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1. Introduction

In the history of metaphysics a great problem was how qualify in accurate terms Cusanus’ idea of the coincidentia oppositorum (the coincidence of opposites). After some centuries, a similar idea, i.e. Hegel’s dialectics, which adds a negation to a first negation in order to obtain a synthesis in the most general terms, obtained a much greater audience. Afterwards, these ideas received  decreasing attention. It is surprising that in the 20th Century, while philosophy languished, an artist, writer, founder of communities, teaching the Eastern doctrine of non-violence, i.e. Lanza del Vasto (LdV), brought about a re-birth of Cusanus’s dialectics. 

In the following analysis, I will take advantage of recent achievements in mathematical logic, which offer the tools to enable us to determine rigorously what, in the writings of a past philosopher, results from a formally logical step, and what is a mere logical guess, derived from either common knowledge or his creativity.  

Through this formal method, I will i) present some characteristic features of Cusanus’ argument; ii) criticise Hegel’s method; the result agrees with the criticism suggested by LdV’s philosophical ingenuity; iii) show a relationship between Cusanus and LdV which is stronger than that declared by the latter; iv) suggest a plain explanation of the coincidentia oppositorum.  

Notice that the reading of the following analysis does not require a specialised knowledge of mathematical logic.   

2. Cusanus's reasoning according to non-classical logic

Most people know Cusanus as the philosopher who suggested a seemingly impossible coincidence of opposites. Previous scholars who analysed this notion did not achieve a common agreement on its significance.
 

Cusanus considered the common logic of his times as inadequate. For instance, in the following passage Cusanus underlined both the inadequacy of the non-contradictory nature of a negation with respect to its corresponding affirmation and the identity principle: 

The Philosopher held it to be most certain that an affirmation contradicts a negation and that both cannot at the same time be said of the same thing, since they are contradictories. He said this on the basis of reason’s concluding it to be true. But if someone had asked Aristotle, “What is other?” he surely could have answered truly, “ It is not other than other.” And, if the questioner had thereupon added, “Why is other other?” Aristotle could rightly have answered as at first, “Because it is not other than other.” And thus, he would have seen that Not-other and other do not contradict each other as contradictories. And he would have seen that that to which he gives the name “the first principle” (primum principium) does not suffice…

Cusanus called the logicians of his times an Aristotelis secta
 and looked for a new way of arguing
; which, however, he did not succeed in defining. Moreover, he presented his ideas in a somewhat obscure way
; his writings have to be interpreted. In the following I will perform this task by applying some basic notions of three different kinds of logic. 

Mathematical logic was born in the second half of the 19th Century. Around the year 1900 some new mathematical logic of the non-classical kind arose; but it was only in the ‘30s they were recognised as kinds of logic that were independent of the classical logic. Eventually, some decades ago the mathematical logicians achieved a clear-cut division between classical logic and most kinds of non-classical logic; when the law of double negation fails, i.e. ¬¬A is not equivalent to A, a non-classical logic - for instance, intuitionist logic -, holds true.
 

Recently, I discovered that Cusanus’ texts include a lot of doubly negated sentences which are not equivalent to the corresponding affirmative ones; thus, the law of double negation does not apply to them, which hence belong to non-classical logic
; I will call them DNSs.
 

For example, the title of Cusanus’ major work about God is De non aliud (On the Not-Other), that is a DNS, since we have always an incomplete evidence for stating the existence of God (even less when one shares the “negative theology”
). Cusanus’ definition of the Uni-trinity is the following triple DNS: “Non aliud non aliud est quam non aliud” (The no-other is nothing other than the no-other)
. 

Notice also the definition of his basic notion: “Coniectura est positiva assertio in alteritate veritatem uti est participans [= non in sua totalitate]” (A conjecture is a positive sentence about the otherness to the extent that it shares a part of its truth”).
 And also “Nihil certi habemus nisi nostram mathematicam” (We have nothing certain apart from our mathematics)
; and so on. In addition, the celebrated title of his first book - De docta ignorantia, reiterating an ancient notion of negative theology -, acquires a full meaning when we complete it by making explicit one more negative word: Ignorantia docta ex infinitis rebus (An ignorance informed by infinite subjects); in such a way one obtains a DNS. Incidentally, the last DNS together with the above DNSs all suggest that the theologians of the so-called “negative” theology often argued through DNSs, although  unawares
. 

The title of the first chapter of Cusanus’s book
 leads one to inquire into a problem: Quomodo scire est ignorare (How to know is to ignore). Then the 53 lines of the first section include 20 DNSs; almost all the arguments rely upon this large number of DNSs. I verified that in this section he argued so accurately by means of cogent DNSs that their mere sequence is enough to preserve the logical thread of Cusanus’s text, provided that one implements them adding some connecting sentences. In other words, the sequence of all DNSs circumscribes the logical contents of this text. 

 Moreover, the DNSs are linked together in such a way as to present three ad absurdum arguments (AAAs). One may divide the sequence of the 20 DNSs into three “units of argument”, each unit ending by means of an AAA,
 whose last DNS works as a methodological principle for developing the next unit of argument. 

The third unit concludes the argument by means of a DNS of a universal nature; that is, it covers all the possible cases considered by the initial problem; desideramus scire [ex infinitis rebus] nos ignorare (we desire to know [by infinite subjects] that we do not know); of course, this DNS is of a universal nature, because its subject is the entire universe of knowledge. Having completed through this DNS his research on all possible cases, the author feels justified in translating the DNS into an affirmative sentence: tanto quis doctior erit quanto se magis sciveret ignorantem (The more he knows that he is unknowing, the more learned he will be).

Cusanus wanted to develop all his arguments in a conjectural manner; in modern terms that means that, his definition of coniectura being a DNS, he always wanted to argue according to non-classical logic. As a consequence, Cusanus’s “negative” theology was conceived, not so much as a theology based on negative sentences, but as a theology governed by non-classical logic and developed through DNSs. 

But he was unaware of the laws of the specific reasoning in non-classical logic, which explains why most of the text of De Docta Ignorantia lacks of DNSs; the same occurs in all the other works of Cusanus. His way of illustrating his ideas mixed reasoning according to non-classical logic with considerations of different nature in such an intricate way as to make his writings obscure to the investigations carried out over several centuries. I conclude that by ingenuity Cusanus approached very closely a new way of arguing according to non-classical logic, although he did not always adhere to it. 

I have come across scholars that argued through DNSs more accurately than Cusanus four centuries after him: Avogadro, S. Carnot and Lobachevsky. But they were favoured by their subjects, which, being scientific in nature, were much more supported by experimental evidence than that of Cusanus.

Let us now analyse the most controversial notion in Cusanus’s philosophy, i.e. the coincidentia oppositorum
. Cusanus illustrated a method relying upon this notion in several books. This method aimed at achieving knowledge of the infinite beings of the metaphysical world.
 In particular, he conceived the Holy Spirit as the nexus between the other two Persons, representing respectively matter and form; the last two being in opposition, the nexus constitutes a coincidentia oppositorum
. 

He stressed that a coincidence is possible because he made use of a negation which is not the classical one. “Pursuers [of God] who are philosophers did not enter this field, in which, alone, a negation is not opposed to affirmation.”
 Notice that the last sentence defines at best non-classical logic, because such a negation, when doubled, does not give back, as the classical negation does, the corresponding affirmation; i.e. it produces a DNS.

But Cusanus unsuccessfully applied this method to the mathematical problem of the squaring of a circle (he received disqualifying evaluations on his mathematical efforts; ridicula, wrote Regiomontanus
). Moreover, as already recalled above, this method was variously interpreted by modern scholars; some disqualified it as a jonglerie de mots
.

Let us now apply to it modern mathematical logic, which considers even the case of the introduction of a contradiction without an explosion of the resulting logical system; this kind of mathematical logic is called paraconsistent logic.

The founder of paraconsistent logic, N.A. Vasiliev
, stated that its characteristic feature was the co-existence of three kinds of sentence, i.e. "S is A", "S is not A", "S is and is not A"; the last one
, i.e. the "indifferent judgement", is the characteristic sentence of this paraconsistent logic. When we consider the first two sentences above as opposites, the third one represents precisely the final result of Cusanus’ coincidentia oppositorum. 

An accurate inspection of all Cusanus’s texts shows several instances of Vasiliev’s triple sentence (I will mark each triple sentence by two asterisks *, one before and one after it). 

For to the question whether God exists there can be no more unrestricting response than that (1) * it is not the case either that He exists or that He does not exist and (2) it is not the case that He both exists and does not exist *
. 

It is not the case that * He is nothing or that He is not nothing; nor is He both nothing and not nothing * 
.

… * You are moved with all that is moved, and You remain stationary with all that is stationary. And because there are some things which are moved while others remain stationary, You o Lord, at once, are both moved and stationary *; at once You both advance and are at rest
.

... you see that contradictories are denied of the unnameable Beginning, so that (1) * it is not the case that it is and is not the case that it is not, and (2) is not the case that it both is and is not *, and (3) is not the case that it either is or is not
.

All these sentences prove that sometimes Cusanus argued by means of the coincidentia oppositorum in the rigorous way that is formalised by modern paraconsistent logic. 

This result is not surprising when one recalls that Cusanus maintained that there exist three kinds of theology, i.e. positive theology, negative theology and theologia copulativa, where the coincidentia oppositorum holds true
. It is not difficult to recognise in positive theology the use of classical logic; in negative theology, the use of DNS, i.e. non-classical logic; in theologia copulativa, the use of paraconsistent logic. 

4. Hegel’s deviation 

According to several historians of philosophy, four centuries after Cusanus, his main idea, i.e. the coincidentia oppositorum, was reiterated and further developed by Hegel’s dialectics. In synthetic terms, we can say that according to Hegel, given a “thesis”, one has to negate it (one obtains the “antithesis”) and then add one more negation (“negation of negation”); a “synthesis” of previous two opposites, i.e. thesis and antithesis, results. Hence, in logical terms the synthesis is always obtained by a double negation of the thesis. 

Although Hegel wanted to produce new contents through syntheses, it is well-known that  his syntheses were not always informative or that they added new contents. I refrain from discussing Hegel’s dialectics as a whole, but will limit myself to some remarks on Hegel’s dialectics, whose reasoning is much more complicated than Cusanus’s. However the above tools of mathematical logic enable us to suggest some qualifications of this dialectics.

When the synthesis is equivalent to an affirmative statement supported by empirical evidence, Hegel’s method produces a synthesis which belongs to classical logic; in which case, the synthesis is equivalent to the original thesis, i.e. one obtains a triviality. This explains some of the trivialities that Hegel claimed were great discoveries. 

When Hegel’s method obtains as a synthesis a doubly negated statement which is not equivalent to the corresponding affirmative sentence, such a synthesis is a DNS. In this case Hegel’s synthesis may be equated to a Cusanus’ coniectura, provided that in addition it represents a proceeding to infinity
. 
In conclusion, the logical formalisation of Hegel’s dialectics through DNSs explains some inappropriate conclusions, which he however claimed improved knowledge
. These failures of Hegel’s do not contributed to clarifying Cusanus’ original method.
5. The coincidentia oppositorum in Lanza del Vasto

I omit a survey of those scholars who have claimed to have improved dialectics; it would require a specific study. I will focus attention on LdV, who, five centuries later, often referred to Cusanus
.

LdV qualified Hegel’s philosophy as an essential subject of study since it represents a turning point in the development of Western philosophy, above all because it took up Cusanus’ dialectical thinking once again. But he contested Hegel's use of a fuzzy notion of negation, which in Hegel’s writings actually means several notions (contradictory, opposed, contrary, antagonistic, diverse, unlike, different, etc.). From this fuzziness follows an incomplete formula of his method, which was moreover used clumsily by Hegel
. We remark that LdV, although unaware of non-classical laws, in fact drew attention to the different meanings of a negation just as the different kinds of logic do; thus, his criticism was correct.

LdV lucidly conceived the need for new specific laws for arguing about infinite beings, i.e. about the realm of the coincidentia oppositorum.

It is not sufficiently remarked that the principle of non-contradiction does not apply to infinite beings. This remark allows us to understand both religious doctrines which present God in positive terms by implying [also] his negative aspect (Christianity, Islam, Hebraism) and those which present God in negative terms, but are positive religions (Buddhism, Taoism)
. 

Indeed, according to LdV: 

At this moment the reason through which we are reasoning [about God] has no translation in time and space. It is neither out of space, nor is it in space, it is not before the time, it is not inside the time, it is beyond, it is “on another plane”, as is commonly said
. 

Moreover LdV sharply perceived when the double negation law fails. A short quotation about the differences between two great religions, shows this acute perception: 

Whereas a Hindu says Yes to all, conserves and cumulates, and adapts himself to contrasts   just as nature does, Buddha says Not to Yes and Not to Not, and not to the struggle between the Yes and Not./ But his negations are not negative in nature; they are mystical in nature. So the negation of the negation does not imply a new affirmation; it leads to a suspension which is favourable to “crossing the threshold”. Only [= nothing else] his silence [= the negation of the struggle] is positive
. 

This quotation shows that LdV perceived the exact meanings of both negation and double negation; moreover, he reiterated the same meaning of the negation as Cusanus intended it, i.e. the negation as transcessus
. In fact, since he was a disciple of Gandhi, LdV’s thinking was dominated by a DNS, i.e. the word non-violence
.

Moreover, with philosophical ingenuity he also made use of AAAs. See the following lucid and very short instance of an AAA: 

You believe in God, don't you? – Surely, and you? – I also do. – Yes, but he is not the same God. – Hence, there are maybe different gods? – Oh no. Not other than one God! – Well, then He is the same
. 

Here the sentence before the only DNS plays the role of an absurdity “It is absurd that there are different gods”); from which the DNS is derived; for all believers in God, this sentence is universal in nature; hence, the author feels justified in translating it into an affirmative sentence, which in the previous quotation is the last one. 

As a matter of fact, both Cusanus and LdV conceived reality as a multiplicity, yet defined God as the One; i.e. both shared the metaphysics of the henological kind
.; within which, in order to reach unity from multiplicity, the use of DNSs is unavoidable according to present logical knowledge

LdV qualified his own philosophy as “The philosophy of Conciliation…”
 and often recalled Cusanus’ notion of coincidentia oppositorum. In particular, he applied Cusanus’ notion to understand the variety of religions, as well as the nature of Being, and even the theory of conflict resolution
. As a follower of Gandhian non-violence, LdV was interested in qualifying it as far as possible as the methodological principle for reaching an agreement in a conflict: in other words, to apply dialectical thinking in order to obtain solutions in our world. To Cusanus’ notion of coincidentia oppositorum LdV added, through the image of scales with equal arms, two methodological principles
: 

i) “Do not confuse the [different] levels [where the coincidence occurs]”; 

ii) “The further the two plates are from each other, at a higher level one has to look for the possible point of convergence. 

Thus, the coincidentia oppositorum occurs not only at the infinity of God, but also in the finite realm
. 

However, LdV was also unaware of the laws of non-classical logic; in fact, he did not make regular use of DNSs. Nor did he reiterate Cusanus’s previous definition of Uni-trinity through three DNSs; rather, LdV defined God as “The Himself in Himself”
, which appears to be the translation in affirmative words of a previous definition (no-other = Himself; nothing other = in). Moreover, in an early book of  LdV’s, section no. CLIII, which  apparently is a paraphrase of Cusanus’ thinking, ends by failing to write Vasiliev’s triple sentence: “He [God] is, is not, is”; the last word had to be replaced by “is and is not”. 

Apparently, he was unsuccessful in improving the previously quoted sentences about God, because of a shortcoming similar to that of Cusanus. Hence, LdV, although he was much more lucid in illustrating his thinking than Cusanus, did not repeat all the achievements of the latter.

However, in the last years before his death, LdV perceived that his logic at that moment was inadequate for his philosophical aims. He conceived three kinds of logic; respectively, “the logic of Mathematics”, in which we recognise classical logic (i.e. the logic taught in our schools through Euclidean geometry); the “logic of the natural sciences”, where we recognise the non-classical logic inasmuch as these sciences are conceived by LdV as conjectural, inductive sciences; and a “new logic”, or “the logic of Philosophy”, or the 

Novissimum Organon or Supreme logic, i.e. the appropriate logic for the Philosophy of the Conciliation, i.e. the logic governing the coincidentia oppositorum. His fundamental law is that opposites and also  mere contraries,  join [at least] at infinity. Nicholas of Cusa… laid its bases three centuries before Kant in a treaty titled De docta ignorantia… Now the supreme notions of both philosophy and religion imply the notion of infinity and they are not that thing or that other thing, but they belong to a third nature. It is for this reason that it is vain, when ignoring the key to conciliation, to debate on them
.  

This supreme logic applies primarily to the notion of God as a Trinity.

6. The coincidentia oppositorum beyond LdV

Our modern knowledge of the three above-mentioned kinds of logic enables us to interpret Cusanus’s texts so accurately as to decide when he effectively argues according to a specific kind of logic, and when he actually suggests mere guesses. Let us apply these kinds of logic to the notion of coincidentia oppositorum, as illustrated since his first book, i.e. De Docta Ignorantia. 

Let us compare the two logical ways of arguing, the classical one and the non-classical one by means of a table, where we have the three different logical versions of a same sentence A according to either classical or non-classical logic; the respective true sentence is written in larger characters.

	CLASSICAL LOGIC
	NON-CLASSICAL LOGIC

	A

¬A

¬¬A=A

(¬A is in contraposition to A)
	A

¬A

¬¬A≠A

(¬A is not the exact opposite to A)


Since in classical logic the DNS ¬¬A is equivalent to A, in the first column we actually have two different sentences only, A and ¬A. When we join them into one sentence, we obtain a manifest contradiction, because A is a certainty, whereas ¬A is contradictory to A (and evenly to ¬¬A). This fact shows that when we interpret by means of classical logic Cusanus’ coincidentia oppositorum, i.e. the coincidence of both A and ¬A, logical contradiction is unavoidable. 

I s, and V. Bazhanov volent critisims, and V. modern gnoseology, but at the same time he did not circumscribed In the second column of previous Table, on the other hand, the DNS, ¬¬A, is true; neither A, nor the corresponding sentence, ¬A, holds true. Moreover, no one logical version of A is equivalent to another one; rather, ¬A is surely different from A. 

This triadic logical situation is unusual and it is not easily conceivable, because cannot be collapsed into a dualism (as the true/false dualism in classical logic). For this reason I suppose that  scholars throughout history have followed several ways of exploring this “unusual” logical situation of non-classical logic.  

The first way. Since ¬¬A is true but, being a methodological principle, is not a certainty about concrete beings, we are inclined to attribute a degree of likelihood also to the other two sentences, A and ¬A. For an instance, let us consider the following DNS; a Court judges a man “acquitted owing to insufficient evidence of guilt”. Only this DNS is true. However, we consider the two judgements A and ¬A, i.e. “innocent” and “guilty” as likely judgments. When we unite these two sentences into one sentence, they give a contradictory sentence only to the extent that we consider them to be certain truths of classical logic, which is possible only by arguing in a way that is separate from reality, without requiring evidence for supporting them. It is according to this idealistic way of arguing that one can “conclude” that Cusanus’ coincidentia oppositorum is a contradiction. That is what is perceived by a reader, who is not aware that he is arguing with non-classical logic; at first glance, he thinks that the sentence including  A and ¬A is a contradiction.

All of this explains why Cusanus’ method, when reasoning about the real world, appears to be an impossible reasoning. On the other hand, when Cusanus stressed that his argument consisted in a coincidentia oppositorum he challenged the Aristotelis secta, who know only classical logic, to understand this opposition differently from a contradiction. 

In fact, Cusanus often stressed that both the affirmative sentence and the corresponding negative sentence of a DNS are partially true
; or even are likely. Hence the two sentences A and ¬A are combined together in an allusive or dubitative way only. As a consequence, the coincidentia is not a contradiction, as Cusanus maintained against his critics
. 

In conclusion, in non-classical logic, since each of the two sentences, A and ¬A, is partially true, their mutual contradiction occurs in idealistic thinking only, while in reality it is only an apparent one (or rather, it is a partial contradiction only). 

The second way. Being unaware of the correct way of arguing using non-classical logic - constituted, as it is presented by his text itself, by a sequence of different DNSs -, Cusanus suggests the sequence of the three sentences  A, ¬A and ¬¬A, as constituting a unit of argument. Let us remark that since Cusanus considers each evaluation of finite reality, even a mensura, as an approximate evaluation, each sentence regarding reality is a partially true sentence only; that holds true for both sentences A and ¬A. When applying his method of the coincidentia oppositorum Cusanus starts from two merely likely sentences concerning reality, A and ¬A, with the aim of achieving a conclusion; in non-classical logic this conclusion cannot be anything but the only one true sentence, i.e. the corresponding DNS, ¬¬A. That allows Cusanus to “conclude“ features of the infinite realms, beyond the “walls of Paradise”
. 

Actually, in non-classical reasoning ¬¬A constitutes a methodological principle leading to an inductive logical process, transcending even its reference to finite beings. Indeed, in Cusanus’ theological thinking there exists a DNS in which his improper unit of reasoning cogently concludes a coincidentia oppositorum; it is the DNS Non aliud
. For instance in De Docta Ignorantia, the coincidentia oppositorum of the Maximum (A) and the Minimum (¬A) gives the One, i.e. God. Thus, each of Cusanus’ arguments “concluding” in God is a valid logical argument. He can  also argue in this way within the trinity; for instance from both the form (alluding to the Father; A) and the matter (alluding to the Son; ¬A), he concludes that the nature of the Holy Spirit is a transcending process connecting them. In conclusion, this way of arguing seems to overcome the finitude of reality, making it possible to arrive at transcending truths. All that explains his theologia copulativa which to most theologians appears to be governed by a paradoxical reasoning on divine subjects.

However, in such a way Cusanus refers only indirectly to reality, precisely to the extent that the world’s features are vestigia Dei or vestigia Trinitatis, alluded through the partial truths of A and ¬A in the light of the only true sentence ¬¬A. In other words, he concludes something on God inasmuch as his “premises” A and ¬A are manifestations of God. Being a believer in the double nature of Christ, and attributing the nature of the world to a manifestation of Christ, Cusanus has no problem in proceeding from finite beings to divine beings, or viceversa
. 

Being unaware of the actual potentialities of his reasoning through a coincidentia oppositorum, he ventured to solve mathematical problems through calculations inspired to his non-classical arguing. No surprise if Cusanus’ application of his method to the problem of the square of a circle through calculation, was unsuccessful
. Actually, in Cusanus’ own words, the intellectus, perceiving the transcending nature of ¬¬A by logical means, is governed by a different rationality than the ratio of mathematical calculations, governed by classical logic.

The third way. Cusanus’ use of the previously illustrated triadic unit of reasoning, paved the way for Hegel’s later dialectics. It originates from extracting from this triadic unit a purely logical technique, consisting in merely negating the same sentence, A (thesis), once, i.e. ¬A (anti-thesis), and then twice, i.e. ¬¬A (synthesis). 

Hegel also conceived of reality as an expression of a metaphysical being, i.e. the Absolute Spirit, rather than God. His dialectic was “theological” in nature (K. Marx) because, as previously shown of Cusanus’ thinking, a transcending sentence, a synthesis, attributed by Hegel to the Absolute Spirit, anticipates both the thesis A and the antithesis ¬A. But he reversed Cusanus’ viewpoint by stating his celebrated dictum “What is rational is real and what is the real is rational”; Hegel applied his method to real beings as such; hence, he conceived the two sentences  A and ¬A as empirically determined; which means within classical logic. In other words, his logical process wants to raise thinking to syntheses which, without being DNSs ¬¬A, result to be informative hints; for instance the celebrated triad: “Being, Not-Being, Becoming”. Given that also this improperly defined unit of argument seems to allude some more information concerning the premises, Hegel confusedly wavered between classical and non-classical logic through a celebrated language which is full of negations. 

In conclusion, Cusunus‘ “method” of the coincidentia oppositorum was a merely first attempt to argue according to non-classical logic (about infinite beings); it constitutes a conjectural method of arguing on metaphysical beings; but it does not constitute a truly new method of arguing on the finite realm, except for a specifically Christian theologian, who conceives of Christ as uniting real and metaphysical worlds. 

Rightly LdV suggested that A and ¬A correspond to the two plates of a set of scales of equal arms; they are at a level which is not the level of the corresponding ¬¬A, the sentence giving an answer to their inability to attain to the truth; indeed, the two plates have meaning only with reference to the point of suspension. When applied to an interpersonal conflict, both A and ¬A are the two appraisals given by the two actors, not the objective appraisal by an outside observer; then ¬¬A is, rather than a solution, a methodological principle for starting to argue in order to find out, through a sequence of more DNSs, which part of truth belongs to respectively to A and ¬A
.

Above all Cusanus ignored the fourth way of exploring this “unusual” logical situation of non-classical logic; it is his non-classical practice of logical reasoning, as well as that of the above-mentioned scientists. It starts from a DNS ¬¬A in order to then argue through a chain of further DNSs; which eventually establishes exactly which part of A (or on the other hand, ¬A) holds true. 

 Hence, Cusanus’ method of considering the sequence of A, ¬A and ¬¬A misinterpreted the typical sequence of non-classical reasoning, constituted by a sequence of DNSs; although he, as a matter of fact, reasoned, although inconstantly, precisely through sequences of DNSs forming units of reasoning. This explains why he anticipated so much modern epistemology, but at the same time did not circumscribe his results, so that they seemed ill-founded to most scholars.

It is well-known that a century ago Cassirer recognised Cusanus's merit of being the first to lead the human mind to conquer infinity
. Now we can attribute to him also what Cassirer merely hinted at, i.e. the merit of having suggested a new kind of logical rationality capable of arguing using non-classical logic.
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RIASSUNTO
Nella storia della metafisica è stato un grande problema come chiarire l’idea della coincidentia oppositorum (la coincidenza degli opposti) di Cusano, il quale è riconosciuto comunque da Cassirer come il primo epistemologo del pensiero moderno, in particolare come colui che ha saputo conquistare l’infinito alla mente umana. Dopo alcuni secoli, ha avuto una grande importanza una idea simile a quella di Cusano, la dialettica di Hegel, la quale aggiunge una negazione ad una prima frase negata per ottenere una sintesi in termini generali. Ma poi queste idee sono state sempre meno seguite, eccetto che nel XX secolo da un filosofo non accademico, Lanza del Vasto che ha criticato Hegel e si è ricondotto a Cusano. 
Nello scritto esamino questa tematica mediante gli strumenti recentemente forniti dalla logica matematica, già verificati sugli scritti di altri scienziati; essi sono capaci di distinguere con precisione che cosa, negli scritti di uno studioso, è un passaggio logico formale e che cosa è una semplice illazione, derivata dalla conoscenza comune o dalla sua creatività; e se è un passaggio logico, decidere di che tipo di logica è.  

Per mezzo di questo metodo formale, i) presento alcune caratteristiche del ragionare di Cusano; ii) critico il metodo di Hegel; il risultato si accorda con la analisi critica di Hegel che Lanza del Vasto ha compiuto in maniera intuitva; iii) dimostro che la relazione tra Cusano e Lanza del Vasto è  più forte di quanto dichiara quest’ultimo; iv) suggerisco una spiegazione della coincidentia oppositorum, chiarendo che la novità di ragionare in logica non classica è stata così innovativa che il tentativo di Cusano di precisarne il metodo è risultato in una scorciatoia, non errata ma valida solo in alcune situazioni; mentre è stato deviante il tentativo di Hegel; Lanza del Vasto, che ha portato un contributo al metodo di Cusano, si è comunque reso conto che occorreva arrivare a formalizzare un nuovo tipo di logica, che oggi risulta essere quella non classica.  

In definitiva, occorre attribuire a Cusano il merito di aver suggerito una nuova maniera di razionalità logica, quella capace di ragionare in logica non classica e di averne dato, sia pure in maniera imprecisa ed oscura, una prima formalizzazione.
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�	 	N. Cusanus [1462] p. 1149-1150; Hopkins translated almost all Cusanus’ books into English; they are accessible on his site. I will refer to this translation because its differences with other translations are not relevant to our aims (however I always compared it with the Italian translation by G. Federici Vescovini in N. Cusano [1972]).  


�	 	N. Cusanus [1962].


�	 	This point was emphasised mainly by E. Cassirer [1929], p. 31.


�	 	For instance J. Hopkins [2002] maintains that “Nicholas did not express himself clearly. Many of his works were written in haste… [he] generates many different ideas [without working] out their implications.” Hence, there is “… a gap between what he means and what he says… one has to interpret his unclear passages.”


�	 	D. Prawitz and P.-E. Melmnaas [1977]; M. Dummett [1977]; D. van Dalen and A.S. Troelstra [1988], 56ff. Notice that if in non-classical logic the sentence A holds true, then ¬¬A too holds true; for instance, “I have five euro”, implies that “It is not the case that I do not have five euro”.  


�	 	A. Drago [2008a]; A. Drago [2009]. In order to make it easier for the reader to recognize a DNS, in the following emphasis to each negative word will be added.


�	 	Notice that sometimes a double negation is included within a single word, such as “in-variant”, which does not mean “constant”; moreover, the word “only” represents a double negation, because it is equivalent to “nothing else than…- ”. The relevance of the DNSs seems rarely noticed by linguists. The best reference I know on this subject is L. Horn [1986], pp. 84ff, 296-308; L. Horn [2002]. In the following I will disregard an analysis of the various kinds of doubly negated sentences, because I assume that the ancient philosophers used this rhetoric figure intuitively referring more to the intended semantic that to formal rules. 


�	 	Already E.A. Wyller [1982] attempted to interpret Cusanus’ writings through non-classical logic. He suggests interpreting Cusanus’ argument according to two logical principles; i.e. the non contradiction principle and, in substitution of the Aristotelian identity principle “A is A”, “the highest principle of Cusanus’ thinking”: “A is nothing other than A”(p. 120). But Wyller, although premising (pp. 106-107) that since the beginnings of 20th Century modern science includes non-classical logic (e.g., Brouwer’s intuitionism, the new logic of quantum mechanics, etc.), does not determine which kind of non-classical logic is introduced by  Cusanus. Moreover, according to classical logic the principle he attributed to Cusanus’ thinking reiterates Aristotle’s identity principle by means of a mere turn of a double negation; in order to appeal to non-classical logic, i.e. to the failure of the double negation law, he had to write “A” is not” Nothing other than A”, or rather “Nothing other than A“ is substituted for ”A”. 


�	 	N. Cusanus [1462] p. 1109. 


�	 	N. Cusanus [1444?], 1, 13.


�	 	Quoted in Cassirer [1929] p. 30.


�	 	Also in mathematical logic the translation of formulas through an operation of double negation is oddly called “negative translation”; see D. van Dalen and A.S. Troelstra [1988], p. 57. It seems that throughout history, double negation has been ostracised. L.R. Horn [2002], p. 82ff.  provides some evidence for this hypothesis.


�	 	N. Cusano [1440].


�	 	A. Drago [2009]. 


�	 	All their theories have been of great relevance. A. Avogadro [1995] was the first accurate atomic theory; S. Carnot [1824] started the first non-mechanist theory in physics, i.e. thermodynamics; N.I. Lobachevsky [1950] introduced the first non-Euclidean geometry. All these texts have been analysed through DNSs in the following papers: A. Drago and R. Oliva [1999], A. Drago and R. Pisano [2004], A. Drago and A. Perno [2004] and V. Bazhanov and A. Drago [2010]. One more aspect of Cusanus’ reasoning is its theoretical structure; the sequence of the cycles of argument suggests an ideal model for organising a theory in an alternative way to the deductive one. In fact, this same way of organising a theory has been recognised in the texts listed in previous footnote; and moreover in logic A.N. Kolmogoroff [1967], i.e. the first formal introduction of intuitionist (actually, minimal) logic. See my analysis of this paper, Drago [2005].  


�	 	Cusanus made use indifferently of the expressions “God is beyond the coincidentia oppositorum” and “contradictories coincide in God”. See J. Hopkins [1985], footnote 260. 


�	 	See for instance, N. Cusanus [1440], book 1; N. Cusanus [1991]. 


�	 	N. Cusanus [1440] p. 1440. 


�	 	N. Cusanus [1463]. Recall also the previous first quotation in sect 2.


�	 	See J.M. Nicolle [2007].


�	 	P. Duhem [1913]. I recall some less negative appraisals by E. Vansteenberg [1920] („broderies“), or rather positive appraisals by F. Olgiati [1924]; E. Cassirer [1929], pp. 25-28); see also E. Cassirer [1925], P. Rotta [1942], L. Gabriel [1970], E.A. Wyller [1982], M. de Gandillac [1993].


�	 	G.L. Kline [1965]; V. Smirnov [1989]; A.I. Arruda [1980]. A different application of paraconsistent logic to Cusanus’s coincidentia oppositorum is given by M. Ursic [1998].


�	 	Notice that all these sentences may be consistently interpreted by means of DNSs. See my papers A. Drago [2001], A. Drago [2003].


�	 	N. Cusanus [1444].


�	 	N. Cusanus [1445?]. For a more detailed treatment see N. Cusanus [1440], p. 88-9. n 45, N.  Cusanus [1462] pp. 1117-8, 19-20.


�	 	N. Cusanus [1453], p. 696, 37, l. 7. 


�	 	N. Cusanus [1459]. Actually, this sentence is a tatralemma, a figure that features prominently in Indian traditional logic. 


�	 	N. Cusanus [1440], I, pp. 21, 24, 26.


�	 	Also L. Gabriel [1959],  E.A. Wyller [1980] and J. Hopkins [1985], p. 43-44 independently denied that Hegel’s dialectics can be equated with Cusanus’ method. 


�	 	On the “Hegel” issue, the Standford Encyclopedia of Philosophy states: “For most of the twentieth century, the “logical” side of Hegel's thought had been largely forgotten”. “Hegel’s logical triads are often regarded as expressions of an artificial and functionless formalism…”.


�	 	His biographer A. de Mareuil [1998], stresses that Cusanus was the only modern philosopher who inspired LdV, or better whose philosophy was almost equal to LdV’s. In 1930 LdV wrote: “Hegel rightly saw that there is a conciliation of opposites in a “higher unity”, but he failed in defining the plane of the third term. Nicholas of Cusa did not.” Lanza del Vasto [1991].  


�	 	Lanza del Vasto [1994a], pp. 171-180, 183. A detailed analysis of Lanza del Vasto’s criticism of Hegel’s philosophical thinking is offered by D. Vigne [2008-2010]. A short paper on the same subject is D. Vigne [2009].


�	 	Lanza del Vasto [1993a]. For a further illustration of LdV’s notion of negation let us first remark that he had as clear conception of the contraposition of True and False in  classical logic as the parallel contraposition of Good and Evil in ethics. He stressed a sharp opposition between Good and Evil in his original interpretation of Genesis 3. He interpreted the Original sin as consisting in eating the fruit of the tree of the-knowledge-of-[opposition-between]-Evil-and-Good; i.e. the sin was as the act of exploiting for his own advantage the original knowledge-contemplation that a man received from God; he diverted it to a knowledge-calculation for self-interest, so that he know the reality as a strict dualism between what is useful for achieving his own good vs. the other, which is conceived as an evil to be avoided or even suppressed. Since the egoistical  man conceives the negation of his own evil precisely as his good, we conclude that his knowledge belongs to classical logic. This interpretation is confirmed by LdV’s further interpretation of Apocalypse 13, verse 16 which tells us that the Beast marks the forehead of everyone; i.e. it distorts the way of thinking; we can even say, by confining man’s thinking within classical logic only. As an alternative to this personal and structural sin - and moreover to this way of arguing -, LdV proposes a conversion leading a man to have relationships based on love, open to the recognition of good and the evil in whatsoever person, even in the midst of a personal conflict.


�	 	Lanza del Vasto [1992], p. 52.


�	 	Lanza del Vasto [1980].


�	 	It is well-known that Hegel also understood  negation as an Aufhebung, a notion which echoed Cusanus’ transcessus. Hegel however added to it strong idealistic meanings. 


�	 	L. Horn [1986], p. 84 considers precisely this word as an example of a double negation. Elsewhere I performed a cursory analysis of LdV’s notions: “non-violence”;  “conversion from evil” “the self”, “God”; in fact, they have all been illustrated by him through DNSs. A. Drago [2008b]. In particular, his main prayer, “Oh God of truth” is, to my knowledge, the best henological prayer; when few more DNSs are added, it acquires full consistency in non-classical logic. 


�	 	Lanza del Vasto [1992], p. 49.  


�	 	About this subject, see G. Reale [2008]. 


�	 	Lanza del Vasto [1993b].


�	 	Lanza del Vasto [1993c]; Lanza del Vasto [1993a], p. 154 footnote no. 2; Lanza del Vasto [1968]; Lanza del Vasto [1994a], 181; Lanza del Vasto [1978]; Lanza del Vasto [1993d]; Lanza del Vasto [1992], p. 86 (about his prayers); C.-H. Roquet [1983].


�	 	R. Pagni [1981].


�	 	For ex., “Charity that gives back good for good and good for evil, because Charity is unlimited love”. Lanza del Vasto [1994b]. This idea of coincidence occurring also at the finite was suggested also by M. de Gandillac [1941]. In a letter dated 14 May 1935 (Lanza del Vasto [2006]) LdV recalled that some friends interested in his philosophy organised a meeting between him and de Gandillac, at the time the latter was a candidate for a Ph.D. thesis on the philosophy of Cusanus: « It was an evening among philosophers, the first one I experienced without getting into disputes.»  


�	 	Lanza del Vasto [1992] p. 35. About the relationship in Cusanus between the “Not-other” and the “himself”, see N. Cusanus [1462], prop. VI.


�	 	Lanza del Vasto [1993b], pp. 77-78. 


�	 	Ibidem, p. 79. 


�	 	E.g., see N. Cusanus [1440], pp. 46, 89.  


�	 	See for instance, N. Cusanus [1444?], II, 1, p.  201, 78, l. 17ff.; N. Cusanus [1453], p. 705, l.1.


�	 	N. Cusanus [1453], p. 697, 39, l. 10.


�	 This interpretation agrees with an analysis performed in merely philosophical terms by both K. Flasch [1973] and E. Berti [1993] provided  that by Cusanus’ intellectus is meant understanding by means of DNSs. 


�	 E. Cassirer [1929], p. 67, maintains the same.


�	See J.-M. Nicolle [2005]. Correctly Nicolle remarks (p. 157) the metaphysical nature of Cusanus’ notions; for this reason he charges Cusanus with “confusion”. However, Cusanus’ lack of success was partial, inasmuch as he anticipated notions which at his time were merely metaphysical. In the 20th Century these notions founded the non-standard analysis of hyper-reals, whose an instance is precisely the number which is less than all positive real numbers; see A. Robinson [1960]. Given that the notions of non-standard analysis are DNSs  (A. Drago [1991]) it is correct, as also Nicolle recognises, to justify Cusanus’ main move as stating an existence by an appeal to “the impossibility of its negation” (p. 157), in fact a DNS. Subsequently, in the history of mathematics in 1840 Lobachevsky suggested a new definition of a parallel line in precisely the same way as Cusanus (N.I. Lobachevsky [1950] , the end of proposition n. 16). The same consideration holds true for the notion of continuum given by Cusanus by means of indivisibles: “motus est... quietes seriatim ordinatae” (the motion is… an ordered series of rest states”; N. Cusanus [1450]); it anticipated the textbook physical notion of reversibility in thermodynamics, i.e. a “quasi-static process”. 


�	 	Very different from Hegel’s is LdV’s conception of the dialectic; “It is a great and profound magic… to extract the contraries after having find out the point of conjunction.” (G. Bruno, quoted by Lanza del Vasto [1993b], p. 181). In other words, a conflict opposes two positions only partially, although each one thinks it is in black-and-white opposition to the other one; the problem of solving a conflict is to find out the point of conjunction of the two positions through an independent evaluation of these positions; in the same way, by considering the distance between the two plates of scales one has to find out the suspension point at a different level (put at a proportional height to their distance). He adds: “About unavoidable antinomies, inasmuch as they inherent in the nature of spirit and the structure of the world, i.e. those at the level of the Categories, their conciliation occurs at infinity only…. This rule was illustrated by the divine Nicholas of Cues in his De Docta Ignorantia, but also at present his followers have mislaid the rule, being unable to escape from the Duality in which they had become entangled.” Ibidem, p. 182. In conclusion, according to LdV the conciliatio oppositorum occurs through an interpretation of the two positions, which are only apparently mutually opposed; and which thus have a solution which is a transcending ¬¬A.   


�	 	E. Cassirer [1929], pp. 25ff.





