī). While
witness for the individual self is consciousness that has the mind (buddhi) as its
liming adjunc (upādhi/paricāyaka), winess or God is consciousness ha has māyā
as is liming adjunc. The logical assumpon is he abiliy o disnguish beween
qualiying aribue (viśeṣaṇa) and liming adjunc. A qualiying aribue has o be in
a relaon wih he objec qualied, eiher hrough conac, inherence or sel-linking
relaon. However, liming adjuncs allows us o dierenae wihou he need o
such relaons. God is hen dened as consciousness limied by māyā. This paper
explores how he Advaic God is no necessary in every possible world. As long as he
buddhi (jnāna) operaes and qualied cognions (viśiṣajnāna) are obained or he
episemic agen, God's role is jused. I one perceives he world as indeerminae,
hey are he winess o God and once here is sel-knowledge (āmajnāna), i asks i
God's role becomes redundant.
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Some texts use symbolic language, myths, embedding analogies between opera-
ons, o undersand, or example he birh o he earh and he heaven (oledo,
Genèse 1), or the fact they disappear. Other biblical texts, as apocalypse, describe
he beginning and he end o a given universe. Wha abou he ex as an objec?
semioc and analogical, bu also logical and algebraic? Can we consider i as a
series o combinaons, and operaons on some sors or caegories o houghs, o
ransormaons such as hose manipulaed by Combinaory Logic (LC) rom H. Curry
(1958)? LC uses a simple symbolism to compose and transform operators, by the
applicaon o an operaor o an operand, and as such is called “Purely ormal” or
“Applicave only”, as a logic o undamenal operaons (Desclés&al. 2015, 2016).

In that picture, what are the “operators” of the text, without entering de acoa
domain o inerpreaon? LC can be expressed hrough isomorphic algebraic “reilles”
structures or bi-ordered computer trees to compose sorts as for example abstract
places and ransormaons o hese places or operaors. Is a branch subsuable o
anoher, as ypes, under which condions? Can a ormalism help o discover some
inenon o he ex, a rs hough or concep, beyond some undersandings in
dened mes and places? Can he vocabulary be a clue or even a key o ener he
categories, as the dragon or kaegor accuses? Ancien exs use images, a semioc
consrucon.We compare and invesgae he symbolic language and sysem, sarng
wih ha o Curry, sors and operaors. Based on linguisc mehods, in parcular or
he analysis o markers (places, no only), we will highligh he unconing: Is he
text really a formal system? Does it exhaust neither the method nor the possible
inerpreaons? More over, can i be illogical?
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In his conribuon Anselm’s onological argumen or he exisence o God is
idened, analyzed, and inerpreed as a religious hough experimen (RTE).

Firs, some characeriscs o RTE (as proos o God's exisence and miracles)
are introduced, and applied to the ontological proof. Second, recent discussions on
S.Anselm’s proo are crically adjudicaed by means o various TE-analyses. Third, i
is concluded that the logical-empiricist analyses may be accused of a confusion of the
naural and he supernaural: They ry o prove oo much, i.e. he reeren insead o
the meaning of God.

The RTE accoun consiss o wo pars--1s Bochenski's noon o supernaural
vericaon is inroduced o describe religious experiences o believers; 2nd on basis
o a close analysis o S. Anselm's original Lan ex we propose some indicaons or
higher order predicate logical or modal logical analyses of the ontological argument
(e.g.∀w||- [ ] E(g)) that can render it valid and sound as a proof of God's existence.
Finally, Anselm's Onological argumen is compared o Ibn Sina's Flying Man and
Siddharha Gauama's Vipassana Mediaon.

Al Shahrasani’s Cricism o Ibn Sina’a Meaphysics
Syed Ibrahim bin Syed Ishak
Ibn aldun Universiy, Isanbul, Turkiye
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Ibn Sina is known o be one o he mos inuenal Muslim philosophers in his
conribuon o Islamic civilizaon.Hewroeseveral groundbreakingworksand laid he
oundaon in meaphysical discussions, especially regarding he concep o exisence
and is division. However, Muakallimun such as Muhammad bin Abdul Karim al
Shahrastani through his book KiabMusara’a al-Falasiah, detected someweaknesses
in Ibn Sina’s argumens and explanaons regarding he concep o exisence and is
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division. Mos scholars believe ha he is an Isma’ili because his book represens
he ideas o Isma’ili in his argumens when cricizing Ibn Sina. However, his paper
does not agree with this statement because not all of his arguments are based on
Isma’ili ideas. Based on the study towards the The Second Issue in Kiab Musara’a al-
Falasiahwhich is ‘On he Exisence o he Necessary Exisence,’ i is nd ha only he
concep o naure o God is based on Isma’ili ideas while or he disncon beween
generaliy and speciciy, God’s omnipoence and God’s will, i is based on he Ash’ari
framework. Therefore, this paper demonstrates that al Shahrastani is a Sunni scholar
who has an Isma’ili philosophical understanding on the nature of God based on
hisorical evidence and argumenave evidence.

The Fundamenal Queson oMeaphysics:
is Meaning and Relevance or Religious Lie
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“Why is here somehing raher han nohing?” (call it Q) has been called the
undamenal queson o meaphysics. In his paper, we inend o do wo hings.
First, we want to defend Q from charges of meaninglessness by giving a modal
inerpreaon o one o he erms used herein, ie; nohing. i his inerpreaon is
acceped, Q does seem o have an answer albei no very inormave apparenly. We
argue ha he answer or Q depends on howwe answer anoher conneced queson
“Could here have been nohing?”. An answer in he negave gives a kind o answer
ha can be undersood hrough an analogy o a proo amous in mahemacs called
proof by reduco ad absurdum. In such proofs, we can know the answer but not why
he answer is rue. (The proo ha he square roo o 2 is irraonal, or example is a
reduco argumen). We conend ha his move also oers insigh ino he debaes
between certain modern cosmologists and philosophers of science like the famous
Krauss-Albert debate and also the debates post ‘The Grand Design’ by Stephen
Hawking.
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In the second part of the paper, we argue that thus understood, Q can provide
a basis for a sustained quest for a search for meaning of life and purpose. We look
a he queson rom a unique perspecve, ha o answering Camus’ queson on
suicide.We explore he inerconnecons o he absurd, meaning and suicide rom he
perspecve o Q and is suggesed answer.

Science or Religion? — Similitudes and
Dissimilitudes
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The scienc revoluon in heXVIXVII cenurywas, amongoher hings, a rupure
wih he (caholic) church and is dogmac conrol o wha Naure is and wha could
be hough abou i. Religious dogmas and belies resul rom purely menal, sen-
menal, andmea-menal acvieswhile one hallmark in his splitng processwas he
consideraon o observing Naure as a dispue solver or our scienc speculaons.
Despite that, Science, as a search to understand Nature, has always been considered
a monasc acviy [Mayr, 1997].

In addion, afer running he scienc enerprise or abou 400 years, here are
explicit and implicit dogmas and beliefs in it, like the Central Dogma in Biology; or
he belie in naure being, despie he windows resulng rom he way our acquired
knowledge casts what we perceive, observe, and consider important. Furthermore,
he scienc milieu [Vieira Kriz, 2022] isel has several mechanisms ha conrol
wha is accepable science and decree wha are he “good” direcons or research.

How hese characeriscs compare o religious dogmas, belies, and indexes?
Where do these homologous and recurrent behaviour originate? Are they a conse-
quence of biology and brain physiology? Of social and psychological archetypes?
Oresonancesinbehaviour or subliminal human-ineracon rais ha permeae all
culures? More imporanly, how can we become conscious o his prison, overcome
is ences, and become eecvely creave ree hinkers able o re-hink our world
in a completely up-side-downwayand solve our present survival challenges? Religion
focuses on the survival of the soul, while science on survival of Humanity. Can any
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soul survive if Humanity doesn’t? Should not Science and Religion work together
insead o dispung abou precedences?

This discussion and hough-experimens are incidenal o a larger eor o
undersand he scienc milieu and why i so ofen ails o live or wha i preaches
concerning mul-disciplinary research abou complex phenomena, parcularly hose
hreaening Humaniy. This is no a heologically oriened eor, hough. One may
think of it at most as “applied teleology.” This endeavour uses a non-trivial amount
o available empirical and non-empirical scienc knowledge o pin hings down,
idenying our menal processes and heir raps; parcularly, knowledge akin o
sysems science, ancipaon, and cognive sciences. I srives o invesgae science
in an inegrave way, embracing is ehereal, romanc, inellecual, and pragmac
sides.
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As i is well known, evil is incompable wih he ypical heisc se o belies.
Omnipoen, omniscien, and morally perec God as he ulmae ground o
everything cannot coexist with such a thing as evil. But then again, it seems hard to
deny ha here is evil: any human and animal suering may be couned as insances
of some moral or natural evil.

Expectedly, inaddressing theperennial 'undemalum?' challenge,variousstrategies
have been developed by philosophers and theologists in the hope of reconciling the
datum of evil with the concept of the so-called Omni God. One such strategy is the
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privaon heory o evil. In shor, an advocae o his heory claims ha evil is mere
privaon, i.e. he absence o good or simply a lack o good in some parcular naure.

In his alk, I argue ha he privaon heory does no deliver wha i promises:
i does no explain how somehing ha is allegedly negave, or a leas an absence
or lack o somehing posive (i.e. good) can becausally ecien. In ac, a ypical
response o he privaon heory is hahere are posive insances o evil (i.e. pain).
Bu I insis ha he very disncon beween posive and negave is suspicious in he
rs place. Sll, even i we admi privaons ino our meaphysics, I sugges ha he
only way o successully explain he incompabiliy o he senences signiying some
having and some lacking is to endorse the principle of contraries. Such a principle,
however, is not a logical principle yet a metaphysical one saying in the most general
sense how things can and cannot be.
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The issue concerning he ruh-value o uure conngen proposions cerainly
ranks among the most challenging problems in the history of logic. In Chapter 9 of
De inerpreaone, Aristotle stressed that they cannot be treated in the same way
as oher ypes o proposions, since he possibiliy o idenying uure conngen
proposions in advance as necessarily rue or necessarily alse would open he door
o Soic aalism. Putng orward an example hawill become amous, Arisole saes
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ha o a hypohecal sea bale ha migh ake place omorrow, one can simply say
ha i is necessary ha iwill happen or iwill no happen; bu neiher alernave can
prevail ex ane over the other.

In he Middle Ages, his issue is urher complicaed by wo reasons:
1) he peculiar inerpreaon ha Severinus Boehius gave o Chaper 9 o De

inerpreaone. According to Boethius, in fact, Aristotle asserted that future
conngen proposions are no “deniely” rue or alse. Wih his addion,
he aenon o medieval auhors will a some poin urn o he exac way o
understanding the “indeterminacy” of the truth value of certain statements;

2) he indeclinable assumpon o God’s oreknowledge, which seems o make
necessary he uure evens He oresees, and hence he proposions ha
describe them.

The aim o my alk is o shed ligh on he ineresng soluons given o hese
problems by John Auriaber, a maser o ars acve in he 14th century in the German
ciy o Erur. Specically, I ocus on qq. 9 and 10 o his commenary on Book II o
Aristotle’s Physics, concerning respecvely he “deerminacy” o he ruh-value o
uure conngen proposions and he necessiy o uure evens. In q. 9, Auriaber
depars rom hose who hold ha he “indeerminacy” o uure conngen
proposions depends on an episemic incapaciy o he creaure, which can be
overcome by divine revelaon. Raher, he pus orh he view ha uure conngen
proposions canno be deerminaely rue even or God Himsel, a poin ha
demonsraes a quie dieren undersanding o divine oreknowledge rom ha o
auhors such as Thomas Aquinas and Boehius. Regarding q. 10, Auriaber’s soluon
revolves enrely around he very denion o ‘uurum’, which can only be considered
as such if it is something that is not yet, but will be; it is in fact established ab aeerno
in its happening. In this way, the author manages to keep divine foreknowledge
wihin his sysem in an almos unproblemac manner, since i does no change wha
is already implied in the premises. Nevertheless, Aurifaber distances himself from
heological aalism and aemps o recover a orm o compabilism, shifing he
ocus rom he necessary realisaon o all uures o he “necessary” or “conngen”
ways in which a given even is xed as a uure.
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Concaenaon o Logics and Aeshecs in he Flow
of the Experience of the Sacred in the Thought
of Abhinavagupta, 950-1016, on the example
of Abhinavabharat. A sudy ino comparave

aeshecs
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The aimomysudy is oprove ha seemingly inangible characer o he aeshec
experience, doomed o be exremely subjecve and ungraspable, can be analysed in
he line o he logical hinking which pursues in isel some cognive linking beween
hings and phenomena. This is being done in he rame o he Indian radion ha
deals wih aeshec experience as presened in he sixh book o he Naya Shasra.
However I will be mostly referring to Abhinavabhara which is the tenth century
commentary by Abhinavagupta, the Kashmiri logician, on the theory of rasa,रस. The
erm lierallymeans “a liquid, an exrac and avour necar, essence, ase”while in an
aeshec sense i is a cognive-emoonal process ha goes ar beyond he European
concep o a mere aeshec experience or i lifs and ranspors he specaors
owards he expression o ulmae realiy and ranscenden values. Accordingly, i
combines a pure aeshec pleasure wih enerainmen, kaharsis, learning and he
feeling of sacred. Susan L. Schwarz suggests rasa might be a taste of things to come in
the performance of the divine.1

In parcular I will be jusying he premise o my research hrough analysis
o he ninh rasa, called śana -rasa, , which is a kind o he aeshec
experience tantamount to the state of personal peace. It was Abhinavagupta himself
who extended eight original rasas discussed in the Naya Shasra by adding to them
a crown of the all rasas which is peace or tranquillity.

Methodology
A Sanskri erm Shan or Śan boh in Hindu and Buddhismediave pracces is

chaned hree mes o evoke hreeold peace in body, mind and spiri. In he Shivaic
philosophy he erm is reerring as well o ‘expelling evil”. The mehodological shif
rom linguiscs o phenomeono- logical aeshecs as advocaed by Roman Ingarden,
will allow o srucure he ow o one’s aeshec experience as such and o dene
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is onological parameers. Furhermore, he analycal ools o cognive psychology
and neurophysiology provide adequate terminology describing the human
emoons relaed o experience o Shan or Śan, ensuing rom conemplaon o
harmony, symmery and euryhmy. The reerence o he Ancien Greece aeshecs
will lend itself to a complex and interdisciplinary research strategy that would
jusy implemenaon o logical approach o measuring psychophysiological daa
underlying śana -rasa,शान्तिरस..

Results
In the Holy Scripture, be it the Vedas or the Bible, the term peace tends to be

equipollen wih he sacred, hus aeshec experience o peace or ranquilliy migh
induce he ow o he experience o he divine characer ha can assume in urn a
ransormaonal characer wih a signican impac on he human being. Thereore
he realm o he mundane can urn ino recognion o he divine realiy beyond he
realm o ordinary percepon. In consequence, he language o logics can race and
explain inerlinked condions o he overall process riggered by man’s encouner
with a piece of art, regardless its medium.

The Empness o Seven
Joachim Mueller-Theys

Independen scholar

mueller-theys@gmx.de

The biblical sory ha God creaed he world in jus seven days has been very
inuenal. I may be relaed o he seven days o he week. The incongruiy o
week and year has bohered he auhor since schooldays. I is ulmaely due o he
fact that 7 does no divide 365. We are concerned wih a number-heorec issue.
Obviously, the number of whole days of the year is divisible by 5. So 73 Buchholz
weekswith 5 days each synchronize week and year. Since weeks with 73 days are out
o queson and 73 is a prime number as well, his is he only way. However, there are
5 arihmecal or Buchholz seasons. Intercalary days remain necessary and must not
belong to any week. They might become “cosmic holidays”.

Unlike monh and oher human setngs, earh year and day are given naurally,
presupposing the existence of the sun, its light, and the earth (with the moon),
orbing he sun and sel-roang, which causes he change o day and nigh me.
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The uni o sunrise, dayme, sunse, dusk, nigh, and dawn deermines he day (in
one place) in a mos naural, qualiave manner, coinciding wih he period rom one
sunrise to the next.

What aboutworkingweeks?We found astounding analogies. A 3.5-dayworkweek
corresponds o he 5-day work week, since 3.5 ÷ 5 ? 5 ÷ 7. An equivalen disribuon
is: 4-13-2. Compared o he 6/7 work week, a 4/5 work week leads o some relie.
Recenly, a 4-day work week has been discussed: Here, he 3/5 work week would
correspond, since 3 ÷ 5 ? 4 ÷7.

With our ligh seasons, he solsces and equinoxes are midpoins, no sarng
points.

As is well-known, the statements of the hexaemeron are not in accordance with
science. The creaon o he world has aken billions o years.

The Dialecc oMaya as Transcending Trivalent logic
(Sadasadvilakshana)

Sreekala Nair
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Inamewhenpluralisc logic reigns supreme iwouldbe ineresng oge oknow
some ancien aemps rom he orienal radions along hese lines, he aemps in
which Logic and Religion join hands as allies o accoun or cerain onological enes
that transcend the empirical reality bounded by the binary system. Advaita Vedanta,
a philosophical system propounded by Acharya Sankara brings in a concept called
Mayawithin the ontological sphere of the system of Vedanta. This is a principle which
uncons as he roo cause o he phenomenal experience o he individual, he
basic ignorance, which is no onologically disnc rom he Absolue realiy, namely
Brahman, bu neverheless, uncons as he cause or he experience o a plural world
hiding the unitary nature of reality, which is of the nature of pure consciousness.
The principle of Maya thus accounts for the concealing of the true nature of reality
(avarana) and also projecs a alse world o pluraliy beore he phenomenal being
(vikshepa). In other words, the experience of this apparently real world is due to the
unconing o Maya / Avidya both at the individual level and at the trans individual
level. Ineresngly his principle has been given a peculiar logical / onological saus,
as one ha ranscends he hree possible logical posions: ruh, alsiy, and a
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combinaon o boh ruh and alsiy. To esablish his hesis Advains make use o a
prevailing doctrine called caushko used by he Madhyamaka Bauddhas o explicae
how Sunya ranscends he our logical quarers. Nagarjuna in his Mulamadhyamaka
Karika brings in this principle of cauṣkoṭi in order o dene he naure o Sunya,
the absolute reality. Countering the principle of erum non daur that everything is
either true, or false, causko speaks o our muually exclusive possibilies or any
proposion: Eiher

(1) it holds,
(2) it does not hold,
(3) it both holds and does not hold,
(4) i neiher holds nor does no hold  he our corners, which realiy

transcends.
Using this verry same principle of caushko propounded by Nagarjuna, Sankara

argues that Maya, the principle he proposed to account for the empirical world
logically / onologically occupies he ourh possibiliy, namely, neiher rue nor alse
(sadasadvilakshana). The Siddhi lieraure o he pos Sankara Advaia (parcularly
the Ishasiddhi and the Advaia siddhi) speaks vividly about the peculiar logical status
the principle of maya holds, as one neiher rue nor alse, nor a combinaon o
boh. The laer Advains also pronounce ha he release rom his primal ignorance
(avidyanivrt) will amoun o he aainmen o an onological sae, where he
individual transcends all the four possible quarters of logic (caushko vinirmuka).
The paper would crically examine he esablishmen o Maya/ avidya in he Siddhi
lieraure, borrowing argumens rom Vedanadesika, a 14th cenury Visisadvain.

Heinrich Scholz' Theory of Possible Worlds
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Heinrich Scholz (1884-1956) pu orward a varian o neo-empiricsm, he so-called
scienc meaphysics (Peckhaus 2022). Neo-posivis in naure, Scholz’s research
program called or he axiomazaon and ormalizaon o heories  as boh he
Vienna Circle and the Berlin Group for Empirical Philosophy did. In contrast to the
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oher neo-posiviss, Scholz wen urher: he argued or an equal reamen o he
metaphysical underpinnings of a science and of the theories they contain. The aim
o his paper is o conribue o a beer undersanding o he noon o meaphysics
as we nd i in Scholz, in parcular wih respec o is role in Scholz’ work on ormal
logic. Moreover, he goal is o read hese remarks boh in he conex o Scholz’ six
arcles o aih (1942)—he “heurisc background” (Peckhaus 2008) o his remaining
work—and his Philosophy of Religion (1921), and on the basis of unpublished works
by Scholz that have not been translated into English so far.

Scholz, a German Protestant theologian, philosopher, and logician, strongly
suppored he early 20h cenury so-called “scienc philosophy” movemen. He
developed a comprehensive research program o axiomazaon and ormalizaon o
theories, which, in contrast to the program of the Vienna Circle or the Berlin Group
or Empirical Philosophy, also included a meaphysical oundaon. While he hisory
o logical posivism is mosly well-researched, lile aenon has been paid o Scholz
and his program in the literature so far.

Concerning his meaphysics, Scholz, ollowing Leibniz, akes a concepon o
possible worlds o be he sarng poin o his meaphysics. Possible (no necessarily
acual) worlds consue he logical rame or any descripon o he real world. He
also introduces the term “Leibniz languages”, which Peckhaus (2008) describes as
“symbolic languages wih exacly dened means o expression. Each expression is a
nie sring o characers using a given symbolism according owell-deermined rules.
If the means of expression are restricted in such a way that (1) these expressions
always have sense, and (2) it is decidable whether the produced expressions are true
in all possible worlds (universally valid, allgemeingülg), hen L is called a “Universal
Leibniz Language”. A universally valid fundamental expression is called a Leibniz
Theorem.”

While the focusof this talkwill lieonexplainingScholz’s remarksaboutmetaphysics
and logic and he role ha he ormulaon o a “Leibniz Language” plays or boh,
I will end by discussing Scholz’ houghs on he limis o knowledge, parcularly as
we nd hem in his six arcles o aih (1942)  and also in his houghs abou he
philosophy of religion, and so-far untranslated remarks such as his comment that “god
is greaer han our houghs” (Meschkowski 1977, my ranslaon, on he occasion o
he Fesschrif or his riend Karl Barh).
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In he Orhodox Chrisan undersanding heosis can be said o be he puricaon
o he image o God wihin every human being. This puricaon is done by aligning
oneself with the center of unity, which is eventually God Himself. This alignment can
be undersood as a process o becoming: mulpliciy is gahered owards a cener o
ideny.

Beauty directs this becoming of being. There is no art for art’s sake in the Eastern
Orhodox undersanding o aeshecs. Beauy is a way o direc people owards a
focal point – the highest one being God who speaks everything into existence. On
he level o worldviews he Logos is he sel-reerenal nal auhoriy ha provides
episemic juscaon or our logical and mealogical asserons.

This runs conrary o hemore exisenalis atudes o ar as sel-expression. For
Niezsche, he rue ars is ree o all conormiy and socieal norms, and he orges a
new pah or himsel. Beauy direcs owards he overman ha assumes he posion
of epistemic authority in a world of clashing wills.

Technological eciency and hinking also has a disnc inuence on our
understanding of beauty. The amount of beauty can’t be measured and thus it
can’ be given a quanable value, hereore is exisence is no even oensive o
technological thinking – it’s meaningless.

To save beauty and properly understand the role of art, we must assert the
ruhulness o Chrisan heism. I is more common o say ha wihou God here
would be no objecve ruh or moraliy, bu wihou beauy we wouldn’ see heir
instances as they are. The role of beauty is to show being as it is, which in turn is the
prerequisite of knowing both truth and goodness.
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Believers inmonoheisc religionsbelieve in aGodwho is omniscien, omnipoen,
and all- good, who is present in existence and oversees the ups and downs of their
lives. Bu hese same believers, rom me o me, encouner he divine hiddenness
and seem to realize the absence of God in the universe or His disregard for their
own lives and those of other human beings. Some contemporary philosophers,
including Schellenberg, have ried o deny he exisence o a god o monoheisc
religions by relying on divine hiddenness or to make the existence of such a god
improbable. The presen arcle, in a descripve-analycal manner, examines wo
deducve and inducve argumens based on divine hiddenness and concludes ha
alhough divine hiddenness can challenge he religious belies o heiss, bu: Firs,
he presupposion o divine hiddenness, is an unaccepable presupposion due o a
kind o anhropomorphism, and also due o a misconcepon o how God is presen
and involved in naure and human lie. The God o monoheisc religions is no a
human-like being o expec human acon and reacon rom him. God is maniesed
in essence and hidden in essence, and some believers nd he presence o God in
their existence and life. Secondly, even assuming the divine hiddenness, the existence
o he God o monoheisc religions canno be denied or considered impossible;
Because God can test the believers both by His appearance and by His hiding, and
make their faith more complete and their religious experience richer.

Alhough divine hiddenness is an unjused evil or heiss, i canno be logically
concluded from divine hiddenness that there is no god or that

God isn’t omniscient, omnipotent, and absolutely good.
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The goal o paper is o build exension o logic hamodel religious inuion. Our
model is based on inuive choices ha hisorically orms he basis o inuion o
universal order and is hardly formalizable. To address this problemweneed to uncover
he paerns in he preceding implici learning. Since Bayesian decision-making and
raonal judgmens do no necessarily prescribe he inuive experiences o “knowing
without knowing how one knows”, for such aim we suggest to use the recently
developed non-commuave mul-valued logic operang wih he subjecve russ.
In this logic, the consequences depend both on the truthfulness of the clauses and
on heir order, and “he level o non-commuaviy” is dened according o humans’
belie bias: people sronger believe o he saemens ha o cerain evens assign
lower and higher chances, but weaker believe to the statements that to the same
evens assign inermediae chances. The resulng ordering o belies conorms o
non-commuave logic and heir non-disribuviy. In he las secon we discuss he
relaon beween logical non-commuaviy and religious inuion.

Conngen Ideny: The Holy Triniy as Counerpars
of God

Gustavo Henrique Damiani dos Santos
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Many people in Chrisan radion say ha he Holy Triniy is God himsel. Bu
God is one, while the Holy Trinity is three – i.e. (a) the Father, (b) the Son and (c) the
Holy Spiri. We could ake his saemen and posulae an ideny  as a bundle o
properes in leibnizian sense  beween hem; however hey would be jus one, no
three. Nonetheless, we surely do not say that the Father is the same as the Son or
he Holy Spiri. They are separaely hree, no jus one. In he oher hand, we surely
ake hem o be one, i.e. God. Thus, we have wo alernaves: (1) assuming ha God
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is conradicory, or (2) posulang a counerpar heory o lead wih his issue. In his
case, I will choose he second opon. Hence, he purpose o my alk is o avoid he
idea that God is contradictory and use a counterpart to deal with it.

Roughly, a counerpar relaon is a relaon o similariy: a counerpar o S from
the worldWα can be dened as he objec ha mos closely resembles S in another
possible world Wβ. Furhermore, hose relaons are no necessarily symmeric and
ransive. Hence, we can say ha God is boh he Faher, he Son and he Holy Spiri,
even hough hese hree hings are no idencal. They are counerpars o each
oher: (a) is a counerpar o (b) and (c), (b) is a counerpar o (a) and (c), (c) is a
counerpar o (a) and (b); bu hey are dieren individuals. They are relaed wih
one individual, i.e. God. Then, we have o deny he necessiy o ideny in avor o a
conngen ideny heory, because hey will no be he same in all cases. Thereore,
I will invesgae which accoun o conngen ideny explained by Ramachandran
(1990), applied to counterpart theory, is the best candidate to contemplate this issue
in he chrisan religious sudies.
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Jainism, an ancien Indian religious and philosophical radion, encompasses
profound intellectual and spiritual insights. Central to Jain philosophy are two key
branches o sudy: Tark Bhasha (he language o logic) and Pramanmimansha (he
heory o valid cognion).

We will delve ino he essence and signicance o Jain Tark Bhasha and Praman-
mimansha, shedding ligh on heir principles and conribuons o Jain philosophical
thought.
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Jain Tark Bhasha is a sysemac approach o reasoning and logical analysis wihin
he Jain radion. I provides a ramework or crical hinking, debae, and logical
inference, enabling scholars to explore and comprehend complex philosophical
concepts. It encompasses various logical tools and techniques, such as syllogism,
classicaon, and reuaon, o engage in rigorous inellecual discourse and arrive
a sound conclusions. Jains employs i o rene heir undersanding o he naure o
realiy, he sel, and he ulmae ruhs o exisence.

Pramanmimansha, on he oher hand, ocuses on he heory o valid cognion or
epistemology. It examines the ways in which knowledge is acquired, validated, and
caegorized in Jain philosophy. I invesgaes he sources o knowledge (pramanas)
and he dieren caegories o knowledge (prameyas), emphasizing a comprehensive
undersanding o realiy. Jain hinkers meculously examine percepon, inerence,
esmony, comparison, and non-percepon as means o ascerain he validiy and
reliability of knowledge, establishing the reliability of knowledge claims anddiscerning
the true nature of reality.

The combinaon o Jain Tark Bhasha and Pramanmimansha orms a robus
framework for intellectual inquiry and philosophical analysis within Jainism. These
disciplines contribute to the development of a logical and coherent worldview,
enabling Jains o engage wih complex philosophical quesons and arrive a well-
founded beliefs. Furthermore, the study of Tark Bhasha and Pramanmimansha
culvaes crical hinking skills, osering an open and respecul dialogue among
scholars and seekers of truth.

The Rise and Fall o Logical Posivism: A Crical
Examinaon o is Approach o Religious Language

Sławomir Szajer
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The paper is a crical examinaon o he approach o religious language ha
was developed by he leading represenaves o logical empiricism in he rs hal
of the 20th century. It mainly focuses on the members of the Vienna Circle but also
considers heir predecessors and connuaors. I argue ha he logical analysis o
religious language worked ou by 20h-cenury posiviss consues a new and
original achievement in the philosophical study of religion.
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Themain conribuon o logical empiriciss was o shif aenon rom he problem
o heraonaliy o religious saemens o he problem o meaning. According
o his approach, he raonaliy o religious belies can be sudied only i religious
statements have meaning. However, the logical analysis of religious language leads to
the conclusion that key religious statements are meaningless. The meaninglessness
o he religious language hesis proposed by logical posivissis a consequence o a
resricve crierion o meaning known as he vericaon principle. According o his
concepon, hemeaning o a proposion can be idenedwih amode o is empirical
vericaon. When applied o religious language, he principle was devasang in ha
i excluded mos religious saemens rom he se o meaningul uerances. The
cricism o logical posivism carried ou by analyc and connenal philosophers
demonstrated that the empirical criterion of meaning was not only in adequate when
applied o religion bu also excluded a subsanal par o scienc proposions.

The paper discusses he key enes o logical posivism and heir applicaon o
religious language. I ocuses on religious words and senences as primary objecs
o logical analysis aswell as on religious symbols and meaphors ha are dicul
o analyze logically. A subsanal par o he paper is dedicaed o he couner
argumens and criques o logical posivism’s view o religious language. Despie
he bankrupcy o he posivis program, he logical analysis o religious language
had a considerable inuence on subsequen philosophy o religion. Logical posivism
was a driving orce behind he linguisc urn ha ook place in he 20h cenury.
Conemporary discussions on religious language are sll under he inuence o
posivis concepons.

God, Exisence and Privaon: Fārābīand he Logic
o Theological Proposions

Ali Taghavinasab
Universiy o Lucerne, Swizerland

Seyedali.Taghavinasab@unilu.ch

In his discussion o Godʼs mode o exisence in he Summa Theologiae, Thomas
Aquinas states that when we assert that God exists, we use “exist” not to signify
he ac o exisng (acum essendi), but rather we employ it in a second sense that
signies he ruh o a proposion. Accordingly, he argues ha such a saemen is
logically equivalent to statements like “blindness exists”, since blindness is actually
a lack of existence, but it is true to say that some men are blind (Sum. Theol., I, q.
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48, a. 2, ob. 2 ad 2. See also Venmiglia: 2020). This way o addressing he episemic
saus o saemens regarding Godʼs exisence is no unprecedened in Arabo-Islamic
philosophy. Fārābī (d. 950 AD) has argued, well beore Aquinas, ha he saemen
regarding Godʼs exisence is logically equivalen o saemens ha signiy depriva-
ons such as blindness and voidness. The purpose o his presenaon is o explore
Fārābīʼs accoun o he logical srucure o saemens regarding Godʼs exisence as
i occurs wihin his discussion o he synacc/semanc consuens o bipare
and ripare logical senences, as developed in his Book o Leers (kīāb al-ḥūrū).
In he rs par, I will conexualize Fārābī’s discussion o he senses o being agains
is Arisoelian back ground. I is cusomary or he Arisoelian radion, ollowing
Aristotle’s discussion in Meaphysics Δ7, o ideny our sense o being: 1) being
per accidens, 2) being per se, 3) being as ruh, 4)being as acualiy and poenaliy.
However, Fārābī only recognizes wo main senses o being: 1) being as rue which is
a secondorderproperywhichdesignaes ha someconcep is insanaed,b)beingas
what is circumscribed by aquiddity outside the soul (kīāb al-ḥūrū, §89-90).This
accoun is enrely consisen wih Fārābī’s posion in his Risālahjawābmasa'ilsu'ila
'anhā in which he argues ha exisence is no a real predicae (Rescher: 1963). In
he second secon, I will delve ino Fārābīʼs discussion regarding he logical srucure
o bipare and ripare senences and he semanc dierences hey enail. Fārābī
saes ha, rom a synaccal perspecve, bipare and ripare senences can be
reconsruced in wo main inerrogave orms: a) Does X exis? b) Does X exis as Y?
Since being can be predicated in two ways, he concludes that there are, in general,
our orms o proposions (Ibid, § 211-212). He hen ocuses his discussion on
proposions regarding Godʼs exisence. He argues ha since we have no knowledge
o Godʼs real essence as a posive and acual being in he world, we are only able o
aribue he concep o being o God as a second-order propery. When someone
asks, “Does God exis?” hey are inquiring wheher he concep o God is insanaed
or, in other words, whether it is the case that God exists. Therefore, he asserts that
he proposion “God exiss” is logically equivalen o proposions ha indicae
privaons in he world, such as void and blindness. When someone assers ha he
void exiss, hey do no imply he exisence o a posive realiy ouside he world
possessing the property of being void. Rather, they simply mean that the concept of
void has been insanaed.
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In the religious context, the concept of free will expresses the possibility of an
unresrained, armave or negave response o he call ha God direcs o us. Free
will in his conex involves personal responsibiliy o God  no only or our acons,
but also for our decisions – even if some external circumstances prevented those
decisions from being carried out. The possibility of free will understood in this way
is closely relaed o he capaciy or iniang causal chains, hus is incompable
with the so-called causal determinism – the thesis that every event is the result of
previous events, occurring due to a causal mechanism established by the relevant
laws o naure. Thereore, I ake an incompabilis posion in relaon o he conceps
oulined in his way. A he same me, I argue ha here is a good argumen or
accepng his concep o ree will  and hus rejecng his orm o deerminism. This
argumen is based on he observaon ha ree willis a beer explanaon o cerain
facts than determinism.

Thebasic ac orwhich reewill is hebesexplanaon is he ac ha inmanycases
we are able o accuraely predic our own long-erm acons or he implemenaon
of complex schedules – on the basis that we have decided to do these things. The
compeng hypohesis says ha here is, afer all, a causal deerminan o hese
long-erm eecs, namely he neurophysiological correlae o making a resoluon.
I nd his hypohesis implausible.I is bound o posulae some neurophysiological
srucure (sae or process) wih a specic causal power, capable o mainaining ha
power or years o evenually produce is eec a a specic momen. Furhermore,
he exisence o his parcular causal deerminaon would have o be conscious: he
subjec may no know he mechanisms o is operaon, bu she is aware ha her
uure acon has jus been deermined by her resoluon.

The spulaon o such a causal connecon being esablished many years beore
he occurrence o he eec  correlaed, moreover, wih he subjec's knowledge
ha such deerminaon has aken place  is hardly plausible, considering ha such a
stable structure would suddenly appear in an open system like the brain, constantly
bombarded wih exernal smuli inerering wih inernal processes. From he
perspecve o scienc mehodology, i looks like a classic hypohesis ad hoc, lacking
any other explanatory purpose except to save determinism.

This incompabilis conclusion couners he expecaon ha could arise
in heology, in connecon wih aemps o reconcile human ree will wih he
omniscience and omnipotence of God. Popular understandings of the omniscience
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seem o sugges some orm o exernal deerminaon: God knows in advance wha
we will do laer. However, his suggeson should be rejeced. God is beyond me,
and God’s omniscience does no amoun o any orm o precognion. For God, every
moment is “now” and directly accessible to Him. God sees what we do, watching us
co-create the world with Him.

Anlogisms and Annomies: Comparing he Role
o Conradicon in Chrisne Ladd-Franklin’s Theory
o Deducve Reasoning and Semyon Frank’s Theory

oMyscal Discourse
Jason Van Boom

Universiy o Taru, Esonia
Irkusk Sae Universiy, Russian Federaon

jasonvanboom@gmail.com

This paper brings ogeher wo hinkers who are no ordinarily juxaposed:
Chrisne Ladd-Franklin (1847-1930), an American logician, mahemacian and psy-
chologis, and Semyon Frank (1877-1950), a key gure in Russian religious philosophy.
Ladd-Franklin inroduced he idea o he anlogism o ormal logic. Frank’s philoso-
phy, which he called annomic panenheism, emphasizes he role o annomy or
paradox in myscism and meaphysics. This paper argues ha hey made parallel
claims, highlighng waysk in which syllogisc logic and myscal language are boh
akin o and disnc rom each oher.

Ladd-Franklin (1883, 1928) argued ha all syllogisc gures can be reduced o
a single parasyllogisc gure, he anlogism. I consiss o wo muually consisen
saemens combined wih a hird ha conradics hem. Reducon o he anlogism
provides a single es o syllogisc validiy. I a syllogism is valid, hen i will produce
a valid anlogism, in which “wo universals mus have heir common erm o unlike
sign (once posive and once negave […]); bu eiher universal wih he parcular
mus have heir common erm o like sign” (1928: 533). Ladd-Franklin’s claim ha
every case o syllogisic validiy can be esed by reducon o he anlogism been
validaed, wih some modicaons o her argumen (Russino 1999). In addion,
Ladd-Franklin argued ha he anlogism is superior o he syllogism no only on
grounds of logical simplicity, but also because, in contrast to formal syllogisms, full
anlogisms occur naurally in everyday speech.
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Whereas Ladd-Franklin argued or he primacy o he anlogism in deducve
logic, Frank (1965 [1956]} held ha he undamenal orm o myscal discourse is
he annomy. A classic example is ha God is boh ranscenden and immanen. His
inspiraon was Nicholas o Cusa’s (1401-1464) docrine o coincidena opposiorum,
which he expanded to encompass not only language about God but also any
metaphyical reality, including human nature.

Bringing ogeher Ladd-Franklin’s and Frank’s posions enables us o rea
deducve reasoning and myscal discourse as parallel processes, simulaneously
made similar and disnc hrough he role o logical conradicon in each. On he
one hand, conradicon assumes a posive role in boh ypes o discourse as a
uniying and grounding uncon. On he oher, deducve logic and myscism ake
conradicon in dieren direcons. For he ormer, i leads o he decisive arma-
on or negaon o a comprehensible proposion. For he laer, conradicon leads
o super-raonal cognion/non-cognion o an incomprehensible realiy. In essence,
logic and myscism become complemenary ways o deplying conradicon.
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God’s omniscience (which is typically taken to contribute to God’s greatness) is
one of classic problems of philosophical theology. The aim of the talk is to discuss
is connecon wih a classic paradox in decision heory, i.e. Newcomb’s problem.
I has no been designed o discuss heological maers  bu i inspires ineresng
discussion concerning God’s foreknowledge.

In Newcomb’s problem there is a agent who chooses between two boxes A and B.
Box A is transparent and always contains $1,000 (the agent can see it). Box B contains
$1,000,000 or nothing.

Apart from the agent there is also a omniscient predictor (naturally interpreted as
God). If the predictor has predicted that the agent will take both boxes A and B, then
box B contains nothing. But if the predictor has predicted that the agent will take only
box B, then box B contains $1,000,000.

What should the agent do?
The problem has clear connecons o condionals, in a couneracual mode.

When rying o concepualize he problem we encouner condional senences like:

“If the agent were to take boxes A and B, then God would have
believed that one would take A and B.”

The saus o such claims is a noorious philosophical problem, in parcular i we
conceptualize it in termsofprobability. It ispossible topropose two–seeminglyequally
raonal  lines o argumenaon, each owhich gives a dieren recommendaon or
how he agen should ac in Newcomb's siuaon. One is based on so-called evidenal
decision theory (EDT) and the other on causal decision theory (CDT). Not going into
technical details (which will be kept to a minimum in the talk), the agent should try to
maximize a parcular value, depending on cerain probabilies. These values hey are
dened in a dieren way in he cases o EDT and CDT.

In he alk we discuss how he assumpons concerning he evaluaon o
probabiliy o condionals migh inuence he analysis o Newcomb’s paradox (in he
context of God’s omniscience).
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The concept of analysis is usually understood as a process of dividing and
organizing a complex problem ino smaller pars o achieve beer comprehension.
Such a general erm is used boh in sciences and humanies encompassing a variey
o meanings, orms, and realizaons in various disciplines.My presenaon aims o
reveal a horoughly dieren meaning o analysis ha one can nd in he works o
medieval Chrisan philosophers who developed heir houghs under he inuence
of Greek Neoplatonists.

Proclus interpreted analysis as a reverse of division (merismos). In theNeoplatonic
thought, in which reality is understood dynamically as processing from the First
Principle (he supersubsanal One/God) and reurning o I, a crucial role is played
by he noon o he reurn or conversion (episrophē), he momen when wha is
oncally lower redirecs owards he higher, as he objec o desire, love, and he
ulmae goal. The noon o analysis served as a synonym o episrophē concerning
he logical operaon ha allows o pass rom he diversiy o eecs o he uniy
o heir cause. Pseudo-Dionysius and his Chrisan ollowers no only adoped his
undersanding o analysisbu also applied i o he allegorical inerpreaon o he
Bible. Dionysius, Eriugena, and Hugh o Sain Vicor poined ou dieren meanings
of analysis. Firstly, the concept of analysis as a return is linked with God’s work of
redempon and resoraon. Secondly, he soul “analycally” approaches God by
conemplang scripural and sacramenal symbols. Thirdly, only Eriugena spoke o
analysis as an exegecal discipline consisng o unveiling he inellecual meaning o
biblical mos ha seem myserious and obscure.

The approaches o he hree Chrisan hinkers show how a primarily logical
concep gained a religious inerpreaon. Above all, hey demonsrae ha hrough-
ou he hisory o philosophy, he signicance o a noon mighhange o such an
extent that now it means almost the opposite of what it meant in the past.
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5. Workshops

Organizers: Jean-Yves Beziau and Caroline Pires Ting, Federal University of Rio
de Janeiro, Brazil

Keynoe Speaker: Franziska Kohlt, University of Leeds, UK and University of Southern
Caliornia, USA, “Lewis Carrollʼs Logic and Religion”

On the one hand symbolism is important in most religions, on the other hand
modern logic is ofen characerized as symbolic. This workshop, par o he 4hWorld
Congress on Logic and Religion, explores he relaon beween hese wo symbolic
approaches. Suggesed opics include  bu are no limied o  he ollowing:

• Boole's symbolicmahemacal noaon in logic and absrac religious noons,

RELIGIOUS SYMBOLISM AND SYMBOLIC LOGIC
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• Zoroasrianism's dualism, Pyhagoras's able o opposies, Triniy Chrisan
riangle, Islamic geomerical objecs and he heory o opposions,

• Yin/Yang and he noon o complemenary conradicon he symbolism o
he cross, crucixion, negaon and abnegaon,

• Venn symbolic logic, Venn diagrams and heir applicaon o undersanding o
religious phenomena,

• he universal quaner and caholicism as a religion or all,
• is he exisenal quaner really symbolizing exisence?
• Cabala symbolism and logic in Alice's Adventures in Wonderland by Charles

Dodgson, aka Lewis Carroll, deacon in the Church of England and symbolic
logician,

• logical “inerpreaon” o Gödelʼs proo o he exisence o God in symbolic
logic.
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This comparave sudy is going o prove ha a symbol o he cross is man’s
companion rom he very wiligh o he human civilisaon, mos probably orm he
very momen when a human being ook on he journey as a bipedal individual. As
a resul i is bipedalism ha deermined our space orienaon, backward, orward
and o he sides; our direconal movemens ha draw a shape o he cross. In he
beginning I present and discuss the earliest expression the idea of the cross expressed
as man’s mental concept that were found in the world by cultural anthropologist.
Then I ocus my research on developmenal symbolism o he Chrisan cross which
inially did no bear a gure o he crucied God’s Son, bumaniesed is direc origin
form the Hebrew temple priest’s Urim and Thummim, a device for obtaining oracles.
As we observe o he high pries’s ephod (an apron like garmen) was aached a kind
of a breastpiece or a pouch inlaid with 12 precious stones engraved with the names
o he 12 ribes o Israel. Such seems o be he very prooype o he early Chrisan
crux gemmaa, which bore obviously dieren symbolism aribued o he precious
stones used.

In addion I nd i imporan o disnguish semancs and menal conceps o he
Greek and the Roman crosses. The research is going to be concluded by a discussion of
an insrucve noons boh o he majesc and noble humaniy hawere inroduced
in cerain period o he Gohic ar wih he cerain represenaon o he Chris body
aached o he cross. I deal wih he divine humaniy o Chris and served as a
model o vicorious atude o he Man o Sorrow. This will be exemplied wih wo
pieces of art, the one is the 13th century Rood rom Kamień Pomorski, Poland, the
other, the 12th century Catalonian rood calledMajesa Balo, Spain.
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Seng Zhao (c.374-414) is a Chinese Neo-Daois who convered himsel o
Mahřayřana Buddhism. Few people doub his inuence on Chinese Buddhis philo-
sophy. In his arcle, provided his Neo-Daoism (xuanxue) and Buddhism, we will
inerpre how Seng Zhao eaured a symbolic meaning o he void (śřunya) as rooted
originally in Daoism.

To the end of ‘void’ in the name of ‘nothing’ (nihil), we will further elaborate on
his defence of ECN (ex conradicone nihil  nohing ollows rom conradicons) by
way o dialeccs and episemological accouns. Finally, by reconsrucng his Neo-
Daois approach o conradicons, we conclude he Mahřayřanic signicance o he
void.

Throughou he arcle, as applied o Seng Zhao’s approach, we will demonsrae
he ollowing Daois argumen or conradicons rom he Daodejing o Laozi:

1. ∀x(φ(Ψx ∧ ¬Ψx))
2. ∀x(□(Ωx ∧ Ωx) ⊃ Ωx ∧ Ωx)
3. φ(ς) ⊃ □(ς)
C. ∀x(Ψx ∧ ¬Ψx)

Any conradicon (Ψx ∧ ¬Ψx) wihin an ulmae and universal se o Dao (x)
is concluded by the inference of conceivability (operator φ) and necessity (operator
□). To his end, he conradicon (i.e. conrming he opposions, such as beauul/
ugly and good/bad) invalidaes he principle o non-conradicon. On our view,
i a conradicon is inerred in he argumen above, hen ECN. When nohing (no
proposion) is urher deduced (ECN), everyhing is assumed o be limilessly (or
trivially) realised as a predicate of the Dao in he name o ‘nohing’, he ulmae
void. Tha is, i he conradicon is conceived (P1) and necessiaed (P2) and here is
also pre-heorec implicaon (Ψφ Ψ□) for P3, then from this consequence nothing
does follow. We will defend this ECN in the Chinese Neo-Daoist and Buddhist context,
especially in the Buzhenkonglun o Seng Zhao.
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Silence is a diverse and intangible concept that we learn to interpret within the
context where it appears. Here we show that there are various knowledge areas
ha have sudied such phenomenon. We argue ha “silence” is a maniesaon
o inenonal communicaon. The sevenh hesis o he Tracaus o Wigensein
ocuses on linguisc silence: “Where o one canno speak, hereo one mus be
silent”.

We claim that some well known many-valued logics can be used to interpret the
noon o “silence”. So, we inroduce a new 5-valued paraconsisen logic ha we
nameMS. This logic is genuine and paracomplee, and has he new value ha is called
s aempng o model he noon o “silence”.

MS is a conservave exension o FDEe, a logic proposed by Pries. I one drops he
“implicaon” connecve romMS, one obains FDEe. I, on he oher hand, one drops
he ineabiliy value romMS one obains a well known 4-valued logic inroduced by
Avron. We presen some properes o his new logic.
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This proposed invesgaon analyses he conceps o complemenary (Yin/Yang
dualiy) and anhecal opposion wihin Chinese philosophy. A crical componen
of this inquiry involves comparing how Chinese and Western ontologies diverge.
Conrary o Plaonic or Kanan inerpreaons o 'essence' (ousia), he equivalen
erm inChinese languagedoesno reecanoonoan immuable subsance. Chinese
onology, insead, emphasizes a binary concep incorporang boh complemenariy
and conradicon, encompassed wihin he 'yin-yang' ramework and he principle
of 'li-qi'理氣 (inerpreed as principle and vial orce). This disncve philosophical
mehodology has signicanly exered inuence upon easern schools o hough.

The Chinese characers or ‘Conradicon’, 矛盾 (Máodùn), individually mean
a spear矛 (máo) and a shield盾 (dùn), hereby suggesng inrinsic opposion
comparable o Arisole’s Law o Non-Conradicon. The erm's eymology is derived
rom a moraliy sory ound in he Legalis ex wrien by Han Feizi (韩非子) from
he Warring Saes period (475-221 BCE).This narrave ells he sory o a Chu sae
merchan boasng abou his impenerable shields and inallible lances, only o be
lef speechless when asked wha would happen i his lance was used agains his
shield. The ale ends by nong he impossibiliy o boh he “impervious shields” and
“he penerave lances” exisng concurrenly. This parable exemplies he inheren
conradicon o wo proposions ha canno be simulaneously rue, bu could boh
poenally be alse.

Unraveling the logic inherent in Chinese thought, especially the paradox of
consistent similarity amidst constant change, presents a complex challenge. This
exploraon will rack he progression o he “opposion” symbols wihin Chinese
philosophy, rom he pre-imperial period in he fh cenury B.C. o is modern
maniesaons in he sociopolical landscape o weneh-cenury People's Republic
of China.

1 Postdoctoral research fellow – FAPERJ PDR10.
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LOGIC OF
RECONCILIATION
Sinaia 3-8 September 2023

“Un minuo de reconciliación ene más mério que oda una vida de amisad.”
“One minue o reconciliaon is worh more han a whole lie o riendship.”

Gabriel García Márquez, Cien años de soledad

Organizers: KaarzynaGan-Krzywoszyńska,Pior Leśniewski, AdamMickiewicz
Universiy, Poznań, Poland/Logica Universalis Associaon

Keynoe Speaker: Antonios Kalogerakis, Orthodox Academy of Crete

Tile o Keynoe Talk: Face-o-Face: Exploring a Pah o Reconciliaon Inside he
Naure
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WORKSHOP DESCRIPTION:

We invie you o submi absracs o heworkshop “Logic o Reconciliaon”, where
we wan o reec ogeher on he meaning and look or processes and adequae
procedures o reconciliaon.

We ollow his Spanish expression: “God always orgives, we orgive somemes,
butnaturenever forgives.” (“Diosperdonasiempre, loshombresaveces y lanaturaleza
nunca”) and therefore we believe that dialogical approach provides original, relevant
and proound inpu owards complex and dicul processes o reconciliaon.

According o Marn Buber, relaonships are creaed in hree spheres: in our lie
with nature, with people, and with intelligible forms. The misery of people is related
wih broken relaons wih all hese hree spheres, hereore we propose o reec on
reconciliaon wih naure, wih oher human beings (bu also wih onesel) and wih
God.

During he workshop we wan o ocus precisely on dialogical reconciliaon
because ha kind o reconciliaon does no require unicaon.

Topics include, bu are no resriced o:

• conceps o reconciliaon,
• models o reconciliaon,
• dynamics o reconciliaon,
• examples o reconciliaon,
• reconciliaon and religions,
• religious experiences o reconciliaon,
• dialogical reconciliaon vs. uniormiy and unicaon,
• reconciliaon wih he oher,
• reconciliaon wih onesel,
• reconciliaon wih naure,
• syles o reconciliaon,
• reconciliaon hrough ar,
• reconciliaon hrough dialogue,
• is here an alernave o reconciliaon?
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In the thirteenth century there was an expansion of the square when William of
Sherwood proposed an intermediate corner between the A corner and the I corner,
and is corresponding negave side beween he E corner and he O corner. In our
days i has been proposed (by Blanché and ohers) a hexagon ouside he square,
between the lower corners I and O, and the upper corners A and E. Thus, it has been
proposed o add new corners vercally and horizonally. Thus we have wo dieren
hexagons which may be combined in an octagon that integrates the new members.
The hexagon o opposion has had various applicaons in various elds o knowledge
where we can nd modal hexagons, episemic hexagons and even analogical
hexagons. We should noce ha here are squares such as he Deonc and Doxasc
squares which admi no Sherwood-ype hexagons. Sarng rom a Modal Square, we
can expand it to get a modal octagon which could be useful to show agreements and
disagreements in a dialogue between the theist and the atheist. In this talk I try to
se a dialogue where he wo parcipans show where hey can agree and where a
consensus is impossible. Is here no way o reconciliaon among hem? Perhaps we
could and we will explore dieren hexagons o answer his queson. In his gure D:
God does exis. Nec D v Impos D Nec D Nec -D D D Pos D Pos -D Pos D Λ Pos-D ~
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Jan Łukasiewicz said  logic is he ehic o hinking. Logical culure, proposed by
Ajdukiewicz implies clariy in hinking and he consequence o acng and hinking.
Logic is an ability that should pierce all aspects of life. It’s constant caring for the
qualiy o hinking. Inspired by he logical culure o Ajdukiewicz and he philosophy
o Franz Rosenzweig, Marn Buber and Paulo Freire I propose dialogical physical
culure: he possibiliy o reconciliaon wih he body, sel and ohers. I ocus on
Rosenzweig’s concep o philosophy o relaons; Buber’s basic pair o words: I-Thou
and I-I; Freire’s relaons o Oppressor and he Oppressed, banking educaon and
possibilies o liberaon. Alred Whie head in Religion in The Makingwroe: religion
is what an individual does with his own solitarness.

I analyze David Foster Wallace’s essay Tennis Player Michael Joyce’s Proessional
Arsry as a Paradigm o Cerain Su abou Choice, Freedom, Discipline, Joy,
Groesquerie, and uman Compleeness as an example of modern physical culture
and analogy o spors and religion. Then I discuss wo sories: oMary Cain, a runner,
and Lidia Yuknavitch, a swimmer and author of The Chronology o Waer. Their
examples esy o he possibiliy o reconciliaon wih he body, Naure and sel.
They are also prospects of how to build dialogical physical culture.
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In his paper I presen a comparave analysis o laer Merleau-Pony’s concepon
o hisory as “logic wihin conngence” and Hannah Arend’s unexplored hesis ha
hisorical realiy is “caused conngenly”. My aim is, mainly, o show ha here is in
boh hinkers a common aemp o reconcile conngency and necessiy in hisory
and, secondly, o bring o ligh disparies which poin o a dieren inerpreaon o
the nature of Being.

Merleau-Pony’s abandonmen o reduconis Marxism leads him o develop
an approach which interweaves historical tendencies with the appearance of the
fortuitous. In the Lectures at the Collège de France, he introduces the concept of
insuon. Now hisory is conceived as a milieu o lie, an inerrelaon beween
underlying causality and human freedom. I show how the interdependence of
insung acviy and insued sae allows or a cerain amoun o ree play wihin
he vecors o hisory, leading him o dene hisorical novely as “a ransormaon
that preserves [but also] surpasses”.

Concerning Arend, I ocus on her examinaon in The Lie o he Mind of Duns
Scous’ devoon o “save reedom” by paying “he price o conngency”. My
inenon is o demonsrae he imporance o his discussion in erms o Arend’s
undersanding o hisory. I sugges an inerpreaon ha allows or he deecon o a
heory o conngen causaon, alhough she is no enrely explici abou i. According
o Arend’s main assumpons (ormulaed in The uman Condion), human freedom
as pure inauguraon appears hrough acon and “hisory is… he oucome o acon”.
By realizing how Arend conceives human acon as he causave elemen in human
aairs, which condemns hem o conngency, I argue or an approach which srikes a
balance beween conngency and necessiy in hisory.

Despie heir common inenons, here remains some imporan discrepancies.
The ac ha Merleau-Pony’s perspecve does no allow or he emergence o he
radically new, reveals a divergence in he way hey boh reconcile conngency and
necessity. I argue that this divergence points to a deeper ontological level. By looking
ino heir respecve concepon o Being, I spo he suble dierences beween
he Merleauponyan “esh” and he Arendan “in-beween”, which jusy heir
conicng views on hisorical novely.
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Our alk presens wo general syles o reconciliaon based on Eugenio D’Ors
disncon beween classic and baroque eons (analogical constants) that correspond
o he opposion beween peace and reconciliaon, ollowing Reyes Mae. Baroque
is understood not as a historic style, but as a supratemporal analogical system. We
develop our proposion also on he basis o Alejo Carpener’s descripon o baroque
as a constant of human spirit.

Also we will briey presen hisorical and culural syle, wih baroque as culural
and dialogical style.

Afer Valéry and Traord logic is essenal par o dialogue and here is no
reconciliaon wihou dialogical relaons. Thereore, we will briey reec on he
role o logic in a process o reconciliaon.

A he end we consider he issue, how he baroque model o reconciliaon
consues a radical alernave o conic and vengeance, and also enables peace
and progressive improving o he relaon beween wo ormer opponens.
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Hai’s religious composion is ofen described as 90% Caholic (a vesge o
colonial France), 10%Proesan, and 100%Vodou. However, besides being labelled as
an evil praccemarked in blood and angry spiris, Vodou has been banned ormos o
Hai's hisory being Jean-Berrand Arisde, a ormer Salesian prieswho ransioned
ino polics and became he counry's rs democracally eleced presiden, who
nally graned he decenralized, non-scripure-based Vodou aih ocial recognion
in 2004.

As a naon, Hai’s raumac hisory can be raced back o is violen colonizaon
and the brutal treatment of enslaved Africans on its soil, arguably the Americas' most
infamously cruel slavery regime. Following a tumultuous struggle for freedom from
France  se in moon during a Vodou ceremony  Hai emerged as a sovereign sae
and he rs ever black republic being born ou o slavery in 1804.

Yet, ever since and up to this day, its path has been marred by extreme poverty,
polical insabiliy, episodes o violen mass unres or dechoukajs (or uprisings in
Haian Kreyòl), dicaorships, oreign inervenons, and a relenless onslaugh o
naural disasers, healh crises and severe environmenal degradaon.

A he surace, Hai's underdevelopmen is eviden. Deeper sll, lies a much
more proound and shared psychological scarring, wih long-lasng consequences,
perpeuang a relenless cycle o repeon, seemingly urning rauma ino an eernal
reenacmen o horric pas evens.

Wihin Vodou, misery and injusce is seeing no as no punishmen rom a
vengeful god (deism best explains Vodou’s supreme god Bondye, creator of all yet
unconcerned wih human maers) bu is raher a sign o broken relaonships and an
unbalance in he spiriual world in need o correcon via serving (and not praying or
worshipping) the spirits (Lwa) and the ancestral dead (Mo) who exist below Bondye.

Considering that in this belief system, among other important premises, a person
is ree o do as wish  ye also responsible or all he consequences my objecve is
o explore wha does bondage, realiaon, jusce, solidariy and orgiveness mean
according o he Vodou moraliy or ehical ramework? Wha are he Chrisan and
Arican inuences in Vodou’s undersanding o such conceps? And, ulmaely, o
examine reconciliaon in Hai hrough he lens o Vodou (as a spiriual pracce) and
is hisory as a naon.
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In my presenaon I will alk abou Polish religious reedom and is polical
oundaons, especially abou The Warsaw Conederaon and Henrician Arcles.
I would like o ocus on legal ways o prevenng yranny and he logic andmechanism
behind i. In my alk I will analyze originaliy o Polish 16h cenury Polical Docrines
promong olerance and dialogue in conraswih brual religious conics, especially
in France in he era o Reormaon. Moreover, I will emphasize some models o
reconciliaon ha, in my opinion, are no only o hisorical imporance, bu can help
us in rethinking religious tolerance of 21st century Europe.

The originaliy o Polish polical hough o consised in he srong belie ha
universal tendencies towards abuse of power and tyranny should lead us not
owards desperaon and violen conics, bu o preparing in advance procedures o
reconciliaon as well as mechanism ha preven and limi corrupon and monopoly
of power.
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Apar rom heir heologies and heopoecs logical dierences, religions presen
singular logics sysems concerning heir social pracces and services. The iner-
religious movemen, since is insuonal birh in he 1893 Parliamen o World’s
Religions, has been co-developing a connued ieraon o experimenal dialogues
beween dieren religious radions represenaves audied by civil sociey leaders
and scholars in order o diplomacally esablish inernaonal rule-o-law common
values compliance standards to facilitate world improvements, urgently needed,
such as: humaniarian services, solidariy economies, peacebuilding iniaves,
harm-reducon programs, academic research, aih-based organizaons susainable
developmen logiscs, science promoon, mul-religious lieracy courses, and aih-
inspired culural and sacred-naural heriage saeguard. This challengingprocess gifed
usawell-documened,busllunkowno hegeneralpublic, legacyoprinciplecharers
and guidelines, rom an ever-expanding ecosysem o iner-religious insuons, wih
vocabularies ha includes conceps, such as: nonviolence, golden rule, compassion,
respec, social economic jusce, consensus, values, undamenal moral atues,
trust, consciousness, responsibility, duty, global ethics, interdependence, peace
culure, joy, and reconciliaon. I would like o analyze wih you he dieren social
service logics implemened in hese dieren charers and wha could be heir logic
open science collaborave implemenaon as a op-level semanc web domain-
specic onology, or onological alignmen o oher domains onologies, o inquiry
he compliances ha i would creae or concerning religious relaed subjecs, such
as: UNESCO Theasaurus, Wikidaa, Iconclass and Gey vocabularies on religious ars,
he Semanc Ineroperabiliy To access Culural Heriage (STITCH) ineronology, he
Humanitarian Aid for Refugee in Emergencies (HARE), LexData, among others. With
his proposal I aim o undersand, in compliance wih inernaonal rule-o-law iner-
religious-based common values logics how open science labor ethics sustainable
development using open source consensus technologies may supply the open access
ontological repositories, such as the OntoCommons, with an inter-religious standard
or aih-based workers heurisc analysis and or echnologies, such as algorihmic
arcial inelligence (AI), meanwhile promong semanc web lieracy or he general
public with the support of religious studies, peace studies, cultural diplomacy studies,
and interfaith studies scholars for the common good.
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According o he Oxord Diconary, he erm “reconciliaon” has wo main
meanings. The rs one: an end o a disagreemen or conic wih somebody and
he sar o a good relaonship again and he second one: he process o making i
possible or wo dieren ideas, acs ec. o exis ogeher wihou being opposed o
each oher.

In my presenaon, I would like o underline a human conic wih onesel and
a process o reconciliaon wih onesel as an essenal acviy o regaining rus and
aih ‘in’ and ‘or’ human exisence. FollowingMarn Buber, he auhor o I and Thou,
I reduce Buberian relaon’s perspecve o wo subjecs o one person, where boh
I and Thou apply to the same person.

To speciy his peculiar human condion, I reer o prison lieraure and auhors
such as JózeMaria Czapski,Marn Luher King and Rosa Luxemburg. Themain gures
o polical and arsc lie were pushed o heir limis in prisons, concenraon camps
and gulags. But the crucial example here is Oscar Wilde and his text De Proundis.
As he saed: The wo grea urning-poins o my lie were when my aher sen me
o Oxord and when sociey sen me o prison. In a orm o a leer, he Irish poe
explained sep by sep he logical process o reconciliaon wih he gure o Jesus
Chris as he romanc-individualisc role model. All his happened a he breaking
point of his life, when his whole career and personal life were ruined, and Wilde
himsel creaed hemaserpiece in a penienary in Reading. Thawas he mewhen
the most genuine and sincere literature was born.
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APPLYING MATHEMATICS TO THEOLOGY

Keynoe Speaker: Mircea Dumitru, University of Bucharest
Organiser: Sanisław Krajewski, University of Warsaw

The workshop “Applying Mahemacs o Theology” will be devoed o he
problem o mahemacal models, conceps and inspiraons ha have inuenced or
can inuence heology and religious sudies. Also papers arguing or he impossibiliy
o such applicaons or he misleading characer o aemps o apply mahemacs o
theology are welcome.

Here are the papers by the undersigned that can introduce some of the relevant
opics:
Sanislaw Krajewski, Mahemacal Models in Theology. A Buber-inspired Model o
God and is Applicaon o Shema Israel, Journal o Applied Logics 6(6), 2019, 1007-
1020.
Sanislaw Krajewski, Is Mahemacs Conneced o Religion? In: Sriraman B. (eds)
Handbook o he Hisory and Philosophy o Mahemacal Pracce. Springer, Cham.
hps://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-19071-2_77-2 - o appear.
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The philosophical and theological dimension has always been inherent in
mahemacs. I or he Pyhagoreans and Neoplaoniss he number isel had a
divine saus, hen inmonoheisc religions God is idened wih acual inniy. So in
Judaism, one o he common names or God is Ein-So (Inniy). One o he adherens
o he mahemacal comprehension o God as Innie was Nicholas o Cusa. The
undamenal changes in mahemacs brough abou by he scienc revoluon o
the 17th and 18th centuries led to the need to reassess the theological dimension of
nie and innie numbers. In his repor, we will consider hree conceps o number,
formulated at the end of the 19th century by Georg Cantor, Hermann Cohen and
Edmund Husserl. All o hemwere made a he same me in wo German universies
- Halle and Marburg. Despie he similariy o opics, he religious and philosophical
aspecs o he eachings o hese auhors are srikingly dieren. For Canor, he
discovery o ransnie numbers had a clear heological meaning, conaining many
disnc innies in Divine realies. This demonsraed diversiy o spiriual realiy.
Cantor discussed in detail the religious aspects of his set theory in correspondence
wih mahemacians and heologians. Husserl considered he problem o number in
he realm o subjecviy. In his rs works “On he Concep o Number” (Über den
Begri der Zahl, 1887) and “Philosophy o Arihmec” (Philosophie der Arihmek,
1891), he considers number as a srucure o subjecviy. Mahemacal problems
permeae Cohen's work rom he very beginning o his philosophical acviy, when
he wroe “Plao's Docrine o Ideas and Mahemacs” (1878) o his las work,
“The Religion of Reason” from the Sources of Judaism (1919). If in the book The
“Principle o he Mehod o Innesmals and is Hisory” (1883) Cohen explores he
dierence beween he conceps o Newon and Leibniz regarding inniesimals,
hen in “The Religion o Reason” he gives his mahemacal ideas a heological
inerpreaon. The main dierence beween Cohen and he wo named auhors is
ha he is no ineresed in he mahemacal srucure o he spiriual world, bu in
he mahemacal inerpreaon o he process o approaching God. The philosophy
and heology o Cohen is dynamic. I is ineresng ha hese hree mahemacal-
philosophical doctrines became the basis of three important trends in the philosophy
of the 20th century.
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We reconsider he issue o he role omahemacs in Franz Rosenzweig’s amous
heological-philosophical rease The Sar o Redempon, taking into account
Mahew Handelman’s recen conribuons, in which he is arguing ha he use o
mahemacs by Rosenzweig was essenally more han a ‘meaphor,’ or an ‘analogy.’
In addion, he insighs o Norber Samuelson are used as well as oher scholarship
devoed o Hermann Cohen and his suden Rosenzweig, wihou disregarding crical
atudes omahemacians o boh Cohen and Rosenzweig.

How is it possible to resolve the problem arising from contradictory opinions
regarding Rosenzweig’s and Cohen’s use o mahemacs? A naural way ou is
proposed: while mahemacs is essenal or The Sar in the context of discovery, it is
no essenal in he conex o juscaon.
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“I bleed, or my knee bleeds”: According o some pars o Eleonore Sumpʼs
recorded lecture at the Logic & Religion Webinar in December 2022 with its discus-
sion, I “borrows” he propery o bleeding rom is knee hen. More generally, some-
body bleeds i some o is consuens bleeds: bleeding is “borrowing”.

We could ormalise he opos generally, based on rs-order logic wih descripve
predicate symbols C (2), P (1). We rs dene P-consuens:
x CP y :↔x C y ∧ Px . Next is having P-consuens: PC x :↔ ∃y y CP x . Now we can
deermine “borrows” and “borrowing”:
D. (i) x Bor'C P :↔ (PC x→ Px) ;

(ii) Bor'CP :↔∀x x Bor'C P .
We are ready o rea he inial example. Le Bor'C P (“bleeding is 'borrowing' ”),

d C c (“my knee is part of me”). Now suppose Pd (“my knee bleeds”). Thence d CP c ,
whence PC c . Since, parcularly, c Bor'C P , viz.
PC c→ Pc , by modus ponens, Pc (“I bleed”). If, conversely, Pc , then, since bleeding is
“lending” too, PC c . Properes need no be “borrowing”:
Integers >1 have prime factors, but may not be prime.

We ound ha somehing having posive and negave consuens canno
“borrow” a propery and is negave a he same me:
T. ±PC x→ ¬ x Bor'CP, -P .
The proo/derivaon proceeds by conradicon.
C. ±PC→ ¬ Bor'C P, -P .

Basically, borrowing is transferring. If the “loan” is some property,
(Px← Py)↔ x ⊇P y accords.

Thereore simulaneous lending & borrowing corresponds o ≡P surprisingly,
which we introduced to specify equaliy (see e. g. “The Inhomogeneity of Concepts”,
The Bullen o Symbolic Logic 28 (2022), pp. 602-3).

In our case, x borrows P rom some par o isel:
x BorC P :↔∃y (x ⊇P y ∧ y C x) .

How are x Bor'C P and x BorC P related whatsoever?
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Nicholas o Cusa (1401-1464) and Georg Canor (1845-1918) are presened as wo
hinkers who producvely combined mahemacs and heology. In he alk I am only
marginally ineresed indiscussing apossible inuenceo heolder on heyounger, bu
raher in comparing and disnguishing he inenons and argumenaon srucures.
Indeed, a rs glance, here are sriking parallels beween Cusanus, heologian,
philosopher, and church reformer on the cusp of modernity, and Cantor, one of the
cenral gures o mahemacs on he cusp o mahemacal moderniy  despie
he grea emporal disance. In parcular, he concep o inniy is in the center of
ineres or boh hinkers. For Cusanus, ‛inniy’ is cenral o arculae his concep
o God, a leas in his early wrings  laer i loses is cenraliy a lile bi. Moreover,
his mahemacal ineres ocuses on he problem o squaring he circle (and on ha
of incommensurability in the context of astronomy), so it is also strongly related to
(mahemacal) inniy. And Canor, on he oher side, is amous or his ransnie se
heory which opens he door o a new eld o mahemacs and a concepual rame
ormahemacs as a whole. Bu also Canor ried o reec his revoluonary conceps
rom a philosophical, i.e., meaphysical perspecve. Furhermore, reexions on (he
appearance) of conradicons play an essenal role or boh hinkers as he ransion
poin beween mahemacal and heological discourse. For Cusanus, wih he gure
of a ‛coincidena opposiorum,’ transcending the Aristotelian principle of excluded
conradicon is one o he basic premises o his heology. Canor, on he oher hand,
sees in he annomies o se heory a sign o he limi o human cognion and a
possibiliy o ransion ino a religious discourse. Here he conesses an “absoluely
innie” beyond any recognizabiliy. Despie hese imporan similaries, however,
on closer examinaon also essenal dierences concerning he srucure and qualiy
o argumenaon become apparen. On he basis o a srucural comparison o hese
wo auhors we ry o develop some crieria or a ruiul inerrelaon o heology and
mahemacs.
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Vladimir Lossky, one o he mos inuenal Orhodox heologians o he rs hal
o he 20h cenury, once menoned in passing: “The uniy o he angelic world is
[...] compleely dieren rom ours [i.e. human—V.S.]. One may speak of the ‘human
species,’ that is to say of countless persons possessing the same nature. But the
angels, who are also persons, have no unity of nature. Each is a nature, an intelligible
universe. Their uniy is hus inorganic and, one may say by analogy, absrac: ha o
he ciy, he choir, he army, uniy o service, o uncon, o praise, in sum, uniy o
harmony. In this way one may esablish remarkable similaries beween music and
mahemacs on one side, and angelic worlds on he oher” [1, p.81, italics is mine].
It was said in one of his lecture courses published only posthumously, so we have no
references or other comments to this passage.

Is it possible to unpack this alleged similarity and trace its roots in the theological
radion? This way o connecng mahemacs wih Chrisan heology was discussed
and elaboraed by Alexei Parshin, a Russian mahemacian and well-known specialis
in arihmec geomery [2]. Parshin’s inerpreaon is based on Alexei Losev’s and
Pavel Florensky’s ideas. I we suppose ha he number o angels is acually innie,
as Florensky did [3, p. 353], and the number of levels in the angelic hierarchy is also
acually innie, as Parshin did, imay make he whole sory a non-rivial one rom a
mahemacal poin o view [2, pp. 145-146]. Can i be also made heologically non-
trivial and help in the development of angelology?
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According o Augusne, absrac objecs are ideas in he Mind o God. Because
numbers are a ype o absrac objec, i would ollow ha numbers are ideas in
he Mind o God. Le us call such a view he Augusnian View o Numbers (AVN).
In this paper, I present a 1st order, extensional, formal theory for AVN within non-
well-ounded se heory. The heory sems rom he symmery concepon o
God as it appears in Studtmann’s Divine Fracal (Philosophia, 2021). I show that
Robinson’s Arihmec, Q, can be inerpreed by he heory in Sudmann’s paper. The
inerpreaon is made possible by idenying he se o naural numbers wih God,
0 wih Being, and he successor uncon wih he essence uncon. The resulng
heory can hen be augmened o include Peano Arihmec by adding a se-heorec
version o inducon and a comprehension schema. In addion o hese ormal
maers, he paper provides a characerizaon o he mind o God. According o he
characerizaon, he Being essences ha consue God’s mind ac as boh numbers
and represenaons  each has all he properes o some number and encodes all
he properes o ha number’s predecessor. The concepon o God ha emerges
by he end o he discussion is a concepon o an innie, ineable, axiologically and
meaphysically ulmae eny ha conains objecs ha no only serve as numbers
bu also encode inormaon abou each oher. As an axiomac mahemacal
approach to God, the theory presented in this paper provides a counterpoint to
Gödel’s axiomac reamen o God. Whereas Gödel axiomazed he Leibnizian
God, which is par o he Anselmian maximalis radion, he heory in his paper
sems rom he neo-Plaonic divine Mind, a concepon o God ha has beauy as is
concepual oundaon and ha shows up in many laer hinkers including Augusne,
Luria, Hegel, and Royce. Moreover, whereas Gödel’s axiomazaon is second order
and inensional, he axiomazaon in his paper is 1st order and extensional.
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Caegory heory, originally creaed o model mahemacal sysems, has ound
increasing applicaons o modeling sysems ouside o pure mahemacs (Fong and
Spivak 2019). This paper proposes some sarng poins or modeling how readers
inerpre biblical exs in erms o caegory heory. The movaon or our sudy is he
curren semioc urn in religious sudies (Boom and Põder 2021) and he applicaon
o mahemacs o he semioc analysis o devoonal exs (Galoaro 2023). Our
poin o deparure is he analysis o linguisc objecs ino expression and conen
(Hjelmslev 1969 [1943]), which was developed ino Meaning-Tex Theory (MTT)
(Bolshakov and Gelbukh 2004). However, o he dyad o expression and conen we
add a hird elemen: eec. When a reader engages wih a ex (i.e., as expression-
conen sysem), he ex yields an eec, wheher cognive, aecve or behavioral.
Hence, “he lie o a ex” is a riad o expression-conen-eec, which is easily
treated as a category.

We apply his caegory heorec inerpreaon o conen-expression-eec
(i.e., exual pragmacs) o he parisc radion o “senses o Scripure” and
conemplave reading. Hence, his sudy conribues o inerdisciplinary approaches
combining mahemacs, semiocs and heology.

Caegory heory aciliaes modeling complex inerpreave processes. For
example, in parisc andmedieval exegesis, a biblical passage can have diverse senses
(levels of meaning), such as literal and anagogical senses. We treat any given passage
as an expression set (i.e., a set whose members are words, sentences, etc.) which
can map ono a conen se (i.e., a se consisng o unis o inormaon or meaning).
The reader can map an expression se ono any conen se, wih each exegecal
method represented as a morphism. Any mapping of expression onto content leads
o a pragmac eec, which is isle a composion or complexmorphism.We can hen
represen complex inerexual connecons and chains o associaons as caegories.
Auocommunicaon, a ype o conemplave reading in which he reader recodes
a textual code, is represented as a dual (or even higher degree) composite morphism.



77Sinaia, Romania — September 3-8, 2023

On the Relevance of the Neo-Platonic Theology
o Pyhagorean Arihmec Pracce

Ioannis Vandoulakis
The ellenic Open Universiy, Greece

i.vandoulakis@gmail.com

The Pyhagorean arihmec radion represens a signican inellecual curren,
characerised by a specic approach o he consrucon o arihmec, which
originaes in he early Pyhagorean pracce o pebble arihmec and is an alernave
to that of the Euclidean Elemens. In conras o he Euclidean syle o arihmec
reasoning, he Pyhagorean syle is prooess visual reasoning over concree objecs
o combinaorial characer based on niary recursive denions [Vandoulakis 2009].

However, in he Neo-Pyhagorean works, where his syle is pracsed,
arihmec reasoning is blended wih meaphysical ideas o various origins (Plaonic,
Aristotelian, and others), which are further advanced in other works called “theology
o arihmec.”’ For insance, Nicomachuso Gerasa, he auhor o he amous
Inroducon o Arihmec, also wrote another lost work,The Theology o Arihmec,
presumably devoed o he meaphysics o arihmec. A similar work is ascribed
to Iamblichus, known as the Theologoumena Arihmecae. Iamblichus also wrote
an Inroducon o Arihmec, presumably similar to Nicomachus’s corresponding
rease. Thus, arihmec and meaphysics o arihmec are combined in he Neo-
Pyhagorean radion. Furhermore, “heology” isel is sysemacally advanced
by Proclus in his work The Elemens o Theology, which includes topics relevant to
Pyhagorean mahemacs.

The queson arises as owhich exen he eclecc Neo-Pyhagorean ‘meaphysics
o arihmec’ is relaed o he ‘empirical’ logic underlying he Pyhagorean
arihmecal pracce. We will show ha some o hese meaphysical views ally wih
he Pyhagorean arihmecal reasoning and could be inerpreed as a “Pyhagorean
philosophy o arihmec.” In conras, oher views are speculave Neo-Plaonic
advances incompable wih he Neo-Pyhagorean syle o arihmec reasoning.
Theyare no derivable by philosophical reexion upon he Pyhagorean arihmecal
pracce bu represen a biased Plaonised inerpreaon o he Pyhagorean
arihmec.
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CONCEPTS OF GOD:
CONSISTENCY, INCONSISTENCY, AND PARACONSISTENCY ISSUES

Keynoe Speaker: Richard Swinburne (University of Oxford, UK)

Organizaonal Commiee: Ricardo Sousa Silvestre, Federal University of Campina
Grande, Brazil (chair);
Abbas Ahsan, University of Birmingham, UK;
Daniel Molto, University of Sussex, UK;
Alan Herbert, Oxford Centre for Hindu Studies, UK.

Topics include, bu are no resriced o:
• Is the concept of Godconsistent?
• Individual and join (in)consisency o divine properes
• The role o consisency in he debae on he raonaliy o heisc belie
• Paraconsistent approaches to the concept of God
• Paradoxical accouns o God (and heir soluons) in world religious radions

(e.g. he docrine o Triniy in Crisaniy, bhedabheda accouns in Indian
religious radions and God's essence and aribues in Islam)
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Leibniz's unpublished ex, Reecon o Bellarmine's rac on ree will and Grace
saes, “The damnaon o he innocen is indeed possible in isel, or somehing ha
does no imply a conradicon; bu i is no possible or God… For we do no need o
examine the whole harmony of things in order to knowwhether God is going to damn
someone innocen eernally.” Leibnizian scholars such as RoberMerrihewAdams and
Michael V Grin aemp o decipher wha exacly his ex means. For he ormer,
he argues ha i he damnaon o he innocen is possible hen here is a possible
world in which he innocen are damned. For he laer, he argues ha he damnaon
is possible intrinsically but it is impossible extrinsically since it is inconsistent with God
who is necessary. Alhough boh Adams and Grin aemp omake sense o his ex
hey boh do no correcly inerprewha Leibniz is saying here. In parcular, he wo
are not including some important theological background and logical components
that Leibniz uses and adheres to that would assist in deciphering what this text is
rying o say. For his reason, my aemp in his paper is o pinpoin he missing
heological background ha Adams and Grin seems o be missing and argue ha
such missing background is he heological inuence ha he works o Boehius and
Molina had on Leibniz. From here I would give he logical componen o Leibniz’s
thought and show that

a) by having Leibniz’s Boehian background, we see ha he damnaon is
possible since individuals for Leibniz have the freedom to do the contrary
however because of God’s foreknowledge God has the certainty of what we
would do with our free will; and

b) by Leibniz having a Molinisc background, we see he damnaon o he
innocent is impossible for God since, through God’s understanding – middle
knowledge, simple intelligence or knowledge of vision, God knows what the
individual has in its concept and cannot change that which he knows is in their
concept.
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Negave heology as a logical possibiliy
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Negave heology is an imporan eaure o heological and philosophical
hough across various radions. By manipulang language and is rules in ways
ha are ofen on he edge  adopng paradoxes, mea-language, and possibly
paraconsisency  negave heologies manage o disclose dieren levels o under-
sanding and experience o heir conexual worldviews. In all hese cases, he subjec
and he objec, or he grounding (e.g. God, he Buddha, he Docrine) are reimagined
and presened in ambiguous ways. In parcular, his seems o be rue o soeriology
and he way i is srucured hrough he various levels o negaon and subracon,
which lead to the via negava. Auhors rom he Chrisan radion (such as Pseudo-
Dionysius, Meiser Eckhar, and John o he Cross) as well as rom he Buddhis one
(Nagarjuna and some lae Madhyamaka-inuenced schools) will be discussed in
order o show dieren orms o negaon and o logical operaons. Wha will be
proposed is ha hese negave heologies are logical possibilies ha emerge rom
he dialeccal process o heologico-philosophical elaboraon, as well as sraegic
echniques ha ofen lead o a deeper perceived experience o he pah.

Goodness and a Mormon God
Michael Cevering

Sain Louis Universiy, Missouri, USA

michael.cevering@slu.edu

The longsanding Mormon concepon o God includes our heses: (i) he
Mormon God is a corporeal, nie being o whom maximal perecons are ascribed;
(ii) he Mormon God was once human, having undergone a deicaon process under
he direcon o anoher deiy; (iii) he Mormon God belongs o an innie regress o
deies, each having undergone a prior deicaon process; (iv) every human being
belonging o his earh is undergoing a similar deicaon process under he direcon
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o heMormon God. And ye, in spie o he nie period in which he has been divine,
canonizedMormon scripure declares ha heMormon God is he source o all Good
in this universe.

This declaraon is accompanied inMormon houghby addional scripural claims
ha challenge hesis (i): God is described as corporeal, and hen elsewhere described
as he lie, ligh, and law o various universes. These paradoxical descripons invie
speculaon as o how a corporeal, nie deiy can be (and could have become) he
source o universal Good. How could a nie eny once subjec o he moral whims
o anoher deiy become he source o moral value and obligaon or he subjecs
o his parcular universe? I argue ha Mormons should adop hree conroversial
meaehical heses o adequaely answer his queson.

Firs, Mormon meaehics should enerain a moral an-realis posion: in
he Mormon cosmos, here mus be no ulmae/ranscenden moral ruhs. The
Mormon cosmos mus be primordially morally ‘empy’, so o speak. As such, he gods
comprising he innie regress are no (hemselves) subjec o ranscenden moral
truths.

Second, Mormon meaehics should append is heory o moral empness
wih a concepon o a God who is (i) maximal in perecons and (ii) social in he
maniesaon and implemenaon o his perecons. Given he primordial moral
empness o he cosmos, Mormon heology should enerain he possibiliy ha
humaniy’s moral values and obligaons are mediaed by God and derivave o an
ancesral, communal Goodness coeernal wih he inniely regressing communiy o
gods. Accordingly, each deity is themoral ‘hub’ – the source of moral phenomena and
obligaon  in ha universe in which hey are ‘Legislaor’.

Third, heMormonconceponoGodshould includeaunique ormovolunarism:
specically, a Zagzebski-inspired movaon-based heory wherein God’s moves
ground our moral values and obligaons.

Furher inquiry (vis. Goodness and he gods) and he resoluon o various
concomian issues requires invesgang henaureodivineniudeas i’s presened
in Mormon hough.
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One soluon o he Logical Problem o he Triniy (LPT) is he Triniarian heology
of Gregory of Nyssa presented in Ad Ablabium. According to Gregory word ‘God’ is
an agen noun similar e.g. o ‘rheor’ or ‘poer’. God is an agen perorming some
acviy (energeia) o a special ype (call i ‘godding’). So ‘is God’ in LPT should be
inerpreed as ‘perorms an acviy o godding’. Gregory also suggess a non-sandard
principle o counng agens: x and y are he same agen i x and y perorm he same
acons. Since God is some kind o agen and, according o he docrine o inseparable
operaons, Persons o he Triniy perorm all acons ad exra ogeher, i ollows ha
Persons are the same God.

Branson (2014) proposed a ormalizaon o his soluon o LTP and proved is
consisency. My goal is o make i resisan o cerain philosophical and heological
objecons and o reec Gregory’s hough even more accuraely.

Firsly, I propose o ormalize 'is God' by reerring no o acon (energeia) bu
to the power (dynamis) to act. It would be wrong to claim that God cannot be God
beore he acs owards he world. This change does no signicanly aec he logic
o he soluon. The Faher is God because he has he power o ac divinely  so does
the Son and the Spirit.

Secondly, I propose ha he crierion o agen ideny reers no, as Branson
wants, to the existence of a single act of 'godding' shared by the Persons of the Trinity,
bu o having all acons in common. This crierion allows more han one divine
acon, and s beer wih Gregory's ex. Moreover, i seems less ad hoc because i
is similar o he ideny crieria reerring o he ideny o causal roles proposed by
e.g. Mumord (2003).

Thirdly, conrary o Branson, I propose o disnguish beween acons (energeia)
and heir eecs (ergon). Making his disncon allows o make he uniy o acon
sronger or weaker, depending on he inerpreaon o Gregory's ex.

Bibliography
M.R. Barnes, The power o God: Dunamis in Gregory o Nyssa's Triniarian heology, CUA

Press, 2001.
B. Branson, B. The logical problem o he Triniy. Disseraon, Universiy o Nore Dame,

2014.
S. Mumord, Disposions. Clarendon Press, 2003.



83Sinaia, Romania — September 3-8, 2023

Reerenal Opaciy and he Communicao
Idiomatum
Todd DeRose

The Ohio Sae Universiy, USA

derose.28@buckeyemail.osu.edu

Recent scholarship –most notably by Christopher Beely – has brought into sharper
ocus he essenal role o he communicao idiomaum (CI) in Christological history.
The CI is “a paern o cross-predicaon” according o which he second person o he
Triniy is he rue subjec o all saemens ha predicae properes o (or ascribe
acons o) eiher Christ qua human nature or Christ qua divine nature (see Beely
2016). To pu imore clearly, “in ordinary language all he properes o a subjec are
predicaed o is person; consequenly he properes o Chris's wo naures mus be
predicaed o his one person, since hey have only one subjec o predicaon” (Maas
1908).

There are heological dierences, some along denominaonal lines, wih respec
o he legimacy o cross-naurepredicaon. These dierences have played imporan
roles in the miaphysite controversies as well as the development of divergent
Eucharisc meaphysics. For presen purposes, however, I will enrely bracke he
issue o cross-naure predicaon. My ocus, insead, will be on a class o predicave
saemens where he “sandard” CI appears no o apply: saemens ha predicae
into a reerenally opaque conex (ROC). A ROC is a linguisc conex in which he
subsuon o one co-reerring expression or anoher does no guaranee ha he
saemen will reain is ruh-value. Consider he ollowing:

1. Mea-Linguisc Expressions
a. “Jesus was so-named a birh by Mary and Joseph.” (TRUE)
b. “The second person o he Triniy was so-named a birh by Mary and

Joseph.” (FALSE)
2. Intensional Expressions

a. “Thomas doubted that Jesus is divine.” (TRUE)
b. “Thomas doubted that God is divine.” (FALSE)
Les i be objeced ha hese examples involve “exrinsic” properes o which
the CI was never intended to apply, there is at least one more type of ROC to
consider:

3. Modal Expressions
a. Legimae Inerence: “The human naure o Chris is composed omaer”

(TRUE) hereore “The person o Chris is composed omaer” (TRUE).
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b. Illegimae Inerence: “Necessarily, he human naure o Chris is
composed o maer” (TRUE), hereore “Necessarily, he person o Chris
is composed omaer” (FALSE).

There are, o be sure, already a variey o “excepon” cases o he CI. Mos o
them involve statements that either subtly insinuate heresies (such as Arianism
or Nesorianism) or which amoun o a denial o he hyposac union in he rs
place (such as “the divine nature did not die therefore Christ did not die”). To the
bes o my knowledge, however, no similar excepons or ROCs have ye been
recognized.

There are wo main lessons here. Firs, alhough he orhodox sysemac heo-
logian should obviously abjure monophysism, he claim ha here is “no conusion”
between Christ’s two naures does not imply that there is “no confusion” in Christ’s
modal prole owing o he union o hese wo naures. Second, any applicaon o
he docrine o appropriaons o he second person o he Triniy mus exercise grea
cauon in any conex resembling he examples I have given above.

Descartes on the Ground of Necessity
Florent Dumont
Universiy o Oxord, UK

oren.dumon@exeer.ox.ac.uk

Descartes' views on modality are among the most discussed by his commentators
in he pas decades. A signican par o his discussion concerns Descares' grounding
thesis. This is Descartes' thesis that logical possibility and necessity are grounded in
God's volion. According o Descares, he dependence omodaliy on God's ree will
enails ha God could have made conradicons rue. This is, in a nushell, Descares'
docrine o he creaon o eernal ruhs. On he seemingly harmless assumpon
ha some sae o aairs φ can be brough abou i and only i φ is logically possible,
he claim ha God could have made conradicons rue seems o enail he logical
possibility of the logically impossible. Unsurprisingly, Descartes' doctrine has been
called ‘srange’ (Jolley, 1990: 32), ‘incoheren’ (Geach, 1973: 10), and ‘absurd’
(Conan, 1992: 163). In his paper, I will oer an inerpreaon o Descares' docrine
that is neither incoherent nor absurd. I will argue that the word ‘could’ is equivocal in
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Descares' creaon docrine. I can be undersood eiher logically, as in he asseron
that God made it the case that contradictories could not be true together. Or it can
be undersood in relaon o God's will isel, as in he asseron ha God could have
made conradicons rue. No only does his inerpreaon solve he dicules ha
he creaon docrine is usually hough o generae, bu i is also beer inegraed
into the core of Descartes' metaphysical and theological views than any of the
alernaves.
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As Beall, Rea, Van Inwagen, and others have noted in some of their works in
analyc heology, one problem presened by undamenal heological docrines, such
as he Incarnaon and he Triniy, is he problem o ideny. The reason or his is he
ollowing. Boh he docrine o he Incarnaon and he docrine o he Triniy arm
ha hings ha dier in some respecs are idencal.

For example, he docrine o he Triniy esablishes he ideny o hree persons
having dieren characeriscs, Faher, Son, and Holy Spiri, wih one God. The
problem is ha i he hree persons are idencal o one God, his implies ha hey are
idencal o each oher. Bu hey have dieren and even conradicory characeriscs.
Thereore, hese hree persons are idencal and no idencal simulaneously. This
case seems o imply a conradicon, and conradicons, or many people, are
problemac.

The Eucharist understood as a real presence, poses the same problem. In the
Greek words o he insuon o he Eucharis,
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• Τοῦτόἐστιντὸσῶμάμου / This is my body.

• τοῦτογάρἐστιντὸαἷμάμου / This is my blood.

The linguisc parcle ἐστιν esablishes an ideny relaonship beween wo
demonsraves: he objec signaled hrough he demonsrave “his”  he bread
in Jesus’ hands  and wha he calls “my body” and he demonsrave “his”  he
wine in Jesus' hands  and wha he calls “my blood.” This suggess a relaonship o
ideny beween hings wih no shared characeriscs excep locaon (where he
waer is, here is he body o Chris). As in he Incarnaon and he Triniy case, his
seems o imply a conradicon. Since he conradicon ha arises involves an ideny
relaonship ha does no seem o accommodae he sandard noon, he idea o
solving his problem by proposing a heory o ideny seems well-movaed.

The general inenon o his alk is o give an accoun o he relaonship
beween he bread and body o Chris in erms o a noon o ideny ha allows us
o undersand he ideny beween hings ha have (almos) no characeriscs in
common. I aim o show ha he condions o ideny in he Eucharis make his a
noon ha conradics Leibniz's Principle o Indiscernibiliy o Idencals, also known
as Leibniz's Law (LL), and o propose an explanaon o he ideny relaon ha is
implied here in terms of the RIT.

To his end, in he rs par o my presenaon, I deermine he logical problem
o he Eucharis and presen he reasons ha movae an ideny soluon o his
problem (i.e., a soluon ha ocuses primarily on he ideny relaon). In he second
part, I introduce a version of the RIT and present some examples in which this is
applied. In he hird par, I use his heory as a soluon o he logical problem o he
Eucharist and point out some advantages and disadvantages of this proposal.



87Sinaia, Romania — September 3-8, 2023

The Conradicory God and he BhedābhedaVedāna
Tradion
Alan Herbert

Oxord Cenre or indu Sudies, Oxord, UK
alan@ochs.org.uk

Ricardo Silvestre
Federal Universiy o Campina Grande, Campina Grande, Brazil

ricardoss@ufcg.edu.br

There has recenly been ineres rom analyc philosophy o religion in he
idea of a contradictory God. Although the terminology is not always as precise as
i should be (he erm “paraconsisen” is ofen misakenly used), he hesis ha
a concep o God may no respec he principle o non-conradicon, hus possessing
conradicory aribues, has very imporan philosophical implicaons. One concerns
the logic behind a given concept of God. If one admits that a given concept of God has
conradicory aribues, hen here shouldbe some sor o paraconsisen inerenal
relaon able o olerae some conradicons wihou rivializing he heory. A second
implicaon, which relaes o he rs one, has o do wih he role o his idea o
a conradicory God in he philosophical debae abou he raonaliy o heisc
belie, since he principle o non-conradicon is an essenal crierion in evaluang
the philosophical feasibility of a given concept of God (concepts of God that have
conradicory aribues, or example, are generally rejeced as philosophically
unenable). A hird implicaon concerns he philosophical reconsrucon o dieren
religious radions ha seem o oer conradicory descripons o God; hey may
in principle bene rom he philosophical conribuons made wihin he debae on
the contradictory God.

A number o he Indian religious radions ha aline hemselves wih Vedāna
(a mehodologically exegecal school o hough ocused on India’s earlier scripural
exs) presen conradicory descripons o he ulmae realiy, named Brahman.
One o he mos exreme o such descripons, which concerns he very naure o
Brahman, appears in he BhedābhedaVedāna radion, which assers ha Brahman
is simulaneously idencal wih (abheda) and dieren rom (bheda) he world and
individual beings. While mos BhedābhedaVedāna hinkers aemp o explain away
his conradicon, asserng, or example, ha Brahman is idencal wih individual
beings in a cerain sense, bu dieren rom hem in a dieren sense, JīvaGosvāmī,
a 15h-cenury BhedābhedaVedānn, acceps he conradicon, asserng ha i is
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inconceivable (acinya). Jīva argues ha ha ulmae realiy, which he undersands
to be personal – in a similar way to the general concept of Godusually understood
by Wesern philosophers , is simulaneously idencal wih and dieren rom boh
the world and individual beings. Our purpose in this lecture is to examine the Acintya
Bhedābheda radion o Jīva in order o ake he rs seps owards a philosophical
reconsrucon o he concep o God presen in ha radion. A second purpose is o
see wha lessons can be drawn rom Jīva’sAcinyaBhedābheda radion wih regard
o he wo remaining issues menoned above, namely wha kind o logic lies behind
a contradictory concept of God and what could be the role of a contradictory God in
he debae on he raonaliy o heisc belie.

The Problem o No Being God: Accepance
and he Saus oMoral Reasons

Dannish Kashmiri
Universiy o Reading, UK

dannish.kashmiri@gmail.com

Sharon Sree has idened a sraegy o nd, in her own words, he ‘non-holy
grail’ of metaethics2, a view that does not involve anymetaphysical or epistemological
mysery which neverheless vindicaes moral objecviy. This consrucvis sraegy
aims o ideny a problem aced by every agen precisely in virue o heir own
evaluave perspecve. Sree claims ha he soluon o his problem is an ehical
sandpoin which can vindicae moral objecviy. In summary, Sree’s universal
problem is ha being a nie valuer who ineviably has a leas some normave
reasons is o be vulnerable o loss. And devasng loss is indeed a problem or any
nie agen. For example, as valuers, we are invesed in how he world urns ou and
what happens to us and those we love. The more invested and high-aiming an agent,
he more vulnerable an agen is o he problem o vulnerabiliy o unmigaed loss,
whether or not agents are aware of the problem.

2 Sharon Sree, ‘Finie Valuers and he Problem o Vulnerabiliy o Unmigaed Loss’, in
Normaviy and Agency: Themes rom he Philosophy o ChrisneM. Korsgaard, ed. Tamar Schapiro,
Kyla Ebels-Duggan, and Sharon Street (Oxford University Press, 2022).
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I argue, however, that Street’s problem is reducible to what I call ‘The problem of
no being God’. In shor, he problem o no being God is ha a nie agen who is
indeed vulnerable o unmigaed loss cannomake hemselves invulnerable which is
only possible if they were God. I develop an idea of perfect omnipotence and being
the perfectly omnipotent being that God is, does not encounter Street’s problem. It is
only by being God one can become invulnerable o unmigaed loss. The problem o
no being God is sll here even i God does no exis because he problem is cenred
on he limiaons o nie agens. Granng ha Sree has indeed locaed a universal
problem, the upshot is that if Street’s problem is reducible to the problem of not
being God, hen we sll have a universal problem aced by all nie agens which is
also applicable o gods and conal enes.

If Street’s problem is reducible to the problem of not being God and especially if
here is no God, here is only one universal answer: accepance. For any nie agen,
no maer how megalomaniac hey may be, i is a maer o ac ha hey are no
God and so when faced with the problem of not being God, there is indeed only
one soluon o his problem: accepance ha one is no God. There isn’ anyhing
exravagan when I endorse accepance: accepance ha you made a misake,
accepance o your limiaons, accepance o your moraliy and hose you love,
accepance ha pain, ailure, and suering are ineviable, accepance ha he world
is no how you would wish i o be. Wha is so simple and sraighorward abou he
problem o no being God is ha imakes he soluon jus as simple. The soluon is
acceptance despite how hard that might be.

I i is rue ha he only soluon is accepance, hen he only sandpoin which
could be universal is also one of acceptance. Acceptance could lead to an agent
rediscovering moral reasons, bu i is inuive ha accepance is no by isel going o
give any agenmoral reasons who did no have hem in he rs place and especially
if that agent only had reasons to torture others, for example. The problem is that a
standpoint of acceptance does not explain how all agents have moral reasons.

Ulmaely, by her own undersanding o objecviy, Sree is aiming o capure
moral reasons which apply o everyone in ligh o heir own evaluave perspecve.
And or Sree’s aemp o be successul, imuswork in all cases which I show ha i
does not. Even if acceptance is the universal standpoint everyone ought to have, this
sandpoin neverheless does no necessarily have any bearing on he objecviy o
moral reasons because acceptance is simply an acceptance of reality.

My conclusion is ha even i he consrucvis can ideny a universal problem
as well as a universal soluon o ha problem and even i ha soluon is rom an
ehical sandpoin, ha does no necessarily have a bearing on capuring objecviy
in ehics, a leas no in any way hamaers.
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In heological discourse, a noeworhy exchange beween J. L. Mackie and Alvin
Plannga revolves around he compabiliy o God’s exisence wih he exisence o
moral evil. In his seminal work, “Evil and Omnipoence” (1955), Mackie ormulaed
the logical problem of evil arguing that the coexistence of evil and God creates a
logical inconsisency, hus challenging he raonaliy o heisc belies. In response,
Plannga developed he reewill deense, aiming o demonsrae a plausible
explanaon or why God permis evil, aribung i o he ree choices o human
beings. Boh Mackie and Plannga concur ha God’s omnipoence is resriced o
logically possible acons, and any inabiliy o perorm acons ha involve logical
conradicons does no undermine God's omnipoence. Mackie subscribes o
a compabilis undersanding o reedom and assers ha here is no inheren
conradicon in God creang beings wih ree will who unailingly choose wha is
morally right. He considers an individual’s freedom is intertwined with their nature,
which is created by God, and can be orchestrated in a way that inclines them solely
owards righeous acons while reaining heir ree will. The exisence o evil in a
world where God canno creae such creaures implies an inheren incompabiliy
beween hem. Conversely, Plannga leans owards a liberarian concepon o
reedom and argues ha while creang he ype o beings proposed by Mackie may
be a logical possibility, it cannot be guaranteed that individuals will always choose
wha is righ due o he naure o ree will. To suppor his posion, Plannga presens
his noon o possible world semancs, conending ha no all possible worlds can be
actualized, and a world featuringmoral good without moral evil falls into the category
o unachievable possibilies.

I maintain that if freedom is considered a greater good due to its capacity
to allow for moral goodness or the development of greater good, I am inclined
owards Plannga's perspecve on ree will. The proposion o ensuring only good
acons occur would hinder humans rom making genuine choices and imply direc
inererence by God in human reedom, his conradic he noon o reedom ha I
endorse.
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Recenly, we have proposed an accoun o he noon o religious mysery on
which religious myseries are conradicons (auhor(s), orhcoming). Our proposal
builds on recen work, parcularly by Jc Beall (2019a, 2021), deending heological
ruh-value glus. We hold ha here is a parcular use o he word ‘mysery’ a play
in he Chrisan radion a leas, or which a gluy analysis is appropriae. We have
urher argued ha here are advanages o a gluy reamen o he noon o a
religious mysery generally over an approach which idenes specic conradicons
in theology on a case-by-case basis. This leads to a contradictory-friendly theology
quie dieren rom Beall’s. In his paper, we build on his accoun, bu applying i o
a specic religious mysery, he docrine o he Triniy. We conras our accoun wih
other extant accounts of the Trinity.

In he Roman Caholic radion, we nd a clear commimen o he exisence o
revelaonal myseries. Such a commimen was conrmed, or example, a he Firs
Vacan Council:

I any one says ha in Divine Revelaon here are conained no myseries
properly so called (vera e proprie dica myseria), but that through reason rightly
developed (per raonem rie exculam) all the dogmas of faith can be understood and
demonsraed rom naural principles: le him be anahema (Session. III, On Faih and
Reason, can. i).

So wha are he myseries? Again, in he Caholic radion, he docrine wih
he cleares suppor or classicaon as a mysery is he docrine o he Triniy. For
example, we nd his in he 1992 Caholic Caechism:

The Trinity is a mystery of faith in the narrow sense, that is, one of the mysteries
hidden in God, “which, unless divinely revealed, cannot be known.” God certainly
lef some races o His Triniarian Being in His work o creaon and in His Revelaon
in he course o he Old Tesamen. Bu he inmacy o His Being, as o he Holy
Triniy, beore he Incarnaon o he Son o God and he mission o he Holy Spiri,
consued a mysery inaccessible o reason alone and even o he aih o Israel
(Catechism of the Catholic Church 237).

The Caechism does no urher dene his “narrow sense” o he word ‘mysery’,
bu we do nd his in he New Caholic Encyclopedia
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Supernaural Myseries in he Sric Sense. Those ruhs ha canno be known
wihou revelaon and ha, even afer revelaon, remain obscure o us by reason
o he sublimiy o heir objec are supernaural myseries in he sric sense. Three
principal myseries are normally recognized as belonging o his class:

(1) the Trinity (H. Denzinger, Enchiridion symbolorum [Freiburg 1963]
3225), which is he mysery o he communicaon o divine lie wihin
the Godhead;

(2) he Incarnaon (ibid. 2851), which is he supreme supernaural
communicaon o he divine lie o a creaed naure; and

(3) he elevaon o nie persons o share, hrough grace or glory, in he
divine lie (ibid. 2854)(New Caholic Encyclopaedia 84).

We ake his as our sarng poin or our analysis o he noon o a religious
mysery. Ulmaely, we arrive a he ollowing condions on religious myseries:

(D1) Religious mysteries can be true.
(D2) Religious mysteries can be known.
(D3) Religious mysteries cannot be known if they are not revealed.
(D4) The reason religious myseries canno be known unless revealed has

to do with the nature of their content, which means that they are in
principle no candidaes or human knowledge, absen revelaon, and
remain “obscure” even when revealed.

We have argued (Johnson and Molo orhcominga), ha he bes candidaes or
religious myseries in his sense are rue dialeheia, ha is rue conradicons. This is
because dialeheia provide he bes explanaon owhy (D3) and (D4) hold o religious
myseries. We have also argued elsewhere (Johnson andMolo orhcomingb) ha i
here are rue conradicons, we would no be able o know hem (divine revelaon
aside), a leas on popular gluy accouns such as Beall’s (2010), which eaures a
conraposing condional, abou which we will have more o say. We now check how
his ares as an accoun o he Triniy in parcular. We compare our accoun wih he
ohers on he marke. We oer new responses o some o he objecons ha have
been raised agains gluy heology.
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This presenaon reevaluaes he major discussion concerning he noon o
divine aribues in hisory and wheher he concep o God can be reduced ino
humans’ mind. Three prominen philosophers o Religion, Augusne, Aquinas and
Levinas shed addional ligh on he issue o (in)consisency o divine aribues
juxaposing heir views on wheher ranscendenal divine aribues can be reduced
ino immanence. On he one hand, Augusne reerences his hear’s disquieude ha
will no nd res unl i nds i in God. For Augusne o be an I o himsel already
presupposes ha God is ayou o him, and indeed ha Augusne is a you o God.
Thus, an individual person is precondioned by his prior and more basic saus as a
person-in-relaon o God. Augusne gives parcular imporance o consciousness
in which person is given a more dynamic inerpreaon as a sel-ranscenden being
which iscapable o parcipang in he world o Plaonic ideal Forms. On he oher
hand, Aquinas contends that whatever human beings think of, derives from divine
Spiri’s innie mind. In oher words, human language expresses divine hough
only through the mind. The Absolute divine Spirit has no other way to reveal itself,
bu hrough human condion: “In God, undersanding (knowing) and being are he
same”. Levinas, however, raised objecons o boh views by deending ha God’s
subsance as well as His divine aribues are ineable owards human condion as
the only way to understand God is by His trace, that is the other person.

Thus, he purpose o my alk is o reconsider he relaon o human beings o
God, as o wheher hey can sand on heir own, sucien o hemselves, or hey are
necessarily in need o God o know wha i is o be human and nie.
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Avicenna’s argument for the existence of God, who is Necessary Existent is a
prototype of many arguments for the existence of God known in European and
Easern philosophy. We reconsruc he argumen rom `al-Naja', ormalize i,
and show is conclusiveness. A key assumpon underlying Avicenna's approach
is he disncon beween disribuve and collecve collecons. Our ormalism
is based on a fragment of the unitary theory of individuals and sets, where these
two types of sets are considered. In the next step, we also prove that God is
simple, assuming ha He is unique. Then we show ha God is he ecien cause
o every conngen exisen. Finally, we prove he consisency o our heory by
consrucng is model.

3 The research o Andrzej Pieruszczak has been suppored by he gran rom he Naonal
Science Cenre (NCN), Poland, projec no. 2021/43/B/HS1/03187.
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Tradionally, God has been epiomized as “he greaes possible being.” In
other words, God is the being such that none greater can exist. What makes a being
“greaer” is he possession o some propery  a grea-making propery or perecon
– that increases its possessor’s intrinsic value, that is, the value a being has in and of
isel (qua objec). Thereore, hose who le God “he greaes possible being” arm
ha God is he perec being, he being which has a leas some perecons perecly,
that is, in the best way a being could have them. This view is what some have called
Perfect Being Theism (PBT), the view that being perfect is to be God and that the
perfect being exists.

Inclusivist PBT (IPBT) says that, necessarily, being perfect consists in having all
perecons perecly. On he oher hand, exclusivis PBT (EPBT) denies IPBT, adding
he clause ha being perec consiss in having he bes combinaon o compable
perecons (Nagasawa 2017). One reason o preer EPBT over IPBT is he hrea
o incompabiliy: eiher IPBT is rue or here are incompable perecons. Some
philosophers have argued persuasively ha here are incompable perecons. Thus,
his pus a heavy burden on he heis’s hands, heavy enough or some o jusy he
denial of IPBT and endorsement of EPBT.

Anoher hrea is wha I call he problemo incomparabiliy. Two properes, A and
B, are incomparable i and only i is alse ha eiher possession o A is beer han
possession o B, possession o B is beer han possession o A, or possession o A is
equally good as possession o B (Chang 1997). My aemp in his paper is o argue or
wo claims. Firs, i here are incompable and incomparable perecons, hen EPBT
is alse. Using basic combinaorics, I argue ha n number o incompable perecons
yields n number o combinaons each owhich, assuming ha he perecons under
discussion are also incomparable, is no beer han anoher nor equally good o
anoher. I so, hen here is no bes combinaon o perecons and, hereore, EPBT
is false.

The second claim I argue for is that it is reasonable to believe that there are
incompable and incomparable perecons. Here, I use wo sraegies o argue my
case. Firs, I appeal o our value inuions, poinng ou (as many realiss have) ha
our inuions abou value are a reliable source o knowledge and, hereore, ruh.
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Second, I apply what has been called “the small-improvements argument” (Chang
2002) o he case o perecons o show ha pairs o perecons ha have been
argued o be incompable are also incomparable.
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Monoheisc apophac philosophers (e.g., Pseudo-Dionysus, Meiser Eckhar,
Maimonides, and AbūḤām), he Upaniṣads, and the Laozi put forward the divine
(God, Brahman, or Dao) or divine aribues as ineable. However, hey do so hrough
uerable senences ha conain negaons. For example, God is no evil and no no
evil, Brahman is no his and no ha, and he dao ha is called ‘dao’ is no dao.
Under a ypical logical analysis, such senences give rise o conradicons wih he
structure of ~P ∧ ~ ~P, in which P is a proposion. In addressing such conradicons,
logicians are driven owards accepng paraconsisen posions (allowing or gluy
(rue and alse) proposions) or paracomplee posions (allowing or gappy (neiher
rue nor alse) proposions). Such posions depend on inerpreng he negaon
o apophac radions as proposional, in which he negaon akes scope over an
enre proposion and indicaes is alsiy.

I argue ha he use o negaon and double negaon wihin hese radions
esablishes a denial ha preserves he (presupposion o he) exisence o he
divine while indicang ha an uerance or menon o he divine is incorrec. In so
doing, I sugges ha his denial is non-proposional and concords wih analyses o
mealinguisc negaons by Horn, denegaons by Searle and Kria, denials by Pries,
and weak rejecons by Incurva and Schlöder. In so doing, I rejec a reading o he
divine as inconsisen and sugges ha apophac radions ulize denials o show
he impropriey o non-proposional issues (e.g., a caegory misake) regarding an
uerance or menon o he divine or divine aribues.
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The Church Fahers disnguished beween he unknowable divine essence
and knowable divine energies (Bradshaw 2004). This disncon, sysemazed by
St. Gregory Palamas, plays a key role in modern Orthodox theology (Pino 2023). It is
somemes said ha his disncon is annomic and suppors he paraconsisen
inerpreaon o he logic o orhodoxy (Lourie 2014).

I will ry o inerpre his disncon in erms o conemporary analyc discussions
in he meaphysics o powers. Some believe, like David Lewis, ha properes and
powers are disnc and hereore heir relaon is conngen, while ohers, such as
John Hawhorne, believe ha his relaon is necessary since properes are reducible
to powers.

It seems that the Church Fathers believed that essence and energies are related
necessarily, bu a he same me, hey rmly believed ha he divine essence is
nevertheless unknowable. Therefore, Church Fathers adopted the view that essences
and energies are a he same me disnc and necessarily relaed. A similar view in
the metaphysics of powers can be found in the late works of Sydney Shoemaker.

I argue ha here is nohing parcularly inconsisen abou his view. Church
Fahers merely rejeced he principle o ideny o necessarily coexensive aribues.
Hyperintensionality, however, does not entail paraconsistency.
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No being able o speak in a posive and armave manner is dieren rom no
being able o speak a all, especially when he subjec o our speech and knowledge is
God. To some exen, concepualising a subjec, or a leas cerain key aribues o i,
is a prerequisie or putng he subjec ino a grammacally accepable, inelligible,
and thus communicable sentence. However, it is not easy, or even possible, to
incorporae he Judeo-Chrisan God as a concep ino our wrien and oral language.
This paper serves as a preliminary invesgaon o he negave heology o he
Jewish heologian and philosopher Moses Maimonides in his Guide o he Perplexed.
I will ocus primarily on he neo-Plaonic characer and episemological signicance
o he Maimonidean Via Negava (i.e., he negave way). I will hen examine how
his line o hough is crically received and developed by he posmodern hinker
Jacques Derrida, who argues ha an apophac negaon does no necessarily lead
to a void of speech or a suspension of knowledge. Rather, it is in and through the
invocaon o God (“a prayer,” in Derrida's sense) ha he language o humaniy
gainsasancebeyondconcepualising and an exisenal horizon ha simulaneously
oriens us owards he ineable divine and secures he reedom o pursue our aih.
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Formalized approaches o philosophical argumenaon, conduced in specic
genres o debae, were developed in mosWorld Religious Tradions, and are no a
all exclusively disncve o “Wesern” philosophical dispuaon.

This workshop, par o he 4h World Congress on Logic and Religion, explores
cross-culural perspecves on argumenaon, specically, hose ha governed how
dieren radions engaged in philosophical debaes.

The papers, o which some combine comparave and/or cross-culural compo-
nens, will discuss he ollowing opics:

• Argumenaon  he episemic sandards o raonal reecon;
• Applicaon o argumenave echniques or undersanding religious

phenomena;
• Formal approaches o philosophico-religious argumens: especially he

rameworks o inerence, supposional reasoning, parallelism, deducve
reasoning, logical allacies, conradicons and debae;

• Techniques or deending/challenging/persuading (includingmisleading an
opponen) in siuaons o doub or disagreemen, especially: cercaon,
persuasion, reuaon, and rickery in debae;

• Comparison  dierences and commonalies in argumenave pracces
across cultures.

The parcipans will inquire ino how he relaons beween logic and religion
are suppored by raonal inquiry. They will scrupulously examine a wide range o
arguments postulated by philosophers and logicians.
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Empirical Arguments for God in the Hebrew
Scriptures

Berel Dov Lerner
Wesern Galilee College, Israel

bdlerner@gmail.com

The Hebrew Scriptures openly adopt an empiricist religious epistemology which
leaves heir claims suscepble o disconrmaon by hisorical and archaeological
research. The Hebrew Scriptures not only contain historiographical accounts of
miraculous evens; hey also direcly ulize hese evens heologically, discreding
oreign gods as impoen in comparison wih he observably acve God o Israel.
Accordingly, Elijah is described as perorming a kind o public experimen on Moun
Carmel, demonsrang he realiy andpower o heGodo Israel and heunrealiy and
impoence o Baal (I Kings 18). Some claim ha i would be anachronisc o assume
hese exs were mean o be read as hisorically accurae, since heir composion
predaes Thucydides “invenon o scienc hisory.” However, hey were wrien
in he ligh o a dieren, bu no less crical, episemic pracce: he overseeing o
conracs. Even sociees which have no developed any noon o “scienc” ruh
in heir hisoriography or wrings on naure need some noon o objecve legal
truth and methods of ascertaining that truth in order to enforce contracts. Biblical
hisoriography, including he miracle-lled narraves o he Exodus, he wanderings
in the wilderness, and the conquest of Canaan, is covenantal; it records the process
of consent to the covenantal contract between Israel and the God of Israel and
he checkered hisory o is implemenaon. Thus, i subjecs isel o legal norms
of factuality. Those norms are strong enough to leave it open to the threat of
disconrmaon by conemporary hisorical and archaeological research.
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The Order o Argumens in he Early Vedic Exegecal
Tradion and he Role o Polysemy

Monika Nowakowska
Universiy oWarsaw

m.nowakowska@uw.edu.pl

Mīmāṃsā as he Vedic exegecal radion worked ou various inerpreave
mechanisms that would translate the Vedic sentences and passages into coherent
and meaningul riual, and laer also moral, insrucons. Mīmāṃsā specialiss hus
conduced analyses o verbal messages wih parcular objecve in mind, which
made all heir deliberaons srucured and regular. Tha came useul in heir
subsequent theological and philosophical endeavours. One of the most focused and
organized hinker o he early and classical Mīmāṃsā, Kumārila-bhaṭṭa, ollowed in
his argumenaon an ordered exchange o claims and counerclaims, repeaed hen
and again in many of his discussions (or at least in his main preserved commentaries
on he Mīmāṃsāsūras and he Śabarabhāṣya, namely he Ślokavārtka and
Tanravārtka), usually ollowing he sequence o episemological pramāṇas. Wihin
he domain o religious and legal knowledge (see he Tanravārtka) he would also
refer to the social reality and would use social facts as arguments for his standpoint.
One o he ofen presen applied argumenave echnique was usage o polysemy,
usually inroduced in he debae wih he obvious purpose o creang space or
denional claricaons. In his paper based on he maerial rom he Tanravārtka
(wih some reerence o he Ślokavārtka oo) I will poin ou he ypical order o
argumen domains (percepon, auhoriave speech, inerence, analogy ec.) used
by Kumārila, rs o all in his religious and legal discussions, ocusing on he role o
playing with polysemy there.
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How not to Argue? A Disagreement on Ancient
Indian Mehods o Argumenaon

Agnieszka Rostalska
Ghen Universiy

agnieszka.rostalska@ugent.be

This paper focuses on techniques for defending, challenging, and persuading
(including misleading an opponen) in siuaons o doub or disagreemen. As
aesed by Indo-Tibean manuals on engaging in debaes, Ancien Indian ormalized
approaches o philosophical argumenaon included opics such as he employmen
o persuasion, reuaon, and rickery in a debae.

As recommended by Nyāya philosophers, in some circumsances, allacious
reasoning migh serve as legimaemeans o win in a debae. Buddhis philosophers,
mos noably Dharmakīr in a rease Vādanyāya [“The Logic o Debae”], srongly
voiced their disagreement with the usage of scheming methods. He emphasizes that
the purpose of a debate is to get one closer to truth, and not to one’s victory.

In my presenaon, I examine he original eaures o Dharmakīr work:

1. a novel typology of debates and
2. a revised concep o a 'ground or deea' or 'check' (nigrahashāna).

Nex, I juxapose Dharmakīr’s rened noon o a check wih he one assumed by
he Nyāya hinkers. As my comparave analysis will demonsrae, his disagreemen
concerning rules or debaes was no a consequence o varying classicaons o
debaes nor a denion o a 'check.' I argue ha insead, he conroversy ollowed
rom diering goals o he debae assumed by he wo pares in he rs place.
Moreover, I propose ha Nyāya philosophers could have responded o Dharmakīr’s
reproach by poinng o heir denion o he means o knowledge (pramāṇas) and,
subsequenly, o heir requiremens or a rusworhy eser.
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Religious Tradion, Argumenaon
and Tesmonial Knowledge

Consann Soenescu
Universiy o Buchares, Romania
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My goal in his paper is o provide an analysis o he argumenaon based on
a religious radion sarng rom he case o esmonial knowledge. A believer
acceps a lo o proposions abou he world and lie based on saemens ha are
aken as esmonies o people who have an exemplary saus. The circumsances
in which hese opinions are ormed are exceponal, hey ensure a srong rus, and
the confessions are accepted beyond any doubt. What is the epistemic status of
hese esmonies, how do hey become par o a chain o argumens and how do we
validae various claims o knowledge, are jus some o he problems o consrucng
argumens based on esmonies. In my research I will develop an episemological
analysis o argumens based on esmonial knowledge ha are elaboraed in he
conex o a religious radion and presuppose previous episemic commimen in
relaon o a religious aih. The problem is no only an analysis o aih in erms o
well-ounded belies, bu also he consrucon o he argumenave chain so ha he
convicon o he oher can be obained.
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Conic beween Scripure and Inerence
in Argumenaon: A Comparison o Nyāya
and Mādhva-Vedāna in Medieval India

Ryushin Sudo
Waseda Universiy, Tokyo, Japan

ryushin.sudo@gmail.com

The purpose o his presenaon is o analyze he ramework o argumenaon
and he qualies o is members based on he dierences in heir philosophical
posions hrough a comparison o he argumenaon heories o he Nyāya
and Vedāna schools in medieval India. The presener has been sudying he
argumenaon chaper o Nyāya works such as Bhaṭṭa Jayana'sNyāyamañjarī (“A
Cluser o Flowers o Logic,” ca. 9-10c.) and he Vedāna works on argumenaon
such as Kahālakṣaṇa (“[A Collecon o Concise] Denions o Argumenaon”)
by Mādhva (ca. 13c), he ounder o he Mādhva-Vedāna, while also considering
he conras wih Buddhis logic. The inerenal ormula consisng o several
componens (avayava) is undoubedly he basic building block o argumenaon in
he ramework omedieval Indian argumenaon heory, ormedmainly by Buddhiss
and he Nyāya school. However, dierences in he views o he various philosophical
schools led o quesons abou he srengh-weakness relaonship beween scripure
(or esmony, āgama/śabda) and inerence (anumāna) as means o valid cognion
(pramāṇa), or which should be he primary basis in an argumen. In ac, he Mādhva
school of theorists seemed to have aspired to build their arguments based on the
scripures, while keeping in mind he argumenave docrines o he Nyāya school
and paying considerable aenon o inerenal/dialeccal allacies. Ineresngly,
while being aware o he qualies o he adjudicaor in he cours, which are reerred
o in he Dharma lieraure, here are also dogmac modicaons, such as a call or
a cerain kind o aih. By analyzing mainly he works o he Nyāya school, such as
Varadarāja'sSārasaṃgraha, and he Vedāna school, such as Kahālakṣaṇa, his sudy
will ocus on he relaonship beween scripure and reasoning in argumenaon
o ideny similaries and dierences in he way hey consruc philosophical
arguments.
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God, Exisence and Privaon: Fārābī and he Logic
o Theological Proposions
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In his discussion of God's mode of existence in the Summa Theologiae, Thomas
Aquinas states that when we assert that God exists, we use “exist” not to signify
he ac o exisng (acumessendi), bu raher we employ i in a second sense ha
signies he ruh o a proposion. Accordingly, he argues ha such a saemen is
logically equivalent to statements like “blindness exists,” since blindness is actually
a lack of existence, but it is true to say that some men are blind (Sum. Theol., I, q.
48, a. 2, ob. 2 ad 2. See also Kenny: 2002; Venmiglia: 2020). This way o addressing
the epistemic status of statements regarding God's existence is not unprecedented
in Arabo-Islamic philosophy. Fārābī (d. 950 AD) has argued, well beore Aquinas, ha
the statement regarding God’s existence is logically equivalent to statements that
signiy deprivaons such as blindness and voidness. The purpose o his presenaon
is o explore Fārābī’s accoun o he logical srucure o saemens regarding God’s
exisence as i occurs wihin his discussion o he synacc/semanc consuens o
bipare and ripare logical senences, as developed in his Book o Leers (kīāb al-
ḥūrū). In he rs par, I will conexualize Fārābī’s discussion o he senses o being
agains is Arisoelian back ground. I is cusomary or he Arisoelian radion,
ollowing Arisole's discussion in Meaphysics Δ7, o ideny our sense o being:

1) being per accidens,
2) being per se,
3) being as truth,
4) being as acualiy and poenaliy.

However, Fārābīonly recognizes womain senses obeing: 1) being as ruewhich is
a second order propery which designaes ha some concep is insanaed. b) being
as wha is circumscribed by a quiddiy ouside he soul (kīāb al-ḥūrū, §89-90). This
accoun is enrely consisen wih Fārābī's posion in his Risālahjawābmasa'ilsu'ila'
anhā in which he argues ha exisence is no a real predicae (Rescher: 1963). In
he second secon, I will delve ino Fārābī’s discussion regarding he logical srucure
o bipare and ripare senences and he semanc dierences hey enail. Fārābī
saes ha, rom a synaccal perspecve, bipare and ripare senences can be
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reconsruced in wo main inerrogave orms: a) Does X exis? b) Does X exis as Y?
Since being can be predicated in two ways, he concludes that there are, in general,
our orms o proposions (Ibid, § 211- 212).

He hen ocuses his discussion on proposions regarding God's exisence. He
argues ha since we have no knowledge o God’s real essence as a posive and
acual being in he world, we are only able o aribue he concep o being o
God as a second-order property. When someone asks, “Does God exist?” they are
inquiring wheher he concep o God is insanaed or, in oher words, wheher i
is he case ha God exiss. Thereore, he assers ha he proposion “God exiss” is
logically equivalen o proposions ha indicae privaons in he world, such as void
and blindness. When someone asserts that the void exists, they do not imply the
exisence o a posive realiy ouside heworld possessing he propery o being void.
Raher, hey simply mean ha he concep o void has been insanaed. In he nal
secon, I will examine he poenal hisorical inuence o Fārābī’s accoun regarding
he logical equivalence o proposions regarding God’s exisence wih proposions
signiying deprivaon on Lan medieval hough. Fārābī'skīāb al-ḥūrūwas never
ranslaed ino Lan, hus here is no direc evidence o Fārābī's accoun inuencing
he Lan radion. However, Fārābī’s heory concerning he womain senses o being
was known among Lan philosophers hrough he works o Averroes, who adoped
and developed Fārābī’s accoun as a means o inerpre Arisole’s discussion o he
senses o being in Meaphysics Δ7 (Menn: 2008). I will propose ha Fārābī’s heory
of two senses of being and his concept of truth as a second-order property, as
adoped by Averroes, could serve as a poenal source o inuence on Lanmedieval
philosophy.
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On he Role o Argumenaon in Cercaon
Anand Vaidya

San Jose Sae, Caliornia, USA

Anand.Vaidya@sjsu.edu

In his alk I will discuss he relaonbeween cercaon and argumenaon. I will
begin by presenng Gangesha's dual disjuncvism abou cercaon and percepual
knowledge. I will hen argue ha i is beer o drop disjuncvism abou cercaon.
I will hen arculae a conexual accoun o cercaon. I will apply his heory o
everyday cases to show how it works and how it is superior to contextualism about
knowledge. Finally, I will show how a globally inormed heory o argumenaon ha
is sensive o disagreemens abou he sources o knowledge, as ound or example
in Indian philosophy, s well wih a conexualis accoun o cercaon. I will close
by showcasing how conexualism abou cercaon is par o he common core o
argumenaon heory and should be a he hear o crical hinking educaon in
he global inerne age. I will draw some specic connecons beween cercaon
theory and the dialogical approach to logic.
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RELIGION, LOGIC AND AI

Workshop Exper: Bruno Banelli
Organisers: Marcin Trepczyński,

Universiy oWarsaw, and Ines Skelac, Universiy o Zagreb

The development of natural language models gives an opportunity to use AI-
chatbots in religious discourse analysis, aswell as to test themas possible theologians.

Many praccal and philosophical quesons arise on hese grounds. Le us lis ou
only a few of them. Are such chatbots really helpful in those analyses? Can they be
really good logicians (if they don't “know” when they say true sentences) and good
heologians (i hey are no humans)? Can we rain a model o make i operang like
Thomas Aquinas (or at least some of his disciples)?

At this workshop we will collect results of such experiments which include both
heological and logical perspecve.

• Topics may include, bu are no resriced o:
• Tesng heological and logical skills o AI-chabos, comparison o dieren

AI-chabos/AI-models wih respec o suchlogical and heological skills,
• advantages of using AI-chatbots in logical analysis of religious discourse

(including illusraons),
• mehodological and echnical condions, challenges and opporunies or

such enterprises.
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Cha-GPT, Muslim Cyberspace and he Consrucon
o a Crical Islamic Episemology

Sheikh Mohamad Farouq
Islamic Religious Council o Singapore

hps://www.muis.gov.sg/oceofhemufi/RPCS

The emergenceonewdigial echnologies has revoluonized heway inormaon
is disseminated, making it easier for people across the globe to communicate and
connect instantly. The laissez-faire infrastructure of these tools has also created an
unprecedened ecology in which he democrazaon o inormaon enables anyone
to consume and share data regardless of background. It consequently empowers
people o share and exchange ideas leading o a plehora o opinions on dieren
subjec maers. While inormaon diversiy can be seen as a boon o he ormaon
of a more informed public, the ‘new media ecology’ has unknowingly accelerated
he collapse o communicaon beween expers and laypeople by oering a shorcu
o erudion. I deceives people by providing an illusion o inellecual riumph by
indulging in a limiless supply o inormaon ha migh no necessarily be acual
yet perilously framed as an ‘expert opinion’. One of the digital tools blamed for this
disrupon is he advanced AI chabo, Cha-GPT.

This paper seeks o explore he implicaons o generave AI such as Cha-GPT on
religious discourse in he Muslim cyberspace. I essenally argues ha an unbridled
usage of such technologies would expedite an intellectual death and a certain degree
of ‘epistemic disobedience' is necessary to prevent a technological dystopia and
creae space or crical reecon on he digial world we are building. The paper
further explores how technological advances have altered our language and the
way we think of our world today. It contends that modern technology is inherently
designed o reach a a hallucinaed “singulariy” ha invers radional religious
meaphysics in which he many emanae rom he One. Moreover, i runs in conras
o he oundaon o he Islamic inellecual radion ha is discursive and osers a
culture of ambiguity.

Agains his backdrop, he paper proposes he consrucon o a crical episemo-
logical framework in Islam that establishes an equilibrium between the sacred Texts
and our conemporary realies. Addionally, i allows us o discursively engage he
episemological oundaons omodern echnologies and ormulae ehical guidelines
to ensure that it is used in a responsible way.
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Logos in Debaes on Religion: Using AI or Is
Analysis and Visualisaon
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Waldemar Raźniak, Maciej Uberna
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In this paper, we propose a corpus study and AI-based technology of Argument
Analycs or exploraon o complex logos srucures in debaes on social media
devoted to religion. By ‘logos’ we mean structural components of a discourse
ha encompass no only inerences, bu also oher proposional relaons such
as insances o conic or cases when users rephrase eiher heir own or ohers’
saemens. As an illusrave maerial or our sudy, we ake discussions on Reddi
ha involve religious issues: (1) he case o religion-raonalised child abuse (a Reddi
discussion sarng wih he pos: “We were supposed o wai or God o provide.
And that's what we did”), and (2) the case of becoming religious (a Reddit discussion
sarng wih he pos: “Why I became religious, and why I like he classic erms”).
We creae annoaed corpus o srucured daa o he debaes, using OVA3: Online
Visualisaon o Argumens sofware (Janier e al. 2014). The corpus analysis helps
us answer he ollowing research quesons: (1) is he discourse on religion dieren
from discussions on other topics discussed on social media in terms of the density of
argumens, conics and rephrases?; (2) does he discourse on religion dier rom
oher discourse kinds as i comes o he densiy o ehoc argumens relaed o users’
characer and credibiliy?; and (3) does he discourse on religion dier signicanly
rom oher discourse ypes in erms o level o emoonal exchanges? To his end,
we develop Argumen Analycs echnology (Lawrence e al. 2016) ha auomacally
creaes sascal summaries and synhesis o logos srucures in hese debaes.
Reddit discourse on religion is then compared with the dynamics ofReddit discussions
on Covid-19 vaccinaons and oine debaes in he UK Parliamen. The resuls open
a pah or designing a ully-edged mehodology o he sudy o logos in debaes
about religion.



112 Handbook – the Fourth World Congress on Logic and Religion

Navigang Linguisc Disances among European
Languages through AI Analysis of the Bible

Davor Lauc, Ines Skelac
Universiy o Zagreb

dlauc@zg.unizg.hr

Arcial inelligence (AI) is revoluonising all aspecs o scienc research,
including he humanies and religious sciences. In all is ranslaons, he Bible is
he mos imporan source o wrien and oral language change. However, pars o
the languages that are usually not studied by linguists, such as proper names, are
also imporan or undersanding language change. Proper names are ofen excluded
rom linguisc analyses because hey are considered o be arbirary andmeaningless.
However, big corpora o proper names can be useul resources o inormaon or
language distances. For example, by comparing the frequency of proper names in
dieren languages, i is possible o ideny linguisc eaures ha are shared by
those languages.

AI is sll nomuchused in analyses oBiblical exs. However, his analysis can shed
new ligh on dieren heological issues. For example, by comparing he requency o
proper names in dieren versions o he Bible, i is possible o ideny linguisc,
logical and theological features that are shared by those versions. This study will use
AI o analyse a large corpus o proper names rom he Bible in he major European
languages. The resuls o his analysis will be used o shed new ligh on dieren
theological issues.
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Exploring Promps and Idenes or Reasoning
Abou he Exisence o God on GPT-4

Furkan Ozcelik1, Shoaib Ahmed Malik2

1Universiy o Toulouse, Toulouse, FR
2Zayed Universiy, Dubai, UAE

ozcelikfu@gmail.com

With the development of transformer models and self-supervised learning
echniques, large language models (LLMs) like Generave Prerained Transormer
(GPT) have been esablished. As new LLMs, such as GPT-4, were designed, hese
models began o perorm beer in many asks due o increased daa and model
parameers. Researchers have esed LLMs' capabilies on various complex asks,
such as cognive ess or comprehension o philosophical paradoxes. In his sudy,
we ocus on how i would be possible o make GPT-4 reason abou he exisence o
God using wo dierenmehods.

Our rs mehod is he dialeccs o mulple idenes. Especially when using
GPT-4 (via ChaGPT), he model is condioned o be a chabo, so i does no respond
inormavely when asked abou personal belies. To overcome his limiaon, we
can assign specic idenes like “heis philosopher” or “aheis philosopher” o
obain opinions on dieren maers like God and religion. By esablishing a debae
beween dieren idenes on philosophical maers, we can help he model
reason over dieren ideas. Our second mehod involves using a well-known LLM
reasoning echnique called he chain-o-hough (CoT). In mahemacal problems,
i has been demonsraed ha GPT models perorm beer when given an example
o reasoning or a queson, raher han expecng he answer direcly. We can apply
CoT to construct arguments on the existence of God by introducing new premises
consrained by dieren conceps. We demonsrae early resuls using various
examples. Alhough our demonsraons do no prove ha an LLM model like GPT-
4 can uncon as an independen philosopher, hese resuls indicae ha GPT-4
excels in dialeccs and creang connecons wih dieren conceps o consruc
arguments.

Bibliography
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In my paper, I would like o presen preliminary resuls o esng seleced
chabos based on Arcial Inelligence as possible raonal heologians. Firs, I plan
o ouline he main assumpons o such a esng, including poinng ou heological
skills relaed o logical hinking and benchmarks or each o hem, as well as specic
maerials o be used in such ess. Second, I will show resuls o preliminary esng
o such chabos as ChaGPT and similar, wih respec o inerpreaon and logical
analysis of some theological reasonings. Finally, I will present someways of improving
LLMs (including ne-uning) in order o ge a sasacory AI heologian.
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RELIGIOUS DISCOURSE AND REASONING

Keynoe Speaker: Kordula Święorzecka, Cardinal Sean Wyszyński Universiy in
Warsaw: Gödel’s Onological Argumen in a New Conex.
Research 2020-2023

Organiser: Marcin Trepczyński, University of Warsaw

This workshop is devoed o various aspecs o argumenaon in religious
discourse, rom ormal analysis o proos o heological saemens, o idencaon
of persuasive strategies in religious debates.

The papers should both refer to religious discourse and include logical analysis.

Topics may include, bu are no resriced o:
• new insights related to proofs of the existence of God and of other

theological statements,
• kinds o argumenaon in heological works,
• argumenave sraegies in religious debaes, including persuasive

strategies,
• mehodological challenges concerning inerpreaon o he religious

argumens' srucure (annoaon, diagramming ec.),
• new applicaons and perspecves o analysing argumens in religious

discourse.
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Consrucon, Evaluaon and Funcon o Theological
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Dominik Baumgartner
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Model building is a recognized scienc mehod and helps us o invesgae
heories, o explain acs in he world or o make predicons abou uure evens. Be
i climae models or he sandard model o physics, models oer heir own valuable
approach o he world and are esablished as a mehod o scienc reasoning. Mode-
ling has also become esablished in heology. Models o he Triniy, chrisological
models, or models o inerreligious relaons are discussed here, or example.
For about half a century, the philosophy of science has also been increasingly
mehodologically ineresed in model building and has been asking how scienc
models work. While this debate in philosophy of science has already been received
in some disciplines, mehodological and episemological invesgaons o heological
modeling are rather rare and fragmentary, so that one can speak of the fact that
models in heology have no ye been sucienly invesgaed. In my presenaon,
I would like to take this gap as an opportunity to draw broad lines of a program
o inquiry ino his imporan heological mehod. Firs, I will discuss he queson
of why theology should engage in model building at all. To do so, I will discuss the
added value of models for theological theory building. I will argue for the fact that
he sudy o absrac enes canno avoid consrucngmodels o es and plausibilize
heir assumpons. I will hen aemp o race he consrucon process o heolo-
gical models. Afer ha, I will argue or he need o exend crieria o evaluaon o
models in theology beyond general logical criteria such as coherence and consistency
to include theological criteria such as adequacy to religious experience or sacred
scripures. Afer ha, I would like o presen some uncons o heological models
such as he explicaon o docrines, he plausibilizaon o religious experiences,
or he esng o heories. The concep o realiy and ruh o heological models
are o parcular imporance because, on he one hand, i is clear ha models are
subjec o urher developmen and in his sense incomplee and provisional and,
on the other hand, religious theories and their models always make a certain claim
o validiy and normaviy. Thus, heological models should on he one hand help o
make real progress in knowledge and undersanding and on he oher hand reec
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he perspecviy and limiedness o human hinking abou God. Thereore, I would
also like o briey adress he complemenary role o models and meaphors and
analogies.

A Crical Analysis o Argumens or he Exisence
o God as a Posulae o JózeMaria Bocheński’s

Programme of Studies on God
Marek Porwolik

Cardinal Sean Wyszyński Universiy in Warsaw, Poland

m.porwolik@uksw.edu.pl

In he rs chaper o Goes Dasein und Wesen. Logische Sudien zur Summa
Theolgiae I, qq. 2-11, Józe Maria Bocheński (1902-1995) ormulaes and discusses
the programme of studies on God, which ideologically integrates the research
presened in his work. This program is a kind o connuaon o he programme o
the Cracow Circle. Some of the tasks included in the programme of studies on God
concern arguments encountered in religious discourse. Within these studies, the
subjecs o he analysis include he scholasc argumens or he exisence o God
and he objecons ha have been ormulaed agains hem. This should be done
crically, using he means o broadly undersood logic (ormal logic, logical semiocs,
and methodology of science). The aim of the paper is to indicate the role of such
analyses in he programme ormulaed by Bocheński and also o presen he way in
which he carried out these tasks himself.
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The Onological and Predicaon-logical Basics o
he Dierence beween God and Deies: Thomas

Aquinas and William of Ockham

Valenna Spune
Universiy o Lavia

One o hemos debaed quesons in he high scholascs o he 13-14h cenuries
is: i we assume somehing (an eny, which is no an absracon, bu exramenal
realiy) which does no  ino he capacies o our verbal means o expression wih
language ools o be signied, is noneheless being signied, wha is he meaning o
he language signs appliedwords (nomen) andproposions (proposio) in ha case?
The semancal and predicave soluon o his issue is he necessary basis or aking
his or ha (one or anoher) posion concerning numerous heological decisions,
including he argumen abou he dierence beween ‘God’ and ‘deies’. This
is problem wihin scholasc semancs and predicave logics ha is subsanally
conneced o border quesons in meaphysics and logics and episemological
arguments involved.

I am going o address his issue in aspec o semancs and predicave logics. The
analysis will be made in three steps.

(1) In order o ge a possibly close represenaon o wha migh be undersood
in scholasc philosophy under he exensions o he mos used erms “God”
and “deies”, I will approach hese words by using scholasc erminology
and he mehodical apparaus o is applicaon: he conceps signicao,
consignicao, supposio (s. maerialis; s. ormalis; s. personalis), modus
signicandi.

(2) Since the meanings of the words used are best understood contextually
and underlay ‘vericaon’ and (or?) ‘alsicaon’, I am going o propose
a conexual analysis according o he rules o scholasc predicave logic
aking in accoun he logical-semancal connecon beween he subjec
and he predicae o he proposion (composio). The seleced examples
are he mos deal wih proposions like: “God is eerniy”; “deies are
eernal”; “God is omnipoen”; “deies are good”.
I am going o perorm his analysis on he basis o wo concepually dieren
approaches: (a) using exensional/univocave proposions involving de
subieco-predicaon perspecve, and (b) using inensional/equivocave or
analogical saemens involving in subieco-predicaon perspecve.
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(3) Analysis (1) and (2a) will allow me to disclose the very nature of this ever
acual issue (i) as a problem o religion/heology/meaphysics and logics; (ii)
wih he ools o predicave logics dealingwih univocave, aequivocave and
analogical saemens, and (iii) in is dierenaed inerpreaons inspired by
boh  realis and nominalis soluons. I am going omake his analysis on he
basis o he relevan saemens by wo prominen gures o high scholascs:
Aquinas and Occam.

A Crique o he Exisence o Īśwara (God)
in the Nyāyakusumāñjali of Udayana

Omkar Supekar
K. Ramasubramanian

Indian Insue o Technology Bombay, India

omkarmahadeo@iitb.ac.in

Udayana, an eminent logician and philosopher of India, around the end of the
10h cenury, composed a work called Nyāyakusumāñjali (A Bouque o Flower o
Logic) primarily devoed o prove he exisence o Iśwara (God). Here, he argues
agains he aheis schools, prominen among hem being Buddhiss and Cārvākas
(exreme empiriciss). The argumens in avour o Iśwara advanced by Udayana are o
various kinds: onological, eleological, moral, based on he auhenciy o Scripure
(Vedās), based on he origin o Saṁskṛam language, and so on. In his paper,
I aemp o analyze some o he major problems hese argumens ace in ligh o
objecons advanced by Buddhiss and Cārvākas. Apparenly, i migh render readers
he impression ha he idea o Iśwara is based on a ypical insance o creaon or
consrucon. However, i’s no he case. I inend o examine he argumens presened
or and agains he exisence o Iśwara by he Indian heis school Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika and
he aheis schools, aking he middle ground wihou any bias or getng embroiled
in a dispute. Not surprisingly, we shall see that numerous paradoxes result when we
aribue Iśwara wih a universal, all-encompassing, ranscenden characer.
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Reasoning in heology is ofen being associaed wih sysemac heology, in
which theologians discuss the most important problems concerning God. However,
i urns ou ha we nd a lo o reasonings in he commenaries on he Bible, so in
the biblical exegesis (BE). In my paper, I will analyse a few examples of reasoning
presened by analycally oriened scholasc heologians: Sephen Langon, Rober
Grosseteste, Albert the Great, Bonaventure and Thomas Aquinas, to show that their
both formulate advanced reasonings in BE and use theory of reasoning as well as logic
o ideny, reconsruc and analyse reasonings hey nd in he Bible. Iwill show ha:

1) BE is a domain in which reasoning and its theory plays a very important role
(boh o beer inerpre he Scripure and o eed sysemac heology);

2) BE provides us with good examples by which we can illustrate well crucial
problems with analysing reasoning expressed in natural language (including
leading quesons, enhymemes, illocuonary orce);

3) BE is a good maerial o es classicaons o reasoning, including he one
oered by Peirce (deducon, inducon, abducon) and ha ormulaed in he
Lvov-Warsaw School (deducve: inerence, proving; reducve: explanaon,
esng).
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MYTHOS AND LOGOS: SCHOPENHAUER AND THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN PHILOSOPHY AND RELIGION

Keynoe Speaker: Proessor Mathias Koßler,
Presiden o Schopenhauer-Gesellschaf e. V.

Organiser: Oliver Brown, London Meropolian Universiy, UK

Schopenhauer’s philosophy is recognised for its pessimism and engagement with
religious hough, parcularly Hinduism, Buddhism, and Chrisaniy. The aim o he
workshop is o invesgae how Schopenhauer undersands he ension beween
philosophy and religion in his work and wha insighs his inerpreaon can oer o
contemporary work in philosophy and religious studies.

Submissions on a breadth of topics related to Schopenhauer’s philosophy and its
relaonship wih religion are welcome, including bu no limied o:

• Philosophy, religion, and meaphysical consolaon,
• Narrave and concepual ruh in Schopenhauer,
• Schopenhauer and apophac heology,
• Pessimisc and opmisc religions,
• Schopenhauer’s inerpreaono he inner kernel oChrisaniy,Hinduism,

Buddhism, Judaism, and Islam,
• Tragedy and religious allegory.
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Religion and Schopenhauer Diagrams
Reeu Bhaacharjee
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In ‘The World as Will and Represenaon’ [Schopenhauer] and also in his Berlin
Lectures, Arthur Schopenhauer have provided logical diagrams. In these diagrams, a
circle is used to represent the extension of a concept (i.e. set of individuals denoted
by his concep) and he opological relaons beween hese circles represen he
relaon beween he conceps [Lemanski & Moke]. In ‘The World as Will and
Represenaon’, we also nd anoher ype o diagram, called ‘‘Good and Evil diagram’,
which can be obain by bringingmany circles ogeher and connecng hem in a chain
like ormaon. Bu unlike he diagrams menoned above, 'Good and Evil' diagram
does no show he acual relaon beween he conceps bu jus show he pah
ha viewer migh ake o go rom one circle o is non-adjacen circle by ‘jumping’
one inersecng circle o anoher. This ype o diagram can also help in visualizing
Schopenhauer’s views on pessimisc religions. Auweelec [Auweele] has summa rized
Schopenhauer’s view as follows Human beings can be either enlightened or not,
bu boh kinds are orured and need salvaon. The no enlighened mass, hrough
he ‘allegorical ruh which pessimisc religion provides, undersand heir deprived
condion. Religion also provides hem he ‘principal’ o overcome his siuaon and
gain salvaon. Thesameprocesshappens o heenlighenedmass hroughphilosophy.
Here I have applied Schopenhauer diagrams o Auweele’s inerpreaon. My alk will
start with the diagrams of Schopenhauer and I will delve more into Schopenhauer’s
view on pessimisc religion and ry o provide a diagrammac dimension o i.
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Sarng rom Schopenhauer’s hellish version o exisence (“here is already in
he world somehing akin o hell... This world is he bale-ground o ormened and
agonized beings who connue o exis only by each devouring he oher” WWR§46,
“DieWelt istebendieölle, und dieMenschen sindeinerseis die gequälenSeelen und
anderseis die Teuel darin.”  PP 2 §156), we argue ha Schopenhauer’s evaluaon
o he world bears srong similaries wih Byron’s nihilisc “mysery” Cain (1821),
inuencing anoher lesser-known gemoRomanc lieraure,Mihai Eminescu’sAndrei
Mureșanu (1871). Schopenhauer claims that our lives are “meaninglessness” and
“vacuous”: we are “like mechanical clocks ha are wound up and go wihou knowing
why”; every individual is “one more shor dream o he innie spiri o naure”, “one
more eeng image joed playully” by he will “on is innie page … beore i is
erased to free up room” (WWR I §58). Furthermore, the essence of Hamlet’s famous
monologue can be summarized in his way: “our condion is so miserable ha
complete non-being would be decidedly preferable” (WWR I §59). Schopenhauer
both asserts that non-existence is superior to this infernal and empty existence, and
ha God canno be complimened or His unorunae creaon. According o he
German philosopher, “his world o consanly needy creaures who connue or a
me merelyby devouring one anoher, pass heir exisence in anxiey and wan,and
ofen endure errible aicons, unl hey all a las ino he arms o deah... a God
who should presume to transform himself into such a world would certainly have
been inevitablytroubled and tormented by the devil” (WWR §28). We argue that
Schopenhauer’s dissasacon wih a deecve creaon and a diviniy ha possesses
demonic rais, leads he way o Cioran’s Gnosc and nihilisc reevaluaon o God
from his The Evil Demiurge (1969). TheRomanian-French auhor, heavily inuenced
by Schopenhauer, claims ha his world is oo damaged o be considered divine: i is
much more likely ha a demonic deiy is responsible or is creaon. “I is dicul, i
is impossible to believe that the Good Lord – “Our Father” – had a hand in the scandal
o creaon. Everyhing suggess ha He ook no par in i, ha i proceeds rom a god
wihou scruples, a eculen god. Goodness does no creae, lacking imaginaon; i
akes imaginaon o pu ogeher a world, however boched. A he very leas, here
mus be a mixure o good and evil in order o produce an acon or a work. Or a
universe. Considering ours, i is alogeher easier o race maers back o a suspec
god than to an honorable one.” (The New Gods, I).
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This paper explores Arthur Schopenhauer’s account of compassion and assesses
he explanaory powers o religion and philosophy in relaon o compassion’s
essence. Schopenhauer argues that philosophy and religion both respond to
humanity’s metaphysical need which is driven by the requirement that ‘the horizon
of our thoughts must be closed, and must not remain unlimited’ (PPII, p. 302). In
Schopenhauer’s dialogue in On Religion, Philalethes argues that religions ‘appeal not
o convicon [...] bu o aih, using revelaon’ (p. 294). Philosophy, on he oher
hand, has 'is source [...] in he inuive apprehension o he world’ (PPII, p. 12). Is
inuive source grounds Schopenhauer's preerence o philosophy o religion.

Conemporary debaes have ocused on he conen o knowledge in accounng
or he dierences beween compassionae, egoisc and malicious acons. Marshall
(2017) claims ha Schopenhauer aribues episemic value o compassion which
‘implies ha malice and egoism can arise only rom an episemic lack’ (pp. 293-4).
Janaway (2020) species ha Schopenhauer’s ehics is ounded upon ‘cognion o
his ruh [ha] each human being is no really disnc rom he All’ (p. 274). Shapshay
(2021) and Mannion (2002) aribue panheism and heism o Schopenhauer’s
ehics o bridge a supposed movaonal gap ha arises when viewing he conen o
compassion as a percepon o he ruh omonism.

This paper argues that the debate in secondary literature has arisen because of
Schopenhauer’s careless use of the term “knowledge” in his account of compassion,
which hemos ofen uses o reer o represenaonal, cognised knowledge. However,
in Schopenhauer’s more careful moments, a ‘felt knowledge’ (WWRI, p. 357) is
referenced in contrast to ‘abstract knowledge, communicable through words’ (p.
368) when he aemps o dene ha which is specic o compassionae experience.
This noon o a el, non-represenaonal “knowledge” evidences Schopenhauer’s
emphasis on the primacy of the will, and characterology, in ethics. Schopenhauer
claims that ‘conduct follows from absolute necessity from the coincidence of the
characer wih he moves’ (WWRI, p. 287). Hence, an egois and a compassionae
agen can have he same represenave conen  anoher suering individual 
bu he egois lacks he compassionae agen's deep incenve o remove anoher’s
suering due o his disnc inelligible characer.
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Considering this, the compassionate agent ‘performs such a deed because
he is good, but he does not understand how to explain it properly, since he is
not a philosopher’ (p. 369). This sets up a direct contrast between the mode of
communicaon o he philosopher  an explanaon in absrac conceps  and he
immediate feeling of the compassionate agent, orwha i is like o be compassionae.
This ‘living knowledge expressing itself in deed and conduct alone’ (p. 285) is a direct
and rs-personal ‘el knowledge’ o compassion. I is only he shadow o his ha
the philosopher seeks to explain in third-personal abstract terms.

Religion ulises myhos o convey he meaphysical signicance o moraliy.
For example, Schopenhauer takes the Upanishadic formula, a vamasi to ground
compassion in he individual’s ulmae ideny wih he oher suerer. However,
because one must be in possession o a compassionate intelligible character to
experience the felt knowledge of compassion, any third-personal philosophical
accoun o compassion canno have is source in inuion. Thereore, jus as religion
cannot explain compassion accurately due to its reliance on myth and allegory,
philosophy canno properly explain compassion since is explanaon is no grounded
upon inuion.
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The presenaon is dedicaed o he reconsideraon o perspecves concerning
the religiousness of art formulated in the late Eighteenth Century and the early
Nineteenth century – among others by Friedrich Schleiermacher (1799), Wilhelm
Heinrich Wackenroder (1799, posthumously edited by Johann Ludwig Tieck), and
GeorgWilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1807)  in order o ouline heir relaonship wih and
developmens in Schopenhauer's hough. A parcular aenon will be dedicaed
o properly logical aspecs o he subjec, o he acknowledgmen o absence/
presence of conceptual referents in the purely instrumental music and to the
denions o signicaon in dieren arsc conexs. The diachronic observaon
o he conribuons on he subjec up o Schopenhauer’s reconsideraon allows o
deec a relevan deepening moving rom a Chrisan characer o he concepon o
ar. The research may also lead o more closely relae posions exposed in he early
Nineteenth century to further developments of Schopenhauer’s thought; the same
way o regarding he ar o previous cenuries descending rom he perspecve o
religiousness very lively nourished visions, achievemens and arsc projecs and
deermined decisive consequences or he ormulaon o aeshec purposes and he
arsc pracce hroughou he Nineeenh cenury.
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The inial premise o his invesgaon is ha he onc undamen o he sacred
experience narraed by he myh is o dialogue naure and more ofen han no being
expressed in he menal or verbal exchange I-Thou, or I  hou conversaon. Such a
condion seems o prepare he momen when Logos may ener, and Logos is mean
here as a creave power omind.

I sarwih dening logos, hanmyhos and he noon o he sacredness rom he
conemporary religious sudies perspecve. Than I come up wih my inerpreaon
o he Schopenhauer’s noon o world as a will and world as represenaon. Boh
acors are o aeshec naure, he will manifested and perceived through sixth
human senses’ acviy while he represenaon is inevitably associated with the
aeshec orm o any kind. Finally I presen he philosophical radion ha has
invesgaed he naure o he aeshec experience whererommy research approach
emerges, namely Roman Ingarden‘s and Nicolas Hartman’ phenomenological stand.
Finally I elucidae my conclusive proposion ha saes ha i is he very aeshec
experience’s unolding dynamics whereMyhos and Logos may cooperavely coexis.
The history of human art proves that that sacred art, a visible and tangible result
o ha ineracng, emphasising he supreme role and power o he perorming ar,
dance and theatre, in both leading to or trigging the experience of the sacred.
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Raonal Represenaonalism is a philosophical heory ha seeks o reconcile
wo compeng perspecves in philosophy. While classical raonalism criques
represenaonalism or neglecng he menal, language, or logic and ocusing
only on he world and is represenaon, classical represenaonalism argues he
opposie, cricising raonalism or overlooking he world and ocusing solely on
he menal, language, or logic. Raonal Represenaonalism aemps o harmonize
boh perspecves by emphasizing raonaliy as he medium o represenaon (i.e.,
he menal, language, or logic) in he ask o represenng he world (c. J. Lemanski:
World and Logic. London 2021).

The heory o raonal represenaonalism has precursors and companions,
such as Bacon, Carnap, Chalmers, Kant, and Schopenhauer, who sought to mirror
he world using logic. However, hese approaches have been heavily cricized in
boh heorecal philosophy and in ehics and philosophy o religion. Noably, here
is no approach ha is boh represenave and normave in ehics and philosophy
of religion, which may be due to the famous Is-ought problem that highlights the
ension beween represenaon and raonally based normaviy.

The lecure oulined here inially ocuses on he represenaonalis mehod
developed by Schopenhauer in §§ 53 and 68 o his major work The World as Will and
Represenaon. Schopenhauer establishes maxims with which ethical and religious
acon can be represened, and he classies such acon ino posive (A) and negave
categories (A), reerred o as he ‘armaon’ and ‘negaon o he will’. Alhough
philosophy only depics and reecs, he recipien mus decide beween he wo
conradicory direcons o acon: Eiher I choose A or I choose the contradictory
opposite B.

In his lecure, we argue ha his represenaonalis heory is subjec o a raonal
and logical claim ha in urn presupposes norms. Through reecon, he recipien
evaluaes he posive and negave possibilies o acon and decides beween he
wo conradicory direcons. For example: Eiher B or B; Not B; Thus A.

This decision-making process relies on raonal processes such as hypohesis,
disjuncon, negaon, modus ollendo ponens, ec. However, normave aspecs
are required or making evaluaons and decisions. These aspecs are incumben on
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everyone who reecs and decides. Schopenhauer’s example o he lives o he sains
and he imiao Chris illusraes he inerplay o represenaon and raonaliy.
Through reecon, he recipien evaluaes religious acon and decides or or agains
i. Thus, represenaon and raonaliy are inerdependen.

Schopenhauer’s Meaphysics in Conronaon
wih Phenomenological Theology: Schopenhauer’s

Response o Michel Henry’s Crique
Tadahiro Oota

Numazu College, Japan

oota.tadahiro.h2@gmail.com

This paper reconsidershowMichel Henry, a French phenomenological heologian,
inerpreed Arhur Schopenhauer’s philosophy, and aemps o respond o Henry’s
crique o ha philosophy rom Schopenhauer’s own perspecve.

In his principal work, Généalogie de la Psychanalyse, Henry oers an original
inerpreaon o Schopenhauer’s philosophywhich conains many remarkable
dierences beween Schopenhauer’s own denions o key conceps and Henry’s
phenomenological  heological inerpreaon o hem. This paper accouns or
hese dierencesby drawing a mehodological disncon beween Schopenhauer,
on he one hand, and Michel Henry’s inerpreaon o Schopenhauer on he oher.
While in L’Essence de la Maniesaon Henry presens ‘aecviy’ as a principle o
his own thought, in Généalogie de la Psychanalysehe reinterprets the history of
modern philosophy,making he concep o ‘aecviy’ is undamenal principle,
so that he also reconstructs Schopenhauer’s metaphysics in Die Wel als Wille und
Vorsellung rom he same perspecve. Henry claims ha Schopenhauer, having
‘glimpsed bu no concepualized’ his ‘aecviy’, consequenly aribued a wider
meaning to the concept of ‘will’ as a metaphysical principle. Henry therefore claims
ha Schopenhauer’s idencaon o ‘will’ wih his meaphysical principle is he
resul o a ‘alsicaon’ o he ‘aecviy’. However, Schopenhauer’s descripon o
meaphysics is principally based on he opposie mehodology: he analyc mehod
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which sars rom a given experience and aemps o reveal he higher philosophical
principles which underlie it.

Employing his mehodological disncon, his paper reconsiders Henry’s
inerpreaon o Schopenhauer’s philosophy and aemps o respond o Henry’s
crique rom Schopenhauer’s own sandpoin, ocusing especially on Henry’s
crique o he concep o ‘will’ in Schopenhauer’s philosophy. This paper discusses
how Schopenhauer himsel engages wih he problemon which Henry ocuses:
ha o ‘denominaon’ regarding he ‘realiy o he exernal world’. In adopng he
concept of ‘denominao a poori’ when he calls that reality ‘will’, Schopenhauer was
quite conscious that the concept of ‘will’ can be applied to the thing in itself only
analogously. He thus employs suchan ‘analogy’ with the reality of one’s own body
when naming the reality of the external world. According to Schopenhauer, although
he idenes he ‘hing in isel’ as will, his denominaon is in ac inappropriae
insoar as he concep o will has is origin in he mos disnc appearance, i.e. in
the movement of one’s body. In this sense, Schopenhauer responds to the problem
Henry presents by conceding that the concept of ‘analogy’ plays a central role in his
metaphysics.
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According to Schopenhauer’s account on what he considers to be metaphysics,
here are wo kinds o meaphysical sysems: he scholarly kind (philosophy), which
may be called “docrine o convicon”; and he popular kind (religion), which may
be called “docrine o aih”. I one has he noons o myhos and logos in mind, at
rs glance i would seem ha Schopenhauer is arguing or religions being myhos
(along with other German philosophers’ philosophies) and his own philosophy being
logos. Nevertheless, Schopenhauer's philosophy of knowledge may authorize us to
understand how logos andmyhos are not as separated as it would seem, which may
allow us to understand modern science as a modern version of sorts of myths. How
so? As an ranscendenal idealis, Schopenhauer claims in his docoral disseraon
ha ranscendenal laws (posulaed by him in his docoral disseraon) presuppose
nature’s agreement to themselves. In other words, transcendental laws “force”
scienc observaons o  heir own lenses. The main queson his communicaon
poses hereore is: “wha ells science apar rom myhs?”. From his sandpoin,
science is not so far away from myths, even because both discourses, each in its own
ashion, rely on meaphysics, according o Schopenhauer. Presenng he deails o
such Schopenhauer-inspired reading – by means of analyzing the relevant passages
in his exs  is he goal o his communicaon.
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For Schopenhauer the reason of religion consists in the necessity to elaborate
an “inerpreaon o lie”, namely o one's own. The respecve inerpreaon
depends on he “grasping power” (Fassungskraf) o he individual. I reers o he
grea 4 quesons menoned by Kan in he Crique o Pure Reason (A 805/B 833),
which we cannot get rid of because they belong to the nature of man, but which also
canno be answered denively. Schopenhauer proposes a radical compression o
hree quesons or, more precisely, o hree queson words. These are “Where rom?
Whiher? Whereore?” (P II. 383) Amazingly, hese hree quesons orm he basis o
he hree very ineresng ragmens supposedly aken rom leers wrien in 1806
addressed to his mother Johanna. The impact of these fragments has been nearby
ignored unl now. In hese noaons, he young Schopenhauer  18 years old!  ried
o ormulae his rs enave answers o he hree main quesons. His working
plan o 1813 (HN I. 55) hen indicaes how a deailed philosophical claricaon o
he horizon o hese hree quesons has o proceed in order o arrive a a really
convincing answer. First, according to this plan, it is necessary to bracket the daily
“world o imaginaon” (Wel der Vorsellung) which is common o all human beings.
This is he main goal and purpose o he disseraon nalized 1813, as his Berlin
lecture of 1820 shows in detail, especially in the chapter on the Theorem of Reason.
Thus he oundaon is laid or a philosophical juscaon o a possible and desirable
2 “negaon” o he will, which he le o he ourh book o he World as Will and
Imaginaon holds ou in prospec. The Indians, much praised by Schopenhauer,
concenraed on he brackeng o he world o knowledge, hey did no know ye
he riddle word, which he Sphinx waned o hear, and which is no: “I is he man!”
bu “I is he will!” The 2nd par o he 4h book o he World as Will and Imaginaon
then warily speaks of a “change of the leading signs” in order to hint at the upcoming
undamenal change o our being. In his way he disseraon cleared he way or a
philosophical religion like Buddhism, bu hen also or he philosophical negaon o
the world as suggested by his main work.
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In Schopenhauer’s view, all valuable saesaeshec,moral or salvicarise rom
a relaon beween inuive cognion (Erkennnis) and willing, rather than abstract
resoluons o reason (Wissen) (WWRI, 432).When reason guides pracce, is objecs,
universal conceps, are aken up ino he law o movaon, which saes no more
han ha, given a sucien move he ac will occur wih necessiy, irrespecve o
is value (BM, 126). Reason hereore ollows he laws o he phenomenon governed
by its inner controller, the will as thing-in-itself. The best that abstract maxims can
counsel is prudence, by consraining he will omove in a dieren direcon, bu hey
are impoen o eec any real or acual change in he will isel.

By conras, Schopenhauer aribues o immediae, inuive cognion o
sensuous parculars a capaciy o occasion disposions in he will ha insanae
value. Aeshec conemplaon slls he wills o hose suscepble o beauy (WWRI,
219); percepon o anoher’s suering displaces he ordinary incenves o egoism
in avour o compassion (BM, 200); while immediae cognion o he essence o he
world and he suering essenal o i, brings abou ha quieening o he will ha is
salvaon or holiness (WWRI, 311).

This contrast between the impotence of logically ordered concepts and the actual
eecs brough abou by inuive percepon seems o receive a reverse appraisal in
Schopenhauer’s philosophy of religion. For Schopenhauer, philosophical and religious
metaphysics cater to humanity’s need for metaphysics, concerning why there is
somehing raher han nohing and why ha somehing maniess isel as a suering
world (WWRII, 181). Philosophy sases his need in he medium o conceps,
sensu srico e proprio, defending its claims in accordance with the canons of logic
esablished by he principle o sucien reason o knowing, hereby appealing o
hough and convicon. By conras, religious meaphysics conveys is eachings
hrough imaginave myhs, narraves and gures, sensu allegorico, issuing in belief
grounded on authority (WWRII, 173-5). Religious metaphysics is, therefore, an ersatz
soluon o he need or meaphysics, akin o a wooden leg in place o a naural one
(PPII, 302).

However, in the light of Schopenhauer’s epistemological contrast between
inuive cognion and is raonal reecon in conceps, i is dicul o discern wha
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acual bene philosophy’s concepual accoun o he world and lie migh have over
a mythical, religious one. The philosopher who knows the nature of art, morality
and holiness in concepts is not, by virtue of such knowledge, able to create beauty,
ac morally or aain salvaon, and hose who do or can, are no hindered in heir
aainmen o hese goals by lack o philosophical knowledge. Philosophy is, says
Schopenhauer, limied o inerpreaon and descripon wihou prescripon, or he
issue o “he worh or worhlessness o an exisence, where salvaon or damnaon
is in queson” is no decided by dead conceps, bu by he innermos essence o an
individual’s will (WWRI, 297-8).

But for this innermost essence to become actual in the phenomenon, what is
required is inuive cognion o vivid, sensuous scenes, scenes ha are more
reminiscen o he myhical picures o religion han he iner absracons o
philosophy. Irrespecve, hereore, o Schopenhauer’s greaer eseem or philoso-
phical meaphysics over hose o religion, conemplaon o he cross or hearing
he ale o Kisa Goami and he Musard Seed is more likely o give rise o ha
innermos relaon beween cognion andwilling ha resuls in holiness han reading
The World as Will and Represenaon, and this is so whatever one’s intellectual
capacies.
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Schopenhauer and he “Theorecal Oracle“
o Inellecual Inuion
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This paper will examine he conic beweenmyhos and logos in Schopenhauer’s
philosophy by considering his cricism o he noon o inellecual inuion, as well
as he exen o which his own philosophy makes use o his noon. Despie his grea
admiraon or Kan’s heorecal philosophy, Schopenhauer charged Kan’s praccal
philosophy wih illegimaely inroducing a heisc mode o explanaon in he orm
o he caegorical imperave. He likens our supposed awareness o he moral law o
revelaon, which he akes o be he oundaon o all heism, and claims ha Kan’s
commimen o his ‘praccal oracle’ laid he groundwork he ‘heorecal oracle’ o
inellecual inuion inroduced by he pos-Kanan idealiss.

In laying claim to such a faculty, Fichte and Schelling trespass beyondthe bounds
o raonal knowledge, inelligibiliy, and explanaon, which Schopenhauer akes
o be governed and demarcaed by he principle o sucien reason.Inellecual
inuion raher consues a remnan o religious myscism ha is wholly alien o
philosophical reasoning and empirical cognion, an insrumen omyhos raher han
logos.

However, scholars such as Arthur Drews and D.W. Hamlyn have argued that
Schopenhauer is himsel commied o modes o knowledge ha go beyond he
principle o sucien reason and ha can be classied as inellecual inuion.

To invesgae hese maers, I will rs give an accoun o he concep o
‘inellecual inuion’ siuaed wihin he Kanan disncon o he nie, ecypal
mind and the divine, archetypal mind. Second, I will give a brief summary of
Schopenhauer’s noon o represenaon, he principle o sucien reason, and
he associaed resricons he places on he validiy o explanaons and knowledge-
claims. Third, I will describe and reconsruc he claims ha consue his cricism o
he concep o ‘inellecual inuion’ in Idealis philosophy. In ligh o hese, I will hen
examine he kinds o cognions posulaed by Schopenhauer which he does no ake
o be governed by he principle o sucien reason. These concern (1) he knowledge
I have omy body as an objeccaon o will, (2) he knowledge o he ideas gained
in he conemplaon o ar and naure, (3) he knowledge I have o ohers as will, as
maniesed in compassion, and (4) he salvaon gained rom he denial o will.
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I will argue ha Schopenhauer’s real issue wih he German Idealiss’ noon
o inellecual inuion does no ruly consis in is reedom rom he principle o
sucien reason, bu is opmisc, heodicean aims. Hence, he only objecs o
myscal or religious modes o knowledge i hey are incompable wih he persi-
sence o suering or serve o provide a juscaon or his suering.

The Signicance o he Sain Painng in
Schopenhauer’s Philosophy

Yasunari Tsutsumida

Sophia Universiy, Japan

yasu.leer.16@gmail.com

Schopenhauer developed his own heory o aeshecs and ar based on he
metaphysics of the will, and he valued music highly among the various arts as the
only one that can directly express the will, (others expressing the “Platonic Idea”, the
objeccaon o he will). Music, however, lacks a direc relaonship o he Idea,
which is he essence o he world and o lie, and has lile connecon o he hough
o he “negaon o he will” ha is caused by is percepon. Raher, in his respec,
he sain painng (Heiligenbild), which depics Chrisan sains who embody he
“negaon o he will”, is a more signican ar orm in his philosophical sysem.

In his aeshecs and ar heory, he sain painng is reaed as a genre o
hisorical painng (Hisorienmalerei). The dening characerisc o hisorical painng
is ha i depics he imporance o hisorical scenes, evens, and acons as “ouer
signicance”, while expressing he essence o humaniy, or he Idea o humaniy, as
“inner signicance”. However, a sain painng primarily depics neiher hisorical
evens nor deeds, bu sains who are lled wih he rue Chrisan spiri. In his sense,
a sain painng places much more emphasis on he depicon o inner han ouer
signicance as he Idea o humaniy. Furhermore, while hisorical painng generally
depics he “armaon o he will” aspec o humaniy, he sain painng depics he
“negaon o he will” aspec o humaniy. This dualiy o he Idea o humaniy is also
closely relaed o his inerpreaon o Adam (he symbol o he “armaon o he
will”) and Chris (he symbol o he “negaon o he will”) in his heory o religion.
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Thereore, he sain painng, by is unique characeriscs, is no a mere hisorical
painng, and he impression i gives us is almos a religious one.

In proof of this, Schopenhauer refers to Raphael’s “St Cecilia” as a symbol of the
ransion rom ar o religion in his main work, TheWorld asWill and Represenaon.
At the end of the book, Schopenhauer also states that the truly sacred and de-
mundane expression of a person who has completely negated the will can be found
in he painngs o sains by such masers as Raphael and Correggio. The expression
on the faces of these saints isa complete apprehension of the whole essence of the
world and o lie, in which he “negaon o he will” aspec o he Idea o humaniy
is expressed with extreme clarity. This not only temporarily quiets the will of the
conemplaor, bu also inspires a remedy rom suering hrough religion, which goes
one sep urher han ar. Thereore, in Schopenhauer’s philosophy, he sain painng
occupies a unique posion bridging ar and religion, and i also presens his hough
o he “negaon o he will” o us in an inuive way.
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A very important concept since ancient Greek philosophy for thinking metaphysical
and religious maers is ha o “opposion”. However, remained or a long me a
concepual “erra ranca” (i.e. a concep grounded in a leas hree radically dieren
radions, like archeypical conrary binarism, Hegelian-Marxian “dialeccs” and
logical conradicory negaon), he concep o opposion, since 20 years, has
unolded ino a ull-edged new branch o mahemacs, “opposional geomery”
(a.k.a. “logical geomery”). Recenly i has been demonsraed (c. Moret 2022)
ha: (1) he mahemacal “home” o classical opposional geomery is Pascal’s
innie arihmecal riangle: each classical n-closure is bijecve wih one o he rows
o he innie arihmecal riangle; (2) he mahemacal “home” o non-classical
opposional geomery are he geomerical simplecc generalisaons o Pascal’s
riangle, namely he innie series o he Pascalian simplexes, whose “horizonal
secons” are bijecve wih he non-classical n-opposions. In his paper we propose
some new mahemacal resuls abou such Pascalian simplexes, which lead us o
he new concep o Pascalian “innie simplecc poly-numbers”, inside which he
already known Pascalian structures receive a framework and new tools. We suggest
that some structures unveiled through this new geometry can serve as powerful
conceptual metaphors for thinking some classical metaphysical issues. We focus on
the “henological scheme” of the Platonic and neo-Platonic (but in part also Hegelian)
radion: Pascal’s riangle bears sriking resemblances wih some undamenal pars
o i, noably in he owing innie succession o is growing numerical rows, going
downward ino innie mahemacal complexiy, bu sarng rom a single number
“1” (readable as “God” or “Fiat!”). Our new spaces can reverse and dilute into back-
wards innie (inerpreable as reversed “creaon me”) he downward creaon
o any o he inniely descending Pascalian simplexes. This suggess ha creaon
ex nihilo could be conceived as an illusion, an innie numerical-geomerical game,
ontologically self-grounded in previously unknown fundamental symmetries.

This abstract was sent last minute for the general session
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