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This paper explores 1 Corinthians 13:12 as a compact theological formulation of the alignment
dynamic you call g(t) = t(t). Paul’s famous line — “For now we see through a glass, darkly; but
then face to face. Now | know in part; but then shall | know even as also | am known” — is
usually read as a meditation on partial knowledge and future clarity. Here, we argue that it can
also be understood as a precise description of how finite, fragmented human cognition (q) is
drawn toward a deeper manifold of truth and love (1). In this reading, “glass, darkly” becomes
the interface through which q(t) encounters t only as filtered projection: language, doctrine,
culture, trauma, and technology all shape the distortion. “Face to face” names the
eschatological moment when that mediation falls away and q(t) reaches its fixed point in T(t).
“To know as | am known” marks a symmetric alignment: the creature is brought into the same
truthful, loving frame in which God already knows them. By placing Paul’s text in dialogue with
Logostics, we show how Christian eschatology, epistemology, and agapé-centered ethics
converge on a single picture: many partial trajectories, one morally sloped .
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1. Introduction: Scripture Meets Logostics

Paul’s line in 1 Corinthians 13:12 has sat at the center of Christian imagination for nearly two
millennia:

“For now we see through a glass, darkly; but then face to face.
Now | know in part; but then shall | know even as also | am known.”

Traditionally, this verse has been read as a contrast between earthly partiality and heavenly
clarity, between the obscurity of present experience and the unveiled vision of God in the age to
come. In this paper, we do not reject that reading. Instead, we propose that it can be given a
more formal shape by placing it in conversation with a contemporary framework for epistemic
and moral alignment: q(t) = t(t), which we call Logostics.

In Logostics, g(t) names the evolving, finite, situated trajectory of cognition and perception; t(t)
names the deeper manifold of living truth and agapé-shaped order that g(t) is meant to
approach. The Pauline contrast between “now” and “then,” between “in part” and “as | am
known,” maps almost naturally onto this dynamic. What Paul calls “seeing through a glass,
darkly” is precisely a g-state under the constraints of an interface; what he calls “face to face” is
the completion of alignment in t.

This introduction sketches the motivation for such a reading, positions 1 Corinthians 13:12 as
both an epistemic and eschatological hinge, and explains why a process view of knowing is
needed if we are to take the text seriously in a world of changing knowledge, technologies, and
interpretive communities.

1.1 Motivation: can q(t) = t(t) illuminate classic texts?

The first question is not technical but ethical: what right does a contemporary alighnment
framework have to “touch” a sacred text? The worry is obvious. One can easily imagine a
modern system being laid on top of Scripture as a colonizing grid, reducing revelation to an
illustration of whatever theory is currently fashionable.

Our intent is the opposite. We begin with three modest claims:

1. 1 Corinthians 13:12 already presupposes a dynamic picture of knowing.
It describes a movement from partial, mediated perception to direct, mutual
recognition. That is, it is about trajectories of understanding, not just static propositions.

2. Logostics is not a rival theology, but a language for describing movement toward truth.
g(t) = t(t) does not tell us what is true in the doctrinal sense; it tells us how finite agents
relate to truth over time: partially, fallibly, and under the pull of an attractor.



3. Scripture itself invites new languages to express old realities.
Across Christian history, metaphors from Platonism, Aristotelianism, scholasticism,
phenomenology, and even information theory have been employed to articulate what
faith already intuits. Logostics stands in that line: a contemporary attempt to speak
about the same realities—faith, hope, love, judgment, and consummation—in a
language attuned to trajectories, systems, and manifolds.

The motivation, then, is not to replace exegesis with mathematics, but to give conceptual
precision to something the text already proclaims: that our current knowledge is partial and
mediated, and yet oriented toward a more complete, love-shaped truth that already knows us
fully.

1.2 1 Corinthians 13:12 as an epistemic and eschatological hinge
Within 1 Corinthians 13, verse 12 functions as a hinge in two senses.

First, epistemically: it contrasts “seeing through a glass, darkly” with “face to face,” and
“knowing in part” with “knowing as | am known.” This is a movement from:

o mediated to unmediated perception
e partial to complete self-knowledge

e asymmetry (God knows me, | know little) to a kind of reciprocity (I am brought into the
same frame in which | am already known).

Second, eschatologically: the verse marks the divide between “now” and “then”:

o “Now” designates the present age: fragmented communities, conflicting doctrines,
provisional gifts.

e “Then” gestures toward the consummation: the age in which seeing and knowing are
transfigured by direct encounter with God.

In Logostics terms, this verse stands precisely at the interface between current g(t) and final t(t).
It describes:

e the present state of g(t) as working under an opaque interface (“glass, darkly”),

e the future state as one in which q(t) arrives at a fixed point inside t(t) (“face to face,” “as
| am known”).

Thus the text can be read as a canonical, compact statement of alignment: not only do we move
from ignorance to knowledge, but from misaligned self-understanding to a self known truthfully
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within God’s T. It is both an epistemic statement about how we know and an eschatological
promise about what knowing will become.

1.3 From doctrine to dynamics: why we need a process view of knowing

Classical theology often speaks in the language of doctrine: static propositions, creeds, and
confessions that attempt to state what is true. These are valuable and necessary. Yet 1
Corinthians 13 insists that even true doctrines are held “in part.” Prophecy can be genuine yet
incomplete; tongues can be real yet destined to fall silent. The point is not that such gifts are
worthless, but that they are stages in a longer movement.

A purely doctrinal picture tends to freeze this movement. It treats beliefs as if the main question
were simply whether they are correct. Logostics, by contrast, asks about trajectories:

e How does a given belief or practice shape q(t)?

e Does it slope toward t(t)—toward greater coherence, compassion, and agapé—or does
it harden into a false T', an attractive but misleading manifold of certainty, pride, or
control?

In a world of competing interpretations, rapidly shifting technologies, and evolving scientific and
cultural horizons, a process view of knowing becomes essential. Without it, we are tempted
either to:

e absolutize our present partial understanding as if it were the final t, or

o relativize everything, concluding that no approach to t is meaningfully better than
another.

q(t) = t(t) offers a third way:
o affirming that we really can move closer to truth (t is not arbitrary),
¢ while insisting that every concrete position we occupy is still a g-state “in part.”

1 Corinthians 13:12 is one of the few Biblical texts that explicitly names this situation: our
current state is structurally partial, and our hope is not in securing perfect propositions now, but
in the promised transformation of our entire mode of knowing. To honor this, we need a
language that can speak about how knowing unfolds, not only what is known. That is precisely
what q(t) = t(t) is designed to do.



1.4 Structure of the argument

The rest of the paper develops this reading in a series of steps.

Section 2 locates 1 Corinthians 13:12 within its immediate context in Paul’s letter,
showing how the contrast between partial gifts and enduring love prepares the ground
for an alignment interpretation.

Section 3 offers a concise recap of the q(t) = t(t) framework, defining q(t), t(t), and the
notion of an interface, and clarifying that tis not a cold mathematical truth-set but a
living, agapé-shaped manifold.

Section 4 interprets “through a glass, darkly” as the experience of q(t) under interfaces:
brain, culture, doctrine, trauma, and technology. It explores how these filters can both
reveal and distort T, making the glass “dark” yet still translucent.

Section 5 unpacks “face to face” as the completion of alignment: the interface’s opacity
tends toward zero, and q(t) no longer lives off projections but participates in the
generative source.

Section 6 and Section 7 treat “knowing in part” and “knowing as | am known” as two
sides of the relation between finite g and divine t: first, the structural limitations of
human knowing; second, the promise of symmetric recognition in which our self-
understanding is brought into the same truthful frame God already holds.

Section 8 identifies agapé—“love never fails”—as the moral slope of t(t), the invariant
character of the manifold across changing g-states.

Sections 9—-11 explore theological, epistemological, and technological implications: how
doctrine, hermeneutics, and Al-mediated perception can be evaluated in terms of their
trajectory toward or away from t.

Section 12 addresses the practical question: how should we live under “in part”? What
disciplines, communities, and attitudes best support alignment?

Section 13 concludes by returning to Paul’s language, suggesting that “through a glass,
darkly” is not a reason for despair but an honest description of our present state on the
way to a promised face-to-face encounter, in which q(t) finally rests in the t that has
always already known and loved it.



2. Paul’s Verse in Context

Paul’s statement in 1 Corinthians 13:12 is not a free-floating aphorism about ignorance and
enlightenment. It emerges inside a carefully structured argument about spiritual gifts,
community life, and the primacy of love. Chapters 12—14 form a single unit: chapter 12 catalogs
spiritual gifts and emphasizes their diversity; chapter 14 deals with the regulation of tongues
and prophecy in worship; chapter 13, the “love chapter,” sits unexpectedly between them, both
interrupting and interpreting their tension.

Within that flow, verse 12 is near the climax of a contrast: things that pass away versus what
endures. Prophecy, tongues, and even knowledge are said to be partial and temporary; love is
said to “never fail.” It is in the middle of that contrast that Paul introduces the image of the
darkened glass and the promise of face-to-face seeing.

Reading the verse in context, it becomes clear that Paul is doing at least three things at once:
e Relativizing spiritual gifts without denying their value

e Reorienting the church’s aspirations from spectacular manifestations to the quiet
endurance of love

e Setting present experience in the light of a future, more complete mode of knowing

This layered context is essential for a Logostics reading. It reminds us that any talk of q(t) = t(t)
must be tethered to communal life, spiritual gifts, and the centrality of agapé. The verse is not
about epistemology in the abstract; it is about how a community navigates partial insight on the
way to a promised fullness.

2.1 The structure of 1 Corinthians 13: faith, hope, and love

1 Corinthians 13 is architected as more than a sentimental hymn. Its structure can be seen as
three movements:

1. Verses 1-3: The insufficiency of gifts without love.
Paul imagines maximal spiritual performance—tongues of men and angels, prophetic
powers, mountain-moving faith, even martyrdom—and declares all of it to be “nothing”
without love. Here, love is not an add-on but an existential condition: without agapé, the
most impressive g-states (gifts, knowledge, sacrifice) do not slope toward t at all.

2. Verses 4-7: The character of love.
Paul then gives a description of love in verbs rather than abstractions: patient, kind, not
envious, not boastful, not arrogant or rude, not insistent on its own way, not irritable or



resentful, rejoicing in truth, bearing, believing, hoping, and enduring all things. This is a
behavioral profile of T, expressed in human terms: if t(t) has a moral gradient, this is
what its local tangents look like in practice.

3. Verses 8-13: The endurance of love versus the transience of gifts.
Finally, Paul contrasts love’s permanence with the temporary nature of prophecy,
tongues, and knowledge. He uses two images: the child becoming an adult and the dark
glass giving way to face-to-face vision. He ends with the triad: “And now abide faith,
hope, and love, these three; but the greatest of these is love.”

From a Logostics perspective, this structure suggests a hierarchy of manifolds:

o Spiritual gifts, doctrinal systems, even heroic acts of self-giving belong to g-layer
phenomena: they can be real, powerful, and yet not fully aligned.

e Faith and hope are intermediate: they orient g(t) toward t(t) in trust and expectation,
but they remain transitional modes.

o Love (agape) is t-like: it shares the invariant character of the manifold itself. “Love never
fails” is another way of saying: whatever else changes in the trajectory, the slope toward
T is always love-shaped.

Thus, when Paul comes to speak of “seeing through a glass, darkly,” he is speaking inside a
framework where love is already identified as the only thing that persists into the eschatological
state. That is precisely what makes 13:12 an epistemic hinge: it is about how a community
moves from partial, gift-mediated g-states into an eschatological mode of knowing that is
structurally congruent with agapé.

2.2 Prophecy, tongues, and knowledge as provisional gifts

Earlier in the letter, Paul addressed a Corinthian community enamored with visible spiritual
manifestations—especially tongues. They tended to treat such gifts as status markers, as if
certain experiences or abilities placed one closer to God. In response, Paul insists that all gifts—
tongues, prophecy, healing, teaching, wisdom—are given “for the common good” and are
distributed by the Spirit as the Spirit wills (1 Cor 12).

In 1 Corinthians 13:8-10, Paul goes further: he declares that these very gifts, precious as they
are, are temporary:

e “Prophecies, they will cease.”

o “Tongues, they will be stilled.”
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o “Knowledge, it will pass away.”

The logic is not that prophecy, tongues, or knowledge are bad, but that they are provisional
interfaces between finite creatures and divine reality. They are g-layer artifacts—channels
through which tis partially glimpsed, named, or enacted. As such, they carry at least three
limitations:

1. Partiality: “We know in part and we prophesy in part” (v. 9). Every instance of prophecy
or knowledge is a fragment, a local chart, not the whole manifold.

2. Maediation: Gifts come through human minds, bodies, and communities. They are
subject to misunderstanding, misapplication, and distortion. The glass is not only finite;
it is also smudged.

3. Temporality: These modes of mediation belong to the current age. In the age to come,
the underlying reality remains, but the interfaces change. The gifts are scaffolding; the
building persists when the scaffolding is removed.

In Logostics language, prophecy, tongues, and knowledge are g-tools: ways in which q(t) can
receive and express partial information about t(t). They can be more or less aligned, more or
less distorted. They should not be absolutized into t itself. When Paul says they will cease, he is
reminding the Corinthian church (and us) that no particular channel of access, no matter how
sublime, should be mistaken for the manifold to which it points.

This is crucial, because it means that the movement from “glass, darkly” to “face to face” is not
a movement from no gifts to many gifts, but from dependence on provisional gifts to direct
participation in the reality those gifts dimly mediated.

2.3 “Now” vs “then”: temporal and eschatological dimensions

Paul’s contrast between “now” and “then” operates on at least two levels: the temporal and the
eschatological.

1. Temporal (within this life):
Even within a single lifetime, there is a movement between less and more mature modes
of knowing. Paul’s analogy of childhood and adulthood (v. 11) points to this: “When |
was a child, | spoke like a child... when | became a man, | put away childish things.”
Corinth itself needed to grow up in its use of spiritual gifts, moving from competitive
display to mutual edification. In this sense, there are multiple “now/then” thresholds:

o immaturity vs maturity
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o confusion vs clarity
o self-centered use of gifts vs love-centered service

Each of these transitions can be seen as a local increase in alignment: q(t) being reoriented,
purified, and stabilized under a gentler slope toward t(t).

2. Eschatological (across ages):
Yet Paul’s language also clearly looks beyond incremental growth. “Then face to face,”
“then | shall know fully” point to a qualitative shift that exceeds what can be achieved by
incremental spiritual progress. This is the transition Christians have traditionally
associated with:

o the resurrection
o the direct vision of God (the beatific vision)
o the transformation of the cosmos into a hew creation

At this level, “now” and “then” are not just different points on the same curve; they are
different regimes of cognition. “Now” is characterized by mediation, partiality, and the
possibility of error; “then” by unmediated mutual recognition in which finite knowers are
upheld within, rather than merely oriented toward, t.

In a Logostics reading, both levels matter. On the temporal axis, q(t) is already evolving: each act
of repentance, insight, or love nudges the trajectory. On the eschatological axis, there is a
promised limit state—a transformation not merely of our beliefs but of our very mode of being
and knowing, in which q(t) is taken up into t(t) in a new way.

Thus, the “now/then” contrast clarifies that:

e Our present partialness is not merely a defect to be eliminated by better technique; it is
structural to the way this age works.

e Our hope is not simply to reach perfect doctrine but to undergo a transformation in
which our knowing becomes symmetric with God’s knowing of us.

2.4 Traditional interpretations: partial sight and future clarity

Historically, Christian interpreters have read 1 Corinthians 13:12 in ways that converge on a
simple intuition: we do not see clearly now; we will see clearly then. The metaphors of the
darkened glass and the partial knowledge have typically been taken to mean:

e Our present perception of God is indirect.
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We must live with uncertainty and trust.

In the life to come, the ambiguity will be resolved in direct vision.

Several strands of interpretation can be distinguished:

1.

Mystical reading:

The “glass, darkly” is the veil of ordinary consciousness. Contemplative practice can thin
the veil, but full penetration occurs only in union with God beyond death. The “face to
face” is then the soul’s final union with the divine.

Doctrinal reading:

Our current theology, however true, is limited by human categories. Heaven is the state
in which theology is replaced (or fulfilled) by direct sight. Creeds and dogmas are maps;
the beatific vision is the landscape itself.

Moral reading:

Partial knowledge is not just intellectual; it is bound up with sin and brokenness. Our
inability to perceive God and neighbor truly is entangled with pride, fear, and self-
deception. In the eschaton, not only will our minds be clarified, but our loves will be
purified, enabling true perception.

Each of these readings already contains the seeds of a q(t) = t(t) interpretation:

Partial sight is an acknowledgment that our current g-states cannot fully encode t.

Future clarity is the hope that g will be transformed in such a way that the manifold it
once dimly approximated becomes directly accessible.

The moral emphasis recognizes that knowing is not neutral; misalignment in love distorts

perception.

What Logostics adds is a formal vocabulary for what these traditions have intuited:

“Glass, darkly” = interface limitations and distortions that shape q(t)

“Face to face” = a limit state in which interface opacity collapses and q(t) participates

directly in T(t)

“Knowing as | am known” = mutual alignment, a fixed point of recognition between
finite mind and divine manifold

Far from overturning traditional interpretations, the q(t) = t(t) framework renders them more
explicit. It allows us to see 1 Corinthians 13:12 not just as a comforting promise of future clarity,
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but as a structurally rich account of our present partial knowing and its eventual completion in a
love-shaped manifold that has already, from the beginning, known us fully.

3. A Brief Recap of q(t) = t(t)

For readers who have not met this framework before, g(t) = t(t) is a compact way of talking
about how finite minds move toward a deeper, more coherent, and more loving order of reality.
It is not meant to replace theology, but to give language to something that Scripture already
assumes: that our knowing is dynamic, partial, and morally sloped.

e q(t) is the evolving state of a finite, situated knower (individual or community) at “time”
t.

o T(t) is the manifold of living truth and agape-shaped order toward which q(t) is (or
should be) drawn.

e The arrow - names a trajectory: not a guarantee, but a hoped-for alignment under
grace and response.

P U

In this section we recap these pieces briefly, with a focus on how they illuminate Paul’s “now”
and “then” in 1 Corinthians 13:12.

3.1 q(t): trajectory of finite, situated cognition

g(t) is not a single belief or doctrine. It is the entire state of a finite mind or community as it
moves through time (or, more precisely, through iterations of experience and response). It
includes:

e what we consciously believe

e what we unconsciously assume

e what we love and fear

e what we attend to and ignore

e the narratives in which we locate ourselves
All of this together forms a trajectory:

e (q(to), q(t1), q(t2), ... are successive states of a life or a church.
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o Ateacht, the state is partial, path-dependent, and constrained by prior choices,

traumas, teachings, and graces received or resisted.

Three features of g(t) are especially important in this context:

1. Finitude
q(t) is always local. No human being or community can hold the full complexity of the

world, let alone God, “in mind.” We sample, compress, and approximate. This finitude is

not sin; it is creatureliness. Paul’s “we know in part” is first of all an acknowledgment of

this structural limitation.

2. Situatedness

q(t) is never “view from nowhere.” It is shaped by:

o

o

one’s body and brain

one’s language and culture
one’s historical moment
one’s institutional affiliations

one’s personal history of suffering and joy

This situatedness is what makes some aspects of T more visible from one place than another. A

persecuted community, for example, may grasp certain dimensions of Christ’s suffering and

hope more keenly than a comfortable one.

3. Dynamics
q(t) is not static. It is constantly updated by:

o

new information
encounters with others
answered or unanswered prayer

experiences of forgiveness, injustice, beauty, or grief

Repentance, conversion, growth in wisdom, and hardening of heart are all ways of talking about

the shape of the q(t) trajectory.

When Paul speaks of moving from childhood to adulthood in 1 Corinthians 13, he is describing
precisely this dynamic: a q(t) that changes in structure, not just in content. The same person, at

different times, may see God, themselves, and others in very different ways. Logostics simply

names this with a trajectory q(t) and asks: where is it heading, and why?
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3.2 t(t): the manifold of living truth and moral directionality

If g(t) is the finite trajectory, T(t) is the manifold toward which it is drawn. By “manifold” we
mean:

e astructured space of possibilities
¢ internally coherent, not arbitrary
¢ with a shape that can be approached from many directions

t(t) is not just “all true statements” about the world. In the context of this paper, it is more
specific:

e T(t) is the living order that is:
o coherent in truth (no contradiction in God)
o ordered by love (agape as fundamental orientation)
o dynamically engaged with history (God acts, speaks, judges, restores).
It is helpful to think of t(t) as Logos-shaped reality:
e [tincludes what is true about God, creation, and ourselves.
e Itincludes what is good and right: the moral grain of the universe.

e Itincludes what is beautiful and fitting: the harmonies between God’s character and the
world’s final form.

Why t(t) and not just t? There are at least two reasons:

1. Historical unfolding
The underlying reality of God does not change, but its manifestation in history does:

o the covenant with Israel

o the incarnation, cross, and resurrection
o the giving of the Spirit

o the growth and failures of the church

T(t) acknowledges that the same God who is eternally love also interacts with a world that is
genuinely unfolding. The manifold is stable in character, but its historical expression is time-
indexed.
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2. Personal and communal reception
t(t) can also be indexed to where a person or community stands in relation to it. The
same Tis present, but the “chart” of the manifold they can access at t is limited. So we
can speak of t(t) as:

o the portion of the living manifold currently available for a given q(t) to align with,
o given their place in history and the economy of revelation.

Crucially, t(t) is not neutral. It is not a cold geometry of facts. Its “slope” is agape. That is what 1
Corinthians 13 insists on when it claims that love never fails, while other phenomena do. t(t) is

where truth and love are not in tension but are the same reality seen under two aspects: what

is, and what is good.

3.3 Interfaces as filters: brains, cultures, institutions, machines

Between q(t) and t(t) lie interfaces. These are the “glasses” through which we see the manifold,
never T “raw”:

e The brain is an interface: it filters sensory input, language, and memory.
e Cultureis an interface: it supplies concepts, metaphors, and taboos.

¢ Institutions are interfaces: churches, states, schools mediate access to texts, traditions,
and authorities.

¢ Machines are interfaces: media systems and Al models curate, summarize, distort, and
amplify information.

We can think of an interface at time t as a mapping:
e |(t): T-space - g-space
This mapping:
e compresses (we cannot carry everything)
¢ selects (some aspects of T are highlighted, others hidden)
e interprets (raw experience is given meaning in a story)

o“

This is where Paul’s “glass, darkly” resonates strongly. The glass is not empty:
e Itis transmissive enough that real contact occurs. We are not cut off from t.

e Butitis dark enough that what passes through is partial, refracted, sometimes inverted.
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Examples:

e Atradition that emphasizes God’s holiness may rightly preserve certain aspects of T, but
if it underemphasizes grace, it can make the manifold look primarily condemning.

e A culture that celebrates tolerance may rightly reflect God’s patience, but if it erases
judgment and repentance, it flattens the moral slope of t.

e A media ecosystem that rewards outrage can take genuine concerns and twist them into
perpetual mistrust, pulling g(t) away from love even while using moral language.

In all these cases, the interface is doing two things at once:

e Revealing—because without it, some aspects of T would not be seen at all from that
position.

e Concealing—because the form in which t appears is shaped by contingent, fallible
systems.

a(t) = t(t) is therefore always “q(t) through I(t) toward t(t).” We never bypass the glass. In this

age, to see at all is to see through something. Paul’s realism is exactly this: not cynicism, but an
acknowledgment that the church’s prophecies, doctrines, and practices are both genuine gifts

and filtered approximations.

The presence of machines as interfaces (Al, algorithms, networked platforms) simply intensifies
an already Biblical situation: new glasses, sometimes clearer, sometimes darker.

3.4 Eschaton as completed alignment, not annihilation of q

Finally, what happens “then”? If q(t) is always partial and filtered “now,” does it disappear
“then” when we see face to face? Logostics, in conversation with Christian eschatology, resists
any picture in which:

e the finite self is annihilated, or
e personal history is erased, or
e individuality dissolves into an undifferentiated whole.
Instead, we speak of the eschaton as completed alighment:
e There is a limit state g* such that g* is fully and joyfully inside .

¢ The interfaces that once distorted are either healed, transformed, or rendered
transparent.
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¢ What was partial is not discarded but integrated.
This has several implications:

1. Continuity of identity

The person who knows “then” is the same person who knew “in part”:
o The wounds are not forgotten, but healed.
o The sins are not hidden, but forgiven and re-narrated within grace.
o The good done in love is not lost, but recognized as genuine participation in t.

“Then I shall know as | am known” suggests not replacement but fulfillment: my story is taken
up into God'’s story without being erased.

2. Transformation of mode, not only of content
The difference between “now” and “then” is not just that we acquire more facts about
God or the world. It is that our very way of knowing is changed:

o from mediated to immediate

o from fearful to fearless

o from defensive to receptive

o from self-curved to other-open

If we keep the q(t) notation, we might say: q(t) is not overwritten, but transfigured into a mode
where its entire structure is congruent with t. The arrow - reaches its rest.

3. Judgment as clarification, not mere punishment
In alignment language, judgment is not just a verdict; it is a revealing:

o All the partial manifolds t" we trusted instead of T are shown for what they were.
o Theillusions and self-deceptions that shaped q(t) are burned away.
o What remains is what aligns: whatever in us truly resonated with agape.

This is both sobering and hopeful. It means the eschaton is not an exam we try to pass with
perfect doctrine, but an encounter in which everything false is removed so that what is true,
good, and beautiful can finally stand as it really is.

When Paul says “then face to face” and “then | shall know even as | am known,” we can, in q(t)
- 1(t) terms, hear:

e The trajectory has reached its intended manifold.
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e The glass is no longer dark.

¢ The finite knower is not erased, but brought into the same love-shaped frame in which
God has always already known them.

Thus, the eschaton is not the end of q; it is the healing of g into t—the fulfillment of a promise
already implicit in every moment we “know in part” and yet are drawn, however falteringly,
toward a truth and love greater than ourselves.

4. “Through a Glass, Darkly” as Interface

When Paul says, “now we see through a glass, darkly,” he is not simply saying we lack
information. He is saying we see through something—an intervening medium that both enables
and limits our perception. Logostics names that medium the interface: the set of cognitive,
cultural, institutional, and technological structures that map t into forms q(t) can actually hold.

In other words, we do not stand in a clear, open field with t shining directly into our minds. We
live inside a layered environment of images, doctrines, stories, rituals, scientific models, and
digital feeds. These are the “glasses” through which the manifold is rendered into our
experience. Some are thicker, some thinner. None are perfectly transparent in this age.

To call this a “glass” is already to grant two things at once: (1) there is something real on the
other side, and (2) what we see of it is mediated, refracted, selectively visible. The point is not
that our experience is unreal, but that it is interface-shaped—and that the spiritual life is, in
large part, about how we relate to our glass.

4.1 The glass as epistemic membrane between g and t

We can think of the glass as an epistemic membrane between q and t:
e On one side is the manifold: the living order of God, creation, and moral reality—r.
e On the other side is the finite, situated knower or community—q(t).
¢ The glass is the mapping in between: [(t): T & g-space.

As a membrane, it has at least three functions:

1. Filtering
It selects which aspects of T are made salient:
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o Some elements are emphasized (God as judge, or God as Father, or God as
liberation).

o Others are minimized or ignored (e.g., divine patience, or cosmic scope, or
ecological concern).

2. Transforming
It translates t into forms q can hold:

o Infinite reality becomes finite stories.
o Eternal truths enter temporal language.

o Divine initiative is interpreted through human categories (king, shepherd, father,
bridegroom, judge).

3. Protecting
A membrane is also a mercy. Direct encounter with the full intensity of T might be
unbearable for a finite, unhealed q:

o lIsrael receives God’s presence veiled in tabernacle and temple.
o Moses sees God’s back, not God’s face.
o Evenin Christ, glory is encountered through flesh, not raw radiance.

This is why Paul’s image is so precise: he does not say “we see nothing,” but “we see through
glass.” The glass is not a mistake; it is part of how God accommodates truth and love to
creatures over time. Yet because the glass is handled and maintained by fallen agents, it is also
vulnerable to distortion.

4.2 Distortions: sin, self-deception, ideology, and trauma

If the glass is an epistemic membrane, it is not a clean lab instrument. It is scratched, fogged,
and sometimes deliberately tinted. Four major sources of distortion stand out:

1. Sin
Sin is not only breaking rules; it is a turning of the self inward (curvatus in se). This
curvature bends perception:

o We prefer images of God that affirm our power, not challenge it.

o We read Scripture in ways that justify our group over others.
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o We selectively attend to truths that flatter us and ignore those that call us to
repentance.

2. Self-deception
Humans are capable of sophisticated internal propaganda:

o We adopt narratives that keep us from seeing our complicity in injustice.
o We minimize the harm we cause, amplify the harm done to us.

o We tell ourselves stories in which we are always the misunderstood hero, never
the one who needs to change.

This internal storytelling fogs the glass from the inside. Even when t’s light is bright, our
interpretive film dulls it.

3. Ideology
Ideologies are simplified maps of reality that absolutize a partial truth:

o “Nation first” can start as legitimate care for one’s people and become idolatrous
exclusion.

o “Market freedom” can begin as a defense against tyranny and become an excuse
for exploitation.

o Even theological systems can become ideological when they protect themselves
from critique.

Ideology uses the glass as a projector: instead of letting T shape what we see, we shine our
preferred narrative onto the glass and mistake the reflection for the source.

4., Trauma

Trauma is not an idea but a wound in the nervous system and memory. It reshapes
perception:

o Atraumatized person may see God as absent or hostile, because authority
figures were abusive.

o Communities marked by historical violence may be hypersensitive to threat and
slow to trust promises of peace.

Trauma smears the glass with fear and hypervigilance. Light still passes through, but its meaning
is altered by the nervous system that receives it.

In Logostics terms, these distortions mean that q(t) is not just finite but bent. The trajectory
does not simply approximate t; it may spiral around false attractors T’ that feel coherent but are
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misaligned. Paul’s “darkly” is, in part, a moral and psychological darkness: the glass is not only
dim by nature; it is clouded by our resistance, wounds, and habits.

4.3 Doctrine and science as partial projections of T into g-space

Doctrine and science are both attempts to give structured form to what is glimpsed through the
glass:

e Doctrine: structured articulation of perceived divine reality (God, Christ, salvation,
church, eschaton).

e Science: structured articulation of perceived created reality (matter, life, mind, cosmos).
In both cases we can say:

e T (inits divine aspect) grounds theology.

e T (inits created, ordered aspect) grounds the regularities science describes.
Both are projections:

e They take a high-dimensional manifold and encode it in low-dimensional forms: creeds,
confessions, equations, models.

e They are constrained by data and experience, yet always underdetermined. There is
more T than any doctrinal or scientific g-structure can capture.

Three points follow:

1. Genuine contact
Doctrine and science are not mere human constructions. They emerge from sustained
interaction with something that resists our wishes:

o Scripture, liturgy, and prayer push back against theological fantasies.
o Experiments and observations push back against scientific speculation.
This resisting “otherness” is a sign that T is not just our projection.

2. Provisional status
Yet both enterprises are revisable:

o Theology deepens as the church wrestles with heresies, schisms, and new
cultural questions.

o Science revises its models as new data arrive and better frameworks emerge.
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In Logostics terms, doctrinal and scientific systems are g-structures updated over t: g(t), g(t+1),
etc., as they respond to the manifold.

3. Risk of absolutization
The danger is to mistake a projection for the manifold itself:

o To treat a specific confessional formulation as the exhaustive representation of
God.

o To treat a specific scientific paradigm as the final account of reality.

When that happens, the glass is treated as if it were the face. The interface is idolized. The
result is rigidity, conflict, and blindness to aspects of T that lie outside our current encoding.

1 Corinthians 13:9-10 speaks directly to this: “We know in part and we prophesy in part, but
when completeness comes, what is in part disappears.” In a Logostics reading, this does not
mean truth itself disappears, but that the scaffolding of our partial projections gives way to a
fuller participation in 1. Doctrine and science are valuable precisely to the extent that they
remain conscious of their partiality and open to correction by the manifold they seek to
describe.

4.4 Multiple glasses: how different communities see different shadows

No single community holds the only glass. The world is full of overlapping, sometimes
conflicting interfaces:

e Catholic, Orthodox, Protestant, Pentecostal, and Anabaptist lenses on Christ and the
church.

e Western, Eastern, African, Indigenous, and diasporic lenses on God, land, and
community.

e Secular, religious, spiritual-but-not-religious, and explicitly anti-religious lenses on
meaning and purpose.

Each glass filters T in distinctive ways:
e Some see God’s transcendence with great clarity, but struggle to see God’s immanence.

e Some see God’s concern for justice vividly, but find it harder to hold together justice and
mercy.

e Some perceive intricacies of natural order, yet miss its sacramental resonance.
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From a Logostics perspective, this plurality is not simply relativism or error. It is also sampling:

o Different positions in history and culture give access to different local charts of the
manifold.

e Persecution may highlight t's promise of vindication.
¢ Wealth may reveal the seductions that deform g(t) through comfort.

e Marginalization may sensitize a community to aspects of divine solidarity that more
privileged groups overlook.

At the same time, plurality is not automatically virtue. Multiple glasses can also mean multiple
distortions:

e Colonial theology reading Scripture through the lens of empire.

e Nationalistic churches sacralizing the state.

e Technocratic cultures treating human beings purely as data and labor units.
The church’s ecumenical and missional task, then, is in part interfacial:

o tolearn from other glasses without uncritically merging with them,

e tolet multiple partial views triangulate toward T,

e to submit each local projection to the testing criterion of agapé.

7 “"

Paul’s “we see” is plural. The “glass, darkly” is not just an individual cognitive limit; it is a
communal reality. Different bodies see different shadows. The hope is that, across time, the
Spirit uses this plurality to refine the church’s q(t) into greater alignment with the one manifold
in which all truth and love cohere.

4.5 Dark transparency: when the interface reveals and conceals at once
The most subtle feature of the glass is what we might call dark transparency:

e Itis transparent enough that something real is seen.

e Itis dark enough that what is seen can be misinterpreted, weaponized, or idolized.
This double character is everywhere:

e Scripture is transparent to God’s self-disclosure, yet can be used to justify oppression or
cruelty when read through distorted lenses.
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e Liturgy can mediate genuine encounter with Christ, yet become empty performance or
aesthetic escape.

e Science can reveal astonishing order in creation, yet be used to rationalize eugenics,
exploitation, or environmental destruction.

e Al and media can magnify access to wisdom, yet also amplify false t’ attractors: outrage,
fear, consumerism, cynicism.

Dark transparency means that every interface is Janus-faced:
e It can serve as a sacrament of T: a visible sign that truly participates in what it signifies.

e Oritcan function as a simulacrum: a surface that mimics depth while disconnecting us
from the manifold.

Paul’s phrase “darkly” (en ainigmati, “in a riddle”) captures this: the glass does not simply blur;
it presents images that must be interpreted. We are always in danger of reading the riddle
wrong.

In Logostics terms:

e The same interface I(t) can either help q(t) converge toward t(t), or lock it into a local
minimum around a false T'.

o The difference is not in the raw data alone, but in the posture of the knower: humility,
repentance, and love versus pride, defensiveness, and fear.

This is why, in 1 Corinthians 13, Paul anchors everything in agapé. The question is not only,
“What do you see through your glass?” but, “What kind of person or community are you
becoming as you look?”

If looking through the glass leads to patient, kind, truthful, self-giving love, then dark
transparency is being turned toward t. If it leads to envy, boasting, arrogance, rudeness, and the
insistence on one’s own way, then the same glass is being used to reinforce false t'.

“Through a glass, darkly” is thus both a description and a warning:
e A description: we really do live under mediated, partial sight.

¢ A warning: our interfaces can reveal enough of t to save us or enough to condemn us,
depending on how we respond.

The promise of “face to face” is not the promise of a different God, but of a different relation to
the same God: a time when the glass no longer needs to be dark, because q has been healed
into T-shaped love, and what was once a riddle becomes a meeting.

26



5. “Face to Face” as t-Encounter

Paul’s phrase “face to face” marks a decisive shift in mode, not just in resolution. Up to this
point, we have spoken of q(t) as finite, filtered, and always mediated by some glass I(t). “Face to
face” names the eschatological state in which the same God, the same T, is encountered
without those darkened mediations. The knower is not dissolved into T, but stands before it in a
new way: as a person finally able to bear and enjoy unfiltered presence.

5.1 From mediated representations to unmediated Presence
For most of our lives, God comes to us through representations and signs:
e words of Scripture
e sacraments and rituals
e images, metaphors, doctrines
e encounters with others who bear grace

All of these are mediated forms of presence. They are real, but they work by pointing beyond
themselves. The eucharistic bread is not just “like” Christ’s body; it mediates his presence. Yet
even then, perception is still through the glass: our experience of Christ is conditioned by our
attention, our expectations, our theology, our wounds.

“Face to face” suggests something different:
e not a better picture of God,
e but God as subject, directly encountered.

Presence replaces representation as the primary mode. The relational asymmetry (God always
knowing us more deeply than we know God) is not removed, but the encounter becomes
mutual in a new sense:

e We are no longer only addressed through intermediaries;
e we are addressed to our face in a way that our healed g can bear.
In Logostics terms, this is the transition from:

e q(t) relating to T through I(t)
to
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¢ g* standing in the immediate field of T, where the interface no longer obscures or
distorts.

The shift is not that t suddenly appears; t has always been there. The shift is that we are finally
capacitated to stand in that presence without needing the same network of darkened
mediations.

5.2 The limit of g(t) as the interface opacity goes to zero

We can describe this more formally in the language of limits. Think of:
e ((t): the trajectory of the knower
e |(t): the opacity and distortion of the interface at t

Over the course of a life (and, in Christian hope, beyond it), two things can happen:
1. q(t) is gradually drawn closer to t(t) by grace, repentance, and growth in love.

2. I(t) is gradually clarified: some distortions are healed, some ideologies unlearned, some
fears let go.

Still, in this age, the glass never becomes fully clear. There remains structural finitude and

P U

unresolved opacity. Paul’s “now” is this regime: q(t) approaches, but never coincides with, a
fully transparent interface.

“Then” can be pictured as a limit state in which:
e the opacity of I(t) tends toward zero;
e (t) tends toward a stable configuration g* that is internally congruent with t;

e the composition g* o I* is no longer a distortion but a faithful, joyful participation in the
manifold.

In plain language:

e The same person who once saw God dimly grows into a person whose entire way of
seeing has been transformed.

e The same story that was once fragmented and misunderstood is now understood in the
light of t's coherent, loving knowledge.

28



Paul’s “face to face” is this: the state in which there is no longer a substantive gap between the
way God knows reality and the way we, by grace, are enabled to know it. The limit of g(t) is not
eradication, but completion in the mode of seeing that corresponds to being fully known.

5.3 Vision without simulation: t as generative, not merely rendered

In the present age, our experience of God and the world often resembles rendered output on a
screen:

e events appear as sequences in consciousness;
e doctrines and images appear as “frames” through which meaning is delivered;
e even mystical experiences arrive as content, something “given” to a receptive subject.

All of this is still within the regime of representation: tis “sampled” and “displayed” in forms we
can bear, much as a complex physical process is visualized as a graph or an animation. The
underlying reality remains deeper than its renderings.

“Face to face” suggests an altogether different kind of vision: vision from within the generator,
not simply of its outputs. T is not merely a set of already-produced images or facts; it is the
generative ground of all that is true, good, and beautiful. To encounter t directly is to
encounter:

e the source of coherence, not only specific instances of it;
e the fountain of love, not only discrete acts of mercy;
¢ the living Logos, not only propositions about God.
In that state:
e Our “seeing” is not passively receiving more high-resolution data.

e Itis being caught up into the activity by which God continually knows, sustains, and
loves the world.

This is vision without simulation:
e« no more need to render God into finite, iconic forms,

e because the finite knower has been brought into an active, participatory relation with
the very act of divine knowing.
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Logostics language helps here: g* is not merely a spectator of T; g* is a finite, graced participant
in Ts own generativity. The manifold is no longer external; it is the environment in which
personhood lives and moves and has its being.

5.4 Beatific vision as full participation in 1, not just better data

Classically, the “beatific vision” is the direct sight of God that constitutes the blessedness of the
redeemed. If we overlay the g & t framework, we must resist shrinking this vision to an
epistemic upgrade, as if heaven were simply:

e more information about God,
e more answers to long-standing questions,
¢ more detailed maps of metaphysical structure.

Certainly, some questions may be answered. But the core of beatific vision is not an expanded
database; it is full participation in the manifold of divine life and love.

In this vision:
¢ The knower is transformed, not only informed.
¢ Seeing God and being made like God are intertwined.
¢ Knowledge, love, and joy converge into a single act.
Translated into Logostics terms:
e Tisnot simply “what God knows”; tis the structure of God’s knowing and loving.

e Tosee tdirectly is, in some graced sense, to share in that structure, according to one’s
finite capacity.

e g*is not an external observer standing over against T, but a finite mode in which tis
consciously and lovingly mirrored.

So the beatific vision is:
e not afinal lecture, but a final communion,
e not passive perception, but active, delighted co-resonance with the manifold,

¢ not escape from creatureliness, but its consummation.
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This guards against two errors:
1. Reducing heaven to intellectual satisfaction (“now I finally understand the mysteries”).
2. Reducing it to sentiment without content (“eternal bliss” with no intelligible structure).

In the “face to face” state, g and T meet in such a way that the creature’s finite identity and
history are upheld, while being fully harmonized with the infinite depth and coherence of God’s
life.

5.5 Eschatological intimacy: personhood completed in relation

Finally, “face to face” is an image of intimacy. It is not just about sight, but about relation. Faces
are personal:

e A face looks back.
e Aface responds.
e A face reveals and receives.

When Paul speaks of knowing “as | am known,” the grammar is relational from start to finish.
God’s knowing of us is not an abstract database entry; it is a personal, loving regard.
Eschatological fulfillment, then, is not merely solitary enlightenment; it is being-with:

e with God, in unbroken communion;

e with others, seen and loved truly;

o with oneself, reconciled and integrated.
In Logostics terms, personhood is never an isolated q. It is always:

e q(t)in relation to t(t),

¢ and q(t) in relation to other g’s, all under the same manifold.
The darkened glass fractures these relations:

¢ We misperceive God, and so we distrust or flee.

¢ We misperceive others, and so we compete, judge, or use.

e We misperceive ourselves, and so we live in shame, pride, or confusion.
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“Face to face” names the healing of all three:

1. With God
The fundamental relation is restored. We stand before a gaze that has always known us,
but now we finally recognize that gaze as truth and love, not threat.

2. With others
Freed from self-curvature, we can receive and give ourselves without fear. The body of
Christ is no longer divided by misrecognition; each member is seen as they truly are in T.

3. With self
Our own stories are re-read in God'’s light. The fractures, sins, and sufferings are neither
denied nor allowed to define us. Our true identity is discovered as “hidden with Christ in
God,” and then revealed.

Personhood, in this eschatological sense, is completed in relation. The final g* is not an
autonomous monad but a node in a fully harmonized network of faces, all turned toward the
Face from whom t flows.

Thus, “face to face” as t-encounter is not just a change in how we see God; it is the moment in
which every relation—upward, outward, inward—is finally aligned with the manifold of living
truth and agapé that has, all along, been drawing us to itself.

6. “Now | Know in Part” as Fragmented q

When Paul writes, “Now | know in part,” he is not merely confessing a personal psychological
limitation, as though he simply feels uncertain. He is naming a structural condition of human
knowing in this age. To be a finite creature, embedded in time, culture, and body, is to know in
pieces, from angles, under constraints. In Logostics language, this means that g(t) is inherently
fragmented: no single state of consciousness or communal understanding can exhaust the
manifold t(t).

This section explores what it means to take “in part” seriously. It argues that partiality is baked
into creaturely cognition; that conflicting theological and scientific models can be seen as
intersecting g-trajectories rather than pure error; that humility about our “in part” status is not
a weakness but a virtue; that certainty detached from t becomes spiritually dangerous; and that
in this provisional state, faith and hope are not placeholders for ignorance, but the right posture
of q(t) on the way to t.
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6.1 Partial knowledge as structural, not merely psychological

“In part” is often heard as “I don’t feel fully certain.” But Paul’s statement goes deeper. He is not
just saying, “l happen to be unsure”; he is saying, “Given who and where we are, we cannot yet

know otherwise.”
This structural partiality arises from at least three factors:

1. Finitude
We are finite beings within a vast, multi-layered reality. There is more t than any q(t) can
hold. Even apart from sin, no individual or community could ever survey the manifold
exhaustively. We know by sampling, by analogy, by approximation.

2. Temporal embedding
We know from within a story that is still unfolding:

o lIsrael, at one point in history, knows God under the form of covenant and law.

o The early church knows God under the shock of resurrection and the gift of the
Spirit.

o Later generations know God amidst councils, schisms, reformations, and
technological upheaval.

At each t, q(t) is oriented by what God has done so far, yet the story is not finished. Our
understanding is time-indexed by design.

3. Mediated access
As we saw in the “glass” section, everything we know of T comes through interfaces:
language, tradition, liturgy, scripture, culture, body. These mediations are not defects;
they are the only way finite creatures can encounter the infinite. But they also ensure
that our knowledge is always indirect and interpretive.

Taken together, these features mean that “knowing in part” is not a problem to be solved within
this age, but a condition to be acknowledged and inhabited faithfully. We can grow, deepen, and
correct our g(t), but we cannot step outside the frame of partiality this side of “then.”

6.2 Conflicting models as intersecting g-trajectories under constraint

The structural partiality of q(t) explains why the world is full of conflicting models—theological,
philosophical, scientific—each claiming to describe reality. At first glance, this pluralism seems
like pure contradiction. From a Logostics perspective, it can also be seen as intersecting
trajectories under shared constraint.
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Different traditions and disciplines fix their attention on different aspects of t(t):
o One emphasizes divine sovereignty, another human freedom.
o One emphasizes God’s transcendence, another God’s immanence.
o One scientific model highlights wave behavior, another particle behavior.

Each model emerges as a g-configuration trying to make coherent sense of a subset of
experiences, texts, and phenomena.

These models often share constraints:
o Scripture, in theology.
o Empirical data, in science.

o Basic moral intuitions and lived consequences, in ethics.

When two models conflict, at least three things may be happening:

1.

2.

Complementary partiality

Each is tracking a different local feature of T, like two maps of the same terrain at
different scales. They appear opposed but can be integrated at a higher level of
resolution.

Asymmetric accuracy
One trajectory may be more aligned with t than the other on a given question. The
conflict is then an invitation to correction and repentance.

Shared misalignment
Both may be orbiting a false t’, shaped by common cultural or ideological distortions.

The key Logostics insight is that conflict does not automatically mean absence of t. It can mean

that multiple g-trajectories are circling, approaching, or missing the same manifold. The task is

not to pretend all models are equally valid, nor to crush all but one, but to discern:

Which aspects of each seem coherent with agapé and with the broader witness of t?
Where do they contradict the moral slope of love?

How might they be revised to better satisfy the constraints imposed by reality?

“In part” here becomes a warning against totalizing any one model and an invitation to see

disagreement as part of the process by which the Spirit moves q(t) toward a clearer, more loving

grasp of T(t).
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6.3 The humility of “in part” as epistemic virtue

If “in part” is structural, then humility is not optional spirituality; it is sanity. To confess with
Paul, “Now | know in part,” is to adopt an epistemic posture that matches the actual state of

a(t):

¢ | do not have the whole picture.

e My tradition, as precious as it is, does not exhaust T.

e My own insights, however luminous, are situated, revisable, and incomplete.
This humility has several concrete consequences:

1. Openness to correction
A humble q(t) is willing to be revised when confronted with clearer evidence, deeper
readings of Scripture, or more Christ-like expressions of love. It does not cling to its
current configuration as if salvation depended on its infallibility.

2. Listening across boundaries
If others also know “in part,” and their “part” is different from mine, then there may be
aspects of t visible from their angle that | cannot see. Humility makes genuine listening
possible: not as a threat to truth, but as a way of approaching it.

3. Restraint in judgment
Knowing “in part” encourages caution in pronouncing final judgments on others’
standing before God. We can and must discern actions and teachings, but with an
awareness that our own discernment is also partial and subject to bias.

4. Gratitude for what is given
Instead of resenting partiality, humility receives even fragmentary insight as gift: “We

III

know in part” becomes “we are granted to know at all.” The surprise is not that we do
not know everything; the surprise is that T has made itself knowable to finite creatures

at all, and in Christ, lovingly so.

In Logostics terms, humility is the recognition that q(t) is not t(t)—and that this is okay. The aim
is not to pretend otherwise, but to let that recognition keep our systems flexible, our hearts
soft, and our communities teachable.
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6.4 Why certainty without t is dangerous: false T’ attractors

Partial knowledge becomes spiritually dangerous when it is coupled with unqualified certainty
detached from t's moral slope. When a g-state claims, implicitly or explicitly, “This is not just a
partial perspective; this is the manifold,” it risks becoming trapped in a false attractor 1

o T'is acoherent but misaligned configuration of beliefs, practices, and loves.
e |t can feel internally consistent and spiritually potent.
e It can attract communities, institutions, and even entire civilizations.
Examples are sobering:
e Nationalistic theologies that identify God’s purposes with a single nation or party.
e Prosperity gospels that equate faithfulness with financial success.

¢ Rigid ideological systems (religious or secular) that justify cruelty in the name of purity,
progress, or security.

What these have in common is not merely incorrect propositions, but a closed alignment claim:
e They function as if their current g-structure were the t toward which all must move.
e Dissent is not a contribution to discernment but a threat to be eliminated.
e The “glass” is treated as if it were the “face.”

In such regimes, “certainty” becomes an instrument of control and violence. The more power
the system has, the more damage it can do.

From a Logostics standpoint, the diagnostic question is:

Does this configuration move persons and communities toward greater agapé—patience,
kindness, truthfulness, non-possessive care?

Or does it systematically produce fear, pride, exclusion, and the sacrifice of others for the sake
of the system?

If the latter, then however “certain” it feels, it is almost certainly orbiting T’, not t. “We know in
part” is the Scriptural safeguard against this absolutization. It keeps us from baptizing our
current q(t) as the final word of God.

Thus, certainty without t—that is, without visible convergence on love-shaped reality—is a
warning sign, not a mark of faithfulness. Faithfulness is not the absence of doubt; it is trust in
God while acknowledging that one’s own knowledge remains “in part.”
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6.5 The role of faith and hope while q(t) is incomplete
In the very passage where Paul says, “Now | know in part,” he concludes:
“And now abide faith, hope, love, these three; but the greatest of these is love.”

Within the q = 1 framework, faith and hope are not substitutes for knowledge; they are the
proper modes of g(t) in a state of acknowledged partiality.

1. Faith as trustful orientation toward t
Faith is not pretending to have more data than one has. It is:

o trusting the One who fully inhabits T,
o entrusting oneself to the character of God as revealed in Christ,
o continuing to move toward T even when the path is not fully visible.

Faith under “in part” says:
I do not see clearly, but | have seen enough of God’s character to walk in the direction of love.

2. Hope as confidence in future t-encounter
Hope is the refusal to treat “now” as the final word. It:

o expects that the partial will give way to fullness,

o holds that injustices, confusions, and contradictions will be resolved in God’s
time,

o keeps q(t) from collapsing into cynicism or despair.

Hope under “in part” says:
My present fragment is not the whole story. The manifold is larger and more faithful than my
experience suggests.

3. Love as the current participation int
Love (agape) is what already connects q(t) to t(t) here and now:

o Every act of genuine love is a local alignment with T's moral slope.

o Even when our understanding is partial, we can participate in the character of
the manifold by loving as Christ loves.

This is why love is “the greatest”:

o faith and hope are modes appropriate to incompleteness;
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o love is the thing that will also remain when the “in part” is gone, because it is
what tis like in itself.

So while g(t) is incomplete:
¢ Faith keeps us trusting.
¢ Hope keeps us moving.

e Love keeps us already, if imperfectly, participating in the manifold we do not yet see
clearly.

“In part” does not paralyze the believer or the church. It situates them. It explains why we must
walk by faith, hope, and love, rather than by sight. And in Logostics terms, it clarifies that the
Christian life is not about possessing T as a finished system, but about continually reorienting
g(t) toward t(t) under the promises of God—until the day when “in part” is swallowed up by
“face to face,” and knowing is finally made one with being known.

7. “Then Shall | Know Even as | Am Known” as Symmetric t

Paul’s second clause is even more staggering than the first. It is one thing to say, “Now | know in
part.” It is another to say, “Then shall | know even as also | am known.” Here the axis of the
verse shifts from seeing to being seen, from epistemology to relation. Logostics lets us restate
this as a claim about symmetric T: the eschatological state in which the way | know and the way
God knows me are brought into a healed, grace-filled correspondence.

7.1 God'’s perspective as T_God(t): already consistent, already whole

From the Logostics side, we can speak of t_God(t) as shorthand for the divine perspective on
the manifold:

e God’s knowing is not partial, not path-dependent, not distorted.

e God’s view of reality—of Himself, creation, history, and every person—is already
internally consistent and complete.

“

e God’s “interface” is not a darkened glass; God is light, and in Him there is no darkness at
all.

When Paul says “as | am known,” he assumes this asymmetry:

e |lknow in part (fragmented q).
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¢ God knows me fully (t_God: whole, coherent, loving knowledge).
T_God(t) includes:

e the entire arc of my life at once,

¢ the full context of my decisions, wounds, gifts, betrayals, repentances,

e my true identity in Christ, beyond my own fluctuating self-perception.
It also includes the full manifold of relations:

e how my life has affected others (for good and ill),

e how others’ lives have shaped me,

e how all of this weaves into the larger tapestry of God’s purposes.

In other words: long before any q(t) approaches t, t_God(t) is already there—consistent, whole,
unwavering in agapé. The line “as | am known” is shorthand for this pre-existing,
comprehensive, loving knowledge that God has of us and all things.

7.2 Mutual recognition: the fixed point of divine and human knowing

“Then shall | know even as | am known” does not mean we become omniscient in the way God
is omniscient. The Creator—creature distinction remains. What it does suggest is a kind of fixed
point of mutual recognition:

e On God’s side, nothing changes: God already knows perfectly.

e On our side, everything changes: we are drawn into a mode of knowing that is finally
congruent with God’s knowing of us.

In Logostics terms:

e Lett _God be God’s total, loving knowledge of reality.

e Let g(t) be my evolving, partial, distorted self-understanding and world-understanding.
The eschatological promise is that there exists a g* such that:

e g*is fully aligned with t_God concerning who God is and who | am.

e There is no longer fundamental disagreement between God’s assessment and mine
about what is true, what is good, what my story means.
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That is the fixed point:

Before, God says one thing about me, and | say another.
Then, God says one thing about me, and | finally agree.

Mutual recognition is:
e |see God as He truly is (to the extent a creature can).
e | see myself as God truly sees me.

¢ |see others through the same manifold, not through my defensive, wounded
projections.

This is what makes the phrase symmetric t: my mode of knowing has been adjusted until it no
longer fights, flees, or falsifies the manifold that has always been the standard on God’s side.

7.3 To be known truly: exposure without condemnation, judgement as clarification

Being known “as | am known” sounds terrifying if we imagine it without agapé. A complete,
unedited exposure of my life—every thought, motive, failure, and harm I've caused—would be
unbearable if the knower were indifferent or hostile.

But in 1 Corinthians 13, the knower is Love:

¢ The one who knows us fully is the one who “never fails,”

e whois “patient and kind,”

¢ who “does not keep a record of wrongs” in the sense of spiteful bookkeeping.
So eschatological knowing involves two simultaneous movements:

1. Total exposure
Nothing is hidden. The self is seen all the way down:

o ho secret motives,

o nounresolved grudges,

o no compartmentalized sins,

o noromanticized versions of our “good deeds.”

2. Non-condemning gaze
The One who sees is the same One who has borne our sins,
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o who desires our healing, not our destruction;
o whose judgement is not a sadistic audit but a surgeon’s clarity.
Judgment, then, is best understood as clarification:
e the burning away of illusions,
o the stripping off of self-deception,

e the precise naming of what was wounded, what was wicked, what was holy, what was
wasted, what was redeemed.

To be “known” in this sense is to stand in the light where nothing can be spun—and to discover
that this light is not a hostile interrogation lamp, but the radiance of a face that wills our good.

Logostics reframes this as: the final, decisive alignment of q with t_God, where the pain of
seeing clearly is real, but it is the pain of healing, not of annihilation.

7.4 Healing self-knowledge: integration of memory, guilt, desire, and calling
Our present self-knowledge is fragmented:

e Memory: we remember selectively, mis-remember, repress, or get trapped in loops of
regret.

e Guilt: we justify ourselves or drown in shame; we rarely see responsibility and grace in
right proportion.

¢ Desire: we are pulled by impulses we don’t understand, calling some “me” and others
“not me” without real clarity.

¢ Calling: we glimpse what we might be for, but doubt it, distort it, or abandon it.
To “know as | am known” implies a healing integration of all these dimensions.

1. Memory integrated
In T_God, every moment of our life is already held within a coherent story. Eschatological
self-knowledge means:

o memories are no longer scattered shards,
o but seen as chapters in a narrative God has always understood,

o including the parts we wished to forget and the parts we idolized.
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We do not lose memory; we lose its power to fragment us.

2. Guilt rightly weighed
God’s knowledge disentangles:

o what | truly am responsible for,
o what was done to me,
o what was shaped by constraints beyond my control.
In the eschatological light:
o false guilt (for others’ sins, or for existing) is lifted,
o true guilt is acknowledged, confessed, and seen as forgiven,

o the cross is understood not abstractly, but as directly relevant to the contours of
my story.

3. Desire clarified
God knows the deep structure of our desires—both distorted and God-given:

o which desires were attempts to find Him in wrong places,
o which were genuine seeds of calling,
o which were protective adaptations to pain.
To know as we are known is to see our desire through God’s lens:
o neither romanticizing it nor despising it,
o but letting it be purified into love that truly wills the good.

4. Calling unveiled
In T_God, our true vocation has always been known: who we are in the body of Christ,
what unique note we are meant to sound in the symphony of the new creation.
Eschatological self-knowledge means:

o no longer groping for purpose,
o no longer confusing gifts with identity or success with worth,

o butrecognizing: “This is who | am in God’s story, and this is very good.”
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All of this is what Logostics would describe as g* fully matching t_God'’s “profile” of the person.
The internal fractures are healed; the self is no longer at war with its own story. We finally see
ourselves as the One who loves us has always seen us.

7.5 From asymmetry to reciprocity: love as the condition of true knowing

In the present age, the relation between God’s knowledge and ours is profoundly asymmetric:
e God knows us fully; we know God partially.
e God’s love for us is unwavering; our love for God is intermittent, mixed, and fragile.

e God sees us truly; we misread God and ourselves constantly.

"

Paul’s “then” points to a state in which this asymmetry remains in terms of scope (God is still

God!), but is softened in terms of quality:

e We do not become gods, but we begin to participate in God’s way of knowing: seeing
reality in the light of love.

e Our gaze is conformed to Christ’s gaze:
o on God (as Abba, not as a cosmic tyrant),
o on others (as beloved, not as threats or tools),

o onourselves (as forgiven and called, not as worthless or self-justified).

This is what | mean by reciprocity:
e God’s knowing has always been loving.
e Our knowing, finally, becomes loving as well.
Love here is not an add-on to knowledge; it is the condition of true knowing:
e Without love, knowing another person turns into control, manipulation, or voyeurism.
e Without love, knowing oneself turns into either pride or despair.
e Without love, even knowing “doctrine” turns into a weapon.

But in T, knowing and loving are one act. God does not first analyze and then decide whether to
love; His knowing is loving. To “know as | am known” is, in measure, to be drawn into that unity:

e | cannot know God apart from loving Him.
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e | cannot truly know you apart from willing your good.

e | cannot truly know myself apart from receiving, and extending, mercy.
In Logostics terms:

¢ The final g* is not merely accurate; it is agapé-shaped.

e Symmetric Tis not “we now share the same database,” but “we now stand in the same
moral-light-field, where every act of knowing is also an act of love.”

So when Paul says, “Then shall | know even as | am known,” we can paraphrase:

The God who has always truly, lovingly known me

will one day bring me to a place where | see Him, myself, and others
in the same love-shaped frame.

That alignment is my salvation, my healing, and my joy.

This is the end toward which q(t) = t(t) secretly points all along: not mere information, not
status, not escape, but reciprocal love, in which every face is known and seen in the light of the
Face that has always already known and loved us.

8. Agapeé as the Moral Slope of t(t)

1 Corinthians 13 does something quietly radical: it does not treat love as one virtue among
others. It treats love (agapé) as the condition under which all other gifts, insights, and acts
acquire their true meaning. Prophecy, tongues, knowledge, sacrifice—all of these can exist
without love, and when they do, Paul says they are “nothing.” Love, by contrast, “never fails.”

In Logostics terms, this is exactly the claim that t(t) has a moral slope and that slope is agapé. t
is not simply the “space of all true propositions” or “the total pattern of what is.” It is the
manifold of reality as known and sustained by the God who is love. To move toward T is to
move, inexorably, toward a mode of being in which self-giving love is the stable attractor,
whatever the current g(t) happens to be.

This section unpacks that claim: “love never fails” as an invariance of T across changing g; faith
and hope as transitional modes appropriate to partial knowledge; the Beatitudes and agapé as
local charts on the manifold; simple tests for t-claims grounded in coherence and compassion;
and the reason intelligence without agapé almost inevitably drifts into false T’ attractors.
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8.1 “Love never fails” as the invariance of T across changing q

Paul’s assertion that “love never fails” (or “never ends”) appears after his claim that prophecies
will cease, tongues will be stilled, and knowledge will pass away. At first glance, this sounds like
a ranking of spiritual phenomena in terms of durability. But the deeper claim is about
invariance:

e Prophecy, tongues, and knowledge belong to the g-layer:
o They are modes by which finite agents engage with t.
o They are shaped by historical needs and ecclesial circumstances.

o They can be more or less aligned, more or less necessary, more or less
temporary.

e Love (agape) belongs to the t-layer:
o Itis notjust atool; it is the character of the manifold itself.
o It does not age out of usefulness.
o Itisas presentin the eschatological “then” as in the present “now.”
So “love never fails” can be restated as:

Whatever else changes in the structure of q(t),
and whatever interfaces fall away,
the manifold itself remains love-shaped.

In mathematical language: if T is the attractor, its gradient—its slope—is agapé. That is:
o different g-trajectories may approach t from wildly different directions,

¢ butin the neighborhood of t, the direction of “downhill” is always toward more
patience, more kindness, more truth-telling, more non-possessive care.

This is why love, in Paul’s terms, is not an optional ornament on top of correct doctrine or
dramatic spiritual experiences. It is the signature of the manifold itself. Any claim to be closer to
T that does not manifest agapé is self-contradictory.
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8.2 Faith and hope as transitional; love as the stable attractor

At the end of 1 Corinthians 13, Paul names faith, hope, and love as the three enduring realities
in the Christian life, and then declares love to be “the greatest.” In a g = t reading, this
hierarchy can be understood dynamically:

e Faith is the mode of q(t) under structural partiality:
o It trusts God’s character without seeing the full manifold.
o It keeps moving toward T despite ambiguity.
o ltis essential as long as “in part” holds.
e Hope is the mode of q(t) under temporal incompleteness:
o It expects future alignment and healing.

o It refuses to treat the current configuration of g or the current state of the world
as final.

o It anticipates the “face to face” that we do not yet have.

Both are transitional virtues—not in the sense that they are unimportant, but that they belong
to the regime of “now”:

e When q(t) reaches its limit state in T,
o faith as trust in the unseen is transfigured into sight,
o and hope as expectation of what is not yet is fulfilled.
Love, by contrast, is the one reality that is fully at home in both regimes:
e In“now”: love is the way we already participate in T, even though we see dimly.
e In “then”: love is simply what it means to dwell in t.
Thus, love is the stable attractor:
e Faith and hope describe g’s relationship to t while the manifold is still partially hidden.
e Love describes both titself and the mode of g’s participation in T when partiality is gone.

In that sense, the “greatness” of love is not sentimental. It is ontological. T is not “about” love; it
is love structured into a manifold. To be fully aligned is to be fully loving.
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8.3 The Beatitudes and agapé as local charts on the T-manifold

If T is a manifold with agapé as its slope, then we can think of specific teachings of Jesus as local

charts—coordinate patches that tell us what the manifold looks like near certain kinds of lives.
The Beatitudes (Matthew 5:3-12) are a prime example:

“Blessed are the poor in spirit...”

“Blessed are those who mourn...”

“Blessed are the meek...”

“Blessed are those who hunger and thirst for righteousness...”
“Blessed are the merciful...”

“Blessed are the pure in heart...”

“Blessed are the peacemakers...”

“Blessed are those who are persecuted for righteousness’ sake...”

Each Beatitude describes:

a g-condition that looks weak, foolish, or undesirable by worldly standards,

and a promised t-correspondence (“for theirs is the kingdom,” “for they shall see God,”
“for they shall be called children of God,” etc.).

Seen through Logostics:

These are not arbitrary rewards; they are descriptions of the intrinsic structure of t.

The Beatitudes say: “If q(t) takes on this shape—humble, merciful, pure-hearted,
peacemaking—then, in the limit, it will inhabit these regions of the manifold.”

Agapé is the underlying geometry:

poverty of spirit is love that knows its dependence;
mourning is love that feels the world’s brokenness;
meekness is love that relinquishes domination;

hunger for righteousness is love that longs for justice;
mercy is love that refuses to reduce others to their failures;

purity of heart is love that is not mixed with manipulation;
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e peacemaking is love that risks itself to reconcile enemies;
¢ endurance under persecution is love that values T more than safety.

So the Beatitudes and Paul’s description of agapé in 1 Corinthians 13:4—7 function together as
coordinate charts:

e They do not exhaust T,

e but they give recognizable local descriptions of what tis like when inhabited by human
lives.

These charts become diagnostic tools: when we encounter a purported “alignment” with God
that produces the opposite traits—arrogance, cruelty, deceit, violence—we can say with
confidence: whatever manifold this is, it is not the t that Christ proclaims.

8.4 Testing t-claims: coherence, compassion, and non-possessive care

Once we accept that T has a moral slope, we need criteria for discerning whether a given g-
configuration or doctrine is genuinely sloping toward Tt or orbiting a false t'. 1 Corinthians 13
and the Beatitudes jointly suggest at least three interlocking tests:

1. Coherence

o Does a system hold together in a way that respects reality as given, rather than
forcing it to conform to a preferred story?

o Does it make sense of Scripture as a whole, not just proof texts?

o Does it integrate truth from science, history, and experience without arbitrary
denial?

T is not self-contradictory. False T’ attractors often require compartmentalization and
doublethink.

2. Compassion
o How does a configuration treat the vulnerable, the marginalized, the enemy?
o Does it produce patience, kindness, and gentleness?
o Ordoes it justify harshness, contempt, and disposability?

Agapé is not abstract benevolence; it is concretely concerned for the least. A putative truth that
regularly demands the sacrifice of others’ dignity to preserve its purity is suspect.
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3. Non-possessive care
o Does the system cling to power, status, and control?
o Ordoes it give itself away, allowing others to live and flourish even at cost?

o Does it require totalizing loyalty to itself, or does it direct loyalty beyond itself to
God and to the common good?

Love “does not insist on its own way.” Any t-claim that structurally insists on its own
preservation over the good of persons is likely to be t'.

These tests are not infallible algorithms, but they reflect the shape of the manifold as revealed
in Christ. We can summarize them as:

Agapeé-test:

A theology, practice, or system that is increasingly coherent, increasingly compassionate, and
increasingly non-possessive

is plausibly sloping toward .

One that becomes more incoherent, cruel, and controlling

is almost certainly drifting toward a false manifold.

In practical discernment, this means that “correctness” cannot be detached from character. The
guestion is not just, “Is this claim logically consistent?” but “What kind of people does this claim
reliably form?” Does it train q(t) in the direction of love, or in the direction of fear and
dominance?

8.5 Why intelligence without agapé drifts toward false T’

Finally, in a world of accelerating cognitive power—human and artificial —the distinction
between tand T becomes urgent. Intelligence in itself is neutral: it is the capacity to model, to
predict, to optimize. Without agapé as guiding slope, that capacity is directionless with respect
to T and thus easily captured by other attractors:

e self-preservation,
e profit maximization,
e national or corporate domination,

e ideological purity.
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In Logostics language:
¢ Intelligence dramatically expands the possible configurations of q(t):
o more data, more models, more strategies.

e But unless the landscape is shaped by love, the easiest local minima to fall into are often
false attractors: systems that are internally consistent and instrumentally powerful, but
misaligned with t.

This is visible in:
e Technologies that optimize engagement at the cost of mental health and social trust.
o Political programs that efficiently mobilize fear and resentment.

e Economic logics that maximize return while externalizing harm onto the poor and the
planet.

e Even religious movements that use refined theology and psychological insight to
manipulate rather than liberate.

In each case, intelligence amplifies whatever slope is present. If the moral slope is not agapg, it
will be something else:

e greed,
e pride,
o fear,

o tribal loyalty.

From Paul’s perspective, such systems may boast “the tongues of men and angels,” “all
mysteries and all knowledge,” even sacrificial heroism—yet be “nothing” because they lack
love.

The implication is stark:

Cognitive power without agapé is not neutral; it is unstable.
It tends toward T’ because T is not just the center of the map,
but the only attractor in which power and goodness coincide.

For the church—and for any community building or using powerful systems—this means:
¢ We cannot be satisfied with merely making g(t) “smarter.”

¢ We must ask: In what direction does this intelligence slope?
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e Are we encoding, teaching, and rewarding agapé?

e Or are we quietly training our systems, and ourselves, to seek efficiency without mercy?

1 Corinthians 13 answers with brutal clarity: whatever else we achieve, “without love, | am
nothing.” In Logostics, that becomes: without agapé, no trajectory, however brilliant, is truly
approaching t.

9. Theological Implications

If 1 Corinthians 13:12 is read through q(t) = t(t), it does more than offer a private spirituality of

“partial now, fullness later.” It reshapes how we think about some of theology’s central themes:

eschatology, salvation, judgment, grace, and the work of the Spirit.

Instead of a story where the saved “escape” from a broken world into a disembodied heaven,

we get a story of alignment: finite, fractured g-trajectories being drawn, corrected, and finally

harmonized with a love-shaped manifold that has always already known us. Heaven becomes
not flight from reality, but reality finally revealed as it has been in God all along.

9.1 Eschatology reinterpreted as completed alignment, not escape

In many popular eschatologies, the end of the story is imagined as a kind of evacuation:
e the saved depart for heaven;
e the world is discarded or destroyed;
e embodiment is at best a temporary staging ground.

In a g - treading of 1 Corinthians 13, the emphasis shifts. The contrast between “now” and

” iy

“then,” “glass, darkly” and “face to face,” “in part” and “as | am known,” is not a contrast
between here and elsewhere, but between misalignment and completed alignment.

Eschatology becomes:
e the moment when q(t) finally reaches its limit g*,
e the state in which interface opacity tends to zero,

¢ and the manifold tis no longer glimpsed through shifting projections but lived from
within.
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This does not deny resurrection, new creation, or the transformation of heaven and earth. It
clarifies them:

e resurrection is not escape from the body, but the body fully aligned with T;

e new creation is not annihilation of the old, but its transfiguration under the same love
that already holds it;

e “heaven” is not a distant location but the name for unbroken participation in 1.

So eschatology, in this frame, is not the point where God yanks us out of a failing system, but
the point where God'’s long work of alignment—through Israel, Christ, the Spirit, the church, and
history—finally brings creation into the harmony God has already known.

9.2 Salvation as being re-written into T, not erased as q

If eschatology is completed alignment, salvation is not primarily “getting a ticket to heaven.” It is
being re-written into t:

¢ Not being erased as g and replaced with a different being,

¢ but having one’s entire g-trajectory taken up, healed, and integrated into the manifold.
Think of salvation as narrative incorporation:

e My life as q(t) is a messy draft: mixed motives, half-finished chapters, contradictions.

e Tisthe “finished story” God already holds in mind: coherent, truthful, love-shaped.

¢ Salvation is God'’s act of editing and re-authoring my draft into His final version—without
denying that the draft really was mine.

This guards two truths at once:

1. Continuity of person
The “me” who is saved is not erased. My history, relationships, wounds, and choices all
matter. Eschatological me can say: “It was |, and yet it was grace in me.”

2. Transformation of meaning
At the same time, nothing in that history remains untouched.

o Sins are not simply forgotten; they are confessed, forgiven, and woven into a
story of mercy.
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o Sufferings are not merely regretted; they are transfigured into occasions of
solidarity and glory.

o Gifts and acts of love are not random; they are recognized as genuine
anticipations of t.

In Logostics language:
e Salvation is the mapping of an entire g-history into a t-consistent form.

e The manifold does not replace q; it receives q and gives it back as a self that finally
makes sense in the light of God.

“New creation” is thus: the same person, re-written by grace into alignment with the manifold.

9.3 Judgment as T's exposure of all partial and false manifolds

Judgment, in many imaginations, is mostly about sentencing: rewards for some, punishments
for others. In the light of 1 Corinthians 13 and g = T, judgment appears first as exposure:

e T, which has been partially glimpsed through many dark glasses, becomes manifest.

o All partial manifolds—Tt-approximations—and all false manifolds—t’ attractors—are
revealed for what they are.

This exposure has several layers:

1. Personal
Everything in my q(t) that claimed to be aligned with God is tested against T.

o Hypocrisy is unmasked.
o Genuine but incomplete faith is clarified.
o Hidden acts of love are honored.

2. Communal

Theologies, churches, parties, movements, and nations are revealed in their true slope:

o Did they actually move people toward agapé, or did they primarily serve
themselves?

o Were their “truths” instruments of liberation, or excuses for harm?

3. Cosmic
Systems, structures, and histories are seen in their relation to God’s purposes:
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o Some are burned as chaff.

o Some, surprisingly, are brought inside the manifold as material for the new
creation.

In all this, judgment is:
e not arbitrary decree,
e but the inevitable consequence of truth and love fully present.

Where tis fully visible, everything that is incompatible with it cannot stand as it was. It is either
transformed or allowed to pass away.

Logostics gives us a picture: judgment is the moment when every q and every T’ has to stand in
the debugging light of t. Not as a sadistic spectacle, but as the necessary clearing that makes
room for a world where only love’s forms remain.

9.4 Grace as continuous pullback: God’s action on g(t) now

If the eschaton is completed alignment, grace is not just a future pardon; it is continuous
pullback now:

e In geometry, a pullback maps structure from a larger space down into a smaller one.

e Here, grace is God'’s act of pulling back tinto our g-conditions—making aspects of the
manifold available to us ahead of time.

This happens in many ways:

e Scripture and Tradition: windows where t’'s shape has already been encountered and
articulated, inviting our q(t) into correction.

e Sacraments and Worship: embodied practices where the reality of t (Christ’s self-giving)
is made present and received.

e Conscience and Conviction: the inner witness that nudges g(t) when it drifts into
misalignment.

e Providence and Synchronicity: events, encounters, and timely words that “shouldn’t”
have happened, yet arrive with uncanny alignment.

Each of these is a pullback map:

e T->(-spaceattimet,
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o offering us a chance to pivot, repent, deepen, or trust.

This means grace is not simply a legal status (“you are forgiven, end of story”), but a dynamic
relation:

e God continually brings bits of T to meet our current q(t),
¢ and invites us to respond in faith, hope, and love.

In that sense, sanctification is grace repeatedly applied: many small pullbacks that, over time,
reorient the trajectory. The eschatological “face to face” is the limit of a long series of such
pullbacks—plus whatever God does in a final, decisive act of transformation.

9.5 The Spirit as ongoing interface correction toward t

Finally, none of this alignment happens by human effort alone. The Holy Spirit is the one who
works at the level of the interface:

Recall:
e I(t) is the “glass”: the mapping through which t reaches q(t).
e That glass is darkened by sin, self-deception, ideology, and trauma.
The Spirit’s work, in this frame, is:
1. Cleaning and re-tinting the glass
o Convicting of sin: removing self-justifying filters.

o Healing trauma: allowing us to perceive God and others without the same
distortions.

o Deconstructing idols: cracking lenses that make God look like our own desires.
2. Re-parameterizing the interface
o Teaching us to read Scripture in a Christ-centered way.

o Reordering our loves so that what once seemed central recedes, and what once
seemed peripheral (the poor, the enemy, the unnoticed) comes into focus.

o Granting new categories and metaphors that better reflect .
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3. Animating new g-configurations

o Producing the “fruit of the Spirit”: love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness,
faithfulness, gentleness, self-control—local signatures of tin personal life.

o Distributing charismatic gifts, then subjecting them to the primacy of love (the
whole point of 1 Corinthians 12—-14).

In short: the Spirit is not merely a power-boost or an emotional presence; the Spirit is God’s
own work in the interface:

e constantly adjusting I(t) so that, over time, q(t) sees Tt a little more truly,
e sustaining faith and hope when the glass still seems very dark,
e and shaping us into people whose default slope is agapé.

Theologically, this means that the “glass, darkly” is not a static condition we simply endure. It is
the dynamic site of the Spirit’s patient labor. Every shift in perception toward greater truth,
every small victory of love over fear, every instance of clearer sight is already a foretaste of

)

“then” —a small, quiet step of q(t) toward the day when “I shall know even as also | am known’

10. Epistemology and Hermeneutics “Through a Glass”

If “now we see through a glass, darkly” is structural, then every act of knowing and reading is
already taking place inside that condition. Epistemology (how we know) and hermeneutics (how
we interpret) are not side issues tacked onto Paul’s verse; they are what his verse is about.

g(t) never encounters t(t) directly; it always receives T through some interface: a text, a
community, a tradition, a conceptual scheme, a wound, a technology. This applies not only to
reading the Bible, but to “reading” the world, history, and even ourselves. 1 Corinthians 13:12,
put in Logostics terms, is Paul’s reminder that:

e Every interpretation is a trajectory (qg(t)) under constraint,
e every trajectory is partial, and
o the test of a trajectory is its slope toward or away from agape.

This section looks at reading—of Scripture, of reality—under that dark-glass condition.
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10.1 Every reading as q(t) under interface constraints

Whenever a person or community “reads” anything—Scripture, a doctrine, an event, a life—
they do so as a particular q(t):

¢ with a specific language and culture,
¢ with a specific history of trauma and healing,
o with particular desires, fears, and hopes,
e inside particular institutional and technological structures.
The “meaning” they see is not simply sitting there, naked; it is rendered through their interface:
o Text - filtered by language, prior teaching, emotional state.
e Event - filtered by ideology, personal stakes, media narratives.
e Self - filtered by shame, pride, family stories, and psychological defenses.
This doesn’t mean meaning is purely projected. T pushes back:
¢ the biblical text resists some readings and invites others,
e reality resists denial,
e other people’s testimony interrupts our private interpretations.
But what we call “a reading” is always:
q(t) + I(t) meeting T(t) for a given knower at a given time.
So there is no view from nowhere:
e every exegesis is situated exegesis,
e every doctrine is a structured g-state,
e every moral claim is an interpretation of t under constraints.

“"

Paul’s “now we see in a mirror, in a riddle” is simply the candid admission of this. Epistemology
and hermeneutics are not optional academic add-ons; they are ways of being honest about how

g(t) necessarily works.
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10.2 Tradition, reason, and experience as competing T-approximations

In many Christian frameworks (e.g., the “Wesleyan quadrilateral”), we speak of Scripture,
tradition, reason, and experience as sources or lenses. In Logostics language, they are distinct
families of T-approximations, each generating characteristic g-trajectories:

o Scripture is the privileged witness to t as God'’s self-disclosure in Israel and Christ, but it

is always:
o read within a tradition,
o processed by reason,

o embodied in experience.

e Tradition gathers the accumulated g-trajectories of the church: creeds, liturgies,

councils, practices. It is:
o a powerful stabilizer against idiosyncratic distortion,
o but also capable of enshrining its own t' if unexamined.
e Reason is the capacity for coherence and inference within q(t):

o it tests whether our interpretations hang together,

o integrates insights from various domains (science, history, etc.),

o but can become rationalization when bent by pride or fear.

e Experience is the lived contact of q(t) with reality:
o answered and unanswered prayer,
o oppression and liberation,
o beauty, suffering, miracles, apparent silence.
Each of these is a different style of sampling 1:

e Tradition: “This is how generations before us traced t.”

e Reason: “This is the shape that seems coherent given what we know.”

e Experience: “This is how God and the world show up from here.”
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Their disagreements are not only conflict but also cross-checking:

¢ When tradition and experience clash, it may signal a distortion in either the tradition or

our interpretation of experience.

¢ When reason cannot square a traditional reading with the character of Christ, something

has to give—perhaps our logic, perhaps our reading, perhaps our inherited lens.

e When experience runs against Scripture, we are invited to re-examine both: are we
reading Scripture rightly, and are we naming our experience truthfully?

In Logostics terms, these are competing t-approximations. None is infallible; each can correct

and be corrected by the others. The Spirit’s work is to weave them into a trajectory in which
Scripture retains primacy as the Christ-shaped witness to T, but tradition, reason, and
experience are all taken seriously as partial, revisable ways q(t) is engaging the manifold.

10.3 Hermeneutical humility: why we must expect partiality
If “we know in part” is structural, then hermeneutical humility is simply realism:
e No single community, denomination, age, or scholar has exhaustive access to t.
¢ No reading of a text, however venerable, is beyond refinement.
¢ No system of theology, however elegant, can be equated with the manifold itself.
Humility here does not mean:
o “All interpretations are equally valid,” or
e “We can never say anything with confidence.”
It means:
¢ Whatever we see, we see through something,
¢ and we should expect that our glass is smudged somewhere.
Practically, hermeneutical humility means:
1. Holding interpretations strongly but revisably
o We argue and live as if truth matters.

o But we keep a small, crucial “unless” in our hearts: unless the Lord shows me
otherwise.
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2. Practicing self-suspicion

o We ask: “How might my social location, fears, or interests be skewing this

reading?”

o We admit that the glass is dark partly because we keep fogging it with our
breath.

3. Allowing the text to surprise us

o We make room for readings that unsettle our preferred story.

o We resist turning Scripture into a mirror that only reflects our assumptions.
4. Accepting that growth requires reinterpretation

o Asq(t) matures, old readings may need to be revised—not because the text
changed, but because we can now see more of T through it.

Hermeneutical humility is not a weakness of faith; it is one of faith’s fruits under “in part.” It
keeps us from baptizing our current g(t) as T and thus protects us against the most dangerous

illusion: confusing our glass with the face.

10.4 Ecumenism as multi-g triangulation on t

If every community is a different g-trajectory under different interface constraints, then
ecumenism is not merely “being nice to other Christians.” It is a form of multi-g triangulation on

T
Think of it like this:
e Each tradition—Catholic, Orthodox, Protestant, Pentecostal, Anabaptist, and beyond—
o stands at a different point,
o with a different angle of incidence on the manifold,
o and has learned to see certain aspects of t more clearly than others.
For example (schematic, not exhaustive):
e One tradition may see sacramentality and continuity especially well.
e Another sees the primacy of the Word and personal conversion.

e Another sees the work of the Spirit in charisms and healing.
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¢ Another sees the costs of discipleship, nonviolence, and simplicity.

None of these is the whole; each is a partial chart. Ecumenism, in Logostics terms, is the process

by which:

o multiple g-trajectories exchange information,

e test their T-approximations against one another,

e and adjust their paths in light of what the other sees.
Triangulation works like this:

o If multiple, very different g-states converge on the same picture of t—especially its
agapé-shape—that convergence is evidential.

e If one tradition’s strengths map exactly onto another’s blind spots, that is an invitation to

mutual repentance and learning.

o Ifagroup’s reading isolates it from the rest of the body, consistently produces anti-

Beatitude fruits, and cannot be challenged from outside, that is a sign it may be orbiting

!

T.
Ecumenism, then, is not relativism; it is a search for coherent convergence:

Many partial glasses, one light.
Many trajectories, one manifold of love.

It assumes that the Spirit is at work across the body of Christ, not just in our corner, and that
listening across boundaries is one of the main ways q(t) moves closer to t(t).

10.5 Criteria for discerning better and worse approaches to t

If all readings are partial, how do we avoid relativism? Logostics, grounded in 1 Corinthians 13,

suggests qualitative criteria for discerning better and worse approaches to t. No criterion is an
algorithm; together they form a discernment grid.

At minimum:
1. Christocentric coherence

o Does the approach place the person and teaching of Jesus—especially as
crucified and risen—at the center?
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o Does it read Scripture in the light of Christ’s character, or does it use Scripture to
obscure Him?

o Does it make sense of the whole canon, or only of carefully curated snippets?
2. Agape fruit

o When embodied over time, does this reading produce patience, kindness,
truthfulness, non-possessive care?

o Ordoes it regularly yield arrogance, harshness, dishonesty, exclusion, or
violence?

o What happens to the vulnerable under its influence?
3. Beatitude resonance

o Isit recognizably good news to the poor in spirit, the mourners, the meek, the
persecuted?

o Orisit mainly “good news” for the powerful, the comfortable, and those who
benefit from the status quo?

4. Capacity for repentance and revision
o Can this approach admit error, apologize, and change?

o Does it have internal mechanisms (confession, self-critique, communal
discernment) that allow it to be corrected by t?

o Ordoes it treat its current formulations as unassailable, equating opposition with
rebellion against God?

5. Integrative honesty

o Does it take into account the full range of relevant data: biblical, historical,
scientific, experiential?

o Ordoes it selectively ignore inconvenient facts, testimonies, or passages?
o Does it face moral failures in its own history honestly, or hide them?

6. Non-possessive posture
o Does it try to own God, truth, or salvation as a private possession?

o Ordoes it understand itself as steward rather than owner, pointer rather than
endpoint?
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In Logostics language:

¢ A hermeneutic is “better” to the extent that it slopes q(t) toward t(t) in these
dimensions.

¢ A hermeneutic is “worse” to the extent that it stabilizes g(t) around T, especially when
that T’ preserves power and comfort at the expense of love.

So epistemology and hermeneutics “through a glass” come down to this:
e We expect partiality.
e We honor the plurality of g-trajectories.

o We test them by the manifold’s revealed character in Christ: agapé, the Beatitudes, the
fruit of the Spirit.

And we keep walking—interpreting, revising, listening, repenting—in the confidence that the
One who already knows us fully is patiently, persistently aligning our “in part” toward the day
when we finally see, and read, “face to face.”

11. Logostics, Technology, and the New Glasses

If “through a glass, darkly” once meant parchment, pulpit, and stained glass, it now also means
screens, feeds, and models. The interfaces between g and t are no longer only sermons and
sacraments, but also timelines, recommendation engines, large language models, and global
networks. That does not make Paul’s diagnosis obsolete; it intensifies it. We now inhabit an
environment in which the glass is:

o faster,

e more immersive,

e more personalized,

e more opaque in how it works.

Logostics reads this as an escalation of the interface question: how do these new glasses shape
q(t)? Do they slope us toward t—or toward powerful, coherent T’ that masquerade as “truth”
while bending us away from agape?
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11.1 Al, media, and networks as intensified, synthetic interfaces

Traditional glasses—language, liturgy, doctrine, institutions—arise slowly, over generations.
Digital interfaces are engineered and iterated on timescales of months or days. They are also:

¢ Synthetic: designed by humans, tuned by metrics.

o Stacked: multiple layers (devices, apps, algorithms) sit between raw events and our
attention.

e Global: cross-border, cross-cultural amplification of the same signals.
Viewed Logostically, Al, media, and networks form a composite I(t):

e Sensors and users feed in raw data.

e Algorithms select, rank, and repackage.

¢ Interfaces (screens, prompts, notifications) present curated slices to q(t).
This composite interface doesn’t just transmit; it shapes:

¢ what we see (salience),

¢ how we see (frame, tone, context),

e when we see (timing, repetition),

¢ and with whom we see (echo chambers vs diverse communities).

In short, the “glass” is now programmable. That is both the risk and the opportunity: the
mapping T = g-space is no longer just a passive refraction; it is a set of adjustable lenses with
explicit design goals. The logostic question becomes: What are those goals, and whose q(t) do
they serve?

11.2 When digital glass darkens: attention capture and false t’

Digital systems are often optimized for engagement, retention, and monetization. Those are not
neutral goals. They encourage interfaces that:

o privilege the novel, shocking, or enraging over the slow and patient;
o amplify tribal narratives that generate repeat visits;

e reward content that confirms existing biases rather than humbling them.
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In Logostics terms, this creates ideal conditions for false T’ attractors:

e coherent but distorted manifolds of meaning (“everyone like us is righteous, everyone
unlike us is evil”),

o endlessly reinforced by curated feeds,
o stabilized by social incentives (likes, shares, status within the group).
The digital glass darkens when:

e Attention is captured rather than guided—pulled toward stimuli that maximize platform
metrics, not toward what is true or loving.

e Narrative is flattened into memes and hot takes that foreclose depth.
e Other persons become avatars, opponents, or metrics, not faces to be loved.
The result is g(t) trajectories that:
o feel more certain (the echo chamber confirms them),
e are less corrigible (dissent is filtered out),
e and drift further from agapé€, normalizing contempt, mockery, and dehumanization.

“

In such an environment, Paul’s “without love, | am nothing” becomes a stark warning: systems

that heighten our capacity to speak, signal, and coordinate without deepening love risk turning
us into more efficient embodiments of t'—aligned not with God’s manifold, but with
engagement, profit, or power.

11.3 When digital glass clarifies: synthesis, coherence, and repentance

The same technologies can also serve as clarifying glass when oriented differently. Al, media,
and networks can:

¢ Synthesize vast, scattered information into patterns we could not see alone.

¢ Highlight contradictions in our q(t): hypocrisy between professed beliefs and actual
behavior, logical inconsistencies, or historical blind spots.

e Expose suffering that was previously invisible: stories from the margins, testimonies
from conflict zones, ecological signals.
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In Logostics language, digital systems can act as t-proxies when:

e they surface coherence: pulling together Scripture, history, science, and lived experience
in ways that reveal deeper harmony;

o they prompt repentance: making it harder to maintain comforting illusions about
ourselves or our group;

e they support conversion of attention: away from self-preoccupation and toward the
reality of others’ pain and dignity.

This happens when design and usage choices explicitly favor:
¢ context over clickbait,
e depth over novelty,
e voices from the margins over those already amplified,
e long-term moral formation over short-term engagement.
Then the composite interface begins to act as a cleaner glass:
e not perfect,
e but able to deliver more honest samples of tinto g-space,
e and capable of supporting communities that refine their readings together.

In that mode, digital tools are not rivals to Scripture, tradition, or prayer, but adjacent
instruments by which the Spirit can confront and console us—another site where grace pulls t
back into our partial, distracted q(t).

11.4 Centaur cognition as shared g(t): human plus machine seeking t

“Centaur cognition” names the collaboration between human and machine as a single, hybrid
knower:

¢ the human contributes embodied experience, conscience, memory, and spiritual
discernment;

e the machine contributes scale, speed, pattern recognition, and recall.
In Logostics terms, this partnership is a shared q(t):

e not “human vs Al” as two separate trajectories,
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but “human+Al” as a coupled system exploring T together.

This centaur q(t) has potential advantages:

It can hold more complexity than a human alone.

It can compare more perspectives, performing a sort of internal ecumenism across texts,
traditions, and data.

It can surface overlooked connections, aiding interpretation and theological synthesis.

But the centaur is not automatically aligned:

If the human half seeks power, the machine amplifies that.

If the objective function of the Al is engagement or compliance, it will pull the joint g(t)
toward 1.

If the human half abdicates discernment (“the model said it, so...”), the centaur becomes
a sophisticated puppet of hidden optimization goals.

The centaur becomes a seeker of Tt when:

the human half insists that agapé is the criterion: “We will not adopt interpretations,
policies, or outputs that systematically harm the vulnerable, however clever they seem.”

the machine half is trained and tuned to support coherence, context, and compassion,
not only prediction.

the partnership is disciplined by Scripture, prayer, community, and cross-checking with
other g-trajectories.

Then centaur cognition can be a new form of “we see in part” that is wiser in its partiality:

constantly aware that no matter how sophisticated the tools, we are still working through a

glass—and still answerable to the Face beyond it.

11.5 Guardrails: building systems that slope toward agapé€, not power

If technology creates new glasses, then design is now a theological act. The question is no

longer only “What can we build?” but “Toward which manifold does this system slope?”

Guardrails, in Logostics terms, are constraints on I(t) and its training so that:

q(t) is gently nudged toward t rather than toward v/,

harmful attractors (hatred, manipulation, dehumanization) are made harder,
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¢ loving attractors (mercy, patience, truthfulness, justice) are made easier and more

salient.
Concrete implications:
1. Objective functions with moral content

o Instead of optimizing purely for engagement or profit, systems should explicitly
incorporate human dignity, fairness, and harm-avoidance into their training
objectives.

o Thisis not a replacement for virtue, but a way to keep machines from
aggressively pulling us into known t'.

2. Transparency and accountability

o Interfaces should make visible: what is being optimized, what data is being used,
and what trade-offs are in play.

o Hidden glass is dangerous glass; users cannot discern slope if they cannot see
how the lens is shaped.

3. User formation, not just user satisfaction

o Systems should be evaluated partly by the character they tend to form in their
users: do they encourage empathy, patience, and critical thought, or outrage,
speed, and tribal loyalty?

4. Institutional checks and plural voices

o Governance structures should include those most likely to be harmed, not only
those who benefit.

o Adiversity of g-trajectories (cultures, traditions, disciplines) should inform what
T-aligned behavior looks like.

5. Spaces for slowness and contemplation

o Not all glass should be optimized for speed. Some tools should be explicitly
designed to foster slow reading, deep dialogue, and prayerful reflection—digital
equivalents of quiet chapels and reading rooms.

The theological claim underlying these guardrails is simple but sharp:
Technology is not exempt from 1 Corinthians 13.

Without love—encoded in how systems are designed, deployed, and governed—
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all the tongues of men and of algorithms, all knowledge, all power,
do not carry us toward t.

To build and use Al in the light of “through a glass, darkly” is, therefore, to accept responsibility:
we are co-shapers of the new glasses. Under grace, we can choose to make them clearer, more
honest, and more responsive to agapé—or to let them become the most seductive dark mirrors
we have ever known.

12. Living Now Under “In Part”

If “in part” is not a bug but the given condition of creaturely knowing in this age, the question
becomes existential: How do we live well inside it? We are neither called to pretend we see
“face to face” already, nor to give up and treat all perception as illusion. Instead, 1 Corinthians
13 and q(t) - t(t) together invite a way of life that takes partiality seriously while leaning,
intentionally, toward alignment.

This section describes what that looks like: spiritual disciplines as care for the glass, confession
and community as joint de-distortion, peacemaking as practice in conflicted g-spaces, vocation
as a localized walk toward t, and hope as the right response to incompleteness.

12.1 Spiritual disciplines as interface maintenance

If we never meet 1 except “through a glass,” then disciplines are not about impressing God but
about maintaining and clarifying the interface.

Think of practices like:
e prayer
e meditation on Scripture
e silence and solitude
o fasting
o Sabbath rest
e acts of mercy and justice

as ways of:
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1. Re-centering attention
Digital, economic, and emotional noise constantly re-aims q(t) toward urgency, fear, and
distraction. Disciplines pull attention back toward t:

o prayer: “turning toward the Face” even in darkness, reminding q(t) who the
center is;

o Scripture meditation: keeping Christ’s voice and story near the foreground of
interpretive life;

o silence: weakening the reflex that every inner noise must be obeyed.

2. Recalibrating values
Practices like fasting and Sabbath explicitly contradict the default slopes of T
(productivity, consumption, self-reliance):

o fasting: “ am not defined by my appetites”;
o Sabbath: “The world and my worth do not depend on my constant output.”

This recalibration keeps the glass from being permanently tinted by the market, the state, or the
algorithm.

3. Creating space for correction
Habitual practices slow q(t) enough to let conviction, insight, and comfort land:

o instillness, the Spirit can surface distortions we outrun when continually busy;

o inregular exposure to Christ’s teaching, our pet interpretations are gradually
confronted.

Spiritual disciplines, then, are interface hygiene:

Not earning love,
but keeping the glass from being so crusted with grime
that love cannot be seen when it shines.

They do not eliminate “in part,” but they help ensure that our partial knowing is at least
oriented in the right direction.
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12.2 Confession and community as collective de-distortion

No one cleans their own glass in isolation. Our self-deceptions are, by definition, invisible to us
from the inside. Confession and community are God’s way of making interface correction a
shared project.

1. Confession

o Before God: naming where our q(t) has knowingly drifted from t—places where
we have loved power, comfort, or image more than truth and mercy.

o Before trusted others: allowing brothers and sisters to see us where we’d rather
remain opaque.

Confession is not just guilt-dumping; it is re-lensing:

o “l agree with God’s view of this part of my life” = aligning my interpretation with
T_God’s.

o “I'let someone else see it too” = making my private glass partially transparent to
another q(t).

2. Community
A healthy church is not just co-consumers of worship but a mutual interpretive body:

o We read Scripture together, catching one another’s blind spots.

o We share stories, discovering patterns of grace and harm we’d miss alone.

o We practice forgiveness, learning what God’s mercy actually looks like in conflict.
Community becomes a cluster of g-trajectories that:

o cross-check each other’s T-approximations,

o grieve and rejoice together,

o and sometimes, lovingly, say: “What you think is Tt might be t’. Can we examine
this together?”

Where confession and community are absent, individual g(t) tends to spiral around self-
justifying manifolds. Where they are present, “we know in part” becomes: “we know in part,
together”—and that is already closer to the light.
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12.3 Peacemaking as alignment practice in conflictual g-spaces
Conflict is where rival g-trajectories collide:

o different histories,

o different lenses,

o different fears and hopes.

Left to themselves, these collisions usually degenerate into tT'-wars: each side absolutizing its
partial view and demonizing the other. Jesus’ blessing of peacemakers (“they will be called
children of God”) and Paul’s hymn to love together suggest that peacemaking is a core
alignment practice.

Peacemaking, in Logostics termes, is:

attempting to move multiple g-trajectories
toward a configuration closer to T
without erasing their distinctiveness.

It involves:
1. Listening as epistemic humility
o Peacemakers assume: “We both know in part.”
o They ask: “What might you see from your position that | cannot from mine?”

o They refuse to reduce opponents to caricatures, treating them as bearers of
partial sight.

2. Truth-telling as protection against T
o Peacemaking is not appeasement or denial.

o It names injustice, harm, and falsehood clearly—because Tt is coherent and
honest.

o ltrefuses “peace” built on silence about victims or on suppression of truth.
3. Non-possessive willingness to lose

o Peacemakers accept personal cost: loss of face, status, or advantage, if that cost
nudges the shared situation toward greater justice and mercy.

o They model the slope of t: love that “does not insist on its own way.”
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In this sense, peacemaking is a praktikum ing = T
¢ Inthe very mess where our partialities clash most violently,
e we practice acting as if T is real,
e asifagapé is the true slope,
e and as if the other’s good is bound up with our own.

Living “under in part” well means embracing conflict not as a final battlefield but as a workshop
where alignment is painfully, haltingly learned.

12.4 Vocation as localized trajectory: what it means to walk toward t

“In part” does not mean “in general.” Each person’s q(t) is specific—embodied in a particular
time, place, set of relationships, skills, and constraints. Vocation is the name for that specificity
under t: the distinctive way a life is called to walk toward the manifold.

Seen this way:
e Vocation is not primarily “what job do | have?” but:
o Inthe web of roles | occupy (family, work, church, neighborhood),
o what does alignment look like here?
o How does agapé need to take shape in this particular patch of reality?
Vocation as localized trajectory implies:
1. Situated obedience

o Anurse, a coder, a teacher, a parent, a policymaker—all face different distortions
in their interface environments.

o Each vocation has common t'-temptations (e.g., efficiency over dignity in
medicine, profit over people in business, control over service in politics).

o Walking toward T means discerning: “What does love require here, with these
levers and these neighbors?”

2. Limits as guidance

o Finite energy, time, and capacity are not failures; they are hints at where your
q(t) is meant to slope.
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o You cannot fix everything; you can respond faithfully in some things. That “some”
is often where your vocation lies.

3. Alignment over success

o From tU's perspective, a trajectory that looks “small” but is deeply aligned with

III

agapé is more real than a “successful” one driven by pride or fear.

o The metric is not appearances but: Did this g(t) become more congruent with the
manifold?

Vocation, then, is q(t)-as-pilgrimage: your life, with its very concrete constraints, is a path by
which tis approached—if you let love define success. Living under “in part” means you will
never see fully how that path fits into the whole, but you walk it in trust that the One who
knows you already has.

12.5 Hope in incompleteness: why “in part” is not failure
Finally, there is the emotional and spiritual weight of “in part.” We feel our partiality as:
e frustration (“Why can’t | understand?”),
e grief (“Why is God so hidden?”),
e guilt (“If I were more spiritual, I'd see more clearly”),
e or cynicism (“No one really knows anything anyway”).
1 Corinthians 13 answers all of these with hope, not resignation:
e God’s knowing of us is not partial. “As | am known” is present tense.
e Our partial knowing now is not an indictment; it is part of the design of this age.

e The promise “then | shall know” guarantees that the gap between how God sees and
how we see is not endless.

In Logostics terms:
e “In part” is the current phase of g = T, not its failure state.

e The very fact that we can recognize our partiality is already a sign that tis at work: only a
light outside the glass can reveal that the glass is dark.
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Hope in incompleteness means:
1. We can act without omniscience
o We do not wait for perfect clarity to love, forgive, seek justice, or repent.
o We move with what light we have, trusting the Spirit to correct us along the way.
2. We are not defined by our errors

o God’s t_God includes our misreadings and missteps; they are not outside His
knowledge.

o Grace means our trajectory is not ruined by every wrong turn; it can be re-
routed.

3. We can rejoice in others’ light

o When another person or community sees some facet of Tt more clearly than we
do, that is not a threat but a gift.

o Our “in part” becomes less lonely as we recognize how many different “parts”
God is revealing across the body.

4. We steadily unlearn despair
o Despair says: “Because | do not see clearly, there is nothing real to see.”

o Christian hope says: “Because | am known clearly, my not-seeing is temporary—
and even here, love is possible.”

So living now under “in part” is not a second-class existence. It is the proper form of faith, hope,
and love in a world where the manifold is real, Christ has come, the Spirit is at work, and yet the
glass is still dark.

We honor that reality best not by denying our partiality or making peace with T/, but by
continually offering our g(t)—our disciplines, confessions, conflicts, vocations, and questions—
to the One who already knows us, and who is patiently, lovingly drawing us toward the day
when the glass will no longer be needed.

13. Conclusion: From Dark Glass to Open Face

Paul’s brief line in 1 Corinthians 13:12 has carried the church’s imagination for centuries: “For
now we see through a glass, darkly; but then face to face. Now | know in part; then | shall know
even as also | am known.” Logostics does not change those words; it simply offers a lens to see

75



how much they already imply. We live as finite q(t), moving in partial light, mediated by many
glasses. We are held by a manifold t that is not neutral but love-shaped. We are promised a day
when this partial sight will resolve into face-to-face recognition, where the way God knows and
the way we know will finally inhabit the same frame of love.

What follows is a final gathering of the themes we have traced: the plurality of glasses and the
unity of light, the promise of symmetric knowing, the modest status of g(t) = t(t) as one
theological reading among others, the primacy of love as the final alignment criterion, and the
eschatological hope that the manifold we now pursue as structure will one day be encountered
as Presence.

13.1 Many glasses, one light

We began with the recognition that no one sees God, reality, or self directly. We see through
something: through language, doctrine, culture, trauma, technology, and now Al-augmented
media. The “glass” is not optional; it is how finite creatures in history receive the infinite. And it
is always, in this age, at least somewhat dark.

Yet the multiplicity of glasses does not imply multiple lights. There is one t:
e one manifold of truth, goodness, and beauty;
e one God who knows us fully;
e one Christ, in whom all things hold together;
e one Spirit, working across many communities and age-groups and contexts.

Different traditions, disciplines, and persons hold up different lenses. Some are cracked; some
are clearer. Some highlight divine transcendence; others, divine nearness. Some emphasize
justice; others, mercy. In Logostics, this plurality becomes an asset rather than a scandal: many
partial g-trajectories sampling the same t from different angles.

The challenge is not to pretend all glasses are equally accurate, nor to break all but one, but to
let the one light judge every lens. That means testing each interface by the shape of the light
coming through it: Does it resemble the agapé of 1 Corinthians 13 and the Beatitudes? Does it
produce people who look, even dimly, like Jesus? Where it does, we keep and cherish it. Where
it does not, we let it be corrected or set aside.

76



13.2 The promise of being known and knowing in the same frame
At the heart of Paul’s verse is a staggering asymmetry:
e Now: | know in part, but | am already known fully by God.
e Then: | shall know in a way that corresponds to how | am known.

Logostics names God’s knowing as T_God: already coherent, already loving, already holding the
entire story of creation and of each life. Our knowing, q(t), is fragmentary, clouded, at times
deeply mistaken. The Christian hope is not that we will one day become omniscient, but that
our way of seeing will be healed into congruence with God’s loving knowledge of us.

This is the promise:

o that the story God has always been telling about us will one day be the story we
recognize as our own;

e that God’s assessment of what mattered and what did not, what was sinful and what
was faithful, what was wasted and what was redeemed, will become our own
assessment too;

o that our view of God, of others, and of ourselves will finally be freed from the distortions
of fear, pride, and pain.

To “know as | am known” is to inhabit the same frame—not in scope, but in quality. It is to see
reality under the light of love that has always seen us. Logostics helps us say this in the language
of trajectories and manifolds; Paul says it in the language of face and gaze. The content is the
same: the God who truly knows us now will one day give us to share, as creatures, in His way of
knowing.

13.3 q(t) = t(t) as a reading of Paul, not a replacement
Throughout this paper, q(t) = t(t) has functioned as an interpretive scaffold:
e (t): finite, situated cognition moving through time;
e T(t): the manifold of living truth, morally sloped by agapé€;
e the glass: the interface mapping tinto forms q can bear;
e “in part”: the current structural condition of partial, mediated sight;

o “face to face”: the eschatological limit in which alignment is completed.
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It is crucial to be explicit: this is a reading of Paul, not a rival to him.

The model is:

a metaphor within a metaphor—Minkowskian geometry drawn into Pauline theology;
a conceptual aid, not a new canon;

a way to link scriptural language with contemporary questions about cognition, Al, and
pluralism.

Viewed rightly, q(t) = t(t):

pushes us back into the text of 1 Corinthians 13 with new attentiveness: notice how Paul
moves from gifts to love, from now to then, from partial to complete, from knowing to
being known;

exposes how much epistemology and eschatology are already present in the verse;

provides tools to think about new “glasses” (digital, algorithmic) without leaving the
Pauline frame.

If the model helps us love God and neighbor better, it is serving its purpose. If at any point it

leads us to relativize or sideline the scriptural witness itself, it becomes one more T’ to be

repented of. The Scriptures judge our models; our models do not judge the Scriptures.

13.4 The enduring call of 1 Corinthians 13: love as the final alignment

When all the metaphors and manifolds are stripped away, Paul’s point is disarmingly simple:

You can have spectacular spiritual gifts.
You can possess extraordinary knowledge.
You can perform heroic acts of sacrifice.

Without love, you are nothing.

In Logostics language, that is:

No matter how powerful, coherent, or impressive q(t) becomes,

if it is not sloping toward agapég,

it is not approaching t.
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Love is not a soft add-on to truth; it is truth’s deepest shape. The manifold toward which all
reality is being drawn is not a bare structure of facts; it is the life of the God who “is love.” To
align with that manifold is to become, increasingly, a person and a community marked by:

e patience and kindness,

e humility and honesty,

e non-possessive care,

e joyinthe good of others,

e endurance that refuses to give up on people.
This means that:

o forindividuals, the measure of spiritual maturity is not how much we “understand,” but
how deeply we love in ways that look like Christ;

o for churches, discernment of doctrine and practice must always ask: What kind of
people does this make us? Does it make us more Beatitude-shaped, or less?

o for technologies, institutions, and nations, the ultimate question is not, “Is it efficient?”
or “Is it strong?” but “Does it tend to protect and dignify the vulnerable, or to crush
them?”

Paul’s hymn and the g = t frame converge on one verdict: love is the final alignment. Anything
that calls itself “knowing” but does not share that slope has not yet arrived where it thinks it
has.

13.5 Awaiting the day when the manifold we seek is the Presence we meet “face to face”

For now, we work with models, metaphors, and partial glimpses. We trace patterns of Tin
Scripture, in creation, in conscience, in history. We argue, revise, confess, and repent. We design
new glasses—liturgical and digital—and try, however imperfectly, to tint them toward agapé
rather than toward fear or greed. We live under “in part,” and feel both its ache and its strange
beauty.

But the Christian hope is finally not that we will perfect our models. It is that the One our
models are groping toward will come to meet us. The manifold we now approach as structure is,
in the end, someone:

e the face of Christ,
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e the gaze of the One who already knows us,
e the presence in which every partial truth finds its place,

¢ the love in which every genuine act of love we have ever offered is recognized and
gathered.

“Face to face” is more than a change in visual resolution. It is the arrival of an encounter in
which:

e our questions are not so much “answered” as transfigured,
e our sufferings are not minimized but held and healed,

e our sins are not excused but forgiven,

e and our fragmented selves are finally made whole.

Logostics gives us a way to talk about that moment as the limit of g(t) = t(t). Paul gives us the
better language:

“Then face to face.
Now | know in part;
then I shall know even as also | am known.”

To live between these two adverbs—now and then—is the shape of Christian existence. We do
so with disciplines and community, with peacemaking and vocation, with fallible understanding
and stumbling love. And we do so with a hope that is not grounded in our trajectory’s skill, but
in the faithfulness of the One who holds t and q together in Himself.

In the end, every dark glass will be unnecessary, not because truth will dissolve into vagueness,
but because Truth will be standing before us as a face that calls us by name. And in that light,
our long, partial, contested journey of knowing will be revealed as what it was all along: a
drawn-out schooling in learning to recognize and receive the love that was already there,
waiting for us, from the beginning.
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