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Abstract

:

Modernity is characterised by a specific scientific paradigm based on binary logic. Neither freedom nor creativity have a place in this logical model. On the contrary, triadic logic enables rational consideration of an anthropological and social model compatible with both things: freedom and creativity, and therefore with Christianity. Furthermore, triadic logic provides us with a model of thought compatible with the current physical explanation of reality.
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1. Introduction


In a previous publication, I proposed the creation of an anthropology of creativity, which would provide an explanation of the human condition from the perspective of its creative capacity, as autopoiesis (Aizpún 2015, 2019). I do believe that in the creative capacity, the biblical affirmation “in God’s image he created them” (Genesis, I, 27) is expressed in the best way. The concept of autopoiesis can be defined as the capacity for self-creation in relation to the external environment. This definition encompasses all living beings, as proposed by Varela and Maturana (Varela and Maturana 1999). This capacity is therefore identified with life itself, but in the human being, it manifests itself as freedom. Life at its fullest expression is freedom. This is because it entails the creation of meaning as an indispensable element of the human vital process.



I consider that the creative capacity expresses in a special way the biblical statement “in the image of God he created them” (Genesis I, 27). With this statement, which is taken up without restriction by Christianity, I want to refer to the idea that the creative capacity of human beings can be interpreted as a capacity that makes us similar to God. In that sense, creativity would be a very appropriate perspective to study the human being. In the process of human self-creation, God is the necessary point of reference (the You of the self). Moreover, we will start from the idea of a one and triune God, a Christian definition that speaks to us of an essence that is not monolithic, but rather understood as a process; of a concept of self or identity understood as coherence.



I intend to go one step further in relation to my previous work: This paper will now proceed to consider the concept of freedom, and the capacity of the human being to know and create oneself. It will be argued that this capacity is potentially infinite, provided that proper way of thinking is adopted. It is the form of thought that determines the form of action, and thus defines the limits within which the individual will live: the way we will think and act. This form of “appropriate thinking” is, in this author’s opinion, the logic of the number three. I use the word ‘adequate’ in reference to the adequacy of thought to the reality we seek to know, in the sense of ‘useful instrument’, since the logical structure or way of thinking changes and adapts continuously and in all fields of knowledge to the needs of our cognitive process.



Triadic logic, like many other ideas in Western thought, has its roots in theological concepts. However, in this discussion, I do not intend to speak directly about God in the sense of a theological analysis of his essence, even if we refer to the characteristics attributed to God as triune. Instead, this paper will focus on the implications of the trinitarian concept of God for human self-knowledge, self-construction, and the definition of one’s domain of action. The objective of this paper is to examine the concept of the trinitarian model of God and its implications for the understanding of humanity. The implications of the trinitarian concept of God for human self-knowledge, self-construction, and the definition of one’s domain of action. This verse introduces the concept of the trinitarian model, which is based on the logic of three. This logic is in contrast to the logic of two, which is the basis of classical and modern thought, as well as of computer language. It can be argued that the logic of two is inadequate for understanding life, and particularly the human condition.



Methodologically, I commence with an interdisciplinary study of the concepts under analysis. The sense of this perspective is to verify the adequacy of our thinking to the studied reality: the human being as a living being. Consequently, and taking into account the limitations of space, we will focus on the life sciences. This approach allows for a more comprehensive understanding of the thesis proposed, as well as a demonstration of its explanatory power and viability. It can be viewed as an experiment conducted to test the concept against reality. The current fields of life sciences and physics provide sufficient evidence to develop a form of reasoning that can be applied to the real world.




2. The Individual and the Transcendent: This Versus That


Humans are not born into a pre-existing world, as are other animals. Rather, they are born into a world that they themselves have created. Once created, this world conditions them: it defines and limits their thinking and acting. Consequently, it is essential to specify the model of human being and society to which we aspire (and, with it, the meaning we attribute to our lives) if we are to live humanely. A model of the world necessarily entails a model of thought and, of course, a specific concept of science.



Therefore, the concept of “living humanely” implies the creation of meaning. This entails the formation of a meaningful framework based on our experiences, actions, aspirations, concerns, knowledge, and so on and so forth. In essence, it is the construction of a world. Meaning provides us with a sense of belonging and responsibility for our lives as a whole. It enables us to engage in critical reflection and self-correction, making us more fully human. Consequently, in order to analyze a philosophical proposition, it is imperative to gain a profound understanding of the conceptual foundations of our anthropological and social models, without assuming anything.



The fundamental concept underlying these foundations is the idea of God (or the absence thereof) that each society creates and accepts. It is beyond the scope of this analysis to examine all the models that have been proposed. Nevertheless, it is of paramount importance to comprehend the significance of acknowledging transcendence in delineating the essence of humanity and, consequently, a particular social paradigm.



The importance of an anthropological model that includes transcendence in the process of self-knowledge and self-creation lies in establishing the I–You duality in the process of elaborating the idea of the self. The reason is that the idea of self is formed from infancy in relation to a ‘you’, and more specifically to a privileged ‘you’ in the sense that it is constituted as a point of reference for us. This point of reference can change, and it is logical that it should change, throughout life, but it is always in our life process. The following quotation is relevant in this context: ‘Es muss ein Nicht-Ich sein, damit Ich sich als Ich setzen könne’ (Novalis 2013, p. 187).



From the beginning of modern psychiatry, R. D. Laing explained the importance of this ‘you’ whom we see and who sees us (Laing 1960, chp. 7) for self-awareness, for acting, for creating (Laing 1960, chp. 11), and even for having an idea of intimacy (Laing 1961). Later, developmental psychology studies such as those carried out by Alison Gopnik have confirmed the importance of reference figures or ‘attachment’ figures for the creation of a ‘secure self’, in the sense of ontological security that Laing had already studied and that Gopnik treats as ‘forms of love’. Gopnik argues that children learn about themselves by watching and listening to the people they love and highlights the important role of imagination in the process of self-knowledge and self-creation.



That other who constitutes ‘the attachment figure’, usually the mother, during infancy evolves, in later life, into a ‘you’ different from our intimate and familiar world of infancy into a whole understood as totality. This is also highlighted in the following quotation: “Um das Ich zu bestimmen, müssen wir es auf etwas beziehn. Beziehn geschieht durch Unterschiede—beides durch These einer absoluten Sphäre der Existenz” (Novalis 2013, p. 186).



In the non-transcendent realm, the ‘you’ is always blurred and, consequently, the ‘I’ is also blurred. In this group are societies based on what are sometimes called ‘godless religions’, as is the case in most Eastern cultures, where the idea of action and the importance of individual creativity do not play at all the same role as in Western cultures. In the East, the beginning of things is not so much a voluntary act as the spontaneity of nature, within these processes the human being is immersed (Nakagawa 2006, pp. 48–49).1



This is also the case of modern societies, which are based on purely quantitative interpretative models. In such cases, the totality is a Cartesian entity, equivalent to the sum of its parts, and is composed of interchangeable, passive, and self-contained units. Continued self-reference becomes self-destructive, as everything that does not transcend itself is ultimately negated. As biology teaches us, only open systems can survive in the continuous exchange of information and energy with their environment. Furthermore, life itself requires openness, as well as nourishment and exchange.



As Löwith elucidates in his work, My Life in Germany Before and After 1933, Heidegger’s resolute conception of “the resolution of time from time” precludes the possibility of an afterlife, resulting in a nihilistic dissolution and a voluntarism devoid of substance. As Löwith himself states, “Without an eternal horizon, temporality cannot be conceived” (Löwith 1992, p. 170). In all domains and at all levels, the reference point for the Self must be something greater than itself in order for growth to be possible.



The initial consequence of an inmanentist model of reality is that, in the absence of an other, the idea of the Self is not formed. The concept of the “individual” is only understood in relation to its context and never in itself.2 In Buddhist societies, the concept of the Self is simply denied and considered a product of an error of perception, a kind of “phantom” (maya).3 In order for an individual to undergo a voluntary and transformative process, it is essential to acknowledge the fundamental reality of the Self. This is a challenging objective to achieve without first embracing a clear and tangible concept of transcendence, which serves as the foundation for the construction of individuality. The Self is constituted by the presence of the other.4 In the absence of this, it is challenging to envisage a process of inner transformation, personal growth, and the development of one’s potential. The absence of a “you” renders all qualities of action (such as freedom and creativity) indistinct, including the most pivotal decision: love.




3. The Anthropological Implications of the Triadic Logic: This and That


The necessity of a transcendent “you” for the formation of the “I” is fundamental. However, the specific type of “you” with whom the “I” establishes a relationship is also of significance. If we confine our analysis to the concept of transcendence, there is a risk of misinterpreting the “You” as the absolute Other, as the defining moment of the Self. This leads us to the tragic isolation of the kierkegaardian knight of faith condemned to eternal solitude (Aizpún 1992). In Kierkegaard’s view, God represents a limit, guaranteeing the individuality of the subject but preventing its development. The “You” becomes an impenetrable barrier that obstructs the growth of the Self, understood as a self-contraction (incurvatio in se ipsum).



Consequently, transcendence represents a necessary but not sufficient condition for the elaboration of an anthropological model with infinite possibilities, i.e., to ensure the development of the self. It is only by understanding the transcendent as a non-closed, self-referential relation, rather than as a One-originative, creative and legislative entity, that a mirroring relationship with humanity can be established. The One may establish a binary relationship with the Self, but this relationship is inherently linear, causal, and unidirectional (creator–creature). Such a relationship is not conducive to novelty; rather, it is akin to an action–reaction or cause–effect relationship. Furthermore, the concept of rationality is inherently conflicted, not only in the context of the relationship between the Self and the Other, I–You relationship, but also in the comprehension of the human Self as an individual in relation to the You. It is necessary to seek an alternative framework for understanding this relationship.



Firstly, it is not possible for the relationship to be exclusive. For Stéphane Lupasco, the logical form that characterises life (which he terms T) is the logic of the “third included” (Lupasco 1983, p. 48). The logic of life, energy, and so forth is the relationship between two elements that are antithetical and irreducible (no Hegelian synthesis is possible). It is in a state of continual updating and alternative potentiality.


“Certainly, as dynamic, these antithetical elements possess the property, constitutive of the very notion of dynamism, of actualization and potentiality: thus they are never finished, rigorously updated, interconnected by the contradiction that defines them; They cannot, therefore, dispense with each other, […] nor merge one into the other […] and, because they exist in this way, they are always defined by each other”.



(Lupasco 1987, p. 5)







This logical form is deemed essential for the existence of energetic processes (Lupasco 1987, p. 6). The logic of nature is evidenced by the structure of light and matter, which exist as a duality of a wave and particle, as one and the other.5 Consequently, this perspective, which would be deemed contradictory and irrational within the context of traditional logic, is not so when viewed through the lens of contemporary non-binary physics. In this framework, all material entities are comparable to light and possess a dual formal nature (wave–particle).



In this context, the concept of objectivity is also redefined in the following way: “posit that the physical reality of an object is contingent upon the manner in which it is observed” (Rosenblum and Kuttner 2010, p. 85).6 Furthermore, the prevailing interpretation of quantum mechanics posits that “observations not only perturb what is to be measured, but also produce it” (Rosenblum and Kuttner 2010, p. 124). It is beyond the scope of this paper to provide a detailed analysis of the intricacies of this subject. The aim of this paper is to demonstrate that, according to contemporary physics, the notion of the entity in question being understood as a relationship cannot be considered to be “illogical” or “irrational”, at least not in a manner that is contrary to reality. The relationship requires two poles at all times.



The classic Aristotelian logic, based on the principles of identity (A = A), non-contradiction (A is not non-A), and the third exclusory (tercio excluso), limits our interpretation of reality to a binary logic and a linear causality, which are perceived as universal and unchanging laws that explain all phenomena. In the context of binary Aristotelian–modern logic, identity is understood in a monolithic manner. In contrast, triadic logic does not posit a dichotomy between “this or that”, but rather a “this and that”. This shift in perspective challenges the immutable nature of God, as well as the concept of humanity, which, as Picco della Mirandola posited, is a miracle because it is understood as a potentiality, capable of becoming either beastly or divine (Della Mirandola 1972, p. 43).7 The logic of life, autopoiesis, is incompatible with a binary system where the self is merely a given entity.8



In triadic logic, the elements of a relationship are living entities, energies in continuous motion. This is because life is the antithesis of immobility. They are better understood as processual elements than as “parts” of something. As Schrödinger observed, we can say that a piece of matter is alive if it continues to perform certain functions for a sufficient period of time. These functions include movement, the exchange of material and information with the surrounding environment, and so on (Schrödinger 2001, p. 109). Furthermore, in the process of life, in the exchange of the individual with the environment, a transformation occurs. The movement understood as life is not merely translation; it is not something external to the subject that is moving, but rather change: the element who is receiving changes during the process of receiving.



The logic of life therefore modifies classical logic, as the principle of identity is transformed. The statement ‘A = A’ does not imply that the subject is unchanging over time; rather, A is not identical to itself in the past and future with respect to each relationship with B. It is evident that the purpose of life is to maintain existence, and thus we may conclude in that sense that life is “conservative” (Margulis and Sagan 1995, p. 84). Nevertheless, life itself is a process of transformation. It would be more accurate to speak of coherence than identity. Identity, consequently, is also a process, although self-awareness is present from the outset and personal unity is a prerequisite for reflection and action (Laing 1993, p. 193).


“We are not born with the perception of a unified self that exists separately from the external world and other individuals, from people around us. The infant does not have it, who lack this capacity from an early age, and it is not evident in some cultures”.



(Rubia 2000, p. 99)







In addition to the traditional approach to composition of the real, it is important to recognize that the understanding of the self that emerged in the 19th century with the advent of modern anthropology is no longer merely conceptual. Rather, it demands an explanation of the concrete human being in one’s own materiality, temporality, and spatiality. This understanding of the human being in the present moment, in time, and in the physical world is essential. In contemporary physics, matter9 is understood as a potential rather than a fixed entity.10


The original matter is more potential than reality, more power than actuality. It becomes material when it is apprehended by a conscious being or integrated into the rest of nature […] When observed in order to be apprehended or integrated into a more complex system, the wave function collapses into one of its multiple possibilities. The “dialogue” between the universe and its components is what imbues it with significant materiality.



(Hernández-Tamames 2015, p. 152)







Although the limitations of measurement and observation cannot be explained from a single perspective, there are theories that posit that the macroscopic and microscopic domains are distinct (Rosenblum and Kuttner 2010, p. 124). It is actually evident that the real world does not function primarily in a mechanical manner as a cause-and-effect system. It is not possible to engage in a meaningful dialogue with the universe within the confines of a binary relationship. Therefore, the opening to the outside that the survival of the living being requires, the autopoiesis, necessitates the deployment of a distinct logic, the logic of life. This logic is based on the number three.



Consequently, in relation to the identity of the human being, it is possible to conceive a potential infinite, non-necessary, and free change process that would result in an essential change at all levels, including the physical. This change would depend on the relationships established with other entities and the choice of which entities to relate to. The formal change is a consequence of the relationship. As Pico della Mirándola observed, the potential of the human being to become either bestial or divine (capax dei) depends on the nature of the relationship they choose to establish. The current physical theory is based on the logic of possibility, of one and the other, which is specified in the interaction or relationship. Consequently, the manner in which a specific reality “behaves”, its form, is contingent upon the nature of the interaction and the entity with which it occurs.




4. The Triadic Logic and Creation: The Third Element of Novelty


Thus far, we have observed that relational identity (identity understood as a relationship) is not only consistent with logical and physical reality, but also provides a coherent framework for understanding the nature of reality. The initial consequence of triadic logic in the interpretation of the human being is that identity, the Self, is not a fixed entity. The interpretation of the Self as a process raises the question of novelty.



It seems clear that in a causal relationship, the concepts of novelty and freedom are not applicable, as the same causes always result in the same effects. The modern causal model, which is based on a binary thinking process, does not consider freedom or novelty. For modern science and thought, the concept of freedom represents a significant challenge, as the explanation of phenomena through universal and necessary cause-and-effect laws eliminates any possibility for individual action. The modern scientific method is designed to reproduce necessary processes. Consequently, it is assumed that specific causes will always result in specific effects. Similarly, in Kantian philosophy, which is regarded as the epitome of modernity, both in the field of thought (KRV) and in the field of morality (KPV), the human being is understood to be guided by universal ideas and norms that can be found in the individual’s own consciousness. Everything is pre-established in the machinery of the universe. The concept of freedom is only applicable in the field of aesthetic experience, where there is no knowledge but rather an inconsequential vagrancy, a “free play” of the faculties.



Conversely, the triadic model is explained from the standpoint of freedom and the open system of life. In accordance with this, the current physics, or quantum physics, is based on statistical models, given that certain variables cannot be defined in advance. This is an untenable position for classical and modern thought. Einstein himself expressed his dismay at the idea that “God does not play dice” in the well-known words, but in the new model of reality, God contemplates and wants freedom. It is this freedom that allows for the emergence of novelty.


“As if it were an effect without a cause, the consequence of a singular action is frequently not fully comprehended by the laws in question […]. In the new model of thought, the observer is no longer assumed to be objective in classical idealizations; rather, the observer is considered to be a factor that creates a new situation, which is then described theoretically as a new state of the observed system. Consequently, each observation represents a unique instance of a specific objective outcome, a particular point in time and space within the theoretical framework, which reveals the discontinuous nature of physical phenomena”.



(Pauli 1996, p. 33)







This explanation of Pauli’s knowledge according to the new physics also elucidates what is meant by knowledge according to logical triadism. Previously, knowledge was considered to be a mere uncovering or revelation of what exists; however, it is now understood to be a creation, the result of a unique dialogue between the knower and the known, with the understanding that the known may be the knower themselves. It is therefore not a standard, reproducible and mechanical phenomenon, but rather an individual experience that leads to a novel outcome. Within the framework of binary logic, which assumes the principles of Aristotelian logic, the relationship between phenomena is causal: a cause produces an effect, which is always the same, and the process ends there. In the context of triadic logic, a process such as knowledge acquisition results in a change in the organizational structure of the organism, leading to the emergence of a novel state that is distinct from the previous state of the organism. This novel state represents a departure from the previous state and is not fully reducible to it. The subsequent process will be different.



This change extends beyond the dichotomy of “this and that” proposed by Lupasco and extends beyond the alternation between A and B. In the context of our interactions with the external world and the acquisition of knowledge, the advent of novelty is not solely a consequence of the cognoscente undergoing a transformation. The very nature of what is known is also transformed, as shown in the following quotation: “The quantum mechanical perspective posits that our subsequent observational selection creates the prior history of the atom; or, in other words, that we create something in reverse chronological order” (Rosenblum and Kuttner 2010, p. 151). In observation, not only is a present reality created, but also a congruent past. Consequently, the two poles of knowledge, A and B, undergo a transformation throughout the process.



Furthermore, it is important to consider the proposition that the process of knowledge acquisition is not solely dependent on the external environment, as proposed by Varela and Maturana. Rather, the capacity for novelty arises not only as a response to external stimuli, but also as a result of the individual’s volition. Consequently, the capacity to imbue meaning is not merely a passive reaction; rather, it is an active decision. The capacity to make sense implies autopoietic transformation as a decision. The change would not be produced by the other you know, but by the other you want to be and know yourself. This implies, furthermore, the emergence of novelty. Consequently, the capacity to imbue meaning represents the most fundamental form of creation. The third element in the relationship is novelty, which is known. In the case of the creation of meaning, meaning itself is the known entity (the third element).



In order to comprehend the transition from the dichotomy of “this and that” to a third entity, it is essential to recognize that in a cause-and-effect relationship, the outcome is always predictable and consistent. In an autopoietic relationship, not only is the quantum mechanical thesis fulfilled that what is observed is not there before the observation, but the “observation”, carried out by a living being and not a measuring device, produces a third entity. This is in contrast to a mere mechanical measurement. This active engagement results in the creation of a third entity. This is the Platonic idea that truth is produced in dialogue. The novelty is the third element.




5. The Social Consequences of the Triadic Logic: The Third Element Is Society


What are the implications of this anthropological approach for social models? As Varela and Maturana posit, biological and social processes are not mutually exclusive. It can be further proposed that spiritual processes are not in opposition to these, but rather represent the evolution of the same phenomenon, responding to the same underlying logic.



The coherence of biological, social, rational and spiritual processes is implicit in the concept of life. In order to comprehend this proposal, it is necessary to refer to contemporary biology (the organism as an open system) and to consider society as a living entity with the characteristics of an organism. This is reflected in the new conceptions of life as a process of increasing complexity. Bohm’s concept of reality as a flowing, dynamic entity, only expressible through verbs and not nouns, underscores the interdependence of the observer and the observed, and the inherent interconnectedness of all living beings (Bohm 1980), which tells us about an individual who cannot be understood in isolation. This necessitates a shift in perspective from the individual to the societal level. From this point onwards, the capacity to give meaning is no longer understood in a particular context alone; rather, it becomes the creation of worlds.



The logic of the three as the logic of life and complexity as a systematic perspective indicate that reality can only be understood holistically, as a set of relationships in which the individual cannot exist or be understood in isolation. Furthermore, it cannot be understood in terms of autonomy and self-sufficiency, which are essentially modern concepts. The concept of the real being is antithetical to that of the monad without windows. An entity is considered to be alive if it is part of a connected whole. If we apply this understanding of life to knowledge, which is also understood as a process.


“The new conceptual framework precludes my ability to adopt a wholly objective stance, as a spectator completely outside the outside world, as I am now inextricably linked to the observed world. The traditional concept of a material-energetic universe comprising discrete entities is no longer tenable. Instead, we are confronted with a cosmic realm defined by referential structures. It is no longer possible to maintain a distinction between the self and the observed world. It is not possible to assert that I am outside of it”.



(Dürr 2009, p. 23)







Consequently, if the whole cannot be understood as the sum of its parts, the latter cannot be understood in the same way. In modern thought, social reality is interpreted as the union or juxtaposition of interchangeable individuals, whose union is contingent: an agreement and based on the uniformity of its components. Therefore, for the whole to exist, there must be no contradiction between the parts, otherwise they would not be interchangeable. Conversely, in the triadic perspective, these “parts” are not interchangeable components of a mechanism. Rather, there are elements whose irreducible individuality (each is distinct from the others) is created through the exchange of information and energy, and in their relationship with the whole. The elements that comprise society are therefore not understood as equal but are the unique result of their own processes. In accordance with Pauli’s words, “each society can be regarded as a unique instance of a specific outcome, a particular point in time and space where theoretical possibilities manifest, and a discontinuous phenomenon”.



This is the same logic that Taylor applies to the interpretation of the church. If the components are not uniform, paradoxes and instabilities do not have to be eliminated to reach a rational society (or church) (Taylor 2021, p. 299). In a modern and rational church, there are no excesses such as mysticism or other forms of individuality, and no contradictions such as miracles. Such a church would not be considered rational.


“The reconstructed society was to embody unequivocally the demands of the Gospel in a stable and increasingly rational order. In it there was no room for the ambivalent complementarities of the old enchanted world: between worldly life and monastic renunciation, between proper order and its periodic suspension at Carnival, between the recognised power of spirits and forces and their relegation by divine power. The new order was coherent, uncompromising, all of a piece. Disenchantment brought a new uniformity of purpose and principle”.



(Taylor 2021, p. 297)







However, this is not necessary in the proposed model. Life itself exists in a state of imbalance, and what is alive is based on instability. This differentiates it from what is inert (Dürr 2009, p. 59). The natural world is a creative process of formation and dissolution that can only be understood as a unified whole. The unity is the result of its own dynamics (Dürr 2009, p. 57). Consequently, neither individuals nor groups that are “different” are, in principle, dysfunctional as long as they do not impede the development of the whole. Conversely, they may be regarded as an impetus that enhances the prospects of life for the system as a whole, thereby increasing its complexity.



The entirety of life, viewed in its complexity, creates the spontaneous coexistence of disparate elements, rather than isolation or separation.11 Rather, it fosters the complementarity of distinct entities. The complexity of living systems not only tolerates, but also necessitates, irregularity and differentiation. In a complex system, and in a spontaneous manner, there emerges a dichotomy of highly connected and poorly connected units, which is known as the “modular system” (Solé 2010, p. 150). According to Solé, modularity is a defining feature of biological complexity, enabling morphological specialisation and conferring significant advantages to the system. This leads to the conclusion that groups with low levels of connectivity, such as convents, are not anomalous social entities but rather entities that are produced spontaneously by society and are necessary for its proper functioning.



In light of these principles, it is evident that the social system cannot be solely based on competitive and proactive development models. The notion of individual success, growth, and initiative as the foundation for social advancement, with all the potential positive and negative implications that may arise, is untenable. Diversity is a fundamental and inherent aspect of life itself. Given that the entirety is not necessarily uniform, as evidenced by the case of identity, it would be more appropriate to interpret the entirety in terms of coherence.



Charles Taylor in his lecture at the University of Dayton when he received the Marianist Award in 1996 stated that the unity of the Trinitarian God was not based on identity, thereby enabling humanity to speak, or perhaps more accurately, to create a unity in the plurality. Further asserts that “the diversity of humankind is part of the manner in which we are made in the image and likeness of God” (Taylor 2021, p. 34). The diversity of the human species provides the foundation for the construction of an open and pluralistic society, which in turn enables the creation of a society that is free.


“The notion that each human being is created in the image of God cannot be adequately described by reference to a single entity. Furthermore, our being made in the image of God entails our being in communion with others in the stream of love, which is that aspect of the divine life that we strive to grasp, albeit imperfectly, when we speak of the Trinity”.



(Taylor 2021, p. 56)







Consequently, the triadic model indicates that society cannot be understood as a mere uniform sum of individuals but rather like something new. Similarly, in biology, the human being cannot be reduced to a mere sum of organs (a cadaver, even if it is fully intact, is not a human being). Instead, it can be viewed as a novel phenomenon emerging from the interaction of disparate elements, i.e., a “property emerging” phenomenon.



From this perspective, life is the consequence of the relationship between elements, resulting in a singular event, or a creation that emerges in the present moment. This could be described as a “third entity”, which arises precisely because, in contrast to what was previously believed by the Cartesian school of thought, the whole is more than the sum of its parts. The creation of a third entity would therefore have to be explained in the context of the so-called “emergent properties”, which refer to the properties and processes of a system that cannot be reduced to the sum of the properties of its constituent parts. This term is typically applied to self-organizing systems (such as the mind and life) as opposed to dualistic reductionism.



Similarly, society cannot be understood as the mere result of an agreement between individuals. The son is not the sum of his parents, nor is creativity the sum of ideas. In this case, we would be operating within the model of linear, quantitative analysis, which, as we have seen, is inadequate for understanding society as a living entity and can only lead to totalitarianism. In the triadic model, society, community, would be better understood as the result of the knowledge of Self. It would be more closely aligned with the pursuit of goals than with the individual’s intrinsic nature, and therefore community is always a process of meaning, a desideratum.




6. Conclusions


As we have just seen, starting from the idea of transcendence, we recognise not only the necessity of the other for the development of the self, but the necessity of an Other. In relation to this Other understood as a process, it is possible to explain the life of the human being as an unlimited movement of self-creation.



The revelation of the non-monolithic intimacy of the Christian God thus provides two fundamental insights for self-interpretation. On the one hand, the idea of an identity in constant transformation and necessarily open to the other, and on the other hand, an idea of time that does not demand a constant prolongation of the same, because it is not understood as a purely quantitative prolongation, but as a constant transformation of the subject in its relationship with the other and the Other.



In this context, knowledge is not a round trip, the discovery of another who simply reveals oneself, but a continuous re-creation of oneself and the other through this process of knowledge and self-knowledge. The following assertions of Novalis would make no sense at all in an immanentist context and from a binary logic: God desires that we become gods, or that “each man who lives by God and through God must himself become God”.12 They can only be understood as the development of a subject that transforms and creates themselves through knowledge and love. Triadic logic moves us from thinking in a way that is reduced to a cause-and-effect scheme, and therefore linear and predictable, to an interpretation of all human action as creativity. But this requires mediation, everything is carried out with and through the other. From the moment we are born our experience is one, it includes ourselves and the world and is conditioned by the gaze of the other and the Other. We know and love ourselves through the other and ‘the known’ and ‘the loved’ are therefore not the necessary result of automatism, not even a reflection, in the sense of a conscious wanting and knowing, but rather a third party. Therefore, the interpretation of knowledge as an autopoietic process makes us understand it not only as potentially unlimited but its capacity to be unlimited is due to the fact that it is a qualitative process in which the known or loved is always a result and not the reproduction of something that already is.
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Notes


	
1

	

In Nakagawa’s work, chapters 2, 3, and 5 are of great interest for our topic.






	
2

	

“For Europeans, the “I” is an a priori entity that transcends all circumstances. Everything begins with the “I”, even if, as Pascal asserts, “the I is odious. This is not the case in Japanese, which leads Agustín Berque to write about the topic in Vivre l’espace au Japon. “The first person, or the subject of existence, does not exist in and of itself. Rather, it is an element of a contingent relationship that is established in a particular context” (Nakagawa 2006, p. 15).






	
3

	

In the expression “you are that” that synthesizes the general thought of Buddhism and many branches of Hinduism, there is no room for individuality. For this reason Buddhism speaks of compassion and not love.






	
4

	

This “you” is of fundamental importance even for the appropriate psychological development of the infant. “It can be argued that a necessary component of the development of the self is the experience of oneself as a person under the gaze of the mother, which is a gaze that is both loving and protective […] The need to be perceived is not solely a matter of visual perception. This extends to the general need for another to validate one’s presence, to acknowledge one’s total existence, and to receive love“ (Laing 1993, pp. 112 and 115).






	
5

	

Lupasco calls this ‘principe d’antagonisme’, he explains what he understands as the ‘laws of energy’. “Il signifie, en effet, qu’une énergie, un dynamisme quelconque, étant, de par sa nature même, un passage d’un état potentiel à un état actuel, et inversement […] implique une deuxième énergie, un deuxième dynamisme antagoniste, qui le maintienne dans l’état potentiel, par son actualisation, et lui permette de s’actualiser. á son tour, par sa potentialisation” (Lupasco 1987, p. 12).






	
6

	

This principle is applicable to all aspects of reality, as demonstrated by von Neumann, who showed that the principles of quantum mechanics are universal in nature (Rosenblum and Kuttner 2010, p. 124).






	
7

	

For Professor Hans-Peter Dürr, possibility and transcendence are inextricably linked. Indeed, transcendence can be understood as the possibility of form “(was) die Möglichkeit der konkreten Gestaltung zulässt” (Dürr 2012)






	
8

	

Consequently, the self is sought as an entity, a tangible object with a specific location, which is, of course, not to be found. This error has been committed by Hume, Valéry, and, more recently, Harari.






	
9

	

“In order to gain a comprehensive understanding of matter, it is essential to observe it at the appropriate scale and within the range of energies that enable its existence. At the atomic and subatomic levels, matter can be described mathematically and phenomenologically as a set of waves that coexist in harmony. From this perspective, the notion of matter as a solid entity is rendered meaningless. This is merely an illusion, a product of the energy range that humans can perceive through their senses” (Hernández-Tamames, by: Aizpún 2015, p. 152).






	
10

	

I have designated this phenomenon as “orderable-order” (Aizpún 2015).






	
11

	

As defined by Taylor, the modern revolution “freed us from the sacred cosmic order” and, as a consequence, transformed society into a self-destructive system.






	
12

	

“Jeder Mensch, der von Gott und durch Gott lebt, soll selbst Gott werden“ (Novalis 2013, p. 188).
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