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Abstract

Theodore the Studite resolved the logical probleosed by the second
Iconoclasm in an explicitly paraconsistent way, wine applied to Jesus the
definition of the human hypostasis while statingtthhere is no human
hypostasis in Jesus. Methodologically he was fahow albeit without
knowing, Eulogius of Alexandria. He, in turn, wagparently followed by
Photius, but in a confused manner.
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Perhaps the most surprising thing, then, is howlyeas
considerations of consistency can be detached tinese
notions [truth, negation, rationality, and logigjnd so
how non-integral they are to them. This makes the
traditional view of the centrality of consistenay these
notions even more surprising. The dead hand oftéttes
has, it would seem, weighed on the topics, prexgnti
philosophers from applying to them the critical répi
which is their due.

Graham Priest [39, pp. 208-209]

1. Introduction: From Under “The Dead Hand of Aristot| e”

Dealing with the logic used by the Byzantine pétisuthors in their theological reasoning, the
modern historians are facing a major problem. Atfitst glance, they still are in a familiar realm
where the Aristotelian logic — whatever the wordi$totelian” could mean for Byzantium — is not
only valid but also considered #te logic, that is, the only possible way of soundsmang. The
basic laws of this logic — those of identity, namtradiction, and excluded middle — are markedly
respected. From time to time, however, the stelmly 6f logical argumentation is interrupted by
acceptance of some facts claimed to be “beyondoreasd understanding®£ep Adyov xai
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gvvolav) — to use a formulation from an often repeatethatByzantine Vespers hymn by John of
Damascug.Such facts — also at the first glance only — appebe illogical at all.

So far, so good. There ibelogic on the one hand, and there is something “bejagos’
on the other. We can preserve such an impressitthtbe moment when we look at the thin
interface between the two realms. There, an “Argdian” logician, face distorted in horror or
distaste, begins to notice a pulsation of somerémiee, that is, appearance of some conclusions
from some premises. The rules of this inferencgeneral, respect none of the three basic laws of
classical logic. Indeed, nobody in the Middle Ades pretended to include them into the logical
textbooks. Nevertheless, the rare thinkers who vat¢tiacking them as illegitimate at all (such as
John Philopondsor Barlaam the Calabrighto name only the most known today) were always in
danger to be condemned for a heresy. One must snfeowever, that many less radical
theologians have experienced severe difficultieewtihey were turned out to admit one or other
blatant disruption of the Aristotelian logical lawss we will see below, among them was even
Patriarch Nicephorus of Constantinople.

From a modern point of view, we would prefer td tlalgic” anything where there are some
procedures of inference, regardless of their paeraules. If the inference is convincing for - at
least, understandable to — at least, somebody,aner&asonably conclude that the rules of this
inference exist. In our modern sense, they also @togic.

Moreover, there must be a kind of continuity betwdieis nOn-Aristotelian logic and the
Aristotelian logic of, say, demonstrative syllogsnthat were used in Byzantine theological
discussions. Within the Byzantine theological tlmgk the Aristotelian “laws” were, indeed,
respected, but not on the level of the universaklsensu strictqthere was only one person, in
Byzantium, who dared to insist on their applicapikven to the divine reality, John Philoponos).
Instead, their value was limited to that of the towgent rules of a given domain, namely, the
domain of the created.

The proper rules of inference within the interfbetween the divine domain and the created
world could be extracted from the Byzantine themalgworks and translated into our modern
logical language. Here | will propose one case \stidat of the Christology of Theodore the
Studite.

The unity of the whole system of reasoning in tbgglwas preserved, nevertheless, by the
mainstream Byzantine theologians, but not on tiel lef “laws” or rules but on the level of logical
connectives, such as negation or conditional, lgathe same meaning in all the possible domains
of thinking? In general, the most fundamental logical notiorisiclv are truth, negation, and
rationality were respected throughout the domaitheblogical reasoning, but the price was logical
inconsistency — incompatible with the Aristoteligry notion of thinking.

In the twentieth century, especially since the B97thany non-consistent logics are
described. These so-called paraconsistent logics made ouremotbgical thinking ready for
grasping logically the meaning of apparently illcaistatements of the Byzantine Fathers.

2. Patriarch Nicephorus of Constantinople in the Dad End of the Classical Logic

Throughout the history of the Christian world, thérave never been such thinggtasiconoclast
theology orthetheology of icon veneration. On the contrary, th@eze many different iconoclastic
doctrines as well as many different meanings ofiigeneration, often incompatible with each
other® Fortunately, our present task is limited to a uei@nd quite specific iconoclastic doctrine as
well as a unique and specific kind of theologicafesthce of the holy icons.

At the outbreak of the second iconoclasm (815-8d#e was no ready answer to the new
version of the iconoclast theology. The iconoclastmaged to show that the current teaching of
their opponents is illogical in the pernicious serbat is, that its logical clarification wouldak to
either iconoclastic doctrine or Nestorian ChrisggloThis challenge was eventually answered by
Theodore the Studite. The logical problem that Wwél resolved by Theodore the Studite becomes
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more understandable against the background ofadhtmporaneous failed attempt to do the same
by Patriarch Nicephorus.

The iconoclasts were perfectly consistent in tdeimonstration why the icons have nothing to do
with the incarnation of the Logos. Their line obtight could be recovered as followihg:

Starting from

(1) the majority view of the Chalcedonians (shabgdthe defenders of the icons) that the
Logos is incarnated into the common nature of huamahand

(2) a strict conviction shared by all the anti-Nestns that there is only one hypostasis in
Christ, that of the Logos, they have argued, witafarence to

(3) the standard textbook definition of hypostdbigostasis = nature + hypostatic features,
idiomatg,® that the Logos did not receive the hypostatic et {diomatg of the human
personality of Jesus — unless Jesus becomes aroadtd{human) hypostasis in Christ, beside the
Logos.

(4) There is, however, in Christ nothing depictabkeept thesédiomata of Jesus — this
point was also shared by the defenders of the idmsrefore, it follows

(5) the iconoclastic conclusionChrist as the incarnated Logos is indepictable,redme all
the human (depictable) features of Jesus are atteide respect to the incarnated Logos. In other
words, the depictable features of Jesus were rasethn what the Logos was incarnated and,
therefore, are unworthy of any veneration.

According to the ninth-century iconoclasts, Jesubat is, the conjunction of the personal
human features of the incarnated Logos -oislly accidental to Logos’s incarnation. For the
iconophiles, there was no argument about sayingstimeof such human features of Jesus are
accidental — those that are accidental to any huimach as the stature or facial expression) — but
never those invariant features which make one hundividual discernible from all others. For the
iconoclasts, however, even those human featurésviér@ not accidental to Jesus were accidental
to the incarnated Logos.

The defenders of the holy icons shared with thepaments the first four points enumerated
above but refused to accept their conclusion aarlgl€at least, to them) opposed to the Church
Tradition. According to them, something somewheyeegwrong. But where?

Point (2) was certainly out of discussion sincefifile century.

Point (4) was obvious to the two sides of the donfl

Point (1) has been discussed during the sixth gad the early seventh centuries, but —temporarily
— ceased to be under discussion after the victbithe “Maximites” over the Monotheletésthe
discussion will be reopened in the eleventh ceffumyt not in the nintf!

Point (3) was the weakest point in the whole chéirhas been already dealt with by
Maximus the Confessor, but the “Maximites” of tipisriod knew his teaching too superficially to
become able to apply it here. Thus, formally, tlsehbol” definition of hypostasis remained
unshaken.

The iconoclasts were then, during the second p&fiacbnoclasm, perfectly fitting with the
mainstream theological standard of the epoch banirapparent conflict with the already ancient
custom. Their opponents were in conformity with tbestom but without any appropriate
theological language at all.

Patriarch Nicephorus was a hostage, if not a vidfnthe situation of such a theological
“mutism.”*? He was able to express his Christology as follgwiNobody of those who have the
intellect would accept that either the Logos tobk passions or that the flesh undertook the
miracles.™?

This text is not only in contradiction with the “bl€Chalcedonian” Theopaschism, but even
with the Justinianic “Symbol of faithOh Monogene¢CPG 6891), which was then an obligatory
part of each Eucharistic liturgy according to tlte that Nicephorus followed himself: “Oh the
Only-Begotten Son and the Logos of God... who hastified, oh Christ God..*
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Moreover, such a Christology contradicts to anofiat of Christology of the same Nicephorus: he
was certainly convicted that the image of Jesusshfencompasses the Logos — but he turned out
to be unable to explain why.

We see, in Nicephorus, a case when a theologiadtide is completely inadequate to its logical
package — a case wh#re new wineof the Orthodox theology runs out fraitme old wineskinsf

the Aristotelian logic (Lk 5:37). There was an urg@eed of new wineskins for preventing the
pouring out of the theological wine.

3. The Christology of Theodore the Studite: Its Cetmal Point

A completely new approach has been formulated bgodbre the Studite. There is no direct
connexion, as one can see now, between Theodor¢hanelevant details of the Christology of
Maximus the Confessor. In the ninth century, Mawas still too little known in Byzantium.

Probably, the best description of Theodore’s thgplas a whole is now provided by Dirk
Krausmduller [20]. Therefore, | can go directly tbebdore’s main Christological idea.

According to Theodore, the Logos became “one fr&has Jesus — but there was no, in
Jesus, a distinct human hypostasis. There was sus Js a separate man, but there is Jesus as
someone — namely, the divine Logos — having allftfa¢ures of a separate man, that is, the human
nature and thiliomataof the separate human hypostdsis:

Ovk dpa pOVEO T@ TPOSNYOPIKD, GAAL Yap
Kol TG Kupim dvopatt KEKAnTon 0 Xpiotog: o
yopilov adTOV TOIC VTOCTATIKOIG ISUDUACLY
amod T®V Aom®dv avOpOTOV' Kol 610 ToVTO
nepLypontog. <...>

Therefore, Christ is called not only with|a
common noun but also with a proper name
[sc, Jesus. B. L] that separates himja the
hypostatic features idiomatg, from the
remaining humans. This is why he
describable. <...>

Therefore, he is one from us, even though he

Ovkodv &ig éott ka®’ Mudc, el kol Ogd¢ O €ic
g Tpradoc g éxel amd tob ITatpog kol Tod
[Tvebpotog, T@ VKD 1O1ONOTL S1OKEKPLUEVOS
obTmg ovTog évtadbo Amd mAvTeV TV
avOpOTOV  TOlG VTOCTOTIKOLS  IdIOUHOCY
apop1lOpEVOS Kai d10l TODTO TEPYPOUPOUEVOG,.

iIs God that is one of the Trinity. In the sa
manner, as he is distinguished there from
Father and the Spirit with thediom of
sonship, he is also separated from all
humans here with the hypostatidiomata
And this is why he is describable.

me
the

the

One can feel that Theodore said here somethingdsagimon-Aristotelian. Let us see, however, in
more details, what happened here to the threecdeisn “laws.”

4. The Three “Laws” of the Classical Logic in Theodre’'s Reasoning
4.1. The “Law” of Identity

Aristotle’s verbose formulation of the principle alentity in MetaphysicslV, 4 implies that
anything that could be described in some partiowky is always precisely the same thing that can
be described in this way.Later Leibniz succinctly put it in a more abstréarim: “Ce qui est, est;
Chaque chose est ce qu'elle €tThis Aristotelian definition of identity throughedcription was
further developed into the so-called Leibniz’'s pijphe that postulates identity of any two
individuals whose all properties are identical.drez himself, during the last months of his life in
1716, acknowledged that “his” principle is not asversal as he himself was arguing shortly before
— thus allowing difference between the objects tiate absolutely identical properties including
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the spatial coordinates (as we see now among thetgm objects such as electrotisYhis was
not, however, compatible with any interpretationdsntity that was known to the Antiquity.

Theodore broke the “law” of identity in the follomg manner. According to his explanation,
Jesus is the Logos with no separate human hypssksiis not the same as the hypothetical *Jesus
that is a human hypostasis (known to Theodore’'seroporaries from Nestorian Christology).
However, both Jesus and *Jesus have identical grepethat is, the full set of properties of a
human individual called Jesus. Both Jesus and &Jese unified with the Logos. This feature,
though, is to be factored out, in our comparisamvben the two, because any possible difference in
the mode of union between the Logos and the humafiteither Jesus or *Jesus depends
exclusively on the possible non-identity betweentiko.

According to the principle of identity in its staard (Aristotelian) understanding, as well as
its explication in the so-called Leibniz’'s prina@plJesus must be identical to *Jesus — as the
iconoclasts would have said in accusing the iconeplof Nestorianism. Nevertheless, Theodore
did not admit this conclusion from the premisesshared with the iconoclasts, because he did not
admit the corresponding rule of inference eithevhich is the rule (“law”) of identity. This was a
break with the consistent reasoning.

| would add that such a claim was then very riskiyeodore did not know his patristic
predecessors who have already dealt with in dethdsproblems of inconsistency of the logic
applied to the theological domain. Neverthelesscdrtainly imbibed with education the relevant
intuitions of Gregory of Nazianzus and Dionysius #ireopagite.

4.2. The “Law” of Non-Contradiction

The principle of non-contradiction is broken by ®Here straightforwardly. According to
Theodore, Jesus nota hypostasis of the human nature, butshe& human individual in the same
manner as everybody of us — “one of us? ot ka0’ Nudc, s. above).

Theodore’s Jesus is identical with the object tlaagording to the school definition of
hypostasis, is a human hypostasis called Jestise Isame time, Jesus is not identical with it. Bein
both identical and not identical to the same thi{imgmely, the hypostasis of Jesus according to the
school definition; we have designed this hypotlatibject as *Jesus) is a contradiction.

Both Jesus and *Jesus are identical — in Aristartedind Leibnizian sense of having identical
properties — to the same object, namely, the olgéthe school definition of hypostasis of the
human nature. Indeed, Theodore denied identity dmtwlesus and *Jesus, but in the way of
refusing to call “identity” the relation that is twe called so from a classical (and any consistent
logic’s!) point of view. According to Theodore, higsus is not Nestorian *Jesus only because the
identity of propertiesidiomatg is still not, for Theodore, an identity. As it své0 be expected, the
breaking of the “law” of identity leaded him to theeaking of the “law” of non-contradiction (or
vice versa

Thus, in classical (and not Theodore’s) terms, btaia a subcontrary (not contradictory nor
contrary) opposition: Jesus is identical to *Jesusereas it is claimed, by Theodore, that he is not

In classical terms, this means tidat B but A # B simultaneously.

The principles of identity and non-contradictiore a0 mutually depending that there is no
possibility of breaking one without breaking anathe

Let us explain Theodore’s intuition in a more Asigian fashion, using [different
variables’s values for the same functions, thaexgmples of a human and a horse, so dear to the
antique philosophers. Then, Theodore’s reasoningdcbe reformulated as following. Some
individual (hypostasis) has, for instance, the desgt ({diomatg of both human Peter and horse
Pegasus; however, this hypostasis has these featatgartially, as a centaur, but of both of them
entirely. He is entirely Peter and entirely Pega&wen though he is, among the horses, a horse
called Pegasus, he is still a human among the hsirvhose name is Peter.

For a viewpoint of any logic respecting the law rain-contradiction, such a claim is
impossible. Instead, such logic would allow onlptkinds of compositions: (1) some mixed cases,
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such as some hybrid, centaur, resulted from PetkPa&gasus, which is no longer identical to Peter
or Pegasus, or (2) a two-individual set formed bjePand Pegasus taken together as two different
elements of the one set. One can easily recogimisthe first alternative, the decision of the
Monophysitism, and, in the second alternative dibesion of the Nestorianism.

The first alternative is, from a historical poirft\aew, even more interesting, even though it was
not mentioned in the discussions of the ninth agntli is quite important for understanding the
origin of the logical problems in Christology th@heodore was facing. As one could guess, it
concerns the principle of the excluded middle aredking thereof.

4.3. The “Law” of Excluded Middle

Some limitations of the “law” of excluded middle mgeknown to Aristotle and other antique
logicians who have described the modes of reasomimgh we now call modal. Aristotle himself
described the first of the known modal logics nalled alethic, where he used such categories as
“necessarily”, “impossibly”, and “possibly” instead the bivalent statements “true” or “false”. The
alethic modal logic is perfectly Aristotelian, tdmyt not classical. Thus, it was known to the ardiq
logicians that principle of the excluded middleét obligatory for making reasoning consistént.

Ironically, among the three “laws” of the classidagic, this one is the only one that
Theodore respects. To him, there is nothing in betwof Jesus and *Jesus: the real Jesus could be
either a hypostasis of the Holy Trinity (Jesus)aohypostasis of the human nature (*Jesus) but
never something third. The latter possibility i€lexleda priori, whereas the second one (that Jesus
is a human hypostasis) ordyposteriori as a conclusion of Theodore’s theological analyBhis
manner of thinking is in the perfect accordancehwtte principle of excluded middle in a
completely consistent and even classical way, alldgeodore’s claim that Jesus has all properties
(idiomatg of *Jesus without being *Jesus is breaking thestsience of reasoning.

Instead of looking for aertium quid between Jesus and *Jesus, Theodore appropriated
*Jesus’s features to Jesus in a paraconsistent wagonsistent terms, we have already described
this procedure as simultaneous identification and-identification between the two. Such an
operation requires that the binary opposition betwdesus and *Jesus is duly respected and
nothing in between of them is introduced.

Let us consider another hypothetical situation, wive need to preserve the consistence of
reasoning but also to avoid Nestorianism. Thides gituation when some consistégrtium quid
between the Nestorian *Jesus and Theodore’s pasmtent Jesus becomes necessary. This would
mean that the divine hypostasis of the Logos, dftering become composite with acquiring
humanity, formed as well a nature of its owfy gvoig 100 Beod Adyov cecapkouévn (“the one
nature of the God Logos incarnated”) — in somehef meanings of this extremely multivalued
expression.

In the consistent reasoning, the Logos could nbgeome a hypostasis of the human nature.
If, nevertheless, he accepted Jesus without acceptseparate human hypostasis (that is, without
accepting the Nestorian *Jesus), then, the Logab Jasus are now the same hypostasis. In
Theodore’s paraconsistent reasoning, the hypostédise Logos and Jesus is also the same, but
“Jesus” became the name of the Logos accordingettnttman nature — in a paraconsistent way. In
our present hypothetical situation, any paracoasistvay is forbidden. Thus, the Logos does not
have a name according to the human nature, bet®udel not become a hypostasis of this nature
either. However, “Jesus” is not a name of somettuialpnging to the divine nature — which is
obvious unless we accept the extremist Christolofjyhe so-called actistisfi. Therefore, the
object fitting with “Jesus” as its name must beirted as a new separate nature, distinct from the
natures of humanity and divinity.

Our hypothetical situation, of course, took plat¢he history. This is the reasoning by John
Philoponos shortly before the Fifth Ecumenical Goufb53), when he interpreted “the unique
hypostasis” of Christ in the Chalcedonian sens&leastical with the “unique nature” of Christ of
the nOn-Chalcedoniaf$. This was an anti-Nestorian and completely consistiecision. The
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Chalcedonians, in turn, were ready to acknowledgeiiec pvoig of Cyril of Alexandria the
Chalcedonian “unique hypostasis” but did not agmgé this Philoponian reverse moving asking
them interpreting their own “unique hypostasisitlas anti-Chalcedonian “unique nature.”

The Christology of the second Iconoclasm was algeNestorian and completely consistent, but
Philoponos would dislike it for almost the samesmes as the ninth-century iconophiles. For both
Philoponos and the iconophiles, the iconoclastigatien of the individual humanity in the
incarnation of the Logos would look equal to degyihe reality of the incarnation and, therefore, a
kind of “phantasiasm,” according to the heresiatagjargon of the epoch.

Both Theodore and his iconoclast opponents wereMattophysite in the sense that all of
them denied the Philoponian identification of “hgpasis” and “nature” in Christ. Such a “unique
nature” would be dertium quidbetween the paraconsistent Jesus of Theodore anNdstorian
*Jesus.

5. Patriarch Eulogius of Alexandria, a Theoreticianof Paraconsistency

In the epoch opened with the Triumph of Orthodoxg43, Photius was the person who undertook
a revalorisation of the theological legacy avakabd him. Maximus the Confessor, as it seems
remained mostly beyond his horizon. He became secgessful, however, in collecting the works
of the authors of the sixth centii¥yPatriarch Eulogius of Alexandria (580-607) was amthem.

The sixth among his eleven treatises summarisedligtius was written on the 580s
discussion between the Severianist patriarchs @xaldria and Antioch, Damian and Peter
respectively, and especially against the positibiPeter. Thus, this treatise was aimed “against
verbiage of those who consider the hypostasis tmnbean idiomaipiopa pévov).” Damian would
look an easy sparring-partner, in such an extentaltitude was at odds with the Cappadocian
Fathers™ Nevertheless, in fact, it was not so. The problems in the search of an alternative to the
Damianism, which failed to provide his opponentePet

According to Eulogiud? both opponents were not right. They both misurtdets the
meaning of the definition of hypostasis that thexotg — for instance, from Basil of Caesarea.
Indeed, Basil has said that the hypostasis is arpopition of the nature/essence and the idiomata.
This definition, indeed, implies some complexitydartherefore, contradicts to the absolute
simplicity of God. Nevertheless, this complexityssictly limited to the capacity of our mind,
whereas there is no complexity in God.

Certains disent en effet que I'hypostase |est

ool yap TIveG OLUTAOKNV OVGIOG Kod
'union [conjunction] d’essence et

id1dpaTOg Elval TV VTOCTACIV: O TEPLPAVAC

GUVEIGAYELY 010€ TV cOVOestY, Kai mod dv &in
10 amlodv kol acvvletov tig €v T Tpradt
®edtrog; O1 8¢ kol Baciielov mpoictdot Tov
péyov The eviig d10doKaAov, ovK £0EA0VTES
VOELY OC O COPOG €KEIVOg avip obte Opov
oUTe VIOYPAPNV AT0d100VE VTOGTAGEMG TO
g ovumhokil mapélafev  Ovopa, AL
BovAdpevog Emotopicor TOV AvOpOloV TV
ayevvnoiov Koi TV ovciav €i¢ TadTov dyaysiv
(QUAOVEIKNOOVTO, KOl TNV TPOS TO YEVVNTOV
TOoD AyevviTOL O10QOopaV €1 TOV THC 0VGING
Adyov petayayelv, tva pu povov dapopovg,
AL Kol avtikelwévag ovoiag gicdyol €ml T
10D [Tatpog kai Tod Yiod.

Al TODTO 0 700G A0YOVS 0iKOVOUDY &V Kpioel

propriété, proposition nettement susceptible
d’amener la notion de composition ; et d’ou
serait le caractere simple et exempt |de
composition de la Trinité divine ? Ces gen
vont méme jusqu’'a mettre en avant Basil

propos du Pere et du Fils, a I'idée d’essences
non seulement différentes mais opposees.
C’est pourquoi Basile, quiégle ses parole
en conscienge dans sa discussion avec
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[Ps 111:5] Baocikewog, &v 1®d mpoOc TOV
avopolov dydvt, T® Kowd CLUTAEKEL TO 1010V,
acHyyvtov MUV Kol SloKeEKPLUEVIV
pnebodevv TV Thg GAnOeiog KaTAANYLV.
ATopel pEV yap 0 avOpdmvog vodg amAf] Koi
pd TpocPoAfi TO Eviaiov dpo Koi AmAodv kol
TO TPIGGOV KOTOAAPETY TGV VTOGTAGEWV: S10
] 1OV dlopdtov, ©g 6 dwdokarog &,
wpocOnkn TtV idalovoav agopilel TV
VIooTAcE®V Evvolay Kol &ott uév 1 pébodog
acOeveiog €mikovpog kol TRG 7mEPL  TO
AKOTAANTTOV CLUVEPYOS KATOANWYEWMS, OV PNV
Y€ GUUTETAEYUEVOV TO AmAodV Tii¢ BednTOC T
OAOG TVaL TOV TaOTNG VTOGTAGE®MY OLUEVODV
oVdOUAG amepydoarto. A0 Kol EXYOYEV MG
apnyovov idtdlovoav &vvorav [Matpodg AaPeiv
i Yiod, un ) 1dv idtopdtov mpocdnkn Tic
dwavoiag SwapBpovpévng. Kai Omep €v toig
nporafodct GUUTAOKTV EKOAECE, TODTO VOV
TPooONKNV  @vVOpoce. XaQéotepov Of TO
eipnuévov moudv- «Ov yap ot deikTikol, PNot,
TG 1016TNT0G A TOD TPOHTOL TOV THE ATAOTNTOC
aOTod AOYOV TOPUAVTNGOLGY: §| oVT® YE GV
navta, 6ca Tept Oeod Aéyetal, cvuvOeToV NIV
OV Odv avadeitn»>.

I’Anomeéen, unit le particulier au commun en
nous montrant comment comprendre la vérité
sans confusion et dans une clarté absolue.
L’esprit humain et en effet embarrassé quand
il s’agit de saisir d’'un simple et unique
mouvement [grasping -B.L] les notions
d’'unité et de simplicité en méme temps que
celle des trois hypostases. C’est pourquoi,
comme l'enseigne le maitre, c’est par
I'addition des propriétés qu’il détermine sa
propre conception des hypostases, et gette
fagcon de procéder est un secours pour la
faiblesse et une aide pour comprendre
I'incompréhensible, mais Basile ne
transformait absolument pas en un composé la
simplicité de la divinité ni, en un mot, aucune
des hypostases divines. C’est pourquoi |l a
ajouté qu'il est impossible de se faire une
conception propre du Pére et du Fils sans|que
notre pensée se complete par I'addition [des
notions de propriété; et ce quil avait
auparavant nommeé union [conjunction| —
B.L], il 'appelle maintenant addition. Et pour
rendre sa parole plus claire : « Ce ne sont |pas,
dit-il, les facons de montrer ses caracteres
spécifiques qui nuiront a sa fagcon d’envisager
la simplicité ; sinon, tout ce qu’on nous dit|de
Dieu démontrerait que Dieu est un
COMpOSE ».

Let us ask Eulogius: Ok, there is no complexityGad, whereas the hypostasis is, by definition,
something complex. Then, how you insist that tlegeshypostases in God at all?

For Eulogius, however — as well as for Peter anchida — the presence of three hypostases
in the uniqgue God was out of question. This wagbira received knowledge.

Thus, Eulogius repeats the “school” definition gpbstasis but adds that, in God, there is
no room for hypostases, whereas hypostases thezsdblere are. A hypostasis in God is something
that is impossible in God but that is.

Then, one can approach this problem from the oppasile asking Eulogius: Why do you
call these logical objects in God “hypostases,’yoiu acknowledge that the hypostasis is, by
definition, something else than anything that conddur in God? For answering, Eulogius would
refer to an established patristic tradition thatlddoe called “The Correspondence Principle.”

6. The Correspondence Principle

Today it became easy to answer such questions.ré/a gresence of a just another instance of
applicability of the principle that Niels Bohr oadl the Correspondence Principle. In Bohr's
Copenhagen interpretation of the Quantum theory, tteans that the notions of classical physics
continue to be used for description of the quanteatity but in a non-classical wa§In the same
manner, in Eulogius’s explanation, the “classicdBfinition of hypostasis and the notion of
hypostasis itself continues to be used, but na felassical” Aristotelian way. In both cases, in
Bohr's Quantum theory and Eulogius’s Triadologye ticlassical” notions change their meaning,
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and, in both cases, there is no direct way to nth&se changes explicit — except an indirect way
that is actually used.

The notion of hypostasis applied to God is no mdessical than the notion of spatial
coordinates applied to an electron.

The Quantum logics proposed for the Copenhagerpratation of the Quantum theory, especially
in the 1990s and later, are inconsistént.

Now we can say that Eulogius of Alexandria has &xjd that the logic used by the
Cappadocian Fathers was, in fact, a paraconsistest Let us emphasise an important thing:
Eulogius has never said that some classical noaomspplied to God in an approximate way and
not in the proper sense. He says exactly the ofgdbiey are applied in their proper and exact
sense. However, they are inapplicable. The thecdbgneaning is contained not in the simply
procedure of application of some notions to God ihua double procedure of such application
joined with insisting of their inapplicability. T&iconjunction of application and inapplicability
forms the difference between the paraconsistergjeushthe categories of consistent logic and their
approximate usage in a somewhat metaphorical sense.

7. The Paraconsistent Logical Core of Theodore th&tudite’s Christology

The Christological model of Theodore the Studitedésived from the teaching of Gregory of
Nazianzus and Maximus the Confessor on the déificadf the marf® This teaching implies a
logical model often called by modern historiaaatum-quantun{tocodtov-décov): in as much as
the Logos became the man, in the same extent the-naay deified man — will become God, and
this extent is, of course, “completely.” Nevertlsslethe deified man does not become a new
hypostasis of the divine nature — as well as thgokodid not become a new hypostasis of the
human nature.

In fact, Theodore the Studite’s Christology wasatly present in Maximus the Confessor.
There were some differences, however. On the ond,hHEheodore made explicit some ideas of
Maximus: his Christology is in the mirror symmetoyvards Maximus’s doctrine of deification. On
the other hand, Theodore has never elaborated onnMa’s sophisticated concept opomog
VIapEemg.

Let us reformulate the main logical notions usedGhristology in a more analytical
language. We will use a language of a “set thedsyt’not of one of the set theories presently used
in mathematics but of a kind of “naive” set theatlgser to its original form in Georg Cantor —
where all the paradoxes are tolerated, and therm idifference between the notions of set and
class.

Then, the notion of hypostatidiomatabecomes equivalent to the notion of being a given
element of a class. Thdiomatafeature an individual as a specific individual,essas not within
an unordered universe but within a definite cld$sus, theidioma of sonship (“to be begotten”) is
featuring the Son within the divine nature only,endms within other natures the notion of sonship
does not exist in the same sense. Thus, it is itapbto note that the hypostatic features do not
define a specific individual of whatever nature loaly an individual of a given nature, that is,
within a given class.

Thus, we can write, for an individusl that is, for tha-th individual of the clas¥, that to
have thadiomataof x;, means that; belongs toX, x € X.

This definition could be easily applied, in slightinodified forms, to the classes whose
elements are uncountable or countable in some snst@mt manner only. An example of such class
is the class of hypostases of the Holy Trinity. afproximation of this class with a well-ordered set
(that as, a set for which exists a bijection betwak the elements of this set and the set of ahtur
numbers) would be a source of misunderstanding=rrors in triadological reasoning, because if
the Trinity is a set, then, this set is not a veetlered one nor ordered at @lIFor the further,
however, we need only a very weaken conceptiomagring: in this sense, “ordered” is every class
where the elements could be discerned in whatewst. W this weaken sense, the class of the

107



hypostases of the Holy Trinity is, indeed, ordefBakerefore, our (weaken) conception of “being the
i-th element of a class” is applicable here toospneing thai here is not a natural number and not
necessarily a consistent numBer.

Now, let us consider the case of the incarnatecb&o@Vithout ceasing to be an element of
the class “divine nature”, he becomes an elemethetlass of humans when he takes the human
idiomataof Jesus. Nevertheless, he does not become aem@fthe class of humans because the
Logos does not become a human hypostasis. Theréfoges'’s inclusion into the class of humans
is paraconsistent only, whereas his inclusion theoclass “divine nature” is consistent: the Logos
is a divine hypostasis, and there is no sense iat Wie Logos ceased to be a divine hypostasis.
Thus, the Logos became a human individual calledsla a paraconsistent way only.

In a symmetrical way, we have to understand Maxism@@nd Gregory of Nazianzus’s)
doctrine of deification. A human person Peter qurgs to be a human person in a consistent way
but becomes God (the only God in whom the Christlaglieve) in a paraconsistent way.

8. The Photian Epilogue

As a historian of Byzantine dogmatic discussions fegl, the paraconsistent claims of one or other
outstanding Byzantine theologian have required rogach intellectual stress for their adequate
adaptation by the official theological mainstredrhe philosophical culture of the Byzantine court
theologiansde factosecular, was one of the main obstacles. This isngortant reason why the
ByzantineDogmengeschichtevas not anyhow smooth but highly turbulent andsag properly,
cyclic. The bright logical ideas have been quickbssilised within the official “repetitive
theology,” with an inevitable effect of a new cosifon that provoked, in turn, reordering and
correcting based on new insights of other bearekmight logical intuitions for theology. Then, a
new cycle has begun.

Any paraconsistent theological claim put into thenfework of the “repetitive theology” is
fossilised in the same way as a poem paraphragechée or a joke “explained” to those who have
no sense of humour. What remains after such “remeti’ is not the genuine theological meaning
that certainly has evaporated.

The Christological ideas of Theodore the Studitertit escape the common destiny, that is,
fossilisation and confusion. The references toShelite by both sides of the quarrels on the holy
icons in the late eleventh-century Byzantium fornsudficient proof of this® It is interesting,
however, to trace the reception history of Studi@hristology in earlier times.

Patriarch Photius, writing between 867 and 877eaggd Theodore’s Christological thesis
when answering to a — imaginary or not — iconoctastonent? The opponent seemed to push
Photius toward iconoclasm starting from Patriar@Xpected rejection of the Nestorian idea of the
incarnation into a particular man. He then put bef@hotius an alternative: the Logos incarnated
into either particular mantgv éni pépovg [GvOpwmov]) or the man in generakdv kaBo6Aov
avOpornov) [48, pp. 14-15]. Photius’s answer is “NeithertllBwing the Studite, he wrote: “We say
that even if he [the Logos] assumed human natheel.0gos exhibits [its] featuregliomatg as his
own.”3 Certainly, Theodore’s thesis is “repeated” — ia $ense of “repetitive theology,” at least.

Nevertheless, a new problem arose, and, so fegmains unknown in what extent Photius
resolved it or, at least, realised®itin the present answer, Photius failed to provideeaplicit
treatment of distinction between the notions o&“than in general” and “the human nature.” As the
first step, he follows an argument of the earlmniophilic theologians stating that “the man in
general” that is not instantiated in any particilaman individual is an abstraction without anyl rea
content and, therefore, is incompatible with theditg of the incarnatiori”

Then, however, he uses against his opponent aaadhasgument of the anti-Chalcedonians
against the Chalcedonians, known since, at lea$t]19, the discussion between Severus of Antioch
and the Chalcedonian Sergius the Grammafiaiiie common is to be seen in plurality of
hypostases; thus, if Christ is “the man in geneta# must have many hypostases, viz. those of the
whole human genu¥.
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This argument is at odds with the previous onéthié man in general” is a mere abstraction, as it
has been just stated, it contains no hypostasa aut if “the man in general” is to be instanéic
in plurality of hypostases, it is not a mere algdtom. If it is not a mere abstraction — which wias,
Byzantium, the majority opinion — one would likeknow what is the difference between “the man
in general” in this sense and the human naturenasdipy the Logos. Photius failed to provide any
explanation. He confused different understandirfgsnoversaliaand, apparently without knowing,
repeated a standard anti-Chalcedonian argumerthidnway, his argumentation was in a mirror
symmetry with Nicephorus’s verbal “Nestorianism.”

Photius did not look for a recourse to the paraisteiscy. Instead, he added two more
arguments — demonstrating in what extent the \aag iof logical paraconsistency was repulsive to
him. The following two questions [48, p. 15.11-19] immediately after the argument we have just

guoted:

oopPoiver 88 Kol pn etvor HUiv  odTov
Opoovoov: avoinedévtog yap tod KaOOLOL
avipomov €v t@ 0Oed AOY® O0VKETL MUETS
avBpomor Aeybeinuev: méOev  yap toVTO
vmapEel NUilv, kol kaTd Ti KOW®VAoOoUEV 1A
Xpo1d ;

npdc &' ol TOig eipnuévorg koi Erepov HmapEet
atomnua, TO TOV AVOpOTOV EKOCTOV  Koi
dvOpmmov eivon Koi pur EvOpwmov: EKacTog Yop
NUGV Katd TOV AAN0n Adyov dvBpondc Eoti te
Kai ovopaletar tod 8¢ kaboAov, Kab' 0 Tavteg
dvOpwmot gtvar EAéyovto, mopd oD Og0d Adyou

Moreover, it follows [from the supposition of
the incarnation into the man in general] that he
[the Logos] is not consubstantial to us. Indeed,
if the man in general is assumed into the God
Logos, we are no longer to be called men.|On
what ground he will be s&¢, consubstantial

to us, and in what sense we will have
communion with Christ?

Moreover, in addition to the already said, there
will be another absurdity: everybody from the
men would be man and not man. Everybody
from us is in the true sense man and is [sO]
called. However, if the general, according|to
which all [men] are called to be men, |is
assumed 4c, withdrawn] by the God Logos,

how we will be men?

avaAneOévtoc, Tdc Eodpueba dvOpwmot ;

In both questions, the humanity supposedly assumyeithe Logos is taken as different from our
humanity — without becoming, however, a humanityaofindividual human being. If the universal
humanity is assumed by the Logos, it becomes vatlidrfrom us. Photius showed a clear intuition
that the universal humanity could not be sharedh w& by the Logos in any consistent way, and,
therefore, he provided his example of bad incoestst where we are both to be and to be not men.
Photius, thus, tried to avoid dealing with the gahéiumanity in his Incarnation doctrine and,
instead, explained the Incarnation as assumingehtimandiomataby the Logos. Nevertheless,
he had no option to stop calling this fact “asswgrohthe humamature” Then, what means, in this
text of Photius, the notion “nature”, if he cleadistinguished it from the general humanitygi{
kaB6Aov), “according to which all [men] are called to bem? | guess that this problem has never
been thought through by Photius.

This example of Photius shows that if you throwapansistency out of the door, it will
come back through the window — in this case, thihaugonfused usage of the terms for universals.

9. Conclusion

Theodore the Studite has been forced to explain thieynormal rule of superposition of the
classical categoriegpoig + idibpara = vroéctacic, does not work in the case of Jesus: not because
this rule is erroneous but exactly because it igect. Its correctness becomes forceless, thus
showing the paraconsistent logic of the divine inaéion overcoming the consistency of human
rationality.
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If Jesus’'s human features are not accidental, geesphat the iconoclasts claimed, the only
remaining solution within the framework of the “N@talcedonian” Christology is paraconsistent.
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Notes

1. Octoechos, theotokion dogmatikon, toneyfo€ Bopvc), inc. Mytnp pév éyvaosbne. Cf., for bibliography, [12, p.
425], [47, p. 244]. Cp. the complete text in Englisanslation by Fr. Lawrence (Campbell) of Jorddmylater monk
John): “Thou wast known as a Mother beyond nat@r&heotokos; Yet thou didst remain a Virgin beyoedson and
understanding; no tongue can expound the maruwblyofhild-bearing; for while thy conceiving, O Pu@ae, was
wondrous, the manner of thy child bearing cannatdraprehended, for wherever God wills the ordaraitire is
overthrown. Therefore as we all acknowledge themetthe Theotokos we implore thee insistently:risede that our
souls may be saved.” The traditional attributiodobin of Damascus is not certain but, at leastpborated with the
manuscript tradition [50].

2. For the overwhelming “Aristotelian” rationalism #6hn Philoponoscé 490-ca 570) that resulted into his so-called
“Tritheism”, [46], [11]. Cf., for a larger historat context, [35passini.

3. For Barlaam the Calabrian’sg 1290-1348) logical scepticism in theology — aitude diametrically opposite to
that of John Philoponos — [41], [42], [15]. Frontpbgical point of view, the most detailed explanatif the difference
between the approaches of Barlaam and Gregory Ralasprovided by Ivan Christov (the only scholdnow
approached the sources having a logical trainirfgaitkground) [51].
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4. Whether these connectives have the same meanalgpiassible logics, is a controversial matter talcore of the
modern discussion on the logical pluralism, namglyralism about the very notion of logical conseagce; cf., for a
pluralist viewpoint [7] and for a monist viewpoil¥9, pp. 194-209]. Be this as it may, for the Bythamthinkers, a
fundamental unity othelogic on the level of connectives — but not onlthesl of the Aristotelian so-called “laws” —
seems to me certain.

5. Cf., as an up-to-dated introduction to the fiel8][4As a short introduction [38].

6. Cf., for a review of different theologies relat& Byzantium [35].

7. See for details [28], [2], [3].

8. As a textbook view of the pre-lconoclastic epdaliould quote the definition of the anonymousifegium

Doctrina Patrum de incarnatione Dei Verfmia 700):006v yap &1epdv €otv 1 HO0TAGIG KATA TOVG BE0POPOLS
natépag §| ovsia petd tdv idwpdrov “thus, the hypostasis is, according to the Godihgdrathers, nothing than the
essence with (its) features” [10, p. 72.1-2].

9. Cf. [35], [29], [18], [20], [21].

10. See Dirk Krausmuiller's series of three artidafNicetas Stethatos [19], [17], [16].

11. For the late ninth century, see below, se@idior Photius’s attitude.

12. For a detailed account of his Christologicekis, see [35], [29].

13. Nicephorus of Constantinopkentirrheticusl, 22; [36, col. 252 Blovdeic yap td@v vodv &govimv dmopoveital, ote
Tov Adyov mabfpata eépety, ovte THg copKog Ta Badpate HTOARYETAL.
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