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Abstract
This dissertation argues that Maximus conceives the logic of creation from nothing as the
logic of the divine Word’s historical Incarnation. It first studies the peculiar features of
Maximus’s Neochalcedonian christology in order to understand what he means by
“Incarnation” (Chapter 1). It then discovers this same logic operative in Maximus’s
protology (Chapter 2) and eschatology (Chapter 3). I therefore conclude that Maximus’s

declaration, “The Word of God, very God, wills that the mystery of his Incarnation be

actualized always and in all things” (Amb 7.22), ought to be interpreted literally.



Nicht jedwedem ist gegeben, das Ende zu wissen, wenigen, die Uranfdnge des Lebens zu
sehen, noch wenigeren, das Ganze vom Ersten bis zum Letzten der Dinge zu
durchdenken.

~F.W.J. von Schelling, Die Weltalter

In hac autem consideratione est perfectio illuminationis mentis, dum quasi in sexta die
videt hominem factum ad imaginem Dei. Si enim imago est similitudo expressiva, dum
mens nostra contemplatur in Christo Filio Dei, qui est imago Dei invisibilis per naturam,
humanitatem nostram tam mirabiliter exaltatem, tam ineffabiliter unitam, videndo simul
in unum primum et ultimum, summum et imum, circumferentiam et centrum, alpha et
omega, causatum et causam, Creatorem et creaturam, librum sciliet scriptum intus et
extra; iam pervenit ad quandam rem perfectam, ut cum Deo ad perfectionem suarum
illuminationum in sexto gradu quasi in sexta die perveniat, nec aliquid iam amplius restet
nisi dies requiei, in qua per mentis excessum requiescat humanae mentis perspicacitas ab
omni opere, quod patrarat.

~ St Bonaventure, /tinerarium mentis in Deum V1.7

dmexpifn ovtoic 6 ‘Incods Ovk Eotv yeypappudvoy &v 16 voue vudv 6t Eye eina: Ocol
dote; &l ketvoug elmev Oodg TPOG 0D 6 Adyog Tod Ogod &yéveto, kol 0O dVvaran Avbfjvor
N Ypaet|, OV 0 ToTp Mylacey Kol ATEGTEIAEV €1 TOV KOOV VUETG AEyeTe OTL
Bloocenueic, 81t eimov: Yidc tod 0god sipu;

~ John 10.34-6

adTOL YO éopev moinpa, kTio0ivec &v Xpiotd Incod £mi Epyorg dyadoig oig
nponrtoipacey O Bg0g tva &v aTOIg TEPUTATICOLEV.
~ Ephesians 2.10

BovAetat yap dei kai €v oy 6 10D Ogod Adyog kail Ocog THg aTod EVOOUOTOCEMG
gvepyeichat tO pootnplov.
~ Maximus Confessor, Ambigua ad lohanem 7.22
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Introduction
Topic & Thesis
John Scotus Eriugena attributes many insights to Maximus Confessor, above all insight
into the riddle of the world’s procession from God. So Eriugena writes in the preface to
his versio Latina of Maximus’s Ambigua ad Johannem:

to mention a few of many points, [Maximus most lucidly explains] in what way
the Cause of all things, who is God, be both a simple and manifold One: what sort
of procession there be—and here I mean the multiplication of divine Goodness
through all things that are—which descends from the summit all the way down,
first through the general essence of all things, then through the most general
genera, then through less general genera, still further through more specific
species right into the most specific species, even into differentia and properties.
And again, concerning the same divinity, we see what sort of reversion of
Goodness there be—I mean the gathering together, through those same grades,
from the things that exist in infinite diversity and multiplicity right up to that
simplest unity of all things, which is in God and which God is. So [we see] that
God is all things and all things are God. And [we understand] indeed in what way
this divine procession into all things is called dvoivtikn, that is, unraveling, but
reversion [is called] 68’o)cng—deiﬁcat‘[ion.1

Maximus taught Eriugena how the sheen of God’s ineffable transcendence most glisters
when we see that and how God and world are “one and the same.”” And to see this you

need the crucial lens Maximus cuts: the “primordial reasons” of all things not only find

! Eriugena, JOANNIS SCOTI VERSIO AMBIGUORUM S. MAXIMI, praef., my translation; CCSG
18, 3-4, 11.25-37: “Exempli gratia, ut pauca de pluribus dicam, quomodo causa omnium, quae Deus est, una
sit simplex et multiplex; qualis sit processio, id est multiplicatio divinae bonitatis per omnia quae sunt, a
summo usque deorsum, per generalem omnium essentiam primo, deinceps per genera generalissima, deinde
per genera generaliora, inde per species specialiores usque ad species specialissimas per differentias
proprietatesque descendens; et iterum ejusdem divinae videlicet, bonitatis qualis sit reversio, id est
congregatio, per eosdem gradus ab infinita eorum quae sunt variaque multiplicatione usque ad
simplicissimam omnium unitatem, quae in Deo est et Deus est, ita ut et Deus omnia sit et omnia Deus sint.
Et quomodo praedicta quidem divina in omnia processio ANAAYTIKH dicitur, hoc est resolutio, reversio
vero OEQXIX, hoc est deificatio.”

* Eriugena, Periphyseon, 111.17, O’Meara 161-3: “Proinde non duo a se ipsis distantia debemus
intelligere deum et creaturam sed unum et id ipsum.”



their eternal ground in the Word of God, they “are the very [Word] Himself.”* God and
world are identical because the one Word is both.

I share Eriugena’s conviction that with Maximus dawned what may be the
profoundest insight of the patristic tradition into the peculiar role the Word plays in
God’s creative act, the Word who remains consubstantial with Father and Spirit even as
he descends into and as the generation of all things. I stand with Eriugena too when he
says of the God-world relation—more exactly, how God and world are identical and
distinct in the Word—that “there is no more profound question than this that seekers after
the truth should investigate.” I sympathize still more when Eriugena, dumb before “the
manner and reason of the establishment of all things in the Word,” finally sighs, “let the
one speak who can; myself, I confess I do not know.”” In yet a final way I follow
Eriugena: just here, where the trail runs cold, I look to Maximus.

A broad and systematic question animates my study: does the historical
Incarnation of the Word disclose anything about the fundamental God-world relation, and
if yes, what? I pose this question to Maximus, who, if the genre of épmtandkpioeig much
of his oeuvre assumes offers any indication, would not glibly eschew this {jrnuo.® That
this question motivates the study does not mean the study can resolve it, of course. But it
might make a start. I take up another of Maximus’s practices, though without his

ingenuity, in hunt of his answer: I comment texts in Maximus which are, I think, misread,

? Eriugena, Periphyseon, 111.7, 0’Meara 76-7: “omnia in verbo dei non solum aeterna verum etiam
ipsum {verbum} esse.” Surely significant, Eriugena overtly credits this precise insight to Maximus’s
Ambiguum 7.

* Eriugena, Periphyseon, 111.7, O’Meara 70-1.

> Eriugena, Periphyseon, 111.16, O’Meara 144-5.

% On this genre in Maximus, see Paul M. Blowers, Exegesis and Spiritual Pedagogy in Maximus
the Confessor: An Investigation of the Questiones ad Thalassium (Notre Dame: UNDP, 1991) and Peter
Van Deun, “Maximus the Confessor’s Use of Literary Genres,” in The Oxford Handbook of Maximus the
Confessor (hereafter TOHMC), eds. Pauline Allen and Bronwen Neil (Oxford: OUP, 2015), 275f.
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or at least read shallow. So the systematic question becomes an exegetical one too. I ask
it thus: what is the relation between creation and Incarnation in Maximus?

I argue that Maximus conceives creation as divine Incarnation. More precisely,
creation and Incarnation are identified in Maximus because they bear the same logic. To
those familiar with Maximus or his modern commentators, this may appear a prosaic
thesis. Many have spoken of the intimate link in Maximus’s theology between his
Neochalcedonian christology and his conception of the world.” Who among those who’ve
read it could forget that breathtaking declaration, this dissertation’s epigraph: “The Word
of God, very God, wills that the mystery of his Incarnation be actualized always and in all
things”?® And yet I contend that not only has recent scholarship on Maximus moved
noticeably away from taking this cosmic Incarnation as literal Incarnation—where literal
means in the technical sense of christology proper, i.e. according to the very logic of the
Incarnate Word—but that Maximus’s readers have seldom taken him literally here, even

his first and greatest in the West, Eriugena.’

7 Already in 1915 Sergei Leontevich Epifanovich, the first major modern scholar of Maximus,
identified Maximus’s unique genius in his application of the Incarnation to virtually every other dimension
of existence; see the discussion in Joshua Lollar, “Reception of Maximian Thought in the Modern Era,” in
TOHMC, eds. Pauline Allen and Bronwen Neil (Oxford: OUP, 2015), 565-7.

8 Amb 7.22, PG 91, 1084c-d: “Bovletar yap del kol &v ndow 6 100 Oeod Adyoc kol Oed¢ g
a0T0D EVoOUOTOCE®DG Evepyeiohal TO puotiplov.”

? So Eric D. Perl, “Metaphysics and Christology in Maximus Confessor and Eriugena,” in
Eriugena: East and West — Papers of the Eighth International Colloquium of the Society for the Promotion
of Eriugenian Studies, eds. Bernard McGinn and Willemien Otten (Notre Dame: UNDP, 1994), 253-79.
And rightly so, since Eriugena openly denies the similarity of creation and the historical Incarnation
(Periphyseon, 111.17, O’Meara 162-3).



Status huius quaestiom's10
I begin with one exception, and this I call “the Perl phenomenon.” Eric Perl’s 1991
dissertation on Maximus at Yale was never published and yet is often cited, still today.'"
A very brief distillation of his argument appears, in published form, in just the first half a
25-page essay.12

What makes Perl a phenomenon, though, is his actual argument. His study
examines the philosophical dimensions of “participation” (uéfe&ig) in Maximus.
Participation—basically the ancient problem of the One and the Many (hence Perl begins
with a meditation on Plato’s Parmenides)—is the philosophical locus classicus of the
God-world relation. And yet Perl’s avowed self-restriction to matters philosophical does
not prevent his careful reading of Maximus to lead where Maximus always leads—to the
Incarnate Word. Having surveyed “participation” in thinkers like Plotinus, Proclus,
Gregory of Nyssa, and Dionysius, Perl elucidates Maximus’s Neochalcedonian
christology and its conceptual convergence with and transfiguration of the metaphysical
doctrine of participation.'® Perl discerns in Maximus’s technical use of enhypostasia or

“enhypostatization” the christological equivalent to and warrant for “perfect

' This section unfolds strictly in light of my own thesis. It is no generic survey of modern
scholarship, of which there are several adequate reports. In chronological order: Polycarp Sherwood,
“Survey of Recent Work on St. Maximus the Confessor,” Traditio 20 (1964): 428-37; the tendentious one
from Marcel Doucet, “Vues récentes sur les ‘métamorphoses’ de la pensée de saint Maxime le Confesseur,”
Science et Esprit 31.3 (1979): 269-302; Aidan Nichols, O.P. Byzantine Gospel: Maximus the Confessor in
Modern Scholarship (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1993), esp. the “Appendix: The Rediscovery of Maximus: A
Brief History of Maximian Scholarship,” 221-52; Andrew Louth, “Recent Research on St Maximus the
Confessor: A Survey,” St Viadimir’s Theological Quarterly 42 (1998): 67-84; Peter van Deun, “Maxime le
Confesseur: état de la question et bibliographie exhaustive,” Sacris Erudiri 38 (1999): 485-573; idem,
“Développements récents des recherches sur Maxime le Confesseur (1998-2009),” Sacris Erudiri 48
(2009): 97-167; and now Lollar, “Reception,” 564-90, and Elie Ayroulet, “La réception de Maxime le
Confesseur a I’époque contemporaine,” Théophilyon 21.1 (2016): 71-90.

'""Eric D. Perl, “Methexis: Creation, Incarnation, and Deification in Saint Maximus Confessor,”
(unpublished Ph.D. diss., Yale, 1991). See Louth’s cautious but eager anticipation of Perl’s doctoral thesis
(Louth “Recent Research,” 81-2).

2 Perl, “Metaphysics and Christology,” cited at n.9.

" Perl, “Methexis,” ch. 6 on “Participation and Incarnation” (esp. 184ff.).
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participation.”'* A provocative upshot: “perfect participation” in God, since this describes
the ultimate felos of human deification, means that the destiny of created being is to
become enhypostasized in the Word:

This hypostatic union of God and creation, the identity of identity and difference,

is the one mystery precisely because, as the uttermost explanation of all reality, it

cannot itself be explained in terms of anything else.... The distinction between
hypostasis and nature enables [Maximus] to accept the perfect identity and perfect
difference of God and the world, and the perfect identity of these. Thus in
ontology enhypostasization allows him to avoid both the monist and the dualist
tendencies of the theory of participation, just as in Christology it allows him to
avoid both monophysitism and Nestorianism. Instead of undermining the
metaphysical theory in attempting discursively to escape the paradox, Maximus
exalts it as the supreme mystery.

Perl’s view reaffirms Balthasar’s that Maximus makes Neochalcedonian
christology “a fundamental law of metaphysics.”'® But the claim that the Word
enhypostasizes the world moves well beyond Balthasar. Perl himself seems not to have
seen this, and indeed I sense a certain ambiguity for just this reason. Perl exceeds
Balthasar precisely where he thinks himself at one with Balthasar. Enhypostatization or,
to drop the barbarism for now, Incarnation, is actually not “perfect participation,” at least
if participation here is conceived (Neo)platonically. Christ’s human nature did not
participate his hypostasis, not even perfectly. The relation between Christ’s person and
either of his natures surpasses participatory (Perl) and analogical (Balthasar) logic. So
Perl does follow Balthasar in two ways: he sees that Neochalcedonianism and its

flowering in Maximus opens new metaphysical logic—the logic of “person” and

“perichoresis” (taken from trinitarian theology and applied to the God-world relation)

% Perl, “Methexis,” 205.

15 Perl, “Methexis,” 210-11.

'® Hans Urs von Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy: The Universe According to Maximus the Confessor,
3 ed., transl. Brian Daley, S.J. (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2003 [orig: 1941, 1961, 1988]), 70.
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rather than that of “essence” or “nature”'’

—and he makes of this logic a cosmological
principle. “Perfect participation,” Perl thinks, codifies Maximus’s achievement, first
discerned by Balthasar. But Perl also edges toward a more direct application, something
like a formal one, of Christo-logic to the whole God-world relation. Only thus can he
pronounce what never lights upon Balthasar’s tongue: that God and world should enjoy
“hypostatic union.”

Modern Maximus scholars often cite but never follow Perl’s work in its core
claim.'® In fact modern Maximus scholarship has moved conspicuously away from Perl
during the two and a half decades since. Take for instance To6r6nen’s opening argument,
endorsed by Louth, that far too much has been made of the “Neochalcedonian logic” of
“union” and “distinction” in Maximus, since, of course, these were perennial topoi in
both Greek philosophy and Christian theology long before Chalcedon.'® And yet the
scholarly consensus contra Perl has never, as far as I know, offered a direct engagement
and refutation of his principal thesis. How then to explain the phenomenon that Perl’s
audacious thesis has both commanded the attention of scholars to such a degree that it’s
still cited in its unpublished form, and yet the essential theme of its melody has
apparently fallen on deaf ears? Maximus studies have played three other notes and these,

I think, compose a harmony dissonant with Perl’s and my own. Surveying these situates

this dissertation among the scholarly literature.

'” See Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 64, 113, and esp. 153f.

'8 Nor do scholars who cite Perl do so mainly in demurral. The only monograph in the past
several decades to treat my specific topic agrees that Perl’s dissertation “represents a major contribution to
the Maximus literature”; see Torstein Theodore Tollefsen, The Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus
the Confessor (Oxford: OUP, 2008), 17.

' Melchisedec Téronen, Union and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the Confessor
(Oxford: OUP, 2007), 1-6; and Andrew Louth, “St Maximos’ Doctrine of the /ogoi of Creation,” Studia
Patristica 48 (2010), 80.



1. Analogizing Maximus: Balthasar recruits Maximus for the analogy of being. In
both its 1941 and 1961 recensions Balthasar’s crowning patristic achievement,
Kosmische Liturgie, dons a double laurel: it remains “a fountainhead and continuing
inspiration of modern Maximus scholarship,”*’ and many consider it perhaps the decisive
moment of retrieval for Balthasar’s own constructive theology.?' Below I say more about
Balthasar’s general approach to Maximus and why I share it. Here I want to suggest that
Balthasar retrieved Maximus to discover in him the definitive justification for the
analogia entis between God and world, where “definitive” means, to meet Barth’s
obsessive concern, “christological.”** He also needed to dissipate that great spectral
nimbus hovering about so much modern theology, the harrowing shade of German
idealism, Hegel’s above all. It’s no accident that Balthasar opens his book on Maximus
with reference to Franz Anton Staudenmaier’s attempt to recruit elements of Eriugena’s

thought to contend with “the pantheism of Hegel.”>> Balthasar chooses Maximus. And he

% Daley, “Translator’s Foreward,” Cosmic Liturgy, 15; similarly Ayroulet, “La réception,” 72-3.

*1'So Cyril O’Regan, “Von Balthasar and Thick Retrieval: Post-Chalcedonian Symphonic
Theology,” Gregorianum 77.2 (1996), 237: “Balthasar remains perfectly clear that Maximus is without
equal. Maximus does not simply repeat; he fundamentally exceeds, both in the specific historical domain of
post-Chalcedonian theology, as well as in his potential as a contemporary critical resource”; see too Mark
A. Maclntosh, Christology from Within: Spirituality and the Incarnation in Hans Urs von Balthasar (Notre
Dame: UNDP, 1996).

22 1t’s now pretty well acknowledged that Barth’s rejection was of a piece with his wider
repudiation of natural theology, which explains the accompanying vehemence in both the rejection of
analogy in the Dogmatics and the acerbic contrapuntal tract against Brunner’s natural theology, called
Nein!. That Barth was chiefly exercised about theological epistemology (faith and reason) also explains his
acceptance of both Balthasar’s and S6hngen’s concession that the analogia entis must find final epistemic
justification in an analogia fidei; see Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth: Exposition and
Interpretation. Transl. Edward T. Oakes (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1992 [1951]) 31, 37, passim; and
Gottlieb Sohngen, “Analogia fidei: Gottdhnlichkeit allein aus Glauben?” Catholica 3 (1934): 113-36; idem,
“Analogia fidei: Die Einheit in der Glaubenswissenschaft,” Catholica 4 (1934): 176-208. For Barth’s
acceptance of these proposals see his “Gespréiche in Princeton I, 499, cited in Kenneth Oakes, “The
Question of Nature and Grace in Karl Barth: Humanity as Creature and as Covenant-Partner,” Modern
Theology 23.4 (2007): 615. And for an updated and charitable account of these and related matters, see
John R. Betz, “Translator’s Introduction,” in Analogia Entis: Metaphysics: Original Structure and
Universal Rhythm. Translated by John R. Betz and David Bentley Hart (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2014
[1932]), 74f.

 Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 29.



does so for the same reason that makes Maximus a fitting riposte to Barth: “Maximus
looks straight into the eye of Hegel,” recognizes a kindred christological instinct to
synthesize created contraries, but outstrips Hegel by insisting that Chalcedon’s Definition
govern every synthesis. Indeed, any reader of Maximus “recognizes that his ontology and
cosmology are extensions of his Christology, in that the synthesis of Christ’s concrete
person is not only God’s final thought for the world, but also his original plan.”**

And so Maximus’s maxim, the watchword that speaks always the final word in
Christian metaphysics, is “unconfused” (4oOyyvtoc).” That natures human and divine,
created and uncreated, coalesce in the “unconfused union” achieved by and in the person
of Christ—this for Balthasar constitutes the dogmatic justification for the analogia entis
between God and world. It justifies, I mean, what often falls to doubt (particularly when
the “Asiatic” religious mood predominates): that the finitude of the world, its infinite
difference from God, must forever perdure in all its individuality and diversity, even and
especially in its apical union with the one God. In Christ Creator became creature and yet
remained Creator; therefore creature will remain creature when it becomes, in a sense,
Creator. Sublation need not spell obliteration. Hypostatic union justifies, indeed
valorizes, the analogy of being. And I say “justifies” deliberately. One way I disagree
with Balthasar emerges precisely here: for Balthasar, despite momentary lapses,
Maximus derives from Chalcedonian Christology the epistemic justification for the true
God-world relation, an analogical concinnity of the two natures in Christ; for me

Maximus there divines the peculiar, metaphysical form of creation itself, a logic that

24 Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 207.
%3 Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 49, 63, 126, passim.
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insists an analogy between infinitely incommensurable natures holds only within a deeper
identity of those natures in and as a divine hypostasis, in and as the Word.

Balthasar flatly denies that any “higher” or “deeper” identity obtains in the God-
world relation, and again recruits Maximus’s authority for the point.”® Maximus becomes
the most valiant defender of analogy because he found a way to speak of the permanent
integrities of God and world in an atmosphere threatening their collapse, beset as it was
by Neoplatonism, Origenism, and the ascetic flight from the world. Christ unites without
confusion—behold the definitive truth that gives the lie to every illicit elision, every
seduction toward the “original sin” of metaphysical identity!*’ Incarnation verifies that
analogia entis is the one inviolable rule of Christian metaphysics.>® Balthasar’s
recruitment of Maximus cannot but cast a long shadow over any kind of identity thesis
when seeking Maximus’s deepest insight into the God-world relation.*’

2. Platonizing Maximus: Sherwood calls for study of “participation” in Maximus.
Balthasar made substantial revisions to the first edition of his Maximus opus (1941),
largely in response to criticisms from the other great Maximus scholar of the era, the
Benedictine monk Polycarp Sherwood. The gap between the two lay mostly in method.
On essentials they were at one.’” They also agreed on what required closer scrutiny in
Maximus: his reliance on the Cappadocians and Dionysius, the exact nature of sixth-

century “Neochalcedonianism” and Maximus’s use of it, and so on. Sherwood’s

*% Hans Urs von Balthasar, Theo-Drama: Theological Dramatic Theory: Volume III: Dramatis
Personae: Persons in Christ, transl. Graham Harrison (San Francisco: Ignatius, 1992 [1978]), 221-22.

" Hans Urs von Balthasar, “Retrieving the Tradition: The Fathers, the Scholastics and Ourselves,”
Communio 24 (1997): 347-96 (transl. Edward T. Oakes, S.J. [Orig: 1939]), 354.

8 Balthasar, Theo-Logic: Theological Logical Theory: Volume II: Truth of God. Translated by
Adrian J. Walker (San Francisco: Ignatius, 2004 [1985]), 315-16.

% I have not included here the important work of Lars Thunberg, whose basic vantage is that of
Balthasar’s. See his Microcosm and Mediator: The Theological Anthropology of Maximus the Confessor,
2" ed. (Chicago: Open Court, 1995).

3% Sherwood, “Survey of Recent Work,” 428.
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important 1964 review essay pled for a more pressing task: “A study on ‘participation’,”
he wrote,

would serve to clarify what is, perhaps, the acutest problem in Byzantine

theology: the relation of the finite to the infinite, of the created to the uncreated,

not so much in the moment of creation as in the moment of deification.”'
Here he commended Dalmais’s concern to investigate “participation” in Maximus with
the express aim to define “divinization by grace...without falling into pantheism.”**

This was wise counsel. Notice, though, the parameters fixed from the outset: to
grasp the God-world relation in Maximus you should analyze the concept of
“participation”—a concept whose lineage reaches deep into times past and extends
widely across various thought worlds— and you should focus on eschatological union,
and you should do so taking care to avoid “pantheism,” a term that apparently requires no
exact definition.”® Sherwood’s call, whatever its limitations from my vantage, has
certainly borne fruit. An interesting and lively debate about whether “participation” is
even a proper concept in Maximus, and if so, what it means, has transpired for the good

of all in the Maximus guild. I don’t rehearse it here.”* Rather, I take issue with what

appears to be a governing assumption within the debate and without: you must seek the

3! Sherwood, “Survey of Recent Work,” 435.

32 Sherwood, “Survey of Recent Work,” 436, citing Dalmais’s notice on Balthasar’s second
edition in Vie Spirituelle 107 (1962): 318.

 Douglas Hedley, “Pantheism, Trinitarian Theism and the Idea of Unity: Reflections on the
Christian Concept of God,” Religious Studies 32.1 (1996): 61-77. It’s striking to recall, though Hedley does
not, that Schelling had already diagnosed and lamented this tendency already in 1809; see F.W.J. Schelling,
Philosophical Investigations into the Essence of Human Freedom. Translated with an introduction by Jeff
Love and Johannes Schmidt (New York: State University of New York Press, 2006 [1809]), 11: “It is an
undeniably excellent invention that with such labels [as ‘pantheism’] entire viewpoints are described all at
once. If one has found the right label for a system, the rest falls into place of itself, and one is spared the
effort of examining what is characteristic about it more meticulously. As soon as such labels are given, with
their help even one who is ignorant can pass judgment on the most thought-through matters.”

** Torstein Tollefsen, “Did St Maximus the Confessor have a Concept of Participation?” Studia
Patristica 37 (2001): 618-25, which is a retort to Larchet’s view that Maximus lacks a proper concept of
“participation”; see his La divinisation de I’homme selon saint Maxime le Confesseur (Paris: Cerf, 1996),
601f. I'm sympathetic to Larchet, on which see Ch. 2.
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essential contours of the God-world relation in Maximus under the horizon of
“participation.” At first blush this seems a promising way forward. This, not only because
the relation of God and world restates the classic question about how the Many
participates the One—a problem Plato’s Parmenides articulates in its acutest form, as the
Neoplatonists knew” —but also because participation is of course a partly biblical
concept (2 Pet 1.4: tva...yévnobe OBeiog kovovoi (pl')osmg).3 6

Participation as such is not the problem. The problem arises when we imagine that
participation exhausts the God-world relation. More than anyone, Maximus challenges
this assumption precisely because he always discovers that the contours of the cosmos are
those of Christ. This dissertation tries to follow him in that identification. Said
differently, Maximus problematizes the final adequacy of “participation” because if
creation itself is divine Incarnation, then we must find a way to understand that and how
Maximus’s proper christology really is his metaphysics or cosmology. Christ, I mean,
must be the paradigm of creation, the perfect microcosm of the world. And prima facie
this identification means that the truth of the doctrine of Christ must be the truth of the
doctrine of creation.

Hence the question becomes: does participation describe the peculiar logic of the
Incarnate Word? No. Many have appreciated, and appreciate anew today, that the period
of christological debates before and after Chalcedon straight through Maximus’s time

needed to forge new theological and philosophical concepts.’” Concepts like person or

33 Carlos Steel, “Beyond the Principle of Contradiction? Proclus’ ‘Parmenides’ and the Origin of
Negative Theology,” in Die Logik des Transzendentalen: Festschrift fiir Jan A. Aertsen, ed. Martin Pickavé
(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2003), 594-99.

3% See Norman Russell, The Doctrine of Deification in the Greek Patristic Tradition (Oxford:
OUP, 2004).

37 Balthasar himself often mentions these developments, Cosmic Liturgy, 64, 113, 153, etc. Some
of the most interesting recent work in this vein comes from Johannes Zachhuber; see his “Christology After
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hypostasis, enhypostasia, and Maximus’s original use of perichoresis in technical
Christology pose significant problems for any facile claim that christology and
cosmology converge in a concept like participation. We have only to ask, as I did before:
Do we say that Christ’s human nature participated his person? Certainly not. Not only
would that insinuate a species of Nestorianism or adoptionism (since it implies natural
separation between Christ’s humanity and his hypostasis), but it makes little
(Neoplatonic) sense to say a nature participates a hypostasis: the latter just is the concrete
instance of the former.*® Or clearer still: Does perichoresis mean participation? Not if it
will remain orthodox in any historical and systematic sense: contra Origen, the Son (and
the Spirit) does not participate the Father.”

And yet the drift of Maximus’s thought moves the reader to posit the most direct
correspondence between the Neochalcedonian logic of Christology and the logic of
creation—the logic of God’s relation to the world he spoke into existence. We’ve already
seen Balthasar do so. Nearly everyone does. Two more examples, though, nicely
illustrate the problem with making participation the governing concept for the God-world
relation on the one hand, and then making Christ the paradigm of that relation on the
other.

Torstein Tollefsen’s The Christocentric Cosmology of St. Maximus the Confessor

is the most recent monograph-length treatment of this study’s topic. There he agrees with

Chalcedon and the Transformation of the Philosophical Tradition: Reflections on a Neglected Topic,” in
The Ways of Byzantine Theology, ed. Mikonja Knezevic (Alhambra: Sebastian Press, 2015), 89-110.

* Tollefsen, Christocentric Cosmology, 216, is therefore right to say that in Christology proper the
hypostatic identification of human and divine natures “makes participation possible.” That’s to say,
“participation” is not the sufficient or whole description of created and uncreated natures in the domain of
technical christology.

39 Origen, Comm. in Jo., 2.17-18; see David L. Balas, “The Idea of Participation in the Structure of
Origen’s Thought: Christian Transposition of a Theme of the Platonic Tradition,” in Origeniana: premier
colloque international des études origéniennes, eds. Henri Crouzel, Gennaro Lomiento, and Josep Rius-
Camps (Bari: Istituto di letteratura cristiana antica, 1975), 263-5.

12



Balthasar and Thunberg (against Toronen and Louth, it seems) that the presence of the
four famous Chalcedonian adverbs in Maximian metaphysics, especially “unconfused”
(dovyyvtmc), flows from Maximus’s original insight that “the same ontological
logic...governs the relation between the uncreated and the created being in incarnation as

well as in participation.”*

Recall, though, that these adverbs refer to the relations
between Christ’s two natures: united but unconfused, distinct but inseparable.
Chalcedonian adverbs describe an essential or natural logic, a logic that obtains within
and among metaphysical natures. This is why, I think, Tollefsen relaxes his initial claim
that Christ is the paradigm of creation.*' The mystery of Christ is not the same as that of
creation after all. Hypostatic union is “the mystery par excellence” because it is “not a
nature-union”—unlike participation, where higher and lower beings share the content of
natures to different degrees of intensity and determination, that is, in different modes: a
man, an angel, and the divine Logos are all rational by nature. Just zow they are is what
differs. (And the Son is rational to an infinitely higher degree exactly because he is by
nature reason itself). A telling passage near the end of Tollefsen’s chapter on
participation in Maximus:
In His historical Incarnation as Jesus Christ, the Logos becomes immanent, but
He does not become participated by His human nature, nor does He, as God,
participate His own humanity. On the other hand, the Incarnation makes
participation possible. Therefore, the human nature of Christ is deified by
participation in the divine activity.**

But how is that divine activity participated by Christ’s humanity? Spy the

sequence here: in the historical Incarnation (christology proper) the person of the Word

40 Tollefsen, Christocentric, 191. Paul M. Blowers, Maximus the Confessor: Jesus Christ and the
Transfiguration of the World (Oxford: OUP, 2016), 136, has now also sided with these commentators
against Toronen on this point.

! Tollefsen, Christocentric, 205.

*2 Tollefsen, Christocentric, 216.
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becomes immanent in a mode that exceeds participatory logic (creation proper), since
here humanity does not participate the divine person, nor does divinity participate
humanity; indeed the deeper identification of both natures in the one hypostasis is the
very condition of any participation between the two natures; therefore, he concludes,
Christ’s human nature is deified by participating the divine activity. But isn’t everything
that preceded this conclusion the whole condition of deification here? Wouldn’t it be
more correct to say that Christ’s human nature is deified given two conditions, [1] by
participating the divine activity, and that this very participation is only possible because
[2] this same human nature is identical to the divine person? And isn’t it precisely this
final and deepest condition—hypostatic identity—that makes this participation peculiarly
Christo-logical? I can see only one way to comprehend Tollefsen’s affirmation that for
Maximus Christ is “the paradigm” of creation, and it’s Balthasar’s too: he must mean
(and we’ll soon see that he does), that Christ only verifies or confirms or gives epistemic
credence to an idea already articulated in basic Platonic metaphysics. Balthasar calls this
idea “analogy of being,” Tollefsen calls it “participation.” Neither means that Maximus’s
Neochalcedonian christology describes the very same logic of the God-world relation.*
will.

As a final example I return to Perl. I have already implied that his concept of
“perfect participation” retains the parameters set by the classical concept of metaphysical
“participation.” Perl differs from Balthasar, Tollefsen, and others because he accents the

identity-pole of participation while they the difference. Now, he does deny that this

* Balthasar and Tollefsen represent the general current nearly all have followed, often expressing
this current in the clearest ways. For instance, the final parts of Felix Heinzer’s important work bind
Maximus’s Christology and cosmology under the concept of “Exemplaritdt.” This is of course the same
logic as analogy or participation. See Felix Heinzer, Gottes Sohn als Mensch: Die Struktur des Menschseins
Christi bei Maximus Confessor (Freiburg: UFS, 1980), esp 171ff.
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results in mere identity, since, for instance, he thinks perfect participation does not entail
the obliteration of created nature as such. That constitutes his sole reply to the charge of
pantheism.** But what happens to created hypostases?*® Are they preserved in the
consummation of “perfect participation”? Their absence in Perl’s account of Maximus’s
eschatology suggests their final absence too, at least qua created hypostases. Perhaps they
return to God the Word, are enhypostatized in him, and so persist only as primordial
powers or logoi. Then the Logos alone (with the other divine persons) would remain in
actu, a divine hypostasis now also the sole instantiation of a generic “created nature”—a
rather vexing abstraction, and one that rings more Evagrian.*® But that’s to speculate,
since Perl says no more. We have only the lingering suspicion Perl’s intuitions might be
better served by parting with participation, at least where its Neoplatonic strictures prove
too strict: precisely in christological thought.

3. Minimizing Maximus: the tendency to subject Maximus to Thomas Aquinas. A
final cacophonous note sounds from the 1970s. Comparison of Maximus to Thomas dates
(in the modern period) from the start of the twentieth century,”” but the seventies saw a

concerted effort to bring the two into accord on all essentials. This démarche, led by the

* Perl, “Metaphysics and Christology,” esp. 260-1. So he rightly characterizes deification as the
“enhypostatization” of creature in the Word, as when “the creature receives God the Word as its
hypostasis” (260). He also calls this “perfect participation in God” (260). Since participation is the natural
relation between effect and cause, here creature and Creator, then we would seem to be precisely where
Maximus sees an annihilation of hypostasis: two beings with the same nature, say, by “perfect
participation,” could never become identical in hypostasis and remain two (cf. Ep 15, PG 91, 549b).

* That Maximus emphasizes the deification of human persons or hypostases rather than just
human nature was especially pressed by W. Volker, Maximus Confessor als Meister des geistlichen Lebens
(Wiesbaden: Fisteiner, 1965); see Lollar, “Reception,” 573; and Ayroulet, “La réception,” 78.

* Evagrius, Ep. fidei (the Great Letter to Melania) 5, on which see Ch. 3, sec. 3.4.

*"H. Straubinger, “Die Lehre des Patriarchen Sophronius von Jerusalem iiber die Trinitit, die
Inkarnation und die Person Christi. Mit besonderer Berticksichtigung in ihren Hauptpunkten zugleich
verglichen mit den Sétzen des hl. Thomas,” Der Katholik, 3md series, 35 (1907): 81-109; 175-98; 251-65.
Nichols, 224, concludes from this that Dominican interest in Maximus is “by no means a merely formalistic
démarche of the Thomistic revival, for real parallels exist.”
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Dominican Juan-Miguel Garrigues, had some merit.** It became controversial due to the
grandiose claims these Dominicans championed. Garrigues put it this way:

A dire vrai, I’'un est le précurseur de I’autre: tout aussi bien, le second a rejoint et

systématis¢ les vues les plus fondamentales du premier et ’intelligence

théologique de son oeuvre présuppose ’arriere-plan patristique, plus spécialement
maximien, retrouvé a travers et par-dela saint Jean Damascene.*’
We’ve no reason to detail the many contentious points this judgement evokes. Larchet
and Thunberg have done that well enough.’® Important here is how this rapprochement
strategy dictates what is possible, or impossible, for Maximus to say about the God-world
relation.

An example. In recent years, Antoine Lévy undertook the Dominican charge. He
is significant both because he carries on the Thomist negotiation with Maximus, and also
because he does so over the heart of the matter: the relation between “created” and
“uncreated.”' Lévy’s work has much to commend it. He puts Thomas in direct
conversation with Maximus rather than, say, with Palamas’s Maximus.>? This allows him
to embed Maximus within the Greek patristic and Greek philosophical contexts of his

own day, a move that revitalizes the possible exchange between the two estranged

luminaries.” For Lévy this reveals a Maximus very favorable to Thomism. Maximus and

* Alain Riou’s work, for example, is quite useful. See his Le monde et I’Eglise selon Maxime le
Confesseur (Paris: Beauchesne, 1973).

* Juan-Miguel Garrigues, Maxime le Confesseur: la charité, avenir divin de I’homme (Paris:
Beauchesne, 1976), 7.

% Jean-Claude Larchet, La divinisation de I'homme, 73-80 (and passim); see Ayroulet, “La
reception,” 81-82, for a concise account of the controversy since the seventies.

> Antoine Lévy, O.P., Le créé et I'incréé: Maxime le Confesseur et Thomas d’Aquin (Paris: Vrin,
2006). He recently edited a volume dedicated to similar themes: The Architecture of the Cosmos: St
Maximus the Confessor, New Perspectives, eds. Antoine Lévy, Pauli Annala, Olli Hallamaa, and Tuomo
Lankila. Schriften der Luther-Agricola-Gesellschaft 69 (Helsinki: Luther-Agricola, 2015).

52 This is the tack taken by Anna N. Williams, The Ground of Union: Deification in Aquinas and
Palamas (Oxford: OUP, 1999).

>3 This alludes to another important advance Lévy makes on his predecessors: he does not think, as
Garrigues had, that Thomas had any real meaningful exposure to Maximus’s thought. John of Damascus is
no substitute for Maximus, and indeed the frequent Dominican fancy that John sufficiently mediates
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Thomas differ only in perspective, not in content. Between them there is a “coincidence

doctrinale parfaite,”*

and “le rapport créé / incréé se déclinait identiquement” in each’s
system. The two systems are “isomorphiques.” True, Maximus surveys the God-world
relation from a “ktizo-centric” lookout, whence he sees only a mysterious energy pouring
forth into (and as) creation from an utterly ineffable divine essence; and Thomas takes a
“ktisto-centric” vantage, ever attentive to the created intellect’s strain to apprehend
anything that exceeds its own laws. Different viewpoints demand different articulations,
though the thing seen—God’s totally free, totally supernatural relation to the world—
remains the very same.®

Lévy claims that Maximus’s logoi-talk amounts to Neoplatonic talk of energeia
(activity) and skhesis (relation). So when Maximus says God creates the world through
the Logos’s condescension as and in the world’s /ogoi, he repeats the Neoplatonist
Simplicius’s doctrine that the One (or any higher principle) “proceeds into external
realities by means of relation.” And so,

Nous comprenons que, tout en restant incré€, 1’energeia de Dieu est ici saisie

comme une conséquence de 1’étre-en-relation du monde, de la skhesis de toutes

choses & un Dieu qui reste /d visé selon son energeia simple et absolue.”’

That’s to say, Maximus conceives the essence-energy distinction in God in terms of

Neoplatonic emanation, specifically the doctrine of double activity. On this view

Maximus to Thomas the West only betrays a palpable unfamiliarity with Maximus’s own spirit and genius.
See Lévy, Le créé et I'incréé, 120-3.

> Lévy, Le créé et l'incréé, 422.

3 Lévy, Le créé et l'incréeé, 280.

36 Lévy, Le créé et lincréé, 422. He even goes as far as denying, with Garrigues, that Maximus
thinks the historical Incarnation was predestined regardless of sin (430-1). In other words, just where
Maximus seems most original—when he claims Incarnation is the ground and goal of the world (e.g. QThal
2,22, 60)—he’s really just agreeing with Thomas, who permits and prefers the contrary (ST 111, a. 1, q. 3,
resp).

T Lévy, Le créé et lincréé, 181. The immediate context is deification by grace, but Lévy’s whole
argument is that there is but one logic in the “three unions”—in creation (protology), in virtue (being-in-
act), in deification (eschatology).
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causality comprises two distinct, inseparable acts, an interior and an exterior.”® A higher
principle “first” is what and how it alone is, and only “then,” simply by being what it is,
does it emanate the creative energy that becomes the ground and cause of lower effects.
Maximus, Lévy argues, construes God’s “essence” as the first act, his energy the
second.” Since therefore Thomas tends to view the God-world relation more in terms of
the second act—and how else given his starting point “from below”?—while Maximus
more the first (or both), then the two merely pronounce the same thing in different
registers. And what they say is clear enough: the created and the uncreated are related as
effect to cause, as more limited natural power (esse determinatum) to the less determinate
act of its causal principle, as participating to participated, as at once (graciously) alike
and infinitely different—as analogous.

4. Metaphorizing Maximus: obvious speculative perils. The three preceding notes,
though different in provenance, compose one melody. They share a bass clef as old as
Eriugena’s lyrical praise of Maximus. Together they replay the assumption that Maximus

cannot mean what he often says. For his part, Eriugena never says Maximus did not, for

3% For the classic statement of Neoplatonic “double act,” see Plotinus, Enn. V.4 [7] 2; cf. Eyjolfur
Kjalar Emilsson, “Remarks on the Relation between the One and Intellect in Plotinus,” in Traditions of
Platonism: Essays in Honour of John Dillon (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1999), esp. 278-81; and Christian Rutten,
“La doctrine des deux actes dans la philosophie de Plotin,” Revue Philosophique de la France et de
I’Etranger 146 (1956): 100-106.

> Torstein Theodore Tollefsen, Activity and Participation in Late Antique and Early Christian
Thought (Oxford: OUP, 2012), appears to adopt the much more philosophically problematic view (one not
even Neoplatonists would approve) that God’s creative activity might be conceived as following Aristotle’s
logic of first and second energeia. That is, the divine ideas are in God from eternity as “God’s capacity to
create,” and then actualized “in the creative act itself.... This would be Aristotle’s second energeia” (96, on
Gregory Nyssen here, but applied to Maximian logoi at 125). Despite Tollefsen’s assurances (e.g. 101), I
cannot see how this does not fall prey to either horn of the following dilemma: [1] either Aristotelian
first/second act does really describe God’s act of bring creatures into participation in God’s own activity,
but then we have something like an unactualized potency in the very essential power of the simple God—
which seems absurd; [2] or God’s act of creation—of sharing the divine energeia with participants—is not
unqualifiedly Aristotelian exactly because it implies no inner perfection of the divine power as such, but
then we’d just have the boilerplate Neoplatonic doctrine of double activity—which renders the technical
application of Aristotelian first/second act unnecessary and even inappropriate here.
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instance, literally mean that creation is Incarnation. But Eriugena himself makes a point
to deny the identification in his own speculative ‘[hought.60 Cyril O’Regan rightly says
that Balthasar is forced to take all talk of “becoming God” in Maximus “to be

1.”%" Tollefsen insists that when Maximus says creation is “Incarnation”

metaphorica
(8VoapKOOLS, EVompiTectc, etc) we have a “metaphorical usage of the term.”®* And yet
Maximus himself never makes such qualifications. Our reasons for doing so must
therefore lie elsewhere, something beyond simple exegesis. To cite an interested
bystander:

Although...in an extravagant moment, Maximus does seem to claim that

deification causes such a fundamental change of status, the logical and theological

problems entailed in such a claim are enormous — unless, of course, it is taken as

hyperbolic doxology to the sanctifying power of the Almighty.®

Anna Williams here articulates the only two options when faced with Maximus’s
identification of creation and Incarnation, and also the deciding factor. We either take
Maximus’s “extravagant” moments as nothing more than “hyperbolic doxology” or we
take him at his word and see where that leads. Almost everyone, I’ve tried to show, has
taken the former road. And the deciding factor has often been exactly “the logical and
theological problems entailed.” They are indeed “enormous.” I myself have already
raised some with respect to Perl’s view, though I broadly endorse it. If the world is
destined to be enhypostasized in the Word as was Christ’s human nature, what becomes

of created hypostases as such? Or, as Louth once objected to Perl, if we take Maximus’s

claims of a God-world identity in too straightforward a manner (as, say, the way we do in

% Seen. 9.

' O’Regan, 241.

82 Tollefsen, Christocentric, 67, 80, 135; idem, Activity and Participation, 122.
% Williams, 89.
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christology), wouldn’t this number him among the Origenist isochristoi?®* Are we really
all Christ?

Even so, this study takes the second path. Yes, the speculative worries must and
will be addressed, and this in concert with a thorough reading of Maximus’s entire
oeuvre. It’s a path Maximus scholarship has in many ways abandoned. Some openly
eschew the relevance of technical Christo-logic in Maximus’s cosmology (T6ronen,
Louth). Some permit it only as epistemic validation of and metaphorical expression for
some otherwise self-standing participatory metaphysics (all the rest). These are but
different forms of evading the seriousness of Maximus’s own words. Few if any today
take Maximus at his word that “The Word of God, very God, wills that the mystery of his
Incarnation be actualized always and in all things” (Amb 7.22).

But, I ask, is this not a worthwhile undertaking? Don’t Maximus’s own
pronouncements invite such a risk? Is it really so obvious a metaphor when Maximus
says Adam’s original, natural vocation was to show that God and man are “one and the
same [&v kol tavTtov deiéeie] by the state of grace, the whole man wholly pervading the
whole God [6Aog 6Aw Teprymproag OMKDS 1@ Oed], and becoming everything that God

2995 Or when Maximus

is, without, however, identity in essence [Kat’ o0Giov TOVTOTNTOC]
ceaselessly stresses the perfect symmetry between God’s Incarnation and our deification?

To the same extent “God by condescension is and is called man,”® He makes “humans

gods and sons of God.”®” And this because God wills to be “united with those who

% Louth, “Recent Research,” 82: “something I find utterly incredible.” I treat this in Ch. 3
generally, and in sec. 3.2. in particular.

% Amb 41.5, PG 91, 1308b, and Amb 7.37, PG 91, 1097b.

% 4mb 7.22, PG 91, 1084c.

7. CT2.25, Salés 122-3.
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9568

become Gods, and by His goodness makes all things His own.”” Is Maximus indulging

metaphor or pious hyperbole when he extols Melchizedek as the paradigm of our final
unification with God in the most extravagant terms? Melchizedek “was deemed worthy to

transcend time and nature and to become like the Son of God,” so that “he became by

9569

grace what the Giver of grace is by nature.””” Benign so far, but then he explains what

“by grace” entails for Melchizedek’s union:

[Melchizedek] was begotten of God through the Word in the Spirit by grace, so
that he now bears within himself, unblemished and fully realized, the likeness of
God [10D...0g0D v Opoiwowv], for birth creates identity between the begetter and
the begotten [€nel Kol TAGA YEVVNGLG TOVTOV TQ YEVVAVTL TEPUKEV ATOTEAETV TO
yewapevov].”

And then:
he becomes without beginning or end [cf. Heb. 7.3] [yéyove kai dvapyog kol
ateledtnrog] ...but possesses only the divine and eternal life of the Word dwelling
within him [pévnv 8¢ v Ogiov 100 €voknoavtog Adyov], which is in no way
bounded by death.”!
So deification “by grace” is supernatural indeed, but only because Melchizedek’s ascent
into God is also the Word’s descent into him, and the Word comes bearing divine
properties. No wonder, then, that Maximus also says of the deified: “the Word...gazes out

from within them.””

No surprise either that he dares to outstrip the classic image-to-
likeness schema for deification: when we in “in reception of the archetype” become

“images of Christ,” we further “become one with Him through grace (rather than being a

%8 4mb 7.27, PG 91, 1088c.

% 4mb 10.42, PG 91, 1137¢c-d.
" 4mb 10.44, PG 91, 1140d.
" Amb 10.48, PG 91, 1144c.
" Amb 10.41, PG 91, 1137c.
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mere simulacrum), or even, perhaps, become the Lord Himself, if such an idea is not too
onerous for some to bear.””® That might well sound “isochrist” tones, but there it is.”*

Maximus can say all this about our end because of what he says about the God-
world relation as a whole: creation is Incarnation. That’s why creation’s final union with
God requires both our ascent and God’s descent.

For they say that God and man are paradigms of each other, so that as much as

[tocodtov] man, enabled by love, has divinized himself for God, to that same

extent [6o0v] God is humanized for man by His love for mankind.”

Creation is Incarnation first and last and betwixt. Maximus calls this “the whole mystery
of Christ” (10 katd Xpiotov pootipiov), known and willed by God from before the
foundation of the world: “all the ages as well as the things in these very same ages have
received in Christ their ground and goal of being.”’® He calls this “the principle of
condescension” (cuykatoapdcemg A0y®) and formulates it thus: “Just to the extent that he
contracted us for himself into union with himself, to that same extent he himself
expanded his very self for us through the principle of condescension.””’

This short spate of passages, though dense, justify the suspicion that “creation is
divine Incarnation” moves beyond metaphor. And if more than metaphor, then God’s
creative act is also an act of self-identification with that creation—indeed, his becoming
the world is the world’s very generation while he yet retains the full integrity of his

divinity. And if God in the Word identifies himself with the world, then the God-world

relation bears a deeper and different identity than whichever unity obtains between

3 Amb 21.15, slight modification: “koi TadTOV 00T@ PAAAOV KOTd THY apW § dpopoiopa, ToxdV
8¢ kai antdg 6 Kdpiog, i pn goptikdg 6 Adyoc Ticty stvot Sokei....”

™ On all this, cf. Ch. 3, sec. 3.2.

> 4mb 10.9, PG 91, 1113b.

" OThal 60, CCSG 22, 75, my translation: “év Xptotd Thv apyiv Tod elvat kai o téhog
giveaocw”; cf. Amb 41.9.

7 Amb 33.2, my translation: “tocodtov Ruic St Eavtdy TPOG Evarsty £avtod cuoTteilag, Hcov
a0TOG O NUAG EAVTOV GLYKATARACEDS AOYD SEGTEIAEY.”
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created and uncreated natures (like analogy or participation or the limitation of act by
power). What kind of identity? Just here the “enormous” systematic problems return. But
if we take Maximus seriously that creation is Incarnation, even the specter of crude
pantheism starts to fade.

Consider one point, which both terminates the status quaestionis and commences
this study’s attempt to follow the second path mentioned above. Maximus’s polemic
against Origenism contains a slew of arguments, most of which scholars have long
known.” I find it extremely significant that none notice just how Maximus describes the
Origenist “henad” preexisting in union with God. Though Origenists like Evagrius did
get the metaphysics of motion wrong, that being created necessarily entails being moved,
I think Maximus divines a deeper flaw in the way Origenists conceive the whole God-
world relation, beginning to end. He opens his famous refutation of Origenism with a
concise description of Origenist protology: we rational beings were once “a unity of
rational beings, by virtue of which we were connatural with God [t®v Aoywk@dv Evada
k0O’ fiv cupeuei Svieg Ocd].””

Maximus’s fundamental issue with Origenists cannot simply be that they posit a
primordial and illicit God-world identity. We have seen, and this study lays out in further
detail, that Maximus too conceives a God-world identity.* No, it’s not the fact that
Origenists conceive an identity, but zow they do. And I suspect Maximus sees too that
Origenism fails to grasp in metaphysics what every heresy fails to grasp in christology. In

all cases the essential mistake is to misconceive the precise sort of identity that underlies

8 Polycarp, Sherwood, O.S.B. The Earlier Ambigua of Saint Maximus the Confessor and His
Refutation of Origenism (Romae: Orbis Catholicus, Herder, 1955); Pascal Mueller-Jordan, “The
Foundation of Origenist Metaphysics,” in TOHMC, 149-63.

" Amb 7.2, PG 91, 1069a.

% Amb 41 (cited above), QThal 22 (SC 529, 264-5), passim.
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all difference. And in all cases the sole antidote becomes that logic disclosed only in a
rigorous and faithful apprehension of the Incarnate Logos. And so Maximus, about thirty
paragraphs after his indication that Origenists conceive a natural identity between God
and their “henad,” announces his own version of that God-world identity (here seen from
its final perfection): “When this happens, God will be all things in everything [1 Cor
15.28], encompassing all things and enhypostasizing them in Himself [t&vta epthafov
kai évomootioag savtd].”®!

Maybe Maximus’s intensely technical christology is also his intensely technical
cosmology after all. Maybe his idiosyncratic emphasis in christology about how the
historical Incarnation, understood by Chalcedon’s lights, reveals an entirely new and
previously inconceivable kind of identity called “hypostatic” between created and
uncreated natures®>— maybe this really is the very same way he conceives the God-world
relation. Maybe for Maximus creation is Incarnation, and Incarnation, creation. Maybe
creatio ex nihilo 1s creatio ex deo, and that because creatio is Deus ex Deo. If this
selective survey of the scholarly literature has shown anything, it’s that such a thesis
cannot rest solely on the level of textual exegesis. Past exegesis of Maximus has never

floated free from doctrinal concern, especially around this question. And that’s as it

should be.

81 Amb 7.31, PG 91, 1092¢. Perl, “Metaphysics and Christology,” 260-1; idem, “Methexis,” 209,
rightly emphasizes the striking usage here of the technical enhypostasia in an expansive metaphysical
context. Louth, “Recent Research,” 82, registers a bizarre reticence to take this passage very seriously.

%2 Maximus, Amb 5.5.
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Method and related matters: historical theology

Theology is the noun “historical” modifies. “Historical theology,” if it be
anything other than history or systematic (or moral, or fundamental, etc.) theology,
cannot forget that theology is its substance, history its quality. My focus on Maximus,
one of the brightest luminaries in the Greek patristic era, surely makes this study
historical. It will therefore traffic in word studies, intertextual connections (patristic and
philosophical), liturgical context, the Greek monastic lifestyle, and all the rest as they
seem relevant. The noun “theology” does not justify shoddy analysis of the sources in
their infinitely complex settings. But neither does understanding a text historically
amount to theology, even if the text speaks theologically.

Bernard Lonergan puts it thus: the historian aims to comprehend “texts,” not
necessarily the “objects” these texts refer to. The “objects” themselves belong to
systematic theology.® The difference here, as Lonergan also knows, is not that history
merely reports while theology (or philosophy) constructs or comprehends.™ True, the rise
of historical consciousness in the modern era initially induced a decidedly von Rankean,
positivist outlook in academic history—“wie es eigentlich gewesen!”*> Positivists meant
for history to replicate the method of the natural sciences in order to replicate their

putative success too. That view died, and not simply under the knife of postmodern

% Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1990 [1971]),
168.

$ Whether you move in the discipline of history from experience (research), to understanding
(interpretation), to judging (history), to deciding (dialectics), or go back in theology proper from deciding
(foundations), to judging (doctrines), to understanding (systematics), and again to experience
(communications) — you are always taken up into the “spiral” of a “self-correcting process” that derives
from our natural desire to know. That is, when we try to understanding anything — whether “texts” in
history or their “objects” in theology — we’re always spinning round the hermeneutical circle of parts to
whole to parts to whole (Method, 159, 191-4, 208f., passim).

% See the nice summary of Elizabeth A. Clark, History, Theory, Text: Historians and the
Linguistic Turn (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2004), 1-2.
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philosophy and critical theory. The hard sciences themselves know better than to indulge
any simplistic subject-object partition. In his 1957 Gifford lectures, Werner Heisenberg
found occasion to ramify quantum theory into broader realms, a theory he had discovered
nearly thirty years prior. His ten theses, apparently forgotten in many university halls
today, say plainly: “Natural science does not simply describe and explain nature; it is a
part of the interplay between nature and ourselves; it describes nature as exposed to our
method of questioning.” Since “methods and object can no longer be separated from
each other,” Heisenberg concludes thus: “the scientific world-view has ceased to be a
scientific view in the true sense of the word.”®’ And if so in natural science, certainly in
history.*

Still more in historical theology. 1 seek more than Maximus’s meaning; I seek the
truth he means. Historical theology cannot limit itself to simple repetition or observation.
It can suspect an author of inconsistency. It can ask whether an author’s view is true or
false, even more or less true than the author herself did or could know. Theology wants
divine truth. And divine truth, who is the frolicsome Word playing in ten thousand places
(to pair Maximus with Gerard Manley Hopkins), can always surface in words whose
original intent was not the fullness of that infinite Word—for words were first the Word’s
before they were any author’s.

We must permit historical theology to ask luminaries a question they might not

have asked themselves, or at least not in precisely the same terms. I think O’Regan means

% John Lukacs, “History and Physics, or the End of the Modern Age,” in Historical
Consciousness: The Remembered Past (New York: Routledge, 2017 [1994]), 273-315.

%7 Lukacs, 287; Heisenberg’s emphasis.

% This is why Thomas Kuhn’s book has become a classic in the humanities; see his The Structure
of Scientific Revolutions. 3" ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996 [1962]).
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this by calling Balthasar’s method “thick retrieval.”® To retrieve, you must first /isten to
the author in his or her own voice. That’s just good conversation etiquette.”’ But the
retrieval, the conversation, is thick, admittedly saddled with the questioner’s own worries
and wonders. It’s thick too because what the questioner thinks she hears from her bygone
interlocutor she must herself comprehend, judge, and communicate in today’s idiom.
There’s nothing light or blithe about this enterprise. Nor is it unworthy or impertinent.
Happily Balthasar’s method appears to have made a comeback in Maximus
studies today. Paul Blowers make free use of Balthasar’s “theodramatic” categories in his
recent and impressive presentation of Maximus.”' Some younger scholars have even
offered defenses of the kinds of questions Balthasar asked. Many once worried that
Balthasar’s method transgresses by anachronism. Can you really ask Hegel’s questions of
Maximus? Ayroulet takes a convincing and optimistic view: “Mais plutot que d’accuser
la lecture balthasarienne d’étre anachronique, ne peut-on pas voir en elle la preuve de la
force d’inspiration et de créativité dont est porteuse la pensée maximienne?”® Lollar (and
Ayroulet) concedes the obvious perils involved in bringing modern concerns to
Maximus’s feet, but also warns that we “be equally cautious with ready dismissals and
charges of anachronism lest we miss an essential component of von Balthasar’s
interpretation of Maximus, namely, his performance of him.”*> I confess accord with
these. And so I characterize this dissertation’s basic approach with Ayroulet’s words:

Entretenir avec les textes de Maxime une relation vivante, se laisser inspirer par
eux et progresser ainsi a son tour dans sa propre intelligence de la foi. Voila

% O0’Regan, “Thick Retrieval,” 237, 258.

% Here I'm influenced by Marc Bloch’s “observe” vs. “relay” distinction; see his The Historian’s
Craft: Reflections on the Nature and Uses of History and the Techniques and Methods of Those Who Write
It (Toronto: Random House, 1953 [1944]), esp. 141f.

! Blowers, Maximus the Confessor.

2 Ayroulet, “La réception,” 74.

% Lollar, “Reception,” 570.
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I’objectif de cette méthode, que 1’on souhaiterait étre celle d’une théologie
spéculative et systématique pour Maxime le Confesseur.”
Structure and argument
My method also dictates the presentation of this study. Its superstructure initiates a three-
part conversation, though, of course, I converse implicitly at every step and moment. The
three macro-level movements are: my question (introduction), Maximus’s answer
(chapters 1-3), my systematic reflection on that answer in the context certain trends in
modern theology (Conclusion and later study).

Really this study begins a three-way conversation more than a dialogue. Besides
Maximus, I’ve chosen to make Balthasar an ongoing interlocutor. This for four reasons.
First, Balthasar himself placed Maximus at the center of Catholic systematic theology last
century. The survey above gave some details of that recruitment, but there’s much more
to say. Second, Balthasar’s questions are mine. He too sought a peculiarly Christian
metaphysics, and did so by trying to make christology cosmology. Third, Balthasar’s
influence on Catholic theology remains to this day rivaled by few. And last, I share his
method. If then I can contribute anything to modern systematic theology through
historical retrieval of Maximus, Balthasar (and his sympathizers) seems an obvious
interlocutor on the modern landscape.

Chapter 1 begins my presentation of Maximus’s answer to the question of the
God-world relation. Maximus calls Christ (not just God, as in Dionysius) “the beginning,
the middle, and the end” of the world.” We must first go to the middle where that

beginning and end have come upon us, to Jesus of Nazareth. This chapter reviews the

94 Ayroulet, “La réception,” 89.
% OThal 22.2. With Dionysius he calls God the “beginning, middle, and end” of creation (DN 5.8;
CT 1.10), but also attributes this specifically to “our Lord Jesus Christ” (QThal 22.6).
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many important contributions to an understanding of Maximus’s Neochalcedonian
Christology, but does so with an eye to what exactly “divine Incarnation” means for
Maximus and how it comes to describe cosmology. Its main question is: why and how
does Maximus stress the copula in the statement that the person of Christ is the two
natures? A rubric emerges by which we might better perceive Maximus’s Incarnation-
talk elsewhere, what it means for him to say God is world. Put curtly, my argument
reduces to a basic syllogism:

Major premise: three distinctive elements of Maximus’s “Christo-logic” properly
define “Incarnation” (chapter 1);

Minor premise: these three elements properly define his cosmo-logic too—both
his protology (chapter 2) and eschatology (chapter 3);

Conclusion: therefore “Incarnation” means in cosmology what it means in

christology.

Next comes the beginning. Chapter 2 comprises the first of two treatments of the
Maximus’s famous /ogoi doctrine. Save Perl, no one has tried to read the /ogoi in a
straightforward application of Neochalcedonian logic to metaphysics proper. This I do
here in protology. I take interest in how Maximus conceives of God’s emanation or
movement of condescension into and as creation. I put his own originality in relief by
showing how he differs from John of Scythopolis, Neoplatonism generally and Dionysius
in particular, and Alexandrian-mediated Stoicism—and yet all the while he retains the
essentials of each. How he does so states this chapter’s task. Its conclusion is that
creation’s subsistence is the Word’s own hypostasis, the Word kenotically given as the

“is” of all things visible and invisible.
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My second run at the logoi doctrine comes from the other direction, from
eschatology. So Chapter 3 treats the role of the logoi in Maximian deification. The
governing question here is: what does Maximus mean when he saws we “become God by
grace”? Most subject Maximus either to Thomas or earlier patristic precedents on this
point, as even Balthasar did, to imply that becoming God “by grace” somehow means
we’re less divine than Christ is, since he is God by nature. Indeed many of Maximus’s
statements about our final union with God verge far nearer to Origenist views than to that
of Thomas. But if Maximus means to claim that our eschatological identity with God is
also God’s kenotic and personal identity with us, how can he avoid the Origenist sin of
finally obliterating created hypostases? I assay a retort in this chapter too, and conclude
that Maximus’s cosmology follows Pauline ecclesiology—since, for Maximus, Christ’s
Body is (potentially) both Church and world. Here “analogy” takes on altogether jarring
and different senses than we’re used to encountering in much modern theology. Here it
implies a symmetry between God and the world grounded in hypostatic identity (like
Christ’s natures).

I organize these chapters around this dissertation’s main epigraph, Amb 7.22:
“BovAetar yap del Koi &v maoty 0 100 ®god Adyoc kai ®gdg THS 00TV EVEOUATOGEMG
évepyeiobar 1o pootplov.” The “mystery” the Word wills to achieve in all things and in
all times is not something other than the historical Incarnation, the hypostatic union,
where the created and the uncreated become and concretely are “one and the same.”
Maximus speaks of the “mystery according to Christ” as the goal and even the very

ground of all creation.”® Nowhere does he qualify it or make a distinction between

% OThal 60.2-4, CCSG 22, 73-7. Other instances where Maximus uses “mystery” to mean
specifically the deed wrought in the historical Incarnation: Amb 7.36-8; Amb 10.52; Amb 31.9 (also our
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different kinds of “mystery,” as if, when it comes to the Word’s presence in and identity

with all creatures, we’re talking about something qualitatively different from the mystery
of the Word’s human life. And indeed, as I seek to show in the coming chapters, we have
sufficient reason to think the contrary. The “mystery” God the Word wills to actualize in
all creation is just what Maximus says it is: “his Incarnation.”

Hence my entire dissertation can be read as an attempt to interpret this one
statement, in all its starkness. I can put it down thus, where the italicized portion of the
epigraph corresponds to what the respective chapter tries to interpret at length and in
detail:

Chapter 1 secks what the “mystery” means:

“The Word of God, very God, wills that the mystery of his Incarnation be actualized
always and in all things.”

Chapter 2 secks what the Word “in all things,” the Logos’s creative procession, means:
“The Word of God, very God, wills that the mystery of his Incarnation be actualized
always and in all things.”

Chapter 3 seeks what sort of actualization of the Word is to come about in creation’s
perfection:

“The Word of God, very God, wills that the mystery of his Incarnation be actualized
always and in all things.”

I conclude the study with a recapitulation of the argument and my initial
responses to two objections (one historical, one systematic). Mostly I can but promise
further exploration of what the results presented here might mean for Maximus studies in
particular and Christian theology in general. In many ways this dissertation’s main

success, if any success it achieve, is to clear the exegetical ground for Maximus’s more

arresting insights to bud forth for careful scrutiny by modern theologians—many of the

deification); Amb 41.2 (also the primordial plan for humanity); Amb 42.5 (explicitly mixed with our origin
and end), 17, 25, 29; Amb 71.3; QThal 22.3, CCSG 7, 137 and 22.8, CCSG 7, 143 (also our deification);
QThal 42.4, CCSG 7, 289 (also a mystery “about me”); QThal 59.6, CCSG 22, 51; QThal 61.11, CCSG 22,
101 (also our baptism); Myst. 5, CCSG 69, 23-4, passim.
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very insights that so captivated Eriugena centuries ago. At least in the West, these have
fallen on deaf ears or on no ears at all. My contention is that Eriugena and Balthasar were
right to perceive in Maximus an especially illuminating contemplative of the God-world
relation, but that neither sufficiently realized just how right—and provocative—Maximus

was.
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Chapter 1

The Middle: Christo-logic
Introduction (1.1) — Neochalcedonianism and its discontents (1.2) — Maximus’s fine
point: hypostatic identity (1.3) — Hypostatic identity generates natural difference (1.4) —
Perichoresis in christology.: a new mode of unifying natures in act (1.5) — Incarnation:
event discloses logic, logic applies solely to fact (1.6) — Conclusion (1.7)
Chapter contention
In Maximus the logic of Incarnation emerges solely from the fact of the Incarnation; the
logic’s source and applicability are just as peculiar as the logic itself. Any logic other
than this is not properly a divine “Incarnation” at all.

And so this chapter attempts to interpret: “The Word of God, very God, wills that

the mystery of his Incarnation be actualized always and in all things.”

1.1 — Introduction

This chapter has three goals. Principal is [1] to define what Maximus means by
“Incarnation” in christology proper. What counts as a divine Incarnation? What are the
criteria? Doing so introduces a subordinate goal: [2] I catalog and emphasize three
original features of Maximus’s christology, each of which scholars have remarked but
have never to my knowledge explicated as a coherent whole. These three signature
characteristics, I mean, form and disclose a deep, logical development of the
Neochalcedonian doctrine of Christ. Together they form one signature. And yet tracing
and reading this signature does more than clarify Maximus’s christology; it also [3]
reveals why and how this christology proves relevant to cosmology. Clearer: Maximus’s

three original accents in christology constitute a “Christo-/ogic” (as I call it to distinguish
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my view from mere “Christo-centrism”) that immediately implicates cosmology,
specifically the doctrine of creation from nothing. His precisions about God’s Incarnation
in the middle of history elucidate God’s act of creation at history’s beginning, middle,
and end.

Most of this chapter performs [2] in order to achieve [1], with [3] indicated along
the way when germane. In fact this chapter only prepares the soil for the fuller harvest of

[3], which occurs in the following two chapters.

1.2 — Neochalcedonianism and its discontents

It’s fairly certain that “Neochalcedonianism” names a real and identifiable development
in the history of christology.' It’s certain too that the exact criteria which made a
“Neochalcedonian” thinker in the late patristic era required further precision over the past
century since the label first surfaced in scholarship. When Joseph Lebon proposed the
term “Neochalcedonian,” he appended two general criteria: first, that a Neochalcedonian
interpret Chalcedon through Cyril of Alexandria; second, that he employ a sophisticated
“scholastic” conceptual apparatus derived from the philosophical schools in order to
construct a coherent science of Christ.” These have since been refined.> And there’s yet

another certainty: Maximus too merits the title “Neochalcedonian,” even if cautiously.”

" So Alois Grillmeier, S.J., “Der Neu-Chalkedonismus: Um die Berechtigung eines neuen Kapitels
in der Dogmengeschichte,” in Mit ihm und in ihm: Christologische Forschungen und Perspektiven
(Freiburg: Herder, 1975), 374 (cf. 382): there are “so viele unterscheidende Merkmale” that prove
“Neochalcedonianism” designates a distinct reality; so too Brian E. Daley, S.J., Leontius of Byzantium:
Complete Works (Oxford: OUP, 2017), 2-3.

? Joseph Lebon, Le monophysisme sévérien (Louvain, 1909), 522.

? Marcel Richard, “Le néochalcédonisme,” Mélanges de sciences religieuses 3 (1946), 156-61,
intervened to question the utility of these overly broad criteria. He observed, for instance, that recourse to
Cyril was possible for known “strict Chalcedonians” like Hypatia at the synod of 532 (159), and partly
because Cyril’s own thought was mediated through Chalcedon’s judicious sanctioning of certain Cyrillian
texts, less stringent ones, many of which floated about in various post-Chalcedon florilegia (158). These
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I do not here rehearse the history of Neochalcedonian christology and its crucial
players. That’s well-worn terrain.” Nor do I chart all the points where Maximus
converges with other Neochalcedonians.® Instead I focus on what seems to be the single
solid criterion everyone agrees qualifies “Neochalcedonianism,” for good or ill: the
conscious attempt to define or précis a distinct logic of Chalcedon’s “one hypostasis or
person.”” After a brief survey of this development, I underline important criticisms of
Neochalcedonianism. These criticisms, though issuing from concerns perhaps particular
to an earlier generation of scholars, remain mostly unacknowledged even as their ripples
eddy in Neochalcedonian and Maximian waters today. They exercise notable influence
on how Maximus is and has been read, I think, and indeed pose fundamental challenges
to this dissertation’s argument at its ground-zero—in christology proper. Such criticisms
appear still more significant, too, when we realize that it’s precisely the tendencies they
worry at that Maximus exacerbates with his own signature contributions to christology.

1. Defining “hypostasis”. It was far from evident that Cyril’s christology had any

chance at concinnity with Chalcedon’s. Among several apparent divergences, an obvious

criteria’s boundaries fall so wide that they demarcate nothing more than simple “Chalcedonianism” (160).
Richard’s own proposed criterion was that a Neochalcedonian insists on the dialectical use of both
“miaphysite” and “diphysite” formulae as the only secure method to express Chalcedon’s true meaning.
This too has been qualified: Grillmeier applies Richard’s criterion only to “extreme neo-Chalcedonians,”
while “moderate neo-Chalcedonians™ like Leontius of Jerusalem and the Emperor Justinian seek only to
“supplement” Chalcedon’s Definition with Cyril’s uncompromising statements (esp. the twelfth anathema
appended to his Third Letter to Nestorius) without making an absolute injunction to use the mia physis
formula; cf. Grillmeier, Christ, 11/2, 434.

4 Cyril Hovorun, “Maximus, a Cautious Neo-Chalcedonian,” in TOHMC, 106-24; Demetrios
Bathrellos, The Byzantine Christ: Person, Nature, and Will in the Christology of Saint Maximus the
Confessor (Oxford: OUP, 2004), 112-14, invokes Grillmeier’s “extreme Neochalcedonianism,” which
seems right.

> See esp. Siegried Helmer, Der Neuchalkedonismus: Geschichte, Berechtigung, und Bedeutung
eines dogmengeschichtlichen Begriffes (unpublished dissertation: Bonn, 1962).

% Lars Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator: The Theological Anthopology of Maximus the
Confessor (Chicago: Open Court, 1995), 36-48.

" Helmer, Der Neuchalkedonismus, 69.
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one was that while Cyril could sometimes use physis and hypostasis as synonyms,”
Chalcedon’s Definition demanded their conceptual distinction:

we all with one voice teach the confession of one and the same Son, our Lord
Jesus Christ: the same perfect in divinity and perfect in humanity, the same truly
God and truly man, of a rational soul and a body; consubstantial with the Father
as regards his divinity, and the same consubstantial with us as regards his
humanity; like us in all respects except for sin; begotten before the ages from the
Father as regards his divinity, and in the last days the same for us and for our
salvation from Mary, the virgin Mother of God, as regards his humanity; one and
the same Christ, Son, Lord, only-begotten, acknowledged in two natures which
undergo no confusion, no change, no division, no separation; at no point was the
difference between the natures taken away through the union, but rather the
property of both natures is preserved and comes together into a single person and
a single hypostasis...”

Hypostasis alone is “one” in Christ, the natures “two.” Nature and hypostasis therefore
differ. How? Chalcedon merely intimated the ways. What it did say, though, was enough
to identify at least one salient feature of each distinct logic: Cyril’s restive insistence on
Christ’s subjective singularity (“one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ”) is
calibrated to the one person or hypostasis; Christ’s perfect and natural symmetry
(“consubstantial with the Father...consubstantial with us”), to the two natures or essences.
This distinction worked well enough in Cappadocian trinitarian theology, where

the divine essence names “the common” or “universal” and the divine hypostasis “the

¥ Cyril of Alexandria, third anathema of his Third Letter to Nestorius (“two hypostases”?)—
though Grillmeier thinks this wrongly interpreted by John Grammaticus (Christ, 11/2, 59)

® Tanner 85-6, slightly modified: “Eva kol TOV adTOV OpLOLOYETV VIOV TOV KOpLov fiudv Tnoodv
XpLoTOV CLUPOVOG ATaVTES EKOOACKOUEV, TEAELOV TOV ADTOV €V Be0TNTL KOl TEAELOV TOV aDTOV €V
avOpondtntl, B0V GANOGOC Kol dvOpwmov AANOmG TOV adTOV, EK YuTiG AOYIKAG KOl GMUOTOS, OLOOVGIOV
@ maTPl Kot T BednTo Kol OHoovstov MUV TOV avTov Kot Ty avOpomdtnta, katd whvta dpuotov Nuiv
YOPIG AUOPTIOG, TTPO AlOVOV HEV €K TOD TaTpOg YeVvVNOEvTo Koth TV Oe0tnTa, €1 éo)dTev 08 TV NUEPDY
TOV a0TOV S NUag Kol o1 T fuetépay cotnpiay €k Mapiag tig mapbivov g BeotoOKov KOTO TV
avOpondtnTa Eva Kol TOv adTov Xp1rotodv viov KOPLOV HOVOYEVT], £V 600 UGESTY ACLYYDTOG, ATPENTMG,
adloupétmg, aywpiotwg yvoplldpevov, obdapod Thg TV eOoemv dlopopds avnpnuévng oud v Evaocty,
ocolopévng 8¢ parrov tiig 010N Tog EKatEpag PHoEMS KA gig EV TpdcmTOV Kol picy dndcTacY
covvpgyovong.”
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particular” or “proper.”m

That last constitutes the first definition of “hypostasis.” But can
we really just transfer those conceptual correlations to the Son’s economy? Replicating
this distinction in christology became the great challenge for pro-Chalcedonians, just as
undermining it became the chief concern for anti-Chalcedonians like Severus of
Antioch."!

Consider one of Severus’s more penetrating attempts.' Defenders of Chalcedon
claim Christ had two natures, divine and human. But is, say, Christ’s human nature
“specific” or “individual”?"® If specific—that is, “universal” in the sense that it appears
wholly and equally as the essence of many individuals—then the reality of Christ’s

human nature just is the whole of human nature along with every individual human;

indeed, “the Holy Trinity itself is [therefore] incarnate in the whole of humanity, that is

12 So Basil the Great’s Ep 214 (Ad Terentium Comitem 4; PG 32, 789a-b), a favorite among
Neochalcedonians: “If we must also say what seems right to us, we will say this: essence has the same
relationship to hypostasis that the universal has to the particular [&t1 6v €xet Adyov 0 KooV Ttpog 10 1d10v,
todtov &yl N ovoia Tpog TV vdotaowv]. For each of us participates being through the common principle
of essence, and are this or that particular being by the characteristics what cling to it [toig mepi avtov
dudpacty 6 deiva €otv Kol 0 deiva]”’; cited (for instance) at Leontius of Byzantium, CNE (florilegium),
Test. 1 (Daley 180-1, his translation modified).

Grillmeier, Christ, 11/2, 54-61 discusses the use of this and other Cappadocian texts by John
Grammaticus. For the successes and problems consequent upon the development of the Cappadocian
“classical theory” of how to relate universal and particular being, see Johannes Zachhuber, Human Nature
in Gregory of Nyssa: Philosophical Background and Theological Significance (Leiden: Brill, 1999). And
for a nice overview of the philosophical issues animating the patristic reception of Porphyry’s
understanding of “individual” and “essence,” see Christophe Erismann, “L’Individualité expliquée par les
accidents: Remarques sur la destinée ‘chrétienne’ de Porphyre,” in Compléments de substance. Etudes sur
les propriétés accidentelles offertes a Alain de Libera, eds. C. Erismann and A. Schniewind (Paris: Vrin,
2008), 51-66.

'S0 Leontius of Byzantium, CNE, prol.; PG 86, 1276¢d (Daley 128-131); Epil. 3; PG 86, 1921c-
1925b (Daley 276-83); passim. For Severus this distinction is illicit only in christology. He was perfectly
content to deploy it in theology proper (Trinity); cf. Grillmeier, Christ, 11/2, 146.

2 The following narration owes much to Johannes Zachhuber, “Christology after Chalcedon and
the Transformation of the Philosophical Tradition: Reflections on a Neglected Topic,” in Mikonja
Knezevic (ed.), The Ways of Byzantine Philosophy (Alhambra: Sebastian Press, 2015), 98-106; see also
Charles Moeller, “Le Chalcédonisme et le néo-chalcédonisme en Orient de 451 a la fin du Vle siécle,” in
Das Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart, vol. 1, eds. Alois Grillmeier, S.J., and Heinrich
Bacht (Wiirzburg, 1951), 642, 694-8.

1 Leontius’s Severan opponent states it like this: “When the Logos assumed human nature, did he
assume it as understood generically, or as in an individual [@Vow 6 Adyog dvorafmv avBpwmiviy, v év
T® €idel Bewpovpévny i) v &v atouw avérafev;]?” (PG 86, 1916d-1917a; Daley 270-1); and later: “Did he
assume an individual nature, then [T7v vl ovv avédaBe evotv;]?” (PG 86, 1917b, Daley 272-3).
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the human race.”"*

If individual—that is, the “concrete particular” who is that human—
then that human nature just is its own hypostasis (recall here the Cappadocian correlation
of hypostasis to particular): a regress to Nestorianism. Since Neochalcedonians promoted
the complete and real integrity of two natures in Christ, Severus here asks after the
principle that allows Christ to be at once really two and really one. Doesn’t maintaining
Chalcedonian’s strict symmetry of real natures imply Christ’s human nature is itself
individuated (and so concrete—lest we toy with an abstract, merely conceptual human
essence'”)—has, that is, its own particular reality that is not the one subject, One of the
Holy Trinity? For, as every party agrees, “there is no [real] nature without a
hypostasis.”'® Two real natures = two hypostases. Whatever the shortcomings of

Severus’s own christology,'” his incisive interrogation here raises a problem not often

detected even by those deftly at work on its resolution'®: how do Christ’s two natures

' Severus of Antioch, quoted at John Grammaticus, Apol. 14.8 (Richard).

15 Hence Leontius of Byzantium, CNE, prol., PG 86, 1276a, Daley 128-9, quotes Nonnus, who
calls both Nestorians and miaphysites “opposite kinds of docetist [ Evavtiodokntag]” (which is also a part
of this work’s fuller title).

'® Leontius of Byzantium, CNE 1, PG 86, 1277b (Daley 132); cp. Maximus, Opusc 16, PG 91,
205a-c.

'7 Zachhuber, “Christology after Chalcedon,” 102-3, notes (following John Grammaticus) how
Severus’s stress on the “particular” pole of the ontological continuum of (abstract) universal to (concrete)
particular implied Christ’s divinity along with his humanity might be so particularized that it implied tri-
theism on the side of divinity—a move a later miaphysite, John Philoponus, seems to have made.

'® Leontius of Byzantium, Epil. 1, PG 86, 1917a-d, does not appear to grasp the fundamental issue.
He is content to reply that the human nature “in” Christ “is the same as the species,” and so presents no
special difficulty as regards his individual distinction from other human beings. This simply assumes that
hypostasis is different from species (or the universal essence) rather than argues for it; it ignores, for
instance, whether or not the universal species is somehow changed or qualified as that particular individual.
Zachhuber, “Christology after Chalcedon,” 99, flags other pro-Chalcedonians who take a similar line (John
Grammaticus and Anastasius of Antioch).

Leontius of Jerusalem’s a still more provocative case: he can use the very same objection against
Severan miaphysites (Adv. Mon. [Aporiae] 53 [cf. 61], PG 86, 1797d; Gray 212-13), and yet quite clearly
affirms—as Maximus will too—that Christ’s two natures were both universal (“from two natures™) and
particular or individual (“in two natures”)—though he never explains how this is so; cf. Adv. Mon.
[Aporiae] 58, PG 86, 1800d-1801c; Gray 216-19. His polemic underscores the Severan indulgence of the
phrase “out of two natures,” and turns their own attack back on them: are these two “prior” natures
universal or particular? If the former, then (at least) the humanity whence Christ came was merely
conceptual, not actual; if the latter, the miaphysites themselves become Nestorians!
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attain concrete particularity or individuality if Christ’s hypostasis remain one? What is
the principle of individuation operative in the Incarnation?

A second definition of “hypostasis” arose among the Neochalcedonians, and with
it some promising ways to navigate Severus’s dilemma. Quite early they adopted the first
(Cappadocian)'® definition, “the distinguishing properties” characterizing an individual.
Now they added another: “that which exists in itself” (10 ko’ €avtd vVmépyov, or other
variants). A fairly seismic metaphysical tremor, not least because of its obvious move
away from Platonic realism where more universal species and genera like “man” and “the
intelligible” came ever prior in actu before their individual instances.” The two
definitions often appear together. So Leontius of Jerusalem,

And this sort of “hypostasis” is said more directly and properly than all the
previous: as if, with respect to the determinate combination [i.e. bundle of
properties], it is also what has been marked off by a recognized property from all
those of the same species and of different species, [what] manifests the individual
subject which is in itself a certain separation and distinction of indistinct essences
in order to [constitute] the number of each person.21

There’s more: this second definition of hypostasis moves beyond (the Porphyry-

mediated) Aristotle, too. In that tradition it is the “bundle of characteristics,” and for

' For an early, effortless implementation of Cappadocian trinitarian definitions in christology, cf.
(a text attributed to) Eulogius of Alexandria, Frag. Dogm., 2944d-2945a; Charles Moeller, “Textes
‘monophysites’ de Léonce de Jérusalem,” Ephemerides theologicae lovanienses 27 (1951): 470, assigns
this fragment to John Grammaticus.

20 See ch. 2, sec. 2.3; cf. Grillmeier, Christ, 11/2, 203. Think of Plotinus’s Three Hypostases (En.
V.1). We might see the second definition, therefore, as one viable development of the Cappadocian
rejection of (Neo)Platonic “particular natures”; see Gregory of Nyssa, Ad Graecos 111/1, 23 (cited at
Zachhuber, “Christology after Chalcedon,” 96); cf. too Leontius of Jerusalem, Adv. Mon. [Aporiae] 53, PG
86, 1797d (Gray 212-13), whose commitment to the idea that “particular natures” are only achieved or
perfected in concrete existence makes him scoff at the thought of Christ’s natures “as vainly having in
potentiality what they’ll never achieve in actuality [kai voooivt’ v obtmol del e dteAeic Kai patnv
&yovoal todto duvael, gig 6 obmote fHEovotv évepyeiq].”

2! Leontius of Jerusalem, Adv. Nest. II, PG 86, 1529d, my emphasis: “Aéyetat 82 kvptdtepov Kai
0iKe0TEPOV TAVTOV 1] TONTN VTOOTUOLS, GTE TPOC T CLOTACEL KOl K TOD TAVI®V TMV TE OLOEOMV Kol
TOV £TEPOEOMV KATA TO 101KOV YVOPLOTIPLOV, KEYDPIGUEVOV SEIKVVEV TO DITOKEILEVOV GTOMOV, TOJE TL
K’ £0VTNV AmOGTasIC TIC 0V Kod S10p161d¢ Ad10picTOY 0VGIBY Eic TOV KT TPOGOTOV APLOUOY
£xbotov.”
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many the bundle of accidents, that “characterize” or “distinguish” an individual.** Hence
the first definition. That made sense because it preserved the universal essence of, say,
the shared divinity between Father and Son, or of the Son’s shared humanity with us.
Accidents particularize, but they don’t tinker with essences as such.® But neither do
hypostases qua hypostases—the entire burden of the Neochalcedonian articulation of the
two logics (of nature and of hypostasis) in christology. The second definition, I mean,
now sees the hypostasis itself—here the eternally singular, divine Son—as what grounds
the concrete existence, and so the particularity or individuality, of the nature assumed; for
while that nature did not preexist, 4e did. As the other Leontius (from Byzantium) put it:
“the hypostasis does not simply or even primarily signify that which is complete, but that
which exists for itself, and secondly that which is complete; while the nature signifies
what never exists for itself, but most properly that which is [formally] complete.” And the
second definition includes the first: it is into this “principle of hypostasis” (tov tiig
VmooTacews Adyov) that the distinguishing “characteristics” of that hypostasis are
assumed.”* Both definitions of hypostasis comprise its two metaphysical functions, which
are necessary and proper to it: hypostasis [1] grounds and [2] individualizes. These are
necessary at least in Christo-logic, since Christ’s particular human nature only “had its
hypostasis in the Logos,” was real solely as his reality, and his reality is his very person

constituted from eternity by the Father’s generation.”

** Erismann, “L’Individualité expliquée par les accidents,” 51-66.

3 Erismann, “L’Individualité expliqué par les accidents,” 57, of Gregory of Nyssa: “Il est donc
nécessaire que leur [the divine hypostases’] individualité s’explique par un élément non essentiel, en
I’occurence des propriétés. Le modéle porphyrien offre un explication valable...L.’adoption du mode¢le
porphyrien est la contrepartie nécessaire et fondamentale de I’interprétation de 1’ ousia comme une entité
commune. La fameuse distinction ousia/hypostasis requiert un élément exogeéne.”

* Leontius of Byzantium, Epil. 8, PG 86, 1945a; Daley 308-9.

* Leontius of Byzantium, Epil. 8, PG 86, 1944c, slightly modified: “aA)’ &v 1 Adye drootivar.”
This is ultimately why I think Richard Cross’s proposal, though certainly right that Leontius supports
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So then, Neochalcedonians retained the first definition of “hypostasis” (“the
particular, characterizing properties”) and appended the second (“what exists in itself”).
And this latter not only differs from Platonic but also from Aristotelian metaphysics,
since the “hypostasis” that exists in itself, here the Son, is definitely not individuated by
accidents or matter. But now we have introduced a new metaphysical principle of the
subject; we require, that is, a principle of the subject that makes this subject the most
fundamental, positive metaphysical fact, and yet is neither a more contracted instance of
universal nature nor any sort of spatio-temporal bundle of accidents. According to this bit
of Christo-logic, we require a positive principle that individuates and particularizes,
which is utterly indifferent to—and so completes and actualizes—the universal (nature)
and particular (idioms) in and of every real being. 1f, that is, we want to follow the
Neochalcedonians, and Maximus too, and make the individuating principle of Christ’s
flesh the same as that of every individual; make Christo-logic, cosmo-logic.?

2. Criticisms. Important scholars have openly lamented the conflation of
hypostasis’s two definitions. Charles Moeller, and Grillmeier too, discerned here an illicit

and “dangerous unification” of what had been kept judiciously discrete up until the end of

something like the concept of in-subsistence, does not account for the precise principle of individuation in
the Incarnation; see his, “Individual Natures in the Christology of Leontius of Byzantium,” JECS 10.2
(2002): 245-65, esp. 256-8. But, of course, for Leontius (as for most) the Son’s singular property comes
already and only through his eternal generation from the Father, not through any set of accidents; e.g. CNE
4, PG 86, 1285d; Daley 144. I do not mean to deny that Christ’s humanity kad accidents in the proper sense
(time, place, skin color, bodily figure, even style of human thinking and communicating), only that these
caused or achieved his individuality. They expressed it.

2% Leontius of Byzantium, Epil. 8, PG 86, 1940b, Daley 300-1: “I am so far from saying that God
the Word is united to our [manhood] by the law of nature, that I am not even prepared to say that the union
of the human soul with its own body is experienced naturally [trv TpoOg 10 Eavti|g DU GLUVAPELAY
ouok®c].” Then follows a striking declaration still about every human soul: in all cases “the mode of
union [which is the same as the Word’s with his own humanity] rather than the principle of nature [ovx ¢
AOYOG Ti|g pUcemG] contains the great mystery of religion”; for Maximus, see ch. 2, sec. 2.2.
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the fifth century: theologia (Trinity) and oikonomia (Incarnation).”” Christological
infelicities aside, Moeller lauds Cyril and Severus of Antioch for at least grasping that
concepts or terms in these separate domains must also retain separate definitions.?®
Chalcedon indeed forced reflection on the difference between nature and hypostasis in
christology proper, but the misstep many took— however understandable prima facie—
was to flee to Cappadocian trinitarian terminology for uncritical succor.”* Moeller means
principally Nyssen’s definition of hypostasis, “distinguishing characteristics,” more than
the second definition, “that which exists according/in itself.” He contends that only the
second was necessary and that the first should have been abandoned “résolument.”’
Why? Recall Severus’s dilemma: was Christ’s human nature universal or
particular? This trap springs only if you define hypostasis as the “distinguishing
characteristics” that constitute a concrete, particular instance of a nature or essence (it
doesn’t yet matter whether this “essence” is Aristotelian or Neoplatonic). So if Christ’s
human nature is universal, then it lacks particularity and must simply comprise the whole
lump of humanity; Christ would have assumed every human being. If his human nature is
particular, then it bore a hypostasis after all that made it the concrete “this” that it was.
Neochalcedonians, Cyrillian at heart, had to reject this latter option as plain

Nestorianism, while the first was sufficiently strange and therefore void. But now, warn

Moeller and others, Neochalcedonians were beguiled by a seductive resolution. They

7 Already at Moeller, “Le Chalcédonisme et le neo-chalcédonisme,” 644, 676, but cf. esp. idem,
“Textes ‘monophysites’,” which blames the “monophysite contamination” on Leontius of Jerusalem; see
Grillmeier, “Der Neu-Chalkedonismus,” 377-8. Prestige had already decried an “exaggerated assimilation
of the theory of the Trinity to that of the Incarnation” (226), but for quite different reasons than Moeller and
Grillmeier. And he too located the mistake in sixth-century thinkers like the two Leontii, and views
Maximus as subsequently and similarly errant (233); see G.L. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought.

% Moeller, “Textes ‘monophysites’,” 468 n. 3.

* Moeller, “Textes ‘monophysites’,” 470, identifies John Grammaticus as the first violator.

%% Moeller, “Textes ‘monophysites’,” 470-1.
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were led to say—and Leontius of Jerusalem here appears first and worst of the
perpetrators’'—that the human nature’s individuating characteristics or “hypostasis” just
are the very properties of the Word’s eternal hypostasis.>* The Word’s very person makes
his humanity both real and particular. Behold the “monophysite virus” injected into
Neochalcedonian christology: now Christ’s humanity cannot even be conceived apart
from the distinguishing characteristics that make the Word who and how He is divinity.
For Moeller, putatively inspired by Thomas Aquinas, this whole line of thought collapses
the individual integrity of Christ’s humanity, since it is no longer a formal whole in itself
thought apart from the Word’s singularity:

Autrement dit encore, sans le savoir peut-étre, au lieu de limiter strictement le role
de I'union hypostatique a la subsistance de la nature humaine congue comme un
tout, Léonce [of Jerusalem] frole le mélange de I’humain et du divin: les
propriétés concretes, particularisantes (Ioiopota dpwpiotika) qui font de la
nature humaine du Christ une réalité vivante, douée d’une vie psychologique qui
est réelle et non point un trompe-1’oeil, ne subsistent pas directement dans
I’hypostase du Verbe, mais dans la nature humaine concréte du Christ. C’est la
nature qui subsiste. Si elle n’a pas d’hypostase humaine, ce n’est pas parce
qu’elle serait dépourvue de caracteres individuants, mais parce qu’elle ne peut un
seul instant subsister a part, ‘par elle-méme’. Elle subsiste ontologiquement dans
I’hypostase divine. C’est par l’intermédiaire de cette subsistance de la nature que
les propriétés existent dans le Christ homme.™

It was the “awkward,” unreflective use of the Cappadocian trinitarian definition of
4

“hypostasis” in christology that inflicted monophysitism upon Neochalcedonianism.’

Abandon the first definition (“individuating properties”) and retain the first

*! Moeller, “Textes ‘monophysites’,” 471-4, takes special issue with Leontius’s precision that it
was the Word’s property, not just his hypostasis, that became “most composed” in the historical
Incarnation.

32 Moeller, “Chalcédonisme,” 701: “on a I’impression que les propriétés concrétes de la nature
humaine de Jésus se combinent avec les propriétés concrétes de 1’hypostase du Verbe au sein de la Trinité.”

33 Moeller, “Textes ‘monophysites’,” 475, his emphasis, my embossing; cf. idem,
“Chalcédonisme,” 703.

** So Grillmeier, “Der Neu-Chalkedonismus,” 378 n. 34: “Dieser Monophysitismus ist freilich
mehr aus der Hilflosigkeit in dem Gebrauch der Definition des Gregor von Nyssa las aus wirklich
monophysitischer Tendenz zu erklaren.”
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(“subsistence” or “that which exists in itself’)—that is Moeller’s antidote. But notice
how his proposal already indulges the very language Neochalcedonians meant to resist:
when we rightly conceive Christ’s humanity apart from his person, then we see that it is
itself “a whole” before it is Christ. The Word’s hypostasis, as mere “subsistence,” flips
the existential switch that grants concrete being to an already conceived, distinct whole.
More, for Moeller it’s the nature as a whole that initially subsists, as it were, in the
Word, and only “then” do its particular properties (again, already and separately
conceived) subsist in the Word’s own subsistence. Last comes the astounding claim any
Neochalcedonian, Maximus above all, would have abhorred: the “subsistence” of
Christ’s whole humanity is “the intermediary” of its particular properties. The concrete
person and the concrete humanity of Christ are so distinct, at least formally or
conceptually, that they must now relate through an intermediary—the phantom
“subsistence” of the whole or abstract human nature as opposed to or different from the
subsistence the Word is. Here arises precisely the kind of hidden Nestorianism
Neochalcedonians suspected and loathed.

Why palaver over an obscure scholarly trend? Because, obscure though it be,
what is decided (or undecided) about these more conspicuous Neochalcedonian trends
fixes the parameters for what’s possible or desirable to say about the fundamental relation
between creation and Incarnation. A fault line already divides: conceptually and formally,
the fact that Christ takes up even this human nature, 4is, I mean, cannot in any way
qualify or define or characterize its metaphysical content—what it is in power and how it
will be in act. That’s to say, even the possibility (and certainly the actual creation) of

Christ’s individual human nature cannot be primordially linked to his very act of
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Incarnating into and as that human nature. That creation is not Incarnation takes
precedence here over the potentiality and actuality of Christ’s very flesh. Already the two
tiers (nature and grace) of a certain Thomism,* or, deeper still, the “real distinction”
between esse and essentia adopted in the high Middle Ages, emerge as the absolutely
inviolable Grundprinzip of all creation, even of Christ’s self-creation in Mary’s womb.*®

But if we wish to grasp Maximus, this won’t do.

35 Karl Rahner, “Jesus Christ—The Meaning of Life,” Theological Investigations, vol. 21, 214:
“Pure Chalcedonism was always suspicious that the other soteriology [Neochalcedonianism’s] would
covertly evolve from a communication of properties (of the two natures) into an identity of properties (of
both).” Neochalcedonian christology has borne its most bitter fruit in modern soteriology, where the
proposition that “God suffers” is taken “in such a way that this affirmation forges an identity between
subject and predicate, the eternity of the divinity and the suffering of the humanity” (214). Death and
finitude, Rahner reminds, “belong only to the created reality of Jesus; they are located on this side of the
infinite distance between God and what is created” (214, my emphasis). Rahner’s critique fails to
distinguish properly between the logic of nature as opposed to that of hypostasis. Perhaps some modern
theologians say what Rahner styles the Neochalcedonian “interpretation” of Christ’s work—that suffering
and death apply “to the divinity itself.” But no actual Neochalcedonian said that. The innovation demanded
by the fact of Christ is precisely one of conceiving new relations between subject and predicate, since in
christology the “subject” is not primarily logical; /e is rather the most fundamental ontological fact of both
sets of predicates, the very positivity that enables that dual, otherwise contradictory predication. See
Leontius of Byzantium, Epil. 8, PG 86, 1944b, Daley 306-7: “For the one hypostasis and one persona can
receive opposite and contradictory predicates [Td Evavtio Kol T0 AvTIKEILEVA KaTyopipata d€xecot]
together and in the same subject; but the one nature, as we have said, which can produce contraries [t0
évavrtia], cannot at one time come to be contradictory to itself [ta dvtikeipeva eavtii].” Mere talk about
“this side” of an “infinite distance” between Christ’s two natures does not yet register what makes the
mystery of Christ mysterious: the fact that Christ’s own singular subjectivity is not only indifferent to such
“distance,” but is its very condition. Cf. too Maximus, A4mb 2.4.

3% Balthasar consistently reads Maximus’s christology as anticipating but never quite attaining
Thomas’s “real distinction.” He detects some troubling ambivalence just where Moeller and Grillmeier did:
when Maximus retains the trinitarian definition of “hypostasis” alongside the more appropriate one,
“subsistence.” See Hans Urs von Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy: The Universe According to Maximus the
Confessor. Translated by Brian E. Daley, S.J. (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2003 [1961]), 64, 113. Aaron
Riches, Ecce Homo: On the Divine Unity of Christ (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2016), 13, also suggestively
links the twentieth-century longing for an “orthodox Nestorianism” in some circles (e.g. Rahner) with the
“modern Latin doctrine of natura pura” (e.g. Steven A. Long, Lawrence Feingold): “The integrity of
nature, on this latter view, is safeguarded by its natural perfectibility in se, and so in a manner essentially
separable from the order of grace. The convertibility of the doctrine of natura pura with a quasi-Nestorian
logic of separatio lies in the way proponents of natura pura insist on deriving the ‘species’ of the human
creature wholly from the ‘proximate, proportionate, natural end’ of a ‘purely natural’ human nature, fully
divested from the history of salvation” (my emphasis). That is, the desire to conceive the entirety of human
nature apart from any fact—even in christology—at least formally parallels broader conceptions of a strict,
two-tiered God-world relation.
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1.3 — Maximus’s fine point: hypostatic identity

I discern in Maximus three features proper to “hypostasis” as it relates to nature. A
hypostasis is irreducible to, inseparable from, and indifferent to the nature it is.*” This
section lingers over the first and last features; the second comes more so in the next on
the concept of “the enhypostatic” (sec. 1.4). Together these help describe just what sort of
identity obtains between different natures in a single hypostasis—in Christ, the identity of
infinitely different natures, the created and the uncreated.

1. Irreducibility (or positivity). Like all Neochalcedonians Maximus insisted on
the convertibility of terms in matters trinitarian and christological.*® This univocity spans
the two mysteries and reinforces the Chalcedonian distinction between ovcio-@uoig and
vrootacic-tpdownov. The former pair predicates the common or universal, the latter the
proper or particular. That’s a bit of tried traditional wisdom, of mainly Cappadocian
deposit:

On the one hand, according to the Fathers the essence and the nature (for they say

that these are the same thing) are common and universal, i.e. generic. On the

other, the hypostasis and the person (for these too, they say, come to the same) are
proper and particular.*
That partition came hewn from solid dogmatic stone: were there no strict correlation of
nature to commonality and hypostasis to property, the Christian doctrine of God as

Trinity would implode. “My account,” Maximus declares, “will dare to speak of the

greatest: even with respect to the first, anarchic, efficient Cause of all beings, we do not

37 See “An Analytic Appendix” for a more concise schematic.

3 Pyr201-2; Opusc 13, PG 91, 145a-149a.

¥ Ep 15, PG 91, 545a (cp. 548d): “Kowov piv odv €01t kai kafoAKdV, fyouv yevikdv, Kotd Todg
IMoatépag, 1 ovoia Kol 1) PUCIG TavTOV Yap GAAMANG TavTag Vapyew gaciv. "Idov 8¢ kai pepikov, 1
VIOOTAGLS KOl TO TPOSOTOV™ TOVTOV Yap AAAMIAOLG KoT® adTovS TadTa TuYXavovsty.” Maximus then cites
Basil three times and Gregory Nazianzen twice in justification—all explicitly trinitarian passages.
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contemplate the nature and the hypostasis as identical to one another.”*’ God’s very being
proves and determines that these two logics of nature and hypostasis—and they are
logics, they bear distinctive principles (logoi)*'—are inseparable yet irreducible to one
another.*

So follows a familiar deduction: if a person in the Trinity differs by hypostasis
alone, and if a hypostasis is always what makes proper or individuates* (or, as the first
definition had it, “characterizes”), then the Son’s hypostasis exists by an ineffable
principle, an ineffable act of the Father.* The Son is who he is, is himself in all his
personal distinctiveness, right there in the heart of the eternal Trinity. Few would deny
this: vintage post-Constantinople (381) orthodoxy. But again, as with the earlier
Neochalcedonians, fewer still grasp the fairly massive implications this holds for the
concept of individuation in the Incarnation. The Son is already the singular hypostasis he
is “prior” to his personal human existence in the historical Incarnation. And this divine,
personal identity was certainly no product of some descending, generic-to-specific

L

“contraction,”” 1.e. an individual among other roots of Porphyry’s tree. Divinity is

common, but it is no genus. Still less could Aristotle’s individuation by accidents apply,

“ Ep 15, PG 91, 549¢d. The Three differ by the idioms ingenerate (Father), generated (Son), and
procession (Spirit).

*! This will be evident across Maximus’s texts, but consider one of his terser formulations (though
some doubt its authenticity) at Opusc 26, PG 91, 264b: ““Oti 1 pév pvoig €idovg Adyov povov Enéyet, 1 6
VTOGTOOLS Kod TOV TVOG E0TL ONAMTIKY.”

*2 Amb 1.3; cf. CC 2.29. So Piret, Le Christ et la Trinité, e.g. 45-6: “la pensée de Maxime le
Confesseur, concernant le Christ Jésus et la Sainte Trinité, s’exerce selon les rapports logiques de I’union et
de la différence comme de 1’identité et de I’altérité, qu’elle se réfere aux réalités de I’hypostase et de
I’ousie, comprenant la volonté raisonnable et I’opération volontaire, et qu’elle témoigne de la
correspondance des dogmes trinitaire et christologique de I’Eglise.”

* See “An Analytic Appendix.”

* Opusc 21, PG 91, 249c¢.

*> Amb 1.3: “For the Monad is truly a Monad: it is not the origin of the things that come after it, as
if it had expanded after a state of contraction, like something naturally poured out and proliferating into a
multitude, but is rather the enhypostasized being of the consubstantial Trinity [dAL’ évordcTtatog dvioTng
opoovaiov Tpadog].”
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for the rather sane reason that God has no accidents at all.*® The person of the Son, that
man Jesus, the hypostasis he is, subsists by some other principle of individuation. If he is
“not an individual” in Porphyry’s sense, as Maximus reads Cyril to say,*’ this is exactly
because “being individual” is for the Son an intra-trinitarian act which bears its own
unique principle (rather than the species-principle of genus plus differentiae, or some
variety of the bundle principle). Yet this is also the very principle of Christ’s human
subsistence, lest it be not the very Son in flesh. And so in the Incarnation the divine
principle of individuation extends to the created order itself: what alone is one in Christ,
hypostasis, subsists in (and indeed grounds) his telluric life by a hitherto unconceived
individuating principle, one irreducible to the principle of either of his natures*® and yet,
of course, also inseparable from them. In the Trinity and in Christ—or, in God ad intra

and ad extra—Maximus divines the surest warrant for distinguishing and describing the

4 gmb 17.12; Opusc 21, PG 91, 249a; et al.

4 Opusc 16, PG 91, 204a. Jean-Claude Larchet, “Hypostase, personne, et individu selon saint
Maxime le Confesseur,” Revue d histoire ecclésiastique 109 (2014): 52, while right to deny that this text
implies any absolute opposition between “individual” and “person,” nevertheless wrongly infers that “il est
question de I’Aypostase composée du Christ qui constitue un cas unique d’une hypostase qui unit deux
natures. En tant que Dieu-homme, le Christ n’est pas un membre d’une essence ou d’une nature, ou encore
un genre uniques qui comporteraient une multiplicité d’individus.” For Maximus, that Christ’s composed
person is not properly an individual derives from the way he is person, not, as Larchet claims, “du fait
précisement qu’elle est composée” (55). If the fact of being a composed hypostasis excludes that hypostasis
from individuality, then every human person, which is also a composed hypostasis (since body and soul are
“homo-hypostatic” essences in man; cf. Opusc 14, PG 91, 152a-b), would likewise not be an individual.
The point is rather that when Christ makes himself the identity of natural extremes, he is individual in a
way more fundamental than any logical determination of species and differentiae, since, of course, he was a
hypostasis already “before” he was human, and indeed, divinity is neither a genus nor species. Every
hypostasis, in fact, is in itself more fundamental than the way it is individual, since individuality (in a
Porphyrian schema) properly “refers back” to the species it is by nature, as Maximus indicates here. That’s
why he can define “hypostasis” or “person’ as what possesses “the delimitation of individuality in
themselves [i.e. hypostasis and person], but not [possessing] by nature the predication among many [i.e.
hypostasis and person do not have the ‘common idioms’ of nature or essence],” Opusc 14, PG 91, 152a, my
translation.

*¥ Nature and hypostasis are so clearly irreducible to each other that Maximus can even say that
each of Christ’s natures, gua natures, “lacks its own proper hypostasis”; Opusc 13.7.
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two logics of nature and hypostasis. In fact, he contends, failure to do so constitutes
precisely the rotten root of otherwise opposed christological heresies—no small matter.*’

In christological controversy, everything comes down to the “mode of union.”*
Here you must discriminate the two logics. It’s here too that Maximus perceived basic
agreement between Nestorians and monophysites of every sort. Whether two natures
require two hypostases, or one hypostasis one nature, a tight correspondence between
nature and hypostasis assumes that the mode (and so product) of the Incarnation must
bend to “natural laws,” to how any concrete synthesis supposedly occurs in nature.”’
Neither party sufficiently conceived hypostasis in its own positivity, as bearing a logic
distinct from nature. Especially flagrant was the miaphysite concept of Christ’s

2 ¢

“composed nature,” “the acropolis of Severus’s reasonings.”> For Severus Christ’s one
nature still retained something of a human “quality,” and so is rightly considered
“composed.”

Maximus tenders three arguments to the contrary.” First, the union of Christ’s
two natures becomes involuntary. It would have occurred, that is, with just as little intent
involved as, say, the union of my body and soul: neither willed union with the other.
Second, this union is simultaneous. Since neither “part” of Christ’s one composed nature
could really be what it is outside of that concrete whole (again, think human body and

soul), either Christ’s flesh must enjoy co-eternity with the Word, or the very Word did

not exist until birthed by the Virgin. Last and most significant, this union would complete

* Ep 12, PG 91, 493c.

%0 Grillmeier, Christ, 11/2, 200-211; Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 209, 245-6.
' Ep 13, PG 91, 300; cf. n. 48.

2 Ep 13, PG 91, 296; Ponsoye 154-5.

> Opusc 21, PG 91, 256a-b; Ep 13, PG 91, 516d-524b.

> All from Ep 13, PG 91, 296 sq.
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or perfect both parts united. Christ would need both parts to achieve the whole he is, by
nature. His becoming would therefore be subject to a law or logos greater than either of
his parts on their own, a logos corresponding to the perfected whole as such. Maximus
defies all three necessary features of Severus’s single “composed nature,” and thereby
denies “Christ” names any kind of natural “whole” at all. And yet he is indeed the whole
of these parts. More, “this very one is the limit, the principle [A0yoc], and the law of
every composed nature.””

A composed hypostasis, not a composed nature—this is Maximus’s line.’® Not
without controversy.”” Much of the worry, I think, comes from a failure to think through
the two distinct logics of hypostasis and nature and then their peculiar relation (total
indifference). The idea of a “composed hypostasis” is clear enough: it signifies that
concrete whole apart from which its proper parts [or natures] could not subsist, and
therefore a whole irreducible to yet and constituted by its parts.”® Here we come upon a
metaphysical axiom in Maximus, one grounded, we’ve seen, in the Trinity and now
Christ: because both hypostasis and nature name positive features of all being—that is,
distinct logics or dimensions of being in their own right—they also act as the necessary,
reciprocal condition for one another (this will become clearer in sec. 1.4).%° Christ the

hypostatic “whole” is the sole and fundamentally positive oneness of divine and human

natures. Their oneness, their identity, just is their existential fact in this instance, in

)

> Ep 13, PG 91, 517b, my translation: “Odtog yap méong suvhETon ¢pioeng 8pog Te Kol Adyog Kot
vépog.”

% First proposed by Leontius of Jerusalem; see Nicholas Madden, OCD, “Composite Hypostasis
in Maximus Confessor,” Studia Patristica (1993): 186.

37 Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, 105, says Balthasar squirmed about it.

¥ Ep 12, PG 91, 484b, my translation: “For [this one rightly] confesses with the Fathers that the
unconfused [natures] from which Christ is composed remained on account of the difference preserved.
Apart from the one hypostasis, these realities that differ from each other in their natural principle could
never exist, and you could never in any way know them separately [from the hypostasis].”

> Cf. too “An Analytic Preface,” 3-4.
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Christ. But the instance or hypostasis as such presents nothing natural, no formal or
essential content of its own, which is precisely why it avoids all the absurdities of
Severus’s “composed nature.”® Christ qua hypostasis contains absolutely no natural
content that might in any sense stand in tension with another nature (still less any
contrast): as nature’s condition, hypostasis pretends no natural relation to nature at all,
necessarily so. “Behold the paradox,” says Maximus, “to contemplate a composed
hypostasis without thereby predicating a composed nature of that hypostasis, as if of a
species.”®!

2. Indifference. Hence Maximus’s answer to Severus’s dilemma. Are Christ’s two
natures universal or particular? For Maximus, both.®* How? Recall hypostasis’s two
definitions or functions.®’ Hypostasis is the “this” which [1] grounds and [2] individuates
what it is. The composed hypostasis of the Word, then, makes his natures simultaneously
real and particular. In Christ divinity and humanity are single and factual—indeed, are a
single fact or event (not a nature, which apart from its fact is nothing at all). Again, the
singularity of a hypostasis bears its own positive principle, and yet this principle is
decidedly not natural. The Son’s hypostasis is therefore an existential fact which stands in

no tension with nature, and for this very reason it can receive utterly different natures

without diminishing them (hypostasis in itself possesses nothing to oppose any nature).

%S0 Ep 15, PG 91, 552¢, where Maximus claims even the body-soul analogy supports the point
that the hypostatic “idiom,” the individuality of a particular instance of something, is exactly where and
how essential different realities attain “mutual identity”: “...ka0’ 0v ta dwopodvto Bdtepov T Kat’ ovoiav
oixelag kovémTog idtdpoTa, Ko TV Guo @ etvon Tpdg SAANAG cVUVOSOV, TOIETTOL YAPAKTHPIGTIKY, THG &€
avT®V cupTAnpovIEVNG piag DTooTthoems kab’ fiv i Apog dhinle Oswpseitor TavTdTNG, TNV OlavoDv un
deyopévn dopopav.”

' Ep 13, PG 91, 517¢, my translation: “6 kai mapado&ov, dDméctacty chvOeTov Dedodat, ywpic Tig
KaT’ €100¢ ADTHC KOTNYOPOLHEVIG GUVOETOL PUOEMG.”

62 Ep 15, PG 91, 557¢, my translation: “Hence Christ possessed both the common and the
particular of those parts from which he was composed [OVkodV Ekatépov TGV €€ BV GUVETEO NepdV O
Xp1o70¢ £lxE, T6 T KOWOV Kai 1O 181K6V].”

% Ep 15, PG 91, 557d-560a; cf. “An Analytic Appendix.”
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The Word’s reception of these natures is their very subsistence,’® but it is indeed his
reception; he, I mean, receives divine and human natures in his own distinctive way, his
individual style, in the very concreteness of his own hypostasis—in his “this,” if you will.
Their “personal identity” in him just is their concrete particularity.®
Now reappears that principal worry over Neochalcedonian christology, that the
Son’s own eternal property individuates his human flesh. But this point proves essential
for Maximus. It discloses the Incarnation’s very logic, its very possibility:
All this announces the true principle (logos) of the divine economy, of the
Incarnation. For the idioms by which his flesh differed, distinguishing him from
us—by these his flesh possessed identity with the Word according to hypostasis.
And the idioms by which the Word differed from the Father and Spirit, distinct as
Son—by these he preserved the monadic identity with the flesh according to
hypostasis. No principle (logos) whatever divides him.*
The point here, not entirely unique to Maximus,®” is that the only thing the Son “has” that
can be one with a nature infinitely different from his divinity is himself, his hypostasis;
for his hypostasis certainly differs from the Father’s and from divinity as such. This

hypostasis is already “individualized” by his unique generation, already a distinct person

in the Godhead. Therefore the Son, who is very God, becomes one with human nature

% Ep 15, PG 91, 553d: “He made Himself a perfect man, assuming a rational and noetic flesh that
took nature and hypostasis in Him, that is, being and subsistence, accordingly simultaneous with the
Word’s very conception [&v o0t TV T€ POV AaBodon¢ Kol THV DTOGTUGIV: TOVTESTL, TO £1valL TE Kai TO
veeoTaval, kot ooty Gua tod Adyov v o]’ Ep 12, PG 91, 468a: “From her [i.e. Mary]| He
united flesh to Himself according to hypostasis, consubstantial with us, animated by a rational and noetic
soul, not pre-hypostasized for even the twinkling of an eye, but in Himself, God and Word, that flesh
received both ‘to be’ and ‘to subsist’ [6AL’ &v adT® T® Oed kol Ady®, Koi TO £lvar Kol TO VITOCTHVHL
Mofodoav].” See sec. 1.4.

% Ep 15, PG 91, 556b, my translation: “he revealed himself in the unicity of his person absolutely
without difference, unified to the supreme degree by the personal identity of His own parts among them [€v
] TpOG BAANAQ KAT® GKPOV TPOCOTIKT TAVTOTNTL TAV OiKel®mV PeP@V damavtog EviCopevov].” Notice that
the “personal identity” is not some third thing, as if the “parts” were identical by the law of transference. It
is their identity, where they are completely and invariably one thing.

66 Ep 15, PG 91, 560ab; my translation.

57 Leontius of Byzantium, Epil. 25, PG 86, 1909¢-d (Daley 327-9): “for by the distinguishing
characteristics which divides him from the Father, he is joined to the flesh, just as by the natural property
which joins him to the Father he experiences difference from the flesh; and as he is one nature with the
Father because of the sameness of nature, so he is not one nature with the flesh, because of its natural and
unchanging character, even in union with the Word.”
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only by instancing it in and as himself—by becoming the existential fact or event of both
natures at once and as one. So while his divinity unites him to the Father and his
humanity to us (by nature), he only receives these two natural unities, Chalcedon’s two
“consubstantialities,” because of and in his hypostatic distinction from hypostases of both
divine and human natures.®® That hypostatic determination stands indifferent to nature is
precisely what makes it wholly hospitable to nature.

A proper discrimination of the two logics, then, produces this clever
circumvention of Severus’s dilemma: since it belongs to a hypostasis’s principle to
characterize and particularize, and to a nature’s principle to communize and
universalize—an “individual nature” names a nature’s power and actuality in a personal
mode. A nature in that mode is no mere abstraction. That particular mode still bears the
mode and quality proper to the nature as such.®” That’s to say, nature in a personal mode
remains a universal nature; it really actualizes and so displays properties common to all
other individuals of the same kind (e.g. rationality in Paul is still the same essential
rationality in me—however modally dimmer in me!). And yet the very mode that
concretizes these universal features is itself always individual, always of a certain
person.”® The positivity and total indifference of person to nature—its distinctive logic—

makes it possible for Christ to possess both a universal and particular human nature.

% Eric D. Perl, “Metaphysics and Christology in Maximus Confessor and Eriugena,” in Eriugena:
East and West — Papers of the Eighth International Colloquium of the Society for the Promotion of
Eriugenian Studies, eds. Bernard McGinn and Willemien Otten (Notre Dame: UNDP, 1994), 258-9.

% Opusc 21, PG 91, 248c-249a.

0 Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, 102-3, rightly observes that “the personal” and “mode” are
crucially linked but not identical. Maximus’s resolution of the universal-vs.-particular flesh dilemma
intimates his broader metaphysical view, inspired by Nemesius and perhaps Theophrastus, that both
particulars and universals are created in time (Amb 7.16; 10.83, 101; Constas, vol. 1, 489, n. 57)—a view
Tollefsen notes “seems strange” against “the background of Neoplatonic thought” (Christocentric, 87).
Perhaps this strange view finds its more immediate background in christology proper. I discuss the
reciprocal creation and perfection of particulars and universals at sec. 2.3 and 4.3, respectively.
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Maximus helpfully clarifies all this when he confronts a monenergist proposal
meant to mollify strict dyenergists like him. Since, they argue, an activity belongs
properly to a person gua agent, and since Christ was undoubtedly one person, he
therefore possessed only one “hypostatic activity.” Maximus thinks not. He responds to
Theodore of Raithu’s version:

For [Theodore] obscured and in a certain sense destroyed the principle for these
things [i.e. hypostasis and nature] by assigning to the person gua person the
activity that characterizes the nature, rather than [assigning to the person] the
‘how’ and the ‘what sort of mode’ of its [i.e. nature’s] fulfillment [0yl TOV Tidg
Kol omolov TG Kat’ avtnVv ékPacewc tpdnov]. In this way one recognizes the
difference between those acting and those acted upon, possessing these with or
against nature. For each of us acts principally as what we are rather than as who—
that is, [we act] as man. And as someone, say Paul or Peter, he gives expression to
the mode of the activity typified by him through impartation, perhaps, or by
progress in this way or that according to his dispositive judgment. Hence, on the
one hand, one recognizes difference among persons in the mode of conduct [év
pev 1@ tpéme...katd v npdv], and on the other, invariability in the logos of the
natural activity. For one is not more or less endowed with activity or reason
[évepync fi Aoykdc], but we all have the same logos and its natural activity.”'

Positivity and indifference of person: positive, and so it determines (“expresses” and
“typifies”) the peculiar mode of its nature; indifferent, so it perfectly preserves its

99 <6

nature’s universal principle (“one is not more or less,” “we all have the same /ogos and
its natural activity”).

The person of Christ is the principle of individuation.” Just because his
hypostasis relates indifferently to nature, it can welcome his human universality and

particularity: it asserts no natural determination that then qualifies either pole of nature’s

modal determination, universal or particular, as if it were itself some principle of nature

" Opusc 10; PG 91, 136d-137a; my translation.

2 Madden, “Composite Hypostasis in Maximus Confessor,” 188: “This gives us an astonishing
insight into the mystery of the Incarnation; the flesh is truly the flesh of the only-begotten son of God; all
its individual traits are determined by his eternal personality and they reveal it. This extends to every
dimension of his being and life as man. It marks his style...the subsistence of the Logos is the principle of
individuation of his humanity as well as of its union with him.” See to Heinzer, Gottes Sohn, 133-9.
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legislating one mode in place of the another. So he grounds and determines his own
humanity; he must therefore precede both its universal and particular dimensions. Now
consider this: in Christ’s case, at least (for now), Maximus sees no need for some other
grounding and individuating principle—to take sides, as it were, on the great debate over
immanent and transcendent universals.” Christo-logic relieves that sort of pressure. It
must.

At length we arrive at an anticipated claim: Maximus openly denies that any
Porphyrian principle of individuation, either Neoplatonic or Peripatetic, applies in the
Incarnation.’”* Curiously enough, he suspects Severus of just this.

And if he does not confess these [two natures], but really confesses the qualities

alone, it is clear that, obliterating the natures, he teaches that Christ is an

assemblage of qualities [mrolotiteV dOpotoua OV Xpiotov] just as we know the
natures of material things to be: really established in a material substrate

[Vrokeéve pévrot thg VANG cuviotapévog], yet not contemplated in the sole and

simple qualities, as indeed he depicts Christ. And that’s why he calls him a

composed nature—that, obviously, and does not conceive another fashioned and

composed from simple qualities. For, out of whatever things he says the
difference is, of these plainly is the union too. For the difference is not of those
things while the union is of others, but [both] are of the very same things and not
of others.”
A somewhat elliptical passage, but the basic claim’s clear enough: it is wrong to conceive
the “compositeness” of Christ in terms of nature or quality (itself of a concrete nature).

Either fails to the degree that it virtually reduces Christ’s “unity” to an assemblage of

qualities around one material substrate. That is, Christ would be “one” and so

7 See Richard Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 200-600 AD: A Sourcebook: Volume
3: Logic and Metaphysics (New York: Cornell University Press, 2005), 128-63.

"t Opusc 21, PG 91, 248b-c, my translation: Here Maximus argues that, “for the divine
Fathers,” the concepts of “quality,” “property,” and “difference” do “not rest upon being received by a
certain substrate [ovk &xni Tivog vmokeyévov Aaufovopévn], that is, by an essence or nature but upon those
things contemplated in the essence, and indeed really those things in the hypostasis [kai pévtotl ye tdv T
vroothoel Bempovuévmv].” Just before this he ascribes such a view to “those outside,” an allusion that,
along with the vague description of the position, is sufficiently broad to encompass the whole Porphyrian-
inspired tradition.

™ Opusc 21, PG 91, 256ab; my translation.
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“individuated” by matter, such that we really only have one concrete nature (“that’s why
he calls him a composed nature) modified by the addition of accidents or qualities in the
way a material substrate suffers alteration of its various qualities. Thus the subtle polemic
of the last lines: whatever differs—for Severus, merely qualities—is also what is united
in Christ; and if the qualities alone differ, then the qualities alone can be united, and that
in the only conceivable way an “assemblage of qualities” is ever united—in a material
substrate. But a material substrate, as is clear (and as Maximus affirms in the next
paragraph), is among the most divided unities. Maximus argues this is the best sort of
unity Severus can conceive and remain consistent.”®

Successful or not, this argument nicely illustrates Maximus’s rejection of the
Porphyrian principle. A positive principle of hypostasis, Christ himself, and not some
posterior assemblage of characteristics, grounds and individuates Christ’s created
nature.”” He makes himself two.”® In fact, to state the deeper insight, only such a principle
proves Christ truly one.

3. ldentity. In Christo-logic “hypostasis” names an individual positivity whose
principle stands in a relation of utter indifference to the nature(s) it is. Its positivity and

indifference are the exact properties that permit it to exist as the single, concrete fact of

% Or else, if “quality” works differently, as Maximus agrees “nature” does as it relates to
hypostasis, he awaits to be stupefied by the explanation! Cf. Opusc 21, PG 91, 256b.

77 This becomes in Maximus a general metaphysical rule for every concrete, individual existence;
cf. Amb 17.5, and ch. 2, sec. 2.3.

8 If one were to posit another principle of individuation besides the Son’s very self—say,
individuation by accidents or a particular nature (or some combination of both)— that principle would be
just as constitutive or causal for Christ’s flesh as Christ himself. This co-causal principle would not only
co-determine the esse reale of Christ’s flesh, but its particularity too. It would therefore cease to be true
that the Son alone determines his own real and individual flesh. And if his flesh derives from elsewhere,
even ever so slightly, then we might rightly wonder whether it at least partially “subsists” as or attains
subsistence by another reality—that is, hastily put, in a sense derives from another hypostasis. Here we
have, I think, a major reason Neochalcedonians, and Maximus in particular, saw any attempt even to
“conceive” of Christ’s flesh apart from Christ himself as capitulating to Nestorian “scission”; cf. Opusc 14,
PG 91, 80.
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two incommensurable natures—to be their identity. Hypostasis is a mode of union, to
reprise the Neochalcedonian conviction.

Maximus (like Leontius) thinks this true even in the case of the human person.”
The body-soul analogy, it’s true, had by Maximus’s time a somewhat fraught legacy.
Apollinarius made much of it, as did Cyril. It was a miaphysite favorite.* Quite obvious
why: a human person is a synthesis of two distinct natures, body and soul, and yet
completes one nature, the human. So too in Christ. Divine and human natures, though
two, attain concrete identity as one composite nature. Maximus confronts the analogy’s
force in a way that seems, prima facie, counter-intuitive. Rather than, say, stress the
inevitable dissimilarity to Christ’s case, an exceptional one, Maximus extends the logic of
Christ to the anthropological analogy itself. Even the body-soul unity in an individual
human person does not yet constitute their true identity.*’ They remain—even right there
in that person—essentially distinct in principle, that is, by nature, a fact anyone “grasps
clearly enough.”®* True, once they subsist and converge in a concrete person, they enjoy
relative commonality even on the level of nature: both are temporal, both mutually

affecting,83 and both are, of course, natures.®® Theirs is no absolute difference, as with

" Ep 12, PG 91, 277; Ponsoye 136-7: “Hypostatic unity is just as valid for Christ as it is for man.”
For Leontius of Byzantium see n. 26.

% Severus of Antioch, Ep 10, PO XIII, 202-3.

¥ Madden, “Composite Hypostasis in Maximus Confessor,” 176-7, though he misses that the
“achievement” was not just Maximus’s, but had already been advanced, for instance, by Leontius of
Byzantium, CNE 4, PG 86, 1285d-1288a; see Daley, “‘A Richer Union,”” 250-8, 262.

82 Ep 12, PG 91, 277; soul’s nature, for instance, comprises invisibility, incorporeality, relative
transcendence of space, even (perhaps) everlastingness—none of which belongs to the principle of body.
And the reverse: corruptibility, mortality, visibility, material complexity, irreducible spatiality—these are
natural to body, not soul.

% Soul acts through body as through “an instrument,” say, to perceive and receive sensations (Pyrr
187); soul unifies body (4mb 7.37); soul partially mediates virtue to body (Ambd 10.2); body can restrain
soul (Opusc 5, PG 91, 64c).

% Ep 12, PG 91, 277: again, together body and soul constitute one nature, “human.” Though this
names a genus marked by “a constitutive difference” from other species, it nowhere exists as such. It comes
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qualities (which are “mutually-eliminating”: triangular excludes circular, death negates
life, etc.). Theirs is difference by “antinomy,” a difference that “accepts separation” but
only within a more fundamental community.™

Once, 1 said, body and soul unite in an individual, then they achieve relative union
in distinction. Only when real and really united, when they are brought into permanent
“reciprocal relation” (trv €ig TO TPOG Tt €& AvaykNg dvapopav déxetar) by the singular
event of a person’s historical birth (notice the anti-Origenism here)—only then do they
receive each other in asymmetrical, essential union.*® And so even in the case of a human
person, two natures find relation, actuality, and identity in hypostasis alone. More
exactly: because their identity lies solely in the person, therefore they retain their natural
difference in principle.®” Conceiving the human “whole” this way releases nature from
having to achieve real identity between differing natures. Neither my soul nor my body,
nor some kind of natural mediation between them, generates me—the concrete “I” who
just is this body and this soul in this unity. Precisely here the analogy between
anthropology and christology truly obtains®®: the singular identity of hypostasis, the only
positivity that exists for itself (hypostasis’s second definition), makes possible and actual
the concrete union of my body and soul (first definition)—and because of hypostasis’s
absolute indifference as the real identity of each, these natures, relieved of that burden (of

achieving their own mutual identity), can preserve the universal principle that makes

only in its individuals, in, that’s to say, instances that themselves presuppose a prior subject, i.e. a
hypostasis.

% Opusc 17, PG 91, 115; Ponsoye 231. We might say they are analogous.

% Amb 7.40; 10.57; Opusc 5, PG 91, 64c.

87 Amb 7.43: because the “whole” of a human individual is the hypostasis alone, it “reveals that
both come into being simultaneously, and demonstrates their essential difference from each other, without
violating in any way whatsoever the principles (logoi) of their respective substances.”

% Cf. Karl-Heinz Uthemann, “Das Anthropologische Modell der Hypostatischen Union bei
Maximus Confessor,” in Felix Heinzer and Christoph Schonborn, Maximus Confessor: Actes du symposium
sur Maxime le Confesseur: Fribourg, 2-5 septembre 1980 (Fribourg: Editions universitaires, 1982), 223-33.
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them what they are. The hypostasis itself is a mode of union that grants absolute identity

to essentially different realities. Only here, only in this way, do they receive “identity

with one another.”®

And if this be so in the human case, a fortiori in Christ’s. A human body and soul,
once generated, still relate to one another naturally. They fit together qua nature(s). They
form one nature, the human. But Christ qua hypostasis—indeed, any hypostasis qua
hypostasis, we’ve seen—is no genus, no species, no nature at all. In fact he’s no mere
individual for the same reason, if, that is, “individual” signify the formal relations of the
nature a hypostasis instances.

I hasten to add that Christ’s composed person is not properly an individual [o0d¢
dropov kupimg]. For [his composed person] possesses no relation to the division
that goes from the most generic genus down through other subaltern genera all the
way to the most specific species, finally proceeding into him, to that property
defining [him]. Whence and for this reason, according to the most wise Cyril, the
name ‘Christ’ does not carry the power of definition, since it is not a species
[£166¢] predicated of many differing in number, nor obviously is it the essence of
something. For he is not an individual referring back to a species or genus; nor is
he circumscribed by these according to essence. Rather, [he is] a composed
hypostasis making identical to a supreme degree, in himself, the natural
distinction of the extremes, even leading [these] into one by the union of [his]
proper par‘[s.90

Mark how the passage ends: with Christ’s hypostasis as the identity “to a supreme
degree” of “the extremes,” his two utterly incommensurable natures. That last part is

crucial. Christ’s case differs from the body-soul analogy not because in the latter the

¥ Ep 15, PG 91, 552¢: “fy mpog dAnia Beopeiton tovtdtne.” CF. n. 60 for full quotation. This
insight about hypostasis as nature’s sole concrete identity is for Maximus a general law of metaphysics
derived, so I think, from Christo-logic. Hypostasis (again, not a material substrate or an assemblage of
properties as such) alone names the concrete identity of differing natures. Maximus often formulates this
precisely as a principle: “homo-hypostatic” realities (e.g. body and soul) must differ in essence/nature,
while “hetero-hypostatic” realities (e.g. individual humans) can be united in essence/nature (Opusc 14, PG
91, 152a; Ep 15, PG 91, 552b-c); or, “union according to hypostasis™ applies to “realities of differing
essences,” while “union according to essence” applies to “realities of differing hypostases” (Opusc 18, PG
91, 216a).

% Opusc 16, PG 91, 204a; my translation; cf. Ep 12, PG 91, 277-9.
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natures form parts of a one hypostatic whole; it differs because his parts are absolutely
different from each other. Created and uncreated natures share nothing by nature.”’ In
fact, because they attain identity only in Christ’s person, they remain entirely different by
nature.’”
Now we’ve come to the final and most urgent reason Christo-logic distinguishes
the two logics of hypostasis and nature. Hypostatic logic, as the only licit logic of
mediation between created and uncreated natures, becomes the logic of salvation (cf. Eph
2.16). Christ’s person is the only place where divinity and humanity can be really,
positively, invariably one: “it is therefore clear that, according to the one hypostasis that
these [natures] achieve, the parts absolutely do not differ in any way.”” He is not simply
their “conjunction” or “composed nature” (Severus’s natural fusion); he is their identity
(tawtéTng). And it’s not muddled thinking to say so.”* It would be muddled, indeed
heretical, not to, as Cyril knew.” (After all, Nestorius was anything but unclear in his
thinking; his fault lay not in clarity of thought, but in failure to conform that thought to

the matter itself, the fact of Christ). Anything less than concrete identity is less than true

union, less than our salvation. He, as the determinate positivity that is also utterly

' Amb 10.58; Pyr 29.

%2 A subtle point Maximus makes, for instance, before Pyrrhus, who was himself quite stunned by
it: “PYRRHUS: There is nothing, then, which the natures and natural properties have in common [Kotvév]?
MAXIMUS: Nothing, save only the hypostasis of these same natures. For, just in this way a hypostasis was
the very same, unconfusedly, of these same natural properties [ Qonep yap VmdcTAGIS IV 6 ADTOC
ACLYYOTOG TOV aDTAOV PLGIKAOV]”; see too Amb 4.8.

% Ep 15, PG 91, 324; Ponsoye 181.

% Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 234-5, and Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator, 36, hesitate
translate TadtoTNg as an unqualified “identity.” But Eric D. Perl, Methexis: Creation, Incarnation, and
Deification in Saint Maximus Confessor (unpublished Ph.D. diss, Yale, 1991), 190-1, rightly resists:
“Maximus is not content to speak of hypostatic “union’ (§vmoig) in Christ, which could suggest a mere co-
presence of two natures ‘in’ a single hypostasis, but rather insists on the hypostatic and personal identity
(Towtotg) of the two natures. ... True union demands not a mere juxtaposition or joining of two things;
rather, in a union there must actually be one of something, one same thing which each of the terms united
is” (190-1).

% Cyril, cp. 11™ with 12" anathema. Cf. sec. 1.5 below.
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indifferent (and so totally hospitable) to uncreated and created nature alike—he alone
mediates between them exactly as the impossible possibility of their real identity: “So in
this way he is mediator, according to hypostasis, for those parts from which he is
composed: he comprises the interval of the extremes in himself [tva. j k00’ VndGTAGIY
HEGTTNC TOTG 8€ BV cLVETERN pépeot THY TV GKpmv &V adTd cuvamtev didotactv].””®
Christo-logic in Maximus, then, comes to this: total symmetry of natures, total
identity of person, and the total indifference of identity and symmetry which Christ is.
Any other logic fails to describe the peculiarity of Christ. Bathrellos, for instance,
inspired by Florovsky’s idea of a christological “asymmetry” between Christ’s divine
person and his two natures in union,”’ finds Maximus’s talk of Christ’s “composite
hypostasis” slightly disturbing: this, along with “the exceedingly symmetrical parallelism
between Christ and man...seems to contradict the insistence that in Christ the hypostasis
is divine.””® If, Bathrellos worries, we stress the symmetry of natures and then identify
Christ’s very person with both natures (“composite” = natures, “hypostasis” = person), as
Maximus often does, then we might stumble unawares into Nestorianism. Bathrellos
labors to save the concept by distinguishing the dimensions, as it were, of Christ’s one

hypostasis: the “material” aspect designates Christ’s in his two natures, and here it’s

proper to call his hypostasis “composite”; but the “personal” aspect is the preexistent

% Ep 15, PG 91, 556a; my translation and emphasis. The acute eye accustomed to reading Gregory
of Nyssa will notice the striking use of diastasis here. Though its christological use appears already in
Leontius of Jerusalem, CN I1.14, PG 98, 1568b: “...n®g peta 10 Anebijval, fiyovv &v GAANA0LG peival 10 1€
MeBev kai t0 AaPov, Topoapévey v avToig dvvatal, kol odlechat dn’ dAMA®V EKatépov SdcTaolg, dmep
cuvieTnot TV vIocTac;”

%7 Georges Florovsky, Collected Works, vol. 9: The Byzantine Fathers of the Sixth to the Eighth
Century, ed. Richard s. Haugh, trans. Raymond Miller, Anne-Marie Déllinger-Labriolle, and Helmut
Wilhelm Schmiedel (Vaduz: Biichervertriebsanstalt, 1987), 231.

% Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, 115. He thinks this a problem endemic to Neochalcedonianism
itself. His worries are those of Moeller, Grillmeier, et al. (cf. sec. 1.2), which is especially evident in his
hesitations over and criticisms of the Neochalcedonian identification of Christ himself as individuating
principle of his flesh (51).
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»99 Now, the thesis runs, Maximus

Logos himself, improperly called “composite.
distinguishes (in practice—he lacks these categories) these aspects of Christ’s hypostasis,
and so we need not suspect him of compromising the Son’s true oneness when speaking
of the Son’s “compositeness” with regard to his two natures. His truest oneness lies in
“the personal” dimension of his—well, person.'®

Something’s amiss in all this. Bathrellos appears to make a distinction within the
hypostasis itself. Viewed as “the end-product of the union of the two extremes,” he
assures us, “‘hypostasis’ does not mean, strictly speaking, the ‘person’ (which is identical
with the Logos), but the one reality in which the two natures are united.”'”' What exactly
is this “one reality” that differs from the very “person” of the Son—from the Son
himself? It’s as if the “material” hypostasis (qua two natures) is somehow in tension with
the “personal” hypostasis, the true Word. Bathrellos concludes just so: “Maximus has
rightly been very careful to keep these two aspects of the mystery of the hypostasis of
Christ in complementary tension.”'** How could these two aspects of Christ’s one
hypostasis stand in any relation at all? Any relation, and certainly any tension, necessarily

implies “two” somethings or someones related. To avoid one alleged Nestorianism, must

we risk another?

% Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, 105-7. He also speaks of the “formal” aspect, which indicates the
fact that the hypostasis its particular idioms to both natures and so makes them, as it were, the same qua
particular. Bathrellos claims inspiration for these categories from Heinzer (Gottes Sohn, 81-2), though he
admits to altering them. A major, and I think significant difference, is that Heinzer makes no special aspect
for “the personal” in Christ.

19 Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, 106: “Maximus integrates successfully the asymmetry on the
level of ‘personal’ hypostasis (which is divine) with the symmetry on the level of the two (divine and
human) natures, whose unity constitutes the ‘material’ hypostasis.”

19" Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, 105, my emphasis.

192 Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, 106-7, my emphasis.
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103

The governing assumption, I fear, is not altogether uncommon. " It is that Christ

the Logos, because he preexists in his divinity, is somehow more divine than human—as
if what preexists is more his than what he becomes. Bathrellos finds support in this
passage from Maximus:
Thus even though we say ‘one and two’ of the same, we do not say these in the
same way of this ‘one and the same.’ In one way, according to the principle of
nature, [we say] ‘two’ of those things from which the union occurred. For we do
not know God the Word as identical to His own flesh by nature [katd tv goowv].
Yet in another way, according to the principle of hypostasis, we say ‘one.” For we
have known God the Word as identical to His own flesh by hypostasis [katd v
vrootacwv]. Therefore we do not mindlessly fuse the natures into one hypostasis
by refusing to speak of Christ’s natural difference, lest we introduce mutual
alteration between the Word and the flesh. Nor again do we insanely divide
[Christ] into two self-subsistences, assigning difference to the very principle of
hypostasis, lest we refuse our own salvation.'*
Bathrellos rightly notes that Maximus here targets Apollinarian christology. While the
Son is God “according to nature,” he is man “according to hypostasis,” not nature. But
we should unlearn Bathrellos’s lesson—*there is a dissimilarity between Christ and man
[i.e. the body-soul analogy] due to the fact that the person in Christ is identical only to

1 .
»105__for, as we saw, Maximus senses the

the Logos, who exists prior to his humanity
force of the anthropological analogy to lie in just the opposite point: even a human
hypostasis qua hypostasis is no more or less identical to either of its natures, body or
soul. Hypostasis’s indifference removes any need to distinguish its different “aspects.” It

suffers no tension with any nature, certainly not with its own natures, and even less with

itself. More serious still, “assigning difference to the very principle of hypostasis,” as the

193 See, for instance, Richard Cross, “Homo Assumptus in the Christology of Hugh of St Victor:
Some Historical and Theological Revisions,” JTS 65.1 (2014): 62-77, esp. 74-77, for Duns Scotus’s
criticisms of Hugh’s strong emphasis on the “identity” (not just sameness) of the Word with his flesh: since
Christ came to be and the Word did not, “Christ and the Word are not identical” (Cross, “Homo
Assumptus,” 7).

104 Ep 12, PG 91, 493b-c, my translation; cf. Opusc 24, PG 91, 147, which makes the same point.

19 Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, 106, my emphasis.
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last line here warns, seems to deny that Christ himself—that divine Son from eternity—is
ever truly one with his humanity. Very God must be just as identical to his human nature
as he is to his divine, “lest we refuse our own salvation.”

The mode of union is not simply its product.'®® When Maximus denies the Word
is human “according to nature” and yet is so united to his divinity, he means to deny
identity with humanity occurs by a natural mode, not that the product itself is somehow
less naturally human. The Word Incarnate is human by nature. Maximus very often calls
Christ “double-natured,”'®” and thinks his unqualified identity with both is salvation.'®®
This states the entire mystery of hypostatic identity, of the economy: “Christ is each
according to nature.”'® In Christ the divine Son is no more divine than he is human, no
more God than man, no more uncreated than created.

The tendency to think Christ’s “person” (or an “aspect” of it) as some prior or
deeper reality than his human nature actually explains, I think, one of Maximus’s
signatures: to the Neochalcedonian confession of Christ “out of two natures” (€x dVo
@voemVv) and “in two natures” (€v dvo @voecwy), he frequently appends the Antiochene

. 3 ~ b} 3 4 11 1
phrase, “is two natures” (ai pvogic éotv 6 Xpiotoc).!'* By now we see why. In Christo-

1% More properly, the Son’s own hypostasis is both mode and product. A supernatural mode of
union (hypostatic union) generates a product, in and as concrete reality, which is nothing other than the
mode that generated it. Again, this is possible only because the hypostasis, though positive (irreducible to
nature), is still not, as some conceive it, “something alongside its own proper parts [#AAo Tt 10 dAoV £ivol
mapa To aOTod oikeio puépn], from which and in which it consists” (Opusc 9; PG 91, 117¢; my translation).

7 Ep 12, PG 91, 468¢; Opusc 21, PG 91, 252b; Amb 5.24; 10.57.

"% Ep 12, PG 91, 468a-c, my translation: “the same is consubstantial with the Father according to
divinity, and the same is consubstantial with us according to humanity, double in nature or essence. Thus
He is mediator of God and human beings, and so it is necessary for Him to preserve the natural properties
of the things mediated, to exist as both [t@® dmapyewv aupdtepal.”

"% Opuse 9, PG 91, 117d, my translation.

"9 pierre Piret, S.J., “Christologie et théologie trinitaire chez Maxime le Confesseur, d’aprés sa
formule des natures «desquelles, en lesquelle et lesquelles est le Christ»,” in Maximus Confessor: Actes du
Symposium sur Maxime le Confesseur, Fribourg, 2-5 septembre 1980, eds. Felix Heinzer and Christoph
Schonborn (Fribourg: Editions universitaires, 1982), 215-22.; Madden, “Composite Hypostasis in Maximus
Confessor,” 183, notes its Antiochene provenance; Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, 108, corrects Piret’s claim
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logic you cannot have absolute identity apart from absolute difference. Divine and human
nature stand in no essential relation to one another, no tension or asymmetry; they have
nothing natural in common at all. To effect their unqualified union, they must not.
Hypostasis, itself a positivity which bears no natural relation to either nature—since it is
itself no nature, of course, apart from its nature(s)!—is sufficiently indifferent to become
their concrete identity while exerting not a modicum of pressure on either nature in the
process. Failure to speak of the Word’s simultaneous, unqualified identity as and of both

111 : .
”"** The Incarnation is not a case

natures—(NB: He is both, but not as some third “thing.
of transitive identity: it’s not “A=B, B=C, therefore A=C,” but “A [hypostasis]=B/C
[natures]” where the “/” itself only obtains because there’s nothing transferable in “A” as
such to either “B” or “C” as such: therefore as both in this way, he is their “is” in a way
transitivity simply cannot conceive)—this spells failure to speak most “properly” of the
mystery of Incarnation.''?

Natural and hypostatic logics enable each other. Nature never needs to answer for
identity between different natures (especially absolutely different ones); hypostasis never
for identity between concrete individuals (as with a crass “mixture”). Their ineffable
discrimination within God himself—to come full circle—grounds the Son’s ability, in his

own hypostasis, to become the very ground of both concrete identity and essential

difference between what he eternally is and what he becomes. So Christ is the ground,

that Maximus was the very first to formulate these three together into one phrase—it was Leontius of
Byzantium—but notes too that Maximus was the first to make this “formula an oft-repeated way of
referring to Christ.”

" Cf. n. 106.

12 Ep 15, PG 91, 573a; my translation: “For we recognize Him after the union as a whole of the
parts that compose Him. For Christ has nothing else to show that He is than what He preserves and what we
call Him—than the perdurance after the union of the parts that compose Him in His being. For not only is
Christ out of these, but He is also in these, and what’s still more proper to say, He is these [O0 povov yap
€K TOUT®V, GAAA Kol €V TOOTOLG, KOl KuPLDTEPOV ElNElV, TadTA 6TtV 0 Xp1oTdg).”
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possibility, and actuality (in the historical Incarnation) of three identities at once: [1]
natural identity with Father and Spirit (divinity); [2] natural identity with human persons
(humanity); [3] hypostatic identity in himself (second definition of hypostasis).'"*
Hypostatic logic, properly distinguished from natural logic, emerges as the condition for
the possibility of natural difference to exist at all. In his economy the Son himself “made
the union and distinction of the extremes [0ig TV TpOG T dKpa EMOIETTO EVOSIY KO
duikpiowv].” The Son proved to be more himself, more one, exactly to the extent that he
preserved natural difference as their singular identity: “By preserving [the natures]” his
hypostasis “preserved itself, and by conserving them it conserves itself...if one ceases, the
other is effaced in confusion.”''*

Balthasar called Maximus’s Christ the (suppostedly Hegelian) “identity of
identity and nonidentity.”''> We can be more precise (and likely more Hegelian): Christ
is the hypostatic identity of natural identity and natural difference. He himself, his very
person, became an “is” otherwise unthinkable between created and uncreated nature, and
yet his becoming that “is” is the ground and possibility of the most absolute natural
difference. We might say that the Incarnation makes absolute natural difference thinkable
for the first time in human thought. Hypostatic identity names the actuality, the fact of the
very difference between God and man. If we were to get hasty and extend Christo-logic

to creation itself, we might even say this: the Son’s hypostatic identity manifests, is, the

very mode of creatio ex nihilo.

"3 Opuse 7, PG 91, 36-7: “In such a way that by this double nature, He is congenital by essence to
the extremes and conserves the natural difference of His parts one from the other: by the unicity of the
person, He has a perfect identity in His parts and possesses the hypostatic difference for His parts as single
and unique, and, finally, He is perfect in both respects by natural and essential invariance, flawless
regarding them, I mean [the parts that make up] the extremes; the Same at once God and man.”

" Opusc 8, PG 91, 49-50, Ponsoye 160-1.

''* Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 122.
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1.4 — Hypostatic identity generates natural difference
That bit of speculative haste invokes an exegetical dispute, albeit indirectly. The dispute

, : : e 116
concerns a concept, a single term, even, present in Maximus too: t0 £&vondcTaTOoG.
Behind the term lies a long and labyrinthine history, and a primarily theological one.''” It
first emerges, it seems, “in Christian circles in Origen’s time or shortly before,” chiefly in
trinitarian controversy to emphasize the concrete reality or distinct subsistence of the Son

118

and Spirit.” ° In the early development of trinitarian thought évurndctarog, dmdcTacIS,

évovoia, and odoia “were absolutely convertible”'"”: all meant to deny (against
modalists) that the second and third divine persons gua distinct persons were “without
hypostasis” (dvondotarog). At length the Word is described not merely as a Adyog
npoopikds (“an expressed word”) or Adyog €varbBetog (“an inner word”), but the
évondototog Adyoc (“the really subsistent Word”). '

Problems arise when pro-Chalcedonians, heirs to the Cappadocian-Chalcedonian
legacy that distinguishes ousia and hypostasis, begin to employ the term évondotartog to
describe the metaphysical status of Christ’s human nature. They did so to dissolve an

already familiar objection raised by both Severans and Nestorians: since there is “no

nature without hypostasis [avorootatoc],” Chalcedon’s “two natures” entail two

"6 See “An Analytic Appendix.”

"7 Benjamin Gleede, The Development of the Term évordotazoc from Origen to John of
Damascus (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 183.

""" Gleede, Development, 17-19, who also notes that these earlier sources (esp. Origen) tend to link
enhypostatos with certain christological passages in the NT (1 Cor 1.24, 30; Jn 1, 14.6; Heb 1.3) in order to
combat modalism. U.M. Lang, “Anhypostatos-Enhypostatos: Church Fathers, Protestant Orthodoxy and
Karl Barth,” JT'S 49.2 (1998): 635, sees that enhiypostatos (as later in John Damascene), while never
predicated of the Father, could be of both Son and Spirit (e.g. the spurious epistle of Pope Felix, Collectio
Sabbaitica VIII, Ep Felicis altera; ACO 111, 21.12-16); hence he wonders if even here a “locative” sense to
the prefix intimated that Son and Spirit originate from Father—subsist “in” the Father, as it were—whereas
the Father in no other.

"9 Gleede, Development, 41. For instance, Athanasius, Ep ad Afios 4.3 (AW 11/8, 329): “H &2
VIO0TACIS 0VGi0 €0, Kol 00OEV dALO onpovouevoy Exet 1 avtod o dv’—Ilater an important passage for
those denouncing the Chalcedonian discretion of sypostasis and ousia; cf. Gleede, Development, 54.

2" E.g. Socrates, H.E. 11.19; cf. Gleede, Development, 26-41.
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122 Neochalcedonians countered that since

hypostases.'?' From John Grammaticus on,
Christ’s humanity never had “subsistence” (10 Vpeotnrévar) or “distinct existence” (1
vrootaolg) apart from the Word, the Word’s own hypostasis just is his humanity’s. His
humanity is indeed “not without hypostasis,” but neither does it have its own (separate)
hypostasis. It is évondotarog to the degree it subsists in the Word’s hypostasis, but
avomdotatog in itself.'*

But now enhypostatos means quite the contrary of what it meant in earlier
trinitarian theology: then it signified a hypostasis, a distinct subsistence in its own right
(Son and Spirit), here a nature or essence that has no distinct subsistence in itself, but in
another (Christ’s human nature in his person). The dispute arises with this last claim.
Friedrich Loofs argued in 1887 that Leontius of Byzantium distinguished a hypostasis
from an enhypostatized essence in a novel way, namely in Aristotelian terms'**: as
“second substance” is to “first substance,” so stands the enhypostasized essence to its

hypostasis.'?* This implied that Christ’s human nature, as enhypostatos (second ousia),

possessed a quasi-accidental ontological relation to Christ’s person akin to an “essential

121 For the Severan use of this polemic, see Severus of Antioch, Or. 2 ad Nephalium, CSCO 119

[120], 16.11-15 [13.1-5], and Lang, “Anhypostatos-Enhypostatos,” 636. A Nestorian can wield it the same
way: cf. Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Nestorianos 11.14, PG 86, 1568a.

122 John Grammaticus, Apol. IV.3-6, CCG 1, 55.

123 Justinian, Edictum rectae fidei, Amelotti 144.29-146.12; idem, Adv. Tria Capitula, PG 86,
997b; and esp. the remarkable passage from Leontius of Jerusalem, CN I1.14, PG 86, 1568a-c, for instance,
11.3-7: “xoi yap o0k €v idrafovon drooTtijvar, AL’ v Tf] ToD AdYOL VTOGTAGEL DPESTNKEVOL TO AVOPOTIVOV
eopev 100 Totiipog &€ dpyfic obite pmy amAde v 10D Adyov viv dmdeTacty, Mg AdYov udvov odcav
VIOCTAGLY VOV O1daEV” EMELDN VLV TA AVOPOTIVE GUVVEESTIKEY €V QOTT] TOV OLOVGI®Y 0 AOYOG LETA TNV
dopootov awtod Evaoty.” Cf. too Grillmeier, Christ, 11/2, 436. These texts do not explicitly link
évumootartog with the idea that Christ’s humanity subsisted only in his hypostasis. That’s to say, the in-
subsistence principle Loofs ascribes to Leontius of Byzantium is present here indeed, but not described
with the precise term évinootatog (cf. Gleede, Development, 1).

12 The locus classicus is Leontius of Byzantium, CNE 1, especially as (uncritically) paired with
Epil. 8.

2% Friedrich Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz und die gleichnamigen Schriftsteller der griechischen
Kirche (Leipzig: Hinrichts, 1887), 68.
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»126 1t also implied that the activity of Christ’s human nature, its existential

quality.
integrity, was somehow “absorbed” (aufnimmt) into the divine, since its concrete
actuality was dominated by the divine hypostasis as its sole primary substance.'?’

“One can hardly interpret Leontius worse than Loofs did”—thus thundered
Grillmeier.'?® Inspired by Brian Daley,'? and, as far as I can see, by a worry over a
creeping monophysitism similar to what motivated earlier criticisms of
Neochalcedonianism, Grillmeier proposes that enhypostatos as applied to Christ’s flesh
means simply “real” or “subsistent.” Leontius and others, they argue, do not with this
word proffer an account of sow Christ’s human nature subsisted, just that it did so, and
never apart from Christ himself. The etymology of the prefix en- indicates (solely?) the
contrary of the an-prefix, an alpha-privative, so that, say, while accidents are

anhypostata—not really subsistent in themselves—the flesh of Christ is enhypostatos—

. 1
concrete, real, subsistent.'*°

126 1 oofs, Leontius von Byzanz, 68: “so wird hier offenbar, dass schon bei Aristoteles die
mol0TNTEG OVOLMOELS eine Mittelstellung einnehmen zwischen den Substanzen und Qualititen.... An diesen
Fehler [of judging essential qualities as still quasi-Platonic, self-subsisting “essences” only partially present
in an individual] kniipft die Theologie unserers Verfassers an....”

127 Cf. Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, 67, who, though unable to detect in Leontius’s own
illustrations which of Christ’s two natures is évondotatov, seems nevertheless to expect that one has to be,
and that this one would therefore be absorbed by the other.

%8 Grillmeier, Christ, 11/2, 198.

129 Grillmeier, Christ, 11/2, 194-5. Daley gave a communication on the topic in 1979, which he’s
yet to publish. He does, though tender the thesis in “‘A Richer Union,” 241-3, and recently in the
introduction to Leontius of Byzantium, 73-5.

% An awkward aspect of Grillmeier’s and Daley’s position comes in precisely this contrast,
though, especially as it relates to Leontius: per earlier usage, anhypostatos names realities not subsistent in
themselves, like accidents, and enhypostatos those that do subsist in themselves, like the Son and Spirit. But
Leontius explicitly denies that enhypostatic natures—here Christ’s humanity—subsists in itself, and
reserves this definition exclusively for Aypostasis as opposed to enhypostatic nature (CNE 1, PG 86,
1277d, Daley 132; Epil. 8, PG 86, 1945a-b, Daley 308). In other words, as already with the long
philosophical tradition debating the in-subsistence of accidents and species in individuals, it’s hard here to
imagine that Leontius is not also intimating modes of subsistence; so Gleede, Development, 69-99. In fact,
it’s not entirely without warrant to read this very passage from Leontius as at least implying some sort of
in-subsistence theory, since the major parallel evoked just after is the relation of figure to body: body is
never “without figure,” but that does not mean it’s reducible to figure; it only means that figure is always
found “in the body” (CNE 1, PG 86, 1280a, Daley 134-5). The obvious implication is that Christ’s human
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I said this whole dispute concerns Maximus really but “indirectly.” For two
reasons. First, more recent scholarship has shown, decisively to my mind, that Daley’s
etymological argument about what the prefix en- must always mean is certainly
overstated.®' The single and magisterial monograph on the subject by Benjamin Gleede
proves that Leontius did instigate the crucial change—a clear distinction between
enhypostatos and hypostasis—which issued in what he calls the “distinction tradition.”
This tradition self-consciously linked the in-subsistence of Christ’s humanity—that it
began to exist only in his hypostasis—with the concept (and term) of that nature’s
enhypostatic existence. And, second, Maximus stands firmly in, indeed exemplifies,
precisely this tradition. In this tradition “a translation [of évundotatog] as ‘hypostatically
realised’, ‘enhypostatic’ or ‘enhypostasized’ (as adopted especially by Maximus-
scholars) would be preferable to the rather misleading ‘hypostatical’ or, even less precise,

creal.,”132

nature, the enhypostatos, likewise only occurs in his hypostasis. It’s especially significant that Leontius
selects figure (10 oyfjpa): unlike “forms,” which Platonists conceived having some sort of self-subsistence
apart from finite individuals, figures, precisely as essential properties of bodies alone (not, say, of
intelligible ideas), must subsist only and ever in bodies.

13! Lang, “Anhypostatos-Enhypostatos,” 633. Lang’s article shows that Loofs’s in-subsistence
theory, as well as its explicit linkage to enhypostatos, is definitely assumed by John Damascene; see esp.
Dialectica fus. 45, 17-22, discussed at Lang, op. cit., 649-50. Another reason Daley’s and Grillmeier’s
thesis fails, one not often noted, is that it would have us believe Leontius and his pro-Chalcedonian
successors utterly failed to muster a convincing or even relevant argument against their immediate
opponents: after all, the Nestorian second “hypostasis” that bore a human nature, and even the Severan
“human quality” that perdured after the union—both of these could just as easily be “real” and “subsistent.”
That’s to say, the whole point of distinguishing hypostasis from enhypostatos was to specify the mode of
union and its concrete product, not to make the simple (and earlier) assertion that Christ’s humanity
possessed mere reality; cf. Leontius, CNE 1, and Maximus, Ep 15; PG 91, 557d-560a.

132 Gleede, Development, 185. Lang, despite his own bid for John Damascene’s originality here,
already noticed that Maximus conceives the enhypostatic nature of Christ’s humanity as precisely its
singular in-subsistence in the Word, and therefore declared (operating under Daley’s/Grillmeier’s thesis
about Leontius) that Maximus can “even be said to have anticipated the Loofsian misreading” (Lang,
“Anhypostatos-Enhypostatos,” 643 n. 60). Lang’s and especially Gleede’s work validates earlier Maximus
scholarship (Perl, Larchet, Riou) against Téronen’s uncritical acceptance of Daley’s thesis, a thesis that, for
the former, has been “conclusively argued” (101). I find Toronen’s candor refreshing: he perceives that if
the in-subsistence theory held in Maximus’s christology, it would imply, as Perl claimed, that the mode of
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More significant still, Gleede identifies two novelties in Maximus’s own use of
the term. The first has to do with its trinitarian meaning. He can occasionally mean it in
an earlier, more traditional sense: the Word is “really, personally distinct.”'** But he also
uses it with the same sense it carries in christology:

For the Monad is truly a Monad: it is not the origin of the things that come after it,

as if it had expanded after a state of contraction, like something naturally poured

out and proliferating into a multitude, but is rather the enhypostasized being of the
consubstantial Trinity [GAL’ évomdoTatog oviotng opoovaiov Tpiadog]. And the

Trinity is truly a Trinity, not the sum of a divisible number....but the

enessentialized existence of the tri-hypostatic Monad [AL’ évovciog Drap&ig

TPWTOCTATOV Hovadog]. The Trinity is truly a Monad, for such it is [€otiv]; and

the Monad is truly a Trinity, for as such it subsists [Vpéotnkev], since there is one

Godhead that is monadically and subsists trinitarianly [00c6 T povadikée kai

VOLOTAUEVT TPLUOKDG]. 134
Enhypostatos here refers to the divine, monadic, consubstantial essence. A crucial feature
of the “distinction tradition,” recall, was that the enhypostatos differs from hypostasis
insofar as the former designates an ovcia, what is common and universal in the
hypostasis. So the two terms are “not convertible,” as Maximus (following Leontius)
said: hypostasis is all that nature is, not the reverse.*> And the “tri-hypostatic Monad”

has “existence” only as enousios, empowered and enacted as and through the

consubstantial, divine essence.'*® That enhypostatos here responds to enousios: that the

Christ’s self-identification with his own flesh also describes “a universal ontology”—a view To6ronen’s
whole book means to reject. See his Union and Distinction, 101-4.

> 4mb 7.15: “would he not also know that the many logoi are the one Logos, seeing that all
things are related to Him without being confused with Him, who is the essential and personally distinct
Logos of God the Father [évovoidv te kai Evumdotatov Tod Beod kai [latpog Oeov Adyov....” There may
be some resonances here of Lang’s point about the possibility intra-trinitarian origin implied in the prefix
(cf. n. 118), but certainly of the older sense, “personally distinct from/of the Father.” An exhaustive list of
references at Gleede, Development, 141 n. 497.

1 Amb 1.3, modified.

135 Opuse 23, PG 91, 264a-b.

136 Cp. Opusc 16, PG 91, 205b-c, where in a christological context Maximus says “the
enhypostasized is clearly the en-existenced, and the en-existenced is what participates essential and natural
existence [10 évuondoToTov ONAOT TO EVOTTOPKTOV' EVOTAPKTOV O £0TL TO 0VGIHS0VE Kol PUGIKTG LETEXOV
umépEewc].” He means here to refute those who would take Christ’s two activities to imply two actors. No,
the power to act is inherent in nature, not in the hypostasis as such. Again, nature and hypostasis are
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former refers to essence and the latter to hypostasis (three, of course)—just so Maximus
manages to make christological and trinitarian terms more univocal than they already
were in Neochalcedonian idiom."*’

The second novelty constitutes a development of the in-subsistence theory itself.
Maximus, Gleede observes, has a conspicuous penchant for Aappdavew &v when
articulating the in-subsistence formula: Christ’s flesh “takes” or “receives” subsistence or
hypostasis in the very Word. And not only subsistence, but 10 givat or tv gOov: in the
Word’s hypostasis humanity receives not simply reality, but actualization as the nature it
is."*® More precisely, Christ’s human nature received concrete existence in the Word’s
own subsistence, yes, but also its very origin or the principle by which it is what it is. In
Mary the Word becomes the seed of his own conception and gestation, the existence and
natural formation of his own humanity.'>

Thus, “though He was beyond being, He came into being,” fashioning within

nature a principle of generation and a different mode of birth [yevéoews dpynv kol

yvevwnoewg etépay [Wis 7:5] 1) voetl ompiovpynoag], for He was conceived
having become the seed of His own flesh, and He was born having become the

seal of the virginity of the one who bore Him, showing that with respect to her
mutually contradictory things truly exist together. For she herself is both virgin

inseparable, but still distinct. Because these differ even in their inseparable and indifferent identity as one,
it is yet possible for one hypostasis to possess two natures—and with these two powers corresponding to
two activities. In the case of the Trinity the quantities are reversed, but the principle remains unchanged:
there we have three hypostases that possess (in a unique manner, yes) one nature, and so three actors
perform one act. In Christ one actor performs two acts. In both cases no actor acts except through nature,
and no nature subsists except in hypostasis.

7 Gleede, Development, 142: “This enables Maximus to apply the distinction between vrécTOGIG
and évumodctatog also to trinitarian theology and to establish a univocal technical use of it in trinitarian and
Christological contexts.”

B8 Ep 15, PG 91, 553d; so too Ep 12, PG 91, 468a-b: “From her [i.e. Mary] He united flesh to
Himself according to hypostasis, consubstantial with us, animated by a rational and noetic soul, not pre-
hypostasized for even the twinkling of an eye, but in Himself, God and Word, that flesh received both ‘to
be’ and ‘to subsist’ [6AL’ &v a0T® T® O Kol Adyw, Kol T etvon kol T Hrootivol Aafodcav]. cf. Gleede,
Development, 151.

139 Amb 2.2: “The Word of God is whole, complete essence (for He is God), and He is whole,
undiminished hypostasis (for He is the Son). Having emptied Himself, He became the seed of His own
flesh, and being thus compounded by means of His ineffable conception, He became the hypostasis of the
flesh He assumed”; cf. Ep 15, PG 91, 553d; Ep 19, PG 91, 344.
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and mother, innovating nature by a coincidence of opposites, since virginity and

childbearing are opposites, and no one would have imagined from nature their

combination [®v éx phoenc odk v Tig émvondroetat coppactc].'*’
The mode of union is the mode of both of the Son’s generations, and both modes simply
are him. Scarcely was there a starker reprisal of Chalcedonian symmetry. And yet this
symmetry—of births, modes of existence, natures—as before, prove possible and actual
only by and because of hypostatic identity. That is, because these attain identity solely in
the singular hypostasis of the Word, they can therefore retain all their own, natural
properties undiminished. Nature, and indeed the very origin which births it in both divine
and human modes, never answers for its own subsistence or actuality: for it is only
actualized in his hypostasis—only ever enhypostatos. As divine nature subsists in God, so
human nature subsists in Mary. Rather, because it is so in God, so it is in Mary.'*!

So now we specify two elements of Maximian Christo-logic: in the Incarnation,
hypostatic identity [ 1] enables and [2] generates absolute natural difference. There in
Christ we perceive not just the “conjunction” or even “union” of natural extremes, but in
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fact “the generation of opposites [Tf] T®V évavtiov yevéoel].” ™~ Were these natures not

hypostatically identical, neither they nor their opposition would exist at all.'*?

"0 Amb 5.13, modified.

"I Gleede, Development, 154: “In reinterpreting the ‘property of sonship’ as a mode of existence,
the identity between Christ qua second hypostasis and qua hypostasis of the two natures becomes much
more plausible, as it is not so much a second generation, clearly different from the first, which marks off
Christ’s hypostasis, but the formally divine actualisation of the human natural properties—the very same
way of actualisation which also applies to the divine ones.... Maximus makes it absolutely clear that
individuality cannot be constituted by one or several accidents... but only by a biographical process in its
entirety constituted—according to Cappadocian premises—primarily by its origin.”

2 Amb 5.14.

' 1t’s even true, though scandalous to some (Gleede, Development, 188; Lang, “Anhypostatos-
Enhypostatos,” 646), that the divine nature itself is anhypostatos. So Opusc 13.7, PG 91: “Just as you say
one sole essence because of the consubstantiality of the Holy Trinity, and because of hypostatic alterity
[you say] three hypostases, in the same way because of the essential alterity of the Word and the flesh, you
say two essences, and by the fact that each lacks its own proper hypostasis, you say one sole hypostasis.”
Lang thinks the “damaging consequence” of this view (found too in the earlier De sectis, VII.2, PG 86,
1241b) is that it implies that even the divine nature did not subsist on its own from all eternity. Given the
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1.5 — Perichoresis in christology: a new mode of unifying natures in act

But those two elements of Christo-logic remain quite formal. They specify that Christ is
the generation and preservation of two incommensurable, natural principles, of their
absolute difference in principle."** Natural principles, though, are the principles of natural
activities."* So Christ’s person possesses two natures, each with its own principle of
activity. When he acts, doesn’t he unfold two activities? And if two activities, doesn’t
this imply that Christ is two in actuality? Just here Neochalcedonianism felt a certain
pressure to stay true to its Cyrillian convictions. Uthemann has rightly argued that
monenergism and (soon after) monothelitism were understandable (though not inevitable)

developments of Neochalcedonianism itself.'*®

Maximus championed another possibility.
And yet his was no simple rejection of monenergism. Maximus’s alternative, also a

signature contribution to christology proper, grew, I think, from a deep appreciation for

what fundamentally motivated the insistence on “one activity.” He, for the first time in

Neochalcedonian commitment to univocity in trinitarian and christological concepts, that’s precisely the
point: there is no tetrad in the Trinity, therefore the Trinity itself grounds and exemplifies the logics of
nature and hypostasis. Not even divine nature subsists in itself.

' Ep 13, PG 91, 546b-c, where Maximus admits that “certainly according to a certain principle
and mode, because of the hypostatic identity, that is, the one hypostasis according to which there is no
possible difference, Christ is one [mévtog kKatd Tve Adyov te Kai Tpdmov, 610 TV DITOGTATIKTV TOVTOTNTO,
fiyouvv v piav vrdéotacty, kad’ fjv dtapopav ov dvvatar, Ev Eotiv 0 Xpiotdg].” But the logos and tropos of
this oneness are themselves one principle and mode—the Logos’s own hypostasis (which is also a filial
mode from eternity)—not, against Severans, one natural principle; in Christ abide two natural principles
(546¢-d); cf. Ep 15, PG 91, 572b; Amb 5.11; Amb 10.3; Pyr 35, PG 91, 297d-300a, passim.

"> 4mb 5.2, Hence the sense of a thing’s logos as the natural potential of its actualization, as when
Adyog responds to évépyeia; cf. Amb 10.90.

14 Karl-Heinz Uthemann, “Der Neuchalkedonismus als Vorbereitung des Monotheletismus: Ein
Beitrag zum eigentlichen Anliegen des Neuchalkedonismus,” Studia Patristica 29 (1997), 408, my
emphasis: “Hier wird das eigentliche Anliegen der Monenergeten deutlich; sie wollen mit dem Begriff der
g&vootig und darum der pio Vndotoclg mehr als nur einen formalen, unanschaulichen Sinn verbinden. Damit
stehen sie in der Wirkungsgeschichte des Neuchalkedonismus und seines Ringens um das Auffiillen des
chalkedonischen Hypostasebegriffs.” Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, 53, disagrees with Uthemann because
“there is no necessary connection between accepting that Christ has a divine hypostasis, on the one hand,
and monothelitism [with monenergism implied] on the other,” but Uthemann’s claim implies only a real
and conceivable (not a necessary) connection between Neochalcedonian one-hypostasis christology and
these later heresies, with, as he argues, Maximus’s dyothelite christology representing still another (413).
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Christian thought, made the peculiar logic of perichoresis the summit of Christo-logic.'*’
This has not gone unnoticed.'*® What has, it seems, are this innovation’s precise
metaphysical implications.

The monenergist impulse seems clear enough: since Christ is one person, he is
one agent, and a single agent enacts a single activity uniquely its own. Christ, though two
in principle, must be one in actu. Here lay Pyrrhus’s concern. After a lengthy dispute
about Christ’s wills, Pyrrhus, erstwhile patriarch of Constantinople, tenders a thesis about
the prior question of Christ’s two activities (relevant, of course, since willing is a natural
activity of rational beings): Christ possessed one “hypostatic activity.”'* One person
entails one activity. Maximus rejects this, not least because it would require three
activities of the one Trinity (here again the trinitarian-christological univocity!)."** He
then offers an alternative proposal outfitted with a venerable analogy: in actu, Christ’s
activities unite in “their complete interpenetration into each other,” like the burning cut
and the cutting burn of a red-hot blade."' Pyrrhus immediately, “But the agent, is it not
one?” Maximus concurs. A bit later Pyrrhus sharpens his criticism: “It does not
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necessarily follow that since he operates dually, he has two activities.” °~ But even in

union, Maximus follows, an activity must correspond to a nature, so that a single activity

147 An important inspiration for Maximus derives, of course, from the christological use of the
term at Gregory of Nazianzus, Ep 101, SC 208, 48 (translation from Harris, “Perichoresis in the Greek
Fathers,” 55, slightly modified): “Just as the natures are mixed, so also the names pass reciprocally
(mepyywpovodv) into each other by the principle of natural co-affinity (cupupuiag).” But see Stermmer,
“PERICHORESE,” 17: “Zu einem tragenden theologischen Terminus wird meptywpeiv erst bei Maximus
Confessor im 7. Jahrhundert.”

148 Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator, 23-36; Garrigues, Maxime le Confesseur, 136-7;
Stemmer, “PERICHORESE,” 17-19; Harrison, “Perichoresis in the Greek Fathers,” 57-9.

9 pyr 162.

139 Something unthinkable after Gregory of Nyssa’s Ad Ablabium.

1 Pyr 170, PG 91, 337¢-340a; cf. Ep 19, PG 91, 345; Opusc 16, PG 91, 189d. Origen already
likened the “red-hot sword” to the Word’s Incarnation; cf. Princ 2.6.6. I discuss below how Maximus’s use
differs.

2 Pyr 177, PG 91, 340b-c.
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“dually” effected still implies a single (if composite) nature—an especially flagrant
offense with respect to Christ’s two natures, “since in general no mediator exists between
the created and the uncreated.”'*

Pyrrhus pivots: “Do you not accept and agree with those who say that the effect of
Christ’s works is one activity?”'>* An evident motive: Pyrrhus wants to ensure that
Christ’s dual natures yet issue in one concrete reality, one actuality—in “the effect” (10
amotédeopa).> Is Christ really one after all? Maximus notes a subtle distinction between
“inner” and “outer” acts that appears to register the force of the underlying concern: “we
are not discussing,” he clarifies, “things external to Christ, but about things within Christ
himself, that is, about the natural principle of Christ’s essences, whether he was defective
from the union or remained without defect.”'*® The distinction is akin to Plotinus’s
doctrine of “double activity.” An interior act perfects the very nature of the agent (or
hypostasis), like thinking perfects intellectual nature; an exterior act is the separate effect
issuing forth from that interior act, like walking on a beach presses spoors into the

1 . Ce .
sand."”” Maximus stresses the former: he wants to secure the perfect, undiminished

actuality interior to each of Christ’s natures. Their exterior effects are another matter.

133 Pyr 182, PG 91, 341a, Farrell slightly modified: “éneidf péoov ktiotiic kai dxtiotov 0vdepia
VIAPYEL TO CHVOAOV.”

13 pyr 183, PG 91, 341b, my emphasis.

135 Uthemann, “Der Neuchalkedonismus als Vorbereitung,” 399, notes that Anastasius of Antioch
preferred to conceive Christ’s energeiai in terms of their “effect,” and that this slips toward a monenergist
emphasis on the (pre)dominance of divine activity in Christ. See too Leontius of Byzantium, CNE 7, PG
86, 1297¢c, Daley 162-3: “our dispute is rather about the product of union [tod dmoteAéoporog Tod €K THG
évooemg], and whether it is about things themselves [t@®v apoaypdtov avtdv] or simply about the words
referring to them.”

16 Py 184, PG 91, 341b-c, Farrell modified: “ob yap mepi tdv o Xpiotod o1t 6 A6yog v,
GALG TEPL TV &V 0DT® T@ XPLoTd* TOVTESTL TEPL TOD PLGIKOD TAV 0VGIBV ToD Xprotod Adyov, gite
EAMMTING €K TTiC EVOOEMG, £lTE AVEAATNG pepévnke.”

157 Cf. Plotinus, En. V.4 [7] 2. The walking-to-footprint analogy comes from Eyjolfur Kjalar
Emilsson, “Remarks on the Relation between the One and Intellect in Plotinus,” in Traditions of Platonism:
Essays in Honour of John Dillon (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1999), 283.
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Pyrrhus brandishes a second goad, one Maximus often felt—the putative weight
of authority. Both Dionysius and Cyril seem to teach one activity in Christ: Dionysius
speaks of “a certain new theandric activity” of Christ, Cyril of “the single, congenital
[ovyyevii] activity made manifest through both [natures].”"*® Now Maximus reprises his
original proposal, that what’s “new,” in Dionysius’s terms, and what effects this
unprecedented “congenital activity,” in Cyril’s, is precisely the new mode in which
Christ’s two natures relate in actu, the new way they are qualified in hypostatic union:

But if this newness [of Christ’s “theandric activity™] is a qualitative one [roldtng],

then it does not mean one energy. Instead, it signifies both the new and the

ineffable mode of the manifestation of Christ’s natural activities—the ineffable
manner of the perichoresis of Christ’s natures into each other, and that manner of
life that was proper to His humanity which, being foreign and paradoxical, is
unknown to the nature of beings, and [signifies] the mode of exchange proper to
the ineffable union.'”
Maximus plainly admits that the perichoresis of Christ’s natures (in context, these
natures in act) “is unknown to the nature of beings,”—is, he indicates, something utterly
unthinkable apart from “the ineffable union.” But what exactly is so new about this
“mode of exchange™?

In Opusculum 5, a short but suggestive text, Maximus registers and rejects three

conciliatory proposals of the monenergists, three ways, that is, to confess Christ’s
95160,

activities were in a certain sense “one and two” ": [1] divine activity overwhelms and

dominates the human; [2] divine activity uses the human as “an instrument”; [3] there is

% Pyr 186-9; cf. Opusc 7, PG 91, 85d-88a; Opusc 8, Ponsoye 163-4; Amb 5.19. Cf. Dionysius, Ep
4 (ad Gaium), Heil and Ritter, 161.

' Pyr 192, PG 91, 345d-348a, Farrell modified: “Eis¢ mo1dtng dotiv 1} kavdtng, o piav Snioi
EVEPYELOY, GALD, TOV KOOV KOl GrmdOPPNTOV TPOTOV THG TOV QUOIK®Y ToD Xp1oTod EVEPYEIDY EKPAVEE®DC,
@ AmopPNT TPOT® TG €ig AAMA0G T®V XPLoTod PUCEMV TEPLYM®PNOEDS TPOGPIPMS, KAl TV KOTA
&vopomov avtod molteiay, E&vny oboav Kol Tapadofov, Kai Tfj pUoEL TV SVImV dyveooTov, Kol TOV
TPOTOV THG Katd TNV andppntov Evaocty avidocemns.”

10 Marek Jankowiak and Phil Booth, “A New Date-List of the Works of Maximus the Confessor,”
TOHMC, 64.
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one composite activity, the divine and human functioning as parts. The last first, and
quickly. Maximus retorts that a “composed activity” carries the same absurdities as a
“composed nature,” since the former derives from the latter: it would be “simultaneous”
and “involuntary,” and it would itself be a species of activity that other individuals of that
same composed nature would perform (“a plethora of Christs”).'®" Of the second
Maximus asks: this instrumental causality, is it natural or fabricated? If natural, then it
would be “synchronous” (c0yypovov) “like body and soul.” That is, as with Severus’s
“composed nature,” we’d have to say that neither agent nor instrument ever existed apart

162 . . . . ..
%2 If fabricated, Maximus sees only Nestorianism or Apollinarianism:

from one another.
if the two activities are not unified naturally, then the agent and instrument either exist in
relative separation from each other as wholes (Nestorius), or else in a whole where the
agent assumes the role of superior over the governed and inferior, so that while “this
[instrument] is not always moved,” it yet “appears to be taken up and moved by the hand
of the actor” (Apollinarius).'®

It’s in his rejection of the first proposal, I think, that Maximus betrays his
fundamental conviction about the unity of Christ’s two activities. Even if the divine
activity dominated the human in Christ, that divine activity would still itself suffer some
degree of extrinsic qualification. The relation between the dominating and the dominated,

Maximus observes, “has to do with things relative to another [t@®v [1p6g 11],” and such

things “always introduce, together, in themselves, things [by nature] mutually implicative

"1 Opuse 5, PG 91, 64d-65a.
162 Opusc 5, PG 91, 64c: “then we ourselves would call divine nature created, or the body

uncreated.”
1 Opusc 5, PG 91, 64c.
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[td dvTidrtonpodpeva].” ™" This is an Aristotelian point. Aristotle commences his

disquisition on the category of relation by noting that “all relatives are said having
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correlatives [avtiotpépovtal],” *” and, after discussing a number of examples, concludes

166 .
"% The basic issue,

that such correlatives naturally come into being “simultaneously.
unremitting here as ever, is that even natural dominance in actu still conceives a natural
relation, as if the two activities were set in a certain tension, the divine claiming a
superior degree of being what both at some (specific or generic) level are.'®’
Asymmetrical relation is still a natural relation; indeed, it must be if degrees of
dominance be discerned at all. Once again, Maximus knows no such asymmetry in
Christ:
And then, if you speak of one activity according to domination, such that the
human [activity] is denied because it is dominated, you introduce diminution to
both [peiwowv avtaig eicdyete]. For the one that dominates is always also itself
among suffering things, since it too is dominated by the dominated [kai aOTO yap
Kkpoteiton V7o Tod Emkpatovpévov]. Even if it’s to a lesser degree, the
[dominating] is yet certainly dominated, just as gold, for example, dominates the
silver or the copper alloyed with it: here it is itself dominated, even if to a lesser
extent... since this has to do with the degree to which it has been mixed [8t1 xoTd
TV T066TNTo, THY Tpoouygicav].
What is new in Christ’s actual existence, then, is this: two incommensurable
natures (logoi), bearing their proper powers (dynameis) and activities (energeiai), which

indeed express their proper modes of being (tropoi)—all of these are found in a singular

and real identity (hypostasis), and in such a manner (perichoresis) that they perdure

1% Opusc 5, PG 91, 64a.

' Aristotle, Cat. VII, 6b29.

16 Aristotle, Cat. VIL, 7b15: “td mpog Tt dipa Tij pooet elvar.” Cf. Roueché, “Handbook,” 96
(=262.11. 178-9).

17 Hence the passive sense of avtidioupém, here “té avtidrapovpeve” or “mutually-implicative,”
which means “to be opposed as the members of a natural classification” (LSJ, s.v.); see Aristotle, Cat.
X1V, b34.

1% Opusc 5, PG 91, 64a-b, my translation.
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utterly “without diminution,” untarnished and unqualified in se even as they
interpenetrate in re.

This last is perhaps most astonishing against the backdrop of Neoplatonic
metaphysics. Christo-logic must finally reject one standard account of “vertical causality”
(which obviously funds the monenergist proposals here), in two ways: in Christ, unlike in
Neoplatonic emanation, [1] higher and lower modes of activity interpenetrate each other
in both directions, and yet [2] remain perfectly whole in their natural (interior) power, act,
and mode.

Neoplatonism could never abide such confusion. Plotinus’s doctrine of “double
activity,” a valiant attempt to combine Aristotelian and Platonic logics of act (horizontal
and vertical, respectively), proscribes any symmetrical penetration between higher and
lower level of being.'® Asymmetry, sure. The classic problem of participation just was
the problem of how distinct existences might ultimately be one, and how that One reality,
whatever and however it be, could be wholly present to the manifold.'” But as Proclus
insists near the start of his Elements of Theology, although the One 1s wholly present to
all as the very unity of the manifold, each instance of the manifold is itself “both one and

99171

not-one.” " Higher beings, superior causes (and certainly the One), are “self-sufficient in

essence and activity,” and by that very self-sufficiency emanate inferior existences that

95172

depend on the higher for “completeness. The essence or nature of every effect

19 Cf. Stephen Gersh, From Iamblichus to Eriugena: An Investigation into the Prehistory and
Evolution of the Pseudo-Dionysian Tradition (Leiden: Brill, 1978), 27-44.

170 Plato, Parm. 131b-c (the problem of the Sail Cloth); Plotinus, En. V1.4-5 (basically a
commentary on the Parm., on the One’s undiminished omnipresence to all things, even to body). Cf. A.C.
Lloyd, The Anatomy of Neoplatonism (Oxford: OUP, 1998), 98-110; and Gurtler M. Gurtler, “Plotinus and
the Platonic Parmenides,” International Philosophical Quarterly 32.4 (1992): 443-57.

" proclus, EL Theol., prop. 2, Dodds 3.

72 Proclus, EL Theol., prop. 9, Dodds 10-11: “IIav 1o obtapkeg f| kot ovoiav fj Evépyetay
KPETTOV £0TL TOD 1| a0TAPKOVS GAL’ €ig GAANV ovGiay avnpTnéVOL TV TiiG TEAEOTNTOG aitiay.”
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(pre)exists in its cause “in a primary mode” (mp@tmg), and in this effect “in a secondary
mode” (dgvtépmg). Hence no effect—with its proper nature and activity—is ever simply
identical to the cause, lest there be no discernible procession at all. But, and here lies the
crucial matter, it’s also impossible that there be “nothing in common or identical in both,”
lest the effect “not arise from [the cause’s] existence.”'”> What makes an effect an effect
is that it possesses a nature and power identical to its cause, but in a more determinate,
lesser mode. Hence it is “like” its cause.'"™

So modal asymmetry characterizes the entire structure of vertical causality: the
whole cause obtains in its effect in the effect’s proper mode (procession), but never is the
whole effect qua effect in the whole cause—since, of course, the whole effect is always
in the whole cause “in a primary mode” (remaining), and, should it return to that whole
cause, would simply be the cause itself, assume its proper mode (reversion).'” Hence
Iamblichus, in reply to Porphyry’s aversion to the idea that certain gods are assigned
certain locales or elements, repurposes the asymmetrical structure of participation in
order to defend theurgical uses of finite media (certain temples, certain words, certain

materials, etc.). Just as sunlight “proceeds throughout the totality of existence” yet

'3 proclus, EL Theol., prop. 18, Dodds 20-1. So arises Proclus’s famous three moments of
participation: 10 duéfextov (“the unparticipated,” the superior cause in its proper mode), 10 peteyOpeVOV
(“the participated,” the whole presence of the superior cause in the effect according to the effect’s proper
mode), 10 petéyov (“the participating,” the effect qua distinct/proceeded from what it has identical to its
superior cause); cf. Proclus, EL. Theol., props. 23-4, Dodds 26-9. See too Gersh, From lamblichus to
Eriugena, 150-1, for the necessary “vertical” and “horizontal” orders of existence (hypostases).

174 Proclus, El. Theol., props. 75, 77, 78; cf. lamblichus, De myst. 1.18; Dionysius, DN 5.2. I refer
here to an idea already developed in Plotinus, that vertical causation consists in the limitation of a higher,
interior act by (or in the mode of) a lower power. See Gary M. Gurtler, “Plotinus on the Limitation of Act
by Potency,” The Saint Anselm Journal 7 (2009): 1-15.

'3 Jamblichus, De myst. 1.19 Proclus, EL Theol., props. 66-74.
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remains in its own prior mode, so too with the divine nature, which, admittedly, stands in
“no relation of symmetry” to its participants below.'”® More:

In respect of entities which are homogeneous in essence and potency, or indeed of

the same species or genus, it is possible to conceive of some type of

encompassing or direct control; but with regard to such beings as are completely
and in all respects transcendent, how in this case can one properly conceive of any
reciprocal interchange, or total interpenetration, or circumscription of
individuals, or encompassing of localities, or anything of the sort?'”’

And yet the Incarnation discloses just this: the divine Son’s hypostatic identity
with a nature infinitely different from his own divinity generates a lower (human) nature
with its native powers, and when he acts through both his divine and human natures—
precisely because /e is the “is” of both in power and act—these otherwise

178 In fact

incommensurable activities penetrate one another symmetrically and wholly.
Dionysius, as Maximus reads him, precluded the possibility of understanding the

Incarnation in terms of vertical causality and so cracked the door onto a deeper

perception of that event:

17 Tamblichus, De myst. 1.9, Dillon 40-1: “ci yap 008&ig 0Tt AOYOg 00E GYEGIC GUUHETPIOG OVOE
oboiag TIG Kovmvia 003E Kot SOV 1) EVEPYELV GUUTAOKT) TPOG TO SLOKOGHODV TOD
dwkoopovpévou....”

17 JTamblichus, De myst. 1.9, Dillon 40-1: “TIpdc pév yap & Opoeuii ko’ ovoiav fj Sovauy fi ko
opoedf] Tmg dvto 1 kai Opoyevi] dvvatal Tig mepidnyig 1j dtakpatnoig EmnvogioBar doa &’ Eotiv EEnpnuéva
T01¢ 6AOIC TAVTEADG, Tig GV £ml TOVTAV AVTIAEPIOTOOLS ij O OA®V 81€5000G 1j Leploth) meplypapn 1j KoTd
TOmOV TEPLOYN 1 TL TV To0VT®V Emtvonbein mot’ av &v diky);” Cf. too Plato, Tim. 52¢c-d, cited at Chapter 2,
n. 63.

'8 Christians, of course were attracted to the Stoic notion of “interpenetration” or “mixture,”
which with them was but a strange bit of pAysics: two bodies can occupy one another in the same space and
time and still preserve their proper characteristics; so Peter Stemmer, “PERICHORESE: Zur Geschichte
eines Begriffs,” Archiv fiir Begriffsgeschichte 27 (1983): 10-13. Neoplatonists, though, appropriated this
term purely to intelligible realities that enjoy an incorporeal indivisibility; so L. Abramowski, “cuvagpeia
und dcvyyvtog Evooig als Bezeichnung fiir trinitarische und christologische Einheit,” in Drei
christologische Untersuchungen (1981), 70: “Dies ist also die ‘geziemende’ Weise, von Einheit auf der
Ebene des Geistigen zu sprechen.” Cf. Proclus, In Parm, Cousin 754; idem, EL. Theol., prop. 176 (on
intellectual forms in intellect), Dodds 154-5: these “all interpenetrate all [poitd mavta 610 ThvTwv],” are
“mutually implicit, interpenetrating one another in their entirety [0pod €ott kai £v aAARA0LG, Sha S’ SAwv
pout®vta adtactatmg].” Stoics and Neoplatonists alike conceive the logic of perichoresis only among
entities on the same, horizontal, metaphysical plane; they simply pick different planes. So when Maximus
(following Nazianzen) applies perichoresis to Christ’s two natures, he’s doing something unparalleled: he
makes perichoresis a relation between the cause and the effect, the divine and the human, the superior and
the inferior, God and man.
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‘How,’ you ask, ‘is Jesus, who is beyond all things, ranked together with all men

at the same level of essential being?’ But here He is not called ‘man’ insofar as

He is cause of men, but as being that which in the entirety of its essence is truly

man.'”

Note the stress on entirety of essence (kot’ ovciov 6Anv). Maximus does, and then takes
the crucial step from whole essence to whole power and act: “The only valid proof that
this ‘essence’ is present in its ‘entirety’...is its natural constitutive power, which one
would not be mistaken in calling a ‘natural activity,” properly and primarily characteristic
of the nature in question.”"®’

How does this surpass the logic of vertical causality? Recall: because the Word’s
hypostasis bears divine nature, power, and activity from eternity; and because this very
hypostasis is the “is” that generates his own human nature with its own power and
activity; and because he is both at once—therefore he himself is the downward
emanation, as it were, that causes or generates the inferior mode proper to his human
nature in actu. His own higher power (divine) is present to his own lower power (human)

in a way that requires no natural mediation whatever.'®'

In Christ divinity and humanity
each retain its own mode in the same, positive identity of his hypostasis. That hypostasis,
precisely because it is both positive and yet not a tertium quid alongside the natures,
relieves both natures of any contrast, any tension, any asymmetrical ratio, any pressure

for one mode to give way to another in order for distinctive actualities to be. The vertical,

asymmetrical relation of cause and effect implies “a shallow difference,” not the absolute

' Dionysius, Ep 4.

0 4mb 5.2.

81 4mb 5.20, slightly modified: “If, then, the mode of union [ tfi¢ évdoeng Tpdmoc] preserves the
principle of distinction, the expression of the saint is a circumlocution...since in nature and in quality the
essential principle of the united natures is in no way diminished [pepeioton] by the union. Nonetheless it is
not, as some would have it, ‘by the negation of the two extremes that we arrive at an affirmation’ of
something in the middle, for there is no kind of intermediary in Christ that could be the positive remainder
after the negation of two extremes.” Constas, vol. 1, 476 n. 18, provides the citation, which comes from
Pyrrhus’s Dogmatic Tome, ACO 11 2, 2, 608.
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132 The sole mediator of Christ’s natures

natural difference enabled by hypostatic identity.
is Christ’s own hypostasis, and since his mediating hypostasis is their mutual identity,
they are immediately present to and in one another, in each’s entire‘[y.183 Again
commenting Dionysius:
“And in a manner beyond man, he truly became man,” since he maintained the
modes (which are above nature), along with the principles (which are according to
nature), united and unimpaired. The conjunction of these was beyond what is
possible, but he for whom nothing is impossible became their true union [aAn6rg
yevouevog Evaoic], and was the hypostasis in neither of them exclusively, in no
way acting through one of the natures in separation from the other, but in all that

he did he confirmed the presence of the one through the other, since he is truly
both."®*

1.6 — Incarnation: event discloses logic, logic applies solely to fact
Daley characterizes Leontius of Byzantium’s distinctive approach to christology: the task
is not to scrutinize divinity or humanity “in themselves,” unmoored in abstraction, but

rather “to look at the ‘fact’ of Christ, as faith perceives him—the fact of a single

"2 See Ep 12, PG 91, 472d-473b, my translation. Here Maximus openly rejects “the mere mention
of difference” exactly because it can imply, as vertical causality often does, a simple modal contraction or
difference of one essence. This passage is worth quoting in full: “Necessarily, however certain things
differ, there lies every [sort of] difference. And where the possibility of difference is perceived, there
certainly exists the things that differ. For there are such things that in a certain way indicate one another.
Thus causes and effects [ta aitio kol ta ortiata] refer to one another as they are perceived to have the same
essence. For if the differing essence, qua cause, produces in Christ the difference of the natures from which
He is constituted, then certainly the difference emerges clearly as an effect of the natural otherness of the
things united, that is, as [if] from a particular cause. Indeed it is natural, as I said, for such things to indicate
one another, such that if one is referenced, this always confesses by necessity the other too; or one denied,
the other does not appear either. Therefore it is necessary to say ‘two,’ lest we introduce a shallow
difference [tva pur yidny v dwpopav gicaympev]. And it’s for this reason alone that we use number: the
manifest difference of the things concurring remained preserved after the union, though not [a difference]
of things divided. In this way [we have] an easier and truer semantic expression for disclosing the
difference of the concrete realities rather than ‘confirming’ these realities by the mere mention of ‘a
difference.””

'8 This explains the subtle but profound way Maximus modifies the comparison of the two
activities of body and soul to Christ’s divine and human activities. Unlike the monenergist proposal, where
the soul’s act instrumentalizes the body’s, Maximus specifies that the Son first becomes the power of the
inferior nature, and then actualizes it in its own right. Again the point is to remove any natural mediation;
So Amb 5.8 (slightly modified): “And He did these things...moving willingly the assumed nature that truly
had become and is called His own, in the way that the soul independently and naturally moves the body
that is native to it [a0TOVPYIKAC Yuyfig SNV QLUGIKMG TO GLUPLEG oM Kivovong], or to speak more
precisely, He Himself, without change, truly became what human nature is, and in actual fact fulfilled the
economy on our behalf.”

1% 4mb 5.17, slightly modified.
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individual’s being both God and a man—and to reflect on the ‘mode of union’.”"® So too
for Maximus.'®® When Paul Blowers appropriates Jean-Luc Marion’s idea of “the
saturated phenomenon” in order to describe “the saturating power of revelation,” he
means, I think, that the concrete event of Christ so overwhelms us with revelatory
brilliance that only that event could have unraveled the mystery which, in its very
revelation, proves still darker to our gaze.'”’

Hence a final “feature” of Maximus’s Christo-logic, one, though, that does not
quite form a last link in the logical chain. It’s more a feature of the whole logic. It is this:
because we had first to apprehend the peculiarity of Christ’s two activities to glimpse the
peculiarity of the person behind them—and indeed to perceive the whole “mode of

. . 1
union” which was for us “new”'*®

—then the logic derived from this event must be as
peculiar as the event itself. Maximus thinks that prior to the fact of the historical
Incarnation very little could have been known about how God might realize the end of
the universe, which is union with him. Only at the event of Christ’s Transfiguration did
Moses and Elijah (and so all who came before) first learn not just what and ~ow union
occurs, but that this very what and how was, prior to the Christ facing them, itself shut up

in impenetrable mystery:

[Moses and Elijah learned] that the fulfillment of God’s ineffable plan for the
universe, contained within His divine dispensations [én’ a01f] Osiwv olkovoudv],

' Daley, ““A Richer Union,”” 261 and 245. Cf. Leontius of Byzantium, CNE 7, PG 86, 1297c,
Daley 162; Epil 8, PG 86, 1940b-c, Daley 300-1. In both texts “product” translates dmotéiecpo—the very
thing Pyrrhus sought to force into a monenergist framework during his dispute with Maximus.

"% A major difference between them, I think, comes only in the degree to which each thinker
applies reflection on the fact of Christ to the fact of the whole world. This I discuss in ch. 2.

'87 paul M. Blowers, Maximus the Confessor: Jesus Christ and the Transfiguration of the World,
136-7; see too his, “The Transfiguration of Jesus Christ as ‘Saturated Phenomenon’ and as Key to the
Dynamics of Biblical Revelation in St. Maximus the Confessor,” in What is the Bible? The Patristic
Doctrine of Scripture, eds. Matthew Baker and Mark Mourachian (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2016), 83-
101.

8 Amb 5.13; Amb 7.37 Pyr 192, PG 91, 345d-348a.
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was completely beyond the comprehension of beings. All that could be known
was His great providence and judgment, through which the universe is led in an
orderly manner to an end [téAoc] known in advance only to God. No one else
knew what it would be, or how it would take place, or what form it would take, or
when it would occur; the only ones who in truth knew simply that it would take
place were the saints.'®
The very incomprehensibility of God’s union with the world was incomprehensible
before Christ.

Christo-logic does not amount to an informed guess about the nature of things,
their beginning and end. Its necessary source is the event of God’s Incarnation. When, for
instance, he was seen strolling atop the water, speaking a cure, or, above all, dead and
resurrected' **—only when we behold the peculiar mode of these whole and simultaneous
and interpenetrating activities proper to incommensurable natures, only then are we
granted intellectual vision'”' into the logic of God’s own identity with what he is
infinitely not by nature. And so Maximus ceaselessly proclaims revelation of Christ’s
person comes through his parts: “he revealed himself in the unicity of his person...by the
personal identity of his own parts.”'*>
What and who will He be known to be—He who is not subject to change—if this
could not be confirmed by the works He performs naturally? And how will He be

confirmed in His oneness—as out of and in and indeed as [the natures]—if He
remained motionless and without activity?'®

' 4mb 10.82; cf. Amb 7.37, Amb 10.49, QThal 22 and 60. See ch. 2.

0 A4mb 4.8.

! Faith, I note, is not ultimately separate from intellectual insight, since for Maximus perfected
faith is “the true knowledge” (yvdoig ainbng); cf. CT 1.9, PG 90, 1085¢-d (cp. Amb 10.2). See my, “Both
Mere Man and Naked God,” 125-6.

92 Ep 15, PG 91, 556b, my translation: “8v tf] tpdg GAANAG KAt GKPOV TPOSOTIKT TAVTOTNTL TGV
oikeiv pepdv dramavtog evilouevoy.” See too Ep 12, PG 91, 286: “we know that he is through his parts”;
Opusc 8, PG 91, 49.

193 Amb 5.12, slightly modified: “Ti te kai Tic dnépymv yvoodHoeToL, 1) TOTOVHEVOS 0l¢ EVipYEL
QLOIKMG, dmep doti pn Tpemdpevoy; TIdg 8¢ motdoetan kad’ Ev @V £€ v, v oig Te kai dmep Eotiv
axivntog Hévav Kol avevépyntog;”
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Hypostatic identity is an event. The identity of the Son’s hypostasis with natures
uncreated and created, that identity lived out in time and space, in concreto—precisely
there first dawned the real identity and difference of created and uncreated nature. Should
you want to penetrate the mystery of God’s creation, you must do so by looking upon the
mystery of God’s Incarnation. (That last implication, at any rate, will occupy us next
chapter.)

The event is the singular “mode of the Lord’s activities,” his earthly existence.
We perceive Christo-logic through this fact, in this order: activities reveal powers,
powers reveal natures, natures reveal an ineffable and previously unthought identity
between two realities that, on the level of nature, remain ever and absolutely different. '™
The concrete “mode of exchange” Christ effects within himself is the very mode he is
from eternity, and so his historical acts ultimately disclose Aim, his person.'”’

And, to complete the revolution of Christo-logic, what’s finally dazzling about
him is that he is and in this event becomes the only real and absolute identity of absolute
(natural) difference. This is why, even for Maximus the Greek, the interpenetration of
cross (death) and resurrection (life) reveal the deepest truth about the mystery of God’s
relation to the world. Precisely there you must say “suffering God,” in the most intensely
literal sense. Precisely there, on the cross, you must say “God suffered” and “died,” for,
as Cyril and Gregory Nazianzen knew, just here the truth of the Word’s identity to both

natures strains most. Here too, at length, is where we learn to differentiate person from

194 Opusc 16, PG 91, 109, Ponsoye 229: “For it is not possible, divine or human nature, to perceive
a difference outside of their essential activity. For that which defines a reality is properly the logos of its
essential power. This latter removed, so too vanishes the subject. That’s why we recognize them naturally
conserved in the incarnate Word. One shows itself through the projection of divine [traits] into the flesh,
the other [by the projection of the flesh] into His sovereign power. In this way we recognize the natures
too, out of which the essential activities exist, through these [activities].”

95 Amb 5.24; Pyr 28-31, 192.
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nature in their respective positivity, inseparability, and indifference—for the divine

nature did not die, but God did:
Saint Gregory said these things so that we might not out of ignorance ascribe the
properties of the person to nature [td THg VTOGTAGEMG KATIYOPODVTEG...THG
evoewg] and, like the Arians, unwittingly worship a God who by nature is
susceptible to suffering.'”®

The basic discretion between hypostasis and nature demanded by Chalcedon was itself

only revealed in the “fact of Christ,” above all in the event where death and life

interpenetrated in the one God. And from that discretion the entire logic followed.

1.7 — Conclusion
“The Incarnation to Maximus means precisely the hypostatic union of divine and human

197 Undoubtedly. This chapter tried to specify further what this union means and

nature.
entails. It did so by identifying three elements or moments in Maximus that together
articulate a “Christo-logic.” They are:

1. Hypostatic identity is the only real sameness differing natures can attain.

2. Generation of created nature and its very difference from the uncreated comes
in this hypostatic identity.

3. Perichoresis is the mode of relation between these incommensurable natures in
act.
A fourth “feature” is that these three elements form a logic known only from an event.
That event was the historical Incarnation of the second person of the Trinity, who, in and

as himself, actualized all three in a single earthly existence. So:

% Amb 2.4.
7 Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator, 21.
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*4. Objective Christo-logic becomes subjectively grasped only through its
singular actualization, above all in the Son’s death and resurrection.

On Maximus’s own terms, therefore, I think it misleading to describe an event as
“an Incarnation” or to call some metaphysical doctrine “christological” unless it actually
bears the same logic as the very event which disclosed that peculiar logic. If, to take a
clear example, Tollefsen (or Balthasar) is right that when Maximus describes the cosmos
as divine Incarnation he’s simply indulging in a bit of “metaphor”'®®; and if in fact this
metaphor signifies exactly the vertical causality whose validity Maximus rejects in
christology proper—then Maximus’s statements depicting creation as Incarnation would
appear to be not only metaphorical, but quite obfuscating.

They might be. It remains for me to argue the contrary. That requires
investigating whether Maximus’s “Christo-logic” really appears in his cosmology, in his
understanding of creation. So the following chapters correspond to specific elements in
the Christo-logic: if Maximus inscribes creation with this logic, the “is” in “God is
world” must signify [1] the Word’s hypostatic (not natural) identity to created nature,
which [2] generates the principles (/ogoi) and corresponding powers of all creatures—so
chapter 2. Then these creatures would be destined for [3] a perichoretic union of their
own creaturely modes and activities with that of God’s—so chapter 3. Then, finally, the
entire logic of creation—protology and eschatology—must be [*4] just as peculiar an
event as the historical Incarnation itself, or even, perhaps, creation must be that very
event—so a future study. As a question: does the peculiarity of Christo-logic, disclosed in
a particular event at history’s middle, really describe the peculiar onto-logic at history’s

beginning and end?

198 Tollefsen, Christocentric, 67, 80, 135; for Balthasar, see Cyril O’Regan, “Von Balthasar and
Thick Retrieval: Post-Chalcedonian Symphonic Theology,” Gregorianum 77.2 (1996): 241.
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Chapter 2

The Beginning: Logoi, pt. 1 — Word Becomes World
Introduction (2.1) — Unqualified descriptions of creation as Incarnation (2.2) — First
qualification: no natural mediation between God and world (2.3) — Second qualification:
the Logos becomes logoi, not ideas (2.4) — Third qualification: the logoi of created
hypostases (2.5) — The Word proceeds: one act, two modes (2.6) — Conclusion (2.7)
Chapter contention
The peculiarities in Maximus’s protology or account of creatio ex nihilo' correspond to
the first two elements of Christo-logic. The Word [1] becomes hypostatically identical to
the causative principles (logoi) of all created nature, and so [2] generates created nature.

And so this chapter attempts to interpret: “The Word of God, very God, wills that

the mystery of his Incarnation be actualized always and in all things.”

2.1 — Introduction
“The Word of God, very God, wills that the mystery of his Incarnation be actualized

always and in all things.”

[ aim in this chapter and the next to argue that this assertion
means what it says. And so I try to trace how it shapes Maximus’s distinctive view of

God’s creation of the world. I do so by reading Maximus’s doctrine of the /ogoi—a

"1t’s true that not every protology provides a doctrine of creation from nothing, or, at least, one
need not imply the other (as they don’t in Origen, for instance, though he has both). For reasons I hope will
become clear as this chapter progresses, these two cannot be separated in Maximus (cf. Amb 7.16, where
they intertwine). Not only, I mean, does Maximus’s protology provide a Christian doctrine of creation, but
creation from nothing itself betrays a distinctive logic. This chapter aims to describe this logic as Christo-
logic, as Maximus himself indicates (inter alia) at QThal 22 (CCSG 7.141): beginning, middle, and end are
one ultimately because “our Lord Jesus Christ is the beginning, middle, and end of all past, present, and
future ages.”

> Amb 7.22, PG 91, 1084c-d, my translation: “BovAetar yop dei kai év mdiow 6 1od Oeod Adyog
Kol @gdg Tiig aToD EVomUITOoE®G EvepyeioBat TO puotiplov.”
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doctrine Andrew Louth has called a “lonely meteorite” in the Christian tradition®—as the
metaphysical inscription of the Christo-logic detailed last chapter. The logoi or
metaphysical “principles” of all things define, generate, and sustain every conceivable
difference and identity in creation, from the integral identity and proper difference of an
individual subject (or hypostasis) to the arboreal network of generic and specific unities
and differentiae (or natures).* Of each being and the whole cosmos, then, the logoi
disclose the beginning and end of God’s creative act. So we can approach the logoi from
two distinct (though inseparable) vantages: protologically, they describe God’s creation
of the world from nothing; eschatologically, God’s perfection of the world—its
deification. This chapter treats the former, the next the latter.

I argue this chapter’s contention—that the first two elements of Christo-logic
explain the (rather peculiar) protological role of the /ogoi—in three basic steps. First, I
open with several passages where Maximus describes divine creation as divine
Incarnation; the identification is not my own (sec. 2.2). Then I challenge the adequacy of
(especially Platonic) “participation” to do justice to Maximus’s view of creation.

Maximus does speak of participation, and nearly all modern commentators rest content to

? Andrew Louth, “The Reception of Dionysius in the Byzantine World,” in Re-Thinking Dionysius
the Areopagite, 63. Not that Maximus lacked any precedent for the logoi doctrine: Lars Thunberg,
Microcosm and Mediator The Theological Anthropology of Maximus the Confessor. 2™ ed. (Chicago: Open
Court, 1995), 73 n. 157, mentions the Stoics, Origen, Augustine (rationes seminales; e.g. De div. quaest.
83), Evagrius, and Dionysius (and his commentator John of Scythopolis), from whom “Maximus has
received a more positive influence.” Louth knows these too, but he rightly doubts any of them really
approximate to the sort of meta-structural principle this doctrine becomes in Maximus. Indeed none, |
think, evince Maximus’s peculiar emphases as detailed in this chapter and the next.

* On the logoi doctrine’s application to Porphyry’s Tree in Maximus, see Amb 41.10; and Torstein
Theodore Tollefsen, The Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Confessor (Oxford: OUP, 2008), 81-
92; Melchisedec Toronen, Union and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the Confessor (Oxford:
OUP, 2007), 140. That the logoi in a thing bear its efficient, formal, and final cause is clear from texts like
Amb 21.5, but see secs. 2.4-5 below.
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take it as a basically Neoplatonic way of describing the God-world relation.” But I
identify and describe three qualifications of participation-talk that suggest a still more
fundamental logic at work in his account of creation (secs. 2.3-5). Last, I collate the
results of these qualifications into an overview of Maximus’s logic of creation (sec. 2.6),
and conclude that this logic corresponds to what I’ve already identified as Christo-logic

(sec. 2.7).

> Polycarp Sherwood, “Survey of Recent Work on St. Maximus the Confessor,” Traditio 20
(1964): 435, simply solicited studies of “participation” in Maximus’s thought; Balthasar preferred to stress
analogy, and often equated this to some version of participation (cf. my Introduction). Some recent
commentators have tried to answer Sherwood’s call, sometimes with slight provisos: Antoine Lévy, Le créé
et l'incréé: Maxime le Confesseur et Thomas d’Aquin: Aux sources de la querelle Palamienne (Paris: Vrin,
20006), 129-32 and esp. 158-191, summons Simplicius’s idea of sunergeia by relation (a refined version of
Plotinus’s theory of double act); Torstein Tollefsen, “Did St Maximus the Confessor have a Concept of
Participation?” Studia Patristica 37 (2001): 618-25; idem, Activity and Participation in Late Antique and
Early Christian Thought (Oxford: OUP, 2012); Marius Portaru, “Gradual participation according to St
Maximus the Confessor,” Studia patristica 54 (2012): 281-94; Clement Yung Wen, “Maximus the
Confessor and the Problem of Participation,” The Heythrop Journal 58 (2017): 3-16; Stephen Clarke,
“‘Christ Plays in Ten Thousand Places’: The Relationship of Logoi and Logos in Plotinus, Maximus, and
Beyond,” 1-18 (unpublished talk); Jonathan Greig, “Proclus’ Doctrine of Participation in Maximus the
Confessor’s Centuries of Theology 1.48-50,” Studia Patristica 75 (2017): 137-48.

I say “nearly all” because of three exceptions: [1] Eric D. Perl, Methexis: Creation, Incarnation,
and Deification in Saint Maximus Confessor (Unpublished Ph.D. diss, Yale, 1999), 195-7 and 205; idem,
“Metaphysics and Christology in Maximus Confessor and Eriugena,” in Eriugena: East and West — Papers
of the Eighth International Colloquium of the Society for the Promotion of Eriugenian Studies, eds. Bernard
McGinn and Willemien Otten. (Notre Dame: UNDP, 1994), 253-79, wants to speak of Maximus’s
distinctly christological understanding of the God-world relation as “perfect participation.” It’s evident that
I share many of Perl’s intuitions, but, as I say in the Introduction, I think his commitment to a prior
philosophically defined idea of “participation” prevents him from seeing his brilliant intuitions through. [2]
Jean-Claude Larchet, La divinisation de [’homme selon saint Maxime le Confesseur (Paris: Cerf, 1996), 600
(cited below at n. 62), doubts Maximus had a clear “doctrine” of participation at all; [3] Marius Portaru,
“The Vocabulary of Participation in the Works of Saint Maximus the Confessor,” in Naboth’s Vineyard,
eds. Octavian Gordon and Alexandru Mihaila (Cluj-Napoca: Presa Universitara Clujeana, 2012), 295-317,
offers an “anthropological lecture” of Maximian participation that tries to avoid either a denial of
participation (Larchet) or a basically Neoplatonic view of it (Perl, Tollefsen—I think Perl’s view especially
is more complicated; see my Introduction above).

Many of these scholars do claim important differences between Maximus and Neoplatonists on the
God-world relation. In general I confess sympathies with the brief remarks of Stephen Clarke, whose
proximate interlocutor is Balthasar: “I don’t deny that there may be differences. The problem is to locate
them. I have similar qualms even about Tollefsen’s much better informed account: in saying that Maximus
manages a Christian alternative to Neo-Platonist metaphysics, he leaves me very uncertain what exactly the
alternative consists in” (5).

92



2.2 — Unqualified descriptions of creation as Incarnation
That creation is divine Incarnation is a claim Maximus actually makes. We saw it at Amb
7.22, my epigraph.® And at first blush he doesn’t appear to mean something different
from what he means when he speaks of the historical Incarnation. They bear the same
logic. An initial indicator that this is so: Maximus moves seamlessly between the Word’s
Incarnation in world and in Mary without the slightest proviso. It’s an important point,
especially because Maximus’s commentators—from Eriugena to modern scholarship’—
routinely insert qualifications of their own, ones quite absent from Maximus’s texts.
Sometimes this takes the anodyne form of quotation marks around “Incarnation” when
applied to the act (beginning and end) of creation.® Others come cleaner: Maximus’s talk
of creation as “incarnation” is clearly “metaphorical,” obviously not intended to evoke
the literal mode of the Word’s personal presence in and as Jesus Christ.” This section
treats five passages where Maximus more or less explicitly says creation is Incarnation.
1. Amb 33. In a passage as brief as it is celebrated, Maximus offers three
explanations for Gregory Nazianzen’s remark, “The Logos becomes thick” (‘O Adyog
noyovetar). ' It refers, first, to the Word’s historical Incarnation, when he “deemed it

worthy to ‘become thick’ through His presence in the flesh [dud Tfic évodprov adtod

% Again, “mystery” in Maximus always refers at least to the historical Incarnation; see my
Introduction and for more references in Maximus’s corpus see the note at Constas’s introduction to Q7hal
49, n. 157.

" Cf. my Introduction.

¥ See the more hesitant discussion of Paul M. Blowers, Exegesis and Spiritual Pedagogy: An
Investigation into the “Questiones ad Thalassium” (Notre Dame: UNDP, 1991) 120-122; and his, Drama
of the Divine Economy: Creator and Creation in Early Christian Theology and Piety (Oxford: OUP, 2012),
166, on which see n. 16.

? Tollefsen, Christocentric, 67; idem, Activity and Participation, 122. Cf. my Introduction.

' Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 38.2, “On the Nativity,” cited at Amb 33.1.
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napovoiac].”!! The Word also “becomes thick” in human words, in language, and that is
Maximus’s third instance.'? The second occupies us here:
Or that, having ineffably encrypted Himself in the /ogoi of beings for our sake, He
is obliquely signified in a proportionate way through each of the things seen, as if
through letters—a most complete whole together in the wholes, and a whole
according to each particular, whole and undiminished, the undifferentiated in the
differences and always self-same, the simple and uncomposed in the composites,
the one without origin in the things subject to origin, and the unseen in things
seen, and the untouchable in things grasped.'*
Consider three features. The first is an obvious insistence on the integrity of wholes, both
of the Word in the logoi and of the beings themselves. A union or synthesis that leaves
undiminished the nature and mode of the things synthesized—this recalls the third
element of the Christo-logic discussed last chapter (i.e. perichoresis of modes and acts in
Christ),'* and it will become more central next chapter on the deification of the world."
Second, it is the Word “Himself,” not, say, the divine essence as such or God as the most

indeterminate power of all things,'® who is encrypted in and as the logoi of created

beings. It’s his person or hypostasis, you might say; it’s him.'” Hence a final feature:

" Amb 33.2, PG 91, 1285c, slight modification.

12 Amb 33.2, PG 91, 1285d-1288a. I treat this aspect more fully and especially as it relates to
speech about God in my essay, “Both Mere Man and Naked God: The Incarnational Logic of Apophasis in
St Maximus the Confessor,” in Maximus the Confessor as a European Philosopher, eds. Sotiris Mitralexis,
Georgios Steiris, Marci Podbielski, and Sebastian Lalla (Eugene, OR: Cascade), 110-30.

1> Amb 33.2, PG 91, 1285d, my translation: “fj 811 T0ic TdV dviav avtdv 81’ RS dmoppriteg
EYKpOYOG AOYOIS AVOAOY®G S EKAGTOV TV OPOUEVOV MG O TIVAV YPOULAT®OV dIoonuaivetal, GAog &v
6lotg Gua TAnpéotatog, Kai 0 kah’ ExaoTov OAOKANPOG, 6LOG Kol AVEAATTMTOC, &V TOTG d1POPOIS O
G016.(p0pog Kol doaNT®G Ael £V, £v T0olg cuVOETOIS O ATA0DG Kol AoVVOETOG, Kal £V TOIG VIO ApyNV O
Gvapyog Kai 0 A0patog &v Toig OPOUEVOLG KOl €V TOIG AmToig O Avapng.”

" See sec. 1.5

" See sec. 3.4.

' As in Plotinus, En. VI. 9 [9] 8.

' This point will reappear in sec. 2.4. But here I notice that of Maximus’s many modern
commentators, Paul Blowers indulges Maximus’s own insistence most lucidly: “the Confessor’s primary
analogy to convey the condescension of the Word into the logoi of creatures (and of Scripture, and of the
virtues) is the incarnation in Jesus of Nazareth. In reality this is not an ‘analogy’ at all since it is precisely
the Logos ‘destined...before the foundation of the world’ to become the incarnate and sacrificial Lamb (1
Peter 1:19-20) who originally contained the /ogoi and willingly communicated his presence to creatures
through them” (Blowers, Drama of the Divine Economy, 166, my emphasis; cf. similarly his “From
Nonbeing to Eternal Well-Being: Creation ex nihilo in the Cosmology and Soteriology of Maximus the
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Maximus never qualifies the second and third Incarnations—in world and words—in a
way that makes them unlike the first, the historical Incarnation. Indeed this ambiguum
closes with something like the fundamental axiom underwriting each Incarnation, what
Maximus calls the “principle of condescension” (cvykataBdceng Aoy®)': “to the degree
that, for His own sake, He contracted us in view of union with Himself, to that same
degree He Himself, for our sake, expanded His very self through the principle of
condescension.”"” Creation’s most fundamental metaphysical principles, then, are
instances of the Word’s own “expansion”—a theme I take up later (sec. 2.4).

2. QThal 60. This passage forms the centerpiece of my final chapter, but I note it
here because of how striking it is. Thalassius asks Maximus to interpret 1 Peter 1.20,

which calls Christ “a pure and spotless lamb, who was foreknown before the foundation

of the world, yet manifested at the end of time for our sake.””” Who exactly, Thalassius

Confessor,” in Light on creation: Ancient Commentators in Dialogue and Debate on the Origin of the
World, eds. Geert Roskam and Joseph Verheyden [Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2017], 177). This remarkable
observation—that the “analogy” between historical and cosmic Incarnation is no mere analogy—commits
Blowers to the thesis that for Maximus the Word’s condescension in the logoi of creation, in Jesus, in
Scripture, and in the deified are “eschatologically simultaneous” (cf. Blowers, Drama of the Divine
Economy, 163, and his, Maximus the Confessor: Jesus Christ and the Transfiguration of the World
[Oxford: OUP, 2016], 137-40). But as I noted in the Introduction, analogy—and particularly its denial—
says much less about simultaneity and much more about the mode of Christ’s presence in these
Incarnations. Anyone who believed in divine omnipresence should not have had a problem with the idea
that divinity dwelled in the man Jesus, even to a peculiarly concentrated degree, in the same mode that the
One cause of all things dwells in all its effects. Indeed Athanasius tendered that exact argument ( De
incarnatione verbi dei 42), which others after him like Gregory of Nyssa would have the keen sense to
qualify: Gregory reprises Athanasius’s argument that moves from divine omnipresence in creation to his
presence in the man Jesus, but also admits that “the manner in which God is present in us is not the same as
it was in that case,” namely in Jesus’ (Or. cat. 25). Christological controversies from Nicaea to Chalcedon
(and beyond, really) were rather concerned to differentiate the way God was present in Jesus Christ from
the way he is present elsewhere. And so the truly astounding insight, one Blowers seems to intimate, is that
Maximus rethinks not just how God is present in Jesus in order to distinguish this presence from God’s
presence in the cosmos, but that he then reintroduces this mode of presence as the potential mode the Word
might be present in the cosmos itself.

'® Synkatabasis often describes the historical Incarnation, both in Maximus and the Cappadocians.
Cf. Amb 4.4,7.22,42.3.

" Amb 33.2, PG 91, 1288a: “Tocodtov g 81’ £avTov Tpdc Evarsty £0ntod cuoteilag, Soov
a0TOG O’ NUAG £0VTOV GLYKATUPACEMG AOY® SECTENEY.”

*% Quoted at QThal 60, CCSG 7.73, from the translation of Blowers and Wilken, p. 123.
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wonders, foreknew the Incarnation? The Trinity, that’s who.?! But what is foreknown,
exactly—that’s more interesting. Maximus pairs this verse with Colossians 1.26, where
“the great Apostle” mentions “the mystery hidden from before the ages,” which is,
Maximus declares, “the mystery according to Christ” (10 katét Xpiotdv pootipiov).
This mystery refers “clearly” to the historical Incarnation. Maximus recapitulates it with
characteristic density:

This [mystery] is clearly the ineffable and inconceivable union of divinity and

humanity according to hypostasis, which leads the humanity into identity with the

divinity in every way through the principle of hypostasis, and effects one

composed hypostasis from both [natures], without thus inducing the slightest

diminution of their essential difference according to nature....>>

The mystery signifies the Word’s economy, which means precisely that God
becomes in person and by nature what He is not by nature—and so preserves both natures
entirely.”* This union “into identity,” he just said, names the very union God foreknew
and for which He created all things. Notice what Maximus is not saying here. He does not
mean that creation merely sets the stage for the unrepeatable union between divinity and
humanity that occurred in first-century Palestine, as if the fullest realization of the

“mystery according to Christ” were restricted to a single climactic moment in creation’s

history (though there’s indeed a certain primacy to that event).” Here and elsewhere

1 OThal 60.7, CCSG 7.79.

> OThal 60.2, CCSG 7.73. Blowers and Wilken translate this as “the whole mystery of Christ,”
which is also apt. And notice that Col 1.27 goes on to state explicitly what this “mystery” is: “Christ in
you” (6 éotiv Xp1otog &v vpiv). Maximus never quotes this second half of the sentence. Still I suggest that
the rest of his response essentially explicates this very idea.

» OThal 60.2, CCSG 7.73, my translation: “Todto mpodfiimg &otiv EppNTdg Te Kol dmeptvonTog
0ed oG € KOl AvOpOTOTNTOG KOO’ DITOGTAGY EVOGIS, €i¢ TaTOV dyovoa T OedtTl Katd whvta TpdmoV
@ TG VTOGTAGEMS AOY® TV avOpOTOTNTO KOl tioy AUEOTEP®V GoteAodoa TNV VTOGTAGY GUVOETOV, THiC
aVT®V Kot UGV 0001Hhd0Vg dtapopdg undepiav kabotiody Endyovoa peimoty.”

* OThal 60.3, CCSG 7.73-5: “’Enpene yap 16 momti] @V Shov kai yvopéve ooet kat’
oixovopioy dmep ovk v Kol £onTdV dmep NV KoTd UGV Kol dTep YEyove pOGEL Kot oikovopiav STpentov
SwoncacOot.”

* Pace Tollefsen, Activity and Participation, 122: “Why should we speak of the embodiment of
divine Forms as an incarnation or embodiment of the Logos? According to Maximus we should understand
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Maximus clearly avers that the realization of the “ineffable union” effected in Christ is
the very same destined for all humanity, for and in every person.”® The claim grows
stronger still:
For because of Christ, or rather the mystery according to Christ, all the ages and
everything in those same ages have received the beginning and the end of their
existence in Christ.”’
Every creature receives the very principle (dpyn) and end (t1éAhoc) of its own existence in
Christ. “Principle,” of course, in both philosophical and patristic literature, signifies a
metaphysical origin, often the efficient, formal, and final causes (or all at once) of a

thing.*® Here Maximus locates that metaphysical principle not just in the preexistent

Logos, but, recalling one of Origen’s more daring moves—in the Word Incarnate.*” The

it this way because the creation and salvation of the world is knit together in one single divine purpose,
exclusively bound up with the great mystery. The creation of the world is the first step towards the
fulfilment of God’s plan. Even though the Logos Himself is not hypostatically present in created essences
or natures, the /ogoi defining them and delimiting their natural capacity represent Him in relation to them.
They are His patterns for creatures.” I’ll take issue with equating the logoi and Forms below (secs. 2.4-5).
Here the problem comes with the qualification—one Maximus never makes—that the Word is not
“hypostatically present in created essences,” that’s to say, that when Maximus first identifies the “mystery
according to Christ” with the historical hypostatic union and then applies this to the very principle (&dpy1)
and purpose (téAog) of all creation—he must have surreptitiously modified the meaning of “mystery
according to Christ” in the latter case. On this reading there’s something like a gradual immanence of the
Word in creation: creation from nothing is “the first step” and so a lesser degree of immanence, the
historical Incarnation the perfection (or indeed a qualitatively different mode) of that immanence.— My
Conclusion flags the abiding question of how the historical Incarnation can at once retain metaphysical
primacy and yet be actualized (cf. Amb 7.22, cited above) in all creation.

% OThal 60.3, CCSG 7.75: the “mystery according to Christ,” the hypostatic identity of humanity
and divinity, is “the preconceived divine purpose of the beginning of beings [tfig dpyfig tdV 6vtwv], which,
were we to define it, we would say it is the preconceived felos for the sake of which all things are, which
itself is for the sake of nothing else. In view of this end, God introduced the essences of beings.” Elsewhere
Maximus specifies that “had man united created nature with the uncreated through love...he would have
shown them to be one and the same by the state of grace” (4mb 41.5, PG 91, 1308b, my emphasis), and
that the “power” to effect this union “was given to us from the beginning by nature for this purpose [trv €§
apyfg PLGIKMG MUV TPOG TodTo dobeicay dvvauv]” (Amb 41.9, PG 91, 1309d). See Chapter 3, sec. 3.2.

*" OThal 60.4, CCSG 7.75, my translation: “A1d yap tov Xptotév, fiyovy 1o katd Xpiotdv
HVOTAPIOV, TAVTEC Ol aidveg Kol Té &v adToic aidoty év Xplotd Thv dpynv Tod sivar kad 1o TEMOG
giMeacty.”

8 Origen’s Iepi Apy@v, of course, constitutes the most obvious patristic example (see citations in
next note too). Maximus himself very often uses apy1| in just this sense: e.g. Amb 5.12; Amb 10.37, 57, 73,
96; Amb 23.2; Amb 40.3, PG 91, 1304b; Amb 46.4, PG 91, 1357b; Amb 65.2, PG 91, 1392c; Amb 67.4;
QThal 59, CCSG 7.61-3; CT 1.48-50, passim.

» Origen, Hom. in Gen. 1.1; Comm. in Jo. 1.17-19, 22. Cf. Blowers, Drama of the Divine
Economy, 141, for Origen, and 146-53 for Gregory of Nyssa.
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very event of the historical Incarnation is in some sense the event that grounds (not just
perfects) creation itself.*’

3. CT 1.66-7. These two short “chapters” resolve a set of meditations that portray
the soul’s gradual deification in terms of Christ’s passion, burial, and resurrection (1.59-
67). Whatever interpretive risks I court by summoning texts of this genre, their intensely
contemplative character makes them more, not less, interesting for my purposes, since
it’s precisely the mystery “according to Christ” that is for Maximus the mystery of
creation, as we just saw.’! Writes Maximus,

The mystery of the Word’s Incarnation bears the power of all the enigmas and

types according to Scripture, as well as the science of all created things sensible

and intelligible. And whoever knows the mystery of the cross and tomb knows the

logoi of those created beings just mentioned. And whoever is initiated into the

ineffable power of the resurrection knows the principal purpose for which God

gave hypostasis to all things.

Notice that the principles of the Word’s embodied existence—here the

Triduum™—just are the principles of creation (as they were at Amb 33). The

Incarnation’s “power” is actualized at the apex of mystical ascent, where, as Maximus

%% See the preliminary remarks at the Conclusion.

*! The date and habit of composition confirm that these supposedly more “spiritual” texts are at
least as relevant for understanding Maximus’s more “speculative” theology. The Centuries on Theology
and Economy (CT) were likely composed soon after the Ambigua to John and (or at least in tandem with)
the Questions to Thalassius, perhaps between 632 and the summer of 633; see Jankowiak and Booth, “A
New Date-List,” 30, and Polycarp Sherwood, O.S.B., The Earlier Ambigua of Saint Maximus the Confessor
and His Refutation of Origenism (Romae: Orbis Catholicus, Herder, 1955), 106-9, and Salés,
“Introduction,” 24. Maximus seems to have had a peculiar talent for transposing content he had worked out
in a more dialectical, question-answer context (erotapokriseis) into the more contemplative mood of the
chapters or centuries genre; see Salés, “Introduction,” 25, and 26, where he names an especially relevant
example: the tantum-quantum principle (where human deification and divine Incarnation indicate two
aspects of the same reality) codified in QThal 22, for instance, undergirds all of Maximus’s works, CT
included.

32.CT1.66, PG 90, 1108a-b, my translation: “To Tiig évoopatdoeng Tod Adyov puotiplov,
Tavtov Exel TV T& Kot TV Tpaeny aiviypdtov kol tornov Ty SOVouLY, Kol TdV QoIvopEVeVY Kol
VOOLUEV®V KTIoPATOV TV Entotiuny. Kai 0 p&v yvoig otawpod kol taefig 10 pouotnplov, Eyve tdv
TPOSIPNUEVOY TOVC AOYOUC” 6 88 THC AvaoTdcsmc ondeic ThHv amdppntov Sdvapty, Eyve Tov £¢° @ T
TAVTO TPONYOVUEVMS 0 g0 VTTEGTNGUTO GKOTOV.”

33 Maximus treated the activities of Christ’s life earlier, identifying them with the “rectification [or
righteousness] of the commandments” that he enacted and that the human soul must too through virtue, the
sine qua non of knowledge (and then deified knowledge); cf. CT 1.59.
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teaches here and elsewhere, the rational soul’s natural motions and activities come to rest
in their proper limits.”* At that point, he continues,
Only the Word exists, in Himself, just as He reappeared after He had been raised
from the dead possessing all the things from Himself according to
circumscription, since nothing at all possesses familiarity with Him by a natural
relation. For the salvation of the saved occurs by grace, not by nature.>
Two features. Creation’s culmination—Ilike its “origin” (&py1) and principles (Adyor)—
bears the logic of Christ. That means the identity between humanity and divinity that
deification by grace achieves is, just like the Risen Lord, a hypostatic identity (see
Chapter 3). This broader feature points up a second subtle but utterly crucial mark:
creaturely perfection realizes no natural relation between God and creature. And yet
there arises a concrete relation of identity.”® The denial of any natural relation or
“familiarity” (oixeidtnta) between God and world (or One and Many) constitutes both a

distinctive element of Christo-logic and, we’ll see, of Maximus’s view of divine

creation.”’

* CT'1.47, PG 90, 1100; QThal 22, CCSG 7.141; Opusc 1, PG 91, 33b.

¥ CT1.67, PG 90, 1108, my translation: “6 Adyog povog &’ £avtdv DIapX®V, HOTEP EK VEKPOY
EYNYEPUEVOG AVOaiveTaL, TAVTO KOTH TEPTYPOUPTY EXOV TG £ aTOD, UNSEVOG PUGIKT] GYECEL TNV TPOG
avToV oikeldtTa 10 cvvorov Eyovroc. Katda ybpwv yap, AL’ o0 katd @Uoty, £oTiv 1) 1@V cwlopuévav
compia.”

3% Again, see Chapter 3, sec. 3.2. But quote here too a key passage I’ll take up there: it was
Adam’s vocation from the outset to realize in himself the identity between created and uncreated nature, to
show them “to be one and the same by the state of grace [Ev kai Tadtov deifete kot v EEwv TG Yapitog]”
(Amb 41.5, PG 91, 1308b). What exactly “by grace” indicates is, of course, the really pressing question,
which I reserve for the next chapter.

7 For its role in Christo-logic, see Chapter 1, sec. 1.4; for its relation to divine creation, see below,
sec. 2.3. The denial of any sort of natural “familiarity” holds particular interest, since both Origen and
Gregory Nyssen sought to “Christianize” this Stoic doctrine—which is, I add, yet another way of speaking
about rational beings’ participation in the divine Logos; cf. Ilaria Ramelli, “The Stoic Doctrine of Oikeiosis
and its Transformation in Christian Platonism,” apeiron 47.1 (2014): 116-140, esp. Origen’s claim that
those who are “familiar with God” might be called “parts of the Father” (oikeioi 1€ GvOpwmot ot pev 1@
natpi, puepideg 6vteg avtod) at Comm. in Jo. 2.3.32 (cited at Ramelli, “The Stoic Doctrine of Oikeiosis,”
124). Maximus’s logoi doctrine addresses exactly this sort of claim, found too in Gregory Nazianzen, and
so must explain how we are “portions of God” in a completely non-natural way; see Amb 7.1, and sec. 2.4
below. And for Maximus, the way such “familiarity” between created and uncreated comes about is
precisely in the hypostatic union; see Amb 41.9, PG 91, 1312a: “oig g puépeot kad’ EKactov 10 EKACTO
KaBOLOL GLYYEVEG OIKEWWGAEVOG BKPOV KATA TOV TPpoamodobivta tpomov...."—which is then realized in us
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4. Amb 41. I return to this ambiguum in a bit more detail next chapter, but, again,
it’s too weighty to neglect here. It’s where Maximus explicates his famous five divisions
of being,*® the first of which is the division of “the uncreated nature from the whole of
created nature.” Early on Maximus makes the odd remark that unlike the other divisions
(e.g. sensible/intelligible, heaven/earth), this first division between uncreated and created
natures, though excluding “union in a single essence,” bears no name among the seers
who contemplate nature. That’s to say, “what it is that distinguishes creation from God”
is not itself some sort of natural division, not a kind of natural principle or logos that
clearly demarcates the “created” category from the “uncreated.”*® The very act of
creation—God’s act of producing a nature or essence in no way common with His own—
demands a mode otherwise inaccessible to natural contemplation or human philosophy.

God intended that the very divisions wrought in creation’s beginning be surpassed
in its perfection, specifically in humanity. Adam was to render even created and
uncreated natures “one and the same”—a rather provocative point.*' For now observe
that Maximus then narrates how the Word’s historical Incarnation actualized or
“recapitulated” (in biblical terms**) this final sublation of every division, which signifies

both the origin and purpose of creation: Christ initiated “the universal union of all things

through sacrament and liturgy, as at Myst. 17, PG 91, 696a, where “those who are worthy will receive
intimate familiarity with the Word of God [trv Tpog tov Adyov kai Oeov oikeiwow],” and Myst. 24, PG 91,
709c¢.

¥ S0 very dear, for instance, to Eriugena, Periphyseon I11.1-17.

3 Amb 41.2, PG 91, 1304d: “miv Sroupodoay Tiic dkTiotov ghcen TV KTIoTHY KahdLov pvoty.”

* Amb 41.2, PG 91, 1305a: “For they say that whereas God in His goodness created the splendid
orderly arrangement of all beings, it is not immediately self-evident to this orderly arrangement who and
what God is, and they call ‘division’ the ignorance of what it is that distinguishes God from creation. For to
that which naturally divides these realities from each other, and which excludes their union in a single
essence (since it cannot admit of one and the same definition), they did not give a name [ T1v yop uoK®S
aAAMA@V Todta Stapodoay, UNdETOTE deyorévny TV €ig piov ovcioy Evaoty, Mg TOV Eva Kol TOV adTOV pun
duvapévny Emdé€acat Adyov, elacay appnrov].”

' Amb 41.5, PG 91, 1308b. See Chapter 3, sec. 3.2.

*2 Eph 1.10, cited at Amb 41.6, PG 91, 1309a; see esp. Amb 7.37, which betrays many of the same
points as our text here.
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in Himself.”* The exposition forms a chiasm: Maximus introduces the five divisions
from the highest (created/uncreated) to the lowest (male/female), laments Adam’s failure
to unite them, and then reviews how Christ overcame each in reverse order.** What’s
truly remarkable, though—particularly in light of the odd point at the start about how the
logos of the creative act has gone unnamed—is the immediate conclusion Maximus
draws from the historical Incarnation:
And He recapitulated in Himself, in a manner appropriate to God, all things,
showing that the whole creation is one, just as another human being, completed
by the mutual coming together of all its members, inclining toward itself in the
wholeness of its existence, according to one, unique, simple, undefined, and
unchangeable idea: that it comes from nothing. Accordingly, all creation admits
of one and the same, absolutely undifferentiated /ogos: that its existence is
preceded by nonexistence.*
Incarnation discloses the principle of creatio ex nihilo. Maximus extends Irenaeus and
even Origen quite a bit further here: like them he maintains that we glimpse creation’s
purpose in Christ alone, but beyond them he sees too that Christ affords the very principle
and mode of creation from nothing—creation’s arché, as he put it in QThal 60.*® No

wonder, then, that when Maximus replays Dionysius’s depiction of creatio ex nihilo as

creatio ex Deo, he does so while linking the divine ecstasy of creation to the Word’s play

 Amb 41.7, PG 91, 1309a.

* Amb 412 (introduction of five divisions), 3-5 (human vocation to unite all five), 6 (Fall), 7-9
(Christ’s success).

* Amb 41.9, PG 91, 1312a-b, slightly modified: “Oeonpendq ¢ wavra eic dowtov avekebalaidoaro
[Eph 1.10], piav dmapyovcay v Groacav ktiow dgi&ag, kabdmep dvOpwmov dAlov, Tf] TOV Hep®DY £AVTTG
TPOG GAANAQ GLUVOSM GUUTANPOVLEVY Kol TPOG EQVTIV vEDOVGAVY Tf| OAOTNTL Thig bmapEems, Katd TV piav
Kol GV Kol arpocdidpiotov, TG €K Tod un 6vtog mopayyTig kai adtdpopov svvouxv me’ fiv éva kail
TOV aOTOV TAGO. 1| Knctg Emd£EecBon SHvaTaL AOyov TAVTEADS AS1aKpLTOY, TOV OVK TV TOD £tvol
npecPotepov Exovoa.’

* For Maximus’s “Neo-Irenaean” approach to protology, see Blowers, Maximus the Confessor,
102-8.

101



in the historical Incarnation.*’” Nor should it surprise that Maximus can quite comfortably
describe creation itself in eucharistic terms.*®

5. Amb 6. He also describes creation in Marian terms. Here Maximus braves a
remark at once profound and unsolicited. He aims principally to explain that and how
Gregory Nazianzen means something different by “dragging down” and “binding,” that
these indicate different levels of spiritual progress (of virtue and contemplation). The
former designates a person who might experience momentary lapses from contemplating
God, a sort of infrequent backslider. The latter—this person does not merely suffer the
occasional glance away from the vision of God, but has desisted from even the ascetic
labors necessary to secure virtue, the very condition of contemplation.*” So far, so
monastically practical.

At one point, though, when Maximus commends the necessary transformation of
the soul’s “irrational powers” (anger and desire) into the power of love and joy, he

appears spontaneously moved to offer a short meditation on the conditions of the soul’s

deification—that is, on the sensible world, how it can guide us through “reason” and

47 Amb 71.2-4 (historical Incarnation as an instance of the Word’s “play™), 6 (citing DN 4.13). See
below, sec. 2.4.

* Amb 35.2, where Maximus interprets Gregory Nazianzen’s claim that creation “was necessary”
and the “effusion of the Good” as God’s “impartation” of Himself, a word often used to describe the
distribution of the Eucharistic bread (cf. Lampe, petodidwmyu, s.v.): God “uniquely possesses within Himself
an inconceivable, eternal, infinite, and incomprehensible permanence, from which, by virtue of an ‘ever-
giving effusion’ of goodness, He brought forth beings out of nothing and endowed them with existence,
and also willed to impart Himself without defilement to them in a manner proportionate to wholes and to
each, bestowing upon each the power to exist and to remain in existence [& fi¢ ‘kotd dmelpddSmpov yoow’
ayaBottog T dvta £k Tod U dvtog Topayayelv te Kol bmootioactat, BeAfjcat kol £0vTov Avoldymg TOig
S1o1¢ Kol T K0’ EKAGTOV GypavTeg HeTadodval T Tpdg TO sivar kol Stopévety £KGoTm yaplopevov
dvvapv]’—and again: “Perhaps, then, this, as far as my foolishness allows me to see, is what is meant by
the ‘effusion of the Good’ and its ‘progress,” namely, that the one God is multiplied in the impartation of
good things proportionately to the recipients [0 TOv &va @g0v GvaAdY®G TPOG TA SEKTIKA, TT] HETAOOCEL TV
ayobdv TAn0bvecOat].” Cf. too QThal 35.—It’s true, though, that Dionysius also uses these terms to
describe the One-Being’s “self-impartation” and “self-multiplication” to participating beings or effects (DN
2.11), and yet does not obviously intend a sacramental meaning. See Chapter 3, sec. 3.1.

* Amb 6.5, PG 91, 1068c.
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“intellect” ultimately into this “joy.” Joy, he recalls, was precisely John the Baptist’s
reaction when both he and Christ were still in the womb. And in this world, we’re in the
womb too:

For many people this may be a jarring and unusual thing to say, though it’s true
nonetheless: both we ourselves and the Word of God, the Creator and Master of
the universe, exist in a kind of womb, owing to the present condition of our life.
In this sensible world, just as if He were enclosed in a womb, the Word of God
appears only obscurely, and only to those who have the spirit of John the Baptist.
Human beings, on the other hand, gazing through the womb of the material world,
catch but a glimpse of the Word who is concealed within beings [t0v &v Toig
0Vo1Y &YKpuRTOpEVOV... Adyov].... For when compared to the ineffable glory and
splendor of the age to come, and to the kind of life that awaits us there, this
present life differs in no way from a womb swathed in darkness, in which, for the
sake of us who were infantile in mind, the perfect and super-perfect Word of God,
who loves mankind, became an infant.*

Here again we meet the link between cosmic and historical Incarnation. In the
former the Word “is concealed” or “encrypted in beings,” quite as He was in the /ogoi of
our first text (4mb 33). Now, were the world’s Marian figure an isolated characterization,
then perhaps we might safely bypass it as a colorful way making a simple point about
God’s immanence in creation. And yet, as we’ll see later this chapter and in the next, the
idea proves a common one which takes many forms: the very Logos of God dwells
within us, whether through reason, “which lives like a child within us™'; or through

virtue, which is “the natural seed of the Good” in our nature™’; or through grace, when

“Christ Jesus becomes his own proper lamb” for those who are “able to contain and

% Amb 6.3, PG 91, 1068a-b, modified: ““Ev pfitpa yép (kév &i tpoayde 6 Adyoc dg drpipiic Toic
TOALOIG, GAL’ 0BV 6ANONC), Koi ueic kai 6 Aedg Adyog Eopéy, O Tod movTdg TOMTNG Kol deomdTNC, &V T
napovon Tig {oTic KATASTACEL, 0 PEV ApVOPDS MG &V TP Kol LOYIS TA 0icONT® ToOT® KOGH®
SopovopeVoc, Kol To0To Toig Kot Towdvvny 1@ mvedpott, ol 8 GvOpmmotl dg €K PTG THG VAIKTC
TEPIGTAGEMS, KBV TOGHC TOV £V TOIC OVOY EYKPLTTOpEVOV StofAémovteg Adyov.... TIpdC yap Thv dpatov
10D pEAALOVTOC aidvog 60&Eav Te Kol AapumpotnTo, Kol TV Tii¢ Kat’ avtov {ofg ididtta uitpog 0vdey
Srapépet {OQo TepIkeyLIEVIG SLYKpIVOLEVT 1] Tapodoa {on, év 1 81 b Tolc vymboovTag Toic ppeot
Kkai 0 ®ed¢ Adyog télelog AV Kol VIEPTEANC, OC PIAGAVOpTOC, Evnriooey.”

' Amb 38.2, PG 91, 1300a: “év fuiv vimélovtog Hetotérov Adyov,” which he also identifies with
“the form of Christ” (trv xpiotoedi] katdotacwv) that is our “state.”

> Amb 7.21.
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consume him”>?

—He who at creation’s beginning “concealed the knowledge of Himself
in each of the rational substances as their first power,”* and who is therefore activated
and indeed born in every deified soul at creation’s end.”

These texts show that Maximus both identifies divine creation as an act of divine
Incarnation, and that he never qualifies this in a way that would make the mode of the
Word’s presence in the world’s womb somehow different from His presence in Mary’s.>®
Yet this remains an argument from silence, however much this silence gives pause. And
it should give us pause. This silence murmurs, if only because, as I tried to show last
chapter, there is a distinctive—indeed qualitatively different—logic involved in
Maximus’s christology contrasted with, say, your typical Neoplatonic vertical or
emanative logic.”’ Hypostatic union differs, for instance, from standard versions of
Platonic participation. So the question becomes: do the distinctive elements of Christo-
logic appear in Maximus’s theology of creation? If Maximus’s unqualified declarations
are more than metaphor, then Christo-logic determines the entire God-world relation.

Talk of “participation” (understood Neoplatonically) cannot account for his unique

protology or eschatology.

> Amb 47.2, PG 91, 1360d.

> Amb 48.2, PG 91, 1361a, modified, emphasis mine: “O ndcav petd copiog ¢HGY HTOCTHGOC
Oedg Kol TPMTNV £KAGTN TAV AOYIKAV 0VGLHY dVvaY TV adTod YvdoLv kpuping EvBéuevog....” That the
“God” here specifically refers to the Word of God is clear from the rest of the ambiguum, which grapples
with the sense in which the Word was a “slain Lamb from before the foundation of the world.”

> Amb 10.25, PG 91, 1125a, modified: “For to those in whom He is born, the Word of God
[[Tégpuke yap 6 10D Ocod Adyog oic dv &yyévnrar] naturally nullifies the movements of the flesh, and
restrains the soul from inclining toward them, filling it with the whole power of true discernment.”

36 Note that I've not here included any passage that contains the tantum-quantum principle, i.e.
that human deification is just as much and simultaneously a divine Incarnation—even though I think those
texts comprise some of the most compelling instances of creation as divine Incarnation (viewed from its
perfection). On that pervasive principle in Maximus, see Larchet, La divinisation, 376-82; and Chapter 3,
sec. 3.2.

>7 Chapter 1, sec. 1.5.
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Scholars that heed Maximus’s participation language tend to assume its essential
logic is something very like Neoplatonic participation, as I’ve noted.”® There is of course
some merit to this. Dionysius weighs heavily on Maximus, as does 1 Peter 2.4 on the
entire tradition of Christian Platonism, and I do not wish to stave it off as if something
insidious would thus be injected into otherwise pure Christian marrow.>

And yet it must be said that even in the philosophical milieu the logic of
“participation” was never so monochrome. It could mean quite different things,
especially beneath different horizons of the God-world relation. Stoics, for instance, who
outstripped even Aristotle in their rejection of a preexistent realm of Platonic Ideas, still
spoke of “participation” between particulars and the universal cosmic bond, the Logos.*’
And luminaries in the high Neoplatonic tradition like Proclus know that vertical
participation is not sufficient to account for the ontological character of at least the

highest beings, the divine henads: they also are what they are because of their horizontal

relation among themselves, a relation more like perichoresis than participation.®'

¥ See n. 5 above.

%% E.g. Nicholaos Loudovikos, “Being and Essence Revisited: Reciprocal Logoi and Energies in
Maximus the Confessor and Thomas Aquinas, and the Genesis of the Self-referring Subject,” Revista
Portuguesa de Filosofia 72.1 (2016): 129, too glibly accuses Aquinas (as opposed to Maximus) of a “non-
biblical metaphysics of participation.” For a convenient critique of the modern (and indeed Enlightenment
Protestant) tendency to conceive the history of Christian thought as “a series of accommodations” between
“self-enclosed philosophies and the Gospel,” see Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy: An Approach to
Fourth-Century Trinitarian Theology (Oxford: OUP, 2004), 390-2.

60 Strobaeus, 1.136, 31-137, 6; SVF 1.65; Long & Sedley 30A, summarizes how Stoics rejected the
self-subsistence of universals or “common concepts,” as they called them, and repurposed Platonic
“participation” to make the point: “what we ‘participate in’ is the concepts [kai T@V pev €vvonuitov
petéyey Nuag].” And yet Stoic “participation” was not merely nominal. So Plutarch, Comm. not. 1085C-D;
SVF 2.444; Long & Sedley 47G: “They say that earth and water sustain neither themselves nor other things,
but preserve their unity by participation in a breathy and fiery power [wvevpotikiig 6& petoyfi Kol Tupddovg
v évotnto dtapurdttewv]; but air and fire because of their tensility can sustain themselves, and by
blending with the other two provide them with tension and also stability and substantiality [tovov mapéyewv
Kai 0 povipov kol ovo®ddeg].” For early Stoics, then, what’s “participated” is the divine principle within
all things rather than some prior, self-subsistence realm of paradigms.

o' Cf. Chapter 1, n. 178.
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It’s even plausible that Plato penned his Parmenides to test the adequacy of his
own solution to the One-Many dilemma, to expose, that is, the deceptive ease with which
“participation” might shirk restive problems internal to any monotheistic account of the
God-world relation.®> And it’s rather striking that just after Plato has the young Socrates
mock Zeno’s confidence in the concept of “participation” to elucidate the One-Many
relation—who, after all, really denies that whatever is not the One must be in some sense
many and one (i.e. participates the One’s oneness)?—he raises a single possibility that
would seem to him a veritable marvel: “But,” says Socrates, “if [Zeno] demonstrates that
that which is One is itself many, and in turn that the many is One, then I will be
astonished at that.”® Plato himself knew that an instance where the One becomes one of
the Many (and the reverse) would constitute something quite beyond his account of

participation.

82 If, after all, you posit several gods or metaphysical first principles for the diversity of things,
then you sense far less the problem of the One and the Many. But if, as Eriugena later brilliantly exposes
(Periph. 111.14), you reject a Manichaean dualism (or any absolute dualism) and yet hold to creatio ex
nihilo, it becomes eminently difficult to grasp how real “otherness” can emerge from a single source—
particularly if you’re Christian and you believe this otherness is meant to endure even in the final union of
all things, where God is “all in all” (1 Cor 15.28), i.e. if true union with the one God occurs through the
resurrection of the body. In this sense the God-world problem proves far more difficult for Christians and
Jews than, say, for Neoplatonists like Plotinus, who, though similarly mystified about how any modal
otherness might have emerged from the one (En. V.1.1-2), nevertheless do not have to confront the more
prickly point of how this finite (and bodily) otherness could possibly endure in the return to the immaterial,
simple One.—These kinds of observations rightly lead to the conviction that monotheistic “creation” and
Neoplatonic “emanation” do not significantly differ from one another, and indeed share many of the same
seemingly insurmountable problems; cf. Fernand Brunner, “Création et émanation: Fragment de
philosophie comparée,” esp. 43-7.

8 Plato, Parm. 129b-c: “4A\’ €1 8 EoTwv &v, adTd T0DTO TOAAY amodeifet kol av Té TOAAG 51 &v,
Tob70 1101 Bowpdoopor”; cf. too the more general remark about the obscure nature of the world’s
“receptacle” (the “place” where the icon, Becoming, comes to be and be like the model, Being), at Tim.
52d: “so long as one thing is one thing, and another something different, neither of the two will ever come
to exist in the other so that the same thing becomes simultaneously both one and two [ ®g Emg v T1 TO pév
8AAO ), TO 8¢ §AN0, 0VSeTép® TOTE YEYEVNUEVOY &V pa TomTOV Kai §Yo yeviioesBov].”
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So yes, Maximus employs the language of participation.®* But can we assume he
simply means what, say, Plotinus or Proclus mean by it? I doubt it.*® The next three
sections raise three qualifications to the God-world relation in Maximus (secs. 2.3-5).
The latter two (2.4-5) focus on protology, on features of Maximus’s logoi doctrine that
exceed standard accounts of participation. Together these qualify participation talk such
that the logic at work corresponds to Christo-logic. They suggest, I mean, that Maximus
circumscribes participation logic within a view of divine creation as divine Incarnation.
And so it’s Christo-logic that ultimately determines the sense of whatever concepts he

borrows to describe the God-world relation, including the very idea of participation.®®

2.3 — First qualification: no natural mediation between God and world
One of the starker features of Maximus’s Christo-logic is that there obtains absolutely no

common quality between created and uncreated natures. The Word’s hypostasis alone

% Portaru, “The Vocabulary of Participation,” 296, notes (against Larchet) that the vast range of
“participation” language occurs in all but two of Maximus’s works.

% And here I think we can appreciate Larchet’s earlier (and unique) judgment about
“participation” in Maximus: “Maxime parle parfoix assez clairement d’une divinisation par participation,
avec des expressions diverses et sans développer a ces occasions une doctrine précise de la participation, ou
du moins sans indiquer comment précisement il congoit cette notion”; cf. Larchet, La divinisation, 600.
Tollefsen has challenged this characterization, e.g. at “Did St. Maximus the Confessor have a Concept of
Participation?,” 624, and yet, other than a few minor additions, I do not see how Tollefsen differs
significantly from what Larchet already emphasized as the import of Maximus’s participation-talk—that it
insists on “la distance qui subsiste entre la nature de I’homme divinisé et la nature divine elle-méme” (600).

% We could of course cite Wittgenstein here: “the meaning of a word is its use.” This approach
has already been fruitfully performed in a similar context: so C. Kavin Rowe, One True Life: The Stoics
and Early Christians as Rival Traditions (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2016), 2: “To study the
Christians and the Stoics is thus to realize that relating their traditions must take account of the fact that
difference in the meaning of words is tied to difference in life.” Or later, at 249: “To recognize that the
meaning of words changes with the changes in the wider grammar in which they occur is simultaneously to
see that the reembedding of words from one interpretative framework into another is not the translation and
appropriation of insights but transformation or transfiguration. As Wittgenstein might have said, ‘See how
high the seas of language run here!”” And later again, at 260-261: “Christians have been treasure hunting.
The treasures they find are the words in the Stoic texts, not the ‘thoughts’ that are somehow independent
from the Stoic grammar in which thoughts have their shape and meaning—and that can somehow be
transported from one grammar to the other without a change in meaning. I am committed, that is, to the
view that we cannot think about language in the same way after Wittgenstein. There is no such thing as a
word-meaning or language ‘as such’.”
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links and unifies them in actu.t’” It’s significant, then, that Maximus accuses Greek
philosophy and Origenism of precisely this error: both fail to grasp that God and creation
share nothing essential or natural whatever. Maximus does grasp it, indeed revels in it as
the truth of creatio ex nihilo, and this portends a major modification to typical
understandings of participation. First Maximus’s accusation, then a word on how it
qualifies participation.

Maximus critiques the way (he thinks) Greek philosophy conceives the God-
world relation.®® His charge goes something like this. Only God or “the divine essence”
brooks no contrary, yet creatures do and must.®” Creatures receive that and all they are.
God is and is what he is from himself. And “to speak more truly,” Maximus presses, God
“transcends” the very things he “is,” like existence and goodness and wisdom. Or rather
he is what he is a completely incomprehensible way, self-subsistently—which is at
bottom a mere negation: God does not receive what God is.”” Whereas all that creatures
have, even existence itself, they have “by participation and by grace.”’' But the very fact
that they receive being means that creaturely being stands in opposition to “not-being.” I
have being, but I didn’t always. Therefore in fact and in thought non-being negates my

concrete being. It’s not just my “existence” (vndap&ic, nearly like esse), notice, that courts

7 Pyr 28-31; Amb 5.20; Chapter 1, secs. 1.4-5.

% CC 4.2, Caresa-Galstaldo 194: “children [or disciples] of the Greeks [EAMvov naidec].” In his
translation of CC, Balthasar glosses that the “Greek” views Maximus refutes here might be found in the
philosopher Ammonius Hermeiou (¢.500), whose “Lehre von der Gleichewigkeit der Weltsubstanz mit
Gott war nochmals...in Alexandrien aufgebracht,” and “von seinen christlichen Schiilern Zacharias Rhetor
(PG 85, 1011-1144) und Johannes Philoponus...widerlegt worden,” and also notes that Evagrius had also
begun his Kephalaia Gnostica (1.1, 4) with the assertion that nothing stands in opposition to God. See his
Kosmische Liturgie, 2™ ed., 452-3 n. 2.

9 CC 3.28, Caresa-Gestaldo 156: “Hpueic 8¢ povnv Aéyopev v Ogiav ovoiav i &xew Tt
évavtiov.”

0 CC 3.27, Caresa-Galstaldo 156, cf. Sherwood 178: “O pév Oedg ¢ adtodmapéig dv [note the
paradox of juxtaposing those two concepts] kol avtooyaddg kai avtocoeia, pdAiov 8¢ aAndéotepov
elmelv Kol vmep tavTo mhvra.”

ccsar.
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a contrary and so fixes a great ontological distance between God and me. My very
“essence” (ovoia, essentia)’* also admits of “privation.” No such privation or contrary
opposes “true essence,” God’s, while contrariety is “proper to being by participation.””

Hence Maximus’s problem with the Greeks. They “maintain that the essence of
all beings eternally coexists with God and that they have only their qualities from Him,”
since, in their view, “essence has no contrary” and “contrariety is found only in the
qualities around the essence.”’* Maximus suspects Greek metaphysics of essential
monism: “essence” is the very same in all things, only the qualities or modes change—
more or less of this or that property or configuration of properties. And so the world’s
diversity and vertical, variegated structure (the Many) are but the myriad qualitative
determinations of a single, truly real essence (the One). Maximus subtly concedes
something to this view. He agrees that “true essence” admits no contrary. But he refuses
to grant that this applies to created essence. Here “created” signifies precisely whatever is
brought to essence and existence from nothing, from the divine will and knowledge.

The lesson Maximus draws from creatio ex nihilo is not—as it is for much
contemporary theology—that God might not have created anything at all. Maximus never

says that, quite the reverse, actually, here and elsewhere.”” He means rather to nsist, as

the word “coexists” (cuvumapyetv) implies, that God’s creative power can produce from

? See “An Analytic Appendix” for a brief survey of Maximus’s use of this term—especially its
christological transformation.

7 CC 3.29, Caresa-Galstaldo 156-8, my translation: “otte® kai 1O pf| Ov oTépnoic £oTt Tod dvtog,
00 100 KVpig 8¢ Gvtog ovk Exel yap Evavtiov: aAAA ToD Kot nébe&y Tod Kupimg dvtog.”

™ CC 3.28, Caresa-Galstaldo 156, Sherwood 178, modified: “Oi pév “EAAnveg € didiov Aéyovteg
GUVVTIAPYELY TA Be@ TNV TAV SVvTeV 0bGIaVY, TOG 08 TEPL ATV TOLOTNTAG POVOV €€ 0TOD EoyMKEVaL, T
ugv ovcig o0dEv Aéyovotv évavtiov, év 8¢ Toic povaig TV Evavtinoty sivor.”

3 CC 3.29, Caresa-Galstaldo 158, Sherwood 178, lightly altered: “It depends on the power of Him
who truly is whether the essence of things should ever be or not be; and His gifts are without repentance
[Rom 11.29]. Therefore it both ever is and will be sustained by His all-powerful might [Kai 610 todto €otiv
ael kol Eoton Tf] Tovtokpatopiki] duvapet dtokparovpévn ], even though, as was said, it has non-being as
contrary.” Cf. Amb 42.15; see below, sec. 2.6.
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itself an essence or nature utterly other than its own. Or, to reprise earlier concepts, the
God without contrary creates contrariety itself.”® When God creates he does not simply
modify himself, his essential being, and thus produce something of himself in a new
mode or determination. “He is Creator not of the qualities but of the qualified essences,”
as Maximus puts it.”” God has no counterpart; nothing could complete or compliment or
even relate in any way to his very essence qua “the true essence.”’® That’s exactly why
Maximus thinks the Greeks slight “the all-powerful Goodness” of God when they do not
accept a creation at once from God and essentially nothing like him.” That he can do it—
at this we’re “astounded.”® That he unstintingly wills it—just so we perceive “His
infinite goodness.”® How can this occur? We’ve only hints here: when God created he
“sent forth His eternally pre-existent knowledge of beings.” And in fact, creation just is
that knowledge receiving an essence, which, because received, admits a contrary (not-
being), and because a contrary, is not God’s at all.** Creation from non-being comes by
God’s eternal will and knowledge. And these, Maximus later specifies, are the logoi of all

things.

76 This term, “coexist” (used at both CC 3.28 and 4.6), signifies a metaphysically simultaneous
relation of two “parts” that together constitute a greater “whole.” When the parts relate naturally, the
consequent “whole” is a form. Maximus often wields this point against Origenist “preexistence of souls,”
namely, that since the soul and body of a concrete individual together constitute the individual “whole” or
“nature” of that individual, then they must share the same origin lest they be subject to essential change and
destruction (i.e. not really be the parts of that whole)—they must “coexist”; cf. Ep 15, PG 91, 557d; Amb
7.40-3, 42.9-13 and 25.

7CC 4.6, Caresa-Galstaldo 196, Sherwood 193, slight modification: “Husic 5& tov movtodvvapov
gyvoKoTeg OV, 00 TOTHTOV, AL’ 0VGIHY TEMOIOUEVMY SNLOVPYOV ADTOV EIVAL QAUEY.”

® Maximus makes the same point when he says God essentially “without relation” (&oygetoc); cf.
Amb 10.58, 15.9, 20.2, 41.10.

7 CC 4.2, Sherwood 192.

0 CC 4.1, Sherwood 192.

81 CC 4.3, Sherwood 192.

%2 CC 4.4, Caresa-Galstaldo 194, Sherwood 192-3: “Trv £ idiov &v £avtd 6 AnpovpYdS TV
Svtev Tpodmhpyovcav yvdov, 6te EfovAnon, odoinoes Kai Tpovfiieto.”
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Maximus critiques Origenism similarly. Many rightly see that Maximus corrects
Origenist cosmology by reconfiguring its metaphysical triad.® Where the Origenist myth
had rest (stasis), motion (kinesis), and only then becoming (genesis), Maximus reversed
the sequence to initial genesis, historical kinesis, and final stasis. Origenism’s was a tale
about how rational beings originally enjoyed perfect unity (henad), suffered a tragic fall
into bodily multiplicity upon their failure to desire God alone, and, through the Word’s
economy, will regain their truest (if obscured) desire—oneness “in spirit” with the God
who is spirit.** Maximus heartily agrees that God is the highest and most natural object of
desire for rational creatures. He makes this exact point a premise in some of his most
biting polemic against a preexistent henad.® And, frankly, at least compared to Origen
himself, Maximus’s insistence that whatever receives being cannot be on the same
metaphysical plane as God constitutes a point of agreement between them.™
But Maximus divines a deeper issue than any of this. Beyond and beneath a faulty

metaphysics of motion, he sees the perennial problem of how, exactly, God can relate to

what is both from him alone and yet not him.*” So yes, Maximus agrees that God and

% Sherwood, The Earlier Ambigua, 92-102.

% That’s a summary of how Maximus seems to have viewed (contemporary versions of)
Origenism, as evinced at Amb 7.2-7, 15.10-11, 42.13-14. For a sympathetic survey of the good reasons
Origen adopted some form of a preexistent henad of rational beings—mostly to do with Christian theodicy
rather than Platonic poisoning—see Peter W. Martens, “Embodiment, Heresy, and the Hellenization of
Christianity: The Descent of the Soul in Origen and Plato,” HTR 108.4 (2015): 594-620.

% Cf. esp. Amb 7.5. Maximus repeatedly affirms our natural desire for God: 4mb 48.2, Pyr 33,
passim.

86 Origen, Princ 2.9.2, Gérgemanns & Karp 402-4, Butterworth 130: “But since these rational
beings, which as we said above were made in the beginning, were made when before they did not exist, by
this very fact that they did not exist and then began to exist they are of necessity subject to change and
alteration. For whatever may have been the goodness that existed in their being, it existed in them not by
nature but as a result of their Creator’s beneficence. What they are, therefore, is something neither their
own nor eternal, but given by God [non naturaliter inerat sed beneficio conditoris effecta. Quod sunt ergo,
non est proprium nec sempiternum, sed a deo datum].” See too Mueller-Jourdan, “The Foundation of
Origenist Metaphysics,” 159.

¥7 Hence the logical structure of Ambiguum 7 runs as follows. It turns on Maximus’s identification
of two distinct (though related) features of Origenist protology (Amb 7.2): [1] that it posits a “connatural”
relation to God, and [2] it places “becoming” (genesis) after both the primordial unity (stasis) and fall from
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world do not simply share the same metaphysical plane (in essence or in quality/mode).
So the question becomes: is their relation in any sense a natural one? Maximus thinks
Origenism falters here precisely to the extent it does conceive the God-world relation as
somehow a natural one. That’s how he subtly characterizes Origenist protology when
disputing an Origenist interpretation of Gregory’s remark that we “are a portion of God
that has flowed down from above.”™ Such would be a “facile interpretation,”
which in fact is derived largely from the doctrines of the Greeks. According to the
opinion of these people, there once existed a unity of rational beings, by virtue of
which we were connatural with God [tv té mote ovcaV...TAV AoyIKAY Evada ko’
fiv ovpeeis dvtec Oed], in whom we had our remaining and abode. In addition to
this they speak of a ‘movement’ that came about....*
Origenism thinks we were (and are) “connatural” with God. This was Maximus’s issue
with “the Greeks” too.”® Origenist protology, “after the manner of the Greeks...mixed

%1 That is, it tends to forge a natural or essential relation

together the immiscible.
between, on one side, beings whose very nature (not simply their mode) dictates a limited

and self-contained process of actualization, and, on the other, God, whose nature not only

is but transcends infinity itself.”> For Maximus—and we’ll see this in greater relief next

God (kinesis). Most, we’ve seen, focus on the second feature, which does indeed come first in Maximus’s
response (Amb 7.3-14). But just after this disquisition on the metaphysics of motion comes Maximus’s
logoi doctrine (Amb 7.15ff.), which is not simply another way of stating the earlier points about genesis and
motion. Rather it responds most directly to the first and distinct feature of Origenist protology—namely the
precise relation between God and the world—in such a way that avoids positing a natural relation and yet
still retains a relation of identity between them (4mb 7.21 and 7.31).

 Amb 7.1 =Or. 14.7.

* Amb 7.2.

% Cf. the note of Constas, vol. 1, 478 n. 2.

' 4mb 15.10.

% Amb 15.8, PG 91, 1220a: the potential and perfection of a creature’s natural movement is
already given, and so already delimited, in its concrete nature (what Maximus called “qualified substances”
at CC 4.6). Therefore the actualization of every created nature necessarily terminates in a concrete, finite,
limited fact or thing done. Take the soul. “Its potentiality [dVvapuv] is the intellect, its motion [kivnow] is
the process of thinking, and its actuality [€vépyeiav] is thought [t0 vomua], as well as of the thinker and the
thing thought about, since it [i.e. the concrete fact of the thought] limits and defines the relationship of the
two poles that frame the entire process.” Thus is the “form of motion that obtains among all beings.” And
yet created motion’s necessarily dynamic, polarized, and diachronic realization does not finally mean
creaturely motion has as its end something other than God. It means that though creaturely motion “will
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chapter—there is absolutely no natural relation between created and uncreated natures
qua natures.”
These passages betray Maximus’s debt to the “closed world” view of creation
articulated by his Christian forbearers in general and to fourth-century Nicene theology in
particular.94 For Maximus, Greek metaphysics and Origenism alike seek to relax the
radical difference between the nature of God and world.” “May divinity and humanity
never become essentially identical, so that no created thing might be consubstantial and
connatural with the divinity [opogueg kai opoovoiov]! For we know that only an insane
mind says these are consubstantial by nature.””® But, as we saw last chapter, this poses a
major obstacle for any Neoplatonic version of participation. Proclus, for instance, regards
it as plain nonsense to say there is “nothing in common or identical in both” participated
and participant, cause and effect, because that would amount to denying any causal or

dependent relation between them at all.”’ Indeed, it appears that the very heart of

participation requires some sort of essential or natural commonality between the two, lest

come to an end in the infinity that is around God,” this end is not the divine essence (that would imply,
once again, some sort of “natural” relation between soul and God), for “infinity is around God, but it is not
God Himself, for He incomparably transcends even this” (4mb 15.9).

% Cf. Amb 20.2, 65.2. The keen reader senses here an unresolved tension in Maximus: he seems to
maintain that the rational creature simultaneously possesses God as its final, natural object of desire, and
yet lacks a primordial, natural relation that would foster such a desire; see Chapter 3, sec. 3.3.

% Blowers, Drama of the Divine Economy, 54-8..

% So Mueller-Jourdan, “The Foundation of Origenist Metaphysics,” 160: Maximus “radically
differs from the Origenian system in regard to the conception of created substance (ovoia)....for Maximus
the concept of substance depends on this Aristotelian background which radically rejects any form of pre-
existence for rational beings, a characteristic of Platonism.” But Maximus also departs from Aristotle
because he insists on “the simultaneity of creation of soul and body” (rather than Aristotle’s post-existence
of soul), so that for Maximus “there is one unique world” (161).

Is this fair to Origenism? A thorny issue, to be sure, especially while scholars like Casiday and
Ramelli attempt to salvage Evagrius’s thought from the wreckage wrought by Constantinople II (553).
However that falls, I note here that Origenist thought suffered similar accusations long before Maximus.
Pope Theophilus of Alexandria, Festal Letter of 402, warned that Origenists teach that “our soul is thus of
the same nature with God”; cf. Guillaumont, Les ‘Kephalaia Gnostica’ d Evagre le Pontique, 100-1.
Canons 13-15, associated with Constantinople II, similarly target so-called “Isochrist” Origenism,; cf. Price,
vol. 2, 286.

% Ep 15, PG 91, 565d, my translation.

" Proclus, El. Theol., props. 18, Dodds 20-1, and 30. See Chapter 1, sec. 1.5.
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the entire notion of “likeness” among stratified levels derived from the One dissolve
entirely (a notion, of course, very dear to patristic doctrines of deification).”® Put another
way, Neoplatonic participation works precisely because higher and lower beings share a
common essence (or essential property or essential power) and yet differ in mode, that is,
in how they possess and instantiate that essence.’” If, as Maximus contends, between
created and uncreated natures no natural link of any sort abides, how could participation
ever get underway at all?

We might imagine Maximus to be among the most extreme advocates of creatio
ex nihilo in Christian tradition.'® There’s certainly truth to it. And indeed it’s fairly
typical to characterize patristic conceptions of creation like this: God posits an “outside”
reality alongside himself, an “other” that, precisely because it is created solely by divine
will rather than by divine nature (and so unlike the Son’s generation from Father), is
wholly “dissimilar” to God’s nature.'”" At least concerning the divine essence itself,
Maximus may not even tolerate that much. A similar-dissimilar relation, after all,

obviously presumes common qualities. How then to bridge the “great chasm” Gregory of

% Proclus, EL. Theol., props. 32, 78-9 (Plotinus’s double-act theory), passim. See Johannes
Hirschberger, “Ahnlichkeit und Seinsanalogie vom platonischen Parmenides bis Proklos,” in Philomates:
Studies in the Humanities in Memory of Philip Merlan (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1971), 57-74.

% Proclus, EL Theol., prop. 97. This is why even Proclus (prop. 114) will not speak of the henads’
“participation” in the One: you can’t say, strictly speaking, that the One has anything in common with
lower realities (even the henads or Intellect), because, as Plotinus already claimed, the One has nothing at
all (En. V1.8 [39] 7); so Christian Guérard, “La Théorie des Hénades et La Mystique de Proclus,” Dionysius
6 (1982): 77. So Neoplatonism too comes to its own qualification of participation-talk. But of course that
only exacerbates the problem participation meant to resolve, and indeed explains nothing about how the
One’s very mode (of not “being” any mode at all) comes to produce other modes of being which, unlike the
One, do possess their own proper and determinate modes (and therefore could never, for instance, cause all
that the One causes; cf. EL. Theol., props. 1-2, 78).

19 Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 152-3, though he errs in his further claim that Maximus’s
“predominantly Western style of thought”—an extreme emphasis on ex nihilo—means he “can only
conceive of final divinization as a perfecting of what has been created finite.” Next chapter shows it’s in
fact much more than finitude’s perfection, and, oddly, this results precisely from what Balthasar correctly
observes: “it is Christology that will decide the issue” (153).

1ot Florovsky, “Creation and Creaturechood,” 46-8.
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Nazianzus surveys, which “separates the whole of nature that has come into being...from

that which is uncreated and at rest”?'%?

When Maximus quotes this passage, he answers it
with another from Dionysius: God, from the “overflow of His intense love for all things,
goes out of Himself...to be in all according to an ecstatic and supraessential power which
is yet inseparable from Himself.”'" That captures Maximus’s conviction too, precisely
when he brandishes his /ogoi doctrine against Origenist protology. “We consider” that
“all things...come into being from God [tV éx Ood yevopévav.. .1 yéveoc].”' ™ So
creatio ex nihilo entails an indomitable gap between the nature of God and world, but,

simultaneously, that the world’s creation is God’s becoming out of himself—creatio ex

Deo. How both?

2.4 — Second qualification: the Logos becomes 10goi, not ideas (the participated)

If Neoplatonic participation adequately explained the God-world relation, you might
expect the fundamental creative principles or logoi of all creatures to be the eternal Ideas
or Forms participated by all things. Then the “procession” from One to Many would
occur precisely as cascading iterations of more determinate or qualified essences, the
egressive “limitation of act by power” that establishes every effect’s hypostasis as a
mixture of the One and not-One (i.e. as a determinate complex of variously participated
higher principles).'” Maximus’s logoi do generate the species and forms of created

hypostases as well as the very individuality of each hypostasis. They make all things

12 Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 41.12 (= Amb 71.6, PG 91, 1413a).

' Dionysius, DN 4.13 (= Amb 71.6, PG 91, 1413a-b), my emphasis.
1% 4mb 7.6, my emphasis.

19 Proclus, EL Theol., props. 1-2, 78-9, passim.
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“related to” God (though not by a natural relation).'*

But they are not themselves Forms
or Ideas, and not once does Maximus identify them as such.'”’

He might have. John of Scythopolis (sedit 536-c.548) was the first commentator
of the Dionysian corpus.'® Maximus would later add his own scholia to John’s, which

199 John is also the first

led to a long history of conflating the two under Maximus’s name.
to identify Dionysius’s logoi and “paradigms” with the preexistent “forms” and “ideas” in
the mind (or Logos) of God.'"’ For John a Dionysian logos is “an idea, that is, a

99 ¢¢

paradigm,” “an eternal production of the eternal God which is complete in itself.”''" This
definition points up the precarious station divine ideas occupy. As eternally complete

productions (moinotv avtoteAl] didlov) they are not the divine essence, but as eternal with

and internal to God they are not quite creatures either. They are “thoughts of God,” and

1% 4mb 7.15, PG 91, 1077¢: “tfj mpdg adTdv TV TévTov dvapopd.” It’s hard to miss the
Eucharistic tones of 1 dvagopd; see Lampe, s.v.

197 Balthasar, “The Problem of the Scholia to Pseudo-Dionysius,” 376, notices this, though he
routinely elides the Jogoi with “ideas”; see e.g., Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 116-21. Maximus does not even
retain the language of “paradigm,” even when he cites a Dionysian text that does; cf. Amb 7.24 (cp. DN
5.8) and QThal 13—in both instances Maximus prefers Dionysius’s “divine wills.” It might matter too that
Gregory Nazianzen had openly maligned “Plato’s Ideas™ at Or. 27.10.—This section and the next (secs.
2.4-5) have appeared in shorter form at Jordan Daniel Wood, “Creation is Incarnation: The Metaphysical
Peculiarity of the Logoi in Maximus Confessor,” Modern Theology 34.1 (2018): 85-92.

"% Translation from Paul Rorem and John C. Lamoureaux, John of Scythopolis and the Dionysian
Corpus: Annotating the Areopagite (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998). Though Sergius of Reshaina likely
composed his sizeable introduction before John’s more comprehensive edition; see Istvan Perczel, “The
Earliest Syriac Reception of Dionysius,” Modern Theology 24.4 (2008): 557-71.

1% This tale of concealment was exposed only last century, principally by Balthasar, “The Problem
of the Scholia to Pseudo-Dionysius,” translated as an appendix in Cosmic Liturgy. Beate Regina Suchla is
still in the process of sorting out all the details. See her “Das Scholienwerke des Johannes von Skythopolis
zu den Areopagitischen Traktaten in seiner Philosophie — und theologiegeschichtlichen Bedeutung,” in
Denys I’Aréopagite et sa postérité en Orient et en Occident: Actes du Colloque International Paris, 21-4
septembre 1994, ed. Ysabel de Andia (Paris: Institut d’Etudes Augustiniennes, 1997), 155-65; eadem,
Corpus Dionysiacum 1IV/1, loannis Scythopolitani prologus et scholia in Dionysii Areopagitae librum ‘De
divinis nominibus’ cum additamentis interpretum aliorum. Patristische Texte und Studien 62 (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 2011); and Rorem & Lamoureaux, 2.

"% Rorem & Lamoureaux speak of “John’s obsessive linkage of the two words ‘idea’ and
‘paradigm’,” about 14x in ten different scholia (88). Only once does John specify that these ideas are found
in Logos (SchDN 353.3), and this because the text at hand concerns why God is called “Logos” (DN 7.4).
But there’s nothing special about it being the Word who contains these ideas.

""" John of Scythopolis, SchDN 329.1 (on DN 5.8); Rorem & Lamoureaux, 222 (PG 4, 329A).
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though not worshipped as very God,''? they are nothing other than him. They constitute
the stuff of God who is “pure mind”:

Since God is also the creator of beings, he will think them in that which does not
yet exist. But he is the archetype of this universe. And these things he thinks not
by receiving types from another, but by himself being the paradigm of beings.
Thus, he is neither in a place, nor are things in him, as if in a place. But he has
them, in so far as he has himself and is one with them — since all things, on the
one hand, exist together and exist in the indivisible in him; and since, on the other
hand, they are distinguished indivisibly in the indivisible. Accordingly, his
thoughts are beings, and these beings are forms.'"

These forms or ideas are like the “incorporeal matter of the things which participate in

those ideas.”''* So for John the logoi are the preexistent ideas that result from God’s

simple act of thinking himself, the Forms participated variously by creatures.'"

Not for Maximus. “Who,” after contemplating the latent unity undergirding the
“infinite natural differences” in creation, would “fail to know the one Logos as many
logoi, indivisibly distinguished amid the differences of created things,” and conversely,

that “the many /ogoi are one Logos, seeing that all things are related to Him without

20116

being confused with Him The one Logos “is manifested and multiplied
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[tAnBvvopevov]” in and as the logoi of all beings. " They preexist “in” and “with

59118 119

Him,” * ineffably pre-contained in Him from eternity.” ~ Through the “creative and

"2 John of Scythopolis, SchDN 329.1 and 332.1.

'3 John of Scythopolis, SchDN 320.3 (on DN 5.6); Rorem & Lamoureaux, 220.

14 John of Scythopolis, SchDN 316.4; Rorem & Lamoureaux, 219.

"% John even says that the logoi are “a [single] nature” that together have one logos and cause,
though still in God (ScADN 353.3; Rorem & Lamoureaux, 230). They are like the most common nature of
which particular creatures are but more determined and circumscribed instances. As we’ll see, this is
strikingly similar to the Plotinian Intellect. It again confirms that John’s logoi are overwritten by the logic
of formal causality.

"8 4mb 7.15, PG 91, 1077¢: “odyt moAhovg eloeton Adyove Tov Eva Adyov, Tij TdV yeyovoTev
GO10UPETMOG GLVIIAKPIVOUEVOV OL0(POPE, O10 TNV ODTAV TPOG IAANAG T Kai £avTa dovyynTov 10Tt Kai
TAALY £va TOLG TOAAOVG, T TPOG ADTOV TV TAVTOV AVaPOPd 61" EXVTOV AGVYYVTMS VITAPYOVTA, EVOVGIOV
1€ Kol évumdotatov Tob 8sod kai Iotpdc Bdv Adyov, O apyrv Kai aitiov Tdv dAwv, év @ éxriohy o
Tavta....”

"7 Amb 7.16.

"8 Amb 7.19; QThal 13.2.
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29 ¢

sustaining procession [rpdodov] of the One to individual beings,” “the One is many.”
And through “the revertive, inductive, and providential return of the many to the One,”
“the many are the One.”'?" So the Logos is the logoi and the logoi the Logos.

121

Plotinus said the same. =" The Intellect, the second of the three primary

hypostases,'? “is like one great complete logos embracing them all,” embracing, that is,
the logoi of the highest intelligible realities down to the logoi of particular “living beings”
(i.e. particular souls). And these /ogoi are “what the Intellect wills and is [ 0éAel vobg
koi £ot1].” Intellect is therefore “one and many.”'** One and many, because intellectual
power is the power to receive the form of the object known and so become identical to

that object in actuality.'** So when Intellect contemplates the logoi of all things—

themselves the productive principles issuing from Intellect’s struggle to image the

"' Amb 7.16.

2% Amb 7.20.

2! Two reasons to compare Plotinus’s logoi. First, the few scholars open to putting Maximus in
conversation with Neoplatonic philosophers (a good idea in my view) tend not to discern important
differences between Maximus and Plotinus, especially their versions of the /ogoi; see Tollefsen’s remark at
n. 135. Second, as others have noticed, there’s relatively little to compare when it comes to say, Evagrius’s
logoi, which already function (at least in “second contemplation” of visible realities) less as the primordial
and creative foundation of the single world and more as God’s providential means for intellects in a given
age (aeon) to ascend from number and bodily division and re-identify with the “substantial knowledge” the
Trinity is; cf., e.g., KG 1.27, 5.16 and 27, 6.75, and Guillaumont, Les ‘Kephalaia Gnostica’, 110. For a
brief survey of Evagrian logoi, see Luke Dysinger, O.S.B, “The Logoi of Providence and Judgment in the
Exegetical Writings of Evagrius Ponticus,” Studia Patristica 37 (2001): 462-71.

122 Plotinus, En. V.1.

'2 Plotinus, En. V1.2 [43] 21. That the Intellect “wills” these logoi is enough to undermine any
facile claim that Maximus’s (and Dionysius’s) logoi differ from Plotinus’s because the former are
voluntarily elected principles (pace Tollefsen, Activity and Participation, 114). Plotinus actually has an
entire treatise on the One’s free will in making all things, where he depicts the One (as did Plato himself at
Tim 29e-30a) generating intellectual causes “as he himself willed” (En. V1.8 [39] 18). The hackneyed
contrast between voluntary creation and necessary emanation, astonishingly widespread in its acceptance
among contemporary Christian thinkers, requires comprehensive reappraisal. Gregory of Nyssa, for
instance, had no qualms identifying the two: see Harry Wolfson, “The Identification of Ex Nihilo with
Emanation in Gregory of Nyssa,” HTR 63 (1970): 53-60. See too the helpful remarks of Jean Trouillard,
“Procession néoplatonicienne et création judéo-chrétienne,” in Néoplatonisme. Mélanges offerts a Jean
Trouillard. Cahiers de Fontenay, nn. 19-22 (Fontenay-aux-Roses: Ecole Normale Supérieure, 1981), 79-
108, esp. 83-9.

124 Aristotle, De an. I11.4-5.
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imageless One'*—it becomes identical to them. Intellect’s very nature comprises the
perfect union of “otherness” (£tepdtng) and “sameness” (tawtdtng), and that forms the
ground of all creaturely “difference” (81apopa).'?® Plotinus’s Intellect is the logos that
generates difference by self-identifying with many logoi. Quite like Maximus, it
appears.'?’

Recall though that for Plotinus the divine Intellect is not the One. There can be no
difference in the One, since to be different is to be other than one. The One somehow
possesses all created beings beforehand, yet “in such a way as not to be distinct [un)
dwukekpuuéval]: they are distinguished on the second level, in the logos [€v 1@ devTtépw
Siexékpro @ Aoyw].”'?® Creatures gain their definitional difference by not being the
One, that is, in the Intellect’s logoi. Ever since Clement and Origen firmly planted the
logoi of creatures in the Second Person of the Trinity, the Word and Wisdom,'?’
Christians were obliged to waver here. After Proclus’s proliferation of causal

intermediaries (the henads),"*° Dionysius again pressed the Christian point: “the whole

good processions and the Names of God, celebrated by us, are of one God.”"*' If the

125 Ep. 111.8 [30] 6-7.

126 Fn. V1.2 [43] 21. The diagopa of magnitudes, figures, qualities, and material division are
specified in this text.

2" This short review of Plotinus’s notion of the logoi as Intellect shows the limitations of
Larchet’s narration of how Maximus’s logoi differ from Plato’s Ideas: “selon Maxime, le Verbe, qui a créé
le monde, s’est référé aux logoi qui étaient contenus Lui [sic]; tandis que selon Platon, les Idées que le
Démiurge a pris comme mod¢les pour produire le cosmos €taient extérieures a lui”’; Larchet, “conception
maximienne,” 282.

128 En. V.3 [49] 15, slightly modified. See Asger Ousager, “Sufficient Reason, Identities and
Discernibles in Plotinus,” Dionysius 21 (2003): 232.

129 Clement of Alexandria, Strom IV.25; Origen, Princ 1.2.2; Jo 1.22.

139 B Th., props. 113-116. Neoplatonists after Proclus largely returned to Plotinus’s simpler
threefold schema; see Cristina D’ancona, “Plotinus and later Platonic philosophers on the causality of the
First Principle,” in The Cambridge Companion to Plotinus. Ed. Lloyd P. Gerson (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), 377-8.

B DN 5.2: “évdg B0 tiig Shag dyaiag Tpoddong ko Tog map’ HUdV EEvpvovpévag Bemvopiog”
(Parker, 74, slightly modified; Suchla, 181).
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Christian Creator is sole cause of the many, he becomes, in the creative act, One and
many.

Maximus identifies God the Logos (not the Father, not the Spirit) with the
creaturely /ogoi, so this must mean that the Word is somehow both one and many in such
a way that it transcends the logic of Neoplatonic procession (which is the logic of
participation from above, as it were)."** He speaks of the Word’s “procession” (1pdodov)
into all beings, true.">> But we should not take this to imply what it must if this were
Neoplatonic procession, namely, either [1] that this procession somehow diminishes the
Word (making the Logos essentially subordinate to the One) so that the “identity” of
Logos and logoi obtains only “by derivation,”"** or [2] that the very Word is not really
identical to creaturely logoi after all (as Plotinus’s One is not essentially Intellect-

logos)."*> No, this procession of One Word to manifold world proves at once a vertical

132 Stephen Gersh, From Iamblichus to Eriugena: An Investigation of the Prehistory and Evolution
of the Pseudo-Dionysian Tradition (Leiden: Brill, 1978), argues that Maximus “is perhaps the first thinker
in the Neoplatonic tradition to tackle the problem [of procession] head-on,” though he doesn’t seem to
think Maximus offers anything more than does Dionysius.

3 Amb 7.20.

1% The first instance in Amb 7 of the Logos-logoi copula appears along with a declaration of the
consubstantiality of Logos and Father (Amb 7.15). Cp. Proclus, EL Th., prop. 18: “Thus the character as it
pre-exists in the original giver has a higher reality than the character bestowed: it is what the bestowed
character is, but is not identical with it, since it exists primitively and the other only by derivation [ AL’ oV
TOVTOV EKEIVD” TPMTOG Yap E0TL, TO 0€ devtépmc]. For it must be that either the two are identical and have a
common definition [&va Adyov appotépwv]; or there is nothing common or identical in both; or the one
exists primitively and the other by derivation.... It remains, then, that where one thing receives bestowal
from another in virtue of that other’s mere existence, the giver possesses primitively the character which it
gives, while the recipient is by derivation what the giver is [t0 pév sivar Tpdtag d §idwot, T 8¢ devtépmg O
70 8106V €otv]” (Dodds, 20-1). Only an identity by derivation is possible where participation among
stratified levels of nature—a metaphysics of “more or less” like in kind (e.g. prop. 9)—is the only
conceivable relation. Maximus too knows that in this way we are “not the same” (Ep. 6; Ta0ToV).

135 Pace Téronen, 132, who perceives in the “creation song” of C.S. Lewis’s Aslan an apt analogy
for Maximus’s logoi: “The connection between the creatures and the creator is presented in this figure as
different musical notes. With the notes everything seems to proceed, as the young observer puts it, ‘out of
the Lion’s head’. Yet, it is clear that this is not a process of emanation but an act of creation. It is not the
Lion, as it were, unfolding into creatures.” But for Maximus it is precisely the Lion-Logos who unfolds in
the “creative and sustaining procession of the One to individual beings” as their logoi (Amb 7.20), who, as
he says elsewhere, “expanded himself” into all multiplicity (4mb 33.2; PG 91, 1288A:
“Eantov...01tctelev”; cf. Amb 22.3).
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136

and a horizontal one. It’s a vertical descent and yet remains the same hypostasis. ™ It’s a

horizontal multiplication and yet no inner perfection of any hypostasis.'*’

In fact, if we really wish to find philosophical precedent for that type of causal
procession, let’s look not to Neoplatonism but to Stoicism. Consider one ancient
summary:

The Stoics made god out to be intelligent, a designing fire which methodically

proceeds towards the creation of the world, and encompasses all the seminal

principles [ToVg omeppoticovs Adyoug] according to which everything comes

about according to fate, and a breath pervading the whole world, which takes on
different names owing to the alterations of the matter through which it passes.'*®

The same problem besets Maximus’s use of the Neoplatonic center-radii-circle image (4Amb 7.20;
CT 2.4; Myst. 1). Some take this is a straightforward adaptation of Neoplatonic procession, which Maximus
received from Dionysius (DN 5.5-9); so Perl, Methexis, p. 171, and Torstein T. Tollefsen, “Christocentric
Cosmology,” in TOHMC, 310-11. But Maximus’s use must differ to the extent that the hypostasis of the
Logos, unlike, say of the Plotinian One, does not itself simply remain when proceeding, as the center-point
in the expanding circle. The Word himself expands.

136 Not only does Maximus specify this at Amb 7.15 (“évovo16v kai évomdototov 100 Oeod kai
Hatpog Oedv Adyov™), but he later adds that this procession is emphatically not that of the ineffable divine
nature (Amb 7.20: “dg VIEPOVOI0C, 0VOE VO TVOG OVOAUDS KB’ OTIOVV petéyetar”). Again, consider Amb
61.3, PG 91, 1385d-1388a: “But the tent is also an image of the totality of creation, intelligible and
sensible, which God the Father as Intellect (Nous) conceived, and which the Son as Word created, and
which the Holy Spirit brought to completion.” Not only is the Father Intellect here (rather than the Son, as
required by a Son = Intellect view), but it’s distinctively the Son/Word who executes the creative act—a
notion that, whatever potential problems, must at least mean that creation “in the Word” is really linked to
his distinctive personhood.

1371 therefore cannot agree with Tollefsen, Christocentric, 88 who sees little substantive
difference between Plotinian and Maximian Jogoi: “The Plotinian Intellect contemplates the Forms as its
thoughts, and there is unity because what contemplates (subject) and what is contemplated (object) are the
same. Of course, this is the case with God and His divine wisdom expressed in the [Maximian] logoi as
well.” That for the Maximus the /ogoi in no way complete or actualize the one nature of the Logos
distinguishes his doctrine quite clearly from Neoplatonic logoi. Again, contrast Syrianus, in Metaph. 106,
26 —107,1 (cited at Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, vol. 3, 146—full citation at n. 170):
“And, being complete, [Intellect] thinks everything. So nothing that has real being is left out of the essence
of the Intellect, but it always situates the Forms (eide) in itself. They are not different in it and in its
essence, but complete its being and bring to everything productive (poietike), paradigmatic and final cause.
For it creates as Intellect, and the paradigms exist as Forms and are productive through themselves and
their own goodness.”

1% Aetius, Plac. 1.7; SVF 2.1027; Long & Sedley 46A: “oi Stmikol voepdv Oedv dmopaivovrar,
7hp TEYVIKOV 00Q Padilov &nl yevésel KOGLOV, EUTEPIEIANPOC < T€ > TAVTAG TOVG GIEPUATIKOVG AOYOVG
k0’ odg dmavta ko’ eipapuévny yivetat, kol mvedua pev Evatfjkov d1” 6Aov oD KOGHOV, TAG 08
npootyopiag petodopfévov katd Tag Thic HAne, S fig kexdpnke, mapoirééeic.” Compare this to Maximus,
Amb 10.52.
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And not only does the Stoic Logos-god contain all “seminal principles within,” but, as

55139

“the seminal logos of the cosmos,” ”~ this Logos “brings forth [the world] from

f9140 9’141

himsel and simultaneously “comes to be in its parts.” " The Stoic Logos does not
proceed into the logoi of all things through declension.'** In every logos dwells the same
Logos whose very identity constitutes both the universal identity and the particular
difference of all beings.'*

Now compare all this to an ostensibly odd feature of Maximian protology.
There’s another “movement” besides procession and return in Maximus, “expansion” and

. 144
“contraction.”

Maximus knows a “principle and mode of expansion and contraction,”
the “simple essence” that pervades and binds all genera, species, and individuals into a
single world.'* We’ve similar ideas in Stoic physics.'*® More striking still, the Word
“expands His very self” into and as the creative logoi.'*” And so the Word’s “procession”
(Amb 7) and “expansion” (Amb 33) ultimately name the same creative movement, the

way God brings the world from nothing, from himself.'**

9 Diogenes Laertius, 7.135-6; SVF 1.102 and 2.580; Long & Sedley 46B; cp. the discussion of
Amb 6 above at sec. 2.2.

19 Diogenes Laertius, 7.137: “6& éontod yevwdv.”

"I Origen, Cels. IV.41; SVF 2.1052. T have rendered “&ni pépouc” in the plural, partly because the
immediate context implies it: Origen’s critique of the idea that God has a body. For Origen this must mean
the Stoic god is, among other absurdities, composed of parts: “008& yap SedvvnvTar ovTol TPAVACAL THY
PLoIKNY T0D 00D Evvolay, Mg TavTn aeOapTov Kol andod kal dcvvhETov Kol adtopétov” (ibid.).

142 Plotinus, En. V.1 [10] 6, for instance, teaches that Intellect’s logos is not Intellect itself, but the
hypostasis of Soul that derives from Intellect. Plotinus evinces a conspicuous tendency to separate and
stratify a hypostasis and its logos, so that the logos appears “always as an expression of the preceding level
respectively.” Indeed, “it would seem that Plotinus is concerned to avoid any expression that might be
taken as a step” in the direction of equating them; so Graeser, Plotinus and the Stoics, 35 (cf. 41).

' Sedley, “The Stoic Theory of Universals,” 89.

144 Cf.Tollefsen, Christocentic, 78.

' 4mb 10.89, PG 91, 1177b-c: “katd S106TOAMV kai GVGTOAV AOY® Te kai Tpdme.”

16 Cp. Galen, Nat. fac. 106.13-17; SVF 2.406; Long & Sedley 47E; and Philo, Quod deus sit
immut. 35-6; SVF 2.458; Long & Sedley 47Q.

147 4mb 33.2, discussed above at sec. 22., text 1.

%8 Maximus notes two wrong ways to understand the expansion of Word into world. [1] It is a real
multiplication of hypostases and essences, a real “other,” as it were, from God. Thus the Word’s expansion
“through the principle of condescension” (4mb 33.2) differs from the intra-trinitarian generation of the Son,
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Two crucial features emerge from this comparison. Both distinguish Maximus
and the Stoics from Neoplatonic participation/procession. First, each retains the order or
sequence of Neoplatonic procession without a gradual, vertical chain of self-subsistent
intermediaries. The One Word certainly “preexists” the manifold cosmos.'*’ And vet,
unless the very Word becomes the undiminished, immanent, and personal presence in and
as the principles of everything, there’s no cosmos at all. Second, this more “horizontal”
creative procession does not preclude some version of a vertical, cosmic hierarchy. The
point is rather that this hierarchy emerges from within the sole world that subsists—the

cosmos. In neither Stoicism nor Maximus do we come upon a “world of ideas” akin to

which motion does not imply a different essence from the Father’s. The “Monad,” he says, “is not like the
origin of the things that come after it, as if it had expanded after a state of contraction, like something
naturally poured out and proliferating into a multitude” (4mb 1.3, PG 91, 1036b). And this, of course, is
one way Maximus’s creative Word-expansion diverges from Stoicism. [2] It is not a fragmentation of the
Word (either in person or in essence): the Word proceeds “without expanding disparately into the infinite
differences of the beings in which He exists as Being.” And yet, Maximus marvels, the Word truly
becomes wholly, indivisibly, and personally present as the /ogos of what’s “common” and “individual” in
every single thing and in the whole of all things—*“truly all things in all [1 Cor 12.6, 15.20; Eph 1.23]”
(Amb 22.3).

' Here we must exercise due care and precision when predicating “preexistence” of the Word. To
say the Creator Word “preexisted” obviously cannot refer to an existence prior to creation in some sort of
sequential sense, since creation is the generation of temporal sequence itself. Better to distinguish two uses
of the suffix “pre- in talk of the “pre-existent” or “pre-Incarnate Word”—a phrase John Behr confesses he
has “yet to encounter in the Fathers” (cf. his John the Theologian and His Pascal Gospel, Pref., 4 [pre-pub.
ms.]). First, there is the straightforward, serial, temporal sense that would signify the Word’s presence and
activity “before” the first century CE. The Word has indeed “existed” prior to that century; it’s not as if he
had to wait until his conception in Mary in order to be at all. But this sense immediately implicates and
indeed gives way to a second, less heeded one: the “beyond,” “transcendent,” or simply “non-" existent
nature of the Word’s divinity. In this sense the “pre-" in the affirmation, “the Word preexists the world,” in
no way indicates an episode (or infinite episodes) that preceded his human existence. It means rather that
the Word’s divine nature is without origin or beginning, and is therefore not subject to temporal existence
as such (Maximus often simply refers to this as divine “eternity,” or even his being prior to eternity itself;
e.g. CC 3.28). But both of these predications, note well, are (necessarily) of Christ’s natures. He himself,
his person or hypostasis, supposes both by nature. Therefore it’s more correct to say: the Word, God by
nature, exists in every temporal moment (including those before the first century) as the God who does not
properly “exist” at all; and yet the selfsame Word, man by nature, only exists from the first century
forward. Still more proper, given the deification of the Word’s humanity that renders even creatures
“without origin” (Amb 10.48), we must come to say: the very same Word born in the “middle” of time and
thus marked by the properties acquired in that birth (his Jewishness, his biological DNA inherited from
Mary, etc.)—through the interpenetration of human and divine nature in himself—that very Word is
present and “exists” in every age and “there” too bears the existence of his earthly life.
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Platonic forms.'>’

Rather, both envision only the eternal Word and the temporal world,
which together form a single subsistent cosmos because the Word is both at once."”' The
Word constructs the very world of ideas from within this world. Stoicism can “combine

. . . 152
pantheism and cosmic hierarchy”"

precisely because when their Word processes, he
remains the Word he is, and, being himself in and as the world, he gives “form and figure
to every particular thing [eiSonoteiv &kuota kol oynuatiCew].”'>* Maximus uses these
exact terms:
What are these /ogoi that were first embedded within the subsistence of beings,
according to which each being is and has its nature, and from which each was
formed [eidomenointan], shaped [éoymudtictal], and structured, and endowed with
power, the ability to act, and to be acted upon...?
The logoi are not separately subsistent, participated forms. They are the personal Logos
crafting all things from within.'>
So then, the second qualification to participation logic comes from the side of the
participated. The /logoi, which are the Word’s self-willed procession as the “infinite

identity” of all things'**—of their most generic kind to their most individual difference,

and of the manifold relations among all universals and particulars—are not participated

19 pace Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 120-1, though he’s correct in his immediate point that there
exist no “unrealized possibilities” in Maximus’s Word; cf. Tollefsen, Christocentric, 76, 88, passim.

151 See above, sec. 2.2, text 4.

12 Thomas Bénatouil, “How Industrious can Zeus be? The Extent and Objects of Divine Activity
in Stoicism,” in God and Cosmos in Stoicism, ed. Ricardo Salles (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009),
33.

133 Plutarch, St. rep. 1054B; SVF 2.449; LS 47M, slightly modified; cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias,
De mixt. 18-27; SVF 2.1044.

% 4mb 17.7, PG 91, 1228A-B, slightly modified: “Tivec oi kdote® TdV dvtav i dnaplel TpdTmg
gyxatafAnBévreg Adyot, kad’ odg Kol £ott Kol TéEPuke TOV dvimv Ekactov, Kol gidomemointat, Kol
goymuariotal, Kol cvvtédettal, kai dvvatol, Kol Evepyel, kal maoyel...”; see too Ep 15, PG 91, 561D, where
Maximus specifies that the divine power causes each being by “emplacing” (évOepévng) “a logos in each
creature which is constitutive of being (tod sivan cvoTOTIKOV).”

135 No contradiction arises, therefore, between the fact that the logoi are not themselves forms and
yet perform the task of formal causality: they are indeed “archetypical logoi” (QThal 55, SC 554, 234), but
the fully subsistent “archetype of divine and true life” is also “still to come” (4mb 71.10, PG 91, 1416¢:
“mnVv péALovcay...apyeTLTIOV).

%% 4mb 65.2.
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forms. They do not subsist in themselves or in some separate realm. They subsist in only
two realities: eternally, in and as the very hypostasis of the Word; and simultaneously, in

and as the very principles that cause and sustain the entire world."”’

2.5 — Third qualification: the logoi of created hypostases (the participants)
Now consider participation from the opposite vantage, from the side of the created
individuals or hypostases—the participants. We meet a qualification from below, as it
were. You might state it like this: one reason participation, an activity, cannot account for
the whole creative act (and so the whole God-world relation) is that it cannot explain the
creation of the positivity of participants as such, the actors. A picture captivates us:
The creation of the world...is to bring God’s eternal knowledge of beings into a
temporal dimension. Beings have their design in the /ogoi, and creation is
precisely this, that entities are called into the temporal sphere...of participation in
God’s activity in accordance with these designs.'”®
But if participation names the “sphere” into which God’s creative act moves the beings
he has always had in mind, how could the dynamics of that very sphere explain a
movement into that sphere, into itself? How do you get a participant “before”
participation? Or how is there participation “before” participants? The movement into

participating God must itself precede and (and so exceed) participation, lest we coil

ourselves into a circular argument. The circle would run thus: creation is the transitive

"7 Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator, 77, correctly observes that the logoi “are not identical
either with the essence of God or with the existence of things in the created world,” but sees in this
principally (and vaguely) “an apophatic tendency” allied to “an anti-pantheistic tendency.” I suggest more:
the Jogoi are both uncreated and the foundation of creation because, as we saw with the historical body of
Jesus Christ, the Logos himself, in his ineffable economy, proves to be both uncreated and created by
nature—and indeed, he becomes the concrete identity of both (cf. Chapter 1, sec. 1.4). Again the basic
distinction (not separation) between the logic of hypostasis and essence, even and especially in the Trinity’s
case, ought to matter here in protology too, lest it be utter nonsense to speak of the Word’s personal role in
creating all things (as at Amb 7.15).

8 Tollefsen, Activity and Participation, 129; c¢f. 29-30 (on Plotinus) and 117 (on Dionysius).
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movement from nonbeing into participating God (Tollefsen’s “sphere”); but that very
movement is itself a participation in God; therefore creation is participation in
participation—a senseless assertion.'*’

Matters worsen if you believe with Maximus that individual participants qua
hypostases bear their own distinctive, whole, existential positivity. That idea, we saw,
results inexorably from the basic distinction between nature and hypostasis in Maximus’s
Christo-logic.'®® But it exacerbates the problem of participation “from below” because
now a hypostasis, which bears absolutely no formal content as such, still bears some sort
of positivity that requires a causal act which intends that very individual. Now, for
Maximus a hypostasis simpliciter is an effect in its own right, with its own integrity,
rather than just the fleeting residue of ever more contracted, higher, subsistent forms or
ideas. All this becomes clearer if we return to Maximus’s /ogoi doctrine, this time from
the perspective of the participants these logoi ground and effect.

A thing’s logos comprises and establishes the whole ontological continuum of its
nature, power, and activity.'®' So there is a logos of each participated nature (one of
angels, one of human beings, and so on) and a /ogos of each individual’s way of
participating its nature(s), and these together constitute an individual creature’s own

162

prescribed logos. ”” A logos indeed for every branch of Porphyry’s tree: the /ogos of a

' This is not a problem for Neoplatonists, at least not with respect to participation in Intellect by
its lower participants. Lower hypostases are nothing but modified or qualified permutations of Intellect’s
own essential activity. So Neoplatonists have a perfectly reasonable way of explaining the movement from
Intellect’s hypostasis to lower participations in it: participants in Intellect were never separate from the
“sphere” of Intellect’s activity, since they essentially are Intellect. Their departure or procession from
Intellect is actually a move into /esser activity, not a move from non-activity to activity. Lower hypostases
= participations. Cf. Proclus, El. Theol., props 1-2.

10 Chapter 1, sec. 1.3.

" Amb 15.5; cf. CT 1.3.

12 4mb 7.16: through the Word God creates and continues to create “universals as well as
particulars” (td kaBorov te Kol td Ko’ Exactov). Maximus is clear that an individual’s Jogos establishes
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genus allows it to exist “as a whole indivisibly and really in the whole of those things
subordinate to it,” while the logos of a particular is contained by the logoi of “what is
universal and generic.”'® The preexistent /ogos of an individual creature necessarily
includes its formal content, what sort of thing it is, up to the most generic level. Its “logos
of being” makes it the sort of thing that is.'**

More often Maximus invokes the /ogoi to secure the integrity of creaturely
difference. This certainly includes the difference of natural genera and species, and even
the categorical distinctions embedding a creature in space and time—all of which
contribute to the unique identity of that creature, something close to Porphyry’s “bundle
of properties.”'® Close, but not quite. Maximus knows a still deeper individuality, the
difference of the differing thing itself. For “if we wish to have a complete knowledge of
things,” he says, “it is not enough to enumerate the multitude of characteristics,” that is,
“whatever is around the subject.” But it’s “absolutely necessary that we also indicate
what is the subject of these characteristics, which is the foundation, as it were, upon
which they stand.”'®® No creature simply “coincides in its essence with what is and is
called the assemblage of characteristics that are recognized and predicated of it.” The
inmost identity of the individual creature “is something different from these

characteristics,” something “which holds them all together, but is in no way held together

its simultaneous participation in many levels of being, from its species to its highest genera (“common
being”): in the concrete individual are wrought “many and sundry unifications of things separated,” like
many “angles” converging at a single point (QThal 48.17, CCSG 7, 341).

' Amb 41.10-11.

1% Amb 7.22; Amb 41.10, passim. For “being” (oboia) as the most universal genus of creatures, as
well as how this diverges from Aristotelian-Porphyrian conceptions, see Tollefsen, Christocentric, 97, and
Melchisedec Toronen, Union and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the Confessor (Oxford: OUP,
2007), 140.

15 Cp. Porphyry, Isag. (CAG 4.1.7) with Amb 17.5-6; cf. Amb 7.15,19 and Amb 22.2. The
differentiating role of logos is especially clear in Christological discussions; cf. Amb 36.2, and below.

1 4mb 17.5: “...60\& St mavTog Kod 10 Vrokeipevoy TovTolg, Bepehion TpdmoV £’ @ TadTa

BéPnke.”
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by them” and so “is not derived from” or “identical with them.”'®’ The logoi together
carve out the individual difference of the differing thing—quite Platonic. But Maximus
also attributes a /ogos to the difference of the individual as such, what he calls the “logos

29 ¢¢

of hypostasis.” Whereas a thing’s “nature” “comprehends the common /ogos of being,”

99 ¢

its “hypostasis” “comprehends also the logos of being for that very individual.”'*® A
creature’s preexistent /ogos grounds its identity as that individual—none of which should
surprise, given Maximus’s Christo-logic.

We can appreciate Maximus’s originality here if we contrast his logoi to
Plotinus’s particular forms, especially since the two are often equated.'® Richard Sorabji
has rightly observed that Plotinus’s concept of particular or individual forms “can provide
no help with the differentiation of persons, since the individuals in question are souls.”' "
A particular soul is a fixed nature, more precisely a preexistent form, which contains as
logoi the potential for “all the individuals it animates in succession.” These logoi permit

7 1e°s true that

reincarnation. The same soul can now be Socrates and later Pythagoras.
Plotinus cannot conceive the relation between an individual and its form in simply formal
terms, “as portraits of Socrates are to their original.”'’* The logoi of a soul (indeed the
logoi of the whole world soul) shuffle down, as it were, into the material realm, and by

their “unequal predominance” together with matter constitute an individual. The mother

transmits now these /ogoi, now those, the father these, now those; certain /ogoi

"7 Amb 17.6.

18 Opusec. 26, PG 91, 264a: “OtL | pév guoic 1OV 10D elvar Adyov Kowdv Enéyet, 1| 8 dTOoTAoL,
Kod TOV 700 kad’ EavTd elvar.”

19 Perl, Methexis, 148 n. 2. This appears to be assumed by Tollefsen, Christocentric, 88;
Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 116-17, et al.

17 Richard Sorabji, The Philosophy of the Commentators, 200-600 AD: A Sourcebook: Volume 3:
Logic and Metaphysics (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005), 362. For what follows see 362-7.

" En. V.7[18] 1; Armstrong, 223.

72 En. V.7[18] 1; Armstrong, 225.
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predominate during this particular time period, others at another, still others at this place,
others elsewhere—myriad individual combinations ad infinitum.'™ A circuitous route,
sure, but where individuals are generated by logoi “the difference must [still] be linked
with the form.”'”* An individual preexists only as a potency of its particular form. Just to
the extent it is an individual, it is not its form. And so, as Proclus insists, it is not known
by Intellect before the individual comes to be.'”

Maximus agrees that an individual gua hypostasis is unknowable. A hypostasis
certainly possesses form, bears a particular nature, but it’s not itself form. No form, no
intelligible content. Again, a “nature” has to do with “a logos of form,” and while a
hypostasis as such lacks formal content, it still has a logos of some kind.'”® Of what kind?
Of no kind, for a “/ogos of hypostasis,” by definition, names no formal principle at all.
This goes for every creaturely hypostasis. Since “every divine energy indicates through
itself the whole God, indivisibly present in each individual thing, according to the logos
through which that thing exists in its own way [€v ékdoto kaf’ dvrep Tva Aoyov EoTiv
idwk@¢],” then no mind can fathom “precisely how God is whole in all things commonly,
and in each being in an irreducibly singular way [év éxdotm @V Svidv idaldviwg].”

Intellects “are incapable of understanding even the lowermost creature in terms of the

' En. V.7[18] 2, V.9 [5] 12; cf. Proclus, EL Th., prop. 206.

174 En. V.7 18] 3; Armstrong, 229: “cuveledyfot el 1) £idet 10 diapopav’; cf. Proclus, EL Th.,
194.

'3 pT'1.21, 98, 16-19, Saffrey-Westerink. Proclus adds two arguments against the preexistent
potency of an individual gua individual: [1] if an individual’s own preexistent idea is also its cause, and if
that idea is eternal, then this would imply the eternal fixity of the individual—a manifest absurdity (in
Parm. 824, 12 f.); [2] if an individual’s own preexistent idea is precisely its paradigm, then this entails it to
be always a paradigm of the individual. But then the individual must always be so that its idea is always
paradigm. But the individual is obviously not eternal, ergo etc. (in Parm. 824, 23 ff.).

17 Opus. 26, PG 91, 264b: “Ot 1} pév pvoig eidovg Aoyov povov éméxet, 1 8¢ HmdcTACIS Kol T0D
TWVOG €0TL ONAMTIKY.”
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logos of its being and existence.”'”” In each thing’s logos God is, as Scripture attests,
truly “all things in all” (1 Cor 12.6, 15.20; Eph 1.23)—from its most common
participation (Being itself) to what is most particular (hypostasis).'”® Where some saw
only intelligible dearth Maximus glimpsed the fundamental mystery that every single
creature is: the /ogos of what is by definition unintelligible—the hypostasis, the concrete

»180 There, where “the intellect

participant'"—God foreknows “as only he knows how.
finds nothing to grasp,” where formal procession can account for nothing of what’s truly
subsistent—the individual—there one encounters one phenomenon at its most palpable:
“divine power.”""!

All this explains why Maximus never says creatures participate their logoi. A
creature’s logos is the principle “by which” it participates divine perfections (Being,
Goodness, Immortality, etc.). It is how a creature participates at all, not what it
participates.'®> More, an individual’s logos of hypostasis not only facilitates participation,

but, as we’ve seen, establishes the participant herself. Maximus can even say that we

“receive participation.”'® My logos is the preexistent principle that determines what I

7 4mb 22.3, modified.

'8 Jean-Claude Larchet, “La conception maximienne des énergies divines et des logoi et la théorie
platonicienne des Idées,” Philotheos 4 (2004): 281: that each existent has its own individual logos “fonde
en Dieu méme la diversité du monde créé et la singularité de chaque étre.”

179 Balthasar too noticed in Maximus this play of the “negative identity” and “positive identity” of
the individual, but, as far as I can see, he did not expressly link these aspects to the causation of a created
hypostasis as such: he says only that the “negativity” means every creature comes from nothing and is not
God, and the “positivity” that every creature is yet held in being by God “through his relationship to them”
(Cosmic, 68). My point here is that the very negative positivity of a hypostasis evades every metaphysical
relation, and that this relation, whatever it is, must “keep” a thing in being in an utterly unique and
mysterious way. Maximus thinks that way — not just that fact — has indeed been revealed in Christ, in all its
proper mystery.

% OThal 2 (SC 529, 158); cf. Amb 7.19.

81 4mb 17.10. I think this is why Maximus tends to transition straightaway from the creation of
hypostases to amazement at God’s “power” and “wisdom”; cf. Ep 13, PG 91, 299; Ep 15, PG 91, 325; Amb
7.19 (cited below at n. 180); Amb 35.2 (here he cites Dionysius in support; DN 9.2); Amb 48.2.

"2 Amb 15.5. So too Perl, Methexis, 52-9; followed by Tollefsen, Christocentric, 174.

' 4mb 7.21 (PG 91, 1084A): “eilnedg mpdg T etvar kai 0 katd uédekv ghoet dyadov™;

Myst 24 (PG 91, 704D).
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participate and the / that participates. = It’s God predetermining and pre-establishing the

1
power to be me—my nature and my person.'™

2.6 — The Word proceeds: one act, two modes of activity
Participation in Maximus has now received three vital qualifications. [1] The world’s
essence enjoys no kind of natural mediation with or relation to divine essence; [2] the
logoi that establish the world’s essence are the Word himself and not participated forms
or ideas that subsist own their own; [3] participants gua hypostases cannot come to be,
cannot receive their concrete positivity, through participation (understood
Neoplatonically as the formal, successively determinate limitation of higher acts by lower
powers). What then is the divine act of creation? And what can “participation” signify in
this mightily qualified schema? This penultimate section limns a brief but instructive
portrait of what sort of ontology emerges from the protology we’ve considered. Doing so,
I hope, will offer some preliminary answers to these abiding questions.

Observe two characteristics of this portrait. First, divine creation is a single and
inevitable act. Second, this one act generates two infinitely different natural modes (and

so their very difference, t0o).

'8 Pace Perl, Methexis, 153: “A logos is no more than the presence of the participated in the
participant,” and 163: “Because the hierarchy is continuous from Being down to the logoi of particulars,
there is no difference between a creature’s having a logos and its participating in the perfections.” The
presence of the participated, if what’s participated is an energy or perfection (C7 1.48-50) or even a created
universal (4mb 7.16), can only be present as that creature’s particular form (cf. Proclus’s “whole-in-part” at
EL Th., props. 72-4). A Maximian hypostasis and its logos cannot be present as form. However the logos of
hypostasis be immanent, it’s not simply through the transcendence-immanence dialectic of participated and
participating forms.

"85 4mb 7.19: “in the wisdom of the Creator, individual things [éxacta] were created at the
appropriate moment in time, in a manner consistent with their logoi, and thus they received in themselves
actual existence as beings [t0 sivan tf] évepysia AapBévn]. For God is eternally an active creator, but
creatures exist first in potential, and only later in actuality [Eng1om 0 pév el xat’ Evépyetby €ott
Anpovpyde, Ta 8¢ duvapetl pév €otty, Evepyeig 8¢ ovk &tt], since it is not possible for the infinite and the
finite to exist simultaneously on the same level of being.”
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1. One inevitable act. Maximus conceives the act of creation in both aorist and
present tense. Wisdom 9.1 (and Jn 1, Col 1, etc.) say God “created” or “made” all things,
yet in John 5.17 Jesus says: “My father continues to work even now, and I too am at
work.”'® Maximus thinks this indicates two moments of a single creative act. God
“completed” or “fulfilled” the foundational logoi of creatures “all at once” (8ma),"” and
these, we already know, constitute the power of every creature to be who and what and at

all.'8®

But the actualization of these powers, the arboreal “extension of the ages”—these
imply that God continues to create at every moment.'® The logoi of identity and
difference, the very lineaments of created being, show themselves “one in power” though
they “assume a different and multi-modal activity.”'”° Creation is a work of the entire
Trinity, to be sure, but a work carefully distributed: the Father “approves” (eddok®dv), the
Son “actualizes it from himself” (avtovpy®dv), the Holy Spirit “completes”
(copmhnpodvtoc) the roles of both."”' And I must note en passant: Maximus uses exactly
the same schema to describe the act of the historical Incarnation. '

I mentioned above that Maximus thinks divine creation inevitable. He could never

agree with Florovsky, for example, that “the world could have not existed.”'” Here

"% J1n 5.17 (as cited at QThal 2, SC 529, 158): “0 motip pov wg dptt épyaletar, kayd pyalopar.”

87 OThal 2, SC 529, 158.

¥ Amb 7.19, 10.90, 42.14, 65.2.

189 4mb 46.4, PG 91, 1357a-b, where, once again, this act of creation comes by the Word’s
condescension to become the very power of each and all: “He deigned to vary the modes of His presence so
that the good things He planted in beings might ripen to full maturity, until the ages will have reached their
appointed limit [cuykatafatik®dg Epeival Tag AKTIVAG AVEXOEVOCS, TOKIANL TOVG TPOTOVS AEIDGAS TPOG
TELEGPOPNOLY OV TOIG OVGIY OiKeiwV KaTéomelpey dyaddy uéypt tfic Tavimy AmomepaTOGENS TV aidvmv].
At that point He will gather together the fruits of His own sowing....”; cf. too Amb 7.16.

"0 Amb 10.37, modified.

Y OThal 2, SC 529, 160.

92 OThal 60, SC, 569, 88; Comm. in Or. dom., CCSG 7, 51.

193 Florovsky, “Creation and Creaturehood,” 45, 51; again, starkly put at 57: ““In a sense, it would
be ‘indifferent’ to God whether the world exists or not—herein consists the absolute ‘all-sufficiency’ of
God, the Divine autarchy.... The might of God and the freedom of God must be defined not only as the
power to create and to produce but also as the absolute freedom not to create.”
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Maximus’s doctrine appears more or less diametrically opposed to Florovsky’s, since the
latter confuses creation’s inevitability with its self-sufficiency and then accuses such a
view of “introducing the world into the intra-Trinitarian life of the Godhead as a co-

determinant principle.”'**

Maximus rather thinks a supposed indeterminacy on God’s part
toward the world would itself introduce another principle into God, a shadow side, as it
were, to God’s utterly unhinged and aleatoric will. Strange to say it, but Maximus even
considers this among the most offensive implications of Origenism, and indeed links it to
Manichaeanism.'® It’s the Origenist myth, Maximus notices, which imagines God
having to “react” to the downward inclination of the primordial souls and so create
something he never intended to create—bodies. Not only would this mean attributing to
sin (as an essential condition) the beauty of the corporeal cosmos, it would imply the
merest possibility that there might arise logoi or “wills” in God he did not intend from
eternity, from the goodness of his nature. Maximus doesn’t even consider this line. To
him one thing’s surest of all: “the purpose of God, who created all things, must be
changeless concerning them.”'”® Ultimately it’s the Word’s Incarnation that defines for us

God’s unwavering and irrevocable disposition toward creation—that reveals God is

“truly Creator by nature.”"”’ And so Maximus upholds a venerable thread of tradition that

His main argument is creation’s inherent instability and lack of self-sufficiency. But to deduce
pure contingency from instability is to think creation apart from the nature of the Creator. The issue is not
whether creation depends on God, but whether God is the sort of God who could not but give himself as the
source of what wholly depends on him. Even the strictest emanationist, after all, admits that finite beings
depend on higher principles.

194 Florovsky, “Creation and Creaturehood,” 56.

"5 4mb 42.16. This association was made in a general way at Constantinople II; cf. Evagrius
Scholasticus, H.E. IV.38.

" Amb 42.15; PG 91, 1329C.

7 OThal 60.8, SC 569, 90: “For it was truly necessary that He who is by nature the Creator of the
essence of beings "Edel yap dg aAn0dG 10V katd ooty Tiig tdv dvimv odoiag dnuovpyov] should have
also been, through Himself, the Author of the deification of beings by grace. In this way the Giver of well-
being might also show Himself the Dispenser of the grace of eternal well-being.”
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affirms the “sublime necessity” of divine creation,'*® rarely defended in contemporary
theology with the exception of another great Russian theologian and Florovsky’s master,
Fr. Sergius Bulgakov.'”’

2. Two infinitely different natural modes. In CT 1.48-50 we come upon a schema
of participation that appears obviously Neoplatonic. Any determinate thing (1) is
qualified by (at least) the predicate “to be,” and any such thing is a “work of God.”*"
Works of God come under two categories: those that “began” and those that “did not
begin” or, more precisely, works generated “temporally” (ypovik®dc) and those
“eternally” (&1diwg). Temporally effected works designate “all participating beings [ta

95201

ovta petéyovra], such as the different essences of beings.”” Works produced

eternally—the second type—are “participated realities” (ta dvta pebextd) that

95202

participants participate “by grace.””" This latter category of divine works comprises

participated realities like “all life, immortality, simplicity, immutability, infinity,” and

18 Blowers, Drama of the Divine Economy, 173-8. He cites Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.22.3;
Athanasius, Contra gent. 35; Gregory of Nyssa, Or. catech. (GNO 3.4:17, 1. 5-18, 1. 4). I add Gregory
Nazianzus, Or. 38.9, cited at Amb 35.1, PG 91, 1288d: “But since this did not suffice to Goodness—to
move solely within self-contemplation—it was necessary that the Good should overflow and make
progress, so that a greater number of beings would benefit.” Maximus comments with no fuss over the talk
of necessity, and even adds a touch by citing Dionysius’s “ever-giving effusion” of divine goodness that
proceeds from an “incomprehensible permanence” within God himself; Amb 35.2, cp. DN 9.2.

%9 Sergius Bulgakov, The Lamb of God, transl. Boris Jakim (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2008
[orig: 1933]), 120: “God needs the world, and it could not have remained uncreated. But God needs the
world not for himself but for the world itself. God is love, and it is proper for love to love and to expand in
love.... Otherwise, absoluteness itself becomes a limit for the Absolute, a limit of self-love or self-
affirmation, and that would attest to the limitedness of the Absolute’s omnipotence -- to its impotence, as it
were.... And if it is in general possible for God’s omnipotence to create the world, it would be improper for
God’s love not to actualize this possibility, inasmuch as, for love, it is natural to love, exhausting to the end
all the possibilities of love.... God-Love needs the creation of the world in order to love, no longer only in
his own life, but also outside himself, in creation.”—Read this alongside Maximus’s remark at 4mb 10.119:
“For it was on the highest logoi of God accessible by man, namely, His goodness and love, that they rightly
concentrated their vision, and it was from these that they learned that God was moved to give being to all
the things that exist.”

20.C71.49, PG 90, 1101, Salés 70: “IIav tap €1 Tt TOV ToD Elvan AOYov ExEL KOTIYOPOVLEVOV,
gpyov Oeod Tuyydvel.”

21 CT1.48, Salés 70-1, slightly modified.

% CT 1.48, Salés 70-1.
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even “being itself.”*”> And the God who works “incomprehensibly eludes infinitely all
beings, participating and participated.”**

Three levels, then: God the unparticipated,”” his eternal works (participated), and
his temporal works (the participants). A rather neat and apparently straightforward (if
simplified) appropriation of Neoplatonic participation, Proclus’s in particular.”’® But
notice some oddities. Maximus calls both types of divine works “beings” (t& dvta). Fine
enough for participants generated in time, but what to say about “beings” eternally
wrought? This might recall Proclus’s henads, causal mediators who share a single
essence but effect different participants. Jonathan Greig has recently given the lie to this
ostensible parallel, since, of course, Proclus’s henads are whole, “self-subsistent”
hypostases.*’” God’s eternal works, though they have being, are nowhere called
hypostases, and indeed this would violate Maximus’s first qualification denying any
natural mediation between created and uncreated essences (sec. 2.3).2%

Tollefsen argues that the “being” of God’s eternal works puts Maximus in
opposition to the Dionysian priority of Good over Being: “For Maximus, then, Goodness

embraces the other activities and is itself embraced by Being.”** That is, Tollefsen

conceives the “being” of participated works as itself an instance of participation. I noted

23 CT1.48, Salés 70-1: “nédoa {of kai avadavasio kai Griotng kol drpeyio koi drepia,” and CT
1.50, Salés 72: “avtn) 1| dviotng.”

204 CT'1.49, PG 90, 1101, Salés 70-1: “Ilaviov 1@V Sviov kol peteyovtov Kol pedektdv
amelpdic aneipws, 6 Oedc vepelnpntat.”

% Cf. Amb 42.15.

2% proclus, EL Theol., esp. prop. 63, Dodds 60-1: “Every unparticipated term gives rise to two
orders of participated terms, the one in contingent participants, the other in things which participate at all
times and in virtue of their nature.”

27 proclus, EL. Theol., prop. 64, Dodds 60: “oi...adtotekeic vmootdoeis.” See Greig, “Proclus’
Doctrine of Participation,” 12-13.

2% If eternal works of God were neither Trinitarian nor created hypostases (in time), then would
seem to form a mediating term that mediates by possessing qualities from both extremes, as it were. As we
saw at sec. 2.3, though, Maximus faults “the Greeks” for exactly this, that they conceive difference as
gradual qualification of one primal essence or reality.

29 Tollefsen, Christocentric, 164.
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before some metaphysical problems with this line of thought, but here an exegetical point
suffices: the participated works of God include “being itself.”*'° Being itself is. Whatever
the “is” of being itself, therefore, it cannot derive from participation. For what “being”
would “participated being itself” participate? All that subsists above, we saw, is “true
being” never participated—the divine essence.”'' So what constitutes the “being” of
God’s eternal works??'? Or, since the participated works are also the one God,*"?
reformulate it thus: how can the imparticipible God become participible in his eternal
works?

A hint: Maximus says here that the participated (eternal) works have “by grace
been implanted in originated beings [temporal works/participants], as if a kind of
implanted potentiality, loudly proclaiming that God is in all beings.”*'* Once more we
sense Neoplatonic reverberations. Proclus too teaches that separately participated realities
are “present to the participant through an inseparable potency which it [i.e. the
participated] implants.”*'® This power subsists in the participant alone, and yet, as the

transference point of participation between higher act and the lower internal act, it is the

2190 1.50, Salés 72: “ovth 1 dvrotng.” Tollefsen, Christocentric, 164, seems to sense the
tension, but remarks only that this passage (1.50) does not mention the “being” of this list of “works.” But
surely, as he himself goes on to assume, they belong to the same class as those in CT 1.47-8; indeed, three
(Goodness, Immortality, Life) appear in both lists. They are therefore also participated beings, and so
“Being itself” is a participated being.

I Mentioned even here at CC 1.49, and at 1.50, Salés 72: “Onép ovoiov Yap TAVIOV TdV T€
voovpévav Kol Aeyopévav E&npntot.” See above, sec. 2.3.

*12 Greig, “Proclus’ Doctrine of Participation,” 14 n. 35, seems right to say that the “being” of
God’s eternal works constitutes “a new ontological category for the partcipated entities, insofar as their
ontological status is modified from Proclus while still yet distinct from God himself.”

213 Tollefsen, Christocentric, 161, rightly observes: “If we read Cap. gnost. 1.47 in connection
with 1.48 it seems a quite reasonable interpretation to hold that the divine works without beginning (1.48)
are collectively identified as the divine activity (1] Oeia &vépyeia, 1.47).”

214 CT1.49, Salés 70-1: “10 8¢ katd YGPLV TOIC YEYOVOSIV EUTEPUKEY, 010 TIG SOVALLS ELPUTOC, TOV
&v maol dvta Oeov dampucimg knpvtrovoa.” It’s obvious from later passages that such “implanted
powers” are the logoi of beings; see esp. Amb 17.7 and 21.8.

% Proclus, EL Theol., prop. 81, Dodds 76-7: “IIav T yopiotdg 818 TIvog dxmpioTov Suvapend,
fiv évoidmat, T petéyovtt mipeotv.”
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“medium” of the two terms.?'® But again the comparison is deceptive. Not only are
Maximus’s “participated realities” not themselves hypostases, but the “power” within
participants must furnish them the power to be more than what they are; it must also grant
the power to be who they are, that is, to be hypostases. And hypostases exceed form in
Maximus, we just saw (sec. 2.5). But Proclus’s implanted “power”—and this is the
crucial point—rehearses the very mechanism we’ve seen both essential to Neoplatonic
participation and yet proscribed by Maximian /ogoi. It’s a power that emanates solely as
a qualified and more determinate instance of the higher and “more perfect actuality” of its
cause.”'’ In other words, this “power” is the cause’s natural activity in a lesser mode. A
Maximian logos does not emanate by a process of formal modification or participation—
indeed we’ve seen it establishes that very process—but rather in a still more fundamental,
more mysterious way.

All these oddities and divergences make good sense if we make proto-logic
Christo-logic. This very text (C7T 1.49) intimates the way: it begins with the God who
infinitely transcends both participated and participating works, and then resolves in the
assertion that this “power” implanted within each participant is both God’s participated
work and that it heralds God himselfin all beings. That’s to say, we have here the divine
procession into all beings, and this “power” names the term of that procession. God’s

eternal works dwell within me as my very power to be all I am, and they do so because

218 proclus, EL Theol., prop. 81, Dodds 76-7. That’s a very compact way of describing the
Neoplatonic principle of “limitation of [higher] act by [lower] power,” though the isolation of a “medium”
is Proclus’s touch.

7 proclus, EL Theol., esp. props. 77-8.
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God himself dwells within.?'® Maximus specifies the peculiar character of this procession
in Amb 7:
When, however, we exclude the highest form of negative theology concerning the
Logos—according to which the Logos is neither called, nor considered, nor is, in
His entirety, anything that can be attributed to anything else, since He is beyond
all being [¢ Vmepovolog], and is not participated in by any being whatsoever
[006¢ V1O TIvog 0VdaUdS KaB’ 0ToDV petéyetat]...the one Logos is many logoi
and the many are One [moALoi Adyot O gic Adyog 86Tl kai gig oi moALoi].
According to the creative and sustaining procession of the One to individual
beings, which is befitting of divine goodness, the One is many [trv dyafompeni
gic T0 dvra ToD £vOC TOMTIKNY T& KOl GUVEKTIKTY TpO0dOV TOAAOL O £G)].
According to the revertive, inductive, and providential return of the many to the
One [TV €ig TOV &va T®V TOALDV EMIGTPEMTIKNV TE KOL XEPAYOYIKNV AVOPOPAV TE
kol tpdvotav]...insofar as the One gathers everything together, the many are
One 21°
The logoi are and issue from the Logos becoming the causal principles of the
world. They institute both participant and participated, which is to say they effect a single
activity in two infinitely different natural modes. And though these modes disclose one
divine act that constitutes “a single world,” they are themselves infinitely different by
nature.”? Divine creation, therefore, is a non-natural (or supra-natural) procession of the
Word that generates an essence utterly different from the divine. And yet these same
logoi bear within and make accessible to creatures “the infinite divine activities of
God,”221 which, as CT 1.49 just said, are implanted within us. Here’s the marvel:
somehow the /ogoi introduce the eternal works of divine essence (participated) into
created essence (participants), though the latter enjoys no natural mediation with that

same divine essence. Somehow the /ogoi, I mean, make the imparticipable God

participable in a way that exceeds any natural process.

218 Cf. too Amb 10.102.

219 4mb 7.20, PG 91, 1081b-c.
20 gmb 17.8.

2 gmb 22.2.
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Wasn’t that exactly the logic of Incarnation? The second person of the Trinity, the
Word, condescended to make himself identical to human nature, and that act was the very
creation of that human nature (sec. 1.3). And yet, because created, his human nature bore
nothing natural in common with his divinity, only the positive identity of his own
hypostasis (sec. 1.4). Hypostatic identity generated natural difference along with their
respective powers and modes. And these powers, recall, when reduced to concrete
actuality in the doings of Christ’s historical life, proved that the proper modes of
infinitely different natures can interpenetrate one another, whole in whole, in perichoretic
union (sec. 1.5). His existence revealed that “divine and human activity coincided in a

single identity.”**

The “mode of exchange” between Christ’s two natures was itself not
natural for the simple reason that it was his person alone that united them.*** And so,
though Maximus might indulge participation talk even in a christological context,*** his
fundamental logic comes ever to this: hypostatic identity generates infinite natural
difference, and the consequent modes of each nature, when perfected, interpenetrate one
another symmetrically rather than, say, “by derivation.”**’

I therefore contend that the “being” attributed to the eternal mode of God’s

creative activity is the “tri-hypostatic existence” of the divine essence (itself

imparticipable).”*® That explains why eternal works are at once “beings” and not self-

2 Amb 5.19, slightly modified.

2 Amb 5.20.

2% Amb 36.2, my emphasis: “It was not so amazing...for God to bring into communion with
Himself, through the infusion of breath, the first formation of human nature...granting to that likeness a
share of the divine beauty according to His image—as it was for Him to deign to draw near to it after it had
been stained, and ran from Him....and to enter into intimate communion with it, and to partake of what
was inferior [kai ToD yeipovog petacyeiv], and to heighten the miracle by means of a paradoxical union
with things utterly beyond mixture with Him.”

> Proclus, EL Theol., prop. 18, quoted above at n. 132.

20 Amb 1.2-3.
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subsistent (anhypostatos), namely, because they are hypostasized in the Word.?’ It also
explains how those works can retain their proper mode even while “implanted” in the
participant’s created nature, which still possesses its own infinitely different mode. These
modes, that is, are brought into a single subsistence with one another without the slightest
modal diminishment—without tinkering with their /ogoi. And those sorts of conditions
and characteristics only make sense if they bear the very logic which obtained between
created and uncreated natures in Christ himself.

No wonder Maximus dares describe the logoi of created beings as “the body of
Christ.”**® When he meditates on John 1.14, “the Word became flesh,” and then
considers other scriptures that speak of Christ’s blood and bones, he begins, as always, at
the historical Incarnation and then goes cosmic: “The super-essential Word and Creator
of all beings, wishing to come into [created] essence, bore the natural logoi of every
sensible and intelligible being along with the inconceivable intellections of his own

divinity.” Because of this Incarnation, writes Maximus, we must contemplate the logoi of

227 g “virtue,” which Maximus numbers among the “eternal works,” is, a scholiast (not likely
Maximus) says in one place, “enhypostasized” in the deified, which is how Maximus can say “God
continually becomes man” in all the deified; cf. QThal 22, schol. 8. This remark also helps elucidate why
Maximus appeals to the role of virtue in deification to illustrate his logoi doctrine at Amb 7.21-23: because
the Word (with the Father and Spirit) enhypostasizes God’s “eternal works” (like virtue), and because the
Word makes himself identical to our /ogoi, then the actualization of our logoi is simultaneously the Word’s
actualization of his works—indeed himself—in us.

— Cp. too Amb 10.41, modified, where the Word is the “is” of creatures: “Through this act of
contemplation the saints gathered up the aforementioned modes into one, and they shaped within
themselves, to the extent possible, the absolutely unique principles, which, with the different forms of
virtues, totally fills the substance of the world of the willing mind, having passed beyond not simply the
logoi of beings, but also the logoi of the virtues themselves, or rather with these logoi they arrived at the
One who is beyond them all...to the Word who is beyond being and beyond goodness, out of Whom and
Who is being for these [being and goodness] [«kai gi¢ dv obTot kol £ 0D T £lvart ToVTOIG £6TIV VIEPOVGIOV
kai vepdyobov Adyov].”

28 Amb 54.2, PG 91, 1376c¢, lightly altered: “The ‘body”’ of Christ is either the soul, or its powers,
or sensations, or the body of each human being, or the members of the body, or the commandments, or the
virtues, or the logoi of created beings, or, to put it simply and more truthfully, each and all of these things,
both individually and collectively, are the body of Christ [idig te kai kowf], TodTa TAVTA KOl TOOTOV
€kaoTov €0t 10 o®a 100 Xprotod].” For more on Maximus’s theology of Christ’s Body, see Chapter 3,
sec. 3.5.
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sensible creatures “as flesh to eat,” and the logoi of intelligible creatures “as blood to
drink,” and the unbroken bones “the /ogoi concerning his divinity.”229 In other words,
once more the logoi of creation—creatio ex nihilo—just are the logic of Christ. It’s the
Word’s prior act of self-identification with created essence that generates it at all, that
grounds the participants and makes God’s own activity participable (since it is not by
essence). After a reflection at length on what it means to consume Christ, Maximus draws
all these threads together:

But who would be able to enumerate all the aspects of God our Savior, which
exist for our sake, and according to which He has made Himself edible and
participable to all in proportion to the measure of each [ka0’ 6 £dmdipov EavTtov
Kol LETOANTTTOV AvaAdymG kot menoinkev]?.... Proper and profitable
communion in these is attained by those who assimilate each member in light of
the spiritual meaning signified by each. In this manner, according to that holy and
great teacher, the Lamb of God ‘is eaten, and given up to spiritual digestion,’
assimilating to Himself, through the Spirit, those who partake of Him [petanoidv
p0og £antov T® [Tvevpatt tovg petarapupdvovrag], for He guides and transposes
each one to the place in the body that corresponds to the member that was
spiritually eaten by him, so that in a way befitting His love of mankind the Word
becomes the essence in concrete wholes, the very Word who alone is above nature
and reason [Hote PUAAVOpOTOS TOV €V 101G OA01g Adyov Toig Tpdrypacty ovciov
yiveoOou TOV pévov vmEp evov kol Adyov].?

2.7 — Conclusion
I’ve contended in this chapter that Maximus’s logoi doctrine, protologically considered,
differs in crucial respects from Neoplatonic participation, and that these anomalies
indicate that the act of divine creation corresponds to the first two elements of Christo-
logic. The anomalies are three:

1. Creatio ex nihilo means uncreated and created natures share absolutely no

natural principle, quality, power, or mode, and so their relation cannot be
described as a natural procession from higher, less determinate to lower, more

% OThal 35.2, SC 529, 374-5.
20 4mb 48.7, PG 91, 1365b-c, my modifications and emphasis.
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determinate modes of the same essence.

2. And yet there is a procession from one to many, but it’s specifically the Logos
who makes himself hypostatically identical to the logoi of the created world and
so generates it. Thus the activity of the essentially imparticipable God becomes
participable through the only possible medium: the Word’s person.

3. The Word’s procession penetrates deeper than formal principles (the logoi of
natures) to establish the non-formal identity of creaturely hypostases as such (the
logoi of hypostases). It grounds, that is, the very participants who then participate
the eternal works the Word bears in himself, in them.

[1] and [2] match the first two elements of Christo-logic, in reverse order. Christo-logic’s
first element dictates that the only concrete identity must be hypostatic (not natural)—this
occurs at anomaly [2]. The second element says that very hypostatic identity is the
fundamental cause of essential difference, as with the enhypostatization of Christ’s
humanity—this explains [1].

This latter observation is no mere surmise. Maximus says it aloud. If Maximus
faults Greek philosophy and Origenism for failing to conceive a relation between God
and world that’s not some sort of natural relation (which would demand a procession
according to the logic of natures or essences), he himself does not fail to conceive a real
relation in its place, indeed, a relation of hypostatic identity.

The aim is that ‘what God is to the soul, the soul might become to the body,” and

that the Creator of all might be proven to be One, and through humanity might

come to reside in all things in a manner appropriate to each, so that the many,
though separated from each other in nature, might be drawn together around the
one nature of man [Td TOAAYL GAANA®V KATA TV VGV dlecTnKOTA TEPT THV pioy
10D avOpmdTOoL POGIY dAAMA0IC cuvvedovta]. When this happens, God will be all
things in everything [1 Cor 15.28], encompassing all things and hypostasizing
them in Himself [ndvto nepilafov kai Evomostioag eovtd], for beings will no
longer possess independent motion or lack any portion of God’s presence [kai tf|g
auotlpov mapovaciag]...we are, and are called, Gods, children of God, the body,

and members of God [Eph 1.23, 5.30], and, it follows, ‘portions of God,” and
other such things, in the progressive ascent [avagopd] of the divine plan to its

142



final end.”"

As I said at the outset of this chapter, to verify that Christo-logic is truly
creation’s logic in Maximus, we have to approach his logoi doctrine from both the
beginning (protology) and the end (eschatology). Do all the elements of Christo-logic
play out to the very end of the God-world relation, to the fullness of the creative act?
We’ve seen hypostatic identity and infinite natural difference in protology, at the
beginning. If, though, Christo-logic should determine the final form of the God-world
relation, then it must evince what we saw was the crown of that logic: perichoresis of
natural modes and activities (already suggested by [3] above). It does, as it happens, and

it’s next chapter’s task to show how.

=! Amb 7.31, modified, my emphasis.
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Chapter 3

The End: Logoi, pt. 2— World Becomes Trinity
A longer introduction (3.1) — Human vocation: hypostatic identity of created and
uncreated natures (3.2) — God by grace: an innate and supra-natural process (3.3) —
Perichoresis, the logic of deification (3.4) — Christ’s Body and analogy (3.5) —
Conclusion (3.6)
Chapter contention
The completion of the creative act, the deification of the world, assumes and showcases
the third element distinctive of Christo-logic: perichoresis in actu of created and
uncreated natures/modes. Reading the eschatological script of the logoi according to
Christo-logic explains extreme features of Maximian deification, and indeed proves them
necessary. Thus the world’s deification is the actualization and perfection of the Word’s
cosmic Incarnation, the very Word in whom Father and Spirit dwell entirely.

And so this chapter attempts to interpret: “The Word of God, very God, wills that

the mystery of his Incarnation be actualized always and in all things.”

3.1 — A longer introduction

Save his contribution to the monothelite controversy, Maximus is perhaps best known for
his doctrine of deification. It “represents the true climax of the patristic tradition.”’ So it
makes sense that several scholars have studied this theme in great detail, crafting, as it

were, veritable compendia of Maximus’s entire thinking on the subject.” I make no such

! Norman Russell, The Doctrine of Deification in the Greek Patristic Tradition (Oxford: OUP,
2004), 8.

? Especially Walther Volker, Maximus Confessor als Meister des geistlichen Lebens (Wiesbaden:
Steiner, 1965); Jean-Claude Larchet, La divinisation de [’homme selon saint Maxime le Confesseur (Paris:
Cerf, 1996); Elie Ayroulet, De l'image a l'Image: Réflexions sur un concept clef de la doctrine de la
divinization de saint Maxime le Confesseur (Rome: Institutum patristicum Augustinianum, 2013); and also
Russell, The Doctrine of Deification, 262-95.
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attempt here. I seek rather if and how Maximian deification means what it must if it’s to
be the perfection of creation as Incarnation.® The last chapter argued that Maximus’s
logoi doctrine presents a protology that bears the first two elements of Christo-logic: the
logoi name [1] the Word’s hypostatic condescension in becoming identical to the creative
principles of created nature, a self-identification that [2] generates that very nature. Now
to see if the third element—perichoresis of natural modes and activities—appears in
Maximus’s eschatology.

Before that, a brief review Christo-logic’s three elements and their relations. The
Word’s hypostasis names the only concrete, positive, and real identity of infinitely
different natures (created and uncreated), an identity that is itself the condition for the
possibility of infinite natural difference as such. Next Christo-logic requires a third
element tailored to meet the monenergist challenge. Suppose we grant one hypostasis and
two natural principles (or logoi) with their respective powers—what then happens as
these two natural powers reduce to the activity of a single personal existence? How do
they remain distinct in natural power and mode and activity and yet describe a single
unified reality or actuality? Maximus replied with one of his own christological
signatures—the perichoresis of Christ’s activities. True to its proximate trinitarian
provenance, perichoresis here has two necessary features. It indicates an interpenetration
of otherwise infinitely different natural modes and activities, such that (i) the whole

integrity of each remains undiminished, and (i1) the whole of each utterly pervades the

3 Thus I simply assume but do not linger over the concrete means of human deification—both
subjective (ascetical discipline, virtuous deeds) and objective (sacraments, especially the Eucharist). I do
not entirely neglect them. Rather they emerge when directly pertinent to the task at hand. That task is to
trace the “architecture” or ontological structure, as it were, of the fact and event of creaturely deification.
Doing that proves creation’s end follows the logic of Christ. For the subjective and objective means of
human deification, see mainly Lars Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator: The Theological Anthropology of
Maximus the Confessor (Chicago: Open Court, 1995), 231-432; Larchet, La divinisation de I’homme, 399-
436 (sacraments) and 437-94 (asceticism); Ayroulet, De [’image a I’Image, 286-92.
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whole of the other so that there is no sense in which the consequent reality is positively
and separately two. Perichoresis of activities crowns Christo-logic as its third and final
element [3], its peculiar mode of actuality.* And—to recall the truly crucial point—this
final element assumes the prior two elements as necessary conditions. Because the
second person of the Trinity, the Word, is himself the “is” of both natures and their
attendant modes, powers, and acts—only thus do his two natural activities concretely
exist. And since the selfsame hypostasis just is their concrete existence—so that their sole
existential mediator is the Word himself—those activities cannot but finally exist as
essentially distinct yet really one—as “whole in whole” in actuality.’

And so this final chapter must establish that Christo-logic’s third element also
describes the completion of God’s act of creating the world. Does the perichoresis of
infinitely natural modes and activities characterize the world’s deification? Do the logoi,
the principles of creation itself, prescribe an eschatological existence in a perichoretic
mode of actuality?

Discerning this third element may in fact prove the most convincing bit of
evidence that Maximus conceives creation as Incarnation—more persuasive, even, than
the presence of the first two elements presented last chapter. After all, Neoplatonism in
general and Dionysius in particular say things that sound very like Maximus’s

protological descriptions of the Logos-logoi relation.® An example from Dionysius:

* Chapter 1, sec. 1.5.

3 Remember that this “actuality”—the “composite hypostasis™ of Christ which is itself the result of
the economic processs—cannot in principle indicate an actuality that’s in any way natural. It’s neither a
mere Aristotelian reduction of natural potency to act, nor a mere Neoplatonic declension of higher act to
lower act in accordance with the lower natural power. The composite Christ’s concrete, historical, positive
existence includes and exceeds both kinds of activity. See Chapter 1, sec. 1.5

% On Dionysius’s language of the One’s self-distribution in creating (or emanating) all things, see
the remarks of Eric D. Perl, “Hierarchy and Participation,” American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly
68.1 (1994): 17-20, and his Theophany: The Neoplatonic Philosophy of Dionysius the Areopagite (Albany,
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God’s mode of “being” is properly “super-essential,” but since that same God gifts being
“to beings and produces whole essences,” then
that ‘Being-One’ is said to be multiplied in the production [or derivation] of all
beings from Itself, remaining no less Itself and One in this multiplication, being
unified [with all beings] according to this procession and utterly full even in
division—{all this] due to Its separation from all beings in Its super-essential
mode, even in Its unitary production of all whole things [or of the universe] and in
the unstinted effusion of Its undiminished communications.’
As this passage illustrates (“separated from all things in Its super-essential mode™),
Dionysius indulges “self-multiplication” talk while preserving the more Neoplatonic
“modal dualism,” if you will. God creates all things from himself, yes, and so in some
sense “distributes” himself in creation. But as far as I can see this never disposes
Dionysius to claim that God’s “super-essential” mode of being and a creaturely mode of
being are simultaneously present to one another as “whole in whole.”®
In fact, when Dionysius turns to the matter at hand—to our deification and
filiation as “sons of God”—he hastens to add that “there is not an exact likeness between

effects and causes.” Two reasons: “on the one hand, the effects possess potential images

of the causes,” and on the other, “the causes in themselves remain separate and

N.Y.: State University of New York Press, 2007), 17-34. I discussed similar expressions in Maximus in
Chapter 2, sec. 2.4.

" Dionysius, DN 2.11, Suchla 136, my translation: “Olov &newdt| &v éotv [Exod 3.14] 6 0gd¢
VmEpPOLGImG, Swpeiton 88 TO eival Toig 0DGL Kol Tapdyet Tig dAog ovoiag, moAkamlactélesat Adyeton TO Ev
dv 8kegivo 11 &€ abtod mapaywyf] T@V TOAAMY dviev pévoviog o0&V fTTov SKelvou Kol £vOG &V ¢
TANOVGUE Koi FywUEVOL KaTd TV TPOodov kol mApovg &v Tfi Stakpicel 1@ ThvTmv slvar TdY dviwv
VIEPOLGing EENpNEvoy Kol T Evaig T@V OA®V TPoaymYT Kol Tf] AvEANTTOT® YVCEL TV AUEIDTOV 0OTOD
petaddcemv.” As De Andia notes at SC 578, 404 n. 2 (following Hadot especially), “Les commentateurs
néoplatoniciens du Parménide identifient le 10 €v 6v au vode.” This recalls how Dionysius, even while
hewing quite closely to Neoplatonic forms here, yet applies Christian pressure by insisting that it is the very
same God who is at once the super-essential One, the “Being-One” (typically “Nous” for Neoplatonism),
and the oneness of derived/emanated being (8v ®v)—an equation that seems indeed “paradoxale,” as De
Andia says (405 n. 6).

¥ Russell, The Doctrine of Deification, 256, applies the following feature of Neoplatonic
participation to Dionysius too: “for participation (né0e&ig) emphasizes that an inferior cannot possess a
superior entire,” from Lucas Siovanes, Proclus: Neo-Platonic Philosophy and Science (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 1996), 72.
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established above the effects according to the principle of their own origin.” Principle or
logos, itself granted by origin or beginning, determines the inviolable modal boundaries
of a being’s activity. Those bearing superior principles, and certainly the divine principle
itself, remain ever in their own mode and interior activity even as they are present to their
derived effects according to the latter’s own modality. Hence a great Dionysian axiom:
“For though the Trinity is present to all things, not all things are present to the Trinity.”"

I said Dionysius never affirms the simultaneous and whole presence of created
and uncreated modalities to one another. That’s not entirely true. He acknowledges one
exception that proves the rule: the Incarnation. Mark again the context. This concession
comes as he’s rehearsing what we’ve already seen and called “modal dualism,” which is
of course ingredient to the dynamics of Neoplatonic emanation or participation.'' He

reprises a standard trope in the long Platonic tradition. The causal “archetype” remains

one and the same even as it is “imprinted” on its many participants, like a signet ring’s

? Dionysius, DN 2.8, Suchla 132, my translation and emphasis: “Ob8¢ yap Eotiv axpipig Eppépeta
701G aittaToig kol Toig aitiolg, AAL’Exel e Ta aitoTd TG TV aitiov Evogyouévag eikovag, avTd O T
aitie TV aitioTdv EE\pntan Kol drepidputal katd TOV Tig oikelog apyfg Adyov.”

' Dionysius, DN 3.11, Suchla 138, my translation: “Kod y&p adti [i.e. the Trinity] pév émaot
napeotv, oV whvta 6¢ avti] mhpeott.” In context, it’s true, Dionysius is commending the necessity of “pure
prayer,” which, if rightly executed, “then we are present to the Trinity” (Suchla 138). But of course it’s the
character of that mutual presence that’s in question. Dionysius does not here elaborate on that state, but he
does appear to proscribe one possibility: “But to say that [the Trinity or the Good] is in all beings is to stand
removed from the infinity above and embracing all things.” Finite and infinite modes remain separate even
in prayerful “union.”

" Plotinus, En. 1.2 [19] 2, identifies two senses of metaphysical “likeness” (1] dpoiootc). [1] There
is a “likeness” between two things that “derive their likeness equally from the same principle [6ca ériong
opoioTon arod tod avtod].” Call this the likeness of metaphysically similar effects. [2] Then there is the
“likeness” where “one thing is like the other, but the other is primary, not reciprocally related to the thing in
its likeness and not said to be like it [t0 pév dpoiotor pog Etepov, 10 d¢ £TepOV €0TL TPAOTOV, 00K
AVTIOTPEQPOV TPOG EKEIVO 0VOE dpotov avtod Aeyduevov].” Call this the likeness of metaphysically non-
reciprocal (i.e. different) cause and its effect. In this latter sense, Plotinus warns against understanding
“likenes” as sharing the same form. Rather, the cause differs (and is not symmetrically related) because the
cause possesses “another” form than the effect. And, as context makes plain (e.g. the “extended” vs.
“intelligible” house of the paragraph before this one), this form exists with different properties, less
determinate qualities, i.e. in a different essential mode. Vertical “likeness” between cause and effect
therefore comes about “in a different way [kata Tov £tepov tpoémov],” namely in a non-reciprocal way.
Modal asymmetry proves again the very logic of Neoplatonic emanation and participation.
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seal pressed upon waxes of varying consistencies. The trope denies that participants
differ from their archetype because of the archetype itself. That difference is instead a
modal one: it’s due to what is proper to derived essences, and, of course, to the extent
these participants actualize their own receptivity to the archetype. So while the seal
“gives all of its very self to each,” it is “the participants’ own difference that makes those

»12 «Byt there is a

imprinted dissimilar to the one, whole, and selfsame archetype.
difference,” Dionysius follows,
between the divine activity that acts towards us in a manner befitting the Good,
and the fact that the super-essential Word wholly and truly took became
essentialized for us, and enacted and suffered many eminent, exceptional things
from his divine activity in a human manner."?
That’s to say, as Maximus interprets Dionysius to teach elsewhere, because the Word
became wholly man in a way unlike the way cause “becomes” effect by procession,
Christ’s divine activity wholly manifests itself in his human activity.'* The difference is
that Dionysius appears to think this an isolated instance; Maximus does not.

On my reading Maximus agrees with Dionysius both that the Incarnation

introduces something new and that this innovation cannot consist in a sameness or

2 Dionysius, DN 2.6, Suchla 129, my translation: “Tovtov 8¢ 0y 1| o@payig aitio, Tdcoy yip
EaTNV €Kelvn Kol TODTIV Kol EKAGTE EMBIOMOLY, 1) 08 TMV PETEXOVIMV S1PopdTNG AvOLOL0 TOLET TO
amopdpypata thg pdg Kol 6Ang kol tatig apyetuniog.” The trope derives, of course, from Plato himself:
Theat. 191c-d, 194c-e, 196a-b; Tim. 50c. For the law of “all in all, each according to its own mode,” see
Proclus, El. Theol., prop. 103, and the remarks of Jean Trouillard, “Procession Néoplatonicienne et
Création Judéo-Chrétienne,” 91.

" Dionysius, DN 2.6, Suchla 130, my translation: “Atoxékptron 8¢ Tiig dyadonpenod ic fudc
Beovpylag TO Ko’ Mg &€ MUAOV OAMK®G Kol AANBDS 0dc1wOTvaL TOV bepovsilov Adyov Kai dpdoat Kol
nabelv, doa Tiig AvBpmmiKiic avtod Beovpyiog Eotiv Ekkpria KA E&aipeTa.”

'* So Dionysius, Ep 4, Heil and Ritter 161—discussed at Amb 5.19. See chapter 1, sec. 1.5. De
Andia, SC 578, 388 n. 1, suggests that even in the exceptional case of the Word’s Incarnation Dionysius
tends to conceive the divine activity according to the more familiar logic of the limitation of (higher) act by
the modality of (lower) power, and that this might differ from Maximus’s later christological concerns: “les
acta et passa Christi relévent, selon Denys, de son action divine (théurgie) en tant qu’elle s’exerce d’une
manicre humaine. Denys ne distingue pas deux volontés dans le Christ, comme Maxime le Confesseur,
mais, comme dans la Lettre 4 a propos de la Oeavopikn| évépyeta...il qualifie son action divine d’une
modalité humaine.”
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confusion at the level of essence or the “/ogos of origin,” as Dionysius phrased it (DN
2.6, cited above). Rather the newness disclosed in the Incarnation issues in a perichoresis
of modal activities grounded in hypostatic identity (as distinct from natural identity).
Therefore Maximus’s view of the God-world relation does not simply negate Dionysius’s
(or Neoplatonism’s) but exceeds it according to Christo-logic. If, at the world’s end, the
Word “embraces and hypostasizes all things in himself,”'” and if enhypostastization
makes possible a new mode of concrete relation and mediation among differing natures—
between infinitely differing natures, even—then Maximus can conceive cosmo-logic as
Christo-logic without repudiating Dionysius’s core convictions concerning natural
metaphysical relations. Hypostatic identity and perichoresis of modes opens upon a new
horizon, as it were, for Christian metaphysics, and thus a new possibility for
contemplating the logic of creation as the logic of Christ.

And so this chapter completes the task of tracing the three elements of Christo-
logic in Maximus’s cosmo-logic. It demonstrates that and how the third element is
fundamental to creation’s perfection, its end. Two lines of evidence prove this. The first
is textual. Maximus explicitly evokes perichoresis and its distinctive features to describe
creaturely deification—and was indeed the very first to do so.'® But there’s also
significant conceptual evidence. There are several aporiae or extreme tendencies in
Maximian deification that we can explain and even expect if we read them by
christological canons. Three in particular:

1. Maximian deification aims for the very hypostatic identity between created and
uncreated natures that Christ’s historical Incarnation accomplished.

* Amb 7.31, modified.
'® One obviously senses Cappadocian “mixture” language here (e.g. Amb 10.35, 41, etc.), but see
the references at Chapter 1, sec. 1.5, n. 148.
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2. Human deification or becoming “God by grace,” as Maximus often phrases it,
is both utterly non-natural and yet innate or “implanted” within human nature
from creation.
3. Deification of individual humans is simultaneously incorporation into Christ’s
one Body, and this is really what it means to speak of our “analogous” relation to
Christ (and his to us)—not that we are similar to him within ever greater
dissimilarity, but that we are him in our own personal ways.

Christo-logic as a whole, perichoresis as its crown, explains all these apparently

“hyperbolic”!”

components of Maximian deification and in fact renders them plain
sensible.

I begin with the first two aporiae, namely that the ground and goal of deification
is hypostatic identity (3.2) and that it’s a process simultaneously innate and supra-natural
(3.3). I then linger over passages where Maximus evokes perichoresis as the logic of
actual or experienced deification—a most reasonable result if creation is Incarnation
(3.4). At length I return to the third aporia, that the perichoretic logic of deification
becomes for Maximus the logic of Christ’s own Body, at once individual and cosmic,

such that perfected creation’s “analogous” relation to its creator actually presupposes its

hypostatic identity with him (3.5).

3.2 — Human vocation: hypostatic identity of created and uncreated natures

Maximus never thinks the world’s end apart from the historical Incarnation of the Son,

b

apart from Christ.'® That event, and that event alone, has definitively disclosed the “plan’

' Anna N. Williams, The Ground of Union: Deification in Aquinas and Palamas (Oxford: OUP,
1999), 89.

'8 paul M. Blowers, Exegesis and Spiritual Pedagogy: An Investigation into the “Questiones ad
Thalassium” (Notre Dame: UNDP, 1991), 118: “In Maximus’ thought, however, the transcendent Logos is
never conceptually separate from the historical Incarnate Christ.” Juan-Miguel Garrigues, “Le dessein
d’adoption du Créateur dans son rapport au Fils d’aprés s. Maxime le Confesseur,” MC, esp. 178-9, tried to
argue that Maximus held to a basically scholastic view of God’s “antecedent will” which did not include
the historical Incarnation (or indeed the divine economy entire), since Maximus supposedly assigns the
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or “purpose” or “scope” or “end” of God’s creative activity.'” And since that event
discloses the end of all creatures, it follows that the end of the world is hypostatic identity
between God and the world.

In QThal 60—a locus classicus of Maximus’s supra-lapsarian christology—
Maximus identifies the “mystery hidden from the ages” that “has now been manifested”
(1 Pet 1.20) with the “pure and spotless lamb, Christ,” who “was foreknown before the
foundation of the world” (Col 1.26). It’s clear that “Christ” here comprises at once the
historical (particular) and cosmic (universal) achievement of a single mystery, “the
mystery according to Christ,” which he defines as “the ineffable and incomprehensible
union according to hypostasis of divinity and humanity” that brings created and uncreated
natures “into perfect identity.”*° And it’s in this very identity—the one wrought in history
from conception in Mary’s womb to cross to resurrection to ascension—that every being

(not just the man Jesus’) “receives its beginning and end.”*' T quote at length Maximus’s

latter to God’s “consequent will” in response to human sin. This view has been disproved, for instance, in
the lovely essay by Artemije Radosavljevic, “Le probléme du ‘présupposé’ ou du ‘non-présupposé’ de
I’incarnation de dieu le Verbe,” MC, 193-206, who correctly insists that Maximus constantly makes our
deification depend specifically on the hypostatic identity between created and uncreated nature achieved in
the historical Incarnation (200, 204-5), which means that no posterior human action (sinful or not) could
serve as the presupposition for Christ. It’s quite the reverse. See too Larchet, La divinisation de I'homme,
221-4; Ayroulet, De l'image a ['Image, 162.

' Exp. Orat. Dom. Prol., CCSG 23, 28-9; Amb 7.37; Amb 41.2, 6; Amb 42.29; QThal 22.2-4,
CCSG 7, 137-9; QThal 60.3, CCSG 22, 75, etc.

* OThal 60.2, CCSG 22, 73: “Todto mpodfiing éotiv dppntdg Te Kai dmepvontog BedTnToc Te Kol
avBpondTToC Kb’ HdoTACY EVOGIC, £1G TONTOV yovsa Tf] Be0TNTL KOTA TAVTO TPOTOV TQ) TH|G
VTOCTAGEMG AMOY@ TNV AvOpomdTNTO”.

1 OThal 60.4, CCSG 22, 75: “A1d yap 1OV Xp1oTov, fyovv 10 katd Xplotdv HueTiplov, Tavieg oi
oidveg kol T &v oToig Toig aidoty &v Xpiotd THV apynv Tod eivon kai 0 Téhog eiljpacty.” That’s to say, I
do not find in Maximus any grounds for a final union of creation with God that somehow circumvents—or
ever could have circumvented—the precisely historical identity achieved in Jesus of Nazareth. Indeed the
scriptural passage under discussion appears to proscribe this: it is “the pure and spotless lamb” who is
foreknown (1 Pet 1.20), the lamb slain since before the foundation of the world (Rev 13.10). Where and
when else is the Lord slain if not in that time and place, on first-century Golgotha? What’s really striking is
that Maximus claims this particular event, “Christ” in whom every conceivable polarity attains hypostatic
identity, is “the fulfillment of God’s foreknowledge” (QThal 60.4, CCSG 22, 77: “ftig év Xp1o1® €’
EoY0TOV TOV YPOVOV pavepmbeica yéyovev, TANPpocty odca Tf) Tpoyvdcel Tod Beod dt” £avtiic”; and esp.
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insistence on this point (that the concrete end of the historical Incarnation and all creation
is the very same), since its full import often goes unheeded:

This is the great and hidden mystery. This is the blessed end for which all things
were brought into existence. This is the divine purpose conceived before the
beginning of beings, and in defining it we would say that this mystery is the
preconceived goal for the sake of which everything exists, but which itself exists
for the sake of nothing, and it was with a view to this end that God created the
essences of beings. This is, properly speaking, the limit of providence and of the
things preconceived, according to which occurs the recapitulation into God of the
things made by God. This is the mystery that circumscribes all the ages, and
which reveals the grand plan of God, a super-infinite plan infinitely pre-existing
the ages an infinite number of times. The essential Word of God became a
messenger of this plan when He became man, and, if I may rightly say so,
revealed Himself as the innermost depth of the Father’s goodness while also
displaying in Himself the very goal for which creatures manifestly received the
beginning of their existence.”

That “very goal” toward which all things were made reemerges in a passage
considered last chapter, which serves here as overture for this entire chapter. In Amb 41
Maximus recounts his five natural divisions of being only to say that it has always been

humanity’s (Adam’s) vocation to unite these in itself, even the first and highest division

60.8: God did not “foreknow” Christ “as what He was in Himself by nature, but as what He manifested
when, in the economy of salvation, He later became man on our behalf™).

This introduces the possibility—one which has grounds, I think, in parts of Maximus’s corpus—of
a fundamental or primordial reciprocity between God’s eternal self-knowledge (cp. QThal 56.7) and the
particularities of historical events, yet not in such a way that the former simply defermines the latter (lest
there be no true reciprocity at all). From this vantage the Word himself, through his creative condescension
as the logoi of creation (cf. CT 1.66-7—historical and cosmic at once!), would be the identity that grounds
such a reciprocity. Then creation would prove an inevitable “result” of God’s self-knowledge even while it
does not possess any “simultaneous” or “co-eternal” (that is, natural) relation to the divine essence itself (as
ruled out by texts like QThal 60.9, CCSG 22, 81; Amb 15.9 and 11; Ep 13, PG 91, 532a-b). I reserve this
for a chapter I have planned for the book.

2 OThal 60.3, CCSG 22, 75, slightly modified: “Todt6 011 T péyo Koi GméKpLYOV HVGTHPIOV.
To¥16 €ot1 10 pokdptov, St 0 Td Tavta cuvéotnoav, TéAog. Todtd €otv O Tig apyiic TV dvimv
TPOEMIVO0VOpEVOC Oel0¢ GKomdc, BV OPILOVTES EIVAL PAEY TPOETIVOODUEVOY TEAOC, OV EVEKQ L&V TOL TAVTO,
a0TO 3& 0VOEVOG EVEKEV" TPOG TOVTO TO TELOG APOPAOV TAG TAV dvTeVv 0 Be0¢ Topnyayey ovsiag. Tobto
KUPimG €0TL TO THG TPOVOING Kol TGV TPOVOOLEV@OV TTEPAG, Kab’ O gig TOV B0V 1 1@V v’ adTOD
TEMOMUEVOV 0TIV AvakePaAaimaolc. TodTd 0Tt TO TAVTOG TEPLYPAPOV TOVG aidvag Kal TV Vepamelpov
Kai GmelpdKic ansipme TpodTApYOVCAY TRV CidVeY HeEYdANY Tod Bg0d PovAiv EKQOIVOV HVGTHPIOV, TG
véyovev dyyehog atog O Kat® ovaiov tob 080D Aoyog, Yevouevog GvBpmmog kol avtdv, &l BEpg ginely, tov
gvddtotTov muvOpéva Thg matpikiic ayafdtTog eovepOv Kataotoag Kol O TEhog &v Eautd dei&oag, oL’ O v
TPOG 1O eivon capdg apymv Elofov to memomuéva.” For the meaning of predicating “pre-existence” of the
Word, see Chapter 2, sec. 2.4, n. 149.
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between created and uncreated natures. Indeed man, “like a most efficient workshop
sustaining all things,” has “by nature the full potential to draw all the extremes into unity”
because of “his characteristic attribute of being related to the divided extremes through
his own parts.”* The human being intrinsically relates to and therefore can unify all five
divisions. Take the second. Even if malformed or not yet properly actualized, a human
being is already body and soul (and hence related to the second division between sensible
and intelligible)—already, that is, potentially greater than either as their unity.** So too
was Adam already somehow related to both created and uncreated natures, the first
division. I return below to what it could possibly mean that Adam “naturally” bore such a
relation to divinity (sec. 3.3). But we spy a hint in the next line: “Through this potential,
consistent with the purpose behind the origination of divided beings, man was called to
achieve within himself the mode of their completion, and so bring to light the great
mystery of the divine plan.”** Actualization of the divine mystery occurs in the
metaphysical field of modes, not in (natural) principle.
From this context sounds the overture:
And finally, in addition to all this, had man united created nature with the
uncreated through love (oh, the wonder of God’s love for mankind!), he would
have shown them to be one and the same by the state of grace, the whole man
pervading the whole God, and becoming everything that God is, without,
however, identity in essence, and receiving the whole God instead of himself, and
obtaining as a kind of prize for his ascent to God the absolutely unique God, who

is the goal of the motion of things that are moved, and the firm and unmoved
stability of things that are carried along to Him, and the limit (itself limitless and

3 Amb 41.2, PG 91, 1305a-c: “ndicav &ov SnAadi GuoIK®OS TOIC TOV GKPOV TAVIOV HESOTNOL S18
Tig TPOG 10, dKpo, ThvTa TV 1diV pHEP®V OXETIKAG 1010TNTOC TV TPOC EVEOGTY SOVaLLY.

?* Hence Basil Studer, OSB, “Zur Soteriologie des Maximus Confessor,” MC, 242, rightly
comments: “In dhnlicher Weise versteht Maximus die in der Menschwerdung Gottes erfolgte Erneurerung
der Naturen als Authebung von Gegensétzen.”

2 Amb 41.2, PG 91, 1305b, slight modification and my emphasis: “8t’ fg [ref. dovauc] 6 kad TV
aitiov ThHe OV dmpNUEVEOVY YEVEGEWMG GUUTATPOVUEVOG TPOTOG ElLEALE TOD Bgiov okomod TO Héya HuGTHPLOV
gkdnhov OU £avtod Kataoticar.”
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infinite) of every definition, order, and law, whether of mind, intellect, or nature.¢

This passage plays four significant themes. First, deified Adam would have achieved an
identity between created and uncreated natures, would have proved them “one and the
same” (£v kai tavtov). And yet this would be no “identity in essence” (ywpig tig kot
ovoiav TadtéTToc)—a qualification Maximus systematically makes,?’” and one, of
course, we should expect from Christo-logic.” Indeed how could there ever occur natural
identity with divinity as such, which is, as the end of this passage again affirms, properly
above “nature” however conceived?” Second and despite the insistence on non-natural
identity, the potential for attaining such identity is in some sense innate to the human
person (here Adam). This passage’s context made this plain.*® Third, the identity in
deification names a “state” or “condition” brought about by grace (xotd Vv €5 ThG
xéprtog). And finally, this non-natural but concrete identity whose potential reverberates

within human nature like an innate calling or commission realized by grace alone—this

*® Amb 41.5, PG 91, 1308b-c, my emphasis: “Koi téAog £7i néiot ToVTOIE, Koi KTIOTHY QUG Tij
axtioT® 01’ dydmng Evaoag (O Tod Badpartog tig mepl Mudg Tod Ocod priavlporiog) £v kol TanTov deilele
Kot TV €& TiG Xapitog, 6Aog OA® TTepy PN oog OAKDS T@ Oed, Kol yevopevog Tav &1 i Tép €oTv 6
Bedg, Ympig Tiig Kot’ ovaiay TadTdtTTog, Kol 6Aov adtov avtiAaPav Eavtod tov Oeov, Kai Tiig &n” avToV
1OV Bsdv dvaPicsnc, olov EMaBA0V, 0DTOV LOVATATOV KTHOAUEVOC TOV OV, OC TENOC TTiG TV
KIVOUUEVAV KIVIIGEDC, KOl GTAGTY BAGULOV T€ Kal AKIivITOV TAV &n° aDTOV PEPOUEVOV, KOl TOVTOG OpOoL Kol
Beopod kai vopov, Adyov te Kai vod, Kol phoewg Opov Kol tEpag adplotdv € kal dreipov dvta.”

T Amb 7.9; QThal 22.4, CCSG 7, 139; Opusc 1, PG 91, 57a-d; Ep 6, PG 91, 429a; Ep 15, PG 91,
565d.

28 Chapter 1, sec. 1.3; Chapter 2, sec. 2.3.

¥ Pyr 139, PG 91, 325a, for example, states that “nature” is predicated of God only “super-
essentially” (brepovoimg).

*% T add here two more vocation-statements from this Ambiguum, loose bookends of our passage:
[1] Amb 41.3, PG 91, 1305b-c, slightly modified: God introduced man “last among beings—Ilike a kind of
natural bond mediating between the universal extremes through his parts, and bringing into one reality
through himself things that by nature are separated from each other by a great distance [olovel cOVOEGOG
TIG PLOTKOG 101G KaBOAOL 10 TAV OiKel®V HEPAV pecITEd®V GKPOLG, Kal €ig EV Gywv v €00Td TG TOAAD
Katd TV Vo MA@V dteotnkdta @ daotiuatt]; [2] Amb 41. 9, PG 91, 1309¢-d: Christ, in the
historical Incarnation, accomplished what Adam was originally meant to, namely “having completed the
whole plan of God the Father for us, who through our misuse had rendered ineffective the power that was
given to us from the beginning by nature for this purpose [koi teleidcog nacav fovAny Tod Ocod Kai
[Motpog vep MUAOV TOV AYPELOCAVIOV T TOPUXPNGEL TV £E APYRS PLOIKDG MUY TPOG TovTo dobEicOV
dvvapv].”
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identity, I note, reduces in actu in the form of a perichoresis of natural activities, divine
and human (6Xog A eprywpNoag OMKDOG T® Oed, Kai yevopevog mav €l ti mép €otv O
®edq). Those four themes recapitulate the entire logic of Maximian deification: we
become identical to God in all but essence; we possess the innate power to do so; we
realize this power through and in grace alone; and we concretely manifest it in and as the
complete interpenetration of created and uncreated qualities, modes, and activities.

The contours of Maximian deification derive from and trace those of the Word’s
deified humanity. Now, granted, Christ’s flesh did not undergo the process of deification

1.°! But that’s a question of deification’s how not that or

in the way ours does and wil
what, a question of process rather than product. It is certainly the case that the humanity
the Word assumed was deified from its conception, while ours must become deified.*
And yet even here the two ways of deifying created flesh share a crucial feature: neither
is natural. I suspend this point until next section (3.3). The main matter for now is that
Maximus thinks the historical Incarnation, the ground and goal of creation, notates the
themes of creaturely deification. Maximian deification signifes a non-natural “identity”
between created and uncreated nature.
No surprise, then, that Maximus everywhere keys this identity to Christ, the

incarnate Word and Son of God. His identity, the one wrought in the historical

Incarnation, is ours too in deification.*® To become God we must become Christ—for no

1 Opuse 1, PG 91, 36a-b.

2 Amb 3.3; Amb 42.25.

3380 OThal 22, schol. 1, CCSG 7, 143 (likely by Maximus himself): “The union according to
hypostasis of the Word with the flesh revealed the ineffable purpose of the divine counsel in that it did not
mix the divine essence with the flesh, but rather showed forth one hypostasis of the Word even in His
becoming flesh, so that the flesh might both remain flesh according to its essence and become divine
according to the hypostasis ['H mpog trjv cdpka 100 Adyov kof’ vmdcTacty Evacig OV dndppntov Tiig Beiog
BovAiig Epaviépmaoe oomOV €V T@ U eOpaL T EVOGEL THG GopKoOg TV ovciav, piav 8¢ deT&at Kav Ti
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other mediator exists between God and man, creator and creation.** Here we come upon
some of Maximus’s most provocative expressions, many of which do not just say we
become “identical” to God in some nondescript sense, but rather that we become Christ
himself.

Actually this identity claim is surprising. It is, I mean, if you draw back a little
and consider the rather hostile atmosphere surrounding such a doctrine—particularly
given its possible prominence and fate in the Origenist tradition.”> Whether Origen and
Evagrius themselves propagated or at least prepared the grounds for the later “isochrist”

crop of sixth-century Origenism,’® the latter proved particularly toxic to anti-Origenists of

oapKMOEL ToD AdYoV THV VIOSTACLY, tva Kol peivy caps Kotd Thv ovsiav 1 oap kol yévnrot Bela Katd v
vmootoow]”; so too QThal 40, schol. 2, CCSG 7, 275 (likely by Maximus himself).

* Pyr 182, PG 91, 341a.

%> See Istvan Perczel, “St Maximus on the Lord’s Prayer: An Inquiry into His Relationship to the
Origenist Tradition,” in ACMC, 221-78, who convincingly argues that Maximus’s Or. dom. evinces at least
structural similarities to the so-called “isochrist” strand of Origenism—Iegitimate similarities that
Maximus’s later Syriac (Maronite) opponents would interpret (illegitimately) as indices of a dogmatic or
theological isomorphism between Maximus and condemned Origenism.

% Guillaumont, Les ‘Kephalaia Gnostica’ d’Evagre le Pontique, 155, thinks Evagrian Origenism
led quite naturally to isochristist eschatology: “L’expression ‘€gaux du Christ’ ne se rencontre pas dans
Evagre, mais 1’idée correspondante est bien présente” (he cites KG 3.72, 4.51, 5.81, for instance). Recent
scholars have questioned the adequacy of this line; see, e.g., Augustine M.C. Casiday, “Deification in
Origen, Evagrius, and Cassian,” in Origeniana Octava: Origen and the Alexandrian Tradition / Origene e
la tradizione alessandrina: Papers of the 8" International Origen Congress, Pisa, 27-31 August 2001, eds.
Lorenzo Perrone, P. Bernardino, and D. Marchini (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2003), 995-1001 (esp.
999); and his Reconstructing the Theology of Evagrius Ponticus: Beyond Heresy (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2013), esp. Chs. 7 and 8; consult too the scattered remarks of Ilaria L.E. Ramelli in her
commentary and translation, Evagrius’s Kephalaia Gnostika: A New Translation of the Unreformed Text
from the Syriac (Atlanta, GA: SBL Press, 2015), esp. the Introduction, Ixv, and the comments on KG 6.14,
where she inserts quotation marks around one statement to make it the position of a phantom interlocutor
rather than Evagrius’s own. I rather think that both Ramelli and Casiday’s recovery efforts, though laudable
in places, are often wrong to the extent that they do not appreciate what “catechrestic” predication allows
Evagrius to say and not say—that is, the sort of “improper” predication that results from standard Platonic
participation, where what’s proper to the participated (the Logos, say) can improperly be said of the
participant (Christ, say). Such predication preserves a two-subjects christology while indulging a certain
elision on occasion (KG 3.1-3). This seems to be exactly the claim at KG 4.18, 6.14, 6.16, 6.18, and 6.79
especially, and so I think Constantinople II got it right in the eighth canon, which identifies and condemns
this practice. But I reserve a fuller discussion for another day.—The main point here is that if Origen (esp.
at Princ 2.6.4) and Evagrius can and were read as dividing “Christ” (a separate soul or intellect) from the
Word (who is, particularly in Evagrius’s theology, consubstantial with Father and Spirit), then isochrist
eschatology becomes at once more palatable and more extreme: the former, since our equality with Christ
in deification is simply an equality with (the highest, true) fellow creature, and the latter since the final
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the period. We know little more than what the calque suggests: some (not all)*’ sixth-
century Origenists held that our eschatological destiny was to become “equal to Christ,”
united to God as much as he.™®

In 552, the year before the Fifth Ecumenical Council (Constantinople II)
convened, Theodore, bishop of Scythopolis, addressed a Libel against Origenist errors to
the Emperor Justinian and to the four Eastern Patriarchs. It promulgates twelve
anathemas, nine of which simply restate Justinian’s own from his 543 edict. Three appear
original to Theodore. These reflect the dawning sense among anti-Origenists that
Origenism’s enduring appeal, and so its fundamental challenge, lay not simply in its
speculative protology or eschatology but rather in its compelling christology—especially
of the “isochrist” variety.” One of the three added anathemas reads:

If anyone should say, think, or teach that we will become equal to Christ our

Savior and God who was born of the holy and ever-virgin Theotokos; and that

God the Word must be united to us as he was to the animate flesh that he assumed
from Mary according to essence and hypostasis—Ilet him be anathema.*

fusion of Christ’s intellect with the numberless Trinity implies the dissolution of all hypostases along with
that one (e.g. KG 2.17; see too can. 14 of Constantinople II, Price, vol. 2, 286).

37 Guillaumont, Les ‘Kephalaia Gnostica’ d’Evagre le Pontique, 151 n. 91, mentions another
Origenist faction called “the Protoctists” who, in an effort to “conserver au Christ une certaine supériorité,”
believed that Christ was “created” (ktistos) before all other intellects (protos); this helped them reject an
original henad destined for restoration in a final apokatastasis.

¥ Evagrius Scholasticus (6™ cent.), H.E. 1V.38, PG 86, 2780a (my translation), cites from a
collection of “blasphemous statements” made by Origenists of the New Laura, not far south of Jerusalem. It
quotes the bishop of Caesarea and erstwhile confidant of Emperor Justinian, Theodore of Ascidas, as
saying: “If even now the Apostles and martyrs work wonders and enjoy such high honor, what restoration
remains for them in the [coming] restoration except to become equal to Christ [Ei viv oi dndcotorot kai ol
péaptopeg Bavpatovpyodot, Koi &v i o0t T VTaPXoVGLY, &V Tf] ATOKATACTACEL £l U1} i601 Yévoivto
Xplotd, moio anokatdotactg avtoic Eotiv;]?”; cf. Cyril of Scythopolis, Vita Cyriacus 12, 229.32-230.10.

% Guillaumont, Les ‘Kephalaia Gnostica’ d’Evagre le Pontique, 119, 147ff.

" Theodore of Scythopolis, Libel, Cap. 11, PG 86, 236a, my translation: “Ei tig Aéyet, fj @povel, fi
ddaokel Eloodobat NUdc T@ TaTiipt MUY Xplotd 160 Oed MUV T@ TeXBEVTL €K Thi drylag OgoTdKOL Kai
ael TopOévov Mapioag, kol péAe kol uiv evodobal tov O@cov Adyov, g tf Mapiag mpooingbeion
ELUYVY®UEVT copKl Kat® ovoiay Kol Ko’ vrootacty: avadepo éotm.” Cf. Guillaumont, Les ‘Kephalaia
Gnostica’ d’Evagre le Pontique, 151 n. 91.
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Nearly a year later, Justinian’s own letter to the Council takes up and even expands a
little on this charge. He urges the swift condemnation of those who teach that all men,
dissolute and deified alike,
will enjoy the same union with God that Christ too enjoys, just as in their
preexistence, with the result that there will be no difference at all between Christ
and the remaining rational beings, neither in substance nor in knowledge nor in
power nor in operation.*!
Two of the anti-Origenist canons associated with Constantinople II evince the same
concern. Anathema be anyone who says all rational beings “will be united to God the
Word in just the same way as the mind they call Christ” (can. 12), or if “anyone says that
there will not be a single difference at all between Christ and other rational beings,”

99 ¢

neither in “substance,” “knowledge,” “power,” nor “operation” (can. 13)!—much as
Justinian had it.*?

These constitute powerful witnesses to the growing worry over the isochrist
eschatology of certain Origenists. They’re anxious about Christ’s uniqueness or primacy
among rational creatures, which tends to evaporate into sheer oneness at the edges of

creation, at the beginning and end of all things.*® This anxiety will even linger in later

Maronite (Syrian monothelite) polemics against Maximus.** I note here just two relevant

41 Justinian, Ep ad conc. (553), Price, vol. 2, 282-3; Greek text is from Georgius Monachus Chron.
II, de Boor 631: “...anokafiotapévov dnrovott kai avtod tod dtafdAov Kol TdV Aodv dutdvav eig v
avTNV &vada kol OV acefdv Kal a0émv avBponov petd Tdv Beinv kol Bopopav avopdV Kol TOV
ovpavieV duvape®mV Kol TV avThy ££6vImv Evaoty Tpog Tov Bedv, dnoiav Exet kKal 6 Xp1otdg, kabag Kol
npobnfipyov, dg undepiav sivar Stopopdv 6 XpIoTd TPOC T Aod Aoykd TavTEAMDS 0BTE Tfi ovcig oBte
M| yvdoet obte T1) dvvapel obte Tii Evepyeiq.”

2 4CO1V.1, 248-9; Price, vol. 2, 286.

* Even Leontius of Byzantium, a notorious “Origenist” to detractors like Cyril of Scythopolis
(Vita Sabas 72, 74, 83-6), wanted to maintain Christ’s uniqueness, as did many “protoctist” Origenists (cf.
n. 37); see Brian Daley, “The Origenism of Leontius of Byzantium,” JT:S 27.2 (1976): 343.

* See still Guillaumont, Les ‘Kephalaia Gnostica’ d’Evagre le Pontique, 176-82, for more on
Simeon of Kennesrin’s anti-Maximus polemic; and Perczel, “St Maximus on the Lord’s Prayer,” esp. 234,
where a passage from Michael the Syrian’s Chronicle (12™ cent.) reads: “[ And these monks of the New
Laura said that] Christ will not be superior to us in anything and, just as he is God, so also we will be
transformed to become gods” (Perczel’s translation).
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features common to Justinian and the canons. First, the fundamental concern is one
familiar to Neochalcedonian orthodoxy—the mode of union. The “way” the Word is
united to Christ in isochrist thought seems to assume some essential relation or mode,
since the christology targeted portrays “Christ” as a human “mind” separate from the
Word, who then becomes that mind only to absorb it in the end (can. 12: “the kingdom of
Christ will have an end”). Obviously Maximus sides with the canons here: no essential or
natural identity, ever. Second, although Theodore of Scythopolis had specified a mode of
union either “according to essence or hypostasis,” the latter is absent in Justinian and the
canons. Essence, knowledge, power, and activity are said to differ between Christ and the
saints—but not according to hypostasis. Maximus, I show below (sec. 3.4), actually
agrees that deification does not imply our absorption into the Word’s hypostasis; we are
not obliterated for the sake of hypostatic identity. And yet it’s notable that this precision
(i.e. “according to hypostasis”) disappears in the official condemnations.*

Now consider the following passages from Maximus. In Amb 21 Maximus strives
to resolve what appears to be an evident historical error or rare slip-up in one of Gregory
of Nazianzus’s orations. Gregory refers to “John, the forerunner of the Word”—naturally
John the Baptist (Mt 3.1-3; Jn 1.23)—but then attributes to him a line from John the
Evangelist (Jn 21.25).*° Rather than concede misattribution, Maximus reads Gregory’s
remark to invite the hearer into Gregory’s own spiritual interpretation of Scripture’s

literal expression.*” Gregory means what he says, namely that John the Evangelist, “by

* In fact, it’s the last two forbidden “identities”—namely that by “power” or “activity”—that
seem to pose the greatest prima facie challenge to Maximian deification, since Maximus openly asserts that
the “activity” of deification is solely divine—to the point that he later had to clarify that and how this does
not mean eschatological monenergism. See Amb 7.12 and Opusc 1, PG 91, 33a-36a.

* Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 28.20 = Amb 21.1.

Y Amb 21.2.
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means of his Gospel, is forerunner of a greater and more mystical Word.”** Then ensues
an elaborate meditation on how Scripture, especially the four Gospels (and especially
John’s), correspond to and coalesce with the four elements that constitute the physical
cosmos, and how all these together reveal the Word within them.*® The last third of this
ambiguum pivots to the “inner cosmos,” as it were, the soul seeking union with God.
Maximus notices how the Word who inhabits things external to us also dwells silently
within our own souls. There he longs to cooperate, as grace, with our labors in virtue,
labors by which our soul—in a stunning expression—grants “hypostasis” to the virtues
themselves.”

After another meditation on our deification from this more interior vantage—
above all how love is the greatest unifying power we have’'—Maximus culminates his
lengthy lucubration with a traditional trope: our deification glides along a trajectory of
increasing intensity from the primordial “image of God” to ever-greater “likeness” to

him.”* Now, Maximus can comfortably and occasionally wield this trope in its traditional

* Amb 21.3: “éumep kol Toavvng 6 péyag edayyeMotic &v 1@ kat® Evayyelio npodpopdc éott
70D 81" O TOD UNVLOUEVOD HVOTIKOTEPOD Kal peilovog Adyov.”

“ Amb 21.5-8.

% Amb 21.8, my emphasis: “Moreover, [the soul] will unite the four general virtues like elements
in a synthesis, and by means of the intellect will frame a world that will be completed by the spirit, since
the soul endows each virtue with subsistence through the actualization of its own inner potentials in
relation to the senses [K0T0 GUUTAOKTV HLEVTOL TG TPOG TOG O GELG TAV ADTIG duvapemy Evepyeiog
ékdotny apetnv vmootoaca]”; cf. too Amb 10.3. Stunning, because Maximus defines creation itself in
very similar terms — QThal 22.2, CCSG 7, 137: “He who brought all visible and invisible creation into
being solely through the momentum of His will [O ndong kticewc, Opatiig te Kol Aopatov, Kot LovNV ToD
Belpatog TV pomtny vmoosTnoas TV yéveow]”; or QThal 51.2, CCSG 7, 395: “Having granted existence to
the entire visible creation [T1v 6popévny drnacav pdcv 6 Bedc vmootcag].”—The point here is that lower
modes of existence—the circumscribed, finite modes of created effects—are valorized in themselves to
such a degree that Maximus can view their “completion” and participation in virtue as some sort of positive
actualization of virtue itself. It’s as if virtue gains something, in some sense (not in any natural sense,
clearly), by its realization in our finite mode of life.

' Amb 21.9. For more on these intervening passages, especially as they touch on analogy and
perichoresis, cf. below, sec. 3.5.

32 Gen 1.26-7. So Clement of Alexandria, Protr. 9.87; Evagrius, Letter to Melania 62, Letter to
Anatolius 18, 61; Diodochus of Photice, De perf. 89.
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sense.’® But not here. Here, inspired by Heb 10.1, he sets it on a more lateral or historical
trajectory that moves from shadow to image to truth—all of the one Word, of course. He
assigns the Word’s “shadow” to the Old Testament (represented by John the Baptist), his
“image” to the New Testament (represented by John the Evangelist), and his “truth” our
future union with him in deification. “The Gospel,” writes Maximus, “possesses the
image of true things” to come,
And it is through this image that those who choose the pure and undefiled life of
the Gospel, through their strict exercise of the commandments, take possession of
the likeness of the good things of the age to come, and are made ready by the
Word through the hope that they will be spiritually vivified by their reception of
the archetype of these true things, and so become living images of Christ, or
rather become identical to Him through grace (rather than being a mere
simulacrum), or even, perhaps, become the Lord Himself, if such an idea is not too
onerous for some to bear.>*
We’ve seen pretty clearly why this might be “too onerous for some to bear.”” It
rings isochrist, and it’s significant that Maximus himself anticipates an unsettling
effect—as in fact he does on several occasions around this theme.’® But it’s not simply

that Maximus here trespasses onto Origenist plots. The logic, even the wording, of this

passage might seem curiously transgressive to those expecting a more Platonic or

3.CC3.25; Amb 7.21; cf. QThal 53.3 and 6.

3 Amb 21.15, PG 91, 1253d, my modifications and emphasis: “Td 8¢ Evyyéhiov eikdva kéxtntat
TV AANOGV...51 T ToC TRV edoryyeAknv ELopévouc (v dkpatpnvi kol axifdnlov S Tic TV Evioddv
axpipoivg épyaciag, TNV TOV LEALOVIOV Gyod®dV OpotdTNTO KTNGAUEVOLS, £TOIOVE 0 AdYOG O’ EATIS0C
kabionot 1§ mapadoyi thg TdvV aANO®Y dpyetumiog yuxwdivar kol yevécsBar {dag gikovag Xpiotod, Kai
TAOTOV 0OTQ LAAAOV KOTA TNV XApw | dpopoimpa, Tuxov 8¢ kai adtog 6 Kopiog, el pun goptikog 6 Adyog
TI61y eivon Sokel.”

> Some of Maximus’s greatest predecessors who were not obviously “Origenists” after the
manner of Evagrius appear noticably reticent about overstating the character of our deification. Gregory of
Nazianzus, as noted by Russell, The Doctrine of Deification, 224, nowhere quotes 2 Pet 1.4. Even if Russell
overstates the matter when he says, “For the Cappadocians, deification never went beyond a figure of
speech” (13), his basic view that the Cappadocian anti-Eunomian polemic applied peculiar pressure on how
and to what degree they spoke of our theosis seems right, at least for Basil and Gregory of Nazianzus.
(Gregory of Nyssa is more complicated). Those pressures are much less urgent in Maximus, and this, in
part, explains why his “realistic” view of deification seems in several respects like a return to Origen’s.

56 Amb 7.12 (“if I may put it this way,” after saying God perichoretically penetrates the deified);
Amb 10.9 (“if it be permitted thus [&i 8épug todto eineiv],” in the midst of stating the tantum-quantum
principle); OQThal 53.3 (“if one may be permitted to put it this way,” while saying we become God’s
“mirror” in deification); etc.
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Dionysian description of deification. Consider two features: the archetype’s downward
motion and the image’s identity that supersedes likeness.

[1] At least in this passage the archetype, the Word, does not merely hover in a
purely ideal modality only to be approximated by its permutations, confined as they are
to spatio-temporal vicissitudes. No. Union with the archetype is simultaneously the
archetype’s own advent in the imitator. This downward condescension of archetype to
image derives, as Elie Ayroulet has recently and cogently shown, from a distinctly
Aristotelian rather than Platonic conception of the archetype-image relation. Aristotle
thinks a work of art—a poem or play, say— achieves its completion solely in its
reproduction or imitation in the onlooker, so that the archetype-image relation enjoys a
kind of “existential simultaneity”: the archetype possesses the power of this act in itself,
to be sure, but attains actuality only in the imitator.”’ Clearly Maximus does not mean the
Word’s divine essence as such is realized only in the image or imitator. But there’s more
to God, we’ve seen, than the divine essence as such. And this “more”—the person of the
Word (or any of the Three)—is what allows and even requires if not an essential, still a
real sense in which the divine archetype must condescend in order to complete the “truth
that is to come,” the deification and perfection of all creation. In fact Maximus seems to
detect exactly this concern, and immediately goes on to say:

For even though He Himself is always the same, and is beyond all change or

alteration, becoming neither greater nor lesser, He nonetheless becomes all things

to everyone [1 Cor 9.22, 12.6, 15.28; Eph 1.23] out of His exceeding goodness:
lowly for the lowly, lofty for the lofty, and, for those who are deified through His

7 Aristotle, Po. 1453b11, for instance, which Ayroulet also correlates with the metaphysics of first
and second ousia at Cat. 2a 11-23; so Ayroulet, De l'image a ['Image, 42: “Dans le platonisme, les Idées
archétypales existent en soi et précédent dans I’existence les images qui en sont les copies, que ce soit dans
le monde sensible ou dans I’art qui imite le sensible. Chez Aristote, au contraire, il semble que le prototype
n’existe pas en tant que les mais seulement dans la piunoig actualisée dans 1’image.” She says Aristotle’s
view implies “une simultanéité existentielle entre le modele et ’image” (77), and applies this insight to
Maximus later (148, 296). See below, sec. 3.4.
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grace, He is God by nature, and Deity beyond all knowledge as God beyond
God.™®

Incarnation demands that God, by essence immutable and remaining in himself, can yet
really, in person, identify himself with lowly creatures in such a way that he who cannot
be essentially completed by any finite creature is in fact realized in those very creatures.”
Christo-logic even holds that God shows himself all the more transcendent by nature
precisely to the extent that he becomes truly identical to created nature in person.®® The
two distinct yet inseparable logics of nature and hypostasis prove once more to open new
possibilities, this time for our deification. We don’t just receive the activities or qualities
of the transcendent archetype according to our natural or finite mode; we receive the
archetype itself.®!

[2] The archetype condescends into the imitator to make the two “the same”

(tavtov)—a claim already familiar from Amb 41. But the really amazing feature here is

% Amb 21.16, PG 91, 1256b: “Qoottmg yap drdpyov del d1” savtdv, kai pmdepiov
napadexOpeEVog €€ dALO1boEmG HETaPoAny, obte TO iAoV Kai fjTTov, Tdor mdvra yivetar SU DepPorTv
ayaB0TNTOG, TAMEWVOG TOIG TAMELVOIG, DYNAOS Tolg bynAoig, Kai Toig 61’ adtov Beovpévolg 6 evoetl Oeog Kol
nacav Bedtnrog EkPepnkag Evvolav dg vmépheog.”

? Though, as Maximus says, “by its nature the uncreated cannot be contained by any created
thing” (Amb 10.78), he also says: “for He knows how to be contained by creation” (4mb 10.59)—both
affirmations come in the course of Maximus’s meditation on the Transfiguration, which revealed that
God’s power is such that he can “become a type and symbol of Himself, presenting Himself symbolically
by means of His own self” (Amb 10.77); see too Myst. 5, CCSG 69, 23-4, discussed below (sec. 3.3), where
the mutual interpenetration with Christ we enjoy in deification means that “Jesus my God and Savior,” “is
completed through me who am saved [Incodv pév tov uov ®gdv Kol ZoTiipa copmAnpwdivia o1’ Epnod
cwlopévov].”

% Amb 5.5. See my, ““Both Mere Man and Naked God’: The Incarnational Logic of Apophasis in
St Maximus the Confessor,” in Maximus the Confessor as a European Philosopher, eds. Sotiris Mitralexis,
Georgios Steiris, Marcin Podbielski, and Sebastian Lalla (Eugene: Cascade, 2017), 110-30.

%! Constas’s rendering (at Amb 21.15, vol. 1, 445, my emphasis) of “&toipovg 6 Aéyog St éAmidog
kabionot ) mapadoyf thg Tdv aAnO®dY dpyetumiog yuxwdivar” as “and are made ready by the Word
through the hope that they will be spiritually vivified by their union with the archetype” is imprecise: it
does not indicate the directionality of the union itself. Certainly Maximus can also employ the Platonic,
vertical direction of image to archetype (Amb 7.25, where it’s the image that “approaches” the archetype).
But here he reverses it: the Word prepares the deified for “the reception of the archetype [i.e. the Word
himself],” where “reception” (1] mopadoyr}) can mean the “reception of a seed/sperm” (LSJ, s.v.; ref.
Oribasius, Coll. medic. 22.7.1) or even the “reception of a person” (Lampe, s.v., [V)—both highly relevant
senses, as we’ll see below at sec. 3.3.

164



how Maximus qualifies and presses into this identity: we do not, by grace, remain “a
mere simulacrum,” but “become the Lord Himself.” Becoming Christ achieves an
identity that surpasses that of a “simulacrum,” an deopoiopa. That’s an important word,
and to exceed it more significant still. Not only does this outstrip Proclus’s henads,
described in just those terms.® It even threatens to outdo Dionysius’s own definition of
deification: “theosis is the likeness [dpopoiwocic] to and union with God, as far as
possible.”®

Since Dionysius’s definition comes from a liturgical and sacramental context, it’s
fitting that our next set of passages treat the identity with Christ that occurs through the
sacraments, especially baptism and the Eucharist. In Amb 42 Maximus faces the
following difficulty. Gregory of Nazianzus identifies three human births—"“from bodies,
from baptism, and from the resurrection”—but later adds a fourth, more mysterious one:
“the original and vital inbreathing [Gen 2.7; Wisd 15.11].”** Why? What follows is an
elaborate theory of humanity’s original becoming (genesis) as distinct in mode from its
post-lapsarian becoming (gennesis), both of which Christ assumes in his act of becoming

man. An interesting and relevant disquisition, to be sure,® but it’s the question Maximus

himself raises late in this ambiguum that most concerns us here. He notices and asks why

82 Proclus, Theol. Plat. VL.3.

% Dionysius, £.H. 1.3, Heil and Ritter 66, 11.12-13, my translation: “ 8¢ B£wo1g E6Ttv 7| TS OedV
MG £PIKTOV APOopoimais Te Kol Evmaotg.”

% Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 40.2 = Amb 42.1.

% This ambiguum, along with QThal 61, raises the acutest questions about how the historical
Incarnation relates to time itself. So, for example, while Maximus correlates Gregory’s three births to
Maximus’s own triad of being (=physical birth), well-being (=birth through virtue and baptism), and eternal
well-being (birth through resurrection), such that they appear to track along with the historical and
existential life of human beings pretty much in sequence (4dmb 42.12), it’s also clear that in Christ these are
all one event—these along with the fourth primordial “inbreathing.” Hence these births prove to be
differing “modes,” distinguished only “in thought” (xat’ énivowav) (Amb 42.33). I must reserve this matter
for a future study.
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Gregory links baptism to the Incarnation.®® He answers by invoking the image-likeness
trope. But again this quickly takes on a more extreme sense:

Those who interpret the divine sayings mystically...say that man in the beginning

was created according to the image of God [Gen 1.27], surely so that he might be

born of the Spirit in the exercise of his own free choice, and to acquire in addition
the likeness by the keeping of the divine commandment, so that the same man,
being by nature a creation of God, might also be Son of God and God through the

Spirit according to grace [tva i) 6 0TO¢ EvOpwmoc TAGGua LEv ToD @0 KaTd

phow, Yiog 8¢ @cod kol Oedc dud [Tvedportog katd yépw].®’

How can Maximus move seamlessly from “likeness” to identity? Consider two
aspects of Maximus’s reasoning here, both of Irenaean vintage. First there’s the more
“subjective” concern, you might say, to respect human freedom even when we have to do
with realizing humanity’s natural vocation. Nearly everywhere Maximus treats baptism
he stresses its voluntary character—as if birth by baptism surpasses bodily birth to the
extent that the former is freely elected, the latter not.®® This recalls Irenaeus’s response to
the question why God did not make us gods from the very beginning: “so that no one
might think him invidious or less than most excellent,” God “graciously granted a great
good to human beings, and made them like himself, [that is,] possessing their own
power.”® Trenaeus implies that a creature unfree would already be a creature unlike God.
For Maximus baptismal birth, which makes us God’s adopted children, is how we freely

answer our vocation; and indeed it’s ultimately how we cooperate in our own primordial

generation.

5 Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 40.2 = Amb 42.1: “tijv 8¢, Tij capkdoet kol 1@ Pantioport, Smep
av10g épanticoro.”

7 Amb 42.31, slightly modified.

88 Cf. esp. QThal 61.11.

% Irenaeus, Haer. 4.38.4, SC 100/2, my translation: “quamvis secundum simplicitatem bonitatis
suae hoc fecerit, ne quis eum putet invidiosum aut impraestantem” (1. 98-100), and “Secundum enim
benignitatem suam bene dedit bonum et similes sibi suae potestatis homines fecit” (1. 105-7).
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Then there’s the more “objective” theory, Irenaeus’s recapitulation (indebted to
Eph 1.10), which stipulates that Christ heals and saves (preserves) all things by remaking
and re-sourcing them in himself.”® But notice what this becomes when combined with the
Neochalcedonian precisions about “hypostatic identity” detailed in Chapter 1.”" Where
are all these things “summed up” and stitched together if not in the person of Christ? So
when Maximus says, as he does soon after this text, that “He who is by God essence and
the Son of God by nature was baptized for our sake, voluntarily subjecting Himself to the
spiritual birth of adoption,” he intimates, I think, that all human “adoption” by the Spirit
(through baptism) subsists directly in the one who recapitulated it in himself—in the
composed hypostasis of Christ.”> Christ becomes and is, in very principle (logos), the
identity of human regeneration—the universal principle active in every individual
adoption by grace:
On account of my condemnation, the Lord first submitted Himself to Incarnation
and bodily birth, after which came the birth of baptism received in the Spirit, to
which He consented for the sake of my salvation and restoration by grace or, to
put it more precisely, my re-creation [dvoniécewc]. In this way God joined
together in me the principle of my being and the principle of my well-being, and
He closed the division and distance between them that I had opened up, and

through them He wisely drew me to the principle of eternal being, according to
which man is no longer subject to carrying or being carried along.”

" Irenaeus, Haer. 5.21.3, for instance. On Irenaeus’s idea of recapitulation, see Eric Osborn,
Irenaeus of Lyons (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 97-116. On Maximus’s programmatic
or methodological debt to Irenaeus, see Paul M. Blowers, Maximus the Confessor: Jesus Christ and the
Transfiguration of the World (Oxford: OUP, 2016), 102-8.

! Chapter 1, sec. 1.3.

™ Amb 42.31.

3 Amb 42.32, my emphasis: “Zapkooic odv Kai copotic) TpdTeEpOV THC &ufic Eveka Katakpioeng
éni tod Kvpiov mapnkorovdnoe yévvnotg, kal obtmg 1 616 tod Poamtiopatog év Ivedpatt napareipdeion
gnnroAovinoe yévvnoig, vrEp Thg EUfig Kotd Xapty cmtnpiog kol AvakAnoems 1, GapEcTEPOV EINELY,
BvamAGoEmE 0io GLVATTOVTOC EP &g Tod OcoD TOV Te ToD etval pov Adyov Kai TV ToD €0 sival, Kod TV
yevopévmy map’ £od ToVTmV EVomolodvtog Topny kol S1ioTacty, Koi S0 To0TmV Tpdg TOV Tod del sivar
AOYOV 0OPMG GLVEAAVVOVTOG, Ko’ OV 00KETL TO Pépey 0Tt Kal pEpecbat mepl OV dvBpmmov.”
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For Maximus the power implanted or nascent in baptism must be nursed to
fullness by a person’s own deeds.” And no deed’s more effective than receiving the
Eucharist. On the two occasions in his Mystagogy Maximus remarks on the “holy
communion” of the synaxis—however curtly and cryptically’””—he makes bold to speak
of “identity” with God through Christ. After the “Our Father,” which sustains our
adoption as God’s offspring, we hymn the “One is Holy,” an ancient chant about Jesus
Christ,”® which makes us “like him by participation in an indivisible identity according to
each one’s power.””’ Later Maximus warns his readers against laxity in attending the
divine liturgy exactly because, there and then, the Holy Spirit’s grace is present “in a
special way,” a grace that “transforms [metapoiousan] and changes [metaskeuazousan]
each person who is found there and in fact remolds [metaplattousan] him in proportion to
what is more divine in him and leads him to what is revealed through the mysteries which
are celebrated”—even if the participant herself “does not feel this” because she’s but an
infant in Christ, unable to perceive what’s really occurring.”® And what’s occurring is
this:

By holy communion of the spotless and life-giving mysteries we receive both

fellowship with him by participation through likeness, and identity, by which man

is deemed worthy to become God out of man.”

More precisely, identical to God because identical to Christ:

" OThal 6.2; OThal 61.11.

> Blowers, Maximus the Confessor, 191-3.

76 See Myst. 21, and the note in Berthold, Maximus Confessor, 223 n. 112.

" Myst. 13, CCSG 69, 42, slightly modified: “tfj yéprrt Ocwbévroc, koi kotd pébewv mpde adTy
opotwbévtog Tf katd dOvapuy adtapéte tavtotntt.” On “analogy” or, here, “according to each one’s
power,” see below, sec. 3.5.

™8 Myst. 24, CCSG 69, 55-6.

™ Myst. 24, CCSG 69, 58, slight change: “d1d 82 Tiig Gyiog petaliyeng Tdv dypavtmv Kol
{owomotdv puompimv, TV Tpog adToV Katd HEBeEy Evdgyopuévny dU OLOLOTNTOG KOmViay T Kol
TantodTTO 81 T)C YavécOo Bedg &€ dvBphmov katatodtol 6 &dvOpwmoc.”
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Then we shall pass from the grace which is in faith to the grace of vision, when
our God and Savior Jesus Christ will indeed transform us into himself
[peTamotobvtog UAS TPOS £avTdv dNAadT Tod Bcod Kol XoTiipog MudV ITncod
Xpiotod] by taking away from us the marks of corruption and will bestow on us
the archetypical mysteries which have been represented for us through sensible
symbols here below.*

Maximus’s mention of the “Our Father” (Myst. 13) recalls his formal commentary
on that prayer. Here again we find identity claims. Maximus’s principal premise is that
the Lord’s Prayer teaches us to pray for the “good things that are themselves actualized

from the Word incarnate.”®!

There are seven “good things.”® The second and third
pertain here. The Incarnation grants humanity “equality in honor with the angels” (third)
and “adoption in grace” (fourth).® Adoption and participation in divine life surpasses
even angelic equality to the extent that it makes us equal to God. This occurs, once more,
because in the historical Incarnation the Word “makes Himself edible—as He Himself
knows how,” and thus “mixes with a divine quality those who eat for their deification,

since He both is and is clearly called Bread of Life and of power.”™

% Myst. 24, CCSG 69, 59, slightly modified. Cf. too Amb 50.3, where the Eucharist is also
celebrated “in the future age of the divine promises,” where, “without any mediation we will eat the most
sublime Word of Wisdom—and being transformed with respect to Him, we will become Gods by grace
[tov dxpotatov duécmg EoBiovteg tiig Xoeiog Adyov, Tpog Ov petomom0évieg kata yapv Beovpedal.”
Portaru, “The Vocabulary of Participation in the Works of Saint Maximus the Confessor,” 303, glosses
Maximus’s language in these texts: “A term that should be noted is the verb petoamoiéw, which designates a
profound transformation of human being by grace.... Since the context is the receiving of Eucharist, I
believe these images must be understood literally, not metaphorically” (my emphasis). He doesn’t
elaborate.

8" Exp. Orat. Dom. 3 (cf. 1), CCSG 23, 40, slightly modified.

82 Exp. Orat. Dom. 1, where they’re enumerated: [1] theology (i.e. knowing God as Trinity); [2]
adoption in grace; [3] equality of honor with the angels; [4] participation in eternal life; [5] the restoration
of nature; [6] the abolition of sin; [7] the overthrow of evil’s tyranny and deception. There does appear to
be an order to these that follows a similar logic of the “two ages” of Incarnation and deification in QThal
22: phenomenologically, as it were, both history and individual biographies unfold from 7 to 1;
eschatologically, from 1-7; and of course christologically, both directions at once.

8 Exp. Orat. Dom. 2, CCSG 23, 33: “Iootipong 82 Toic ayyéhoig Todg vBpdmovg menoinkey.” An
idea precious to Evagrius, De orat. 113; Russell, The Doctrine of Deification, 239.

% Exp. Orat. Dom. 2, CCSG 23, 34, greatly modified; here’s the fuller citation: “Zofig 8¢ Ogiag
moleltal peTadooty, £5mduuov £antdv Epyalopevog, O 0idev adTodg kai ol wap’ adtod TotodTny eicOncty
voepav gilneodtec, Gote T yeboel Tantng Tig fpdoemg eidéval kot Eriyvooty dAnNB&GS 6t ypnotog o
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We have here exactly the same logic of participation operative last chapter in
Maximus’s protology.®® [1] the Word condescends to identify his person with created
nature, which generates that nature; [2] the Word’s generative self-identification with
created nature opens to the latter a “new,” non-natural mediation or relation by which to
participate the “good things” or “eternal works” of the divine nature; [3] and so
participation through this supra-natural mediator—namely the hypostasis of the Word—
can lead to otherwise inconceivable modes of perfection and real relation between God
and world: a single perichoretic or a “whole in whole” modality of two infinitely different

modes and acts. So here:

[1] [Christ] sets in movement in us an insatiable desire for himself who is the
Bread of Life, wisdom, knowledge, and justice. When we fulfill the Father’s will
he renders us similar to the angels in their adoration, as we imitate them by
reflecting the heavenly blessedness in the conduct of our life. [2] From there he
leads us finally in the supreme ascent in divine realities to the Father of lights
wherein he makes us sharers in the divine nature by participation in the Spirit
according to grace, [3] through which we receive the title of God’s children and
become, ourselves [still] wholes, clothed with the whole and very author of this
same grace, without limiting or defiling him who is Son of God by nature, from
whom, by whom, and in whom we have and shall have being, movement, and life
[cf. Acts 17.28].%¢

Kip1og, mordmTL Beig TPOC Béotv peToKIpVAY TOVC EcBiovTag, ola 81 capdc (wilc kai Suvipsng dproc Kol
@v kol kadovpevog.” Cf. Origen, Hom. in Lev. 16.5; Comm. in Jo. 20.35, passim.
% Chapter 2, sec. 2.6.
% Exp. Orat. Dom. 5, CCSG 23, 70, my modifications and emphasis: “...kai ©pdg avtdv, dprov
Ovta {wijc coeiug T€ Kol YVOCEMG KOl SIKULOGVVNG, KIVOUVTOG NUdV AKopéatmg TNV dpestv Kol i
TANpdoeL Tod Tatpkod BeAaTog Tolg dyyEélolg OpoAdTpag MIdG KaBeT®VTOGS, T1] KoTtd TOV Biov dymyt
TNV €MOVPAVIOV EVUUITOG ERPAIVOVTOS EDOPESTNOLY, KAKEIDEY TOAY &l TV dKpoTatnV TdV Beinv
avafootv, mpog ov latépo tdv paTwmy, Evayovtog, Kol feiag dnepyalopévov picems Ko1vwvodg Ti] KoTd
xopwv pnebé€et 1od Ivevpotog, kab’ fiv ékva Geod ypnuaticopey, odToV TOV TOHTNG 0VTOVPYOV THG YbptTog
kai katd poow 1od IMatpdc Yidv 6hov drot Siya meprypaetic dypdvtog mepikopilovree, €€ ob kol 8i o kod
gv @ 1O slvan T koi KiveioBon kai Cijv Eyopév e kol EEopev].”
—In fact the logic emerges if you simply trace the order of Maximus’s scriptural allusions as they
appear:
[1] The Middle: The Word becomes incarnate
i. Christ gives himself as “the Bread of Life” (Jn 6.35, 48)
ii. and descends from the “Father of lights” (Ja 1.17)
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So exactly does the logic of our deification conform to the logic of Christ, that Maximus
can even apply a classic passage on Christ’s kenosis (Php 2.6) directly to the deification
of our soul, and from there make some incredible claims:

[The soul] becomes a radiant abode of the Holy Spirit and receives, if one can say
it, the full power of knowing the divine nature insofar as this is possible. By this
power there is discarded the origin of what is inferior, to be replaced by that of
what is superior, while the soul, equal to God [ioa Osw--Php 2.6] keeps inviolable
in itself by the grace of its calling the hypostasis of the gifts that have been given.
By this power [or: “according to this hypostasis™], Christ is always born
mysteriously and willingly, becoming incarnate through those who are saved. He
causes the soul which begets him to be a virgin-mother who, to speak briefly,
does not bear the marks of nature subject to corruption and generation in the
relationship of male and female.®’

We could adduce several other passages that make identity-claims like those

canvassed here.*® Instead I terminate this catalogue to consider how Maximus could get

[2] The End: The Word’s Incarnation induces our deification
iii. Therefore we’re empowered to become “sharers in the divine nature” itself (2 Pet 1.4)
iv. and this takes the specific form of filiation, of receiving the Son through the Spirit as
“children of God” (Jn 1.12, 11.52; Rom 8.16, 12, 9.8; Php 2.15; 1 Jn 3.1-2, 10, 5.2)

[3] The Beginning: The Word Incarnate is thus shown to become the very principles of creation
v. since Maximus here substitutes “Christ” and “Son” for the vaguer “in Him” of Acts
17.28
vi. hence, too, Maximus claimed earlier that “the same divine food” wrought in Christ
was available to Adam (Exp. Orat. Dom. 4, CCSG 23, 60).

8 Exp. Orat. Dom. 4, CCSG 23, 50, slightly modified: “...d¢ ITvedpatog éyiov mapease
oiknplov, OANV dexduevov, €l B einely, tiig Oeiog PVoE®S Katd TO duvaTov TV E€ovaiay TG YVOCGEMG,
Kad’ fiv 1| L&V TV ye1pdvev dmoyivecbar, TdV 88 KpeITtovov DeicTacHoL TEPUKE YEVESIS, loa Oed TG
YOYTIG KOTh TNV Y0PV TG KANGEMS GOLAOV QLANTTOVONG &V £aVTT] TAV dwPNOEVIOV KOADY TNV DVTOGTAGLY:
Kk’ fjv detl Bé v Xp1oTtog yevvaTal LueTIK®S, 610 TV cwloUéVoy GOpKOVLEVOS Kal UnTépa mapBivov
amepyalouevog v yevvaoay Yyoynv, o0k £xovcav, iva cuvelmV Eilm, Kot TNV oyéolv, Aomep dppev kol
Bijlv, 0 yvopiopata g vmo eBopav kol yévesw pvoewc.” I favor the rendering, “according to this
hypostasis,” as I argue below at sec. 3.3.

% OThal 59.8, CCSG 22, 53, explicitly defines the “likeness” of the fully deified as “the received
[and] actualized identity to the very one who is participated by participants through likeness [1 kat’
EVEPYELOV TPOG AOTO TO LETEXOUEVOV TAV HETEYOVTOV 01’ OLOOTNTOG EVOgXopéVN TovTdNc]” (modified)—
on which consult Portaru, “The Vocabulary of Participation in the Works of Saint Maximus the Confessor,’
316; QThal 25.5, CCSG 7, 163, says the human intellect attains “identity with God by grace [tfig mpog Oedv
Katd xapw tantdémTog],” and indeed identity with “the Divine Intellect,” the Father himself; 4mb 20.7,
claims that in the state of grace we are “like and equal to God [Spotov Bd kal icov, g EPKTdV, T1] Ybpri
kata v EEwv]”; Amb 31.4, says the gift of grace makes us “equal in honor to the Father [icotipov 1@ ITatpi
Katd TV €k xaptrog dwpeav]”; and OThal 29.5, especially schol. 4, CCSG 7, 217, which, though probably
not by Maximus himself, yet dares to say the very thing Theophilus of Scythopolis condemned: that Paul,
because he “became another Christ,” was indeed “united to Him according to hypostasis [£voffjvot
onevdov 1@ XploTtd Kot TV v €idel T@V dyaddv vmocTactv]”!

]
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away with such statements, particularly given the deep concern around Origenist
isochristism. Notice, first, that Maximus had before him other authorities whose writings
brandished similar convictions, authorities not obviously of the Origenist stock. Take the
simple but vigorous Christ-devotion of the Macarian homilies—an influence Maximus
definitely suffered.®” There you read that “the heavenly Image, Jesus Christ, now
mystically illumines the soul” of the saint from within;”° that “perfect Christians” who by
grace receive the “heavenly anointing” that makes of them “sons and lords and gods”
must be “bound and held captive, crucified and consecrated” with Christ’'; that we are
like “burning lamps” lighted from a single flame, “the Son of God,” such that when we’re
anointed with the same oil and enkindled with the same fire as Christ himself “we should
become Christs—of the very same essence and of one body, as it were”?; that even as
one Body there’s no need to think our bodies melt away at the resurrection, since “all are
being transformed into a divine nature, becoming christs and gods and children of God
[elc O<ikny yop eOow dravteg petafdriovtal, ypnotol, kKoi 0gol, kol tékvo Ocod
ysv()uevm]”% ; and that, reminiscent one of Maximus’s sentiments above, God dispatched

the Scriptures as letters beckoning human beings to “receive the celestial gift out of the

hypostasis of God’s divinity,” which is “immortal life,” or simply, “Christ.”**

% For the Macarian legacy in Maximus, see esp. Marcus Plested, The Macarian Legacy: The
Place of Macarius-Symeon in the Eastern Christian Tradition (Oxford: OUP, 2004), 213-54; and Russell,
The Doctrine of Deification, 241-5.

% pseudo-Macarius, Hom. 2.5, PG 34, 468a.

! Pseudo-Macarius, Hom. 17.1, PG 34, 624c: “Odtoi giot ki viol, kai KOp1ot, kai Beol, dedepévot,
Nyrodlotiopévol, Bepubiopévot, Eotavpmpévor, apiepopévor”; cf. the Great Letter, Maloney 258-9.

92 Pseudo-Macarius, Hom. 43.1, PG 34, 772b-c, my translation and slight modification: “iva 16
adTd Elode, ® ovToC &xpichn, Kkod Huels xp1o0évtee yevousho Xpiotoi, Tiic avTiic, ¢ sinelv, ovoiag kol
£vOg ohuatog.”

9 Pseudo-Macarius, Hom. 34.2, PG 34, 745b, my translation.

% Pseudo-Macarius, Hom. 39.1, PG 34, 761c-d, my translation: “AaPwot dwpeiv odpéviov £k Tiic
vmoothoemg tiic OedmTog avTod...fig dvey advvatov ot {wfic ddavétov Tuyely, fitic éotiv 6 Xpiotdc.” Cp.
Exp. Orat. Dom. 4, cited at n. 87.
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Maximus exemplifies the vitality of this tradition. So too, of course, was he
shaped by his affinity for the (especially Evagrian) Origenist legacy, both directly and as
it animated the Cappadocians.” And yet I think Maximus’s courage about identity
between the saints and Christ (and so God) is not entirely explicable as a mere
epiphenomenon of various traditional compounds. He had dogmatic reason for such
fortitude, too. That’s to say, Maximus’s developments of and extra burnishes to
Neochalcedonian christology—especially Christo-logic’s discrimination between
hypostatic and essential logics, and the new modal possibilities this distinction entails—
allowed him (to cop Perczel’s helpful description) to retain a “structural isomorphism” to
isochrist Origenism even as he infused it with the dogmatic content of (his brand of)
Neochalcedonianism.”®

And this constitutes, I suggest, the great significance of Maximus’s celebrated
tantum-quantum (or tocodtov-6cov) principle.”” This principle prescribes that to the
same degree that God became man in the historical Incarnation, we become God in
deification. Here we’ve moved beyond the Irenaean-Athanasian axiom that God became
human that humans might become gods.”® That axiom posits an intimate causal link

between Incarnation and deification. But the tantum-quantum principle, which Maximus

% On these Origenist influences see Hans Urs von Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy: The Universe
According to Maximus the Confessor, 3" ed., transl. Brian Daley, S.J. (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2003
[orig: 1941, 1961, 1988]), 115-136; Polycarp Sherwood, O.S.B., The Earlier Ambigua of Saint Maximus
the Confessor and His Refutation of Origenism (Rome: Orbis Catholicus, Herder, 1955); and Paul M.
Blowers, Maximus the Confessor: Jesus Christ and the Transfiguration of the World (Oxford: OUP, 2016),
1-3, 67-8, and 222-3, who’s recently suggested that there’s yet more to recognize in Maximus’s debt to
Origenism. On the Cappadocian influence on Maximus, see George Berthold, “The Cappadocian Roots of
Maximus the Confessor,” in MC, 51-9.

% Perczel, “St Maximus on the Lord’s Prayer,” 239-40, 271.

7 Larchet, La divinisation de [’homme, 376-82; Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator, 32-3.

* Irenaeus, Haer. 5.pref.; Athanasius, De incarn. Verb. 54.3. Maximus of course began here (cf.
Lib. ascet. 43) and so maintained it throughout his corpus; see Larchet, La divinisation de [’homme, 376.
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inherits but forges into a veritable Grundprinzip,” commends something like a formal

and even “mutually proportional” relation between them.'®

Mark two features of this principle. First, it is not an abstract axiom. Axiomatic,
sure, but it couldn’t be less abstract, really, since one of its terms is precisely the
historical Incarnation of the Word. Even when Maximus emphasizes the cooperative
work of the soul in the process of its deification, the referent and measure is the historical
Christ-event:

He gives adoption by giving through the Spirit a supernatural birth from on high
in grace, of which divine birth the guardian and preserver—along with God—is
the free will of those who are thus born. By a sincere disposition it cherishes the
grace bestowed and by a careful observation of the commandments it adorns the
beauty given by grace. And by emptying itself of the passions it takes on divinity
to the same degree that the Word of God willed to empty himself in the
incarnation [ “economically’] of his own unmixed glory in being reckoned and
truly becoming human."®!

% Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 29.19 = Amb 3.1: ...because He deigned to take on your thick
corporeality, consorting with the flesh through the medium of the intellect—and God on earth became man,
for it (i.e., the flesh) was blended with God, and He became one, because the stronger predominated, so that
I might be made God to the same extent that He was made man [iva yévopot tocodtov O@edg 660V £Kaivog
GvBpwmog].”—Though not cast in the same technical formal, the central idea tantum-quantum expresses—a
fundamental reciprocity between creaturely ascent to (and as) God and God’s descent to (and as)
creature—finds precedent in lesser known crooks of the Alexandrian tradition. Clement of Alexandria, for
instance, wrote: “For the Word of God is intelligible [voepdc], according to which the image of the mind
[vodc] is seen in the human being alone, by which also the good man is deiform and dei-similar [6gog1d7g
kai Bgogixelog] in his soul, and God, in turn, is anthropoform [avOpwnogidng]. For the form of both is the
mind [6 vo¥g], by which we are fashioned”; Strom. 6.9.72.2, my emphasis, but translation’s taken from
David I. Litwa, “‘I will become Him’: Homology and Deification in the Gospel of Thomas,” JBL 133.2
(2015): 446. Of course Maximus could never brook a natural relation between God and the deified mind
after the manner of Clement here and Origen at times (Princ 4.4.9), though some of his influences appear to
have held a similar view; cf. Dirk Krausmiiller, “Human Souls as Consubstantial Sons of God: The
Heterodox Anthropology of Leontius of Jerusalem,” JLARC 4 (2010): 43-67. But this only further
substantiates my principal point: Maximus’s Neochalcedonian christology allowed him to eschew and
replace the dogmatic content of these parts of the tradition while retaining and even exacerbating (since
hypostatic identity is stronger than the formal identity among stratified levels of nature) their structure or
thought-forms.

100 Larchet, La divinisation de [’homme, 381, citing Francois Brune, Pour que I’homme devienne
Dieu. 2™ Ed (Saint-Jean-de-Braye, 1992), 332.

"V Exp. Orat. Dom. 2, CCSG 23, 32-3, my modifications and emphasis: “Yio0eoiav 82 8idmput, Thv
VIEP PUOY Evmbey S8 TTvedpaTtog &v yapitt SwPoVEVOS YEVWNOLY, HC GOV Be® @uloki| TE Kol THPN OIS
€0TIV 1] TAOV YEVVOUEVOV TPOAIPESIS, 0100€ael yvnoiq v dobsicav otépyovoa yaptv kal tf] Tpatet TdvV
EvIOAGY muehde To Katd xbpy S00&v dpailovca kGALoG Kol ToGoDTOV Ti] KEVDGEL TdY TadDV
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102 That matters

Little doubt that the final line refers to the historical person of Christ.
because, as Maximus reminds just before another tantum-quantum passage, the only way
the Word becomes man at all is in his own hypostasis.'®> Hypostatic identity remains ever
the sine qua non of the communicatio idiomatum in Christo-logic.'® You don’t get any
degree of exchange without the real, factual identity sustaining and indeed generating that
very created nature whose qualities the Word assumes. You certainly don’t get the
supreme degree of communication wrought and displayed in the Word’s kenosis unto
death. If our reception of the fullness of God is in any sense less than God’s assumption
of the fullness of man in the Word’s historical, hypostatic identity to human nature
(particular and universal), then this principle, as it’s systematically expressed, falls into
sheer nonsense.'*

The second feature: since we become truly and wholly God to the same degree the
Son became truly and wholly human; ' and since we remain ourselves whole while

becoming the whole God (see below, sec. 3.4); then the Word still incarnates, still gains

bodily existence, in the ongoing mutual assimilation between God and man—what

petamotovpévn Bedrog, 6o0v 6 Tod Beod AdYOC, Tiig oikeing AKkpalPvVoDG SOENG OTIKOVOUIKAG E0VTOV KOTA
0oy Kevdoag, Yevopuevog aAn0d¢ keypnudrtikey avOpwmog.”

192 See Larchet, La divinisation de [’homme, 376-7 for others, esp. QThal 64.33, CCSG 22, 237.

"9 4mb 3.3, my emphasis (citing Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 29.19): “Through the flesh, which by
nature is passible, He manifested His infinitely immeasurable power, for ‘it’—obviously the flesh—was
‘blended with God and He became one, the strong side predominating,” precisely because it was assumed
by the Word, who deified it by identifying it with His own hypostasis [DTOGTOTIK]] TODTOTNTL KUPIOG AOTIV
10 TpocAaPovtog Adyov Bedoavtog].”

104 Chapter 1, sec. 1.5.

19380 Perczel, “St Maximus on the Lord’s Prayer,” 241: “The measure of appropriation of the
godhead by men equals the measure of the acquisition of human nature through the self-emptying of the
Word of God; in fact there is no quantitative difference; men through grace, acquired through their acts of
free will, become just as much God as God the Word through the free act of his self-emptying had become
entirely man.” Perczel prefers to explain this by invoking Aristotle’s principle of “substance,” which
prescribes that “substance does not admit the concept of more or less” (Cat. 5, 3b33-4a9) (240, 247), so
that Maximian deification requires the Word to dwell within the deified “substantially and not only
operatively or energetically” (241). This edges very close to my own interpretation (see below, sec. 3.3):
since the Word’s hypostasis is the very principle for created hypostases (and their natures), then the Word
is personally present as a supra-natural power in every creature (as their logoi).

1 4mb 7.22.
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Maximus calls the “ages” of deification.'”” Thus emerges a profound characteristic of
Maximian deification, namely the symmetry and even mutual conditioning or fulfillment
between God’s becoming creature and the creature’s becoming God. “Au plan mystique
de I’accomplissement personnel de I’homme,” Larchet writes,
elles [deification and Incarnation] deviennent méme réciproquement dépendantes
et se conditionennt mutuellement, puisque non seulement I’homme devient dieu
relativement a I’humanisation de Dieu, mais encore que Dieu, par une
manifestation supréme de Son amour, devient homme relativement a la
divinisation de ’homme en tant qu’Il S’incarne mystiquement en chaque
personne divinisée.'*®
That this reciprocal fulfillment occurs “mystically” doesn’t make it any less concrete or
extreme; rather more so, since, of course, the historical Incarnation itself is the greatest
and source of all mysterie:s.109 The tantum-quantum principle therefore posits the
profoundest possible identity between Incarnation and deification—that both achieve the
complete perichoresis of created and uncreated natures that’s possible solely in the
Word’s person. He himself becomes the continuity of extremes so that realities infinitely
different by nature can now, in a totally supra-natural manner, become each other’s terms
as if they were on the same metaphysical mode of existence. The deified “as wholes,”
writes Maximus,
were deemed worthy to be wholly intermingled through the Spirit with the whole
of God, and thus were clothed (so far as humanly possible) in the whole image of
the heavenly man [1 Cor 15.49], and to the extent [tocodto] that they drew to
themselves the manifestation of God, to that very same degree, if it be permitted
thus, they were drawn to God and united to Him [&il 8épig todto gineiv, dcov
ENyOEvtec avtol T@ Oed cvvetédnoav]. For they say that God and man are
paradigms of each other, so that as much as man, enabled by love, has divinized

himself for God, to that same extent God is humanized for man by His love for
mankind; and as much as man has manifested through the virtues God who is

"7 OThal 22.4, CCSG 7, 137-9.
1% Larchet, La divinisation de I’homme, 381-2.
1 4mb 42.17, 29; see my Introduction.
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invisible by nature, to that same extent man is rapt by God in mind to the
unknowable.''

But more on the God-world reciprocity in sec. 3.5.

I’ve tried to establish two basic points in this section. First, Maximus depicts deification
as achieving an identity between God and the world, however fraught that idea’s legacy
was before him. And second, this identity is the very same as that wrought in the
historical Incarnation, hypostatic identity. Yet everywhere and always Maximus qualifies
deific identity as a product of grace, as we first heard in the overture (Amb 41).
Maximus’s own iteration of Dionysius’s definition of deification runs: “the work of
theological mystagogy is to establish one by grace in a state of being like God and equal
to God”—where “grace” and “equal,” note well, are Maximus’s.'"'

But doesn’t the former vitiate the latter? If “by the state of grace” I become “one
and same” as God and “everything that God is, without, however, identity in

95112

essence” “—then can I really say my eschatological identity with God is identity in any

meaningful sense? Doesn’t “God by grace” instead of “God by nature” finally just mean

"% 4mb 10.9, modified: “ka®’ dv OAkdS TPOC Oedv cuvaydévies, Shot SA® Oed dykpadijvar diit
tob [Ivedpartog nEdONoav, SANV 100 rovpaviov Katd TO SLVATOV AVOPOTOLS TV ElKOVA POPETAVTES KOL
tocolto EAEavteg TG Belag Enpdosmc, el BEp1g TovTo gimelv, Goov EAyxBévTec adTol 1@ Oe@d cuvetédnoav.
Daci yop GAMLoV slvan tapodeiyporo tov Odv kai 1oV &vOpwumov, kol T06oTToV 1) AvOpdTe TOV Odv
o praavBponiov avBporilecar, 6cov 6 dvBpomog Eavtov Td Oed d” dydnng duvnbeig dnebémos, Kol
T0600TOV VIO B0 TOV AvOp®TOV KoTd vodV apralesbot Tpodg Tt dyvmaotov, doov 6 dvBpmmog Tov
a0patov UGEL OOV d1i TAOV APETOV EQOVEPOOEY.”

" Amb 20.7, slightly modified: “Epyov...tiig 8¢ Ocohoyikiic pootayoyiog Spotov Oed kai ioov, g
EQPIKTOV, 1] Ybprrt KoTd v EEWv motfjoat.”

"2 gmb 41 .5, cited above at n. 26. Even the great Larchet, La divinisation de I’homme, 487, tends
to give this sense: “Il y bien alors, appropriées par la personne, communication a la nature qu’elle
hypostasie, par le biais des vertus, non pas des propriétés essentielles de Dieu...non pas de la nature méme
de Dieu (de sorte que I’homme ne devient pas Dieu Lui-Méme, n’acquiert pas avec Dieu 1’identité
d’essence), mais des énergies divines, le fidéle devenant ainsi dieu par participation, par position et par
grace.”

177



“never quite God”? What does grace mean to Maximus? This immediately evokes

another aporia. Its resolution, I’ll propose, resolves these larger objections too.

3.3 — God by grace: an innate and supra-natural process

The aporia of deifying grace comes to this: grace is a power primordially present in
human nature, and yet it activates a completely supra-natural process and state. I study
both in reverse order and then propose a resolution according to Christo-logic.

1. Grace is not a natural power. 1 hope to have said enough in the previous two
chapters to make this point evident and expected: if creation’s logic is Christ’s, then there
is never a question of essential or natural identity (or even relation) between God and
world. Hypostatic logic completely relieves nature of that burden. And so just as we
observed Maximus tender some rather unequivocal remarks along those lines in
protology,'" so here in eschatology. There at the beginning of the God-world relation
Maximus openly denied any natural relation—however mollified through modal
declension—between God’s eternal, participated “works” and their historical participants.
Here at creation’s end, where “actual identity” occurs, no less, no natural mediation exists
between nature and grace.'"*

At times Maximus expresses this infinite difference in nearly formulaic pairs

correlated to discrete spheres.''> Or he can distinguish the “three laws”—the natural, the

'3 Chapter 2, sec. 2.3

" OThal 59.8, cited at n. 88.

s cc 3.25, Caresa-Gestaldo, 154: God, because he is extremely goodness, communicates four
“divine properties” to rational creatures: “being and ever-being, goodness and wisdom [t0 &v, 10 del Ov,
™V dyabotnto kol v copiav].” The first two God allots “to the essence [tfj ovoiq],” the last two “to the
gnomic receptivity [tf] 6& yvouki] énrmdeidri],” or simply, to human progress in freely appropriating the
virtues. The first two correspond to “to the image” of God in us from the beginning, the last two “to the
likeness” achieved unto eternity. And these three pair-sets reduce neatly to the most general one: “The one
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written, and the gracious.116 Still another schema springs from his /ogoi doctrine, where
the common /ogos of all rational beings makes them exist according to three modes:
“being, well-being, and eternal-being.”''” Each successive mode assumes those prior,
such that the prior modes bear in potency what the next mode actualizes—sort of. A
complication arises between the second and third modes, nature (which for rational
creatures includes a volition faculty) and grace:

And the first [mode] contains potential, the second activity, and the third, rest
from activity. This means that the principle of being, which by nature possesses
only the potential for actualization, cannot in any way possess this potential in its
fullness without the faculty of free choice. That of well-being, on the other hand,
possesses the actualization of natural potential only by inclination of the will, for
it does not possess this potential in its totality separately from nature. That of
eternal-being, finally, which wholly contains those that precede it (that is, the
potential of the one, and the activity of the other), absolutely does not exist as a
natural potential within beings, nor does it at all follow by necessity from the
willing of free choice. (For how is it possible for things, which by nature have a
beginning and which by their motion have an end, to possess as an innate part of

themselves that which exists eternally and which has neither beginning nor
end?)''®

Rational being, a created essence, possesses a power actualized through will; when that
power is elected, it is. So the first and second modes relate more or less as potency to act.

They imply each other in principle. Not so with the third mode, eternal well-being, grace.

[i.e. image/essence/being] is by nature, the other [i.e. likeness/freedom/goodness-wisdom] by grace [t0D
Katd eUoy, 6 Katd xapwv].”

1 OThal 19.2, 64.34, passim; see Blowers, Exegesis and Spiritual Pedagogy, 117-21;
Karayiannis, Maxime le Confesseur, 290-340; and see the still very good discussion of the natural and
scriptural laws in Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 291-314.

""" Much discussed, but see especially the helpful discussion in Alain Riou, Le monde et I’Eglise
selon Maxime le Confesseur (Paris: Beauchesne, 1973), 89. Clearly this schema is a protracted version of
the one at CC 3.25; cf. too Amb 7.10.

"8 4mb 65.2, my slight modifications and emphasis: “Koi tov pév mpdrov Suvpemc, Tov 82
devtepov évepyeiag, TOV 8¢ Tpitov dpyiag elvon mepiektucdv. Olov, 6 HEv ToD elvarn AOYOC HOVIV GUOTKAC
EYmV TNV TPOC EVEPYELAY SVVAULY, QDT TANPEGTATNV iy TG TPOALPEGEMC TNV EVEPYELAY EXELY OV
SOvarar TavTeAdE O 8¢ ToD £ etvor )TV POV YYOLIKDE EYmV THG PLOIKTC SUVALEMS THYV EvEpYEtay,
DTV OAOKANPOV TIV SOVOLY TO GUVOAOV XMPIC 0VK EXEL THiC PVGEMC 6 O€ TOD del etval TdV Tpd avTod
KaBOAOV TEPLYPAPOV, TOD eV THV SVvapty, ToD 5& THv Evépysiay, oBTe PUOTKAE KoTd SHvaLY TOiC OboY
EVUTLAPYEL TAVTEADG, OVTE PNV €& Avaykng T0 mapdmay Oeknoel tpoatpécoemg Enetat. (Idg yap Tolg dpynv
KOTd UGV Kol TEAOG KAt Kivnotv Exovcav olov Te &velvor o del Ov kai dpymv kai TéLog ovk &yov;).”
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If rational nature’s concrete end were an automatic outcome of its own power—even of
the volitional power proper to it—then that end would come by nature and not by grace.
The end of creation proves just as supra-natural as its beginning. Creation’s edges, as it
were, cannot by definition be natural. Then they would not be given or created in any
meaningful sense. And if not natural, then their brute facticity evidently does not
concretize through any natural relation to the source of that truth, God. The /ogos of
divine infinity, as Maximus says near the end of this passage, could never be “an innate
part” of a rational creature’s logoi.'"”

So severe is Maximus about grace’s supra-natural character, that some of his
statements might make even the most stolid two-tiered Thomist blush. A creature’s
ecstasy and “experience” (ngipa) in deification, both significant motifs in Maximus, '’
stem precisely from the conviction that our union with God happens by no natural
medium at all. Certainly not through any potentia obedientialis. Watch how Maximus
glosses Gregory of Nazianzus’s mention of “the things [Paul] experienced” when rapt to
the third heaven (2 Cor 12.2):

a name is indicative of grace when man, who has been obedient to God in all

things, is named ‘God’ in the Scriptures, as in the phrase, I said, you are Gods [Ps

81(82).6], for it is not by nature or condition [oV1e Kath UGV 0VTE KOTA GYEGIV]

that he has become and is called ‘God,’ but he has become God and is so named

by placement and grace. For the grace of divinization is completely
unconditioned, because it finds no faculty or capacity of any sort within nature
that could receive it, for if it did, it would no longer be grace but the manifestation
of a natural activity latent within the potentiality of nature. And thus, again, what
takes place would no longer be marvelous if divinization occurred simply in

accordance with the receptive capacity [&l Katd OeKTIKTV SOOVOULY QVOEMG 1)
0émoic fv]. Indeed, it would rightly be a work of nature, not a gift of God, and a

9 Cp. CC 1.100.

120.On “ecstasy” see Polycarp Sherwood, OSB, The Earlier Ambigua of Saint Maximus the
Confessor and His Refutation of Origenism, 128-54; on “experience” see Pierre Miquel, “Ileipa:
Contribution a I’étude du vocabulaire de 1’expérience religieuse dans I’oeuvre de Maxime le Confesseur,”
Studia Patristica 7 (1966): 355-61.
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person so divinized would be God by nature and would have to be called so in the
proper sense. For natural potential in each and every being is nothing other than
the unalterable movement of nature toward complete actuality. How, then,
divinization could make the divinized person go out of himself [é&iotnowv
éamof)l]z,ll fail to see, if it was something that lay within the bounds of his

nature.

Becoming God by grace names a process activated neither by nature nor by “condition”
or “relation” (oyéo15). Not by nature, since then we’d be “God by nature.” And not by

relation—say, as the simultaneous relation between my body and soul (both essentially

122

different) makes them naturally fit for each other. ** In the process and deed of

deification there’s no natural fit at all.'*

Nor is there in the “experience” of deification. Maximus knows two kinds of
knowledge, “relative knowledge” (tnv...oxetiknv) and experiential or participative
knowledge. Relative knowledge “is based on reasoning and concepts [®g &v Ady® pove

124

KeWEVNY kol vorjuaotv],” similar to what many would call theoretical today. “* This grace

is not, and does not provide. Rather, “there is knowledge that is true and properly so

2 Amb 20.2: “...xéprrog 8¢ , Stav ‘Od¢’ 6 EvOpmmog Toig AdyoIg dvopainTal, 6 d1it Tavov
VIK00G O yevOpEVOG dvBpmmog, kotd 10, Eyd eima, Ocol éote, 0bte Katd UGV 0VTE KATH GYEGY YOV
10 eivon kakeioBon ‘@edg,” dAld kotd Oéoty Kol xapy YeEVOpEVOC Te Kai dvopalduevog: 1| yap xapig g
Béwoemg doegxeTOg £0TL TAVTATAGLY, OVK EYOVOQ TNV 010VODV dEKTIKTV £0VTTG €V Tf] PUoeL duvauly, el
oUK €11 xap1g €oTiv, GAAG TG kAT TV ELGIKTY dVvauy évepyeiag pavépwoic. Kai obtm ye mdiy ovk
gotan TapaSoEov 1O YIVOIEVOV, &l KaTd SekTicv Stvapy eoosmg 1) 8énacic fiv. PVcsmg yap dv sikdtmg
Epyov, GAL’ o0 Bsod ddpov 1) BEmoic oo, kKai Suvicston kai phost O£dc 6 To1oDTo¢ lvot Kol Kuplng
npocayopeveshot. OVdeV yap dAAo Kabéonkev 1 kotd OV EKAGTOL TMV VTV dOVOUILG T] PVGEDS TPOG
gvépyelav amapafatog kivnotg. IIdg 8¢ kai &iomoty €avtod oV Beodevov 1| Béwotg, €i Toig 6poig Tiig
POoEMG AT TEPLEIANTTO, CLVIOETV 0VK Exm.”

122 4mb 7.40-3. 1 flagged in Chapter 1, sec. 1.6, that monenergists proposed something similar for
the divine-human activity in Christ, and that Maximus rejected it because it would introduce a “mutual
conditioning” even among inferior and superior modes of existence, such that the consequent “activity”
would imply a composed power from a composed nature (Opusc 5).

' Even in Opusc 1, where Maximus has to clarify what he meant by saying that “the grace of the
Spirit” conquers the deified soul to the point that “it has God alone acting within it” with “only one sole
energy, that of God and of those worthy of God, or rather of God alone”—even then he doubles down on
his denial of any natural power on our part in the work of deification: “But deification does not come about
from our natural powers; it is not in our control. For in nature exists no logos of the things above nature”
(Opusc 1, PG 91, 33c, my translation).

122 OThal 60.6, CCSG 22, 77; here Maximus defines “reasoning about God” (A6yog mepi Ogod) as
“the use of the analogy of beings in the cognitive contemplation of God [t1v €k 1@V dvimv dvaroyiav Tig
nepl aTod YVoOoTikig fewpiog].”
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called, which is gained only by actual experience [Tn|v...aAn0w1Vv v uévn 11 neipgy kat’
gvépyelav]—without reason and concepts—and provides, by grace through participation,
a whole perception of the One who is known [6Anv T0D yvocBévtog Katd yaptv pebééet

. N 12
nopexopévy ™y aicOnow].”'*

The whole mystery of this passivity, this “suffering of divine things,”'*° is that
what’s suffered is something utterly without relation to our nature, something that occurs
without any part of our essence—body, soul, intellect—anticipating it. And yet it occurs,
is a concrete experience, a fact, an event, a most palpable happening wherein the entirely
impossible transpires: “according to a simple union, without relation and beyond all
thought, on the basis of a certain unutterable and indefinable /ogos, which is known only
to the One who grants this ineffable grace to the worthy, that is, it is known only to God
and to those who in the future will come to experience it.”'?” Experience is immediate.
Nothing intervenes as arbiter or hybrid or unifying third term of a triad—at least nothing
related by or within the essential order.

God himself is the medium. Therefore and once more, right here at another of
creation’s edges, its end, the logic exceeds that of Neoplatonic participation or the
limitation of act by power.'?* Consider only three characteristics of deific passivity. First,
the deifying act is suffered by the saint, not performed by her. And yet, second, that’s

precisely why her deification is infinite: it happens to and in her according to no natural

principle of her own that would legislate limits or hew its activity to any determinate

125 OThal 60.5, CCSG 22, 77.

126 Myst. 5, CCSG 69, 29; cp. DN 2.9, Suchla 134.

127 Amb 15.9: “katd THY GmATY G¢ Boyetov Kai Vrep vonow Eveoty, kol Tvo Adyov &dpNTov Te Kol
GvepIVEVLTOV, BV POVOC 010V O THV EpaToV TADTNV Xdptv Toic afiolc Swpodpevoc Osdc, Kai ol Tan TV
Votepov neicecBon péAAoveg.”

128 Already established with respect to Christ (sec. 1.5) and creation from nothing (sec. 2.3-4).
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proportion.'** “And we will become the very thing that is not in any way the outcome of

130 The concrete “that” and “there” of deification—the state of that

our natural capacity.
deified person—is itself as restricted by the natural (finite) mode of that person as divine
infinity. Which is to say, not at all. Here a certain Thomist reading stumbles:
For no created thing is by its nature what effects deification, since it cannot grasp
God. For this is the property of divine grace alone, that is, to grant the gift of
deification proportionately (analogos) to created beings, brightly illumining
nature by a light that transcends nature, making nature [to be] beyond its own
proper limits through the excess of divine glory."*!
Deification is not a supernatural mode of a creature’s natural activity. It’s not a created
activity or mode at all. In deification, rather, a person’s natural mode and act receive a
relation to God’s totally unlike that of mode to act, however high the new heights reached
by the latter’s proportions.'>* Super-natural for Maximus does not mean “some degree
higher than what’s natural.” It means not natural at all, a mode and state operative above

nature of whatever level—a process and result for which nature could never answer.

Deification is a process that occurs according to another logic, Christ’s.'>* After all,

12 OThal 22.7, CCSG 7, 141: “For then passivity will transcend nature, having no principle

(logos) limiting the infinite divinization of those who passively experience it [ 'Yrgp @Oowv yop 10T€ TO
a00¢ €Tl kal unoéva Adyov Eyov OploTikoV Ti|g €n” dmelpov T@V TodTo Tao)OvVTOV Beovpyiog].”

B3 OThal 22.7, CCSG 7, 141: “éxeivo yivopevor dmep Tiic Katd gOoty Suvapems oddaudg drdpyet
katdépOopa.”

B OThal 22.7, CCSG 7, 141, modified: “Ochoeng yop 008V yevntdv Katd @OV £6T1 TOMTIKOV,
gne1dn unde Osod katoAnmTicdV. Movne yap tiic Osiog xaprrog id10v TohT0 TéEPUKEY ETvon TO AVOAOYMC TOTG
ovot yopilesdar Owoty, kai Aaumpuvodong T UGV T DIEP VOV POTI Kai TV oikeinv Spmv adTHV
VIEPAVE KOTA TNV VItepPoAny Tiig d6ENG motovpévng.”

132 «proportionately” or “analogously” (dvaldymg) here carries a peculiar sense; cf. below, sec.
3.5.

S0 Amb 5.11, PG 91, 1052b, modified, where Maximus interprets Dionysius’s christological
sense of “super-nature” in explicitly Neochalcedonian terms: “The coming together of these two natures
constitutes the great mystery ‘of the Jesus’ natural logic, which is supra-natural’ [DN 2.9], and shows that
both the difference of the activities and their union are preserved intact, the former understood to be
‘without division’ in the natural principle of what has been united, while the latter are ‘known without
confusion’ in the unified mode of the Lord’s activities” [1] 60vodog 10 péya “tiig vVmepELodg ITncod
pvololoyiog’ momoapévn pootnpov, colopévny E8€1Eev &V TOVTA TV SLoQoPaY TV EVEPYELDV Kol TNV
Voo, TNV HEV ‘Adlapétmg’ &V 1@ LOIKG Bempovuévny AOY® T®V NVOUEVDY, TNV 08 ‘AcLy)UTOS &V 1@
povodik® ‘yvoplopévny’ tpome tdv yivopévev].” Christ’s “singular mode” is the actualized supernatural
state, which includes three elements at once: [1] a single hypostasis as the ground of identity; [2] two
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Maximus also says the Word’s historical Incarnation happened “in a supernatural
mode.”'** And surely that mode wasn’t a matter of qualifying the degree (in this case to a
lesser one) of any nature’s mode or activity. That supra-natural mode was Aim, his very
hypostasis.'** Indeed, so far is “the whole Christ” from being a state negotiated by any
natural or modal settlement between created and uncreated natures, that the fact of Christ
demonstrates how the person of the Word “truly is beyond all humanity and divinity.”"*
Christo-logic abides no modal hybrid, even when (and indeed because) infinite

natural modes and acts become one actuality. Nature need never mediate between a

higher and lower version of itself. This is not because Maximus simply hadn’t yet

distinct natural principles; [3] two wholly interpenetrating activities of those natures (cf. Amb 5.14). There
is no need for a supernatural habit or mode in Christ’s humanity. His own person, no modal hybrid,
mediates, identifies, and preserves distinct the two infinitely different natures, both in principle and in
activity.

4 Ep 13, PG 91, 532b-c, my translation and emphasis: “But the Word of God did not possess the
activities and powers proper to the nature he assumed by any principle or mode corresponding to that [i.e.
to the principle naturally binding body and soul at birth]. For the supra-natural is not measured out to
nature, nor does there exist in beings any natural capacity at all receptive of it [i.e. the supra-natural].
Therefore he is most singular in his assumption of a rationally and intellectually animated flesh, ineffably
willing to become man; and, qua being and pre-being, possessing the power [to do] all things, he renovated
the natures by a supra-natural mode so that he might save [preserve] man [O 8¢ ®@cod Adyog, kat’ 0vdEva
AdYOV 7 TpOTOV Avaloyovcag Exmv Taig oikelong katd eOoty évepyeiong THg v’ adTod TPooAnEdeiong
QUGENC TG SUVALES 0D Yop HETpoital PUOEL TO VEP QUG 00SE T1L TO Tapdmay &v Toi¢ 006tV 6Tt KaTd
@OOV 00TOD SEKTIKOV. AP0, LOVATOTOG KOTH TPOCANYIV GOPKOC AOYIKAG TE KOl VOEPDS EWYVYOUEVNC,

0 @V ApPNTmG YEyovey vOpPOTOG MG AV KOl POV, Kol TAVTH SUVAUEVOS” TM VIEP VGV TPOTM TAG
@Yoelg kKavotounoas, iva cmon Tov GvBpwmov].” The entire logic runs just so: [1] the process (in either
principle or mode) of Incarnation is in no sense natural; [2] yet the Word himself, in hypostasis, became
human and in that way possessed powers and activities natural to human nature; [3] and since he possessed
them thus, in that “supra-natural mode” of assumption, therefore their modality has been preserved and
renewed; that is, they take on an existential modality that need not pass through their own proper (natural)
modality. Christo-logic conceives a supra-natural process where “supra-natural” means nature—either
human or divine (created or uncreated)—is completely relieved of having to achieve the result by its own
principles or modes.—cf. too Ep 19, PG 91, 593a.

1% See Chapter 1, sec. 1.2. Thus I agree with Lars Thunberg, “Spirit, Grace, and Human
Receptivity,” Studia Patristica 37 (2001): 612, that the deified hexis or “state” in Maximus “should not at
all be identified with supernatural habitus in a Thomistic sense,” since this state comprises no modal
hybrid, but rather the total, simultaneous actualization of both divine and human modes in the deified
person. Again, nature never bears the burden of accounting for deification. See too Larchet, La divinisation
de [’homme, 604.

13 4mb 37.8, PG 91, 1296¢-d, slightly modified. Here’s the whole statement: “Therefore the Word
in whom the universe is gathered is beyond the truth, and also, insofar as He is man and God, He truly is
beyond all humanity and divinity [ Yrep dAn0eiov dpa 6 Tpog Ov T mévto, cuvéyetor Adyoc, kol addig, Mg
GvOpomog kai Oedg VAPV, Kol VIEP ThcAV OV GANODS dvBpomdTa Te Kol BedtnTa].”
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developed the necessary categories to elucidate grace’s presence in and perfection of
nature. It’s rather that the logic of Christ does not and cannot permit any mediator but the
Word."?” Supra-natural modality just is that of divine economy—of Incarnation.'*® When
you behold Christ rightly, you do not perceive created (human) nature outfitted by grace
with a super-added mode that imbues this nature with the power to attain otherwise
unnatural (divine) proportions. No, what you behold is far more magnificent because
simultaneously far more symmetrical and identical: whole humanity and whole divinity,
each wholly possessed of its natural powers perfected in and manifested through whole
activities, so completely indifferent to one another that they completely interpenetrate
exactly as they naturally are—and all this because they are he.'*” There exists no supra-
natural mode outside Christ’s hypostasis.

Hence a final characteristic of deification’s passivity: the permanence of created
nature (and mode and activity) in immediate union. The hypostasis, the Word, plays non-
natural mediator between infinitely different natures and therefore establishes a naturally
immediate identity between them. Hypostatic identity is the only way a finite nature can
be identical to the infinite without simply being obliterated by it. And so Christo-logic is
the logic of deific “ecstasy” and “experience”: when the saint suffers immediate union

with God, the very medium through which such an identity occurs is simultaneously the

7 And so we’ve returned to the critiques of Neochalcedonian christology, namely that it lacks
“created grace” as a mediator between the person and flesh of Christ; see Chapter 1, sec. 1.2.

138 pyr 33, PG 91, 297d-300a: “Kai ka@6rov gpavar, Tév guotkdv £mi Xplotod, suvnupévov et
@ KAt oOTO AOY® Kol TOV VIEP VGV TpdmoV: tva Kad 1) PUo1g dtd Tod Adyov miotwdij, kai 1) oikovopio d1d
toD tpdémov.” This is why Maximus conceives the historical Incarnation as the means for every miracle and
sacrament; see Amb 42.17 and 29.

139 Ep 15, PG 91, 565b, where Maximus concludes from the fact that the essential principles of
both Christ’s natures remained totally untouched (&voAAoiwtog) “after the union” that this means neither
“transgressed the limit of its own essence with respect to its other.”
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140

medium that preserves the saint’s own created nature. ™ That’s why the natural activity

of the saint’s nature is “not suppressed,” Maximus assures, though it indeed ceases or

stabilizes in its limit.'*!

We do not receive the divine activity of grace through our nature
at all. The “sole, super-essential power capable of deifying” does come to be [true] “of
those deified.”'** Just here we glimpse grace’s miraculous work. Grace makes divinity’s

entire and proper activity—including the mode of that activity'*

—the saints’ very own,
even as it leaves nature’s proper mode and activity entirely intact. Grace is not nature,
first and last.'*

2. Grace is an innate power. And yet somehow this non-natural, deifying power
(and activity) exists “inscrite dans la nature de ’homme comme une vocation.”'* If two-
tiered Thomists could blush a bit over Maximus’s rigid partition between nature and
grace, now even the nouveaux théologiens might incline to temper his claim about
grace’s universal presence in nature. Again contemplating Melchizedek:

And you must not think that no one else can have a share in this grace simply

because Scripture speaks of it solely with respect to the great Melchizedek, for in

all human beings God has placed the same power that leads naturally to salvation
[[Taot yap Towg 6 Oedg TV TPOG cwTnpioy PUoIKMG EvEOMKe dvvapv], so that

' Miquel, “IIgipa: Contribution a 1’étude du vocabulaire de I’expérience religieuse dans I’oeuvre
de Maxime le Confesseur,” 358, rightly notes that because Maximus clearly distinguishes his sense of
“experience” or experiential “knowledge” from both typically Aristotelian (episteme, aisthesis) and
Platonic (logos, noesis) unitive modes, Maximian experience “est donc un mode de connaissance tout a fait
original.” I suggest the originality derives from Christo-logic, which uniquely furnishes an immediate
identity beyond and preservative of natural potencies and acts.

14l Opusc 1,PG 91, 33¢c-d: “Ovk aveidov....”

2 Opusc 1, PG 91, 33d-36a.

5 4mb 5.14; cf. below, sec. 3.4.

'** Maximus never qualifies grace as “created.” Indeed he explicitly calls grace “uncreated” at
Amb 10.44 when commending Melchizedek’s supra-natural birth through grace as the great paradigm of
human deification: “Therefore the great Melchizedek is said to be without father or mother or genealogy,
having neither beginning of days nor end of life, just as our God-bearing fathers have truly said, that is, not
on account of his human nature, which was created out of nothing, and by virtue of which he had both a
beginning and an end, but on account of divine and uncreated grace [trv yaptv v Oelav kol dktiotov],
which exists eternally and is beyond all nature and time, for it is the grace of the eternal God, and it was
solely by this that he was begotten—wholly and willingly [«a0’ fjv 81" dAov pdvnv 6Aog yvouikdg
yevvnOeig]—and solely from this that he can now be known” (slightly modified).

"> Ayroulet, De ['Image a l'image, 261.
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anyone who wishes is able to lay claim to divine grace, and is not prevented, if he
so desires, from becoming a Melchizedek, an Abraham, or a Moses, and from
simply transferring all the saints to himself, not by exchanging names or places,
but by imitating their manner and way of life.'*
Grace is a power equally “implanted” in all. It’s innate, present from the beginning in
potentia. Given Maximus’s near obsessive discrimination between nature and grace
above, how can he make of grace a germ so thoroughly inseminated in nature that its
accessibility proves as universal as human nature itself? In no uncertain terms: Maximus
is saying that grace, which configures the rational soul through virtue to the point that
“the Holy Spirit of God naturally becomes its intimate companion, and fashions it into a
divine image, according to the likeness of the Spirit’s own beauty” so that the soul “lacks

nothing of the attributes that belong by nature to the Divinity”'*’

—he’s saying that the
power of this grace lay dormant in nature itself, always and everywhere.

Grace and its effects therefore do not come to us from without. At first blush this
might not seem so. Take baptismal grace. Maximus assigns it a particular moment.
Baptism is “when each person received the grace of adoption.”'** 1 John 3.9 claims the

one born of God sins no more because “God’s seed remains in him [§t1 onéppa avtod &v

avtd pével].” Maximus argues that this “seed” takes root at baptism and blooms

1 Amb 10.46: “Mm) vopule 8¢ Todmg TIveL GUOLPETY THG X&PLToC, EMEWdT TEPL LOVOL TOD peYGAOL
Mehyioedek 6 Aoyog avtnyv diwpicato. [1act yap icmg 6 Oeog v Tpog coTnpioy UIKMG EVEDNKE
dvvapuy, tva Ekaotog fovdopevog tig Oelag petamoteicOan yapitog duvnral, kai 0wV Melyioedek
vevéaBou kol APpodp kol Mobotig, kol arAdc TAavVTag LETAPEPELY €1 EXVTOV TOVG (yiove, U KOALNTOL,
oVK ovopata Kai T0movg aueipav, aAAa Tpdmovg kol moAtteiov pipoduevoc.”

T OThal 1.1.2, CCSG, 7, 9-11, slight modification: “dv [i.e. ‘reason,” logon] kai T Tvedpo 10D
00D 10 dylov, Kahdg Toig apetaic SoumAacOévia, Tpog cupuPincty Tépukey dyecbat kai Belov dyolua Tiig
kad’ opoimoty dpatdTNTOg aTOD KOTUCKEVALEW UNdEVE TMV TPOGOVTOV PUGIKMG Tf| OedTNTL KOTO, TNV
xopv Aewmdpevov.”

8 OThal 61.11.
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149 It

thereafter through the believer’s voluntary praxis in cooperation with the Spirit.
would appear, then, that the Spirit does not arrive until the time of baptism.
Not so. Elsewhere Maximus tries to reconcile one scriptural passage that says the
Spirit is present to all things (Wisd 12.1) and another that the Spirit absconds from the
impure (Wisd 1.4). Here Maximus portrays an unbroken and gradual presence of grace
within nature. He narrates three stages. If we work backward the thread becomes very
clear. [3] For those who “through faith have inherited the divine and truly divinizing
name of Christ,” the Spirit is present “as one creating the adoption given by grace
through faith.”"*° The Spirit is “productive of wisdom” (cogicg momrtikdv), working

151

through the pure to induce virtue. ~ [2] For those under the Law, the Spirit convicts

hearts and foretells the coming salve for their soul’s ongoing wounds, the Christ."** [1]
But for everyone and all, the Spirit, who providentially permeates “all things with His
power,”

stirs into motion the natural inner principle of each [&t1 0e0g Kai 00D mTvedpa
KOTA SOUVOLLY TPOVONTIKDG Ol TAVT®V Y®PODV Koi TOV €V EKAGTE KATA UGV
Adyov avakivodv] through which He leads a man of sense to consciousness of
whatever he has done contrary to the law of nature, a man who at the same time
also keeps his free choice pliant to the reception of right thoughts arising from
nature. And thus we find even some of the most barbarous and uncivilized men
exhibiting nobility of conduct and rejecting the savage laws that had prevailed
among them from time immemorial.'

9 OThal 6.2.

19 OThal 15.4, CCSG 7, 101-3: “kai v ndiot T0ic 0 Oelov koi Ocomotdv Svrmg dvopa 100 Xpiotod
KANPOGOOpPEVOLS Ol TTiC TOTEMG...GALN KOl MG OMUIOVPYIKOV THG KOTH Xapty dud Thig Tiotemc dobeiong
viobeoiag.”

B OThal 15.4.

152 OThal 15.3.

'3 OThal 15.2, CCSG 7, 101. Cf. Constas 127 n. 3, who notes that anakinein (“to stir”) “in the
Platonic tradition describes the awakening or arousing required for the soul to grasp or recollect innate
knowledge. The word is employed extensively by Proclus and Dionysius the Areopagite.”
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“Consequently,” he goes on, “the Spirit is in all things in a simple way,” awakening and
succoring powers already universally implanted in every creature.'>* Grace’s immanence
to and actualization within all creation appears rather like the Word’s own birth: by
Mary’s delighted consent, the Spirit elicits a totally supra-natural power from within the
Virgin herself in order to conceive and gestate the Lord—but more of that anon.

The principal point for now is that grace’s deifying power already indwells
everything from creation’s dawn. Two more themes everywhere linked to grace further
substantiate this account. Consider faith first. Faith for Maximus is always a power.'> Its
end or final deed is “the salvation of souls.”'*® It is the root of all union with God—the
first contact and caress, as it were.'>’ Through it the Spirit births virtue, actualizes in the
soul every divine property, indeed “hypostasizes” an immediate unity with God—for
faith “is the hypostasis of things hoped for,” as Heb 11.1 says.'*® That’s why the
knowledge (of God) faith affords outstrips intellection and dialectic'*’: its power is the
subjective condition for that unmediated experiential knowledge we considered before,
rather like knowing a person, face-to-face recognition. And this power is “an innate
good” (évduabetov dyabov), the invisible kingdom of God within (cf. Lk 17.21) that
assumes form through virtue and practice of Christ’s commandments. Therefore “faith is
not outside us,” but already given within the intellect, awaiting actualization:

If, then, the kingdom of God is actualized faith, and if the kingdom of God brings

about an unmediated union of God and those in His kingdom, faith is clearly
demonstrated to be a relational power, or a relationship that effectively realizes in

1% OThal 15.5, CCSG 7, 103, modified: “"Ectiv 0dv év mdiot pév anhdg, kad’ 6 méviov éoti
GUVEKTIKOV KOl TPOVONTIKOV Kol TMV PUOIKAYV OTEPLATOV AVAKIYITIKOV.”

'3 This is one reason he completely rejects the idea that faith alone can save, namely that faith
must be actualized in and as works; cf. Lib. ascet. 34, CC 1.39, etc.

1 OThal 59.8.

7 OThal 33.3, 54.22-3.

8 OThal 33.2; cf. 51, schol. 4.

9 OThal 51.7 (cf. schol. 7), 59.4; Myst. 5 and 24; CC 3.99.
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a manner beyond nature the unmediated, perfect union of the faithful with the
God in whom they have faith.'®

Faith names the supreme subjective power objectively given to all by grace alone, '’
which (always with love’s succor'®%) opens an immediate relation to divine power in a
way that once again circumvents Neoplatonic limitation of act by power. God gifts faith
directly and as God himself, in the very act of creation. Faith is ours to vitalize, to thicken
by deed.

And so it is with virtue, a primary way faith takes flesh. Although “virtue itself”
(as opposed to its instances) numbers among those “works of God” eternally subsisting in
him by nature and which we participate by grace,'® Maximus baldy states they are
“natural things” (pvowai) for us too. When he says this to Pyrrhus, the latter wonders
why then virtue isn’t equally manifest among all humans and why we must undertake
ascetic struggle to acquire it at all. “Asceticism,” Maximus retorts,

and the toils that go with it, were devised simply in order to ward off deception,

which established itself through sensory perception. It is not [as if] the virtues

have been newly introduced from outside, for they inhere in us from creation....

Therefore, when deception is completely expelled, the soul immediately exhibits

the splendor of its natural virtue.

In another place Maximus even calls knowledge and virtue “powers of the rational soul”

(dvvapetg dvrag yoyig Aoywkig). But he does so, significantly, only as these arise from

10 OThal 33.2, CCSG 7, 229, slightly modified: “Ei 8¢ 7| Pactheio Tod B£0d évepyovpévn mioTig
€otiv, 1 6¢ Poactreia 10D Beod TOV aOTIV PacAevOVTIOV dpEecOV TPOG TOV BedV TotElTaL TV EVOOLY, 1] TOTIG
amedeiydn capdg VLapPYoOLGO FHVOULG OYETIKT T 0YE0LS SpAcTIKT THG VITEP PUOV AUEGOV TOD TGTELOVTOG
TPOG TOV TOTEVOUEVOV DbV TeAeing EVDOE®DG.”

"1 OThal 51, schol. 5: “For faith is the beginning of good things among human beings, before
which we have nothing to offer.”

12 cC1.32.

1% €1 1.50.

1% Py 89, PG 91, 309¢: “H &ioknoic, kai of TonTn T6pevol Tovor, Tpdg T Hovov Staympicat THv
guoupeioav 8t aiocBnoemg amdtny i Yoyt Emevondncav 1oig rlapétolg ov Tpog 10 EEmBev TPocPaTMS
EMELCOYAYEV TAG APETAS EYKEWVTAL YOP NIV €K INOVPYIOG.... 60ev Kol G tedeimg dtakpBf 1 dmdTn,
Gpo kol TG KoTd OOtV dpeti|g TV AaumpoTTa EvosikvuTat 1) yoyn.”
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the logoi planted in nature, the principles according to which knowledge and virtue “exist
and subsist.'®’

That’s significant because the link to the /ogoi both exacerbates and begins to
resolve the restive aporia we’ve been studying. That aporia claims grace is
simultaneously a supra-natural and innate power in created nature. Virtue, for instance, a
work of grace, is both “against” (or “over”) nature and “un mouvement inné de la
nature.”'® The logoi intensify the apparent contradiction because they are divine—
indeed, bear the very divinity within them'®’—and yet are, just as grace was said to be,
“implanted” or “placed in” nature in the very act of its creation from nothing.'®® Thus
Maximus glosses the unbroken “bones” of the Word:

and after the manner of bones, which are constitutive of blood and flesh, the logoi

of His divinity, which transcend all intellection, exist within beings and create—

in a manner beyond our cognition—the essences of those beings, and preserve
them in existence, and are constitutive for all knowledge and all virtue.'®

The logoi of creation are how divine and uncreated grace exists as a supra-natural
power in nature. They establish faith’s first and immediate contact with divine
knowledge. They are and possess the power that makes God’s eternal works—by essence
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imparticipable—participable by his finite works.” ™ They institute the mode of deific
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union. ' The general “/ogos of nature” constitutes the open threshold between a rational

1 4mb 10.3: “Aoyove, kab’ odg niico apeth Kol yvdGIC £0Tt Kol DPEGTNKEY, (O] duvauelg Svog
Yoxfig Aoyueiic.”

1 4mb 10.42 (Tij gdoer yop N apeth) péyecbon néguke), 44; cp. Amb 20.4. Quote from Hausherr,
Philautie, 141.

"7 Amb 10.102; Amb 21.5 (they bear the “cause of all” in themselves) or 21.8 (the logoi are the
principles “in which God is concealed and silently proclaimed”).

18 pyr 214, PG 91, 352ab: “1ov dnpiovpyeds adToig Eviedivia mapd TG T TEV GLOTHOAUEVIC
aitiag Adyov”; Amb 17.7: “Tiveg ol €kGoT® TOV dviwv Tfj VapEel TpOTOG EyKoTofANOévTeC AdyoL.”

' OThal 35.3, CCSG 7, 239-41: “koi doTémV SikNV GLGTATIKGV aipHaTog Kol 6o pKkoc, Kai ol
ThoNG EMEKEVA VOGEMC TEPL BEGTNTOC AOYOL, TOIC OVGIV EVOTAPYOVTEC, THC TV SVIOV AyVHOOTOG Kai
7010061 KOl PO TO EIVAL GUVEYOVGLY OVGIAC, Kol TACOV YVAGCIY Kol TAGAV GPETHV CUVIGTOGLY.”

17 Chapter 2, sec. 2.6.

"B g Amb 41.6.
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creature’s finite nature and the infinite works of God; if she would but join her will in

172
£l

love to that logos, she would have the Logos himsel Nature’s logos is the mediator

because it is “a law both natural and divine” (8¢ kol vopog éoTi puotkdc Te kai Hgiog).!”
And that, I suggest, reveals the logic that explains and even necessitates the anomaly
grace is.

3. Grace is the Logos, as logoi, bearing and immediately presenting divinity from
within nature. Christo-logic, I propose, explains why divine grace is a power and activity
utterly without natural relation to our own essential power and activity, and yet lies
everywhere as nature’s profoundest depths—the cause of its power and promised
perfection. The anomaly of grace describes the actualization of the Word within created
nature, the very Word who has already made himself hypostatically identical to created
nature’s proper power and thereby generated it at all. The Logos is the logoi.'™*

In the logoi the Logos offers his own person as the immediate link between
uncreated and created power. That’s why grace’s source and logic are the Logos’s
historical Incarnation:

But the Lord set forth the manifest might of His transcendent power, having

hypostasized an unchanging birth in the nature of the contrary realities by which

He Himself experienced. For by giving our nature impassibility through His

Passion, relief through His sufferings, and eternal life through His death, He

restored our nature, renewing its habitual dispositions by means of what was

negated in His own flesh, and through His own Incarnation granting it that grace
which transcends nature, by which I mean divinization.'”

"2 4mb 7.22.

' Exp. Orat. Dom. 4, CCSG 23, 65-6.

17 Chapter 2, sec. 2.4.

'S OThal 61.6, CCSG 22, 91, modified: “tiv 82 tfig dnepPuriodone Suvépeng ioydv SHANV
KATEGTNGEVY, TV 01C 0T EMUGYEV EVAVTIOV DTOGTHGUG TH| PUOEL THY YEVESY dTpemTov: S1d Tahovg Yap
TV andsioy Kol S1é moveov T dveoty kol 518 Bovétov TV didiov {ony Tij pdost Sovc, Ty
GMOKATEGTNGEV, TAIG £0VTOD KOTA GAPKA GTEPNOESL TG EEEIG Avakawvicag Tig pVoemg kal did THg idiag
GAPKAOCEMS TNV VIEP POCV APV dpnodpevog ti) pVoEL, TNV Béwoy.”
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Grace inhabits nature as the personal Word. The condition or Zexis of the deified soul is
in fact Christ’s personal stamp, his stability, his character, himself.'’® He “hypostasizes”
what he experiences. Therefore what he experiences—the entire existential range of
human nature (“the contrary realities,” pleasure and pain, etc.)—simultaneously comes to
be possible at all and possible to be perfected, by no natural mediation, in identity with
the divine activity.'”’

Maximian virtue proves once more an illuminating case. Its character makes no
sense unless the Word condescends to become the immediate and real identity of virtue in
two infinitely different natural modes.'”® Recall that Maximus summons human growth in
virtue as another way to grasp his logoi doctrine. Just before the famous passage (4Amb
7.22) he repeats what we saw in the Dispute with Pyrrhus, that virtue is natural because it
is entirely present in all human beings—never “more or less” universally there in
power.'” Here he specifies why that’s so. It’s worth quoting at length:

The essence in every virtue is the one Logos of God—and this can hardly be

doubted since the essence of all the virtues is our Lord, Jesus Christ, as it is

written: who was made for us by God wisdom, righteousness, holiness, and
redemption [1 Cor 1.30].... Which is to say that anyone who through fixed habit
participates in virtue, unquestionably participates in God, who is the substance of

the virtues. For such a person freely and unfeignedly chooses to cultivate the
natural seed of the Good, and has shown the end to be the same as the beginning,

176 Ayroulet, De [’image a I'Image, 282-4.

7 This articulates from an eschatological vantage the very logic we observed last chapter from a
protological one—namely, that the “edges” of participation cannot themselves by explained by
participation. There the power to be at all—to be a participant—preceded (ontologically) the actual
participation between participated and participant. Here the power to be a created nature precedes the
power of that nature’s proper and actual perfection by grace. In both cases the edges are established by the
logoi, and in both cases only their identification with the hypostasis of the Logos explains their peculiar
functions as edges. At the beginning, the Word condescends to make himself identical to what he’s not by
nature, created, and so generates created nature. At the end, the Word assumes creation’s perfection even
while remaining what he is by nature, uncreated, and so deifies created nature. At neither edge is it a matter
of natural mediation. But that’s exactly why both edges completely exceed nature and effect realities
known to be naturally impossible and even absurd.

178 See Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator, 323-30, for a classic overview of Maximus
statements in this vein

'” Cited at n. 164.
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and the beginning to be the same as the end, or rather that the beginning and the
end are one and the same [pdAlov 8¢ TawTOV dpyNv ovcay kai téhoc]...for it is
from the beginning that he received being and participation in what is naturally
good [eiAneag mpdg T eivon kai TO kot péOeEy pvoet dyadov].... Having
completed his course, such a person becomes God, receiving from God to be God,
for to the beautiful nature inherent in the fact that he is God'’s image, he freely
chooses to add the likeness to God by means of the virtues, in a natural movement
of ascent through which he grows in conformity to his own beginning.'®

Track the logic closely. I recount it in reverse order of its appearance in this passage,

which is the typical order of its phenomenological appearance in human life, if you will.

Virtue inheres in human nature such that the ascetic ascent from image to likeness reveals

81 To cultivate that virtue—to reduce it to

virtue’s hidden and hitherto buried beauty.
concrete deed by free choice—is to participate God himself. Indeed, existential,
historical, horizontal acts of virtue somehow perform what’s normally regarded as the
more ontological, metaphysical, and vertical act of reverting to one’s beginning (arche),
which is also one’s end (telos). Thus Origen favored a metaphysical axiom, “the
beginning is like the end,” which expresses the latter.'®* Maximus reprises and actually

intensifies it here to emphasize the singular identity of beginning and end, the very

identity ubiquitously latent within nature as the power of virtue—of deification.'®?

80 gmb 7.21: “Ei yap odoia Tiic &v Ekdote dpetiic O €l Vnapyey Adyog Tob Ocod pn
apeiBéPAntar—ovcio yap Tavtav 1@V apetdv antog oty 0 Kbplog nudv Incode Xpiotdg, dg yéypomtar
8¢ éyeviOn nuiv amo Oeod copia, droxaiootvy te kal dylaouog kai droAvtpwoig [1 Cor 1.30].... mog
dnrovott GvBpmmog dpetiic ko’ EEv mayiov petéymv avapenpiotog O@eod petéyet Tiig 0vcing TAV ApeTdyv,
MG TNV KOTO UGV OTOPaY TOD Ayafod Yvnoimg KOTA TPOaipeESY YEMPYNOOS Kol TODTOV dei&og i dpyi] To
180G Kail TV apynv T® TéAel, LIALOV 8E TaDTOV dpyRv oboav Kai TEAOG...THV L&V MG keldev eiAnQaC TPOC
¢ glvar kod T katd pédely pvoel dyadov...EEavucag Spopov S1é omovdic, kad’ dv yivetar Oedc, £k ToD
@e0d 10 Oedg sivar AapPavov, OC T® xat’ eixéva HGEL KOAD Kol TPOopEGEL THY 817 ApeT®dV TPpocBeic
élouoimwory H10, TG EREVTOV TPOG TNV 1diav dpynv dvaPhoems te Kai oikeldtntog.” Cf. too In Psal. 59,
Blowers 278.

81 Cf. Amb 10.8; Amb 42.5; QThal 53.3. An idea especially dear to Athanasius, of course; cf. De
inc. verb. 41-3.

"2 Origen, Princ 1.6.1.

'3 Polycarp Sherwood, OSB, “Maximus and Origenism: APXH KAI TEAOZ,” Berichte zum XI.
Internationalen Byzantinisten Kongrefs (Miinchen, 1958), 5-7, though surely there’s more to say than that
Maximus rejects “cosmogonic” speculation about a primordial henad and instead favors “participations in
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This identity is Jesus Christ. How so? Maximus reads the Apostle literally and
metaphysically: “by God he was made for us wisdom” means for Maximus that the Word
“was made” universal wisdom and virtue—indeed all the participated works of God—in
just the way he “was made” at all, that is, by Incarnation,'®* by making his hypostasis the
“is” of what he is not by nature in order to make that nature both be and be his in a single
creative act. Clearly Maximus has Christo-logic in mind here. In the preceding paragraph
he explicitly distinguishes the Word’s divine essence from his hypostasis precisely in
order to claim that the Logos—this hypostasis considered apart from divinity—is
identical to the logoi.'™ The divine essence as such could never become anything, let
alone created. But Jesus Christ can and did—here “the essence of all the virtues” (ovoia
YOp ThvTov TdV dpeTdVv). A truly remarkable claim, especially when you realize what
Maximus is not saying. He does not mean that Christ “as Word,” say, is the self-
subsistent exemplar participated piecemeal by lesser participants. He might have easily
taken this route. In this very passage (in the first ellipsis) he evokes the standard
distinction between “Wisdom itself” (avtoco@ia) and specific instances of wisdom, “a
wise man” (copd¢ &vOpwmoc), and initially identifies Christ with the former.'*® But then
“Wisdom itself” appears entirely inherent within the participant, still, mind you, the very

wisdom and virtue essentially identified with Christ’s person. Wisdom’s vertical,

the Word” (7), since, of course, Maximus has no qualms speaking of the Logos-/ogoi procession in a
properly protological sense; cf. Chapter 2, sec. 2.4.

184 So Larchet, La divinisation, 485, describes the saint’s actualization of virtue in direct
connection with that virtue as hypostasized in Christ’s flesh: “une véritable appropriation ontologique des
vertus qu’ll manifeste en plénitude dans Son humanité et qui sont elles-méme les propriétés divines dont 11
a rendu participante, par toute 1’oeuvre de Son économie, la nature qu’ll a assumée.”

"5 4mb 7.20: “When, however, we exclude the highest form of negative theology concerning the
Logos—according to which the Logos is neither called, nor considered, nor is, in His entirety, anything that
can be attributed to anything else, since He is beyond all being, and is not participated in by any being
whatsoever—when, I say, we set this way of thinking aside, the one Logos is many logoi and the many are
One” (my emphasis). See Chapter 2, sec. 2.3.

"% 4mb 7.21. Maximus uses the term mpocdimpiopévag to indicate a qualified, particular kind or
case; cf. so Aristotle, De an. 11.2, 414a23.
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downward movement into its participants is Christ’s own, and it yields a feature totally
foreign to standard philosophical models of participation: when the soul consumes the
“lower members” of Christ’s body, through virtue “it completely forms within it the
whole Word who became flesh.”®’

We saw last chapter that God is participable only because the Word deigns to
bring down his proper (divine) activity with his own person (since divinity is no abstract
thing), joining that activity to the nature he becomes according to hypostasis. Now here,
when the lower, finite nature’s own power reduces to act—a human soul’s, say—it

£.'%® The deified soul participates

“mixes” with the divine activity fully present within itsel
an interior activity whose power is not its own by nature, yet entirely present because it
belongs by nature to the Word within that soul, the Word who has given himself to be the
concrete identity of two infinitely different natures—to be their /logoi while also
remaining himself in nature and person. So when that soul actualizes its power in its
proper (human) mode, the Word assumes that particular mode of created nature too. In
that sense the Word gains a modal instance or iteration he did not actually possess before,
since every instance bears a character and modality as individual as the person who
“typifies” it."™ You “lavishly show forth in yourself,” writes Maximus to Thomas, “by
means of the marvelous mixture of opposites—God incarnated in the virtues.”'°

Or consider another individual, Melchizedek. Maximus does intently, we’ve seen,

and in doing so resplendently illustrates grace’s Christo-logic. He makes his start from

87 Amb 48.6, my emphasis: “kol TAVTOTAGY AUOAVVTOV HETH THG WOYTiC THY odpKa Stotnpdv, kai
6lov amapoleintmg avtii TOV Adyov Taig ApeToic SlopopedY capka yevouevoy.”

S 4mb 10.41.

' Opusc 10, PG 91, 136d-137a; cf. Chapter 1, sec. 1.3.2 (“Indifference”).

% 4mb ad Thom., prol. 2, slight modification: “molvtehdc Tij kakij pifel @V &vavtiov &v oeantd
delkvg ToV g0V Taic dpetaic copatovpevov”; cf. esp. Amb 47.2 (proper to Paul), discussed below at sec.
3.4.
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Scripture itself, which cavalierly asserts that Melchizedek was “without father or mother

or genealogy, having neither beginning of days nor end of life [Andtwp kol dpjtop kol

»191 Maximus thinks this

ayevealoyntog, unte apymv Nuepdv, unte télog Long Exov].
indicates Melchizedek’s deified state. God made him “worthy to transcend time and
nature and to become like the Son of God,” that is, “he became by grace what the very

192 What Melchizedek, a human person, was by nature of

Giver of grace is by essence.
course included things like having a temporal beginning and end, wielding dialectic to
ascertain the truth of creatures, and so on. But what he becomes by grace comprises
nothing less than the entire set of divine properties, undiminished. Grace, specifically
“divine and uncreated grace” (tnv xapwv v Beiav kai drxtiotov), makes Melchizedek’s
own what he is not by nature. And it manifestly must be uncreated grace: if grace were
created it would no longer be divine—at least not modally divine—and Maximus reads
Scripture and the Word’s economy alike to aim at nothing less. Therefore only that grace
which exists “eternally and is beyond all nature and time” renders Melchizedek
“begotten” of God.'"”
Like Father like son:
And so transcendentally, secretly, silently, and, to put it briefly, in a manner
beyond knowledge, following the total negation of all beings from thought, he
entered into God Himself, and was wholly transformed [0Ao¢ OA® mowwBeig te Kol
petamoinOeig], receiving all the qualities of God, which we may take as the
meaning of being likened to the Son of God [ap®pHOIOUEVOS OE TG Y1 ToD OgoD ]
he remains a priest forever [Heb 7.3]. For every saint who has made exemplary
progress in beauty is thereby said to be a type of God the giver. Consistent with
this principle, the great Melchizedek, having been imbued with divine virtue, was

deemed worthy to become an image of Christ God and His unutterable mysteries,
for in Him all the saints converge as to an archetype, to the very cause of the

Y1 Amb 10.42, 44.

192 Amb 10.42, slight modifications: “yp6vov kol pvoEOg dIeptved yevésOat kai Opotmdival T
Yio 10D Oeod katnéid0n,” and “olog oTdg 6 SoThp THG YAPITOC KT THYV 0VGIoY VIAPY®V TOTEVETAL”

95 4mb 10.44: “xa®’ fiv 8 Shov poviy Srog yvopkdg yevvnoeic.”
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manifestation of the Beautiful that is realized in each of them, and this is
especially true of this saint, since he bears within himself more prefigurations of
Christ than all the rest.'™
Observe first that Maximus here defines “likeness” (again from dgoiopa) as “receiving
all the qualities of God.” We’ve already attended to Maximus’s rather strong sense of
deific likeness (sec. 3.2). There and here you almost get the sense that deific “likeness”
signifies something closer to the way the Word is “image of God” (Col 1.15) or “the
exact character of the Father’s hypostasis” (Heb 1.3)—which is to say, not by modal
qualification.'” This more extreme sense emerges, in fact, in a passage just before the
one at hand:
the divine Melchizedek unfolded his intellect to the divine, beginningless, and
immortal rays of God the Father, and was begotten out of God through the Word
in the Spirit by grace, so that he now bears within himself, unblemished and fully
realized, the likeness of God the begetter, for every birth creates identity between
the begetter and the begotten [€nel Kol TAc0 YEVWN OIS TADTOV TA YEVVOVTL
TEPVKEV AMOTEAETV TO YEVVAOUEVOV].
Maximus reveals here what “by grace” means: to be born from God, in the Spirit, and

through the Word, to such a degree that an “identity” obtains between the person become

God and God. Grace forges an identity with God through the Word.

9% Amb 10.45: “kai dg EEqupNUEVOC, KPLPIOE T Kol GESTYNUEVOS, Kol GUVELOVTA EIETY,
AyVOOTOG, LT AoV TOV OVIOV ATAVIOV APAipeESy KOTA VOOV £ig adTOV €lodVe TOV @bV, Kal dAog OA®
mownBeic te Kol petomondeic, dmep 10, o’cgaco,uoza),uévog 0¢ 1@ Yiew 100 Ocod uével igpevg eig 10 O1vekes
vreppaive dvvatar. I1ag yap tig 1@V ayiov, ovtivog kat’ EGaipetov anp&ato kaAod, Kot avTod kai THIog
gtva Tod 00Tipog Beod avnyopevtar. Kab’ 6 onpovopevov kai ovtog 6 péyag Meiyioedex dia v
gunombeicov avtd Oelav apetny gikav katnéintal Xpiotod tod Ocod, Kol TOV ATopPNTOV a0Tod
HuoTNpimV, €1 OV TAVTEG PEV Ol dylot GLVAYOVTOL AOC APYETLTOV Kol THG &V EKACT® aVT®V TOod KahoD
EUEAaceng aitiov, HMoTo 8& 00ToC, OC TV SALMY AmdvTimv TAEIoVE £V E0Td PEPOV ToD XP1oTod TAC
vroTundoELS.”

195 Cp. Amb 7.38, where being created “similar” to God (§0vtd dpoiovc) means we’re imbued
with “the exact characteristics” (akpipf] yvopicpota) of divine goodness.

1% 4mb 10.44, slightly modified: “6 Ogiogc Mekyioedék, mpodc 8¢ tag Oeiog kai avapyoug kai
aBavartovg tod Oeod kai [Tatpdg dxtivag TOv vodv dvenétacey kai £k 100 Ogob d1a oD Adyov KoTd Xapty
év [vedpatt yeyévvnral, Kol oav kol GAn01 v €avt®d eépet 10D yevvnoavtog ®eod v opoimoty, érel Kol
OGO YEVVIOIG TODTOV TA YEVVAVTL TEQLKEV ATOTEAETV TO YEVVAOUEVOV.”
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That this identity comes through the Word explains a second unique feature of
grace’s logic. It’s another we’ve seen before, at work especially in the tantum-quantum
principle. Deification names a simultaneous, double movement of our ascent into God
and God’s into us—indeed, that our ascent is God’s into us and the reverse. The passage
above (10.45) describes our ascent: all the saints converge on Christ “as to an archetype.”
But even here you can discern the downward movement: Melchizedek “bears within
himself’—so that his “self” still endures and indeed houses the manifold “prefigurations”
of Christ. A few paragraphs later we find that the descent was all along the condition for
ascent:

whoever casts aside this present life and its desires for the sake of the better life —

will acquire the /iving, and active, and absolutely unique Word of God, who

through virtue and knowledge penetrates to the division between soul and spirit,
so that absolutely no part of his existence will remain without a share in His
presence, and thus he becomes without beginning or end, no longer bearing within
himself the movement of life subject to time, which has a beginning and an end,
and which is agitated by many passions, but possesses only the divine and eternal
life of the Word dwelling within him, which is in no way bounded by death."”’

At length we see how Melchizedek won the heights he did—even becoming “without

beginning” (&vapyoc), a predicate Maximus usually reserves exclusively for the divine

essence itself."”® Our ascent cannot occur except as an ascent into the divinity already

innately present in us. The Word first dwells in us that we might in him. For there is no

P Amb 10.48: “... v mapodoay {oNv peTd TV ovTiic OeAnpiToV THg Kpeittovog Evekev
TPOIEUEVOG, (DVTa OE Kal Evepyodvia, LOVATOTOV TOV T0D Ocod AGyov KEKTNTAL, LikvoUUeVOY KOT  OPETTV
Kol YOO dypr ueptouod yoyiic kol avebuarog [Heb 4.12], kai undev 10 mapdmov tig avTtod Topovciog
duotpov £xet, yéyove Kol Gvapyog kol ATEAEVTNTOG, TNV YPOVIKTV UNKETL PEPMV €V E0VTH Kivovpuévny {ony,
TV apynv Kol Tdog Exovoav Kai ToAloig dovovuévny madnuact, povny 8¢ v Ogiav 100 Evotknoavtog
Adyov kol didiov kol pundevi Oavatm mepoTovpévy.”

"% Amb 7.7, Amb 10.97-8; Pyr 182, PG 91, 341a.—Note that Maximus once again shows himself
completely willing not only to repeat but to intensify an idea with a controversial legacy (as he was with
isochrist claims): the cult of Melchizedek knew some significant extremes, which worried many. Here I’'m
indebted to Justin Shaun Coyle’s observations.
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divinity, no “divine and eternal life,” that is not precisely “of the Word dwelling within”
(10b évowcioavtog Adyov).'”

Now too we can glimpse the distinctively Maximian sense of a theme dear to
Origenism, the birth of the Word in the deified soul.”* It bears the unmistakable marks of
Christo-logic. Observe its first two elements (hypostatic identity generates infinite natural
difference): the Logos condescends to identify his person to created nature; he becomes
the /ogoi of all and each. That includes the logos of every human being. This generates

201
2201 the

the human being, nature and person. Indeed it’s the “hypostasis of [divine] gifts,
person of the Word, that constitutes the (natural) potency of that human person’s being,
well-being, and eternal well-being—that is, the entire existential continuum of that
person, beginning, middle, end.**> The Word’s person remains divine by nature even as it
becomes this human being’s natural power and principle. So now the Word bears two
principles within that person (the divine and #4is human’s) along with their respective
natural modes and activities. Obviously the indwelling Word’s divine nature is always
and infinitely actualized as such; it awaits no further reduction to act. But the Word’s

human nature does remain in potency in each human being, indeed is that person’s whole

potency.”” And since the Word is as much that human nature as he is divine, that human

% Cp. QThal 15.5, CCSG 7, 103, which the Spirit’s “deifying indwelling” (tfig otod BewTikiic
évoknoemg) depends explicitly on those who are “in Christ.” The Spirit is in the deified soul because the
Spirit is wholly in the Son, and the Son is in that soul. Cf. below, sec. 3.5.

200 Origen, Hom. in Jer. 9.4, Hom. in Luc. 22.3, Hom. in Num. 23; Evagrius, KG 6.39; cf. A.K.
Squire, “The Idea of the Soul as Virgin and Mother in Maximus the Confessor,” Studia Patristica (1966):
456-61, esp. 460.

1 Exp. Orat. Dom. 4, CCSG 23, 50, slightly modified.

22 OThal 22.6, CCSG 7, 139.

293 As created and finite by nature, this must be so: every created thing must move from potency to
act, as Maximus’s famous metaphysics of motion dictates; cf. Amb 7.3-14; Sherwood, The Early Ambigua,
96-102.
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nature’s actualization (its gradual, freely elected perfection through a person’s proper and
integral activity) is his too.

And so we can take Maximus’s statements literally here: “Christ is always born
mysteriously and willingly, becoming incarnate in those who are saved.”*** This is our
adoption, how we become God’s children. As it was in the historical Incarnation, the
Holy Spirit, who dwells perichoretically (wholly) in the Son is “the one creating”
(Snpovpykdv) the Son’s birth in and as us.””” In fact, so exactly does our deification hew
to Christo-logic, the birth of Christ in our soul even retains the basic causal reciprocity
that obtained between Christ and his mother:

The mother of the Word is the true and unsullied faith. Just as the Word, who, as

God, is by nature the creator of His mother who gave birth to Him according to

the flesh, and made her His mother out of love for mankind, and accepted to be

born from her as man, so too the Word first creates faith within us, and then
becomes the son of that faith, from which He is embodied through the practice of
the virtues. And it is through faith that we accomplish all things, receiving from
the Word the graces necessary for salvation. For without faith, through which the

Word is God by nature and a son by grace, we have no boldness of speech to

address our petitions to Him.?*®

The very Word becomes ““a son by grace” in our adoption. That’s how identical he is to

us, to our individual finite essences, powers, modes, and activities. He really does

204 Exp. Orat. Dom. 4, CCSG 23, 50; cited above at n. 87.

2% OThal 15.4, CCSG 7, 101-3: “kai év ndiot T0ig 10 Oglov koi Ocomotdy Svrmg dvopa 10 Xpiotod
KANPOGOpEVOLS d1d TG TOTEMG...GALN Kol MG SNIOVPYIKOV THG KaTd Xapwv dud miotemg dobeiong
vioBeoiag.”

2% OThal 40.8, CCSG 7, 273: “Minp 8¢ 10D Aoyov kabéotnkey 1| dAnOng ko dudivvtog moTic.
Qg yop Tiic TEKODONG AVTOV KATO GhpKa UNTPAC, Mg BedC, DIAPYEL KOTO VGV dNOVPYOS O AdYyoC, fiv
gmomoaro untépa 61 prhovBpomiov, €€ avthg dg dvOpwmoc yevvndijvar katadedpevog, obtmg v Huiv
TPOTEPOV TNV THOTV dNpovpy®dVY 0 Adyog Dotepov yivetarl Tiig £v MUV wiotemg vidg, £ avTHg KATO TV
TPAEY TS APETAlC COUATOVIEVOGS, S’ ¢ ThvTa Staviopsy, Tapd 10D Adyov AapPavovtee T Tpdg
compiav yopicpara. Xopic yap tic mioteme, fiG kKod B0 KoTd UGV DIAPYEL Kol ViOC KT YAPY 6 AOYOC,
obdepiav Epopev Toppnoioy Tag tpog avTov moteicbat denoelg.” See too QThal 53.4, CCSG 7, 435, where
speaks of our birth from Christ in the Spirit—deification is simultaneously our birth from Christ and his
from us.
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“become flesh” in our virtue (not merely in some abstract realm where “Virtue” lives).*"’

One time Maximus praises his addressee for “always conceiving and bearing the pious
logos of your understanding, which is like a womb made capable by grace of manifesting
the supra-natural Word.” And the Word manifests because he increases. “By your
generous dispositions, which were born from your heart,” writes Maximus,
you nourish the Word in accordance with right praxis and contemplation—as if
from breasts—and you nurse along the Word to growth in the abundance of pious
conceptions and modes [of life] so that, paradoxical as it sounds, his own growth
becomes the deification of the very mind that nourishes him.**®
Just as the Virgin’s own free power to bear and birth the Word was itself a power
given by the Word, so too is grace’s. When the Mother consented, the Word became his
own seed in her in an utterly supra-natural way.*”” And when I consent to the Word’s
invitation, coursing as it does through creation’s very veins as the logoi*'*—mine too—
then the Word realizes himself in me, assumes my own nature and mode in its every
general and particular dimension. This then names the greatest issue of grace’s Christo-
logic:
Jesus my God and Savior, who is completed through me who am saved, brings me
back to himself who is always filled to overflowing with plenitude and who can
never be exhausted. He restores me in a marvelous way to myself, or rather to
God from whom I received being and toward whom I am directed, long desirous
of attaining well-being. Whoever can understand this by having had the
experience of these things will completely come to know in clearly having

recognized his own dignity already through experience, how there is rendered to
the image what is made to the image, how the archetype is honored, what is the

7. CT2.37, Salés 132-3: “Ev pév mpaktikd 1oig Tdv Apetdv Tpomots maxuvopevog o Adyoc
yiveron 6p&”; cf. QThal 1.2.2.

2% Ep 19, PG 91, 592a-b, my translation: “kai kbovoav del Tov e0oepf Aoyov kai TikTovcdy 6od
dtdvotay Mg 10D VITEP PUoY AdYOL Katd Yapty Kothav dmogavOsioay yopntikny...Kai unv katd tag oog
mayiag EEg1¢ TG €k THG ofi¢ Kapdiog kdidopévac, oic pacTdv dikny Kotd Te THY TPALY Kol ThHv Bsopiov
daTpéelg Tov Adyov, T xopnYie 1@V evoefdv vonuatov te Kol Tpdnev cuvanavopevov: Kol Topadomg
glnelv, v oikeiav adEnoty tod draTpépovtog vod motovuevov Béwoy.”

29 Ep 19, PG 91, 592¢-d (he became his own seed); recall too the description of the logoi as the
Word’s irzllsoemination into the womb of the world at Amb 6, discussed at Chapter 2, sec. 2.2.

Amb 21.8.
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power of the mystery of our salvation, for whom it was that Christ died, and
finally how we can remain in him and he in us, just as he said (Jn 15.4).*"!

That last opens upon the logic of the actual, deified state—perichoresis. I return to
that shortly. But I want to terminate this discussion of the aporia of grace as the indelible
index of its Christo-logic by lingering a bit over one of Maximus’s favorite expressions
for our deification. He likes to say we become God “by position” (0éoe1).”" The
expression katd 0éotv can refer to adoption, the legal rather than biological mode of
gaining a child.*'® That idea’s certainly present in Maximus, but, as Larchet observes,
0¢éoet likely does not take that as its principal sense, not least because Maximus often

214 .
7% Both, of course, indicate

employs another (biblical and technical) term for “adoption.
a process opposed to nature, something non- or supra-natural: 6¢cetl opposes @voet, for
instance.?"

But 8éce1 expresses more than the process’s character. When a fact or state results

from a process that occurs “by position,” it tells you something remarkable about that

2 Myst. 5, CCSG 69, 23-4, my slight modification and emphasis: “Incodv pév tov €uov 0edv kai
c@Tipa CLUTANPWOOEVTH 01’ EoD c@lOUEVOL TTPOC EVTOV ETOVAYEL, TOV Ael TANPECTATOV TE KOl
VIEPTANPECTATOV PNOEMOTE EAVTOD EKGTIVOL SLVAUEVOV, EUE OE TOV AvOpwTOV EUaNT® BovHacTAC
dmokadicoty, udilov 82 Bed, Tap’ od 1O slvar AaPav Exw, kol Tpdg Ov énciyopan, TOPPWOEY, TO €D £ivon
TPocAaPelv Epiépevog dmep O yv@var dvvnbeic €k 10D Tabelv, Ta Aeydpeva eloetan Tavtmg, Yvopioag 71on
Kot TNV TEipav Evapyds To oikelov d&impa, mdg dnodidotal tf] iV TO kAT’ gikdva, Kol TG TILATAL TO
apyétumov, kol tig Tod pouatnpiov g UGV copiog 1 dOvaug, kol vrep tivog Xp1otog anédave, mdg te
oMY &v abtdd pueivar dSuvauedo kol avrog év fjuiv, kodag elnev”; the image and archetype phrases come
from Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 1 and 4.

212 Myst. 5, PG 91, 677; 21, PG 91, 697a; 24, PG 91, 712a; Opusc 1, PG 91, 33¢c; Amb 20.2, PG
91, 1237a; cf. Larchet, La divinisation de ['homme, 601-3.

2318, N 8éo1g, s.v., III; Lampe, s.v., IV.

214 Larchet, La divinisation de [’homme, 602 n. 308: “Certains traducteurs rendent ce terme par
adoption: mais cette traduction n’est acceptable que pour le composé viobeoia que Maxime utilise par
ailleurs et qui se réfere a une filialité non pas possédée par nature, mais acquise ou conférée par institution,
autrement dit qui désigne proprement 1’adoption filiale.”

215 Larchet, La divinisation de I'homme, 601-2.
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very state, too. What comes to be “by position” is a state or fact just like the fact that
comes to be by nature. Becoming God by position, you might say, makes us just as much
God as God is by nature (i.e. tantum-quantum principle). “By grace,” which also means
“by position,” does not make us less God just because the process is utterly supra-natural.
Thus Maximus can gloss the christological claim of Col 2.9:

In Christ, on the one hand, who is God and Word of the Father, the whole fullness

of divinity dwells by essence in a bodily manner. But in us the fullness of divinity

dwells by grace at the moment we gather within ourselves every virtue and
wisdom—such that, to the extent possible for a human being, nothing in any way
lacks in the true imitation with respect to the archetype. For it is not unfitting that,
by the principle of position, the fullness of divinity dwells in us too, a fullness
consisting in various spiritual contemplations.*'®
The logos of “position” describes the way grace makes the whole divinity inhabit us just
as much as Christ. The process is not natural. But the outcome exists in fact just as if it
were.

I think that another, more distant horizon might illumine Maximus’s affinity for
0éoet: ancient Greek prosody (right pronunciation).”'” There we encounter a fairly direct
replication of Maximus’s use. More evidently than in any other of its contexts, “by
position” in prosody immediately opposes “by nature.” The Alexandrian grammarian
Dionysius Thrax (d. 90 BC), whose Ars grammatica marked the first systematic grammar

2218 allots

treatise and would become ““a text-book in the schools of the Roman Empire,
two categories of instances where one must pronounce long syllables. “A long syllable

may come about in eight ways,” he writes, “three by nature and five by position [Maxpa

216, c72.21, Salés 120, my translation: “’Ev pév 1@ Xpotd, @ed Svrt kai Adyw tod Motpde, SAov
Kat’ ovoiav 0ikel 10 mANp®u Tfig 80T TOC COUATIKAS v HUIV 88 Katd Ybptv OiKel TO TANpOUa TG
Bedrog, Mvika Tdcav &v E0vToic aBpoicmuey apetnyv Kol cogiay, undevi TPOT®, KOTO TO SVVATOV
avOpdn®, Aewmouévny Tig TPOg TO apyéTumov aAnbolc Ekpunosmc. OV yap Gnelkog Kot Tov 0écel Adyov
Kai &v NUiv oikfjoat 10 TANpopa Tiig BE0TNTOC TO €K S10POP®Y GLVEGTNKOG TVELUATIK®Y Bempnudtov.”

27 LSI, 1 6éo1g, s.v., VIL

2% Davidson, “The Grammar of Dionysios Thrax,” 326.
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GLAAaBT yivetan katd TpOTOVS OKTM, PUoEL PV Tpels, Oéoet 8¢ mévie].'’ You
pronounce a long syllable “by nature” when, for instance, the syllable contains a long
vowel or diphthong (these are already long by nature), and “by position” when, say, the
syllable ends in two consonants or is followed by a double consonant (as with EEo—“€” a
result of the palatal stop “y” before “c”). In fact, to pronounce “by position” seems not to
yield any exact, universal rule precisely to the extent that it’s not natural. Or, to put it
another way, a general rule in prosody condenses by convention rather than by the very
essence of the syllables themselves. Syllables come arranged, and pronunciation
introduces yet another level of ordering. Prosody deals with the direct deed wrought and
performed by the speaker in concert with generations of other speakers. From prosody,
Dionysius thus teaches, we learn “the art of the reader.”**’

I don’t claim direct textual dependence here, but the picture conjured proves
compelling enough to take seriously. Maximus does sometimes evoke 0¢cet in a prosodic
register. Those who consume the Eucharist “can be and be called gods by position
through grace [50vacOot eivai te kol kakeiobo Oéoet kot TV xGptv Ogodc].””**' The
deified receive the “name” of God,** and the mysteries to be revealed in that final state
which transcends every written and spoken word will then sound forth as “a masterly

articulated speech [d¢ Tpdg Tpavov Adyov].”** Deification by grace and “by position,”

then, delightfully expresses that supra-natural process according to which the very Word

219 Dionysius Thrax, Ars gramm. VIII, Uhlig 17, 1.4; Davidson 330.

2 Dionysius Thrax, Ars. gramm. 11, Uhlig 6, 1.7-8; Davidson 327: “ék 8¢ tiic npoowdiag Thv
Tévmv.”

21 Myst. 21, PG 91, 697a, slightly modified.

2 Amb 20.2.

3 Amb 21.16; see too In Psal. 59, Blowers 274: the Christ shows “the principles of his deeds to
be living principles, more sonorous than any audible voice” (i.e. in the deeds of the deified).
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who dwells within and takes manifest form in all creatures makes those very creatures in
fact what they could never be “by nature”—divine.

That we become identical to and equal with God through Christ and in the
Spirit—this describes a literal, actual state of the creature’s being God, though, unlike
God, that creature certainly had to become him.*** That supra-natural process transpires
solely by the “art of the reader”: the Word is the reader, and what he reads is himself in
and as us, in and as the Jogoi.”*> In them he enunciates himself as us by convention,
utterly free of every natural necessity. Yet what is spoken is no less him. We are short by

»226 the Word masterfully

nature, and likely less. But in the /ogoi, creation’s “scripts,
speaks us long and thereby reveals the sublime art he is. We become the Word when we
willingly give ourselves to be pronounced by, in, and as him.
Blessed therefore is the one who through wisdom has actively made God man in
himself, who has brought to fullness the inception of this mystery, and who
passively experiences becoming God by grace, for this experience will never
come to an end.””’
3.4 — Perichoresis, the logic of deified creation

Recall that passive experience characterizes the existential state of Maximian deification.

The meditation on Melchizedek begins: “This, I think, is what that wondrous and great

>4 Myst. 24, CCSG 69, 65-66, modified. Here Maximus applies the words of the father from the
parable of the prodigal son—"“Son, you are always with me, and everything I have is yours” (Lk 15.31)—
directly to the deified soul, and concludes: “According to each’s ability, they have become by position in
grace what God is and is believed [to be] by nature and by cause [Todto kotd TV €V xapitt Oéctv
Evdgyouévag vapyoveg Omep 0 Bed¢ Kata TV POov Kol aitiav Kol ott Kai ToteveToN].”

> Amb 10.31; Amb 21.7; Amb 33.2.

226 Blowers, Maximus the Confessor, 113.

21 OThal 22.8, CCSG 7, 143: “Maxéplog odv 6 petd 1 motijoot d1d copiog &v avtd OV 0edv
avBpomov Kol Tod 1010070V HVGTNPIoV TANPACAS TNV YEVESLY, TACY®V TO YevEsOal i xapttt Bedg, 6Tt TOD
del todto yivesbon mépag ov Ayetar.”
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man, Melchizedek...knew and learned through experience [yvodg koi nafav].”*** What
did he experience? The preceding paragraph strains to depict it:

Having been wholly united with the whole Word, within the limits of what their

own inherent natural potency allows...they were imbued with His own qualities,

like the clearest of mirrors [Wisd 7.26], they are now visible only as reflections of
the undiminished form of God the Word, who gazes out from within them, for
they possess the fullness of His divine characteristics, yet none of the original
attributes that naturally define human beings have been lost, for all things have
simply yielded to what is better, like air—which in itself is not luminous—
completely mixed with light.?*

The term perichoresis lacks here, but not its logic. In Chapter 1 (sec. 1.5) and in
the introduction to this chapter (sec. 3.1) I noted two characteristics of perichoresis. First
it describes a union of two distinct wholes that retain their integral identities even as they
exist as one and the same reality. This feature betrays perichoresis’s remote provenance

in the idea of “mixture” in Stoic physics.”*

I leave “wholes” ambiguous since of course
what the two “wholes” are depends on the context. In the Trinity the wholes are
persons.”' In Christ they refer to his natures or, more exactly, to his natural activities.”*>
Second, these wholes interpenetrate every part of each other to the point that a modal and
actual symmetry emerges.

That last characteristic definitely distinguishes perichoretic logic from, say,

Neoplatonic emanative or participative logic. For the latter, I’ve already remarked, the

Plotinian doctrine of double activity necessitates a modal asymmetry in order to explain

% 4mb 10.42, slightly modified.

% Amb 10.41, PG 91, 1137b-c, modified: “kai Shot SAp katd 10 EPIKTOV THS Evodong avToig
PLOIKTG dLUVALEMG EVOBEVTEG TOGODTOV EVOgYOEVOG DT’ adTOD Emowminoay, dGote Kol 4rd HOVoL
yvopilesbat, olov ésomtpa Sisidéotaro, GAov ToD Evop@dvToc Osod Adyov T £160¢ dmapalsintwg S1d TV
Bsiov 00TOD YVOPIoUATOV PAIVOLEVOV EXOVTES, T® EALEIPOTFVOL LVOEVO TRV TOAMGBY YOPUKTIPOV, 01C
vNnoecBol TEPUKE TO AvOpAOTIVOVY, ThvTmV sifdvimy Toic dusivooty, olov anp Apsyyne eoTi S’ Shov
peteykpabeis.”

230 Diogenes Laertius, 7.151; SVF 2.479; Stemmer, “PERICHORESE,” 13.

31 CT2.1; Exp. Orat. Dom. 2, CCSG 23, 31-2.

2 August Deneffe, “Perichoresis, circumincessio, circuminsessio: Eine terminologisches
Untersuchung,” Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie 47.4 (1923): 501-2.
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why anything proceeds at all and yet remains essentially related to its superior, self-
subsistent cause.” If therefore Christo-logic culminates precisely in an actuality or
existential reality whose logic is perichoretic; and if that logic is creation’s too; and if
deification is creation’s actual culmination—then it follows that deification’s logic must
also prove perichoretic.

234 Maximus makes

It does, incontrovertibly. Unlike anyone before him,
perichoresis the intractable and entire logic of a deified creature’s concrete state.”> He
employs the technical term to describe that state, in both its verbal and noun forms.*® A
creature’s deification occurs “through the grace of the Spirit” and manifests “God alone
acting within it”—not, Maximus carefully clarifies, in a way that the creature’s natural
power and activity vanishes. It’s rather that God “in a manner befitting His goodness

wholly interpenetrates all who are worthy [mg 6Aov 6Ao1g 101G d&iolg ayabompenidg

nepyyopicavtoc].”*’ “Unconfused union,” sometimes thrown about abstractly in the

33 1 treat this at some length at Chapter 1, sec. 1.5, but see too Maximus’s diagnosis of Greek
metaphysics at Chapter 2, sec. 2.3.

4 As others rightly notice, Maximus could readily find the broad contours of this move in
Gregory of Nazianzus, who waxes Stoic in both christology and soteriology; cf. Or. 29.20, and esp. Or. 30
(esp. 6), which Maximus cites at Amb 2.3 and 3.5; see too Harrison, “Perichoresis in the Greek Fathers,”
57. 1 court my own suspicions that Maximus derived much from Gregory of Nyssa’s christological
polemics against Apollinarianism, but that would require another study.

> S0 Guido Bausenhart, ‘In allem uns gleich aufer der Siinde’: Studien zum Beitrag Maximos’
des Bekenners zur altkirchlichen Christologie mit einer kommentierten Ubersetzung der ‘Disputatio cum
Pyrrho’ (Mainz: Matthias-Griinewald-Verlag, 1992), 180-1, who describes the actual “identity” achieved in
the perichoretic state thus: “sie ist keine abstrakt zusammengefiigte, sondern eine nur in der konkreten
Vermittlung als Beziehung vollzogene. So wird der Mensch—in einem wahren geschichtlichen Werden—
er selbst im Selbig-werden mit dem, was er glaubt.”

236 According to Deneffe, “Perichoresis,” 502, Maximus’s very use of the noun form seems
strikingly original: “Es ist hier [at Pyr, PG 91, 336d] seit 11 Jahrhunderten wohl das erstemal, dal3 das
Hauptwort mepiyyopnoig wieder bei einem griechischen Schriftsteller erscheint”; cf. OQThal 59.8, CCSG 22,
53, for another use of the nominal form.

*7 Amb 7.12.
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literature,*® retains its exact christological meaning even in our deification. It designates
actual perichoresis grounded in hypostatic identity:

In assuming both of these for our sake, God renewed our nature, or to put it more

accurately, He made our nature new, returning it to its primordial beauty of

incorruptibility through His holy flesh, taken from us, and animated by a rational
soul, and on which He lavishly bestowed the gift of deification, from which it is
absolutely impossible to fall, being united to God made flesh, like the soul united
to the body, wholly interpenetrating it in an unconfused union [61” 6Aov

TEPLYOPNCACGOV ACVYYVTMS KOTO TV Evoow].?’

Perichoresis’s two signature traits crop up again and again. Whether or not the
technical term appears, the idea that the deific state involves the “whole” God in the
“whole” creature and the reverse—"“whole in whole, wholly”—suffuses Maximus’s
oeuvre.”*” But it’s the modal symmetry, the second trait, which really reveals perichoretic
logic at work. This symmetry shows us that the deific state consists in two simultaneous,
vertical movements (both realized horizontally)—God’s descent and our ascent. Both
transgress Neoplatonic participation. They make it so that the very mode (and act) of

divinity descends into the finite mode (and act) of the creature just as much as the latter

ascends into divinity’s; that both modes exist as one reality; and that even in this single

% Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 63-4, who makes perichoresis into the analogia entis with its
emphasis on the “ever-greater difference” of Creator and creature. On that, see below, sec. 3.5, n. 315.

2% Amb 42.5, PG 91, 1320a-b, slight modification.

0 Pyr 128, PG 91, 320d: “f 81’ 6hov meprympricaca adtoic xapic tod Mvedparoc”; Amb 7.10:
“yévntor 6hov &v OA® TQ EpacT® Kol VY’ OAOL TEPIANPOT], EKovcing 6Aov...iv’ dhov OA® Towdi| T@
TEPLYPAPOVTL...G Anp 61" OAOVL TEQOTIGUEVOS POTI Kol Tupl GidNpog HA0g OA® TemvpakTtOUEVOS”;Amb
7.26 (become wholly God in whole body and whole soul); Amb 21.10 (whole soul in whole God); Amb
22.3 (whole God in common and individual realities); Amb 31.8 (whole God assumes the whole deified
man); Amb 48.7, PG 91, 1365¢c (Word in “the essence of concrete wholes”); Amb 65.3, PG 91, 1392¢c-d
(whole God abides in whole being of the worthy); OThal 2.2 (whole God contemplated in whole of the
worthy); Myst. 21, PG 91, 697a (whole God wholly fills those who consume Eucharist, “leaves no part of
them empty of his presence”); Myst. 23, PG 91, 701b-c (God penetrates soul completely, transforms it into
himself); passim.
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reality both modes perdure entirely undiminished—mneither’s natural power limits the
other’s act.**!

Consider God’s descent. God does not come to be in a deified person in the way a
Platonic cause dwells in its effect. Indeed, what would it mean to say such a cause
“comes to be” in anything, since such a “coming to be” just is the effect—the procession

2% If there is any

“out of” the cause that differentiates effect from cause in the first place
sense in speaking of the cause’s “coming to be” in its effect, this would either amount to
pure metaphor or pure Aristotelian efficient causality (where potency terminates its act in
the passive recipient). The second cannot by itself explain God’s creative act because
God’s proper mode and activity naturally precede all effects (divinity’s natural activity
isn’t completed in created effects, not even in their perfection).>*’ The first is possible.
But it would obviously violate Christo-logic. That “God became man”—a finite effect—
is no mere metaphor. And yet Maximus claims God “comes to be” in the deified.

Take for instance how he adjudicates two apparently contradictory scriptures. The
Apostle John says “God is light” (1 Jn 1.5). But two verses later he exhorts, “If we walk
in the light, as He is in the light” (1 Jn 1.7). What does it mean to say God both is and is
in light? Maximus answers:

God, who is truly light according to His essence, is in those who “walk in Him”

through the virtues, so that they too truly become light. Just as all the saints, who

on account of their love for God become light by participation in that which is
light by essence, so too that which is light by essence, on account of its love for
man, becomes light in those who are light by participation. If, therefore, because

of virtue and knowledge we are in God as in light, God Himself, as light, is in us
who are light. For God who is light by nature comes to be in that which is light by

! In other words, the deific state presumes and actualizes the aporia of grace, which the tantum-

quantum principle claims too.
2 Proclus, El Theol., prop. 18; cf. Chapter 1, sec. 1.5.
* An absolutely essential issue of Maximian ex nihilo; cf. Chapter 2, sec. 2.3.
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imitation, just as the archetype [comes to be] in the image.***
Two important points here. First, Maximus does wield the “by essence” vs. “by
participation” distinction. We’ve ostensibly to do with vertical, Platonic (or exemplarist)
causality. But then, second, the archetype does a most un-Platonic thing: it descends or
“comes to be” or even “becomes” (yivetan) participated light (i.e. light in a qualified or
finite mode). There is no hint that this is metaphor. Quite the opposite, really, and for two
reasons. For one thing, the context of the second scripture (“as He is in the light”) clearly

refers to Jesus Christ.>*

And then Maximus assigns a clear motive to Light’s descent,
namely “on account of its love for mankind” (d1d rAavOpomiov)—a motive everywhere
linked to the Word’s historical Incarnation.**® The logic of descent here is not Platonic.
Nor is it simply the Aristotelian logic of the archetype’s realization in the imitator—
which we’ve seen before at Amb 21.15.2*" It’s both at once. It’s Christo-logic. It’s the
tantum-quantum principle. It’s a claim that in the deified person God descends and
“becomes” the very participated mode (and activity) of that person, all while retaining the
divine mode unmuted and unqualified and unmediated.

Maximus underscores that last claim fairly often. I mean the claim that when God

descends he continues to bear and to be in the complete modality proper to the divine

essence. Rational creatures are never truly free (or rational) “until the law of nature is

* OThal 8.2, CCSG 7, 77, modified: “O kot’ ovoiav 6ANODS pdg dmapymv Oedg £V TOiC &V aDTd
310 TdV apetdV meprmatodoiy éoTiv, AANOMS A Yevousvolg. ‘Qomep odv 10 kotd uédeév dc, dg ol dytot
mhvteg 816 erhobeiav &v ¢ kat’ ovoiav yivoviar eoti, obTm T kat’ odciay &v T katd uEbeéy emTi 1l
e avBponioy yiveton odc. Edv odv eV KOTO THY GPETHV KOl THY YVAGY dC £V eATL T 0@, Kol odTOC O
0edc, g PMG, &v PoTi €0ty v NUIv. ‘O yap @voel pAG 6 Be0g &v TM UM OEL YiveETal OTi, MG &V €iKOVL
apyéromov.”

5 The whole verse: “Eav 8¢ &v 1 @oTi tepmatdpey O¢ adtdg 0TV &v 1@ QoTi, Kowvaviay
Eyopev pet’ dAMRAV Kol O aipa Tnood Tod viod atod kabupilel Nudc 4nd maong duaptioc” (1 Jn 1.7;
SBLGNT).

6 Amb 41.5; Amb 48.7; Amb 53.3; QThal 40.8; etc.

7 Above, sec. 3.2.
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completely swallowed up by the law of the Spirit, just as the death of the wretched flesh
will be swallowed up by life everlasting, that is, not before the entire image of the
unoriginate kingdom is clearly revealed, mimetically manifesting in itself the entire form
of the archetype.”**® Christ’s “form” comes to be in every deified person. And to
emphasize that it is not limited to finite nature’s mode, Maximus calls it “unvarying.”249
Now consider our ascent. In Maximian deification we behold “the whole man
pervading the whole God” (6Aog 8o mepryopricag OAKdC T Oed).”*’ Again in a
celebrated passage on deification—a kind of catena of its definitions—Maximus makes
the splendid remark that the “true revelation of the object of one’s faith is the ineffable

perichoresis with that object according to the proportion of one’s faith.”*! What’s

remarkable is that he indexes the degree of God’s self-revelation (descent) directly to the

8 OThal 55.18, CCSG 7, 499, my emphasis: “Ew¢ &v kotamodfj @ vopo tod mvedpatog tereing
0 g POoemg vopog, kabanep V7o (g dneipov copkog Suatnvov Bavartog, kol Tdoao derydf] kabapdc 1
TG avdapyov Pactrieiog eikdv, Tacov Exovoa Tod ApYETLTOV O LIUNCEMG TNV Hopenv.” Ayroulet, De
l’image a I’Image, 239, rightly notes that morphe here recalls Php 2, and so “L’idée principale est que le
Christ a pris notre ‘forme’ pour nous puissions prendre la sienne.” Once more Christo-logic alone permits
the extreme claim about the descent (and perichoresis) of the divine mode in the deified; cf. also CT2.21.

** Exp. Orat. Dom. 4, CCSG 23, 46-7, modified: “iva yévntau tiic Ogiag yapaxtip Bocireiog, g
EQPIKTOV E0TIV AVOPOT®, PEPOV &V E0VTH TOD PUCEL KAT® ovoiov ¢ AANBGS peydrov Paciiéwng Xpiotod
Kot TV Xapv arnapdiiaxtov v €v [Ivedpatt popewow”; cf. too Exp. Orat. Dom. 5, CCSG 23, 70, and
Amb 10.41, cited at this section’s outset. The qualifier “as much as possible for man” might seem to
contradict my claim about modal limitation. But, given Maximus’s fairly constant insistence on the
wholeness of the divine mode and activity in deified persons, we should not take this qualification to mean
that divine activity is /imited to the natural human mode as such. I offer two interpretations: [1] given this
text’s anarticular construction, we could easily read it as referring to the individual human person, “as
much as is possible for ¢ human person.” This would then refer to the individual expression of the wholly
present divinity—how, I mean, that deified hypostasis uniquely modalizes (excuse the barbarism) both the
natures it bears (human and divine). I discuss this a bit more below as “analogy” (sec. 3.5); [2] it could
refer simply to the limits of human modality as concerns expressing the divine activity. Christ’s human
deeds, for instance, do not always and in all ways express (to a rational onlooker) what is yet present
entirely. Not only is this because divinity is infinite in itself (and so not obviously expressible to a finite
degree), but also because what it means to “express” is itself relative to the one perceiving what’s
expressed. It may well be, for instance, that there is another way of perceiving divinity’s infinite modality
as it is really present in deified creation. But that perception would have to transcend every notion of
perceiving, knowing, and therefore “expressing,” precisely to the extent that the perception transcends
subject/object limitations. I think Maximian “ecstasy” and “experience” aims at exactly this, but if that’s so
then such a state would be necessarily inexplicable (as at QThal 9.2).

> 4mb 41.5, PG 91, 1308b-c.

> OThal 59.8, CCSG 22, 53, modified: “4Andig 8¢ 10D MoTELOEVTOG E5TIV AmOKEAVYIG 1) KoTd
avoloyiav ThG &v €KAoTO ToTEMG APPNTOG TOD TEMGTEVUEVOL TEPLYYDPNOLS.”
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degree that we—as individual persons—penetrate God (ascent).”** God dwells wholly in

the deified person because the deified person dwells wholly in God, and the reverse.”

Chalcedon’s symmetry recurs in the deified state as the latter’s logic.

And this is indeed Chalcedon’s symmetry. Which is to say it’s a modal and actual
symmetry grounded in and made possible by Christo-logic. Modal perichoresis never
floats free of hypostatic identity. And that’s because only the Word’s hypostasis can be
and so establish the non-essential identity of realities infinitely different by essence.
Hypostasis names a non-natural, existential positivity that—precisely because it’s not
natural in itself—is in no way limited to natural relations or modes in order to bring
creatures to be at all and to be one with him. Hypostatic identity relieves nature from
having to achieve such identity. Therefore it circumvents standard philosophical
negotiations between created and uncreated natures, finite and infinite modalities, how
these can or must be identical to and distinct from each other. Witness again Maximus’s
precisions about actual and modal perichoresis in Christ:

“And in a manner beyond man, He does the things of man,” according to a

supreme union involving no change, showing that the human energy is conjoined

with the divine power [copeueicay deikvig T O€ik] duvapetl v avOpomivnv],
since the human nature, united without confusion to the divine nature, is
completely interpenetrated by it [V] pVO1G dovyyVLTOG Evmbeica T POoEL &’ OAov
nepwceympnke], with absolutely no part of it remaining separate from the divinity

to which it was united, having been assumed according to hypostasis. For ‘in a

manner beyond’ us, the “Word beyond being truly assumed our being,” and joined

together the transcendent negation with the affirmation of our nature and its
natural properties, and so became man, having united His transcendent mode of
existence with the principle of His human nature [T0v Onép OOV T0D TAOG ELVOL

TPOTOV EY®V GUVNUUEVOV T® TOD ival AOY® THS eOoewmcg], so that the ongoing

existence of that nature might be confirmed by the newness of modes of
existence, not suffering any change at the level of its inner principle, and thereby

2 80 Harrison, “Perichoresis in the Greek Fathers,” 58: “Notice how created beings are said to
penetrate into the divine, as it were, from below, even though it is brought about from above by God’s
activity.”

>3 Amb 7.21-2.
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make known His power that is beyond infinity, recognized in the generation of
opposites.”>*

The three italicized parts illustrate the exact Christo-logic of perichoresis: because of

their hypostatic identity, >

which puts divine and human principles and powers into
immediate union (so circumventing limitation of act by power), therefore the modes and
activities of both natures can entirely interpenetrate each other. They’re free from the
finality of any essential restriction. Christ’s modal and actual perichoresis reveals a new
existential possibility, what Maximus just before this passage simply calls “the unified
mode of the Lord’s activities.”**°

Notice too how Maximus introduces here a deeper trinitarian ground of
christological perichoresis: since Christ’s person is the second person of the Trinity and
since he truly identifies himself with the created mode of his human flesh, it’s rightly said
that the Word “united His transcendent mode of existence” to the very “principle of his
human nature.” That “mode of existence” is of course the “tri-hypostatic mode” of the
divine essence itself, namely the personal perichoresis of Father and Son and Spirit.>’
Because Christ reveals himself through the unbroken perichoretic mode of his human and
divine modes and acts (he walks divinely on water, and heals humanly with the spoken
word); and because such perichoresis derives solely from Christ’s hypostatic identity as
both natures; and because hypostatic identity can be distinguished from essential identity

only if hypostasis and essence bear different logics even in God; and because these logics

differ in God only as inseparable and essentially one in a single mode of existence that is

2% Amb 5.14, slightly modified and emphasized.

23 1t’s clear enough here that “union” and “being united” happens according to hypostasis, but see
Amb 5.7 where it’s explicitly stated in a similar context (perichoresis of Christ’s modes).

26 4mb 5.11, modified.

1 OThal 28.5, CCSG 7, 205-7; Amb 67.10, PG 91, 1400d-1401a.
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three persons—therefore, Maximus concludes, only the economy, Incarnation, could

have taught true theology, God’s “mode of existence” (tiv nd¢ bnap&w), the Trinity. >

All this raises a major objection to my thesis, though. If hypostatic identity grounds
modal perichoresis in our deified state too, doesn’t our deification imply our personal
obliteration? In Christ, that is, there is but one hypostasis which is the identity of the two
natures. But in me, say, if the same hypostatically-grounded perichoresis of modes should
occur, either “I”’ (my hypostasis) simply becomes “him” (Christ’s hypostasis), or he
comes actually to reside in me. Not the former, at least not if we wish to avoid the
Origenist problem of eschatological absorption.”” And not the latter if we’re to maintain
Neochalcedonian Christo-logic—for then there would be two hypostases in my deific
state. In that case wouldn’t Maximian deification, precisely to the extent it’s
christological, prove Nestorian?*®

Before I reply, I note two historical points in order to intensify the objection. The
first is that several had flagged and rejected the idea of personal perichoresis between
created and uncreated hypostases, which a certain Origenism did seem to enjoin in a way

that entailed the destruction of the former as such.?®! Some of Maximus’s traditional

238 Exp. Orat. Dom. 4, CCSG 23, 40-1 and esp. 54, where he refers to this revelation as “the
understanding of God in the light of Christ” and “the new proclamation of truth” (&nep pedymv 6 katd
Xpotov Aapmpovetat Aoyogs, Aéym 6& Xpiotod Adyov, TO Kavov Knpuypa Thg aAndeiag).

2% See Canon 14 of Constantinople II; Price, vol. 2, 286.

%69 Such are the objections that I think Perl’s reading, otherwise right, cannot finally resolve. See
my Introduction.

%1 Bvagrius, Ep. fidei (or Great Letter to Melania) 5: “just as the nature of the human mind will be
united to the nature of the Father, as it is his body, thus the names ‘soul’ and ‘body’ will be absorbed in the
persons of the Son and the Spirit, and remain continually one nature and three persons of God and his
image, as it was before the Incarnation and as it will be again, also after the Incarnation, because of the
unanimity of wills.” Ramelli, Evagrius’s Kephalaia Gnostika, xxxix, denies that Evagrius intends here the
obliteration of individuals. She interprets the “unanimity of wills” as indicative of the final state, which
would seem to suggest individual wills in concert with the Trinity’s. The problem is that Evagrius sees
volitional union as the means, not the end, of eschatological union, as he states in the very next section:
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authorities repudiated it. Diadochus of Photice, for instance, wrote that the even though
baptism forges a strong personal link between soul and Spirit, that soul cannot contain
“two persons” (prosopa) because of its “simple form.”*** And the Macarian homilies
worry at the status of individuals after the general resurrection:

All things will become light. All are immersed in light and fire and are indeed

changed, but are not, as certain people say, dissolved and transformed into fire so

that nothing of their nature remains. For Peter is Peter, and Paul, Paul, and Philip
is Philip. Each person in his proper nature and hypostasis remains, yet filled by
the Spirit.”*
Maximus actually agrees with what’s motivating these cautions. He doesn’t desire the
annihilation of created hypostases any more than they.*®*

And yet the second point is that Maximus does seem to think perichoresis of
persons characterizes the deific state. Our opening text spoke of “the undiminished form
of God the Word, who gazes out from within” the saints, and did so, as with the Macarian
homily, in the context of describing an eschatological oneness wherein all things mix

with the divine light.*®’

Or in a passage that drifts in quite a different direction than
Diadochus’s above, Maximus lauds Dionysius and Gregory of Nazianzus whose
excessive wisdom showed that they “set aside a life conformed to nature” and “occupied

themselves with the essence of the soul and so took hold of the living, unique Christ,

who—to say what is even greater—became the soul of their souls.” Thus identified with

“But in time the body, the soul and the mind, because of the changes of their wills, will become one entity”
(Ep. fidei 6). Cf. too Timothy of Constantinople (against the Messalians), no. 11, PG 86, 49c; cf. Russell,
The Doctrine of Deification, 245.

262 Djadochus of Photice, De perf. 78, PG 65, 1195d (in Latin); cf. Russell, The Doctrine of
Deification, 246.

263 pseudo-Macarius, Hom. 15.10, PG 34, 481c¢-d, slightly modified: “koi 6Aa yiyvovtar gotocidi,
Oa gig e&d¢ kal TOp Pamtovrarl, Kol petapdirovtat, AL’ oy, MG Tveg Aéyovoty, o vaADETAL Kol yiveTol
7hp, Kol o0kETL VEEoTnKeY 1 PVOoIC. [Tétpog yap [TETpog €oti, kai ITadiog ITadAiog, kai @iltnog DikAmog
gka.oTog €v Tf] 1010 PUoEL Kal VTOoTACEL pével TeEmANpouévog 10D TTvedpotog.”

6% See esp. Opusc 1, PG 91, 25a-28a, and CT 2.83-4.

25 4mb 10.41, cited at n. 229.
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Christ, the words they penned “were authored, not by them, but by Christ, who by grace
has exchanged places with them.”**

In a text flanked on both sides by deific perichoresis, Maximus adduces
“conjecturally” the character of that state. It eludes all conception and description, of
course. It’s a state that surpasses our original “participation in goodness” and relies
directly on the Son’s historical Incarnation to come about. There, at the decisive moment
of his earthly sojourn and recapitulation of human nature, the Son “typifies our own
[voluntary subjection] in himself” (a0tOg v EavT® TLI®V TO NUETEPOV) When he cries,
“Yet not as [ will, but as you will” (Matt 26.39). The Son’s subjection to the Father
hypostasizes the full potential of our own subjection to God. We therefore can become by
grace (as we saw with its aporetic process) what the Son is by nature, but only because he
first became by nature what we are. Now our nature, unimpeachably united to and
“characterized” by his personal mode of existence**’—personal perichoresis with Father

and Spirit—possesses the conditions that allow us to receive the Trinity’s existential

mode, by grace no doubt. I think that’s why Maximus immediately equates the Son’s

26 4mb ad Thom, prol. 3, slightly modified: “koi tf dmobéoet Tiig kotd phow Lofig yuyiic ovoiay
TEMOMUEVOV, Kol 010 ToDTo (VT povdTaToV TOV XPLoToV E0YNKOTOV, Kol T d1 Heilov einelv, yoynv
a0TOolG THG WLYTg YEYEVNLEVOVY Kol S0 TAVTOV EPYOV TE Kol AOY®OV Kol VONUATOV Ao EUEovIOUEVOV MG
gviedlev dkeivav pév odk sivan teneicOon té mpotadivta, Xpiotod 8¢, Tod koTd yapty avToig EavTdv
vmoAraEavtoc.” Cf. Gal 2.20 and Eph 3.17 (as Constas indicates), and Pyr 128, PG 91, 320d.

7 Ep 44, PG 91, 644b, my translation: “Behold the most mysterious of all mysteries: very God,
because of love, really became a man according to the assumption of rationally and noetically living flesh,
unchangeably receiving into himself the passions of nature so that he might save man and give himself as a
pattern of virtue for us human beings—he, a living icon of benevolence and love for himself and among
others, capable of baffling everyone with respect to the owed exchange [koi 10 o1 TavTOV pootnpiov
HLGTNPLOIEGTATOV, ADTOC B0 VTEP AyAmNG AANBAC KaTd TPOGANYIV GapPKOG VOEPADS TE KOl AOYIKMDG
EYVYMUEVNG YEVOUEVOS BvOpmTOG, Kal £l E0vToV T0, Ao TG POoemg dtpéntmg KoTade&aevoc, tva ohon
TOV AvBpmov, kai 8@ Tolg AvOp®OTOIC MUV £0VTOV VTEP GPETHG VTOTVTMGLY, Kol T €ig adToV TE Kol
aAAMAovg edvoiag T kol aydnng eikdvo, (doav, SVoMTHGAL TAVTUG SUVAUEVIV TIPOC OPEIAOUEVTV
avtidoowv]”; the stronger sense of “characterized” for VmotOn®GV comes from and is defended by
Ayroulet, De I’'image a I'Image, 282-4.
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self-offering with the Apostle Paul’s own, citing Gal. 2.20: “It is no longer I who live, but
Christ who lives in me.”*®
These texts suggest that Maximus took the same sort of risk by affirming personal
perichoresis in deification as he did with “isochrist” identity statements. But if any doubt
lingers, one passage in particular settles the matter. It portrays nearly the contrary to what
the Macarian homily did above. In Amb 47 Maximus interprets Gregory’s figurative
reading of the Passover, especially this line: “We need not be suprised that, first and
foremost, a lamb is required in each and every house [kot’ oikov £kactov].”*®” This short
ambiguum is itself an excellent performance of perichoretic logic, where our ascent
through Christ—through our incremental ascent to his body, then to his mind, finally into
his divinity—appears seamlessly and simultaneously as Christ’s descent into us—Ilike an
immolated “lamb” for each to ingest and so become. Maximus resolves his own
meditation like this:
Thus it happens that each of us in his own rank [1 Cor 15.23]...sacrifices the
Divine Lamb, partakes of its fleshes, and takes his fill of Jesus. For to each person
Christ Jesus becomes his own proper lamb, to the extent that each is able to
contain and consume Him. He becomes something proper to Paul, the great
preacher of the truth, and again, something distinctively proper to Peter, the leader
of the apostles, and something distinctively proper for each of the saints,
according to the measure of each one’s faith, and the grace granted to him by the
Spirit, to one in this way, and to another in that, so that Christ is found to be

wholly present throughout the whole of each, becoming all things to everyone [1
Cor 9.22].%™

% Amb 7.11: “Kai pet’ avtov [i.e. Christ in Gesthemane] 6 fgonéotog [adhog, domep davtov
dpvncéuevog kal idiav Exewv Ett Lonv un eldws (@ de ovk &u éyad - (Jj 0¢ év éuol Xpiotog.”

9 gmb 47.1 = Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 45.14.

270 Amb 47.2, PG 91, 1360d-1361a: “obtog kol tov Ociov dpuvdv fkaotoc UGV...td) idiw
tdypati...00€l t€ TOV AUvov Kol petodlopfavel Tdv avtod copkdv, kai Epeopeitat 100 ITncod. ‘Exactov yap
{010¢ yivetou apvog Xptotog Inoodc, d¢ £kactog ympeiv 1€ Kol £obicty adtov dbvatatl id1o¢ ITaviov tod
peydlov tig aAndeiog K1pvkog, kol id10Tpdnmg 1010¢ ToD GKpoTaTov TMV droctOA®Y ITéTpov, Kai
id10TpdnmG £KAGTOL TMV AyiV KaTd TO LETPOV TG £V EKACTO TIOTEMS KOl TNV EXLYOPTYOVUEVTV XAPLY TOD
Tvevpatog, @ pev obtmg, ® 8¢ oBitmg evpLokdOUEVOg BAOG Kai SAw, mdot I¢ mavta yivéuevog.”
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Here is Maximus’s astounding claim: when the whole God, in and as Christ,
becomes “the whole of each,” this whole includes the very person of the one deified. His
language is strong and exact. Christ Jesus “becomes the proper lamb of each,” so that he
becomes, literally rendered, “a proper of Paul” (id1og ITabAov) and what’s “distinctively
proper of Peter” (idtotpdmwg 1d10¢ t0D...IT€Tpov) and precisely “in the proper mode of
each” (1010TpoTLG £kboTov). It’s not just that Christ accommodates himself to the
personal preferences or abilities of each—though deification includes that too (more on
“analogously” in the next section). He becomes the very “proper” that distinguishes
Paul’s person from Peter’s, and each from all.””' Christ becomes their very hypostatic
difference, the property that makes each the person he is.

Maximus’s pregnant statements here anticipate my response to the objection
about obliterating created hypostases. It runs roughly thus. Maximus takes a hard line on

2 2 . .
2 He does have eternal “divine works” that are

Platonic ideas. He doesn’t have them.
participated, but, as we saw last chapter, these are not self-subsistent and are participated
only within the peculiar conditions of Christo-logic.*”> More, Maximus holds the fairly
idiosyncratic but somewhat predictable view (given his position on Platonic ideas) that

universals are created and consist and indeed “subsist” in particulars.”’* There is no such

thing in Maximus’s thought as a generic or universal created “nature” existing

" Recall the first definition of “hypostasis” in Neochalcedonian christology, derived from Basil
the Great, Ep 214: “essence has the same relationship to hypostasis that the universal has to the particular
[6T1 OV Exer Adyov TO KOOV TPOG TO 110V, TOVTOV EYeL 1] ovGia TPOG TV VitdoTaowv]” (cited fully at
Chapter 1, n. 10); for Maximus’s use of this definition, see Ep 15, PG 91, 545a, and “An Analytic
Appendix.”

12 See my, “Creation is Incarnation: The Metaphysical Peculiarity of the Logoi in Maximus
Confessor,” Modern Theology 34.1 (2018): 82-102.

23 Chapter 2, sec. 2.6.

2™ Amb 7.16 (particulars and universals created); OThal 48.17, CCSG 7, 341 (universals united in
individual instances as if “at corners” in a grand edifice); Amb 10.83 (universals and particulars mutually
causative) and esp. 10.101 (universals “subsist in the particulars [t0 kaB6Aov €v T0ig KaTd HéEPOG
voéotnkev]”). Cf. Torstein T. Tollefsen, “The Concept of the Universal in the Philosophy of St Maximus,”
in ACMC, 85, 87, 90.
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275 There is no

somewhere other than in the created hypostases that bear and exemplify it.
world but the historical one.

This view of universals has hugely significant soteriological implications. That’s
because Christ, as Larchet rightly argues, assumed universal human nature just as much
as a particular one; assuming one is assuming the other, really.?’® He therefore assumed
(and continues to assume) a// human particulars, every human person, since universal
humanity does not exist separately from the sum of human individuals. So Maximus
reads Gregory’s remark that Christ “bears the whole of me in Himself” to mean “He
bears the totality of human nature [t1\v av@paneiov oo GLoKkANpov].”*’” Indeed Christ
“as man is the first fruits of our nature in relation to God the Father, and a kind of yeast
that leavens the whole mass of humanity [Rom 11.16, Maximus adds 1o 6Aov],” so that
his own personal death and resurrection becomes the universal power of humanity’s—
every human being’s—resurrection. Those perfected in Christ are “natural outgrowths of
His resurrection.””®

How does this address the objection? Because universal created nature subsists

only in particular created hypostases, Christ cannot identify himself with created nature

"5 Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 161, deserves credit for recognizing this fundamental reciprocity
between universal and particular being in Maximus, which is “an original philosophical contribution”
drawn from Chalcedon. But then Balthasar seems to read this reciprocity as implying the basic contingency
of the logoi (he calls them “ideas”)—which, however useful this might be against Hegel, cannot be
Maximus’s meaning here (163).

%70 Larchet, La divinisation de I’homme, 365-74, e.g. 365: “Bon nombre de passages de I’oeuvre
de Maxime indiquent que pour lui la divinisation de la nature humaine du Christ affecte la nature humaine
tout entiére et atteint immédiatement et concrétement tous les homme.” Bathrellos, The Byzantine Christ,
103 n. 19 disagrees sharply, but offers no rationale and certainly never explains how his own view—that
Christ assumed only a particular nature that “laid the foundation” for the rest of humanity’s deification—
coheres with Maximus’s clear articulation of the ontological and existential reciprocity of universals and
particulars.

7 Amb 4.4.

8 Amb 31.9-10, quoting Rom 6.5: “ciuguror yevijoovrai koi tijc dvastaoewc avrod.” Cf. Larchet,
La divinisation de I’homme, 374, for how Maximus thus subscribes and enhances the traditional,
“physicalist” view of salvation.
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without also identifying himself with every individual creature. Maximus’s /ogoi doctrine
already taught us as much. In everything there is a “/ogos of the common [essence or
nature]” and a “logos of hypostasis.”*”’ Both condition each other. The logos of a created
hypostasis constitutes a particularly arresting display of divine power because it is a
fundamental and immanent causal principle which no process of declension by formal or
modal qualification can illumine. I am the person I am, but “I” names a non-natural mode
(hypostasis bears no natural content) that yet instances or “typifies” nature in an utterly
unrepeatable, inexplicable way.**” My person’s “ability” to typify or affect at all discloses
the existential positivity of hypostasis as such. A hypostasis, like a black hole, is that
inconceivable reality whose gravity is yet sensed in the way it pushes and pulls nature, as
it were. Personal style marks every instance of universal nature. And yet you can’t speak
of that style without predicating natural qualities (intelligent, loving, hospitable,
beautiful, well-formed, etc.). You can only speak a proper name: “It’s very Paul to say or
do this or that.” That distinction, that property, that irrepressible yet inexpressible
positivity that a person is—it’s exactly this that, since it too is created, has a principle or
logos as such. And it’s this that God, in Christ, also becomes. The Logos is the logoi—all
of them.*®'

And if the Logos, Christ, has identified himself with even the principle of a

created hypostasis as such—and so generated it—then he has become the very power of

" Chapter 1, sec. 1.3.

20 Opuse 10, PG 91, 136d-137a.

21 4mb 17.10: “When endeavoring to look deeply into these logoi of the things mentioned above,
or even into one of them, one is left feeling completely debilitated and speechless, for the intellect finds
nothing to grasp, except for the divine power”; Amb 22.2: “for it provides the intellect with no means of
understanding how God—who is truly none of the things that exist, and who, properly speaking, is all
things, and at the same time beyond them—is present in the logos of each thing in itself [ovk &ywv vofjoar
TAOG v EKACTO TOV Ko’ £avtov EkdoTtov AdYw], and in all the logoi together, according to which all things
exist.”
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that person to become who and how (not just what) she is. As she actualizes her personal
potency (always through and with her natural potency, of course), which exists in her
personal logos and which the Logos became, the Logos assimilates her body as his own
too: “taking a body in a variety of ways, as only he knows, in each of the saved.”***
Personal perichoresis is the eventual mode of existence that has already been prepared in
the very act of the Logos becoming the logoi. It’s certainly divine Incarnation, for the
Word assumes universal created nature. But it must also climax in a state of personal
perichoresis, for created nature subsists only in created hypostases. When the Word
became a creature, then, he planted the very mode of his personal existence into the
principles of all creation—the potential for every creature’s personal interpenetration of

and by the Three. For the whole Father and the whole Spirit are in the whole Son who is

Christ, and in Christ alone the logoi live.**

3.5 — Christ’s Body and analogy
Maximus seems to conceive this entire schema of creation as Incarnation as basically just

good Pauline theology. You don’t have to rush to Plato or the Stoics for the idea that the

22 Exp. Orat. Dom. 4, CCSG 23, 59: “koi 81’ £kGoTov 1@V 6mlopévev Tokilog, dg oldey adTog,
COUATOVUEVOV.”
* OThal 60.7, CCSG 22, 79; cp. CT 1.66-7.
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world is God’s body.*** Col. 3.11, for example, plainly states that “Christ is all things and
in all things.”** The Logos is the logoi, first and last.

It’s no accident that Maximus punctuates his logoi treatise (Amb 7) with scriptural
citations, especially from Paul about the Body of Christ. After a lengthy explication and
defense of the /ogoi as the proper way to read Gregory’s remark that we are “portions of
God,” Maximus repairs to crucial New Testament texts to make some rather amazing
claims of his own. Watch how Maximus embosses these texts around his bold
eschatological portrait of all things enhypostasized in Christ. I quoted it near the end of
last chapter, but we must read it again:

The aim is that ‘what God is to the soul, the soul might become to the body,” and

that the Creator of all might be proven to be One, and through humanity might

come to reside in all things in a manner appropriate to each, so that the many,
though separated from each other in nature, might be drawn together around the
one nature of man. When this happens, God will be all things in everything [1 Cor

15.28], encompassing all things and enhypostasizing them in Himself, for beings

will no longer possess independent motion or lack any portion of God’s presence,

and it is with respect to this presence that we are, and are called, Gods [Jn 10.35],

children of God [Jn 1.12], the body, and members of God [Eph 1.23, 5.30], and, it
follows, ‘portions of God,” and other such things, in the progressive ascent of the

% Plato, Tim. 30b-d (the world as one Living Creature, “t6vde OV K660V {DOV Epryuyov
g&vvouv”), which is itself a second god “generated” by the highest God called “Father”; cf. Tim. 34b: “Bgov
avtov éyevviioato.” The Stoic claim is obviously much stronger, since there the God whose body the
cosmos is, is no second god, but the one divine Logos; see Diogenes Laertius, 7.137; SVF 2.526; LS 44F.
Maximus’s Logos-cosmology affirms both at once—namely that the one Logos who is himself the /ogoi of
the world (Stoic claim) is both a second, generated God (Timaeus claim) and yet essentially the one and
only God (consubstantial with Father and Spirit).

> See Exp. Orat. Dom. 4, CCSG 23, 55 (slightly modified), where Maximus summons Col. 3.11
in particular even though he’s commenting Gal. 3.28: “‘But Christ is all things and in all things,” creating
by what surpasses nature and the Law, the form of the kingdom which has no beginning, a form
characterized, as has been shown, by humility and meekness of heart. Their concurrence shows forth the
perfect man created according to Christ [ddda wavra kai v mool Xpiordg, 10 TV VIEP POV KOl VOUOV THV
g avdpyov Pactieiog dnpovpydv &v IIvedvpott poépewoty, fjv, Mg amodédeiktal, TEPUVKE yopakTnpilew
Kapdiog Tomeivosic Kol TpadTne, MV 1 6Hvodog TéLEIoV TOV Katd Xpiotdv KTI(OUEVOV Amodsikvucty
tvBpomov].” Both scriptural passages are similar, and it’s also true that Col. 3.12 mentions two major
themes Maximus wants to treat here, “humility” and “meekness.” But the Colossians text also makes a
stronger claim about our oneness than Gal. 3.28. And Col. 3.11 more lucidly presents perichoretic logic:
Christ is everything and in everything (whole in whole), therefore you are one with each and yourself: “the
perfect man created according to Christ.”
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divine plan to its final end.”

Creation’s contours appear ever more like a continuous human nature or Body, the
personalized bond of all things sundry by nature, whose unifying power is that of a divine
person who assimilates and “makes all things his own” such that none of what he
assumes—even other human bodies—suffers violation in principle though it’s certainly
transposed into (perichoretic) mode.*®” The world comes to be like a Seed that generates
the very womb in which it gestates. It’s born again and again as the particular seed of this
or that creature, and, because it retains all it has hypostasized, gains in each actualized
creature a new member of its Body.”™

At the apex of his reflection on the logoi, Maximus summons scripture once
more: “the basic argument [proves to] be more persuasive when supported by the inspired
words of Scripture, in particular those of the holy blessed apostle Paul.”**’ He follows by
quoting Pauline texts extensively, Ephesians especially. He chooses them to link the
world’s logoi to Christ’s ecclesial Body and his “recapitulation” of every creature into

that Body. A selective sampling:

and He has put all things under His feet and has made Him the head over all
things for the Church, which is His body, the fullness of Him who fills all things in

26 4mb 7.31, modified: ““iv’ dnep soti Odc Yy, TOVTO Yoyl cOMATL YévnTar,” Kol €ig
dmodery0f TV SV Anpiovpydc, avoldymg Sii tiic avOpondTToC TdcY EMPATEDOV TOIG OVGL, Kol &ig &V
&AM Ta TOALL GAMA®V Kot TV QUG dleotnKOTa TTEPL TV piav 10D avBpdmov ooy dAAnAolg
GLVVEDOVTO KOl YEVITAL TO. TAVTO, &V TAGIY avTOS 0 Pedg, mhvta TepAafmv Kol EVOToGTHo0S £00TR, 010 TOD
pundev €t tdv dvtov deetov KektioBot v kivnow Kai Tiig avtod dpotpov mapovsiog, kKab’ fiv kol Ocol
Kol Tékvor Kol odpa Kol uéAn Kol ‘poipa ®god’ Kol td totdtd Ecpey kol Aeyopeda T mpog to T€hog
avaeopd tod Beiov cromod.”

780 Amb 7.27: “What could be more desirable to those who are worthy of it than deification?
For through it God is united with those who have become Gods, and by His goodness makes all things His
own.” But this assimilation comes in a perichoretic mode: “These examples, drawn from nature,
demonstrate persuasively that there is no higher summit or culmination for created beings [t®v dvidv
kepalawov] apart from that in which their natural elements remain inviolate.”

% Amb 6.3; treated at Chapter 2, sec. 2.2.

** Amb 7.36.
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every way [ends Eph 1.17-23].%°
And:

Rather, speaking the truth in love, we are to grow up in every way into Him who
is the head, into Christ, from whom the whole body, joined and knit together by

every joint with which it is supplied, when each part is working properly, makes
bodily growth and upbuilds itself in love [from Eph 4.11-16].%"

Maximus adduces from all these exactly how we become “one and the same” (£v xai
tavtov) with God—the very goal of creation announced in our overture (4mb 41.5):

[These words show] that we are the members and the body of Christ, and that we
constitute the fullness of Christ God [Eph 1.23], who fills all things in every way
according to the plan hidden in God the Father before the ages [Eph 3.9], with the
result that [or “the skopos being”’] we are being recapitulated into Him [Eph 1.10]
through His Son and our Lord and God Jesus Christ. For the mystery hidden from
the ages [Col 1.26] and from all generations has now been revealed through the
true and perfect Incarnation of God the Son, who united our nature to Himself
according to hypostasis, without division and without confusion. In and through
His holy flesh—which He took from us, and which is endowed with intellect and
reason—He has conjoined us to Himself, as a kind of first fruits, making us
worthy to be one and the same with Him, according to His humanity, since we
were predestined before the ages [Eph 1.11-12] to be in Him as the members of
His body. Just as the soul unifies the body, He joined us to Himself and knit us
together in the Spirit, and He leads us to the stature of the spiritual maturity
according to His [i.e. Christ’s] own fullness [Eph 4.131.%

We are “one and the same” with God “according to his humanity” (xotd v

avtod avOpwmodtta). For Maximus Paul himself teaches that our deification is God’s

20 4mb 7.36 = Eph 1.17-23: “kai mévro &dwiev dmo t00¢ m6d0C atbtod, kai abtov Edwke kepaliv
Omep movTa Tj ExKAnoig, 1Tic 60Tl TO DU ADTOD, TO TANPWUO. TOD TG TAVTO. &V TAOLY TANPOVUEVOD.”

P Amb 7.36 = Eph 4.11-16: “aAnBebovies 0¢ &v dydmy abéiowuey eic avtov . ndvia, 8¢ oty 1)
Kepalds) 6 Xplotdg, é€ ob mav 10 odua cvvapuoloyobuevov kol coufifalousvov dié wdons Goiic tic
Emyopnyiog Kot EVEPYEIaY §VOG EKATTOD UEAOVS THY albénoty 10D cuaToS ToIETTol EIC 0IKOOOUNY E0VTOD &V
dyomy.”

22 Amb 7.37: “611 kol uéhn kol edua Koi Thjpwud Xpiotod écpev 100 T mava év méot
TAnpovuEvov Xpiotod 100 Oeod, Katd TOV Tpo TV aidvwv &v 1@ Ocd kai Tlotpi ATokekpvpuuEvov GKOTOV
dvaxepaiarovuevor gig avtov 610 100 Yiod avtod kol Kvpiov Tnood Xpiotod 100 Ocod fjudv. To yap
HVOTHPLOV TO GTOKEKPOUUEVOV UEV GO TAV aldVwy Kol Amd TV YEVE®DV, VOV 3¢ pavep®bev d1a Tiig T0D
Yiod kai ®god aAnOwvijg kal tedeiog EvavOpomnoems, Tod EVHoavtog £0T@d Kab’ VTOoTOoY AdIUPETOC TE
Kol AoLYXOT®G TNV NUETEPAV UGV, KOl NUaG St Thg €€ UGV Kol NUETEPUG VOEPDS TE Kol AOYIKADG
gyuyopévne ayiag ovTod capkds, Gomep 81 drapyiic £00Td copmEaévon, Kol &v Kail TanTdV SaVTd sivar
KA TV 00TOD GVOPOTOTITA KOTAEIOGOVTOS, KABME mpowpiohyuey mpd TdV aidvmv &v adTd sivar AN
TOD GMUOTOG AVTOD, YOYTS TPOTOV TPOG GMLN &V TVEDILATL GLVAPHOAOYODVTOG £0VT® Kai cupPifalovtog,
Ko €i¢ UETPOV Byovtog HAIKIAG TVEVUATIKIG TOD KOT ™ QUTOV TANPOUATOS.”
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Incarnation. Last chapter we saw that the Word’s protological condescension in
identifying his person with the world’s /ogoi is itself the condition for the possibility of
any participation in his divine activity. He brings down in person what is imparticipable
in essence. But since hypostatic identity alone establishes creation’s power to participate
God, it must also and simultaneously reveal a necessary condition in the other direction,
as it were: God grants “hypostasis” to creation by identifying himself with it in the
Word’s hypostasis.””*> God creates by assuming a Body. Therefore the Body he assumes
is creation—its process (logoi) and perfection (modal perichoresis). And since he
identifies himself in person with what he creates by nature, and since what’s created is
necessarily in motion (4mb 7.3-14), then creation’s existential movement into ever more
perfect actuality is the Word’s too. That the world is literally Christ’s Body is the deepest
ground for Maximus’s bold, systematic insistence on the God-world reciprocity.*”*
For inasmuch as He came to be below for our sakes...it follows that we too,
thanks to Him, will come to be in the world above, and become gods according to
Him through the mystery of grace, undergoing no change whatsoever in our
nature...the world above will again be filled, with the members of the body being
gathered together with their head...filling the body of Him who fills all in all,
which fills and is filled from all things.*”
Christ’s Body grows, is knitted together, gains modal iterations, precisely through
and as every member of the cosmos. His own person lies at the base of every creature as
its individual and generic /ogoi, and yet he never relinquishes the individual body he

assumed from Mary and is. Here we approach admittedly bizarre and nearly

incomprehensible claims. That’s as it should be, of course, and it’s why we saw Maximus

23 Qee above, n. 50.

2% Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator, everywhere assumes and celebrates this reciprocity. I've
tried to root it firmly and precisely in Christo-logic.

295 Amb 31.9. So too Amb 31.10, slightly modified: “In fact, [the world above] has already been
filled in Christ, and will be filled again in those who become according to Christ, when they, who have
already shared in the likeness of His death through their sufferings, shall come to be natural outgrowths of
His resurrection [Rom 6.5: aouguoror yevijoovtai kol tig dvactdoews avTov].”
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press the point that the final deific state can really only be known by experience.
Obviously the same might have been said for the very idea that God became man—and
yet we’re forced to say something about it, even if with a strained voice speaking cracked
words and concepts. Bear that in mind now at the world’s end. Its logic is just as
enduringly mysterious and necessarily articulated as Christ’s at the middle.
The body of Christ is either the soul, or its powers, or sensations, or the body of
each human being, or the members of the body, or the commandments, or the
virtues, or the /ogoi of created beings, or, to put it simply and more truthfully,
each and all of these things, both individually and collectively, are the body of
Christ [10ig t€ K0l KO}, TODTO TAVTO Kol TOVTOV EKAGTOV £6TL TO GO TOD
Xplotod ] 290
Everything is his Body. Even “the body of each human being” is Christ’s Body. “Every
man,” Maximus resumes just after this passage, “who possesses an addition of faith and
knowledge, and who is augmented by the modes of virtue.....is a spiritual Joseph [of
Arimathea], able to receive the body of Christ and bury it properly, placing it in the niche
that faith has hewn in his heart, by grace making his own body as the body of Christ [10
1€ oMU TO £0VTOD (g Xp1oTod odpa o TV xapw].” So grows “the mystical body of
Christ.”*”
Christ’s actual recapitulation of the entire world into and as his Body reveals “that
the whole creation is one, just as another human being, completed by the mutual coming

99298

together of all its members.””" Maximus frequently evokes the whole human person to

depict the world’s deification.”®” He likes to say God will become to us as the soul is to

2% Amb 54.2, PG 91, 1376c¢, slightly modified.

7 Amb 54.2, PG 91, 1376d-1377a, my emphasis.

2% Amb 41.9, slightly modified: “Beonpendc 6 mévra eic éavtov dvexebataidoazo [Eph 1.10],
piav vadpyovcay v drnacav kticw dei&og, kabamep GvOpwmov GANoV, i TV pepdv E0vTiig TPOG BAANAL
GLVOSM GUUTANPOVUEVIV KOl TTPOG EAVTIV vELOLGOY Tf| OAOTNTL TG VtapEem.”

% Cooper, The Body in St. Maximus the Confessor, 36-48, esp. 48 on the “three human beings”
(scripture, cosmos, individual person) of Myst 7.
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the body, for instance.’®

But given Maximus’s christological account of the human
person—where body and soul are at once essentially different and yet never concretely
whole outside of the unifying positivity of a hypostasis—we must contend with two
significant features of Christ’s Body.

First, hypostatic identity grounds and conditions whatever else we might say
about elements within Christ’s Body. A person’s parts, even her essential parts (body and
soul), do not exist at all or together as a real, existential whole except as her.*”! Maximus
distinguishes the “principle of becoming” from the “principle of essence” (Ovy 6 aOTOC

302

YOp yevécemg Kai ovoiog Aoydg) to make just this point.”~ The latter has to do with a

thing’s natural “what” (i) and “how” (m®g), the former with its existential “when” (ndte)
and “where” (mod) and, most significantly, “its reciprocal relation” (npdg ti éotv).**
That’s to say, the logoi of various essences only generate their respective realities through
particular individuals—the individual human being, say, who bears an entire complex of
spatio-temporal-personal relations by birth. The consequent and concrete “coexistence”
and “reciprocal relation” of a hypostasis’s natural parts is the /ogos that generates “the
completion of a single human being.”*%* In Christ’s Body, then, to the degree it is at least

potentially the entire cosmos, we should contemplate the various relations among his

members (every creature) as predicated upon his single hypostasis. He is the very logos

3% 4mb 7.26 (which begins to say God will be to the soul what soul is to body, but finally says
God will be wholly throughout soul and body alike); cp. Amb 10.48, and esp. QThal 2.2.

31 Cf. Chapter 1, sec. 1.4, for the christological shape of this anthropology.

392 Amb 7.42; Amb 42.25 (for the christological justification).

2 Amb 7.42.

% Amb 42.10 (“H yoyi 1o elvon AopPavonso katd Thv cOAMyY éuo T chpatt Tpog £vog
avBpomov cuprtAnpmot dyetar), 13 (“ocuvomapEv”).
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that unifies all things and grounds the reciprocal relation or basic symmetry between all

Christ’s parts, even his created and uncreated natures.>®

Second, all Christ’s parts will finally assume his own personal perichoretic mode
of actual existence even while remaining distinct in their own /ogoi. Here Maximus
sounds most Stoic. In Amb 17, for instance, he marvels at length at how the /ogoi can

even “constitute a single world” at all. This consideration moves him forthwith to wonder

at our own bodies, at “this complexion of opposites blended together in a synthesis,”*"

which

brings things separated by nature into an amicable community, subduing, by
virtue of the mean, the severities of the extremes, leading each to inhere within
the other without the loss of integrity [kai yopeiv o1 GAANA®V dhvpudvimg], but
rather preserving the elements of the synthesis, which is the perichoresis of one
extreme in the other by virtue of the blending [trv TV dxpwv Katd TV KpAGLY €iG
dAAAa Tepty®dpnov] 307

Stoics evidently thought that a certain process of “mixture” (kpdocig) could allow two or

EAN19

more bodies to occupy the same physical space without obliterating any parts’ “own

59308

essence’ or “proper hypostasis” or “qualities.””” Maximus too, it seems, but only

3% If we were to pursue this insight, we would have to consider the possibility that the Word’s
birth from Mary, just as much as his generation from the Father, is the “when” and “where” of the entire
world.

3% 4mb 17.8, slightly modified: “f tdv évavtiov kotd v kpdow 81 cuvOéoemc cuUTAOKT.”

7 Amb 17.8, slightly modified.

% Alexander of Aphrodisias, De mixt. 216.28-31: “Tiv y&p 800 | Kol TAEWOVOV TIVOY GOUATOV
Slv avtimapektacty GAANA0LG 0UTMG, OG ocdlely EKaoTov aVT@V v Tij piget T Towdtn TV T€ oikelav
ovoioy Koi TaG v anTi ToldTNTaC, AEYEl KpAoY tvol udvny tdv pitswv.” And a bit later at 217.32-36, he
cites the body-soul “mixture” in a human being to show how even though the soul still “has its own
hypostasis [tnv yoynv idiav vmoéctacty Exovoav],” it “entirely pervades the body [61” 6Aov T0d cdpatog
dujkewv].” See Stemmer, “PERICHORESE,” 11-13. Obviously terms like “hypostasis” do not carry the
exact meaning in early Stoics as they do in Maximus. Chrysippus here, in Alexander’s report, seems to use
it to emphasize the soul’s superior existential stability; even though it receives the body, it bears its own
essence (so that essence and hypostasis are still more or less equivalent). And yet the degree of
terminological and conceptual convergence, especially here in Amb 17, between Maximus and Stoics is still
impressive; so Harrison, “Perichoresis in the Greek Fathers,” 58. It’s worth asking why Maximus can repair
back (wittingly or not) to more Stoic forms of thought even while denying essential Stoic tenets, say, divine
corporeality. My study implies that the careful recognition and distinction of “hypostasis” from “essence”
under christological pressures reopens the possibility that another, non-essential dimension of existence
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because something else—namely a hypostasis—relieves nature from having to achieve
the kind of “whole” that would permit such perichoresis among the parts. And in Christ’s
Body, which is one with itself and with all other entities exactly because his hypostasis is
the identity of his parts, those parts can preserve their whole integrity and interpenetrate
one another. Indeed, as they become both more themselves and more he who sustains
them by subsisting as them, they must so pervade each other as they are “gathered

together with their Head” and “become one flesh” (Col 1.18; Eph 5.30-1).>%

These two traits of Christ’s Body explain how “analogy” in the deific state retains
its distinctly Pauline sense. That’s to say, according to the Christo-logic of our deific
state, which is also the body-logic of Christ, analogy does not preclude hypostatic
identity. The former presumes the latter. True, Maximus very often qualifies the process
of deification by saying it occurs “analogously” or “in proportion” to the person deified.
Many have read this to imply something like what “by grace” is supposed to imply—that

our deification makes us still a bit less God than Christ is, even his own humanity.”'°

(hypostasis) might perform some similar existential funcations Stoics thought only some kind of underyling
bodily-yet-divine substance could—which they too could call “Logos.”

39 Myst. 24, CCSG 69, 59-60, slight modification: “Thus the holy church, as we said, is the figure
and image of God inasmuch as through it he effects in his infinite power and wisdom an unconfused union
from the various essences of beings, attaching them to himself as creator to their highest point, and
this operates according to the grace of faith for the faithful, joining them all to each other in one form
according to a single grace and calling of faith ['Ectt pév obv 1 dyia ékidngla tomoc, dg sipntou, koi eikav
0D pev Bg0d, 6101 fjv Epyaletar kata TV dmelpov adTod duvauy kol cogiay Tept Tag S10(pOPOVE TV
Svtwv ovciag AcLyYXLTOV EVRoLY, MG INUIOVPYOS KaT’ GKPOV £00VTA cLVEXMVY, Kol AT KOTO THV YOp Tiig
TioTemg €i¢ TOVG TOTOVG AAANAOLG £VOEIB®C cuvamtovca].” See too Amb 21.14, where Maximus coyly
intimates that Gregory may have attributed John the Evangelist’s words to John the Baptist according “to a
more mysterious” reason, namely that any saint can “exchange places” with another because the same
Word comes to be in all the saints.

*1%E.g. Loosen, Logos und Pneuma im begnadeten Menschen bei Maximus Confessor (Miinster:
Aschendorff, 1941), 50-9.
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Renzces and Ayroulet, for instance, suggest two ways the deified person’s union

311

with God is analogous to Christ’s.” " There is “la divergence essentielle” between Christ

and ourselves, and then “les différences entre les hommes dans leur mode personnel de

collaboration a la réalisation de leur divinisation.”*'?

I return to the second shortly, which
seems right to me. But the first falters. It does to the extent that we deduce from an
absolute ontological difference between created and uncreated essences the impossibility
of their concrete and real identity.*"® In this way it rehearses the error of christological

314 If Christ was

“asymmetry” familiar from Chapter 1, but from the opposite vantage.
there conceived as in some sense “more” divine than human, here we are thought more
human than divine. This would of course make nonsense of Maximus’s claim that the
identity wrought in our deific state is the very one achieved in the historical
Incarnation—a conviction then crystalized and intensified in the tantum-quantum
principle (sec. 3.2). It elides too the distinction between process and product or state, so
that the necessity of our becoming God is misread as our perpetual failure to be him (sec.
3.3). And, last, this sort of “analogical difference” also assumes that modal perichoresis

amounts to the kind of “reciprocity” that might obtain, say, between two magnetic poles,

one smaller (us) and one much bigger (God). But as I’ve stressed time and again, modal

! Philip Gabriel Renczes, Agir de Dieu et liberté de [’homme: Recherches sur I’anthropologie
théologique de saint Maxime le Confesseur (Paris, Cerf, 2003), 349-54; Ayroulet, De [’image a I'Image,
285,293-4.

*12 Ayroulet, De I'image a I'Image, 285.

13 And to complicate matters, both authors deduce the ontological difference from the gnomic
mode of a person’s natural volition; so Renczes, Agir de Dieu, 351: “Nous avons déja envisagé la yvoun
comme circonstance d’une divergence essentielle de la divinisation de I’homme par rapport a celle de la
nature humaine du Christ dans ’union hypostatique.” But as a mode destined to give way to the utterly
natural and immediate willing of the lover for the beloved, the fact that Christ lacks a gnome (Pyr 85-7)
indicates only a difference of process, not of essence (lest Christ not be personally human). I therefore
follow Larchet, La divinisation de I’homme, 239-47, who rightly argues that the absence of a gnomic mode
in Christ evinces only the completion of the deified state of his humanity. For a useful summary of the
soteriological issues involved, see Blowers, Maximus the Confessor, 242-6.

% Chapter 1, sec. 1.5.
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perichoresis finds its ground solely in hypostatic identity and so culminates in complete,

315 As Christo-logic dictates, there is no asymmetrical relation

actual symmetry (sec. 3.4).
between created and uncreated natures for the obvious reason that they share no natural
relation at all. And yet, by and as God’s grace, the Word becomes the hypostatic identity
and essential symmetry in a single concrete reality, his Body.

We fare better with the second sense of “analogous” deification. Each person,
each created hypostasis, does in fact differ from Christ and from one another in principle.
Not essentially (as regards Christ’s humanity), but according to each’s individual logos of
hypostasis. It’s significant that nearly every time Maximus speaks of “analogy” or

“proportion” in deification, it’s “in proportion” to each individual deified.’'® And yet an

individual logos, we’ve seen, is the Logos too. Each person is a member of the Word’s

313 Renczes, Agir de Dieu, 353-4, speaks of “I’unité analogique de la périchorése dans I’agir,”
which he claims predominates even in Christ himself: “[Maximus’s mention in Amb 7 of] une seule
opération ‘divine-humaine’ ne peut étre congue que de maniére analogique: a la maniére de la périchorése
de la nature divine et humaine dans le Christ, cette opération unique exprime /e concours des deux
opérations vers la méme finalité dans la proportion qui convient sans que 1’une signifie 1’annihilation de
I’autre” (his emphasis);—Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 63-4, reduces Maximus’s great and ultimately costly
christological tenacity to a defence of Christo-logic understood in terms of asymmetrical analogy: “From
the moment that Chalcedon, in its sober and holy wisdom, elevated the adverbs ‘indivisibly’ (adtoupétmg)
and ‘unconfusedly’ (dovyydTwc) to a dogmatic formula, the image of a reciprocal indwelling of two distinct
poles of being replaced the image of mixture. This mutual ontological presence (neptydpnoig) not only
preserves the being particular to each element, to the divine and the human natures, but also brings each of
them to its perfection in their very difference, even enhancing that difference. Love, which is the highest
level of union, only takes root in the growing independence of the lovers; the union between God and the
world reveals, in the very nearness it creates between these two poles of being, the ever-greater difference
between created being and the essentially incomparable God. Maximus defended the formula of Chalcedon,
even with his blood, out of a deep insight into this difference.”

—Here “analogical” and “perichoretic” seem synonymous. But either “analogy” bears perichoretic
logic—and so cannot be asymmetrical; or else perichoresis analogy’s—and so the “newness of modes”
putatively achieved in Christ simply follows the standard logic of the relation between a natural cause and
its effect (an asymmetrical relation, however greater the difference; see sec. 3.1 above)—the very thing
Maximus consistently denied; so Pyr 192, PG 91, 345d-348a; Amb 5.1-2. So Jonathan Bieler, “Body and
Soul Immovably Related: Considering an Aspect of Maximus the Confessor’s Concept of Analogy,” Studia
Patristica 75 (2017): 223-35, appears to assume their synonymity in christology, anthropology, and
trinitarian theology. He says, for instance, that the Father “expresses himself fully or analogically in the
Son” (235). Unlike earlier scholars who also equate perichoresis and analogy, Bieler differs to the extent
his reading privileges (wittlingly or not) the former over or in the latter.

1 Ou. et dub. 102, CCSG 10.77: “koté Thv avokdymg mpocodcay Stvauy ékdote”; Amb 10.85;
Amb 21.4; QThal 29.2.
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Body. Analogy, the “logic of proportion,” therefore emerges as a body-logic.”'” That was

318 9

just how Paul used it,”'® and others too.”'

If that’s so, then analogy in deification, as in any body, actually demands both
hypostatic identity (for no body subsists as a real whole except as a hypostasis) and a
perichoretic symmetry among any and all its parts. That includes its “extremes,” created
and uncreated natures. And so I recognize two senses of eschatological “analogy” in
Maximus.

First, it means that [ am and manifest the Word of God in my own personal way.

This holds generally for every creature, actually.’*® “Each person,” writes Maximus,

37 Luke Steven, “Deification and the Workings of the Body: The Logic of ‘Proportion’ in
Maximus the Confessor,” Studia Patristica 75 (2017): 241: “in Maximus’ mind, the logic of proportion is
not an abstract logic of reciprocity. Rather, it is most fundamentally a description of the mechanisms of a
very concrete and lively reality: the body.”

38 Cf. QThal 29.2, CCSG 7, 211, where Maximus quotes Rom. 12.6: “according to the proportion
of one’s faith [katd v dvaroyiav T mictemg]”; see too Steven, “Deification and the Workings of the
Body,” 243-6, on the Pauline tradition of “proportion” as it was transmitted through the Christian
Alexandrian tradition (Clement, Origen, Gregory of Nyssa), and 249: “for Maximus deification works ‘in
proportion’, which, following Paul, means that deification works like a body.”

*1% S0 Stefan Dienstbeck, Die Stoa der Stoa (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2015), 198-99, registers due
caution about eliding the Stoic stress on the “identity” between individual entities (esp. the human being)
and the universal essence to a relation of polarity: “Missverstanden wire dieser Komplex, wollte man ihn
als ein polares Verhéltnis beschreiben, in dem das Eine seinem Teil bzw. insgesamt seinen Teilen
gegeniiberstdnde.” He continues: “Kosmisches Sein und Einzelnersein stehen in wesensmafiger Identitét,
nicht weil sie strukturanalog wdren, sondern weil sie tatséchlich als wesensidentisch zu bestimmen sind.
Dem tut auch der individuelle Zuschnitt im Wesen der Einzelentitdten keinen Abbruch. Vielmehr bestétigt
die Strukturidentitét, dass Wesensidentitat nicht durch Differenz in der Verfasstheit verlustig geht. Gerade
als Einzelnes befindet sich das Einzelne mit der Struktur von allem in Wesensidentitdt” (my emphasis).
Again, Maximus’s concept of “essence” obviously differs from the earlier Stoic one (and from many
others). But the form or shape of the Stoic view of the God-world relation resonates rather strongly with
Maximus’s. Replace “essence” with the Word’s “hypostasis,” and this becomes apparent enough. The Stoic
Logos pervades every individual entity and thus sustains and unites all by being the universal, immanent
bond of all, through procession. Stoics could even admit that so long as you concede that one Logos runs
through all as the sole, concrete identity of the world, then yes, at that point you might admit that each
individual thing is pervaded by (as tenor) and so manifests that Logos “to a greater” or “lesser degree (4AL’
oM 81 v pév pddov, S ov 8& frtov)—just like the soul in us”; Diogenes Laertius, 7.138-9 = SVF
2.634. Cp. for instance, Amb 35.2 and Amb 48.7, where the Logos “becomes the essence in concrete
wholes.”

320 QOThal 51.8-15, canvasses an array of creatures—the Sun, eagle, deer, serpent, turtledove—in
order to contemplate their own ways of exemplifying “the divine wisdom invisibly contained in created
beings” (ndicav EkkaAdTToV &V £00T@H KaTd TOV Plov THG Epmepopévne dopdtmg Toig oot Bsiag copiag TV
peyarompéneiav); Amb 51.15, CCSG 7, 403. So too Amb 33.2, where the Logos “is obliquely signified in
proportion to each visible thing [dvaidymg 61" Eékdotov TV Opmuévav], as if through certain letters.”
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“according to his own power, and according to the grace of the Spirit that is granted to
him with respect of his worthiness—has Christ in him, and in proportion to him, leading

21
2321 1ust “as the soul

him through increasing mortifications to ever more sublime ascents.
reveals itself as active in the parts of the body according to the capacity underlying each
part,” so too do I manifest the Word’s divine activity and person in me “analogously” to
my power, my desire, my love, my passion.’*

That last text points up a second sense of analogy. Again, I can only manifest the
Word who has become all that I am in principle (all my logoi) because he has made every
creature himself, his Body. Analogy is a two-way channel, a true symmetry. In fact, the
Word becomes analogous to me.**> Since he can become in person what he is infinitely
not by (divine) nature, the Word makes himself the hypostatic, concrete identity of every
creature precisely as that creature (its natural and hypostatic modes—its entire finitude).

So it is with a human hypostasis and its body: I am as much my finger as [ am my hair, as

[ am my heart, as I am my eyes.*>* My toe only is to the degree it is me. If, then, as we’ve

2 Amb 47.2: “ExacToc...KoTd THY £00Tod SHvapty, Kol THv kat’ dElay xopnyovpévny adtd Tod
Tvedpatog ybptv Tov Xp1otov Exmv avarloymg E0vTd Tag DYNALS 010 TG TPOG TAVTA VEKPDOEMG
avapaoceig moovpevov”; cf. QThal 59.8, CCSG 22, 23; Amb 10.31 and 85; Myst 13, CCSG 69, 42; etc.

322 OThal 61.14, CCSG 22, 103: “mior mévra yvéuevoe [1 Cor 9.22] kot thv dvehoyiav tig
S1kaoc VNG, LEALOV 08 KO TO LETPOV TAV UETA YVAOCEMG VTEP SIKaocOVNg Eviadba Tabnudtev Eavtov
EKGOTE dWPOOUEVOC, KODAUTEP YUYT CMLOTOG LEAECT KOTO TV DITOKEUEVIV EKAOTH UEAEL SUVOULY EQVTIV
évepyodoav ékpaivovoa.” The Body-cosmos logic can even portray eschatological judgment; see just
before this, OThal 61.13, CCSG 22, 103.

3 Amb 21.4: “Since the same Christ is flesh and spirit, He becomes the one or the other analogous
to the form of knowledge [éme1dn| yap cap kol TVEDUA 6TV O ADTOG KATA TNV EKACTO THG YVOCEDG
avaloyiav ToU1o 1 €xelvo ywvopevog]; Amb 48.7: “He has made Himself edible and participable to all in
proportion to the measure of each [ka6’ GG E6mMAUOV E0VTOV KO LETOANTTOV AVOAOY®OG EKAGTHO
nenoinkev].” Even the Spirit (as wholly in the Son) exists in an analogous way in each of his gifts; so
OThal 29.2, CCSG 7, 211: “[Isa 11.1-3] used the word ‘spirits’ to name the activities of one and the same
Holy Spirit, because the actuating Holy Spirit exists proportionately in all of its activities whole and
without diminishment [GAL” T0g Evepyeiag ToD £vog kai ToD avToD dyiov TvedaTog TVEDUATA KAAESAG S0
10 ThoT Evepyeig OAov aveAMT®G VTLaPYEY AvaldYmS TO Evepyolv dylov mvedpal.”

3 Lop off an appendage—it’s still mine. It still bears a distinctive relation as proper to the
hypostatic “whole” I am, the relation bore through the “principle of becoming” at my birth. The fact that I
don’t need it to endure (i.e. it’s not an essential attribute) doesn’t mean it’s Jess mine or /ess me. To think
so is simply still to think according to the logic of essence, so that “accidental” and “essential”
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seen, we are “members” of Christ’s Body, then it follows that he is us in just that way—
hypostatically.

Only thus, I submit, do Maximus’s extreme pronouncements on the God-world
symmetry make any sense. God and man ““are paradigms of each other”—we read that
before.”” We can also read in Maximus that the Incarnate Word, because he is truly and
really man, taught us in deed and even in word that a human person can become God’s
own model:

And for God he makes himself an example of virtue, if one can say this, and

invites the inimitable to come imitate him by saying [kai 1® 0e® xobictnowv

EaVTOV apeTiic EEepmhapiov, €l TodTo BEUIG Elmelv, TPOG LMoy £0VTod TOV

apipnrtov €AB€tv €ykelevdpevog, Aéywv], ‘Forgive us our trespasses as we forgive

those who trespass against us.” He summons God to be to him as he is to his
neighbors.**°
The Word identifies himself with us and thus generates us. But his primal self-
identification with all creation and its every creature does not dissipate after awhile, but
perdures into every mode and actuality—even, stunningly, in the very heart of finitude,

our suffering.

For the Word has shown that the one who is in need of having good done to him

is God; for, he says to us, as long as you did it for one of these least ones, you did
it for me—and God himself says this!—then, he will much more show that the
one who can do good and who does it is truly God by grace and participation
because he has taken on in happy imitation the energy and characteristic of his
own doing good. And if the poor man is God, it is because of God’s
condescension in becoming poor for us and in taking into himself the sufferings of

characteristics also name the primary ways wholes relate to parts (and the reverse). But in Maximus’s
christology, and I dare say in any Chalcedonian christology, Christ’s hypostasis is itself the “whole” of the
parts which are themselves essential wholes. This part-whole relation—that between the two natures and
their hypostasis—cannot therefore follow any logic restricted to the logic of essences (as “accidents” and
“essences” are). In other words, possession and identification must converge in Christo-logic. If Christ’s
physical body is “simply” &is body rather than him (as well), then I cannot see how “God died” retains
anything like what Cyril and Neochalcedonism strive to uphold: the concrete (not natural) identity of that
one who died and the thing that died—that humanity, that body-soul unity, that punctured flesh. So it is
with God and the world, on my reading.

32 Amb 10.9, cited in full at n. 110.

20 Exp. Orat. Dom. 4, CCSG 23, 64-5, slight modification.
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each one sympathetically and “until the end of time,” always suffering mystically

through goodness in proportion to each one’s suffering. All the more reason,

then, will that one be God who by loving human beings in imitation of God heals
by himself in a God-fitting way the sufferings of those who suffer and who shows
that he has in his disposition, in due proportion, the same power of sustaining

Providence that God has.**’

Analogy in Christ’s Body means inconceivable symmetry. The Word becomes
analogous to me—even suffering and dead me! It was exactly his own brutal death on the
cross that finally revealed God’s ineffable modality as a trinity of hypostases in and as
one divine essence (Christo-logic’s two logics). We saw that in Chapter 1.*** Discerning
and following through the distinction between those logics has at length led us to this
mystery, which is indeed the same:

In accordance, then, with one of the aforementioned contemplations, whereby we

are crucified with Christ [1® Xpiot® cvotavpovueda], let us endeavor, for as

long as we are in this world, to propitiate the Word who is crucified together with

S , e~ e , r 2
us [tOV cueTavpovIEVOY KV ledoacdat Adyov].>

That’s Paul, of course (Gal 2.20; Col 1.24).

3.6 — Conclusion
This chapter has gone to great lengths to show that and how Maximian deification

demonstrates the Christo-logic of the world. The Word of God has made his own person

327 Myst. 24, CCSG 69, 68-9, modified: “Ei yap 0edv 6 Adyog tov £d mabeiv Sedpevov Edeiéev —
ép’ doov Yap émomjoote, PNOLV, £V TOUTOV TAV Eloyiotwv, éuol érotjoate’ Be0G 08 O ElMMV, TOAAD LAAAOV
1OV £ otEly Suvapevov kai moodvra, Seifeiev dAN0GC Katd yapv kol pédety dvia Bedv, O TV ovTod
TG gvepYESiog EOUUNTOC Avelnupévoy Evépyeldy te Kol idtotnta. Kai €l 080G 0 Ttoyoc, did trv 100 o1’
Huac wrwyeboovtog Beod cuyKaTAPACY Kal €ig EaVTOV T EKACTOV GLUTAODS Avadeyopévov Taon Kol
péypL TG cuvtedeiog TOD aidVOG Katd TV avoloyiav Tob v Ekdote mabovg del o’ dyafdtTnTa TACKOVTOG
HUGTIK®DG, TALOV dNAOVOTL KaTd TOV gikoTa Adyov €otan Be0g O Katd pipnov tod Bgod dia prhovOpomiov T
TOV TacyovIeV Tadn 81’ Eavtod Beompendc EELdUEVOG Kal TV avThV T@ Oe® kat’ dvaloyiay THg cOOTIKAG
povoiag katd didbeotv Exmv detkvopevog dovapy”’; cf. Amb 4.9, where Maximus remarks that besides the
need to cleanse humanity of sin, another motive for the Word’s Incarnation was that he wanted “to
experience” our obedience (cp. QThal 61.6); and Cap. X, where Maximus notes the psychological benefit
of knowing that God himself suffers with us—on which see, Portaru, “The Vocabulary of Participation,”
307, who knows no ancient precedent for this idea.

% Sec. 1.6.

3% Amb 53.7, PG 91, 1376b.
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the identity of the God and the world. That names the primordial principle and goal of
creation (3.2). And that identity grounds and reduces to modal perichoresis between God

and every creature, a total symmetry that makes what’s proper to God “improperly

330

proper” to creation and the reverse (3.4).””" We thus become identical to God not just in

principle, but in our eschatological, existential, concrete state. And so while we become
God by an utterly supra-natural process— by grace”—we along with the world prove no
less God in fact (3.3). For we are his Body (3.5).
Just as the Lord’s particular body welcomed the “whole Father” and “the whole
Spirit” into itself, which the Son had “actualized in himself"*' (kat’ avtovpyiov)—so
too will the whole world, his mystical Body, become and manifest the Trinity.
One and the same /ogos will be seen in all things.... In this way, the grace that
deifies all things will manifestly appear to have been realized—the grace of which
God the Word, becoming man, says: “My father is still working, just as [ am
working” [Jn 5.17]. That is, the Father bestows His good pleasure on the work,
the Son actualizes it in himself, and the Holy Spirit essentially completes in all
things the good will of the former and the work of the latter, so that the one God
in Trinity might be “through all things and in all things” [Eph 4:6], being wholly
contemplated in proportion to each of those made worthy by grace, and wholly

complete through the whole of them, in the same way that, in each and every
member of the body, the soul exists naturally and without diminution.***

There, in the Son’s one Body, not only will the Trinity be present to all things, as

Dionysius said. All things will be, by grace, the Trinity.

3% See Conclusion below.

31 OThal 60.7, CCSG 22, 79; Exp. Orat. Dom. 2, CCSG 23, 31-2; cf. Amb 61.2-3.

32 0Thal 2.2, CCSG 7, 51, slightly modified: “@AL’ kai 6 adtdg &9’ Shmv Bempndfoetol
AOY0C... Kol 0UTmg Evepyovuévny TV EKBe@TIKNY TV SAmv Emdeiéntot xapv: 61 fjv yevouevog dvOpwmoc o
0g0¢ Kai MOYog eNoiv 6 mathp wov Ewg Gpti épydletal, kayw épyalouat, O PEV EDSOKMV, O 6 ADTOVPYDV, Kol
70D aylov TVELOTOG OVGIMAMG TV TE TOD TATPOG £l TAGY VdOKIiaY Kol TNV avTtovpyiay Tod viod
GUUTANPOBVTOC, Tva YévnTon S18 TAVTOV Kol &V TaGt §ic 6 &v TP1adt BedC, Avaldym HAOC EKAOTH KOTA
xopv T@V dEovpévev Kai HA01G EvBEmpPoOUEVOG, MG OA® Kal EKACTE HELEL TOD CMUOTOG diY LEIDCEDMG
EVUTApPYEL LOIKDG 1 Yyoyn.”
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Conclusion
Recapitulatio
In this study I have tried to justify and to perform a literal interpretation of Maximus’s
declaration that, “The Word of God, very God, wills that the mystery of his Incarnation
be actualized always and in all things” (Amb 7.22). I admit that the justification lies
mostly in the success of the performance. There is of course some prima facie warrant for
this performance in the very fact that Maximus himself never qualifies this statement (or
the many others I’'ve documented and discussed throughout) in the way nearly all his later
commentators do. Not once does Maximus say, for instance, that the “mystery” of the
Word’s Incarnation into all the world differs from the mystery wrought in Jesus Christ.
Maximus never says the Word is somehow more or differently immanent or present in
Christ than he is in the logoi of every creature—even though many had and would after.'
As far as my exegetical argument goes, that’s a negative point in my favor.

But I also pursued two positive and more substantive points. On the one hand I
tried to show that Maximus thinks the logic of creation as the logic of Christ. On the
other I showed how this identification accounts for and even necessitates many of the
putatively hyperbolic or extreme aspects of Maximus’s thought (especially on
deification). In the first instance, I can state my argument as three contentions. For

Maximus, [1] God’s Incarnation in the middle of history bears a logic that differs from all

' Some might adduce against this claim 4mb 46.4, PG 91, 1357a-b: “He deigned to vary the modes
of His presence so that the good things He planted in beings might ripen to full maturity, until the ages will
have reached their appointed limit [cvykatafatik®dg EQeivat TOC AKTIVOG AVEXOIEVOS, TOIKIANL TOVG
TPOTOVC BEIDGOC TPOG TELEGPOPNOY BV TOIC 0DV OIKEIDVY KATESTEPEV GyafdV néypt Tic ThvTmv
amonepaT®oemg 1@V aidvav]. At that point He will gather together the fruits of His own sowing....” But
my claim is that the Word must be fundamentally identical to what he is not by nature in order even to vary
himself in and through that very nature. Again, Christ’s human flesh—considered according to its natural
properties—presented his person in accordance with those properties. This doesn’t exclude his hypostatic
identity to that very nature, which then, as it were, disclosed him. Hypostatic identity actually grounds
natural expression; the latter presupposes the former.
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other conceptions of vertical causality, especially Neoplatonism’s; call this “Christo-
logic” (Chapter 1); [2] the peculiarities of Christo-logic appear in and adequately describe
creation’s peculiarities: its beginning ex nihilo (Chapter 2) and end in deification
(Chapter 3); and [3] since, therefore, Christo-logic constitutes the literal meaning of
“Incarnation,” and since that same logic is creation’s—then “creation is Incarnation” is
literally true in Maximus.

As I made this somewhat rigidly linear case, I had numerous occasion to garner
credibility for my interpretation by showing how it explains many basic anomalies in
Maximus’s thought. If God, in and as the Word, can make himself hypostatically
identical to what he infinitely differs from by nature; and if that basic element of Christo-
logic applies to the entire God-world relation—then this resolves the apparent
contradiction between the assertion that while uncreated and created natures bear
absolutely no common property, created nature proceeds from uncreated nature alone
(secs. 2.3-6). This is precisely the lesson Eriugena learned from Maximus, however
awkwardly he might have applied it. Again, if Maximus really conceives creation as
Incarnation, then his famous tantum-quantum principle—which claims that in deification
we become God to the same extent God became human—is not only audacious, but
literally true (sec. 3.2). Or take his doctrine of grace. Maximus says that grace is at once a
power whose act has no relation to our nature whatever, and yet innate to every created
nature. But if that power is the very Word in creatures, the Word who makes himself
identical to creatures even as he still bears his divine properties—and so becomes the
supra-natural and sole medium between us and divinity—then the apparently nonsensical

aporia dissolves (sec. 3.3).
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Respondeo

And yet, as I indicated in the Introduction, I suspect that most interpreters of Maximus
shrink from reading him literally not so much from exegetical but from systematic or
even dogmatic worry. So I terminate this study by raising two possible systematic
objections to the exegetical thesis I’ve defended. Doubtless there linger many more. I’'m
surer still that what I say here will not fully meet even the two at hand. Nevertheless, it
seems worthwhile at least to identify these objections, if only to expose their own
unreflective presumptions.

1. Your entire procedure has unfolded as if the historical event of the Incarnation

were a mere specimen from which one might extract a more universal “logic”

and apply willy-nilly any- and everywhere. Doesn'’t this totally undermine the
primacy of Christ? Have you not reduced Jesus to just one case among many
others? Haven'’t you rendered Christ an abstract principle?
As the argument now stands, I concede. Chapter 1 isolated the three necessary elements
of Christo-logic and Chapters 2 and 3 sought them at creation’s beginning and end. My
presentation of Maximus’s Christo-logic runs rather like extracting the Pythagorean
theorem from one right triangle: Christ merely illustrates what’s true of every other
Incarnation.

But no: I deny that Christ is a formal principle applicable to other instances.
“Christ,” we heard Maximus say, doesn’t name a genus. But neither does “Christ” name
an “individual.” That is a crucial point, especially here. Maximus denies both genus and
individual of Christ because both presume Christ can be adequately conceived according

to the logic of substance or nature (which, it’s true, happens to predetermine the very

form of basic predication: “X is Y,” where Y names some qualification of the subject qua

2 Opusc 16, PG 91, 204a—here Maximus makes both denials; cf. Chapter 1, sec. 1.3.
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instance). If you say “Christ is a genus,” then you make the sheer fact of Christ an
abstract principle or form. If you say “Christ is an individual,” where “individual”
denotes a mere instance of some formal principle, then you do the same, oddly enough,
but from the bottom-up. The fact of Christ reduces to a mere instance of some repeatable,
higher principle.

Perhaps this is why many prefer to make Christ an exception to (rather than the
rule of) creation.® That, they think, is the best way to protect his primacy. Only as an
exception is Christ exceptional. But that very judgment presumes some canon of
“exceptionality,” doesn’t it? It appears to know the conditions that must obtain for Christ
to be the exception he is. It presumes, for instance, that what is “exceptional” bears a
contrary relation to what is repeatable, as a particular is particular precisely to the extent
it is not universal. Thus it seems even to presume some kind of antagonism between
particularity and universality, the unrepeatable and the repeatable, the primary and the
rest. But when Maximus denies that Christ expresses either genus or individual, he means
precisely to deny that any formal judgment adequately accounts for “the whole mystery
of Christ.” Christ is no form or nature or essence, neither mere principle nor mere
instance. That doesn’t mean he isn’t at least these: he obviously bears a form (two or

three, depending on how you count) and is a particular instance (in first-century

? Hans Urs von Balthasar, Theo-Logic: Theological Logical Theory: Volume II: Truth of God,
transl. Adrian J. Walker (San Francisco: Ignatius, 2004 [1985]), 312, after asserting the uniqueness of the
Christ event, continues: “Christology is not concerned with the general relationship between God and the
creature distinguished by their immeasurable distance from each other”; and Cyril O’Regan, “Von
Balthasar and Thick Retrieval: Post-Chalcedonian Symphonic Theology,” Gregorianum 77.2 (1996): 240-
1, simply asserts that the hypostatic union cannot apply to creatures because they are “constitutionally
unable to replicate the hypostatic union,” so that “the difference between the human and the divine remains
absolute.” The latter point is moot, since, of course, even in the historical Incarnation the difference
between the human and the divine remains absolute—indeed hypostatic union generates this very
difference, I observed (sec. 1.4). Why exactly, then, being created (a quality of nature) makes it
“constitutionally” impossible to be uncreated too—to be God—remains far from clear, and actually seems
beside the point according to Maximian Christo-logic.
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Palestine). But his “is” entails more. It entails 4im, his hypostasis. Therefore Christ is
neither mere individual nor mere genus because the genus-individual relation is purely
formal, and Christ is more than either of his forms or natures. If, then, you assert that the
mystery of Christ must be unrepeatable in order to be exceptional, that just means
“exceptional” here still means particular. But particularity is a formal relation and thus
not the final or even the main criterion of Christ’s exceptionality. Rather Christ is
exceptional precisely because he can be both universal and particular in his own person.
That really shouldn’t surprise. If his “composed hypostasis” is the identity “to a supreme
degree” of the greatest imaginable “extremes”—of created and uncreated natures—then
it’s not so remarkable that Christ is also the very identity of all merely created
particularity and universality. He therefore does not need to be unrepeatable to be
exceptional, and indeed his very exceptionality lies the fact that the very mystery he is is
repeatable in a non-formal way in all creation.

Hence a fascinating possibility, one I only intimated in this study (cf. secs. 1.7 and
2.2): that Christ’s conception in Mary is the very event of the world’s creation from
nothing. Maximus says that the historical Incarnation is not just creation’s telos or
purpose, but its very “ground” or metaphysical principle (épy1).* This raises the difficult
question of how God’s creative act relates to time itself. That, of course, I must postpone
for a future study of the relevant passages in Maximus.” But I note here that it does not

appear any more problematic to conceive the world’s metaphysical beginning (i.e. the

* OThal 60.3-4.

> I have planned a chapter to succeed what is here Chapter 3, which I might tentatively call, “Jesus
Christ: the Beginning, Middle, and End of the Ages.” Among the most relevant texts in Maximus’s corpus
are Amb 42 (on Christ’s four “births” and their relations) and QThal 61 (on Adam’s introduction of
“another birth” into human nature). Both texts struggle to articulate the relationship between God’s
providence and judgment of the world—major Origenist themes—and indeed to subsume them into the
historical Incarnation itself.
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event through which all events unfold) as grounded in Christ’s conception than it does to
conceive it, say, in the nano-second the astrophysicist’s “singularity” was supposedly
disrupted to ignite a Big Bang. In both cases the issue remains exactly how the infinite
can produce the finite, the eternal the temporal. Yet only in the former instance, in
Mary’s womb, are we dogmatically obligated to affirm precisely their hypostatic oneness.
God’s creative activity is not bound to produce the world’s temporality from its temporal
beginning. It’s at least worth considering whether it comes in and as Christ himself, in
whom “all the ages and the beings existing within those ages received their beginning and

"% And, in fact, Catholics already confess strange things about time’s relation to the

end.
historical Incarnation. Anywhere and everywhere the Mass is celebrated the first-century,
Jewish Body of our Lord appears for our consumption. Thus we participate here and now
in the same sacrifice, the same historical event that transpired two-thousand years ago. Or
recall Mary’s Immaculate Conception. It is an effect of a cause that wouldn’t take place
for 46-49 years after it, namely by “the merits of Jesus Christ” won on the cross.” If the
ordo salutis wrought by the Incarnation need not respect chronological strictures, I
cannot see why the ordo entis must. Surely both are the work of the Trinity.

If, therefore, the principle of creatio ex nihilo 1s manifest and actualized in the
very event of the historical Incarnation, then Christ would prove so primary that the truth
of his mystery would occur both particularly and universally—indeed, he would be the

fundamental, concrete identity of every formal principle and every possible instance. A

more exceptional reality is difficult to conceive.

8 OThal 60.4, CCSG 22, 75-77: “Awd yap tov XpLotov, fiyouv 1o katd Xpiotdv HooThiplov, ThvTeg
ol aidve kai Té &v adToic ToiC oidoty &v Xp1otd Thv dpytv Tod sivar kai 1O Téhoc sivjeacty.”

" Pope Piux IX, Ineffabilis Deus (1854): DS 2803, quoted in the Catechism of the Catholic
Church, §491.
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2. Doesn’t your position fundamentally contradict the Nicene-Constantinopolitan
Creed? “Begotten, not made,” it says, and yet you say that the Word is identical
to what is made and is thus made. Is your identity thesis just muddled thinking?

Or is it a species of idolatrous pantheism? Or is it a furtively Platonic or

Origenist theopanism, neither of which can abide the perdurance of creation’s

integrity in the eschaton? Whichever, don’t you, like all these, finally elide the

very ontological gap the Christian doctrine of creation (rooted in Nicaea) must
maintain at all costs?
No. I rather take my thesis to be the basic, straightforward sense of the Creed. The same
“Unbegotten Son of God” who was “begotten, not made” also “was made man”
(évavBpwmnoavta/homo factus est). If to be human is to be made, and if Christ was
human, then Christ was obviously made.

The Word of God is both unmade and made. Being made or not are essential
predicates. That is, “created” and “uncreated” qualify natures.® They’re predicated of
hypostases only to the extent that hypostases are really identical to the natures of which
“created” and “uncreated” are predicated. And so the Word, the second person of the

Trinity, “made himself man.””

It’s clear that he is himself both subject and object, agent
and recipient. If someone wished to “clarify” this statement by adding, say, a secundum
humanitatem, that would be correct. But it would not be the whole truth of Christ. The
whole Christ is the hypostasis that is both created and uncreated natures in a way no
essential predicate can capture, since, of course, Christ’s hypostasis is the concrete
identity of both natures. And if he is the “is” of both natures, then whatever logic forbids
one nature’s abstract predicate from being properly predicated of the other nature cannot

really and finally forbid this of Christ. It can indeed properly forbid it—but that’s of little

consequence since Christ names a fact that exceeds what’s naturally proper.

8
Amb 41.2.
 Amb 42.11: “10 00100 AVOPOIVOV E3MIOVPYNOEV, H EAVTOV ATPENTOS KOTH TPOSANYLY GOpKOC
voep®G TE Kol AOYIKMG EYVYMUEVNC, 01" NUES £KOVGIME, MG TOVTOSUVOUOG, ONULOVPYIGAS EmoinGeY
avlpomov.”
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Maximus’s Christo-logic—and arguably Chalcedon’s—actually requires what we
might call “properly improper predication.” In John 20.17, for example, Christ speaks of
“your God and my God, your Father and my Father.” Maximus knows that “when I
contemplate the difference of the natures, and mentally conceptualize their distinction
[tV avtdV kat’ énivotav motodpon dtbkpiotv],” Christ says these things improperly
according to nature. 19 For “the Father is neither the God of the Word nor the Father of the
flesh.” And yet the “whole” hypostasis of the Word is both God and flesh. The fact of

99 CC¢

Christ demands a “reversal” or “inversion” “‘with respect to what may be properly said’

»I1 Abstract natures admit of

[xvpiwc] and what may ‘not properly be said’ [0V kvpimg].
what’s generally “proper” to predicate in a given case. But, Maximus affirms, it’s the
“unconfused reality” (tnv dovyyvtov Vmap&v) of the created and uncreated natures—
which the whole Christ is—that makes it proper to predicate improperly'?; to say of one
and the same reality, for instance, that it is both mortal and immortal, passible and
impassible, created and uncreated. In principle the first predicate cannot be predicated of
what the second is predicated of. But Christ’s truth is no mere principle—not even the
principle of his Godhead. It’s not muddled thinking, then, to say that in Christ “God
created himself” any more than it’s muddled to say “God died.” In fact, if all we said was
“God created himself according to his human nature,” and said nothing much more, then

we’d fall rather swiftly into muddled thinking of another sort. There is no such thing,

after all, as an “according to human nature.” There is only the one God-man Jesus Christ.

10
Amb 27.3.
"' Amb 27.3. The inner quotations come from Gregory of Nazianzus, Or 30.8, where Gregory
discusses John 20.17.
> Amb 27 4.
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So then, the only way it’s either idolatrous pantheism or Origenist theopanism to
affirm the literal truth of “God is the world” is if it’s already assumed that creation is not
Incarnation. For if creation is Incarnation—if, that is, creation’s logic is Christ’s—then
what is naturally improper to predicate of the world says as little of the world’s whole
truth as the fact that corpses do not rise from the dead tells us the truth of Christ’s
resurrected flesh. In other words, overly quick and unreflective labels like “pantheist” or
“theopanist” are just so many ways to assume that creation could never be Incarnation.
But assumption is not argument, of course.

As for the supposed ontological “gap” wrought by fourth-century Nicene
theology, much of what I’ve said should suffice. I add this: too many have concluded
from the great labor Nicene theologians undertook first to make an absolute distinction
between created and uncreated natures, and then to push the Son on the latter side of the
divide, that Christianity’s profoundest genius was exactly to recognize this absolute
natural difference between God and the world." This story misses the fairly evident
reverse implication of firmly fixing the Son on the side of the uncreated: that same Son,
very God, is also a creature. No truly Chalcedonian Christo-logic can fail to notice that
the more you make Christ’s two natures differ, the more you must simultaneously admit
the utterly new way God was identical to “being created.” Making the Son very God also

makes very God a creature. Total symmetry in natural principle, utter identity in concrete

" So Robert Sokolowski, The God of Faith and Reason: Foundations of Christian Theology
(Notre Dame: UNDP, 1982), 18, 33, passim; and Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy: An Approach to
Fourth-Century Trinitarian Theology (Oxford: OUP, 2004), 286-8. I don’t claim that individual Nicene
theologians clearly emphasized this reverse implication of making the Son very God. Indeed, in the face of
Eunomius’s theology, it’s likely they didn’t, or at least didn’t emphasize it too much. But I leave that for
others to decide (especially about Gregory of Nyssa). Rather my claim is that someone like Maximus, who
did his thinking on the far side of Nicaea, Chalcedon, and the highly developed Neochalcedonianism he
himself perfected, could not avoid perceiving this, especially under Cyril of Alexandria’s great weight. My
point is also that this perception is systematically right.
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fact, modal and actual perichoresis in final condition—anything less is, by the canons of
Christo-logic I’ve detailed in this study, one-sided to the point of distorting the truth of
the matter. By my lights, Christianity’s genius is rather that it conceives the most absolute
natural difference between God and the world only through their ineffable and hypostatic
identity, such that neither created nor uncreated nature need forfeit anything of its own
modal or essential integrity in the final union of all things, when “God is all in all” (1 Cor
15.28). That is what Maximus finally teaches us: that God, precisely in order to “save” or
“preserve” even the most apparently incidental attribute of every last created being, must
really be all things.

“What is not assumed is not saved.” That principle does not apply simply to my
abstract “nature.” It applies to me. How could I be saved unless he were 1? To create at
all, from beginning to end, God must become me, you, everyone and everything, the

entire world and all its denizens—*“always and in all things.”
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An Analytic Appendix

Near the start of Maximus’s Dispute with Pyrrhus, once Patriarch of Constantinople and
monenergist-monothelite proponent, Maximus inveighs against conceptual obscurity in
christology. His recommendation is fairly intuitive: define your terms.

To state something and not first to distinguish the different meanings of what is

being said invites confusion, and ensures that what is under investigation remains

obscure, which is foreign to a man of learning.’
Maximus counseled his own habit. A number of his epistola and opuscula are mere lists
of definitions: “Various definitions” (Opusc 14/Add. 21), “Definitions of Distinction”
(Opusc 17), “Definitions of Union” (Opusc 18), “Definitions of the Will” (Opusc
26b/Add. 24), “Definitions of Activity” (Opusc 27/Add. 25), “On Quality, Property, and
Diftference, to Theodore, Priest in Mazara” (Opusc 21)—and so forth. Often too Maximus
inserts analytic definitions of crucial concepts in the course of extended dogmatic and
polemical argumentation.” So important were precise definitions for grasping Maximus’s
thought that either he himself or some astute reader attached logical compendia to his
corpus, short chapters on the dpot of Aristotelian categories and Porphyry’s quinque
voces—sometimes even outfitted with diagrams mapping the subtle relations among

them.’

" Pyr. 11,

2 At Ep 12; PG 91, 484a, for instance, Maximus offers a formal definition of “relational union”
(oyeTn Eévooig) as part of his polemical interpretation of Cyril’s “one nature of the Word Incarnate”—
namely, that this sort of union is what Cyril meant to forfend; cf. too Ep 15; PG 91, 561a, where appear
definitions of “difference” (d1apopd) and “identity” (tawtdtng) concluding a dense section on Christ’s
assumption of noetic flesh.

* Mossman Roueché, “Byzantine Philosophical Texts of the Seventh Century,” Jahrbuch der
osterreichischen Byzantinistik 23 (1974): 61-76; idem, “A Middle Byzantine Handbook of Logical
Terminology,” Jahrbuch der dsterreichischen Byzantanistik 29 (1980): 71-98. Roueché doubts that even
the two manuscripts explicitly attributed to Maximus are original to him, but still thinks it likely that these
“were found among his papers after his death” (Roueché, “Byzantine Philosophical Texts,” 63). Tollefsen
rightly thinks it also likely that later editors “considered these logical texts a useful tool in understanding
[Maximus]” (Tollefsen, Christocentric 15).
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And so I furnish here a restricted list of significant terms, ones which my
argument takes up again and again. The list derives mainly from Maximus’s own Opusc
14, though I supplement it with a few other significant terms. It serves two purposes.
First, it’s a reference guide the reader may find useful at various points throughout the
argument. Chapters 1 and 2 especially rely on Maximus’s technical use of these terms,
and so it seems helpful to be able to repair back to this list when things get dicey. Second,
this list constitutes something like a general (not exhaustive) optics of Maximian
metaphysics. Here you see the fundamental principles isolated and related in the form of
an esquisse. This courts the liability, true, of extracting the principles from their native
soil where they flourish organically (in christology proper, for instance). And yet doing
so, I hope, also trains the reader’s eye to detect these principles when she comes upon
them in their natural habitat—in the thick, often vexing density of christological and
trinitarian metaphysics. Bones and flesh fogether make a living being. Here lie the bones;

we saw them live earlier.

Essence (ovaio) or nature (¢pvo1c). “The same thing.”* Always in Maximus correlated to
the “common” (kowév) and “universal” (ka06iov).” These disclose “what” something is,
rather than simply “that” or “how” or “who” it is. A specific “nature” or species is a

genus (10 yevikdv) with differentiae (e.g. man or angel), and this specification has its own

principle (logos) that makes it what it is and no other.® In this Aristotelian and Porphyrian

* Opusc 14, PG 91, 149b.

> Opusc 14, PG 91, 149b; Ep 15, PG 91, 545a, 548d; Ep 12, PG 91, 447a; Opusc 16, PG 91,
197¢d; passim.

® Ep 13, PG 91, 528ab.

249



sense, an “essence” or “nature” is also a “form” (180¢).” Though these are always in
themselves “universal” or “common” or a “form”—which therefore must be known in
several individuals®—Maximus does know “proper” or “individual” or even “particular”
natures.” But a nature is not particularized or individualized in itself. It must be so

determined by another, positive, metaphysical principle—that of hypostasis.

Hypostasis (0ndotactc) or person (tpdownov). “The same thing.”'* Always in Maximus
correlated to the “particular” (pepikdv) and “proper”—or better, the “idiomatic”
(id1ov)''—though not simply reducible to particularity or an individual assemblage of
properties.'” These disclose first “that,” then “how,” and most fundamentally (for rational
beings) “who” one is."> A hypostasis is therefore the concrete existent, the existential fact
of this or that single being; it bears no formal or essential content as such.'* Unlike
nature, hypostasis “exists in itself.”'” In the singularity of hypostasis both particularity
and concrete existence are a single fact. But the fact of a singular is not yet its principle

(cf. “logo1” below). Hypostasis is not the principle of individuation, but the thing

7 Opusc 21, PG 91, 249a; Opusc 23, PG 91, 264b; Opusc 26, PG 91, 264b; Pyr 166-7; Amb 7.42.

¥ Opusc 14, PG 91, 149b: “in no degree ever defined by one sole person [pfjmote kafotiodv évi
TPocHT® teplopliopeval.”

? Tollefsen, Christocentric, 104-5.

10 Opusc 14, PG 91, 152a; cf. the wealth of citations in Jean-Claude Larchet, “Hypostase,
personne, et individu selon saint Maxime le Confesseur,” Revue d histoire ecclésiastique 109.1-2 (2014):
36-41.

" Opusc 14, PG 91, 152a; Ep 15, PG 91, 454a.

> Amb 17.5-6.

1 Opusc 10, PG 91, 137a: “For each of us acts principally as what we are rather than as who—that
is, [we act] as man. And as someone, say Paul or Peter, each gives expression to the mode of the activity
[Qc yép 1 OV TponyoLUEVMG, GAL’ 0V MG TIG EKAGTOC UMY EVEPYETL TOVTESTLY, O GvOp®TOG™ MG 88 TIg,
oiov Tobhog fj ITétpog, TV Tiig évepysiog oynuarilel tpdmov]....”

'* Opusc 14, PG 91, 152a; Opusc 26, PG 91, 264a.

" Opusc 26; PG 91, 264a; Ep 15, PG 91, 557d: “For a hypostasis is what subsists distinctively in
itself [To yap xaB’ ad1o S10pIoHEVOG GLVESTAOG 0TIV VTOGTAGIS].”
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16 . . .
7" as it were, any sign of its

individuated. A hypostasis stands “before” or “under,
distinctive existence; indeed it just is this or that distinctive existence. Maximus presses
this point with special vigor in christology, where predicating number of Christ (e.g. “two
natures,” “one person”) reveals nothing about the thing numbered except that there’s
something there to be numbered. The referent already is by some prior principle—
however and whatever it is—before it’s recognized: especially so for an singular existent,
which is first there, then numbered.'” In sum, “hypostasis” as such bears at least five
distinctive features:

[1] It is always associated with the particular, proper, and idiomatic (as opposed

to the common, universal, and generic).

[2] It provides no formal, essential, or natural content; its content is not
predicable.'®

[3] It is nevertheless a positive ontological and existential reality; it determines “to
be” (10 etvar) and “nature/essence” as their irreducible, most singular
determination.'® This determination itself betrays two properties:

[3.1] “Hypostasis” unifies realities that differ essentially. In this sense it’s
considered the concrete “whole,” a determinate unity of essentially distinct
realities.

'®So Ep 12, PG 91, 477a, where “hypostasis” (the topic at hand here) stands synonymous to
“underlying subject”: “So too every quantitative number of things differing, according to the logos of ‘how
to be” or of *how to subsist’ [koTd TOV 10D TAHC sivat, 1 TOV 10D TS VPeoTavor Adyov], is [a number] that
indicates the difference of the underlying subjects [t@v vmokepévav] and does not introduce relation.” As I
indicate in Chapter 1, Maximus also distinguishes “hypostasis” (esp. Christ’s) from the Aristotelian
“underlying subject”: “hypostasis” replaces the latter in Maximian metaphysics (cf. Amb 17.5).

17 Ep 13, PG 91, 513b: Number does not make an individual; number merely “names” what comes
only by “divine wisdom and power”—distinct, idiomatic entities.

'8 Ep 12, PG 91, 489d: “the particular [of Christ’s composed hypostasis] imparts nothing whatever
to the generic [toD 8¢ idiov 1O chHVOLOV AOYOL T® YeVIK® HeTaddobvog ovdév]”; cf. Amb 17.4-5.

' This point emerges most plainly in christology, where the flesh of Christ receives both its
concrete existence and particular way of being from the Son’s very hypostasis (Ep 12, PG 91, 468a; cf. Ch.
1.3); but cf. too the more general pronouncement at Amb 10.91: “I will not address the fact that the very
being of beings itself [a01d 10 sivan 16V Svtwv] does not exist simply or without qualities, but in a
particular way [or: “has a how ‘to be’”’], which constitutes its first form of delimitation.” Recall, in relation
to this latter passage, that the “how” or mode of being ultimately derives from the hypostasis and its proper
principle (cf. “mode” below).

* Opusc 14, PG 91, 151a-b; Opusc 18, PG 91, 216a; passim.

251



[3.2] “Hypostasis” distinguishes an individual in concreto from every
other. So arises a typical definition of hypostasis, “an essence with
idioms.”™*! So it is, too, that the “hypostatic principle” (not strictly the
hypostasis itself) is the deepest ground of absolute “difference.””

[4] It is the basic existential fact, but is not itself the principle of singular (or
specific) facts. It Aas an eternal principle that makes it such.”

[5] It never exists separate from an essence or nature, so that although it does not
itself possess predicable or formal content (2), it is not actual except through and
“in” some nature (see “in-natured” below); for nature bears the powers for
actuality (e.g. Paul exists only as man, and as man he is actual only through the
powers proper to his human nature—will, reason, sensation, etc.).
*Together, “nature/essence” and “hypostasis/person” constitute the two most
fundamental elements in Maximus’s metaphysics—from Trinity to Christ to human
beings to the cosmos. In no case does an abstract nature or hypostasis as such exist,
though each bears a principle as such. Every real thing is a tapestry woven with these two
ontological threads. Concisely: though separate in principle, nature/essence and
hypostasis/person are everywhere irreducible to, inseparable from, and indifferent with
respect to each other. Irreducible, since their respective principles differ completely
(nature = common; hypostasis = singular). Inseparable, since neither can exist without the
other. Indifferent, since in their real inseparability (i.e. in a concrete unity) neither’s
principle or consequent mode suffers any diminution whatever. All three features surface
here as indicated:
It is plain that a nature could never at any time be without a hypostasis, though
nature is not hypostasis: that which is not without hypostasis is not itself

contemplated as a hypostasis, since these are not convertible [irreducible]. For, on
the one hand, the hypostasis is in every way also a nature, just like the figure is in

' Ep 13, PG 91, 528a-b; Ep 15, PG 91, 557d.

22 Opusc 21, PG 91, 249c.

3 Opusc 23, PG 91, 264a: “61u 1| pév guoig Tov 10D elvar Adyov kowdv Enéyet, 1| 88 dmooTaotc, Kai
1OV 10D ke’ £0vto civor.” Tollefsen rightly observes this distinction goes for both universals and
particulars (and, I’d add, for hypostases); cf. Tollefsen, Christocentric, 81-92, esp. 92.
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every way a body. For a hypostasis cannot be perceived without a nature, just as,
again, a figure or color [cannot be perceived] without a body [inseparable]. On the
other hand, a nature is not in every way also a hypostasis. For the nature bears the
principle of being common, but the hypostasis has also the principle of being in
itself. And the nature bears only the principle of species, but the hypostasis
manifests the certain ‘someone’ too [indifferent].**

Principle (A0yog) and Mode (1pomoc). General senses. Both terms carry a broad and

5925 9926

plastic conceptual range. Logos can mean an “account” or (as in Plato) “definition,

29 ¢¢ 29 ¢ 99 Cey

“word,” “discourse,” “reason,” “motive,” “immanent rationality,

29 ¢¢

principle.”?’ The latter
especially pullulates in Maximus. His famous doctrine that all things are created by and
bear their proper /ogoi quite clearly accents the causal or metaphysical sense.”® Note even
here, though, the rather loose sense of “principle.” There is a “principle” for everything.
Every creature is what it is through its essential or natural or formal principle, which is
common to every member of that species. But there is also a principle of every hypostasis
as such.” In both cases an alteration of a thing’s principle spells its obliteration.’® A

logos in this sense, then, is what grounds the unbroken identity or integrity of that for

* Opusc 23, PG 91, 264ab: “Ott phoig pév odk v £in moTe avomdoTatoc, od Py 1 eHoig
VIOOTAGLS” 0VOE TO PR AvumdoTaTov €ig VtocTacty Bewpeitatl. 'Eneidn ovde avtiotpépet. ‘H pév yap
VIOOTACLS, TAVTOG Kol pOCIS Bomep Kal TO oyfijpa, TavTmg adpa. OvK 6Tt Yop VIdOGTAGLY VoTjoat Gvey
POoEMG 0V O MhAY oyfjpa f| xpduo dvev coOpaTog 1) 8¢ PHOIS, 0V TAVTKG Kol vdotactg. ‘Ot 1 pev
Vo1, TOV TOD £lvan Adyov KooV Eméyel, 1) 8& vmdoTacts, kol Tov Tod kad’ £0ntd ivar. ‘Ot ) pev Qvoig
€idovg Adyov povov Enéyet, 1) 6 VTOGTACIS Kol TOD TVOG £6TL INA®TIKY.”

» Ep 15, PG 91, 549c.

2% Plato, Ep 7, 342b.

%7 Lampe, Adyo0G, s.V.

> Amb 7.16; cf. Ch. 2.

¥ Opusc 23 (n. 24 above); Opusc 14, PG 91, 152b (my emphasis): “And hypostatic difference hits
upon a principle according to which the otherness of the assemblage of properties contemplated in the
common essence—{an otherness] that divides one from another by number—makes the multitude of
individuals ['Yrootatikn 8¢ diapopd, tuyydvel Adyog, kad’ v 1) kotd 10 dOpoicpo 1@V Evhempovpévav
BLoOpdToV T® Ko Tiig 0vciag £1epoOTNg, TéEUvovoa Kot apduov GAlov an’ dAlov, TV TOV ATOU®OY
noteiton TAnOvv].”

% Amb 42.29 (natural principle); Ep 15, PG 91, 549b (hypostatic invariability).
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which it is principle.*' In this sense too a logos is the immanent, logical structure that
determines what’s possible for universal and particular being. Hence it appears in close
relation to (or as determinative of) a thing’s power or even potency, that by which an
agent first is and then acts.*

2 ¢

Tropos too stretches. It bends flexibly much like the English “way,” “manner,” or
“mode.” A thing’s tropos is the way it is, how it exists in fact. Yet this “how” does not
always refer to a concrete reality or to some dimension of it. Maximus can speak of the
“five modes” of contemplation,’® the “modes” of divine providence and judgment,** the
“mode” of Christ’s union,”” the “mode of exchange” between His natures (not the same
as the “mode of union”™), and so on.*® The latter crystalizes the point well enough: though
there is but one “unified mode of the Lord’s activities,” which itself manifests the
hypostatic “mode of union,” each of Christ’s natures still retain the mode proper to its
essential principle.’” Mode, like principle, receives conceptual determination solely from
what it’s the mode of.

Two important relations. [1] Logos-tropos. Here we have an axiomatic pair in

Maximus’s thought. Its likely provenance is Cappadocian-inspired trinitarian theology.>®

God is one by virtue of His Adyoc odciag (“principle of essence™), three by His tpomoc

! Opusc 14, PG 91, 153b: “Identity is indistinguishability, according to which the principle of the
thing signified possesses utter singularity, [which is] recognized to differ in no sense [Tovtotng €0tiv
amoporra&io, Kab’ fv 0 Tod oNUaVOpEVOD AGYOG TO TAVTN KEKTNTOL LOVOIIKOV, UNOEVLI TPOT® S10p0Pag
yvopiiopevov].”

32 Amb 2.5 (of Christ’s human agency); Amb 7.19 (preexistent logoi establish t& Suvépet, which
will by divine ordinance come into évepyeiq).

> Amb 10.35-41.

* Amb 10.20.

3 Amb 5.20; Ep 12, PG 91, 492a (“mode of economy™);

*° Amb 5.24; Pyr 28-31, PG 91, 296¢-297a; 192, PG 91, 345d-348a.

7 Amb 5.11 (singular “mode”); 5.17 (plural “modes”).

¥ Sherwood, Earlier Ambigua, 155-166.
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omapEeme.®® The former, principle, obviously signifies what is common to divinity. The
latter, mode, especially to the extent that it connotes #ow divine person comes to be—its
characteristic origin**—indicates the real distinction of hypostases in God.*' Notice the
link to nature (=common, logos) and hypostasis (=proper, tropos). It therefore comes as
no surprise that Maximus perceives this pair too, first manifest in God Himself,
permeating all creation. So he insists that a miracle, for instance, does not innovate the
natural principle of a thing lest that thing desist as what it essentially is. No, instead the
mode corresponding to that nature alters, how it persists and acts in concrete existence.**
Water did not mutate into wine, we might say, but the very water began to behave
identically to wine, to take on a wine-mode (i.e. qualities like color and taste). Yet water
it remained in principle, for God never destroys what He wills to be, and a thing’s logos
is precisely God’s will for it.* So too in christology: Christ preserves the principles
proper to each of His natures, though their modes, now in hypostatic union with one
another, are both natural and “supernatural.” **

[2] Person-mode. Though person or hypostasis everywhere corresponds to what

9945

Skliris calls “the hypostatical order of particularity,”” the order of individual modalities,

3% Gregory of Nyssa, C. Eun. 111.6.14, is a locus classicus for this pairing.

0 Sherwood, Earlier Ambigua, 161, notes that while Gregory Nyssen and Basil only applied
Tpomog Lmap&emc to the Son and Spirit—for these persons, unlike the Father, have origin—subsequent
theologians linked it to the Father too in a negative way: the “how” of His existence is precisely that, as
“the unoriginated originator,” He receives no “how” from another.

' Amb 1.4; cf. Amb 10.39 and Sherwood, Earlier Ambigua, 164. And yet even here logos and
tropos do not simply follow a rigid equation of logos=unity, tropos=trinity. Maximus calls the “principle”
that constitutes the divine Monad “the principle of essence or of ‘to be’ [povado pev kotd tov Mg ovoiag,
ot 1oV Tod sivar Adyov],” but also names a “principle” for the divine Trinity: “the principle of ow to exist
and subsist [tptéda 8¢, katd TOV 10D MG VILAPYEWY Kal vVeeoTaval Adyov]” (Myst 23, PG 91, 700d-701a; my
translation).

2 Amb 42.29.

“ Amb 7.24; Amb 42.13-16.

* This is very much the operative principle in Maximus’s rebuttal of monenergism; cf. Pyr 192,
PG 91, 345d-348a. See esp. Ch. 1.5.

3 Skliris, “‘Hypostasis,” ‘Person,” ‘Individual,” ‘Mode,”” 445.
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person and mode are not simply reducible to each other.*® Especially clear is Opusculum
10. Here Maximus criticizes the idea that we should attribute Christ’s activity strictly and
directly to His hypostasis:

For he obscured and in a certain sense destroyed the principle for these things
[hypostasis/person vs. essence/nature] by assigning to the person gua person the
activity that characterizes the nature, rather than [assigning to the person] the
‘how’ and the ‘what sort of mode’ of its [i.e. nature’s] fulfillment [0yl TOV Tidg
Kol omolov TG Kat’ avtnVv ékPacewg tpdnov], according to which one recognizes
the difference between those acting and those being acted upon, possessing these
with or against nature. For each of us acts principally as what we are rather than
as who—that is, [we act] as man. And as someone, say Paul or Peter, he gives
expression to the mode of the activity typified by him through impartation,
perhaps, or by progress in this way or that according to his dispositive judgment
[kata yvounv]. Hence, on the one hand, we recognize difference among persons
in the way of conduct [év pev 1® tpén...xatd v Tpd&iv], and on the other, [we
recognize] invariability in the logos of the natural activity. For one is not more or
less endowed with activity or reason [évepyng §j Aoyikdc], but we all have the
same logos and its natural activity.*’

*Summary. We can now discern several discrete (though really inseparable)
metaphysical elements of a concrete person.*® This thumbnail presumes all the features
detailed above.

[1] a principle of person is the immanent cause and ground of

[2] the concrete person (hypostasis), which itself must possess

[3] a universal essence/nature/species bearing its proper principle (hence power),
and

[4] the person imbues this essence with the individual determination she is, which

[5] instances this universal essence in a singular mode of activity, and

[6] this activity is simultaneously universal (qua natural) and individual (qua
personal)

Nature and hypostasis, universal and particular, logos and tropos—these pairs must

converge to establish any existent. And it’s not simply that each term of a pair must

46 Bathrellos, Byzantine Christ, 103.

4 Opusc 10, PG 91, 136d-137a; cf. QThal, Introduction, PG 90, 249c (each person fulfills her own
singular “mode” of the passions, for they exist only “in us,” i.e. in individual agents).

*¥ 1 here deliberately bracket the controversy over whether there are grounds for detecting a
modern “personalist” precedent in Maximus’s theological anthropology. This list, I repeat, treats only some
important metaphysical principles, not—and I’'m convinced this is where the debate should go—the
singularity of the concrete human person that results from these principles.
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couple, like two atoms in a covalent bond; each individual configuration (and indeed the
whole cosmos) presupposes a bonding of the bond pairs themselves. It’s as if the pairs
shared the same “electronegativity” (=divine will and power manifest as each thing’s
constitutive logos) and that this very sameness just is the concrete, hypostatic “whole” of

every being. The final two terms intimate this interpenetration of metaphysical binaries.

En-hypostasized (10 évondotatov). This is an essence or nature or species considered in
the individual hypostasis as that hypostasis’s very own essence. In fact, Maximus openly
states that essences only exist in this way: you never find an abstract nature floating
about. And so he employs a couplet many have claimed never surfaces in the Fathers:
“The fact that a nature is not without hypostasis [t0 un avoréototov] does not make it a
hypostasis, but in-hypostasized [évomdotatov].”* An en-hypostasized reality is a nature
or essence as it exists singularly in an individual, and, though it retains its universality™’
(all individuals that belong to it possess and perform its common properties), it exists in
no other way. A concise definition:

An enhypostasized reality is what is common according essence or form, which

really subsists in the individuals under it and is not contemplated in mere thought.

Or again, an enhypostasized reality is what, along with another reality that differs
according to essence, co-constitues and co-subsists for the composition and

¥ Opusc 16, PG 91, 205a: “10 uf| GvumdoTaTov, ody DTOGTAGLY s1voL THY UGV TOtel, GAL’
évomootatov.” For many the alleged absence of the anhypostasis-enhypostasis couplet in the Fathers or at
Constantinople II discredits the pedigree Barth claimed for the doctrine; so F. LeRon Shults, “A Dubious
Christological Formula: From Leontius of Byzantium to Karl Barth,” Theological Studies 57 (1996): 431-
46. Riches, Ecce Homo, 110, though an adherent of the doctrine, still repeats the thesis that this “couplet
appears nowhere in the Fathers.” That the noun form, enhypostasia or enhypostasis, never appears poses no
real problem here, especially since the adjectives are frequently (as here) substantive; that is, they function
grammatically as nouns.

'S0 Opusc 16, PG 91, 205b: the “enhypostasized reality,” since it is a nature in concreto (“the
en-existenced reality”), in this way alone “participates essential and natural existence.”
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generation of one person and one hypostasis; and it is never recognized by itself.”’

En-essenced (10 évovciov). Conversely, no hypostasis really exists except as possessing
and therefore actualizing itself in a nature. This is the “en-natured” or “en-essenced.” A
hypostasis cannot be the individual instance of something—a “what” and “how”—unless
it is the instance of a universal essence. Peter is not at all if he is not human by nature,
while, to juxtapose the previous term, there is no real “human nature” that is not actually
a Peter or Paul or Mary. If a nature manifests itself only in and through its immanent
presence in individuals, a person subsists only as the subject that determines and
expresses her nature in her proper, unrepeatable way.52 Another concise definition:

An en-essenced reality is not only what is contemplated possessing in itself the

assemblage of idioms, according to which it is known as something

[distinguished] from another—but also what really possesses the common of the
essence.

1 Opusc 14, PG 91, 150b-c: “Evondctotdv £€ott, T Katd Thy 00oiay kowdv, fiyovy 1 £180¢, 10 &v
TOIG VT’ OOTO ATOLOLG TPOYUATIKMDG VOICTAUEVOV, KOl 0K EMVOiQ WIAT] Bewpodpevoy.”

52 Opusc 16, PG, 91, 205b: “In this way too, the fact that hypostasis is not without essence does
not make it [identical to] an essence, but proves it en-essenced, so that it is not identical to a mere property,
but rather we know the property with the one [hypostasis that] is properly in it [i.e. in the nature];” Opusc
23, PG 91, 261c: “For these [i.e. the “en-hypostasized” and “en-essenced”] do not possess existence in
themselves, but are always contemplated around the hypostasis.” Cf. Opusc 16, quoted at n. 47.

3 Opusc 14, PG 91, 152a: “Evo0otov £oTt 10 pij povov EvOempolevoL Exov £0° £0nTod TO TdV
dopdtov dopoicpa, kad’ 0 iAo dn’ dAlo yvopiletat, GAAL Kol TO KOOV Ti|g 00GING TPOyUATIKMG
KEKTNHEVOY.”
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