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Abstract

This article aims to provide a new solution to the Logical Problem of the Incarnation by proposing a
novel metaphysical reconstrual of the method of reduplicative predication. This reconstrual will be
grounded upon the metaphysical thesis of ‘Ontological Pluralism, proposed by Kris McDaniel and
Jason Turner, and the notion of an ‘aspect’ proposed by Donald L. M. Baxter. Utilising this thesis
and notion will enable the method of reduplicative predication to be further clarified, and the
central objection that is often raised against this approach can be successfully answered.
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Introduction

According to Timothy Pawl (2016), Conciliar Christology is the specific theological teach-
ing that is derived from the central definitions and expositions of the creeds, canons, and
anathemas of the first seven ecumenical councils (325 CE–787 CE). Central to the theo-
logical teaching found within these documents is that of the fact of God the Son (here-
after, GS), the second person of the Trinity, intervening in human history by becoming
incarnate in the person of Jesus of Nazareth (hereafter, Christ). This specific doctrine
was first formally defined at the Council of Chalcedon (451 CE), which established a con-
ceptual and linguistic foundation centred on two constraints:

(1) (Chalcedon) (i) At the moment of the Incarnation, GS became a human that was
a single person.

(ii) As a human, GS was truly (i.e. fully and genuinely) divine and
truly (i.e. fully and genuinely) human.

On the basis of the constraints expressed by (1), an adherent of Conciliar Christology
(hereafter, a Conciliar Christologist) must posit, in line with (ii), that Christ had two dis-
tinct yet united natures ( physes): a divine and human nature, and that, in line with (i), that
Christ was also a single person (hypostasis). Over the course of time, Conciliar
Christologists have sought to provide an explanation of (1) in light of an important prob-
lem that has been raised against it, which has been termed the Logical Problem of the
Incarnation (hereafter, the LPI).1 The LPI – identified by Richard Cross (2011), Thomas
Morris (2009), Marilyn McCord Adams (2009), and most clearly by Timothy Pawl (2016) –
raises the issue of certain predicates that are aptly said of Christ, such as the candidate
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predications of ‘Christ is impassible’ and ‘Christ is passible’, are inconsistent. And thus,
given this inconsistency, Conciliar Christology is false. Stating this logical problem
fully: any entity that possesses one divine nature and one human nature will have incon-
sistent predicates that are true of it (through some predicates being aptly said of one of
the natures and other predicates being aptly said of the other nature, and some of these
apt predicates being inconsistent with each other). However, no entity can have inconsist-
ent predicates that are true of it. And thus, any theory that takes this to be the case must
be false. Therefore, as (1) posits the fact of Christ having a divine nature and a human
nature (some predicates are aptly said of the divine nature, and other predicates are
aptly said of the human nature, and some of these apt predicates being inconsistent
with each other) it must be false. The task presented to the Conciliar Christologist by
the LPI is thus that of providing an explanation that shows how the candidate predicates
– and others like it – are not, in fact, incompatible in the case of Christ.

One traditional method for dealing with the LPI is that of the method (or strategy) of
‘reduplicative predication’, which can be construed succinctly as follows:

(2) (Reduplication) Christ qua his human nature is P and Christ qua his divine nature
is ∼P.

This reduplicative predication strategy finds its roots in the conciliar documents – spe-
cifically that of Chalcedonian Definition – where it states that Christ was ‘begotten before
the ages from the Father as regards his divinity, and in the last days the same for us and
for our salvation from Mary, the virgin God-bearer, as regards his humanity’ (Tanner,
1990, I 86, emphasis added). Thus, as expressed by this conciliar declaration, the method
of reduplicative predication focuses on predicating certain attributes to Christ qua (or
‘insofar as’) he is God and other attributes to Christ qua (or ‘insofar as’) he is human.
There is a qualifying of the predicates made of Christ. So instead of predicating
of Christ the attribute P, one states that Christ exemplifies the attribute P (i.e. an incom-
patible property) as X, where X is a category that Christ falls into (Hill, 2011). Similarly,
Christ may also exemplify some other attribute S as Y, where Y is another category
that Christ falls into (Hill, 2011). Thus, as stated by Darren Sumner (2014, 62), the method
of reduplicative predication ‘is employed to take advantage of Christ’s duality of natures
in order to explain the logical validity of predicating contradictory attributes of the same
person’.

Despite the potential helpfulness of this approach in dealing with the problem raised by
the LPI, one of the primary difficulties raised against this method is that of trying to explain
what the qua-clause is doing metaphysically. This is that if two contradictory predications
are made of Christ, such as Christ qua divine is impassible and Christ qua human is passible
what one wants to know concerning these statements, as Pawl (2016, 120) rightly notes, is
‘what, exactly, is the “qua N” modifier doing in these sentences? What is modified? Is it the
same subject in both claims? Is it the same predicate in both claims? If the same subject and
the same predicate, how is this a means of avoiding contradiction?’ However, as Pawl (2016,
120) further writes in answer to this question: ‘the [qua] claims have the appearance of ver-
bal chicanery, as if they were an incantation to ward off incarnational contradiction’. The
reduplicative predication strategy thus only deals with the LPI at a linguistic level. As
Hill (2011, 6), in further highlighting this issue, writes

the reduplicative strategy is, in itself, a strategy that operates at the level of language
only. It is not, in itself, a metaphysical strategy. It does not tell us how or why Christ
avoids having inconsistent properties, or how this is compatible with his being fully
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divine and fully human the . . . defender of the reduplicative strategy must go beyond
mere reduplication . . . to show why the use of this language is legitimate.

That is, the strategy is metaphysically underdeveloped and thus cannot be simply used
by itself and held to deal with the issue of the LPI, but, instead, a metaphysical explan-
ation must underpin the strategy – let’s term this the underdevelopment issue. Now, holding
the underdevelopment issue to the side for a moment, a move towards further clarity
concerning the role played by the qua clauses in the reduplication method has been pro-
vided by Pawl (2016, 117–151).2 One interpretation proposed by Pawl (2016, 24–30) con-
cerning the qua clause is that of the Subject (S) method – which can be stated
succinctly as follows:

(3) (Reduplication (S)) Christ-qua-Human is P and Christ-qua-Divine is ∼P.

The central move provided by (S) is that of modifying the subject of the predication
alone – where, in the Christological context, as Pawl (2016, 127, emphasis in text) notes

When we say ‘Christ is passible qua man’ we are really saying that there is a subject,
Christ-qua-human, and that subject is aptly predicated by the predicate ‘passible.’
Likewise, when we say ‘Christ is impassible qua divine’, we are really saying that
there is a subject, Christ-qua-divine, and that subject is aptly predicated by the predi-
cate ‘impassible.’

Therefore, as it would indeed be contradictory to assert that Christ was simultaneously
impassible and passible, one can then instead take the approach of reduplicating the
predication by qualifying each predicate with respect to the distinct subjects of Christ
(i.e. Christ-qua-divine and Christ-qua-human).

Hence, with this approach in hand, one can now affirm a reconstrual of our candidate
predications as that of ‘Christ-qua-divine is impassible’ and ‘Christ-qua-human is pass-
ible’, which, in (S), is not contradictory. As, given the revision that is made to the pre-
dicates under question, one is not claiming that it is the same thing that is both p and
∼p. That is, the response that is provided by (S) is grounded upon the claim that
Christ-qua-divine is not identical with Christ-qua-human, and so, on the basis of this,
it is two different things that are passible and impassible. At a more precise level,
these two different things are conceived of as the divine and human natures – such
that Christ-qua-human refers to Christ’s human nature, and Christ-qua-divine refers
to Christ’s divine nature (Pawl, 2016). Importantly, as Pawl (2016, 128) further notes,
the ‘(S) theorist can attempt to assuage the worries that might arise at there being
two distinct subjects here. She can still say that “Christ is passible” is true, even if it
is Christ-qua-human, and not Christ (simpliciter) that is passible, provided that we
understand the claim to have a tacit reference to the nature in it’. That is, as long
as one can understand the statement ‘Christ is passible’ to be shorthand for the state-
ment ‘Christ-qua-human is passible’, one can indeed affirm its truth. Therefore, this
method does seem to provide a way for one to deal with the LPI, as one can repeat
this approach for each potentially incompatible predicate, which allows one to affirm
the fact that each of the human and divine attributes true of Christ can, in fact, be
coherently predicated of him, in respect of the two distinct subjects: Christ-qua-divine
and Christ-qua-human.

Now, all is not plain sailing, as an important issue that can be raised against this inter-
pretation of the reduplicative method proposed here is that of the compatibility of this
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approach with a central tenet of Conciliar Christology – let’s call this the compatibility
issue. As, according to Pawl (2016, 125), Conciliar Christology entails the fact that ‘the pre-
dicates aptly predicated of Christ according to his human nature are predicated to one and
the same thing as the predicates aptly predicated of Christ according to his divine nature’.
Yet, the central move that is made by (S) is that of conceiving of the inconsistent candi-
date predications – such as ‘Christ is impassible’ and ‘Christ is passible’ – and thus there is
an inconsistency here between the (S) method and Conciliar Christology. This is seen
clearly in the Third letter of Cyril to Nestorius, which was read at the Council of
Ephesus (431 CE):

For we do not divide up the words of our Saviour in the gospels among two hypos-
tases or persons. For the one and only Christ is not dual, even though he be consid-
ered to be from two distinct realities, brought together into an unbreakable union. In
the same sort of way a human being, though he be composed of soul and body, is
considered to be not dual, but rather one out of two. Therefore, in thinking rightly,
we refer both the human and divine expressions to the same person. (The Council of
Ephesus – 431 CE – Papal Encyclicals, n.d.)

The conciliar position, as expressed by Cyril and the fathers of Ephesus, requires that
one refers the inconsistent candidate predicates to ‘the one and only Christ’. Hence, as
Pawl (2016, 128) helpfully notes, ‘even if it is “Christ-qua-human” that is subject to
one predicate, and “Christ-qua-divine” that is subject to the other, one still must refer
both predicates to the same person, Christ simpliciter’. Thus, as (S) seemingly fails to do
this, a Conciliar Christologist must thus reject the (S) method as a viable interpretation
of the reduplicative strategy that allows us to avoid the LPI – that is, unless there is a way
to show how (S) can successfully ward off the LPI whilst still being consistent with the
central tenets of Conciliar Christology. The focus of this article will thus be twofold:
first, it will focus on dealing with the underdevelopment issue by providing a further
metaphysical precisification of the qua-clauses through a utilization of the thesis of
Ontological Pluralism provided by Kris McDaniel and Jason Turner. Second, on the basis
of this metaphysical precisification, a further elucidation of the qua-clause will be provided
by a utilization of the notion of an ‘aspect’ provided by Donald L. M. Baxter, which will bring
further clarity to (S) in a manner as to enable it to be consistent with Conciliar Christology –
and thus the compatibility issue being dealt with as well.

Thus, the plan of the article is as follows: in ‘The nature of ontological pluralism’, I
explain the central features of the thesis of Ontological Pluralism, proposed by Kris
McDaniel and Jason Turner. In ‘Pluralistic reduplicative predication’, I apply the thesis
of Ontological Pluralism to the reduplicative predication strategy, which will provide a
further precisification of the method of reduplicative predication − and thus deal with
the underdevelopment issue. In ‘The nature of aspects’, I explicate the notion of an aspect,
proposed by Donald L.M. Baxter. In ‘Aspectival reduplicative predication’, I apply the
notion of an aspect to the reduplicative predication strategy, which will provide a further
precisification of the (S) interpretation of the method of reduplicative predication− and
thus deal with the compatibility issue, which will allow the method of reduplicative predi-
cation to be taken to be one that is successful in dealing with the LPI. In the concluding
section I summarize the above results.

The nature of Ontological Pluralism

According to Kris McDaniel (2009, 2010, 2017) and Jason Turner (2010, 2012, 2020),
Ontological Pluralism is the view that there are different fundamental and irreducible
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ways, kinds, or modes of being.10 That is, entities can (and do) exist in different ways from
one another, which are represented by different existential quantifiers, without the denial
of the fact of these entities existing in the univocal category of being – namely, these
entities also possess generic existence. More specifically, the central tenets of Ontological
Pluralism (hereafter, OP), according to McDaniel (2009) and Turner (2020), can be stated
as follows:

(4) (Pluralism) (a) Ways of Being: A way of being is a specific and distinctive manner
in which an entity exists.

(b) Elite Qualifiers: An elite quantifier is a semantically primitive
existential quantifier that is perfectly natural.

(c) Generic Existence: An entity generically exists by there being a
univocal category of being that is expressed by the single, gen-
eric, unrestricted existential quantifier.

For (a), the notion of a ‘way of being’ finds its primary use in enabling one to account
for the fact that the specific ontological kind (or category) that an entity is an instance of
determines the specific manner in which that entity exists. For example, numbers are of a
different ontological kind (or category) than tables – the former is of the kind (or cat-
egory) abstracta, and the latter is of the kind (or category) concreta – and thus, these
entities exist in a different manner from one another. An adherent of OP thus posits
the existence of multiple ways of being in order to account for the different types of
entities that display distinct features from one another. In positing the existence of mul-
tiple ways of being, OP is to be contrasted with the standard view in contemporary meta-
physics of Ontological Monism (hereafter, OM), which posits the existence of solely one way
of being. The notion of a way of being, posited by OM and OP, corresponds to the notion of
an ontological structure. Following Turner (2010, 6–7), we can further elucidate the notion
of an ontological structure by utilizing an analogy of a pegboard, which can be understood
as follows: at a general level, an ontological structure is represented by a pegboard cov-
ered with rubber bands. For the adherent of OM, the correct understanding of ontological
structure is that of a large pegboard, where pegs represent entities, and rubber bands of
various colours represent objects instantiating different properties and objects standing
in different relations to one another (picture, for the former, a band wrapped around a
peg, and, for the latter, a band stretching from one object to another). For the adherent
of OP, the view of ontological structure that is proposed by the thesis of OM is taken to be
misleading in that reality is instead best represented by multiple pegboards – with each
pegboard representing a distinct kind of entity with their associated ways of being.
In short, proponents of OM conceive of reality as having a single ontological structure –
represented by a single pegboard – for example, abstract and concrete entities existing
together on one pegboard. However, for the proponent of OP, reality has multiple onto-
logical structures – represented by multiple, independent pegboards – with, for example,
abstract entities existing on one and concrete entities existing on another (Turner, 2010).
We can illustrate the multiple pegboards featured in OP as follows through Figure 1 (where,
in the left image, ‘Abstract’ stands for ‘abstract ontological structure’ and ‘Sn’ stands for a
‘particular set peg’, whereas, in the right image, ‘Concrete’ stands for ‘concrete ontological
structure’, ‘On’ stands for a ‘particular object peg’, and the different colours represent the
different properties that are instantiated by each peg).

Thus, as is expressed by this particular analogy, the different ways of being featured
within the framework of OP correspond to different structures or domains of reality –
one can thus say that reality is indeed multifaceted.
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For (b), the notion of an ‘elite quantifier’ is grounded upon the Quinean association
between existence and existential quantification – where ontology concerns what existen-
tial quantifiers range over. Given this association, the proponent of OP takes there to be
several semantically primitive existential quantifiers that range over distinct domains of
reality (where a quantifier is semantically primitive in the sense that it is not reducible to
the unrestricted quantifier and a restricting predicate). More specifically, a central aspect
of the contemporary iteration of OP, as expressed by McDaniel and Turner, is that of the
denial of the fact of there being solely one existential quantifier. Rather, there are many –
where, for example, there is one, ‘∃a’, which ranges over the domain of abstract entities,
and another, ‘∃c’, which ranges over the domain of concrete entities (Turner 2010, 8).
The contemporary project of OP is thus linked with quantificational pluralism – the
view that there are multiple existential quantifiers, rather than a single generic quantifier
(Turner, 2020). However, multiple existential quantifiers can come on the cheap (i.e. one
solely needs to introduce an existential quantifier and a restricting predicate to formulate
more than one (restricted) existential quantifier). Hence, Caplan (2011, 95–97), McDaniel
(2009, 305–10) and Turner (2020, 185) have emphasized the fact that, for the thesis of OP,
only certain types of quantifiers are of concern to pluralists: elite quantifiers. Now, defin-
ing the notion of eliteness is indeed a challenging task, given that the notion seems to
come in degrees. However, as noted by McDaniel (2017, 27–28) and Turner (2020, 185),
one can proceed to further elucidate the nature of this notion by adopting Sider’s
(2011) extension of David Lewis’s (1983) notion of perfect naturalness, which centres on
the notion of ‘carving nature at its joints’. Existential quantifier expressions that ‘carve
nature at its joints’ are thus to be taken as elite (or ‘more elite’ than others that do
not). So, taking into account the distinction between abstract and concrete entities, pro-
ponents of OP take these two kinds of entities to have different ways of being. These ways
can be expressed, as noted previously, by two elite quantifiers: ‘∃a’ meaning existing
abstractly (i.e. the quantifier ranging over the domain of abstract entities) and ‘∃c’ mean-
ing existing concretely (i.e. the quantifier ranging over the domain of concrete entities).
These two existential quantifiers (and the other multiple existential quantifiers posited by
pluralists) are thus, as noted previously, taken as semantically primitive – through the
notions that they express being irreducible – and elite, where these quantifiers (‘∃a’
and ‘∃c’) seem to be ‘fine-grained’ and deeply ‘joint carving’. Thus, taking all this into
account, as McDaniel (2010, 635) writes, OP is the view that there are possible languages
with elite quantifiers ‘that are at least as natural as the unrestricted quantifier’. At the

Figure 1. Ontological Structure: Pegboard (i).
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heart of OP is thus the (surprising) claim that there are multiple ways of being and struc-
tures of reality and, most importantly, that there are multiple elite existential quantifiers
that express these ways of being and structures of reality (Turner, 2020). In other words,
entities such as abstract entities and concrete entities are thus taken to have different fun-
damental ways of being – and are part of distinct fundamental structures of reality – that
are ranged over by different elite existential quantifiers (e.g., ‘∃a’ and ‘∃c’). In short, one
must thus use more than one existential quantifier to represent the extra ways of being
and structures of reality.

For (c), the notion of ‘generic existence’ expresses the fact that all entities share in the
univocal category of being. Thus, in affirming the veracity of OP – the existence of mul-
tiple ways of being that are expressed by multiple elite existential quantifiers – one is not
(necessarily) negating an entity’s possession of generic existence. An adherent of OP is
simply committed to the fact, as noted by McDaniel (2009, 305–10), that the multiple
elite quantifiers, which are taken to express the different ways of being of an entity (or
entities), are more natural than the generic unrestricted quantifier, in the sense that
they express the various fundamental facets of reality in a more accurate manner.
Thus, in continuing with our paradigm examples of abstract and concrete entities, the dis-
tinction made between the modes of being of abstract entities and concrete entities – with
the elite quantifiers of ∃a and ∃c – is simply to be taken to be more natural than the generic
unrestricted existential quantifier: ∃. That is, as Bernstein (2021, p. 2), in emphasizing this
point, writes:

If one is taking an inventory of everything that there is, the pluralist’s ‘is’ is ambigu-
ous between ∃1 and ∃2, and the items in being must be sorted into either category.
The pluralist’s inventory is finer-grained than the list that falls in the domain of the
single first-order existential quantifier, since it includes everything that there either
is1 or is2.

OP thus affirms the fact that every entity – in addition to them having multiple ways of
being – also enjoys the generic and univocal way of being that is expressed by the single,
generic, unrestricted quantifier. Thus, what is disaffirmed by the thesis of OP is solely that
of the latter quantifier being perfectly natural – in short, it does not ‘carve nature at its
joints’.3 This disaffirmation, however, does not mean that the single, generic, unrestricted
quantifier is to be conceived of as a mere disjunction of the multiple elite existential
quantifiers – given that, as McDaniel (2010) has shown, the domain that is ranged over
by the former quantifier is unified by analogy. That is, as McDaniel (2010, 696) notes,
we are aware of ‘something akin to disjunctive properties, but they aren’t merely disjunct-
ive. Analogous features enjoy a kind of unity that merely disjunctive features lack: they
are, to put it in medieval terms, unified by analogy.’ This fact is evident, for example,
in the concept of being healthy – which does not seem to be disjunctive, given the differ-
ent ways of being healthy – as McDaniel writes (2010, 695), ‘I am healthy, my circulatory
system is healthy, and broccoli is healthy.’ In each of these cases provided by McDaniel,
there is a sense in which the generic ways of being healthy correspond to the particular
ways of being healthy – that is, we are presented with a concept of generic healthiness by
analogy with the particular ways of being healthy (Builes (2019), 4). Existence in its many
particular forms and its singular generic form is akin to this, because, for the adherent of
OP, there is a fundamental (i.e. perfectly natural) way in which certain entities exist and a
non-fundamental (i.e. non-natural) and a non-disjunctive manner in which every entity
generically exists, each of which is represented by (a modified form) of Quinean
quantification.
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The central components of the thesis of OP, and the manner in which these compo-
nents are interconnected with one another, have been laid out. We will now turn our
attention to applying the thesis of OP to the task at hand so as to provide a further meta-
physical elucidation of the qua-clauses.

Pluralistic reduplicative predication

According to Conciliar Christology, Christ has two natures: a divine nature and a human
nature. In having a divine nature, Christ has certain predicates that are apt of him, such as
him being ‘impassible’. And, in having a human nature, Christ has certain other predicates
that are apt of him as well, such as him being ‘passible’. Now, given the fact that these apt
predicates are inconsistent with each other, the Conciliar Christologist faces a problem –
the LPI – as no entity can have inconsistent predicates true of it, and thus Conciliar
Christology must be false. As previously noted, a way to ward off this conclusion is to
adopt the reduplication predication strategy, which gets one out of the issue raised by
the LPI by ascribing each of the inconsistent predications to the particular nature that
is possessed by Christ – such that Christ is passible qua his human nature and is impass-
ible qua his divine nature. This method does clearly ward off any charge of inconsistency;
however, according to the detractors of this approach, it does this at a purely linguistic
level and thus is not, in itself, a metaphysical strategy that can tell us how and why
Christ avoids having inconsistent attributes being predicated of him. So, the question
that an adherent of the method of reduplicative predication faces is that of providing a
further metaphysical elucidation of this approach, which can indeed show how the incon-
sistency can be avoided at a level that is deeper than the linguistic level. We can proceed
to do this by employing the notion of OP that was detailed in the previous section.

Now, in the application of the thesis of OP within a Christological context, we take it to
be the case that in our spatiotemporal reality, among the various ontological structures,
there are the two ontological categories that are representative of our world: a human
ontological structure and a divine ontological structure, each of which can be represented
by a specific pegboard – with each pegboard having pegs that represent the entities that
exist within that given ontological structure. We can illustrate these two pegboards as fol-
lows through Figure 2 (where, in the left image, ‘Human’ stands for ‘human ontological
structure’, ‘Sn’ stands for a ‘particular human object peg’, and ‘C’ for ‘Christ peg’, and
the different colours represent the different properties that are instantiated by each
peg), and, in the right image, ‘Divine’ stands for ‘divine ontological structure’, ‘Dn’ stands

Figure 2. Ontological Structure: Pegboard (ii).
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for a ‘particular divine object peg’, ‘C’ for ‘Christ peg’, and the different colours represent
the different properties that are instantiated by each peg).

Each structure (and pegboard) would include within it a distinct kind of entity with a
distinct way of being (or mode of existence): human entities that have a human way of
being and divine entities that have a divine way of being. More precisely, human and div-
ine entities – though they are each a part of the univocal category of being, and thus pos-
sess generic existence (which is expressed by the single, generic, unrestricted existential
quantifier ∃) – are taken to have different fundamental ways of being that correspond to
distinct fundamental structures of reality.4 Given the Quinean association between exist-
ence and existential quantification – where ontology concerns what existential quantifiers
range over – these structures or domains, as noted previously, are taken to be ranged over
by two different elite existential quantifiers: ‘∃h’ meaning existing humanly and ‘∃d’
meaning existing divinely, each of which is perfectly natural by ‘carving nature at its
joints’, and thus represent the distinct ways of being and structures of reality that are pos-
sessed by human entities and divine entities. Within the framework provided by OP, we
take Christ to be an entity that exists within two ontological structures: the human struc-
ture and the divine structure. Christ is thus an entity that has two ways of being (or man-
ners of existence), on the basis of him having two natures: a human nature that allows
him to exist in the human ontological structure and a divine nature that allows him to
exist within the divine ontological structure. Now, by existing in the human structure,
Christ has a human way of being, represented by the quantifier ‘∃h’, and by Christ existing
in the divine structure, Christ has a divine way of being, represented by the quantifier ‘∃d’.
Christ is thus an entity that has two natures and thus exists within (or overlaps) two onto-
logical structures and domains of reality – which then enables him to have two ways of
being that correspond to these two structures and domains.

So, on the basis of the different ways of being that are possessed by Christ, we take the
qua-clauses utilized by the method of reduplicative predication to pick out these two ways
of being, which allows us to reconstrue (S) as follows:

(5) (Reduplication (S1)) Christ-qua-human way of being is P and Christ-qua-divine way
of being is ∼P.

Applying this to the inconsistent candidate predicates noted above, we thus can now
affirm the existence of two subjects of the inconsistent predicates that are said of
Christ – that is, our candidate predications are now: ‘Christ-qua-divine way of being is
impassible’ and ‘Christ-qua-human way of being is passible’ – which is clearly not contra-
dictory. More fully, in the human structure (or domain of reality), Christ’s manner of
existence is that of being an entity that is passible. Yet, in the divine structure (or domain
of reality), Christ’s manner of existence is that of being an entity that is impassible.
Thus, given the different ways of being that Christ has, there is no absurdity in the
Conciliar Christologist affirming these candidate predicates (and others like them) – as
the attributes expressed by these predicates are possessed by Christ relative to a specific
way of being. One can thus take the contradiction that is inherent within the LPI to be
produced by a false assumption that Christ only has generic existence (i.e. he is solely
part of the univocal category of being). However, as Christ is taken here to have generic
existence and different ways of being, one can relativize the apparently problematic pre-
dicates to the latter, rather than making the assumption that they are possessed by Christ
in a singular and generic fashion. That is, the mistake that was made, and which gave rise
to the LPI, is that of one assuming a position of OM, with a single ontological structure,
domain of reality and way of being that is expressed by the single, generic, unrestricted
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quantifier. Doing this is clearly problematic, because it leads a Conciliar Christologist, who
affirms (1), to assent to the fact that – within one ontological structure, domain of reality,
and way of being – Christ exists (∃) as a passible and impassible entity, which is clearly
contradictory. However, by assuming the position of OP, which takes Christ to exist within
multiple ontological structures (and domains of reality), and for him to have more than
one way of being (i.e. a divine way of being and a human way of being) – with these ways
being more natural than the generic way of being (which Christ does indeed possess) – the
Conciliar Christologist is thus not led to affirm a contradiction, as they are simply affirm-
ing the more ‘fine-grained’ and ‘joint-carving’ state of affairs that takes into account the
multiple structures, domains of reality, and ways of being, in which Christ exists (∃h) as a
passible entity and Christ exists (∃d) as an impassible entity. Hence, it is due to this rela-
tivization of the attributes of the candidate predicates under question to two distinct sub-
jects – namely, the two aforementioned ways of being – that we do not have a
contradiction being affirmed by the Conciliar Christologist. One can affirm (1) – and affirm
the fact of Christ having a dual nature: a divine and human nature – without falling into
absurdity. The Conciliar Christologist can thus escape the LPI by adopting the method of
reduplicative predication that is grounded on the metaphysical thesis of OP. Reduplicative
predication is now not only a linguistic strategy but a metaphysical one as well. The LPI is
not problematic for one who assumes the metaphysically developed method of reduplica-
tive predication. However, by adopting this position, which is a form of the (S) method, we
thus have one escaping the LPI and underdevelopment issue, but in doing this one also
lands square in the face of the correspondence issue – as there seems to be a lack of cor-
respondence with (S1) and the Conciliar position that takes the predicates that are aptly
made of Christ to be predicated of one and the same thing – given the fact that
Christ-qua-human way of being and Christ-qua-divine way of being are distinct subjects.
Hence, by adopting the method proposed here, as with the previously adduced (S)
method, one has not shown the Conciliar position to be free of the LPI, but another distinct
position. The question now presented to the Conciliar Christologist is: is there a way to
further precisify the method proposed here so as to bring it into line with the
Conciliar position? I believe that there is, through detailing the nature of an ‘aspect’
and applying it within a Christological context, which will help to deal with the corres-
pondence issue, and, therefore, allow us to reaffirm the conclusion that the LPI is not
problematic for Conciliar Christology. To this task, we now turn.

The nature of aspects

Donald L. M. Baxter (1999, 2016, 2018a, 2018b, 2018c) introduced the concept of an ‘aspect’
into the contemporary metaphysical literature in order to provide a coherent conceptual
foundation for the notion of qualitative self-differing (hereafter, self-differing). Self-differing
is the qualitative differing of some entity in one way (or respect) from itself in another
(Baxter, 1999). To help motivate the existence of aspects within this context, we can consider
a case in which an individual is torn about what to do (or how to feel) in a certain situation:

David is an ardent philosophy professor and is also a loving and faithful father of two
children, Jacob and Melissa. Now suppose that, firstly, David has an upcoming phil-
osophy conference in which he is the keynote speaker and, due to other work com-
mitments, has not prepared his speech yet. Secondly, suppose that David had
previously promised that he would reward his children with a camping trip this
upcoming weekend if they achieved A* grades in their A-Level results. And, thirdly,
suppose that Jacob and Melissa have both, in fact, recently achieved A* grades in
their A-Level results.5
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In this specific scenario, David is in a situation of self-differing as he knows that he has
an important keynote speech that he needs to prepare. David being an ardent philosophy
professor results in him wanting to fulfil this commitment and thus complete his speech.
So, the following proposition would be true: David does not want to take his children on a camp-
ing trip this upcoming weekend. However, having promised his children that he would reward
them for their academic achievement, and being a loving and faithful father, he wants to
fulfil his promise to them. So, the following conflicting proposition would also be true:
David wants to take his children on a camping trip this weekend. David is torn. He is in conflict
with himself. He thus differs from himself. David’s struggle is between two aspects of him:
David insofar as he is a philosopher versus David insofar as he is a father. This, and other
cases of internal conflict, are cases of self-differing, where the subjects of what differs are
the aspects of the individual that self-differs. Thus, for the case to be one of differing, one
aspect must possess a quality that another aspect lacks. And for it to be a case of self-
differing, the aspects must be numerically identical to the individual who bears them
(Baxter (2018a), 907).6 From this introduction to the notion of an aspect, we can further
elucidate this notion at two levels: the semantic level and the ontological level.

At the semantic level, the aspects in these cases of self-differing, as seen above, are
expressed through ‘nominal qualifiers’ such as ‘insofar as’ (or ‘in some respect’ and to
a lesser extent ‘as’ and ‘qua’) – which serve a special role of referring to aspects, as
they are specifically present within self-differing cases, where the same entity can be dis-
cernible from itself. Furthermore, following Jason Turner (2014, 227), the use of a nominal
qualifier in these cases (and other cases like them) can be further precisified via formal-
ization where one takes ‘a’ as a regular term and ‘w(y)’ as any formula open in y, which
allows us to introduce a term to refer to aspects (i.e. an aspect term) written as such: ‘ay-
[w( y)]’. From this semantic basis, we can now progress onto the ontological level, which
will allow us to further elucidate the nature of an aspect.

At the ontological level, according to Baxter (2018a, 914), aspects are difficult to distin-
guish from other entities.7 However, we can begin to acquire an understanding of their
nature by describing their functional role and the relationship to the individuals that
bear them. Primarily, the aspects of an individual function as the particular ways of
being of that individual – a particular way or manner in which that individual exists.
However, as ways of being of an individual, aspects are not qualities (or properties) as
they, themselves, possess qualities (or properties) due to their numerical identity to
the individuals that bear them.8 Aspects, however, do not possess all of the qualities
that the particular individuals of which they are aspects have. Moreover, in a similar man-
ner to their bearers, they are particular entities – rather than universals – through
Leibniz’s Law failing to hold for them.9 Second, despite the numerical identity between
individuals and their aspects, aspects are not ‘complete individuals’, due to the fact that
complete individuals are entities that can exist independently. Instead, according to
Baxter (2018a, 916), aspects are ‘incomplete entities’ due to them ‘having fewer properties
than it takes to exist on one’s own’. Aspects are thus incomplete in the sense of them
being dependent upon the complete individuals to which they are numerically identical.
The nature of a complete individual determines the aspects that it has, in that they
depend entirely upon how that individual entity is – once we have the individual, we
also have its ways of being (Giannotti (2021), 2). Third, aspects are not mereological
parts of the individuals that they are aspects of, as, again, they are numerically identical
to, rather than a ‘part’ of, these individuals (Baxter (1999), 2). Lastly, aspects are not men-
tal abstractions. That is, even though a complete individual’s aspects are abstract entities
(through them failing to exhaust the content or plime (entity) that they are aspects of),
which can be considered by means of abstraction – where one abstracts a way that an indi-
vidual is – it is important to note, as Baxter (2016, 104) writes, that the difference between
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a complete individual and their aspects is ‘a less-than-numerical distinction but more
than a mere distinction of reason’.10 Baxter terms this distinction an aspectival distinction,
which results in the aspects of an individual only ever being two (or more) in a ‘loose’
sense when they are counted based on qualitative distinction. However, in a ‘strict’
sense, when the aspects are counted on the basis of a numerical distinction, they are
only ever one. Thus, aspects, as Baxter notes, provide a ‘complexity to the simple, i.e.,
a qualitative complexity to the quantitatively simple’ (Baxter (2016), 178).

Taking this explanation of the semantic and ontological features of aspects into
account, for further clarity, we can construe the concept of an aspect more precisely as
follows:

(6) (Aspect) (a) An aspect is a qualitatively differing, incomplete abstract particular
entity that is numerically identical to the complete individual that
bears it (and any other aspect possessed by that individual).

(b) It functions as a particular way that a complete individual is and is
determined by that individual’s nature.

(c) It is expressed through a nominal qualifier such as ‘insofar as’,
which, at a precise level, can be captured through the use of an
aspect term (such as ay[w( y)]).

(d) It is distinguishable through an aspectival distinction, rather than a
numerical or conceptual distinction.

From this basic construal of an aspect, we can now return to our example of self-
differing and reconstrue the notion of self-differing to be that of the qualitative differing
of numerically identical aspects possessed by an individual (Baxter (2018b), 92). So, for
example, ‘David insofar as he is a philosopher’ refers to one, numerically identical aspect
of David and ‘David insofar as he is a father’ refers to another, numerically identical aspect
of him. Aspects can thus differ in their qualities without the resultant differences indicat-
ing numerically distinct individuals (Baxter (2016), 175). More fully, we can apply some
aspect terms to our self-differing example, where one aspect term of David would be:
Davidy[ y is a father], which is a name for ‘David insofar as he is a father’. And another
aspect term of David would be Davidy[ y is a philosopher] which is a name for ‘David inso-
far he is a philosopher’. Thus, reconstruing the above situation as such:

(7) Davidy[ y is a philosopher] does not want to take his children on a camping trip this
weekend.

and

(8) ∼Davidy[ y is a father] does not want to take his children on a camping trip this weekend.

It would seem as if one is affirming a contradiction. However, through the use of nominal
qualifiers such as ‘insofar as’ (i.e. formally ay[w(y)]), it removes any explicit contradiction, as
the above case does not say that it is David, unqualified, that does and does not want to take
his children on a camping trip this weekend. Nor does it say that David, in one ‘part’, does
not want to take his children on a camping trip this weekend. Either of those, as Baxter
(2018b, 908) notes, would indeed be contradictory. Rather it is simply Davidy[y is a father]
(i.e. David insofar as he is a father) who wants to take his children on a camping trip this
weekend, and Davidy[y is a philosopher] (i.e. David insofar he is a philosopher) who does
not want to take his children on a camping trip this weekend. So, at a ‘coarse-grained’
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level, in our example, we have David being in a self-differing situation in which he has two
aspects that qualitatively differ: Davidy[y is philosopher] and Davidy[y is a father]. Thus, what
we have with the aspects of an individual is that of the negation, as Baxter (2016, 104) writes,
being internal ‘that is, has short-scope relative to the nominal qualifier and so there is no
contradiction’.11 Thus, it is the aspects of David that have the conflicting qualities noted
above, but not David (unqualified). That is, one can block the secundum quid ad simpliciter
inference, which, following Baxter (2018a, 913), can be written formally as such:

(9) (Block) ∼(∀x)(F(xy[w( y)]) → Fx).
Informally: It doesn’t follow from the fact that an aspect of a complete indi-
vidual x is F that x is F.

So, according to Baxter (2018a, 913), by the above being true, an individual insofar as they
are a particular way bearing a particular quality does not entail that the individual unquali-
fiedly bears that same quality. Thus, in our case, supposing David insofar as he is a philosopher
does not want to go on a camping trip, it also does not follow that David does not want to go
on a camping trip – as David might, in fact, mostly want to go on the camping trip rather than
not, so that ‘David does want to go on a camping trip’ is what is overall true. Yet, Davidy[y is a
philosopher] and Davidy[y is a father] – as aspects of David – are identical to him. Thus, as
Baxter (2018a, 911) notes, the following principle holds within an aspectival context:

(10) (Aspect Identity) (∀x)(x = xy[w( y)] → (∃z)(xy[w( y)] = z)).
Informally: Every aspect is numerically identical with a complete
individual z.

In reality, David is Davidy[ y is a philosopher], and David is Davidy[ y is a father] – David
insofar as he is a particular way (i.e. as philosopher or father) is still David.12 Moreover, tak-
ing into account the characteristics of the numerical identity relation – specifically the
transitivity of identity – will result in:

(11) Davidy[ y is a philosopher] = Davidy[ y is a father]

which is that of David’s aspects each being numerically identical to one another. Thus, in
this context, the same thing can be abstractedly considered in two ways, and in this dis-
cernment, it can differ from itself whilst still being that same thing. David is numerically
identical to the two above aspects (and a near-infinite amount of other aspects), and these
aspects are all numerically identical to each other. The same individual can possess quali-
tatively differing aspects that are nevertheless numerically identical to the individual that
bears them and also with each other.

This all seems to be conceptually coherent; however, a pertinent issue appears to be in
sight – namely, the potential transgression of Leibniz’s Law (i.e. the Indiscernibility of
Identicals), which can be construed formally (and informally) as such:

(12) (Leibniz’s Law) ∀x∀y(x = y → (F(x) ↔ F( y)).
Informally: For any things x and y, if x is numerically identical with
y, then for any quality F, F is possessed by x if and only if F is pos-
sessed by y.

At a prima facie level, Leibniz’s Law seems to be transgressed within an aspectival
framework, as the existence of aspects allows for there to be numerically identical entities
that do not share the same qualities. Any violation of Leibniz’s Law will certainly be
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problematic for most individuals. However, once this issue is further investigated, we can,
in fact, see that there is no violation of Leibniz’s Law within an aspectival framework,
because, according to Baxter (2016, 172, emphasis in text), aspects allow ‘contradictories
to be predicated of the same thing in a way that Leibniz’s Law is silent about’. We can begin
to notice this ‘silence’ by asking the question of why Leibniz’s Law should be taken to
apply to all entities, without restriction. Baxter sees that the issue might revolve around
the frequently raised worry,13 that a relation that is not characterized by Leibniz’s Law
is not identity.14 However, Baxter (2016, 908) sees that the only reason for this attitude
is that the principle seems to express the truth that no entity both possesses and lacks
a property – that contradictions cannot exist in reality. Thus, as Baxter (2018a, 907)
writes, ‘It may seem that the original Indiscernibility of Identicals [Leibniz’s Law] is
just another way of saying that nothing both has and lacks a property, which is just
another way of saying that no contradictions are true’. It thus seems that individuals regu-
larly accord Leibniz’s Law (the Indiscernibility of Identicals) the same unassailable status
that is regularly given to the Principle of Non-Contradiction. However, following Aristotle,
Baxter (2018a, 908) sees that what is central to the latter principle is solely that of nothing
both possessing and lacking a property in the same respect at the same time. Thus, this
formulation leaves room to manoeuvre, because it opens up the possibility that, as Baxter
(2018b, 105) writes, ‘something in one respect has a property that it in another respect
lacks’. However, that claim is not contradictory, as a contradictory claim here would be
for one to say that some individual in one respect possesses a property that it possesses
in no respect. Baxter’s non-contradictory claim is thus simply that something in one
respect is numerically identical with itself in another respect.15 Thus, based on this claim,
some numerically identical things can qualitatively differ without an entailment of a
contradiction. Baxter (2018a, 907) thus believes that we lack any substantial reason to
believe that Leibniz’s Law applies to every entity without question, and states that
‘‘Leibniz’s Law should not be thought of as applying absolutely generally to anything
that can be talked about; the argument that it must apply so generally, fails’. Rather it
is important to consider the domain of quantification for Leibniz’s Law. That is, according
to Baxter, Leibniz’s Law solely applies to individuals (i.e. complete/independent entities)
and thus does not generalize to aspects (i.e. incomplete/dependent entities). The non-
applicability of Leibniz’s Law here leads Baxter (2018a, 911) to propose a further distinc-
tion within Leibniz’s Law between the Indiscernibility of Identical Individuals – which is an
iteration of the original principle (i.e. the Indiscernibility of Identicals) – and the
Indiscernibility of Identical Aspects – both of which we can construe formally as follows
(where (II) stands for the Indiscernibility of Identical Individuals and (IA) stands for the
Indiscernibility of Identical Aspects):

(13) (Leibniz’s Law*) (II) ∀x∀y(x = y → (F(x) ↔ F( y)).
Informally: For any things x and y, if x is numerically identical
with y, then for any quality F, F is possessed by x if and only if F
is possessed by y.

(IA) ∀x∀y(x = y →(∀F)(F(zk[Xk]) ↔ F(wk[Yk])))
Informally: For any things x and y, if x is numerically identical
with y, then, for any quality F, any aspect numerically identical
with x has it if and only if any aspect numerically identical
with y has.

With this distinction in place, Baxter believes that the notion of an aspect does not pre-
sent a counterexample to the Indiscernibility of Identical Individuals – as this principle is
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taken to be silent on aspects.16 Instead, the issue that we have here is that of there being
problems with the Indiscernibility of Identical Aspects, as an individual might be numer-
ically identical with an aspect that qualitatively differs from an aspect that another indi-
vidual is numerically identical with, even in the situation in which the first and second
individuals are identical (Baxter, 2018a). That is, an individual can differ from itself by
having aspects that differ, yet without this requiring that the individuals are numerically
distinct. Identicals that are considered unqualifiedly are indiscernible, but identicals that
are considered qualifiedly may be discernible – that is, something may qualitatively differ
from itself (Baxter, 1999). The non-contradictory internal negation in specific self-
differing claims, such as David’s above, seems to suggest that Leibniz’s Law properly
so-called does not apply to aspects. Thus, there are certain cases in which identicals
are discernible, yet do not falsify the principle – namely, when an individual possesses
aspects that are numerically identical to it (and each other). The same thing cannot be
true and false of the same individual, in the same respect, without entailing a contradic-
tion (Baxter, 2018a, 908). Yet, phrases such as ‘David insofar as he is a father’ refer to
aspects, which are incomplete entities, and not the complete individual with which the
aspect is numerically identical. Thus, as Baxter (2018a, 907) notes, it is vital that one is
sensitive to ‘aspectival reference’, which refers to aspects and is distinguishable from sin-
gular reference, which refers to complete entities. Singular reference, according to Baxter,
is not sensitive to the aspectival distinction, while the former is. And once we are sensi-
tive to this distinction, we can realize that the domain of quantification for Leibniz’s Law,
in its original sense, as Baxter (2018b, 104) writes, ‘includes all the complete entities, but
does not include the incomplete entities numerically identical to some of them’. Thus, it
follows that Leibniz’s Law does not preclude the numerically identical aspects of an indi-
vidual from being qualitatively different from each other and the individual themselves.17

Assuming the reality of aspects thus does not lead to a complete denial of Leibniz’s Law.
Instead, there is only a denial of an unrestricted understanding of Leibniz’s Law that
includes all complete and incomplete entities within its domain. More precisely, there
is only a denial of an unrestricted understanding of Leibniz’s Law – which includes the
two principles of the Indiscernibility of Identical Aspects and the Indiscernibility of
Identical Individuals. In other words, Baxter is not seeking to provide counterexamples
to Leibniz’s Law, when it is simply understood as a principle concerning objects of singular
reference (i.e. the Indiscernibility of Identical Individuals); instead he is proposing counter-
examples solely to the principle that ranges over aspects (i.e. Indiscernibility of Identical
Aspects), and so to the Indiscernibility of Identicals, when it is taken as the conjunction
of the former and the Indiscernibility of Identical Individuals (i.e. unrestricted Leibniz’s
Law). More can indeed be said here. However, for the task at hand, we can conclude that
Leibniz’s Law (properly so called) does not apply to aspects, and thus it is coherent to
posit the existence of qualitatively differing, yet numerically identical aspects. We can
now turn our attention to applying the notion of an aspect within a Christological context
so as to deal with the LPI in a manner that does not transgress the Conciliar boundaries.

Aspectival reduplicative predication

According to the metaphysically developed reduplicative strategy, by Christ having two
natures (a divine and human nature), he exists within distinct ontological structures
and has distinct ways of being. Given this, one can thus ascribe the apt candidate
predicate of ‘is impassible’ to one subject: Christ-qua-divine way of being, and the
other incompatible apt candidate predicates of ‘is passible’ to another, distinct subject:
Christ- qua-human way of being, which deals with the contradiction at hand. Yet, as
the apt predicates are not ascribed to one and the same thing, there seems to be a
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lack of correspondence between this approach and the position of Conciliar Christology.
However, one can proceed to deal with this issue by further reconstruing the (S1) method
within an aspectival framework as follows:

(14) (Reduplication (S2)) Christy[ y is divine] (i.e. Christ insofar as he has a divine
way of being) is P and Christy[ y is human] (i.e. Christ
insofar as he has a human way of being) is ∼P.

This reconstrual of the method of reduplicative predication is grounded on the notion
of an aspect – that is, Christ is taken here to not only have distinct ways of being but also
distinct aspects as well. We can begin to understand the nature of the aspects of Christ by
focusing on their functional role and the relationship that they have to him – which
allows us to say that they are not properties, complete entities, or mereological parts
of him. Rather, they are taken to be incomplete abstract particular entities that are
numerically identical to Christ and function as his ways of being. More fully, each of
Christ’s aspects is numerically identical to him, yet they do not possess all of the same
characteristics as he does. Lacking these characteristics, Christ’s aspects are thus incom-
plete entities, in that they are dependent on him – with Christ existing as a complete
entity (i.e. an independently existing entity). These aspects of Christ do not exhaust
the content or plime (location) that they are aspects of (i.e. they each do not exhaust
Christ), and – in line with the thesis of OP – they each function as particular ways in
which Christ exists, which we can consider through a process of abstraction. That is, as
noted previously, by Christ having two natures, he would exist in two particular onto-
logical structures (human and divine ontological structures), each of which has corre-
sponding ways of being (human and divine ways of being). Given that Christ would
exist in two distinct manners, he would also have certain abilities corresponding to
each way of being that enable him to fulfil different roles. These functional roles fulfilled
by Christ allows one to establish an aspectival distinction that takes these ways to be
aspects of him. Therefore, as was seen with our previous example, we have a case of self-
differing here. The subjects of this differing would be the aspects of Christ, with each
aspect possessing a ‘quality’ that each of the other aspects lacks. That is, we can focus
on our candidate predicates and reconstrue them within this aspectival framework as fol-
lows: ‘Christy[ y is divine] is impassible (i.e. Christ insofar as he has a divine way of being is
impassible)’ and ‘Christy[ y is human] is passible (i.e. Christ insofar as he has a human way
of being is passible)’. The contradiction highlighted by the LPI is reached by one claiming
that Christ is simultaneously impassable and passible (by him occupying a single, generic
ontological structure). However, with the notion of OP in hand and now also the notion of
an aspect, one can ward off this contradiction by reduplicating the apt predicates by
qualifying each predicate in respect to the distinct aspects of Christ (his aspectival
ways of being) – namely, Christy[ y is divine] and Christy[ y is human].

More precisely, through the use of nominal qualifiers such as ‘insofar as’ for Christ (i.e.
Christy[w( y)]), there is no explicit contradiction, as the apt candidate predicates do not say
that Christ, unqualified, is and is not impassible (or passible) – which would indeed be an
explicit contradiction. Rather it is simply Christy[ y is divine] (i.e. Christ insofar as he has a
divine way of being) who is impassible, and Christy[ y is human] (i.e. Christ insofar as he
has a human way of being) who is passible – in short, one can block the secundum quid ad
simpliciter inference within an aspectival framework. Thus, we have Christ being in a self-
differing situation in which he has two aspects that qualitatively differ: Christy[ y is divine]
and Christy[ y is human]. Hence, it is the aspects of Christ that are the subjects of incom-
patible predicates, but not Christ (unqualified). Thus, within the aspectival framework, to
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say that ‘Christ is passible qua human’ we are, at a more specific level, saying that there is
a subject: Christy[ y is divine], and that subject is aptly predicated by the predicate ‘pass-
ible’. Likewise, when we say ‘Christ is impassible qua divine’ again, at a more specific level,
we are saying that there is a subject: Christy[ y is human], and that subject is aptly predi-
cated by the predicate ‘impassible’. Interestingly, by one using the (S2) strategy proposed
here to ward off the LPI – unlike that of the (S) and (S1) strategies – we are not saddled
with the correspondence issue. This is primarily due to the fact that both of the aspects of
Christ – though qualitatively distinct – are each numerically identical to Christ. That is, as
aspects are qualitatively differing entities that are numerically identical to their bearers,
we can indeed proceed to posit that there is a numerical identity between Christ and the
various aspects of Christ:

(15) Christ = Christy[ y is divine] and Christy[ y is human].

Christ insofar as he is a certain way (i.e. a divine way and a human way) is still Christ.
Yet, due to the formal characteristics of the numerical identity relation – namely, the
transitivity of identity – both of the aspects of Christ are also numerically identical to
each other:

(16) Christy[ y is divine] = Christy[ y is human].

Thus, within an aspectival context, the same thing, Christ, is discerned in multiple
ways without absurdity. That is, there is one particular object, Christ, who is identical
to two aspects, which are, in turn, identical to one another. In short, Christ is the quali-
tatively differing aspects of Christ, and the qualitatively differing aspects of Christ are one
another.18 The understanding of the possession of two ways of being by Christ, which
grounds his possession of the predicates that are aptly ascribed to him, is thus now fur-
ther conceived of as the possession of two qualitatively differing, yet numerically identi-
cal aspects. Thus, by utilizing an aspectival distinction here, in a ‘loose’ sense, focused on
qualitative distinctiveness, we can indeed count two aspects within Christ. Yet, in a strict
sense, focused on numerical distinctiveness, there is solely one particular object, Christ,
who is differently considered.19 Hence, in line with Conciliar Christology, the predicates
that are aptly predicated of Christ according to his human nature (e.g. ‘is passible’) and
his divine nature (e.g. ‘is impassible’) are indeed predicated to one and the same thing
(i.e. Christy[ y is divine] and Christy[ y is human]) – without, however, one having to
face the inconsistency highlighted by the LPI. The aspectival reduplication strategy can
thus enable a Conciliar Christologist to ward off the LPI, without, however, needing to dis-
affirm the Conciliar position as well.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the central focus of this article was on providing a metaphysical reconstrual
and elucidation of the method of reduplicative predication. How this end was achieved
was by utilizing the metaphysical thesis of Ontological Pluralism and the notion of an
aspect. Utilizing this thesis and notion allowed the method to be further precisified so
as to deal with the underdevelopment issue and thus provide a means to ultimately
deal with the LPI – in a way that also allows one to not be presented with the compati-
bility issue. This all allows the Conciliar Christologist to affirm the veracity of the
Christological constraints proposed at Chalcedon, while still remaining within the bound-
aries of the Conciliar position.
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Notes

1. Another term for the LPI is the ‘Fundamental Problem’, which has been utilised by Pawl (2016). However,
because of the inherent ambiguity surrounding the term ‘fundamental’, I will instead stick with the former termin-
ology – with a note here that the problem tackled in this article is the same as that raised by Pawl in his work.
2. Pawl (2016, 117–151) provides a very extensive analysis of the various possible interpretations of the qua-
clause, and thus I strongly encourage the interested reader to explore these further.
3. This point is very important, as the most influential objection raised against OP is that of Trenton Merricks’s
(2019) objection that raises a dilemma for the proponent of OP who does not affirm the reality of generic existence.
4. At a more fine-grained level, it is the ontological structure and way of being (conscious, spatiotemporal objects),
rather than the human structure and way of being, that is to be taken to be the fundamental structure and way of
being that humans exist within and have, given the fact that it is the former that is more natural than the latter.
5. This example is based on a similar example provided by Baxter (2018a, 901–902). In motivating aspects, Baxter
believes that the clearest cases, as in the example in the main text, are those of the internal psychological con-
flict of a person. However, self-differing, according to Baxter, is not only confined to these psychological conflicts
but, as Baxter writes, cases ‘of being torn give us the experiences by which we know that there are numerically
identical, qualitatively differing aspects. We feel them’ (Baxter (2018b), 104). Thus, at a general level, as we will
see, self-differing is present in any case where an entity has a property and lacks it at the same time, in the virtue
of playing different roles.
6. One can ask the important question of whether aspects introduce additional entities into one’s ontology? The
answer to this question is no, as an aspect is numerically identical to its bearer and thus (in a ‘strict’ sense of
counting by numerically distinct entities) there is only one entity postulated – namely, the complete individual.
Yet, as aspects qualitatively differ from their bearer and one another (in a ‘loose’ sense of counting by qualitative
distinction) there are many qualitatively differing entities. Hence, in a specific ‘numerical’ sense, aspects allow
one to have what David Armstrong (1997, 13) has termed an ‘ontological free lunch’ – where, in adopting the
notion of supervenience for the moment, the supervenient (i.e. the aspect) is ontologically nothing more
than its base (i.e. the bearer of the aspect), and thus ‘you get the supervenient for free, but you do not really
get an extra entity’. This result is indeed beneficial in allowing a Conciliar Christologist to take on less ontological
commitments in their Christological framework.
7. As Baxter (2018a, 914) writes, ‘aspects should not be confused with Casteneda’s guises, or Fine’s qua-objects,
or other such attenuated entities’.
8. In reference to aspects, there will be an interchanging of the term ‘qualities’ with the term ‘properties’.
However, the former term is preferable to the latter term, as it helps us to ward off mistaking the entities
that are borne by aspects to be further entities that are necessarily ontologically different from them.
9. More on this below.
10. It is important here to understand that the notion of ‘abstractness’ and ‘concreteness’ utilized here to clarify
the concept of an aspect (and way of being) is not to be confused with the definition of these terms that are
usually provided in contemporary philosophy – rather, these terms are to be understood in light of the defini-
tions that are provided for them within a ‘trope-theoretic’ framework. More specifically, abstractness is a word,
as A. R. J. Fisher (2020, 44) notes, that ‘is vague, imprecise, and ambiguous, like many other words in our philo-
sophical theories and ordinary language’. That is, there is not a single conception of the term ‘abstract’. However,
trope-theorists, in disambiguating this term, focus on the original and broadest sense of the word, as
D. C. Williams (1953, 186, emphasis in text) writes: ‘At its broadest the “true” meaning of “abstract” is partial,
incomplete, or fragmentary, the trait of what is less than its including whole.’ Thus, a trope is abstract in the
sense that it does not exhaust its content or is, in some sense, less than its content. This is in contrast, first,
to the meaning of the word ‘concrete’, which, according to Williams (1986, 3), is ‘if not the main thing which
this means is that, however discontinuous the placetime, or “plime”, which just contains such an object, the
object exhausts or is the whole content of it’. And thus, as Williams (1986, 3) further adds, ‘abstract entities differ
from concreta in that many of them can and do occupy the same plime’. Thus, for example, a shape-trope that a
table possesses is abstract because it does not exhaust its content, as other tropes, such as a colour-trope and a
mass-trope, are also collocated with the shape-trope by occupying the same content. However, in contrast, the
table would be concrete by itself exhausting its content and thus not allowing another table (or object) to also
occupy this content – hence, this example also reveals that a trope needs to be in some way predicable of the
whole. The table would be a concrete entity, while the shape of the table would be an abstract entity. Thus, in
further emphasizing this distinction, Keith Campbell (1990, 2– 3) helpfully writes:

Abstract here contrasts with concrete: a concrete entity is the totality of the being to be found where our
colours, or temperatures or solidities are. The pea is concrete; it monopolises its location. All the qualities
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to be found where the pea is are qualities of that pea. But the pea’s quality instances are not themselves so
exclusive. Each of them shares its place with many others.

Furthermore, as Campbell (1990, 3) further writes, focusing on abstract entities:

Abstract does not imply indefinite, or purely theoretical. Most importantly, it does not imply that what is
abstract is non-spatiotemporal. The solidity of this bell is a definite, experienceable and locatable reality. It
is so definite, experienceable and locatable and that it can knock your head off, if you are not careful.

This conception of ‘abstractness’ shows us that an entity is abstract, not because of its relation (or lack thereof)
to spatiotemporal reality – as is often held in areas of contemporary metaphysics – but simply because it fails to
exhaust the content of the region that is located (or is a part of the content of that region). Hence, an entity
(such as an aspect/way of being) can indeed be concrete in the contemporary philosophical understanding of
the word – as a spatiotemporal entity (that can thus stand in causal relations) – and abstract in the
trope-theoretic sense – as an entity that does not exhaust its content.
11. One can note that Pawl’s (2016, 159) proposal for dealing with the LPI is also to follow the method proposed
here of having negation at a short scope – such that one of the problematic candidate predications is to be under-
stood as that of ‘has a nature that is not able to be causally affected’ rather than that of ‘it is not the case that it
can be causally affected’. Thus, given the similarity of Pawl’s method to the one that has been proposed here –
namely, avoiding the contradiction by short-scope negation – one can ask whether it is better to adopt Pawl’s
proposal, rather than the present proposal, because one is not required to adopt the extra ontological import
of aspectival ontology in adopting the former over the latter? In answer to this question, I believe that one
should privilege the aspectival proposal over that of Pawl’s, as by adopting an aspectival ontology, an individual
is able to not only acquire the benefits provided by it within a Christological context – namely, that of it helping
one to deal with the LPI – but also to acquire the benefits that are provided by it within other theological areas as
well – such as that of it providing a means for one to clarify the problematic doctrine of divine simplicity
(Sijuwade, 2021). Furthermore, and more importantly, it also provides benefits for one in non-theological con-
texts by helping to elucidate important and complex concepts in the field of (analytic and continental) metaphy-
sics – such as that of the notion of self-differing (as noted in the main text), composition (Baxter, 2014),
endurance and temporary intrinsics (Baxter, 2018c), the instantiation relation (Baxter, 2001), social ontology
(Baxter, 2018c), Neo-Confucian existence monism (Baxter, 2018b) and the alteration of temporal simples
(Baxter, 2016). Hence, by adopting an aspectival ontology – and the method provided by it to deal with the
LPI – one can have an ontology that has great explanatory power – which cannot necessarily be said of
Pawl’s own method.
12. The ‘=’ symbol used here is classical numerical identity – rather than some esoteric form of identity –
though, as noted below, one must restrict Leibniz’s Law in an aspectival context (without necessarily denying it).
13. As Ted Sider (2007, 51–91, 116) notes (in a related mereological context), ‘Defenders of strong composition as
identity must accept this version of Leibniz’s Law; to deny it would arouse suspicion that their use of “is identical
to” does not really express identity.’
14. One might still comment that it is inconceivable to define numerical identity without utilizing Leibniz’s Law,
and thus Baxter’s approach should be rejected. However, Baxter notes that he is not defining identity, but instead
is taking it as primitive.
15. A single individual differs from itself by having two or more aspects.
16. Baxter notes that Leibniz’s Law does not entail Indiscernibility of Identical Aspects, given that it could only
do this if aspects were included within the domain of quantification for the principle, but as it is not, there is no
entailment and the variables thus instead range only over individuals alone (Baxter, 2018a).
17. Baxter (2018a, 909) sees Leibniz’s Law as being closely related to the further principle that co-referential
terms are substitutable salva veritate. However, he notes that this specific principle concerns only singular refer-
ence, and thus the substitution of expressions only refers to single individuals. One would thus need to provide
an argument for why it should be generalized to aspects.
18. Suppose that (Block) is true, and given that there are places in the councils where they say one and the same
Christ is both passible and impassible, one can ask the question of how all this talk about aspects stops us from
having to say it is one and the same Christ that is in two incompatible ways. In answer to this question, as noted
in the main text, the aspectival proposal offered here allows us to affirm the fact that, on the one hand, at a
coarse-grained level (that does not take into account qualifications), it is ‘one and the same’ Christ who is both
passible and impassible. And, on the other hand, at a more fine-grained level (that does take into account quali-
fications), it is not Christ (unqualified) who is both passible and impassible but one aspect of Christ that is pass-
ible and another aspect of Christ that is impassible. Nevertheless, as each of these aspects is numerically identical
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to Christ, one does not err in affirming the Conciliar position that it is (numerically) the selfsame Christ who is
predicated of in this way.
19. One can ask an important question concerning the candidate predicates: are they related as the extension/
anti-extension of one another? For instance, is it true that, necessarily, something is passible if and only if it is
not impassible? Now, consider a dilemma argument. If they are so related, then no one thing can fall into both
extensions – and this is by definition. But then Christ cannot. There is a clear contradiction, contrary to what has
been said. If, instead, they are not related as extension/anti-extension, then why do we need the aspects? It
seems one has understood the terms to be not incompatible. In answer to this issue, one can take the first
horn of the dilemma and conceive of the candidate predicates as the extension/anti-extension of one another.
However, as has been argued for so far, as aspects can qualitatively differ from one another (while still being
numerically identical with one another), one aspect of Christ can be the subject of the predicate ‘is passible’
(which is to not be impassible), while another aspect of Christ can be the subject of the predicate ‘is impassible’
(which is to not be passible) and, as there are two qualitatively differing subjects here, we can have these entities
falling into both extensions without contradiction.
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