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Abstract

MIKA TORONEN

UNION AND DISTINCTION IN THE THOUGHT OF ST MAXIMUS THE
CONEFESSOR

PhD, 2002

The present study examines the principle of simultaneous unity and differentiation
in the thought of St Maximus the Confessor (580-662). This pnnciple pervades every
area of Maximus’ theology, and can be summarized in the following way: things united
remain distinct and without confusion 1n an inseparable union. -

Part one introduces the logical tools and the metaphors by means of which
Maximus presents his thought. Parts two and three examine the way 1n which Maximus
views unity and difference in the Trinity and in Chnist. The distinction between the
universal and the particular, expressed in terms of essence (or nature) and hypostasis
(or person), proves fundamental for a correct interpretation of Maximus’ theology.
Maximus’ dyophysite Chrstology includes topics on natural difference and number,
composite hypostasis, will and activity, and culminates in the notions of ‘union without
confusion’ and ‘perichoresis’.

In part four, the common denominator is that God is the principle of unmity behind
the multiplicity in the universe, Scripture and the Church. The contingent functions as a
prism which makes the divine accessible to human beings. There i1s movement, in a
perspective of eschatological fulfilment, from and through the multiplicity of the visible
things to the unity of the invisible.

Finally, part five discusses Maximus' understanding of unity of virtue and
commandments under the all-embracing generic virtue of love, and how breaking or
keeping the twotfold commandment of love affects the unity of humanity. Spintual love,
which results from the mind’s detachment from the realm of sense-perception and its
ascent to God, functions as an antidote to self-love (which 1s contounding and
fragmenting) and effects unification both at the level of the individual and at the level of
the humanity as a whole, a unification which 1s the realization of the twotold

commandment of love.
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INTRODUCTION

THE HOLY TRINITY, Christ, the universe, the Church, Scripture, humanity and
virtue, each of these constitutes a reality which is at once both united and distinct. There
1s simultaneously both union and distinction; these two go hand in hand, never the one
without the other. The present study investigates the way in which St Maximus the

Confessor (580-662) expresses the principle of simultaneous unity and differentiation

In these areas of reality. That Maximus’ thought is characterized by unity-in-diversity
has been signalled by a number of scholars, but has never been the focal point of a
special investigation. This study will to some extent fill the gap.

This project started, not from St Maximus in particular, but from the idea of
simultaneous unity and differentiation in general. I first encountered it in some modemn
Eastern Chrnistian thought, and later in Dionysius the Areopagite who in his treatise On
the Divine Names sets his Trinitarian theology within the framework of what he calls
‘unions and distinctions’. This was something [ found fascinating in its own right and
despite the fact that it first seemed so very abstract and too all-embracing to be the object
of an academic study, 1t kept haunting me. Ata time when doctoral study seemed like a
dream beyond reach in the future, I recall saying to a fellow-student that if ever [ were
to do a doctorate this was the kind of area I should like to explore; but actually to write a
thesis on the topic seemed to me almost entirely unrealistic. I had no real intention in
doing so until the whole-hearted encouragement of Professor Andrew Louth at the
University of Durham finally opened the right doors for me. [ began to research into
Dionysius and Maximus. I set off by writing a short dissertation on Dionysius and then
continued by reading Maximus. The principle of simultaneous unity and differentiation
presented by Dionysius in terms of ‘union’ and ‘distinction’ seemed to be equally
applicable to Maximus, even if expressed 1n a different vocabulary. This urged me on.
Also the fact that such Maximus specialists as Polycarp Sherwood and Lars Thunberg
make a point of the importance of this kind of thinking in Maximus, and the fact that so

far no-one had dedicated a monograph on the subject, only encouraged me to pursue the
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project further. This has now been brought to completion and the outcome can be read
In the pages that follow.

Here 1s a survey of the contents of the present study. As 1 said earlier on the central
theme of this study is the principle of simultaneous unity and differentiation. This
principle pervades all the areas of Maximus thought: Trinitarian theology, Christology,
cosmology, scriptural interpretation, ecclesiology, anthropology and spirtual life. Each
of these will be studies in the light of this principle. There are, of course, individual

themes 1n Maximus’ thought which escape its scope and such themes do not, therefore,

form a part of this work.

The fundamental 1dea could be summarized in the following way: things united
remain distinct and without confusion 1n an inseparable union. This 1s the starting point
for our investigation. Not every pattern and 1dea in Maximus’ thought matches exactly
with 1t (and I have tried to avoid pushing things too far) but it still expresses the kind of
architecture of his thought that can be traced in all these areas. If 1t 1s born 1n mind 1n
reading some of the more technical chapters that follow, the actual coherence of the
mosaic thatis constituted by Maximus’ theology as a whole will become apparent.

Part one introduces the logical tools and settings of which Maximus makes use 1n
his thought, including metaphors that express a ‘unuon without contusion’. These are
there to help us to understand why he theologizes 1n the way he does and to see how
unity and difference work in areas where this 1s not that obvious. For example, the
distinction between the universal and the particular, or essence and hypostasis, goes
through the whole of Maximus’ Trinitarian and Christological thought, and the logic
provided by the Tree of Porphyry proves an essential tool for grasping some of
Maximus’ insights about cosmology and even such remote areas as. the unmty of virtues
and the architecture of soul.

Part two embarks on the actual theological journey. After setting the basic rules of
Maximus’ Trinitarian theology and Christology, there follows a more detalled
discussion on some notions of Byzantine theology. Maximus’ Trnitanian theology

achieves a very careful balance of Monad and Triad based on the distinction between the
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universal and the particular which the Cappadocians began to use in this context in the
tourth century. Maximus is, however, also very careful in keeping the Trinity at a safe
distance from Porphyrian logic: logical categories are applied to God only ‘in a manner
of speaking’. In general, Maximus tends to speak of the Trinity extraordinarily
sparingly, and when he does so, it is often in quasi-liturgical phrases.

The concept of hypostasis i1s given special focus and is discussed in relation to
some trends 1n modern theology and philosophy. Although this concept has received a
fuller development 1n the context of Christology, especially in the sixth-century, it is
discussed at the very outset both because 1t draws heavily on earlier Trinitarian doctrine
and because 1ts correct understanding 1s essential for speaking of Maximus’ theology in
general. The reason why the notion of hypostasis/person 1s discussed so extensively in
chapter three arises from the need to break away from the tendency to read modem
personalist theologies back into the patristic tradition, and to Maximus in particular.
Several modern scholars and their views on what seems to be important in the Fathers
are to an overwhelming extentinspired by personalist currents. A closer reading of the
works of the Fathers reveals a rather different picture from what one might expect on
the basts of such secondary literature. In parts two and three, a number of related 1ssues
are discussed so as, on the one hand, to enable the reader to approach St Maximus’
theology in its own right, and on the one hand, to give a few thoughts as to what
consequences a more historically sensitive reading of the Fathers may have for
contemporary theology.

Chapter four raises questions arising from modern theology which are directly
relevant to Dionysius, Maximus and Gregory Palamas. In this chapter which at first
glance may seem a red herring, there is included an exposition of Dionysius’ theology
of ‘unions and distinctions’ that in many ways has been the initial starting point for this
project and as such 1s of considerable importance for the study as a whole. Dionysius’
theology is an illuminating case in point because his system, which, in my view, draws

on the Cappadocian theology, describes with a remarkable coherence the structure of
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the universal and the particular in the Trinity in itself and in its relation to creation: and
all this 1s done in terms of union and distinction.

At the end of this part is included a chapter on spirituality, as the bulk of Maximus’
text 1s concerned with spiritual life. This is an account limited to the study of texts with
I'mnitanian content and its corollary is the realization of the imago Trinitatis in the soul
(mind, reason and spirit) of the deified person as the reflection of the Monad in Triad, at
once united and distinct.

With part three the study moves on to Christology. As with the Trinity so also with
Christ distinction between the universal and the particular is fundamental. Christ is one
concrete and particular being incorporating two universal realities. In other words, he is
one hypostasis in two natures. Unity goes with the hypostasis, that is, the particular,
and difference goes with the natures, that 1s, the universal. This i1s the basic rule.
Activities and wills belong to the realm of the universal or the natural, and therefore
Maximus’ dyophysite Chnistology naturally unfolds into a theology of two activities
and wills. But that is not the whole story. The corollary here is that the two natures and
their constituent activities and wills are united in the one particular being that Christ is,
united in such a way which allows them to retain their integrity as natures: they are
united ‘without confusion’.

With part four a different kind of thinking 1s encountered. Three successive
chapters expound aspects on unity and differentiation in the universe, Scripture and the
Church. The common denominator here 1s that God 1s the principle of umty behind the
multiplicity. The contingent functions as a prism which makes the divine accessible to
human beings, just like a prism which refracting the unified white light makes 1t visible
and multicoloured to the eye. There 1s movement, a dynamic, in a perspective of
eschatological fulfilment, from and through the multiplicity of the visible things to the
unity of the invisible.

Chapter nine discusses the connection between God and creation which 1n
Maximus’ view 1s a kind of union and distinction through the logoi and through God’s

energeiai. This 1s a form of participation which although 1t draws on Neoplatonic
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language is significantly different from it, as I shall argue when comparing Proclus’
understanding of union and distinction between productive causes and products with
Maximus’ view of creation. There is immanence but not emanation: there is creation but
not God’s unfolding into the beings.

Where Maximus comes much closer to Neoplatonic thinking, even if not its
metaphysics, is in his vision of the unconfused union of the many logoi in the one
Logos. This 1s strongly reminiscent of Plotinus’ theory of the Universal Intellect which
is presented here. A reflection of the unconfused union of the logoi can be seen in the
harmony ol the universe itself. This 1s another kind of simultaneous union and

distinction where wholes and parts through God’s wisdom and providence make up a

harmonious manifold.

With Scripture the pattern becomes less obvious, and yet there 1s one. The simile
of light refracted through a prism, perhaps, best describes this pattern. Here, the letter
and the contingent 1s bound to multiplicity. Unity lies in the Logos himself who 1s
behind the individual words of Scripture. Realizing the transparency of the words and
syllables, their unity 1n the one Logos becomes apparent. This, however, entails a
whole process of spirntual endeavour, a process of turning every type and symbol
(whether 1n the Scriptures, the universe or the senses) into vehicles which carry the
person from the fluctuating reality of the present age to the unmified truth of the age to
came.

Chapter eleven discusses the Church as forming a harmonious unity-in-diversity
with its hierarchically arranged ranks. The ranks are defined by a variety of gifts of the
Holy Spirit and it is in the Spirit that they find their unity. Furthermore, just as the
universe, so also the Church is an entity made up of diverse members, not separated by
their differences but united without confusion by virtue of their faith in Christ.

Finally, part five discusses the umty of virtue and commandments, the Christian
life and the fragmentation and unification of humanity. In chapter twelve, unity of virtue
is seen in the context of the Porphyrian Tree in which love is the all-embracing generic

genus of virtues and of God’s commandments. Keeping the commandments (united 1n
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the twofold commandment of love), or failure to do so, has its implications: failure
properly to love God and one’s neighbour leads by an inexorable logic to a
simultaneous fragmentation and confusion both of the humanity and of the individual
soul. Here confusion is an unhealthy kind of union of the mind with the irrational parts
of the soul and things perceived through the senses, and a cause of distortion in the
architecture of the human being. The soul’s powers need to be distinguished so that the
hierarchical structure of the soul can be re-established. Only then can one truthfully love
both God and one’s fellow man and in this way create a unified humanity consti‘tuted of
individuals with true integrity. Distinction and unification at the level of the individual,
therefore, leads to unification at the level of the humanity as a whole, too.

Drawing together all the different ways unity and difference feature in Maximus
theology, 1t could be argued, as a general conclusion of this thesis, that simultaneous
union and distinction, unity and difterence, is nothing less than the principle of truth of
all reality in Maximus’ thought. But whether that 1s too much to say 1s a question that 1s
left for the reader to decide.

X X X

Translations of Maximus’ texts are to a large extent my own. Some were wrought
with Adam Cooper but the final versions are mine. I have freely made use of the
existing English translations listed 1n the bibliography, 1including some extracts
translated in a number of monographs and articles by various people such as Paul
Blowers, Stephen Gersh and Norman Russell. Only where I have adopted a translation
verbatim, or with some minor changes, I have acknowledged the source. I have
followed the same principle with respect to all the other translations. The sole exception

is the translation of the Ascetic Life and the Chapters on Love by Polycarp Sherwood

which I have used throughout this study.

Where an ancient authority has been quoted, the abbreviated Latin form of the title

has been given in a footnote reference. This 1s followed by chapter number or
equivalent, the edition used and pagination. Where the edition provides line numbers,

these have been included after the relevant part of the text, whether page, chapter,
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paragraph or the treatise itself. Line numbers are always preceded by a colon.
References are made to the editions used in this study. In the case of Mystagogia
reference also to the edition of J.P. Migne, PG 91, is provided. The abbreviations, with
a very few exceptions, follow those given in G.W.H. Lampe (ed.), A Patristic Greek
Lexicon (Oxtord: OUP, 1961) and H.G. Liddell, R. Scott, H.S. Jones and R.
McKenzie (eds), A Greek-English Lexicon. With a Supplement (Oxford: OUP, 1940°.

supplement 1968).
X % *

[t1s a long established tradition in the English academic writing to quote works
such as Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland or Winnie-the-Pooh. This study, although
written by a non-native English speaker, is no exception. One always feels the need,
after a spell of hard and senious thinking, to balance it with some childish nonsense,
nonsense which sometimes manages to carry more weight than the heavy pondering
that came before 1t. The quotations 1n this work have emerged from seeking such
balance.

Another source of balance for the writer has been early music which, 1t seems to
me, also has a similar rhythm. In Elizabethan England, for example, the slow and grave
pavans were always followed by the fast and bnght galhiards, and the melancholy
lamentations found company 1n songs of courtly love. As a token of gratitude to the
great masters of early music, a fragment from that world, too, has slipped 1nto some of
the later chapters. And now if the introduction has been a heavy enough ‘pavan’ for the
reader, we shall end the beginning with a little “galliard’ (or perhaps it 1s an “almain’).

Some two years ago, while visiting Tibingen for a short period of time, my
German landlady asked me over supper one evening: ‘What 1s 1t exactly that you are
studying there 1n England? ‘Well...,” I started, with some difficulty, ‘it 1s about St
Maximus the Confessor, and about how he understands unity and differentiation,
and... Well, how can I put it? It all sounds a bit too philosophical, 1 gather, but you
know, in fact, itis quite practical in the end. Take, for example, this Gemiisesuppe (=

vegetable soup). Itis a single umty of a variety of elements: carrots, potatoes, onions
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etc. Now, 1f the vegetables in the soup dissolve and get blended to such a degree that
you can no longer distinguish them, then you no longer have a real soup but a mash, or
just a mess. That i1s what 1s called confusion in theology. If, on the other hand, you
leave the vegetables on the chopping board rather than putting them into a casserole and
cooking them, you will have just a heap of vegetables. This 1s called juxtaposition. And
If perchance one of your more inquisitive grandchildren sneaks into the kitchen and
treats your chopping board as a tennis racket, then, ... (oh, well) you will have what 1n
theology 1s called separation.

But when you want to have a real Gemiisesuppe, you need to have vegetables 1n a
casserole but so that you can still distinguish the carrots from the potatoes. That is
called union without confusion and distinction without separation. SO, what 1 am
studying, is the logic or the principle which makes a Gemiisesuppe Gemiisesuppe. This
[ call the logic of simultaneous union and distinction.” “Also,” she replied to my strange
answer with a kind of smile which showed that my explanation had not been in vain,
‘you are studying a Gemiisesuppe?’ ‘Precisely,” I said. “Well, then,” she concluded,

‘Guten Appetit!’



Part 1

LOGIC

Tools

Background

IN ALLPROBABILITY St Maximus was born in 580 in Constantinople where he was
also brought up. He worked as a courtier during Heraclius’ reign from 610 onwards
but left his post some three years later to enter a monastery in the vicinity of the capital
city. After a decade he moved to a monastery in Cyzicus (modern Kapidag, on the
southern shore of the sea of Marmara) from where he fled under the pressure of the
Persian 1nvasion to go via Crete to North Africa, where he settled down in a monastery
near Carthage. Dunng the fifteen years of his sojourn there he carried out much of his
literary activity. Later his involvement in the Monothelete controversy took him to
Rome where he, together with Pope Martin, played a central role in the Lateran Council
649 which condemned the Monothelete and Monenergist heresies. This led to their
condemnation in Constantinople, and Maximus died 1n exile in 662.

The years of his secular and monastic formation gave Maximus the opportunity to
read extensively in the church Fathers, but also in philosophy and history. He 1s very
well versed in such authors as Dionysius the Areopagite and Evagnius of Pontus, but
the great authority for him remains St Gregory Nazianzen. From the Church Fathers
also the other two Cappadocians, Gregory of Nyssa and Basil the Great, as well as
Clement of Alexandna, Leontius of Byzantium, Cynl of Alexandna, Nemesius of
Emesa and Origen, to mention the most important ones, feature in his work.

What seem to be Neoplatonic trends in Maximus, are almost invarnable themes

which reach him filtered through the Fathers; Dionysius, Clement and Cyril come to

mind in the first place. It 1s very unlikely that Maximus had read any such authors like
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Plotinus or Damascius. Yet, with the first reading his treatment of the logoi of beings,
for instance, appears to strike a very Neoplatonic note, and it is only when seen in

context that it becomes clear that what Maximus is pursuing is genuinely Christian.

Such principles as the distinction between the uncreated and the created, sanctification
both of soul and body, and the twofold commandment of love, that are characteristic of

the Christian faith—and not of Neoplatonism—are pivotal to Maximus® thought and

seem never to leave his mind.

There 1s, however, a philosophical tradition which stands out in Maximus’ works,
a traditon Maximus may have known directly, that of the Neoplatonic Aristotelian

commentaries.” Unlike Boethius or Abelard in the Latin speaking world,? or indeed the

3

fifteenth-century Greek patnarch Gennadius Scholarius,” Maximus was not an

Anstotehan commentator himself. He, nevertheless, was acquainted with this tradition
and made a considerable use of it as a tool to serve his own primarily theological and
exegetical purposes. His concern, we should not forget, was to continue, not the
philosophical tradition of the Arnstotelian commentators, but the theological one of the
Fathers. In Opusculum 21, where he discusses the notions of property, quality and

difference, Maximus makes a point which is charactenistic of his stance:

The meaning of these terms by the secular philosophers 1s very complex, and 1t
would take [too] long to expound [all] their subdivisions. One would have to
extend the account so much that 1t would no longer comply with letter-writing but
would become a business of book-writing. In contrast, the explanation of these
[terms] by the divine Fathers is compact and bnef, and 1s not done 1n relation to
some substratum, that is, essence or nature, but in relation to the things that are
considered in essence, and indeed, in hypostasis.*

' For general surveys on this tradition, see Richard Sorabji (ed.), Aristotle Transformed. The Ancient
Commentators and Their Influence (London: Duckworth, 1990); Klaus Oechler, ‘Anstotle 1n
Byzantium’, in GRBS 5 (1964), pp. 133-146; and Linos G. Benakis, ‘Commentanes and
Commentators on the Logical Works of Aristotle in Byzantium’ 1n Gedankenzeichen. Festschrift fur
Klaus Oehler zum 60. Geburtstag, edited by R. Claussen and R. Daube-Schackat (Tiibingen:
Stauffenburg Verlag, 1988), pp. 3-12; and L.G. Westerink’s introduction to Prolégoménes a la
philosophie de Platon, edited by L.G. Westenink translated into French by J. Trowllard (Pans: Les
Belles Lettres, 1990). |

2 See, for example, ch. 3 ‘“The old logic’, in The Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy,
from the Rediscovery of Aristotle to the Disintegration of Scholasticism 1100-1600, edited by N.
Kretzmann, A. Kenny, J. Pinborg and E. Stump (Cambndge: CUP, 1982), pp. 99-157.

3 Much of his work consists of translations of Abelard and Aquinas. See Gennade Scholanos, Oeuvres
compleétes, vols 6 and 8 edited by L. Petit, X.A. Sidernides and M. Jugie (Paris: Maison de la Bonne

Presse, 1933 and 1936).
* Opusc. 21, PG 91, 248BC.
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Clearly Maximus knew what the ‘philosophers’ were saying, although he abstains
trom expounding their doctrine. The philosophical tradition I am referring to here was
inaugurated in the third century by Porphyry, a student of Plotinus, in the form of an
introduction to Arnistotle’s Categories, known as the Isagoge, and the commentaries on
the Organon. These texts were taught and new commentaries continued be written both
in Athens’ and in Alexandria well into the sixth century. In Alexandria, some of the
latest representatives of the school were Christians,’ notably, John Philoponus,’ Elias,

David® and Stephen.

The last of them, Stephen of Alexandria presents more immediate interest to us
since he 1s the only one who was still alive and teaching in the early seventh century
(died sometime after 610). He has been 1dentified with a number of people: Stephen of
Athens, Stephen the Sophist (mentioned by John Moschus) and Pseudo-Elias.” Stephen
was summoned by the Emperor Heraclius to teach philosophy 1n the capital at a time
when Maximus was still 1n office at the impenal court. We also know this same

Stephen from a Christological controversy within the Jacobite community caused by his

> On the date of the closing of the Academy at Athens see H.J. Blumenthal, ‘529 and its Sequel: What
Happenedto the Academy?’,1n Byzantion 48/2 (1978), pp.369-358.

° See Richard Sorabji, ‘The Ancient Commentators on Anstotle’, in Aristotle Transformed. The
Ancient Commentators and their Influence, edited by R. Sorabji (London: Duckworth, 1990), p. 14;
and L.G. Westerink, ‘Elias on the Prior Analytics’, in Mnemosyne, ser. 4, vol. 14 (1961), pp. 126-
133: and his ‘The Alexandrian Commentators and the Introductions to their Commentanes’, 1n

Aristotle Transformed, pp. 338-341.
" H.-D. Saffrey, ‘Le Chrétien Jean Philopon et la survivance de I’école d’Alexandrie au VI° siecle’, in

REG 67 (1954), pp. 396410.

8 David’s works were translated into Armenian at an early stage and played an important role 1n
introducing this tradition to the Armenian speaking world. See Avedis K. Sanjian (ed.) David Anhaght’
The Invinsible Philosopher (Atlanta, Georgia: Scholars Press, 1936).

9 See the article of Wanda Wolska-Conus, ‘Stéphanos d’Athenes et Stéphanos d’Alexandne. Essai
d’identification et de Biographie’,in REB 47 (1989), pp. 5-89. Mossman Roueché has expressed some
reservations concerning this identification. See his ‘The Definitions of Philosophy and a New Fragment
of Stephanus the Philosopher’, in J OB 40 (1990), pp. 107-128. If Stephen and Pseudo-Elias are indeed
one and the same person then the following two items will be of interest: Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-David),
Lectures on Porphyry’s Isagoge, introduced and edited by L.G. Westerink (Amsterdam: North-Holland
Publishing Company, 1967); and H.J. Blumenthal, ‘‘Pseudo-Elias and the Isagoge Commentaries
again’, in RMPh 124 (1981), pp. 188-192; Stephen seems to have played a role at the beginnings of
the Armenian story, too. See Jean-Pierre Mahé, ‘Quadrivium et cursus d’études au VII® siécle en
Armenié et dans le monde Byzantin, d’aprésle “K‘nnikon” d’Anamia Sirakac’t’ in Travaux et Mémoires

10 (1987), pp. 159-206.
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opinions on ‘difference’ and ‘nature’, with the result that two of his students converted

into Chalcedonian orthodoxy."”

[t 1s very likely that Maximus knew Stephen, but whether Maximus actually
studied with him or read his works, 1s a question far more difficult to answer. That
Maximus had read some of the later commentaries on Aristotle’s logical works, remains
still highly plausible. The connection, however, with the second-century Porphyry and

his Isagoge 1s much stronger and to this we shall now turn.

Genus and Species

In his Isagoge,'' Porphyry wants to furnish his reader with the necessary means
needed for studying Anstotle. Porphyry does this by discussing what he calls the ‘five
terms’: genus, difference, species, property and accident. Out of these five terms the
first and the third, thatis, genus and species, make up a framework within which all the
beings that constitute the universe can be considered. * The hierarchy of genera and
species is commonly known as the Porphyrian Tree. Its description as a tree 1s not
Porphyry’s own idea but it does convey in a tangible way the 1dea of hierarchy of
predication which Porphyry presents in his treatise. The Porphyrian Tree 1s, however,
rather an unusual tree, for it grows downwards, and one might, 1n actual fact, think of
its ramifications as the roots rather than the branches. After all, the things that are being
predicated with the help of this structure, lie right at the end of each subdivision.
(Maximus is explicit about the fact that reality consists of the particulars, and that 1f all

the particulars are destroyed, the universals are destroyed with them.)"

10 See Albert van Roey, ‘Une controverse christologique sous le patriarcat de Pierre de Callinique’, 1n
S ymposium Syriacum 1976 (OCA 205, Roma: PIOS, 1978), pp. 349-357; and below, ch. 6: ‘A

Sixth-century Controversy over Natural Difference’. | |
1! CAG 4/1. On Maximus and the /sagoge see the discussion of Torstein Tollefsen in s thesis 7The

Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Confessor—A Study of His Metaphysical Principles
(Oslo: University of Oslo, 1999). pp. 104-134; and below, ch. 9: ‘The Universe and the Tree of
Porphyry’. | |

2 The pair expansion—contraction in relation to genera and species will be discussedin ch. 9. Maximus
also makes use of another ‘telescope’ logic, mainly in his Scriptural exegesis, that of Pythagorean
procession of numbers, the notion of fetrad being a good example.

3 See Ambig. 10.42, PG 91, 1189CD.
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However one wishes to imagine this tree, whether as a kind of a weeping willow
or as the roots of an ancient oak, 1n terms of logic, what 1s generic, is at the top and
what 1s specific, 1s at the bottom. At the very top, then, we have what Porphyry calls
the "'most generic genus’. This ‘most generic genus’ 1s divided or differentiated by
‘dividing/constitutive differences’ into species. The same differences are called both
‘dividing’, because they divide the genus into species, and ‘constitutive’, because they
are the particular ingredient that makes the species what they are qua species. Every
species which has other species subordinate to 1t 1s by the same token regarded as a
genus. Thus all the intermediary classes are in fact species/genera. Only the very last
species, which Porphyry calls ‘most specific species’, do not have the status of genus;
instead, these ‘most specific species’ include the actual ‘individuals’. In summary, from
the top to the bottom the Porphyrian Tree has: ‘the most generic genus’,
‘species/genera’ and ‘the most specific species’ which include “the individuals’.

The fundamental rule of predication in this pattern 1s that the higher ones, thatis
the more generic ones, are predicated of the lower ones, and never the reverse. The
other rule is that the higher ones ‘contain’ the lower ones, and the lower ones are
‘contained’ by the higher ones. For example, the species “human being’ belongs to the
genus ‘living being’, but the reverse is not true since also ‘cat’ or “elephant’ 1s “living
being’. Thus the genus ‘living being’ includes and 1s predicated of the species "human
being’, ‘cat’, ‘elephant’, and so on. Similarly the ‘most specific species’ is predicated
of the individuals that it includes. The species ‘human being’, for example, 1s
predicated of ‘John’, ‘Anna’ or any other ‘human individual’. We find Maximus to be a

faithful adherent to these principles of predication when he, in Ambiguum 17, says:

The particular things are never predicated of the universal, or the species of the
genera, or the contained of the containing, and for this reason the unmversal things
do not relate conversely to the particular, or the genera to the species, or the
common to the individual, or, in summary, the containing to the contained."

M

4 Ambig. 17, PG 91, 1225BC.
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One of the five terms particularly rich in the Isagoge' is the notion of ‘difference.’
and of the several kinds of difference Porphyry expounds the one which seems to have
the greatest importance for theology is the so called ‘{8iaiTaTa-difference’ or ‘the most
specific'® difference’. This is a difference which makes a difference in species. In
Porphyry’s terms it makes something d\\o,"” and d\o, as is well known, is a technical
term particularly reminiscent of the Cappadocian theology.

This raises the question of a possible patristic interpretation of the ‘iSiaiTata-
difterence’. Is there an expression in the Fathers denoting a difference constitutive of a
particular nature that would correspond to this notion? In a Middle Byzantine Handbook
of Logic Terminology'® (dating just after Maximus) following some sentences which
draw heavily on the Isagoge it says: * “Difference” 1s a logos in accordance with which
the substrata differ one from another, and which 1s indicative of the “how itis”. in other
words, 1t 1s indicative of the flesh being by nature and essence what it 1s.” (Siadopd
€ECTL AOYos, kaf’ov dMNAwv OSladépel  Ta UTOKELpEva, Kal  ToU WS  €lval
SNAWTLKOS . TOUTéSTL TO elvar Ty odpka 70 dloel kai T oloia dmwep éoti.) The
author, then, clanties which difference it 1s that he 1s speaking of by saying that
‘difference 1s what 1s called idiaiTaTa by the philosophers, which also 1s essential.’
(Btadopd €oTv M Tapa Tois GLAooodols Kaloupévn LoLalTaTta, NTLS KAl 0oUCoLWONS
udpyet).t’

This confirms two things. Firstly, that the i8iaiTaTa-difference (one of the many
in the Neoplatonic school) was indeed 1dentified with the ‘essential difference’ of the
Christian theology and, secondly, as a consequence of this, that the ‘species’ (ei8os),

and more precisely ‘the most specific species’, of the Anstotelian commentaries

15 See 3a:13ff., CAG 4/1, 8-12. Tollefsen gives a useful diagramin The Christocentric Cosmology, p.

126, fn. 417.
16 Although this is an adverbin the original, I have renderedit as an adjective.

"7 Isag., 3a:26, CAG 14/1, 8.

'8 Mossman Roueché, ‘Middle Byzantme Handbook of Logic Terminology’, in JOB 29 (1980), pp. 71-
08. This and a number of other short texts published by Roueché in ‘Byzantine Philosophical Texts of
the Seventh Century’, in JOB 23 (1974), pp. 61-76, are attributed to Maximus in the manuscripts. I
have not treated them as authentic. Although it is not entirely unlikely that they were wrtten by
Maximus himself, they nevertheless remain notebook summaries of the Isagoge, of Anstotle’s
categories and of some other logical works, with a very few comments.
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corresponds to the notion of ‘essence’ or ‘nature’ in Byzantine theology.”® All this
teatures strongly in the Christological debates of the sixth and seventh centuries.
Curiously enough, the first part of our quotation is taken verbatim from Maximus’
Letter12.*! Its context, as one might expect, is Christological. However, Maximus is
also aware of the patristic usage of ‘constitutive difference’. In the Opusculum 21,
already referred to, he points out that ‘the Fathers say that “difference” is constitutive

and defimng of beings. Whence also they name it thus, calling it a “constitutive

difference”.’**

In the same Opusculum, Maximus summarizes the patristic interpretation of the
terms "quality’, “property’ and ‘difference’. He regards them as virtually synonymous
making only some very fine points as to their difference.

Consequently, the Fathers say that these, I mean ‘quality’, ‘property’ and
"difference’, are 1dentical one with another, and that they hold the logos of
accidents, but not that of a substratum, that 1s of an essence. They [also] say that
these terms differ in the sense that ‘quality’ is more universal, and is applied to all

- beings, since no being—God excepted—i1s without quahty (being not
incomparable) or formless; and 1n the sense that ‘property’ is more particular,
being said of a certain essence and not of every essence, it 1s said of a certain kind
of essence, of this one essence and not of another.”

Maximus makes two further distinctions which are essential for the exposition of
the Chnistian doctrine. The first 1s the distinction between essential and hypostatic
differences. (In Porphyry there 1s the distinction between species and 1ndividual, but in

the Isagoge he deals only with terms which, as he puts it, ‘are predicated of many’.)**

The Fathers, then, say that an ‘essential quality’, in the case of the human being,
for instance, is rationality, and in the case of horse, neighing. A “hypostatic
quality’, on the other hand, of a particular human being 1s, [for 1nstance], being
snub-nosed or hook-nosed, and that of a particular horse, being dapple-grey or
chestnut. Similarly, ‘quality’ 1s considered in all the other created essences and
hypostases, commonly and individually, that is, in general and 1n particular, and
by it the difference, that exists between spe01es and between 1ndividuals, 1s made

known, as it clarifies the truth of things.”

19 Roueché, ‘Middle Byzantine’, p. 91, 37-41. There 1s a similar case in the seventh-century Doctrina
patrum, p. 255:8-10.

20 1.ambros Siasos makes the same observation in relation to John Damascene’s Dialectica. See his
Mavepicn xpuTikh THis dhocodikiis pebddov (Thessalonica: Tlovpvapds, 1989), p. 47 where he gives
two elucidating diagrams.

21 Ep. 12, PG 91, 469AB.

2 Opusc. 21, PG 91, 243C.

B Opusc. 21, PG 91, 249BC.

% Isag. 4a, CAG 4/1, 13.

3 Opusc. 21, PG 91, 243C-249A.



25

The second distinction is that between the created and the uncreated. The question here
1S: Can these concepts be applied to the uncreated God? Maximus qualifies his position
by saying that qualities or differences are applied to the created order ‘properly

speaking’ but to God only ‘in a manner of speaking’ (kataxpnoTikds).

Now, with regards to the uncreated and monarchic nature, ‘quality’ cannot be
said, properly speaking—it at all. For the divine is not out of an essence and
accidents, since 1t would [in such case] be created, being composite and
compounded of these. Instead, "quality’ 1s made use of, with regards to the divine,
iIn a manner of speaking (kataxpnotik@s) and to the extent we are able to
conjecture what 1s beyond us from what 1s within the scope of our capacities; since
we are in any case scarcely capable of taking in knowledge of them even faintly,
and of explaining this in some measure at least, even if not completely.*

He, then, says what the essential and hypostatic differences in God are, even if only in

a manner of speaking.

Natural qualities”” are God’s being: all-holy, omnipotent, all-perfect, more than
complete, self-sufficient, self-ruling, all-ruling, and the like natural and divine
things that are said, things proper to God alone as being beyond being.
‘Hypostatic qualities’ are: that of the Father, unbegottenness; that of the Son,
begottenness; and that of the Holy Spint, procession. [Both kinds of qualities] are
also called ‘properties’, on the grounds that they naturally or hypostatically
belong to this one [nature or hypostasis] and not to another. Out of these
[qualities] are put together essential and hypostatic differences, and as I said, they
are applied properly speaking to all created beings by nature, but only in a
manner of speaking to God.”

The Universal and the Particular

These distinctions brings us to one of the most fundamental prninciples in Maximus’
theology: the distinction between the universal (10 kowvév) and the particular (7o (8iov).
Maximus derives his understanding of the universal (or common) and the particular
from the Cappadocians following their theological distinction between essence and
hypostasis. In Letter 15, Maximus says: ‘Common and universal, thatis to say generic,
is, according to the Fathers, the essence and nature, for they say that these two are
identical with each other. Individual and particular is the hypostasis and person, for

these too are identical with each other.”*” He then goes on to quote a whole sequence of

texts from the Cappadocians illustrating this principle.

M

% Opusc. 21, PG 91, 249A.
27 In the singular in the text.
2 Opusc. 21, PG 91, 249AB.

» Ep. 15, PG 91, 545A.
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The question that arises 1s, how far does Maximus want to take the identification of
the universal with essence and the particular with hypostasis, and how far does he want
to take the distinction between essence and hypostasis which this pattern implies?

Maximus begins with the created order and argues that the particular instances of

created natures differ according to hypostasis, not according to nature:

[Bleings that are united according to one and the same nature or essence (that is,
beings that are of one and the same nature) are distinguished from one another

according to hypostasis or person, as is the case with angels and men, and with all
the created beings that are considered in species (el8os) and in genus (yévos).*

Porphyry’s logic i1s lurking at the back here. And as we saw above, Maximus is
reluctant to apply such logical categories to God but only in a manner of speaking. Here
he only just dares to attribute to God the distinction between the universal and the
particular, or better that between essence and hypostasis, but only after quoting Basil
who reminds his reader that this distinction between essence and hypostasis in God is

like that between the universal and the particular.”

And our account will dare to say something much greater, which 1s, that even in
the case of the first creative and beginningless cause of beings we do not regard
nature and hypostasis to be identical with each other, since we recognize one
essence and nature of the Godhead, which exists in three hypostases different
from one another in particularities, and three hypostases in one and the same
essence or nature of the Godhead. For that which we worship 1s a Monad 1n Triad
and a Triad in Monad: ™ Father, Son and Holy Spirit, one God.”

How Anstotelian this understanding of the universal and the particularis, is not the
question to ask 1n relation to Maximus. For him itis a Christian formulation concernin g
questions in Christian theology; a theology which makes use of commonly accepted
terminology. Having said that, 1t should be noted that Maximus never speaks 1n terms
of the first and the second ousia of Arnstotle’s Categories.

Adyos-Tpdmos.  An extension of the universal and the particularis the pair logos-
tropos. The Cappadocian distinction between the logos of nature and the fropos, or the
mode, of existence within the Trinitarian theology 1s well known and needs no further

comments. In Maximus’ thought, however, the pair obtains a very wide ranging usage.

%0 Ep. 15, PG 91, 549C.

31 See Ep. 15, PG 91, 545AB.

2 lovds év TpLddL kal Tpuds év povdSi. An alternative translation would be ‘a Umity in Trinity and a
Trinity in Unity’.

3 Ep. 15, PG 91, 549CD-552A.
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[t1s there in the Trinitarian theology as well as in Christology, including the questions
on activities and wills, but it can also be found in contexts such as the knowledge of

God, the gospel commandments, the differentiation of virtues, the consequences of the

Fall, and so on.

{ropos very often expresses the individual aspect, that which differentiates the
particular from the general, whereas logos stands for the universal. With rational beings
endowed with freewill, this differentiation can be viewed also within the moral context.
Sin and virtue are a matter of what one makes of one’s natural capacities; they are the
tropot of the application of one’s logos. Although the usage of tropos in Trinitarian
theology, on the one hand, and in the moral context, on the other, are closely related, it
can be very musleading to take Tpdémos as a straightforward synonym of tpémos
umdpgews. This becomes more evident when speaking of tropos more ‘ontologically’,
for example, 1n the case of the Fall where the tropos represents the state or the condition

of a nature.

Union and Distinction

In his understanding of the structure of reality Maximus regards integrity to be of
the greatest importance. The question of integrity arises when things are united or are
regarded 1n unity, and this can take place either at the level of the particular or at the
level of the universal. For example, the way in which the basic ontological divide
between the created and the uncreated 1s bndged 1n Christ represents a union at the level
of the particular, and the way in which the logoi of beings are united in the one Logos
represents a union at the level of the universal. In both cases there 1s a simultaneous
union and distinction.

At the level of the universal, integrity 1s seen in the nature or the essence of the
things united. This becomes evident especially in Christology, but also in the doctrine
of the deification of man. Concepts such as ‘uion without confusion’, applhied by
Porphyry to discuss the umion of body and soul, and ‘difference’, a particularly

significant notion in the Isagoge, became the basic tools for Christian theologians, in
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particular St Cyril of Alexandria and Maximus, to express the fact that in Christ, after
the union, the natures did not lose that natural difference which made them what they
were qua natures. The natures are united and distinguished simultaneously. They are
united but not confused, distinguished but not separated.

Although we here encounter a kind of logic which 1s strongly reminiscent of the
four adverbs of the Chalcedoman definition, it should not be regarded as a
Chalcedoman monopoly. After all, this logic had been clearly articulated long before
Chalcedon by the Cappadocians, Cynl of Alexandna and (in Maximus’ understanding)
Dionysius the Areopagite, but also—and perhaps more importantly—by the
Neoplatonists. It appears in a variety of contexts, and it would be wrong to think that if
one discovers the phrase ‘without confusion’ in a cosmological context, for instance,
that this cosmology 1s per se ‘Chalcedonmian’ simply because this adverb was used 1n the
Chalcedonian definition: Plotinus and Syrianus, tor example, have an understanding of
the Intelligible Universe (or the Universal Intellect) which presents an intrniguing case
of ‘union without confusion’. Having said that, there 1s, of course, no doubt that
Chalcedon heavily influenced the subsequent Chnstology and 1n the course of time also
other areas of theology.

[n a union between natures or essences, if the natural integrity 1s to be preserved,
the ‘essential difference’ of each constituent must necessarily remain. As we shall see
later, there is in such a case union according to one and the same hypostasis or person,
but differentiation according to nature. The logos of nature, 1ts essential difference and
its integrity go hand in hand. This is true not only of the union between the created and
the uncreated but also, in Maximus’ words, of the ‘union of the mind with the senses,
and the union of the heaven with the earth, and the union of the sensible things with the

intelligible, and the union of the nature with the logos. >4 All these are unions within the

realm of the created.

If we now move from the level of the universal to that of the particular, we shall

see that where there is union of things retaining their particularity, there, too,

———————— ————— ——————e

3 Ou. Thal. 48:188-189, CCSG 7, 341. See also below, part 4.
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simultaneous distinction is required. For example, Maximus speaks of the logoi of
beings that are united in the one Logos without confusion: ‘Who would not consider the
many logoi as one, through the relationship of all things to him, existing unconfusedly
in himself?’>> Each logos remains distinct from the other logoi even in their supreme
union. The logoi retain their individual particularity and do not cease to be particular
logoi: “Who ... would not recognize that the one Logos is many logoi distinguished in
the undivided difterence of created things through their unconfused individuality in
relation to each other and themselves?’>*

One might think that the logoi are always those of natures only, but in fact there is

a logos of particularity, too, in Maximus’ thinking. In the context of Christological
anthropology he makes this explicit.

According to this logos the properties, that separate all others from the
community which exists according to 1ts own essence, are made the distinguishing
marks of the single hypostasis constituted of them, according to their union with
one another which 1s simultaneous to their coming into being. And it 1s according
to this single hypostasis that between them 1s considered an 1dentity which admits
no difference whatsoever, as 1s, for instance, with a human soul and body. For the
particulanties, which differentiate someone’s body from other bodies and which
differentiate someone’s soul from other souls, when they concur in union, at once
both characterize the hypostasis (constituted of body and soul) of Peter or Paul,
for instance, and, by the same token, differentiate 1t from the rest of men. But they
do not differentiate the soul of Peter or Paul from his own body.”

Very similar picture to that of the union of the logoi in the One LLogos can be found
among the Neoplatonists in their description of the world of Forms. For example
Syrianus says ‘that the divine and intellectual Forms are united with one another and
pervade one another in a pure and unconfused fashion.”>® What Syrianus describes here
1s a very sublime reality, but it still is not the ultimate. For a Neoplatonist (as well as for
an Origenist) the ultimate is where all differentiation, and therefore all multiplicity,
disappears. For an orthodox Christian, however, the integrity of the particular torms

the criterion of a true union, of an undivided union within which there 1s also

differentiation.

% Ambig. 7, PG 91, 1077C.
% Ambig. 7, PG 91, 1077C.

57 Ep. 15, PG 91, 552CD.
3% In Metaph. 119:27-30; quotedin Stephen Gersh, From lamblichus to Eriugena. An Investigation of

the Prehistory and Evolution of the Pseudo-Dionysian Tradition (Leiden: E.J. Bnll, 1978), p. 95.
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One and Many

The question of the One and the many, which for the Neoplatonists was pivotal,
for Maximus is both a mystery and a vision. God’s absolute singleness and his
simultaneous immanence in the universe as a whole and in each of its constituents
separately 1s not a puzzling dilemma for Maximus but rather a cause for wonder and for
the acknowledgement of limitations of the human intelligence. >’

Oneness and multiplicity 1s also developed as a dialectic between the one Logos
and the many logoi. Using the Neoplatonic imagery of a centre and radii, Maximus

argues that the one Logos 1s the many logoi and the many logoi are the One Logos:

The one Logos 1s the many logoi according to the benevolent creative and
preserving procession of the One towards beings. And the many logoi are the one

Logos as bringing them all together according to the reference and providence
which returns and guides the many into the One, like as into an all-governing

pnnmple or a centre which contains the begmnmgs of the radu that derive from
it. ¥

When viewed from the perspective of the creation, something similar can be found
in the context of participation. The Neoplatonic Scala naturae, a kind of hierarchy of
participation, 1s transformed 1n Maximus into the one L.ogos, who 1s, as 1t were, filtered

through a sieve with variable sizes of holes.

And the same (Logos) is revealed and multiplied benevolently in all things
derived from him according to the analogy of each ... and everything participates
in God by coming to be from him analogously either according to 1ntellect

reason, sense, or vital motion, or according to essential and habitual fitness.”

The creation, although by essence radically different from the uncreated God,
functions as a prism that makes God visible and manifest. God’s unified manifestation
spreads out in multiple colours through the prism of the creatures which he himself has
made. Their multiplicity need not be in any contrast to the unity of their cause, as long
as they exist in accordance with their natural logoi without confusing them. There is a
hierarchy in the universe and there is a harmony, too, realized through the logoi by the

providence of the one Logos. This harmony is again a simultaneous union and

distinction of the different creatures.

¥ Cf. Ambig. 22, PG 91, 1257AB.

© Ambig. 7, PG 91, 1081C.
“ Ambig. 7, PG 91, 1080B; quotedin Gersh, From lamblichus, p. 162; ¢f. Dionysius, D.n. 5.5, PIS

33, 183-184 and D.n. 1.5, PTS 33, 117-118.
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Wholes and Parts

One more tool which Maximus uses to discuss union and distinction in a variety of
contexts 1s the pair whole and parts. He has a fascinating, if dense, discussion of the

creation in the Quaestiones ad Thalassium 2 where the structure wholes/parts overlaps

with Porphyrian logic. The question presented to Maximus runs as follows: ‘If God in
six days created all the species which constitute the universe, why does the Father

continue to work after this? For the Saviour says My Father works still, and I work.**
[s he not, perhaps, referring to the preservation of species once created?’® In one
sentence (in the oniginal Greek), Maximus captures a whole cosmology. Time,
providence, freewill, universal substances, parts, harmony, movement, well-being and
deification, all tind their place in his answer—a good example of how Maximus can be

at once both immensely demanding and rewarding to his reader.

God, having completed the first logoi of creatures and the universal substances of
all beings at one time (as he himself knows how), still works not only their
preservation to keep them 1n existence, but also the actual creation, coming-torth
and constitution of the parts potentially in them. Moreover, he through
providence works also the assimilation of the particular parts to the universal
wholes. This he does until such time as he unites the self-willed urge of the
particular parts to the more generic natural /ogos of rational substance through
their movement towards well-being, and thus makes them harmonious and of
identical movement with one another and with the whole, so that the particular
beings have no difference of will from universal beings, but that in all one and the

same logos becomes apparent; a logos that 1s not severed by the modes [of action]
of those of whom to an equal measure it 1S pLedlcated. And 1n this way he
demonstrates as effective the grace that deifies all.

Parts, as the individual instances of the universal substances, that 1s, the wholes, are
created by God in due time. He directs his providence to the parts of the universal
rational substance, thatis, to the particular human individuals with a view to creating a
harmonious world. Here the parts conform to the universal and by the same token
maintain a harmonious unity among themselves.

A different case is that of the human being as a composite of body and soul. Body
and soul are the essential parts which constitute every instance of the human species, or
which constitute the human eidos. Neither part on its own can be the eidos which the

human being is: both are needed. The whole, a concrete individual composed of body

__.—_————_—__—_-_—

42 In 5:17.
 Ou. Thal. 2:2-6, CCSG 7, 51.
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and soul, possesses the eidos and can be predicated of as a human being. In Ambiguum
7, where he argues against the Origenist doctrine of pre-existence of souls, Maximus
makes a very subtle point about this. There can be no pre-existence of souls, for a
particular human being comes-into-being only when the human eidos or form comes
into existence, and for this both body and soul are needed. The parts, body and soul,
can be spoken of only 1n relation to the whole, that is, a particular human individual,
John or Anna, for example. Therefore, when speaking even of the dead body of John,
we speak of 1t as the body of John, which 1s to say that we predicate it of the whole,
because the body 1s a constitutive part of 1t. Similarly, the soul can be predicated of only
of the whole which possesses the eidos, and this cannot be the case with a pre-existent
soul. Maximus, therefore, maintains that both body and soul come into being
simultaneously at the moment of their union.

Let me take one last example of whole and parts, from Chrstology this time,
where 1t plays a role of some importance. For Maximus, it is essential to maintain that
Christ 1s one hypostasis, that i1s, one concrete and particular being. It 1s equally
important for him that Christ incorporates two different natures within this concrete and
particular being, for through the natures Christ is in an essential communion with his
Father and his mother. The parts, then, that constitute the one Christ are his two
natures, and the whole 1s, not a new composite nature, but a composite hypostasis or
person. We shall return to Christology in chapter six but before that, here, as a

foretaste, 1s a long and challenging quotation illustrating whole and parts.

He, one and the same, remained unchanged, undivided and unconfused 1n the
permanence of the parts of which he was constituted, so that he might mediate
according to the hypostasis between the parts of which he was composed, closing
in himself the distance between the extremities, making peace and reconciling,
through the Spirit, the human nature with the God and Father, as he 1n truth was
God by essence and as in truth he became man by nature in the Dispensation,
neither being divided because of the natural difference of his parts, nor confused
because of their hypostatic unity. But, on the one hand, being united according to
nature with [his] Father and mother by virtue of the principle (logos) of the
essential community of his constituent parts, he proved to have preserved the
difference between the parts of which he was constituted. On the other hand, by
virtue of the hypostatic particularity of his own parts, he was distinguished from
his extremities, I mean from his Father and mother, and he proved to have kept
the oneness of his own hypostasis totally undifferentiated and always unitied in

“ Ou. Thal. 2:7-22, CCSG 7, 51.
S Ambig. 7, PG 91, 1100A-1101C.
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the extreme personal identity of his own parts one with another. For the essential
community of one of the parts with the extremities i1n the unity of the one

hypostasis, preserves unconfused the differentness of the other part’s nature. Now,
this rationale does not teach to the devote faithful that from the union one nature

of both should be known—lest the coming-into-being of the one nature, the
whole, by composition of them, become a total passing-away of the parts by
essence, because [such one nature would] not have the capacity (the ‘how’) to
guard the natural kinship of the extremities with the parts for not preserving, after
the union, the natural difference which the constituent parts had between each
other. Instead 1t teaches the devout faithful to behold one composite hypostasis

from the union; a hypostasis preserved by wvirtue of the existence by nature of its
constituent parts.™

_——-——'—-——'—_-—_—-_—-—_

% Ep. 15, PG 91, 556A-C.



Metaphors

WHEN ONE has to put into words something that eludes verbal description, one

immediately feels the need to turn to other forms of artistic expression, such as

painting, music or dance. But as one, say, paints a picture of the indescribable, one
then begins to see how one, eventually, might try and put it into words. The process of
searching for metaphors, to make the invisible visible or the unthinkable thinkable, is
very similar. In Maximus’ theology the ideas of ‘union without confusion’ and
‘perichoresis’, tor instance, are especially among those which require ‘images’ for their
meaning to be conveyed to the reader.’ Maximus has made use of a number of such
metaphors for portraying realities of simultaneous union and distinction, oneness and

multiplicity, and it 1s these that we shall briefly introduce 1n the present chapter.

Fire and Light

St Cyril of Alexandria, in his Commentary on Isaiah, says that “[1]t 1S customary 1n
the inspired Scriptures to compare the divine nature to fire.’* Cyril relates how God was
seen by the ancient Israelites as fire on Mount Horeb on the day of assembly,” and hoﬁz
he appeared in the form of the burning bush to Moses 1n .the desert.* Cyril, then, goes

on to interpret the biblical image of a burning coal from Isaiah 6:6:>

Now the coal is by nature wood, only it is entirely filled with fire and acquires 1ts
power and energy. Our Lord Jesus Chrst himself, in my view, may very
appropriately be conceived of in the same way. For the Word became flesh and
dwelt among us.® But although he was seen by us as a man, in accordance with the
Dispensation of the Incarnation, the fullness of the Godhead nevertheless dwelt 1n

I These two notions will be discussed below, in ch. 8.
2 In Is. 1.4, PG 70, 181B; translated by Norman Russell in his Cyril of Alexandria (London and New

York: Routledge, 2000), p. 77.

> Cf. Deut. 4:10-11.

*Cf. Ex. 3:1-6.

5 See Aloys Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. 2, part 2, translated by J. Cawte and P.
Allen (London: Mowbray, 1995; original German edition 1989), pp. 39-40.

¢Jn 1:14.
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him, by means, I would emphasize, of the union. Thus it may be seen that he has
the energies most appropriate to God operating through his own flesh.’

Maximus does not have exactly these same imagery of burning bush or coal, but ‘fire’
remains the metaphor of God for him, too. He prefers the metaphor of incandescent
iron, and 1n some cases, not just any iron, but a sword (as in Ambiguum 5, for
instance).®

The choice of red-hot sword as a Christological metaphor is very likely because of
Its usefulness 1n proving natural activity or operation. One can say that a sword does
something, whereas 1t 1s not so easy to say that of a piece of coal. A red-hot sword
possesses activity simultaneously at two different levels, in other words it both cuts and
burns, and this provides a very practical tool for discussing two activities in Christ. In
contrast, the "burning coal’ metaphor, for instance, could hardly serve a similar
PUrpose.

In Ambiguum 7, speaking of deification, Maximus develops a sequence of the
rational being’s movement towards God, and the final union where he finds himselt
‘wholly 1n the whole desired one’. One of the two metaphors used here 1s precisely that
the deified person becomes ‘like an iron wholly permeated by the whole of the fire’.’
The other metaphor used is that of ‘air wholly illuminated by light’, a metaphor which
can be found only twice in the surviving Maximian corpus.'’” However, John Scotus
Eriugena, drawing heavily on Maximus, has developed the metaphor in an interesting
way. While Maximus only speaks of the overwhelming presence of God in the deified

man which he illustrates with the metaphor of light and air,"' Eriugena develops the use

of the metaphor, and his interpretationis worth quoting:

For just as air illuminated by the sun seems to be nothing else but light, not
because it loses its own nature but because light predominates 1n 1t so that 1t 1s
believed itself to be light, thus human nature united with God 1s said to be God

7 Cyril of Alexandria, In Is. 1.4, PG 70, 181BC,; translation in Russell, Cyril, p. 77.

8 See Ambig. 5, CCSG 48, 33. See also Pyrr., PG 91, 337C-340A.
9 ‘Whole in whole’ (6ros ¢v O\w) is a very widespread theme in Maximus. Here are only a few

references: Ambig. 7, PG 91, 1073D-1076A, 1076C, 1088A-C; Ambig. 33, 1285D; Ambig. 47,
1361A; Myst. Prol., Soteropoulos, 146:12-13 [= PG 91, 661C]; 2, 158 [= 669BC]; 21, 210 [= 697A];
Or. dom., CCSG 23, lines 392 and 779. Cf. Porphyry, Sent. 33, Lamberz, 35-38.

10 Ambig. 7, PG 91, 1076A and 1088D.
11 Maximus does have the idea that the light of the rising sun overpowers the light of stars, but this

appears in a entirely different context (Mysz. 1, Soteropoulos, 150:22-24 [=PG 91, 665AB]).
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totally, not because its nature ceases to be, but because 1t achieves participation in
divinity so that God alone appears within 1t. Likewise the air is dark when there is

no light, while the light of the sun is comprehended by no bodily sense when it
exists through itself. Yet when sunlight blends with air it begins to appear, so that

in 1itself it 1s incomprehensible to the senses, but when mingled with air it can be
comprehended.

[t 1s worth noticing that, as Stephen Gersh has pointed out, in these texts of
Maximus and Ernugena, ‘the blending involves no loss of the original separate

identities,” and ‘that each of the two natures blends as a whole with the other.”"> A gain,

Integrity i1s of an immence importance.

To go to another metaphor, Maximus has a rather unusual case of the fire-metaphor
in Quaestiones et dubia 5. He 1s asked to explain, and to 1llustrate by an example, what
1s meant when St Gregory says that the apostles received pertection through three gifts,
the final stage being the reception of ‘the Spirit itself, essentially, in the form of fiery
tongues’.'* In particular, the question refers -to the adverb ‘essentially’ for which

Maximus provides an example:

It is like with a piece of wood placed in a frying-pan (rriyavor). When a fire 1s
kindled underneath it, the piece of wood partakes of the warmth of the fire by the
mediation of the frying-pan. This is how the Spint operated in the saints faintly
earlier on. If, now —to use the same simile—one removes the frying-pan from the
middle, and the wood is grasped by the fire without any i1ntermediary, it
straightaway assimilates the wood to its own nature. "

Gersh refers to one more light-metaphor which was popular among the
Neoplatonists, that of several lights forming a single illumination. This was taken over
by Dionysius the Areopagite who applies it to the Trinitanian context. ' As a Trinitarian

image it is one of the very rare examples before John of Damascus which contains the

idea (even if not the word itself) of wepixwpnaots.

[E]ven as the lights of lamps being in one house and wholly interpenetrating one
another, severally possess a clear and absolute distinction each from each, and are
united in distinction and distinct in union. Even so do we see, when there are
many lamps in a house, how that the lights of them all are unified mmto one
undifferentiated light, so that there shines forth from them one 1ndivisible
brightness. ... And even if any one takes out of the dwelling one of the burning
lamps, all its particular light will therewith depart from the place ... . For as I said,

__ﬂ——__—__—-"—

2 periph. 1:331-340, CCCM 161, 14; quoted in Stephen Gersh, From lamblichus, p. 195. 1 bave
drawn on his illuminating discussion on these metaphors on pp. 193-203.
3 Gersh, From lamblichus, pp. 196-197.

4 Or. 41, PG 36, 444C.

'S Ou. dub. 5:19-26, CCSG 10, 5.
16 Qee Ysabel de Andia, ‘La Théologie trinitaire de Denys I’ Aréopagite’, in SP, 32 (1997), pp. 290-295.
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the entire and complete union of lights one with another brought no commixture
in any of the parts."’

Dionysius’ source of inspiration may well have been Syrianus who says that
‘immaterial things are like the illuminations given off by different lamps which pervade

the whole of a dwelling and intermingle with each other in an unconfused and

indivisible manner.’®

Body and Soul

To emphasize the fact that in Christ, divinity permeates the whole of his human
nature without confusion, Maximus utilizes the metaphor of body and soul. He says,
for example, in Ambiguum 42 that ‘it is impossible for God himself who has become
flesh—in the way the soul 1s united with the body, wholly but without confusion
permeating it at the moment of the union—to fall away from deification.’*® In a different
context he illustrates the capacity of the soul to remain one and at the same time

penetrate the diversity of members of the body.

The whole soul penetrates through the whole of the body and gives it life and
motion. Being simple and 1incorporeal by nature it is not severed into pieces or cut
off with the body ... but 1s wholly present 1n the whole of the body and in each of
its members.”

What is common to all of the metaphors*! we have seen so far, is that they can
accommodate different realities where two essentially different natures are brought into
union. They can express a union which respects the integrity of the constituent parts
and which for that reason can be called a “union without confusion’. Union and
distinction exist simultaneously 1n the realities they denote, and 1n particular a reality of
a union between the created and the uncreated which does not annul the essential

difference between the two realms but preserves their fundamental distinction.

7 D.n. 2.4, PTS 33, 127:4-9, 13-14, 127:15-128:1.

8 A etaph. 85.19-22, quotedin Gersh, From lamblichus, p. 197.

1> Ambig. 42, PG 91, 1320B.

0 Ambig. 7, PG 91, 1100AB.

21 An odd one, not included here, is the metaphor of ‘reason and concept’ which appears only once in
Maximus’ works. It 1s used in a Christological context (Pyrr., PG 91, 337CD).
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Circle, Centre and Radii

The imagery of a central point with radii extending from it, belongs to another
category of metaphors and is one which Maximus uses for reconciling oneness and
multiplicity.** As this was a major question in Neoplatonism, it is not surprising that we

find itin Plotinus™ and in Proclus. For example, Proclus in his commentary on Euclid

writes:

Let us conceive the centre among them as a totally unified, undivided, and
steadfast transcendence, the distances from the centre as the processions from this

unity towards infinite plurality according to its potency, and the circumference of
the circle as the reversion towards the centre of those things which have
proceeded.™

After the pagan Neoplatonists we find it twice in Dionysius’ On the Divine Names,*
where the second 1nstance 1s connected with the theme of the logoi. Maximus follows in
this line. In Ambiguum 7, he uses our metaphor to describe the unity of the many logoi

1n the one Logos with reference to Gregory’s problematic phrase ‘we are a portion of
God’.*®

And the many Jlogoi are the one LLogos as bringing them all together according to
the reference and providence which returns and guides the many into the One,
like as into an all-governing principle or a centre which contains the beginnings
of the radi that derive from 1t. Thus, we are and are called "a portion of God’ on
account of the fact that the /logoi of our being pre-exist in God. Again, we are said
to be ‘fallen from above’ because we have not moved 1n accord with the logos
that pre-exists in God and according to which we were created.”’

In Centuries on Theology and the Incarnate Dispensation 11.4, he again refers to the

logoi and their unity in God, but this time in the context of spiritual knowledge.

The centre of a circle is regarded as the indivisible source of all the radu
extending from it; similarly, by means of a certain simple and indivisible act of
spiritual knowledge, the person found worthy to dwell in God will perceive pre-
existing in God all the logoi of created beings.”*

2 See the discussion of this metaphor in Tollefsen, The Christocentric Cosmology, pp. 86-104, and 1n
Gersh, From Iamblichus, pp. 251-253; 72-74. For metaphors describing the unity and diversity of
virtue, see below, ch. 12.

B See Enn. 1.7.1, V.1.11, VI1.4.7, V1.8.18 and VI.9.8.

% Im Eucl. 153.21ff; quotedin Gersh, From lamblichus, p. 74.

25 D.n. 2.5, PTS 33, 129:6-7 and D.n. 5.6, 185:4-11.

% Or.14.7, PG 35, 865C.

2T Ambig. 7, PG 91, 1081C.

2 Cap. theol. 11.4, PG 90, 1125D-1128A, transiation in The Philokalia. The Complete Text, vol. 2,
compiled by St Nikodimos of the Holy Mountain and St Makarios of Connth, edited and translated by
G.E.H. Palmer, Ph. Sherrard, and K. Ware (London: Faber and Faber Ltd, 1981), p. 138.
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This metaphor is also utilized in an ecclesiological context, in connection with the
biblical metaphor of body and members. The fragmenting effect of difference and
diversity of the members of the Church is overcome by the reference and relation of all

to the one source. Maximus, i1n actual fact, adds one more metaphor to the list to
describe the reality of the Church body: the manifold universe, or more precisely, God

as the creator of a manifold universe in which unity, harmony and diversity coexist in

peace.”’

Stone and Colours

Lastly, an entirely different metaphor for discussing simultaneous oneness and
multiplicity can be found 1n one of Maximus’ Christological Letters. Here he
demonstrates how a particular object can be at once one and many, at different levels no
doubt. He takes the example ot a stone, 1n which one can observe different colours, and
concludes that the multiplicity of colours does not make the stone to be many stones.*’

Number neither unites nor divides, 1s his basic rule. Here 1s his argumentation.

When we speak of a two-coloured or five-coloured stone (or of any multi-
coloured one) we do not divide the one stone 1nto two or five stones. Nor do we
sever the colours that exist in the stone one from another, but without confusing
them we indicate their being this many around the stone and in the stone as the
subject. And there neither has come about, nor can be, any division or cutting of
the stone on account of the continuous quantity of colours counted with respect to
it, just as there is no confusion or mingling of the colours on account of the
stone’s being one subject. For this shows the singleness of the subject which the
stone possesses, and the quantity of colours which it has without division.

In a similar way also, the colours of the same stone, as they differ one trom
another i1n respect of quality and [thus] possess quantity, they again have
singleness without confusion by virtue of their constituting by composition the
subject of the stone: the stone remains one and the same, neither being divided by

the quantity of the colours nor confounded by the singleness of the subject. The
stone possesses existence that is defined by different logot, and with respect to one
logos it admits number, with respect to the other it does not.”

2 See Myst. 1, Soteropoulos, 150-154; in particular for the metaphor of circle and radu see 154:4-6.
30 He extendsit to flowers and ammals, too, Ep. 12, PG 91, 476D.
3V Ep. 12, PG 91, 476A-C.



Part 11

TRINITY
3

Monad and Triad

The Principles
IN ORDER f{ully to appreciate St Maximus’ understanding of the Trinity, or Christol-

ogy, 1t 1s important to make clear the basic principles, or ‘rules’ as Maximus calls
them," concerning the key concepts in Byzantine theology, such as essence and hy-
postasis. Although relatively simple these rules are of such an importance that a failure
to give due attention to them will inevitably result in misunderstanding and distorting
not only Maximus’ theology but also that of the whole of the Byzantine tradition. It is
of an equal, if not perhaps even greater, importance not to confuse the patristic notion
of "“person’ (or ‘hypostasis’) with those of the modern times.

By the time of Maximus, within the Chalcedonian tradition to which he adhered,
there had emerged a fairly clearly defined structure of theology with its own terminol-
ogy. The actual story how this emerged 1s long and arduous, but a few glimpses from it
will give us an 1dea of the pninciples and the structure that I wish to highlight here.

The fundamental question 1n both Trinitanan theology and Christology was how to
reconcile simultaneous unity and difference. It Chnist was God and the Father was
God, how, then, could there be only one God and not two Gods, (or even three when
the Holy Spinit was included in the disputes)? And if Christ was both God and man,
how could it be explained that he was one and not two?

Some of the early solutions to the Trinitarian dilemma were attempts to secure unity
in God by compromising the concrete and distinct reality of the Son and the Spirit.
These trends are conventionally gathered under the title monarchianism. One such solu-

tion was promoted by Sabelli<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>