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Introduction

The present study explores the different ways in which St Maximus the
Confessor (580-662) works out a theology of simultaneous union and
distinction. The logic of union and distinction pervades all the major areas
of Maximus’ thought and it is the purpose of this book to present his syn-
thesis in the light of this logic. The fundamental idea, which I shall here call
the principle of simultaneous union and distinction, could be summarized
in the following way: things united remain distinct and without confusion
inan inseparable union. This is the starting point for our investigation. Not
every pattern or idea in Maximus’ thought matches exactly with it (and I
have tried to avoid pushing things too far) but it does express the kind of
architecture of his thought that can be traced in all the major areas of his
theology. If it is borne in mind, in particular when reading some of the
more technical chapters that follow, the actual coherence of the mosaic that
Maximus’ theology as a whole constitutes will become apparent.

While the principle of union and distinction remains the central
theme of this study, I have avoided presenting it as having a single cen-
tre of gravity in Maximus’ theology. And this because Maximus’ theol-
ogy is, as I said, a mosaic. It is a whole, yes—it was, after all, produced
by one person—but it is a theology, or perhaps I should say, simply,
theology (without the article), which was produced in a variety of con-
texts; contexts each of which gives a different twist to the theme. The
principle of union and distinction finds, as it were, different ‘embodi-
ments’ in all the various contexts. That it proves a useful weapon in the
polemic against Severian Monophysitism does not make it less impor-
tant for a rebuttal of Origenism; or again, the fact that Maximus makes
use of this logic in his polemical writings by no means implies that it
has emerged from such engagement only, and that it could thereby not
play a role in, for instance, his exegetical treatises.

Most Maximian scholars since the Second World War have taken it
for granted that the centre of gravity of Maximus’ theology as a whole,
with its characteristic emphasis on a ‘union without confusion, lies
in exploring the deeper mysteries, so to speak, of the Chalcedonian
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Definition'—Hans Urs von Balthasar and Lars Thunberg having set
up the signposts. This ‘mystification’ of Chalcedon is something which
Maximus himself, I think, would have found a little strange, but it also,
as I hope this study will show, places the emphasis of Maximus’ theol-
ogy in the wrong place. It is like taking a photograph of a landscape
while focusing on a nearby signpost: important as the signpost is, it
blurs the view of the landscape. Something similar happens here. If T
were to put it simply: the Chalcedonian Definition is not the unique
great fountainhead of theology and inspiration for Maximus as it has
too often been thought to be. It is clear, of course, that Maximus in his
Christology follows post-Chalcedonian theologians such as Leontius
of Byzantium and Justinian, but it is far less evident that his cosmol-
ogy, for instance, is one inspired by the Chalcedonian Definition; even
if some distant echoes might be heard in some areas. Chalcedon is
important for Maximus no doubt (though, let it be mentioned, he
never quotes verbatim the Definition itself) but it is only a part, rather
than the source, of a far wider and older tradition. It is, as it were, an
‘eddy on the surface of a vast river that flows on majestically, irresist-
ibly, around, beneath, and to either side of it’ (to borrow a metaphor
from Huxley), and one should be careful not to let this one single eddy
dominate over the whole. ‘The existence of the entire river as well as of
the eddy’? is required to have a truthful picture.

This pan-Chalcedonianism, as one might call it, was introduced
into the Maximian scholarship by von Balthasar in his monumental
work the Cosmic Liturgy® where he, in an introductory chapter (I: 3b)
under the subheading ‘Christ and the Synthesis}* sets the path towards
an all-encompassing Chalcedonian synthesis thus:

! dovyydTws, which is one of the four adverbs in the Definition of the Council of
Chalcedon 451 describing the way in which the two natures in Christ are united, is usu-
ally translated as ‘without confusion’.

2 The two quotations are from Aldous Huxley, Music in the Night, and Other Essays
including ‘Vulgarity in Literature’ (London: Chatto & Windus, 1949), 14.

3 Cosmic Liturgy: The Universe According to Maximus the Confessor, translation
and foreword by B. E. Daley (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2003). This is a translation
of the second and revised German edition of 1961: Kosmische Liturgie: Das Weltbild
Maximus’ des Bekenners (Einsiedeln, Trier: Johannes Verlag, 2nd and rev. edn. 1961,
1988%). The work was originally published in 1941. For the first edition I have consulted
the French translation: Liturgie cosmique: Maxime le Confesseur, trans. L. Lhaumet and
H.-A. Prentout (Paris: Aubier, 1947).

4 This can be found in the second and revised edition only (Cosmic Liturgy, 65-73).
Instead, in the first edition (so at least in its French translation) there is an epigraph
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Only in this context does the remarkable, even unique historical role of this
thinker become apparent. The time had come to set forth antiquity’s concep-
tion of the universe in a final, conclusive synthesis. ... And why should not that
decisive christological formulation, seen in its deepest implications, also serve
as the right model for the world? That, at least, is how Maximus understood it.
No one could have done this before Chalcedon, and it took a further two cen-
turies before the implications of Chalcedon had been fully thought through.’

A little later von Balthasar quotes two long paragraphs from the
Mpystagogia® both of which do contain the idea of an unconfused union
but which, frankly, can hardly have anything to do with Chalcedon.
Von Balthasar nevertheless concludes: ‘These texts are enough to
give us a notion of the way in which the Christological formula [of
Chalcedon] expands, for Maximus, into a fundamental law of meta-
physics.” This rather blunt statement would have required a little more
detailed explanation. It is as if this terminology had never existed before
Chalcedon, or outside its Christological penumbra, and as if Maximus
could not have drawn on other sources for this terminology (which
is the more likely option), and as if Chalcedon and a single line of its
Definition remained the only originator of this kind of thinking and
the sole source of inspiration that could provide a metaphysical prin-
ciple for Maximus’ synthesis. All this is too clear-cut, somehow crude
and polished at the same time; and however positively one may think of
Chalcedon, one can only agree with Brian E. Daley who in the foreword
to the English translation of the Cosmic Liturgy reveals something of
the agenda von Balthasar had in mind when writing his oeuvre:

In 1941 and even in 1961° von Balthasar’s concern was to find in the Catholic
dogmatic tradition—in patristic thought, but also in the Thomist tradition,
as seen through the lenses of Joseph Maréchal and Erich Przywara—an intel-
ligent and convincing answer to the seductive call of German idealism to let
the concrete reality of creation dissolve into being nothing more than the
phenomena experienced by the thinking human subject. Even in his reading

at the very beginning of the book (Liturgie cosmique, 5) which states in block capitals:
‘AZYTXYTQX (Council of Chalcedon)’ See also Cosmic Liturgy, 126,161,207, and 275.

5 Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 65—6.

¢ (a) Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 68—69: Myst. 1 (Soteropoulos), 150: 6-52: 10
[= PG 91, 664D—-665C]; (b) Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 70: Myst. 7 (Soteropoulos), 186:
14-23 [= PG 91, 685AB].

7 Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 70.

8 Seen. 3.
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of Maximus, von Balthasar’s questions are the questions of Hegel, and his
answers those of a christologically focused version of the philosophia and
theologia perennis: the real distinction between essence and existence, the
analogies of faith and being, the resolution of the inherent tension between
finite and infinite being in the personal unity of Christ, as expressed in the
formula of the Council of Chalcedon.’

‘Ttis, Daley concludes, ‘clearly a risky business to approach the works
of a thinker from another age and culture with such a clear-cut intel-
lectual and theological agenda.'® If von Balthasar cleared the ground
for the pan-Chalcedonian idea to accommodate a Christological
theologia perennis, then it was Lars Thunberg who—four years after
the publication of the second and revised edition of the Cosmic
Liturgy—in his own classic, the Microcosm and Mediator," built the
house for the idea by setting the whole of Maximus’ thought within a
Chalcedonian, Christological, framework.!? At the very outset of his
exposition, in chapter 1A, ‘the Chalcedonian Heritage and Maximus’
Theology of the Incarnation, Thunberg argues that because the very
core of Maximus’ theology is—as Polycarp Sherwood has very cor-
rectly stated—°the mystery of Christ’** and because of the omnipres-
ence of what Thunberg calls ‘the Chalcedonian key terms’'* in the
Confessor’s works, ‘his dependence upon Chalcedon and its theology),
so Thunberg claims, ‘does not find its most prominent expression in
an intentional repetition of the council’s formula but in a theological
reflection upon its Christological content which thus proves to be deci-
sive in a variety of theological contexts’'> In the immediately follow-
ing chapter, dedicated to cosmology, Thunberg goes on to state that
‘[Maximus’] view of creation is in fact best understood in relation to

° Cosmic Liturgy, 17.

10 Tbid. 18.

1" Microcosm and Mediator: The Theological Anthropology of Maximus the Confessor
(Chicago: Open Court 1995 first published 1965).

12 The ‘Chalcedonian Definition’ theme can be found throughout Thunberg’s work.
Seeibid. 21-2,33-4, 36,48, 173,323,329-31,and 434-5.

13 Ibid. 21. Sherwood makes this point in his St Maximus the Confessor: The Ascetic
Life. The Four Centuries on Charity (ACW 21, New York: Newman Press, 1955), 29
where he also says that ‘the lodestone of all his thought ... was the mystery of the
Incarnation. This is for him the mystery of love’ (91). Thunberg acknowledges this but
his interests lie elsewhere.

14 Microcosm, 21.

15 Tbid. 22; italics mine.
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the central dogma of Chalcedonian Christology: the definition of the
union of the two natures in Christ as without confusion, change, divi-
sion and separation but in mutual communication.’'¢

In the same chapter, Thunberg also examines some of the related
terminology. Interestingly, one of the terms in our title, namely, ‘dis-
tinction’—which is really quite widespread in Maximus,'” as well as in
Gregory of Nyssa and especially in Dionysius the Areopagite—is not
mentioned at all. Possibly, Thunberg did not include it because it was
not in the Chalcedonian Definition and so it did not fit his agenda. But
this is precisely where the problem lies: not everything Maximus says
is an elaboration of the Chalcedonian Definition. In other words, the
Chalcedonian Definition simply cannot be the starting point for an
exposition of Maximus’ theology as a whole.

The mystery of Christ which the Maximus mosaic depicts, and to
which Sherwood was referring, rather than simply being an elabora-
tion of the Definition, is much more that of the transfigured Christ
who becomes the symbol of himself;'® the resurrected Christ who
commands Mary Magdalen not to touch him so as to lead her to him-
self as God;" the Christ who becomes his own image and likeness in
order to point from and through himself as incarnate to himself as
he is in his eternal glory; the Christ who as the recapitulation of the
mystery of love draws all to himself so that through love we might be
united with him and with one another in a union without confusion,
and thus, making manifest the mystery of God’s embodiment in our-
selves, reveal the mystery of deification as the fulfilment of whole of
the divine economy.

Second, the terminology of ‘unconfused union’ has a long history
and Maximus clearly was familiar with this language from a host of
other sources.? The works of the Cappadocians, Cyril of Alexandria?!
and especially Dionysius the Areopagite (who for Maximus was a

16 Ibid. 49. Thunberg pushes things even further when he claims that even the
so-called tantum-quantum formula is ‘obviously’ regarded by Maximus ‘as being the
decisive insight of the Council of Chalcedon’ (ibid. 31).

17 See e.g. Ambig. 41 (PG 91), 1312C; and Ambig. 10.19 (PG 91), 1136B.

8 Cf. Ambig. 10.31c (PG 91),1165D-1168A.

19 Cf. Qu. Theop. (PG 90), 1400B-D; and Ambig. 10. 18 (PG 91),1132CD.
2 See Chapters 1 and 8, here below.

21 See Ch. 8, here below.
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first-century author)? would have been sufficient to provide him with
this language had the Chalcedonian Definition never been written.
And Maximus may have been acquainted, to say the least, with some
of his contemporary Neoplatonic literature also (literature which
teems with this type of language), although this is far more difficult
to prove.

Itshould also be acknowledged that the Monophysites, too,made use
of the language of ‘union without confusion’. (The bone of contention
in the Monophysite controversy was mainly focused on the distinc-
tion between nature and hypostasis.) Von Balthasar was aware of the
Monophysite question but he sweeps the ‘problem’ under the carpet
with a single sentence when he says: ‘But this is either due to unaware-
ness (just as many Lutheran liturgies remain close to the Roman mass)
or is an external adoption of words, without any thoughtful realiza-
tion of their content.’

To summarize this proposal for a refocusing of Maximus’ theology
of union and distinction: ‘yes’ to Chalcedonian Christology, ‘no’ to
pan-Chalcedonianism; ‘yes’ to the language of ‘without confusion’, ‘no’
to its Chalcedonian monopoly.

As to the content of the present study, here is a brief survey. Part I
introduces the logical tools and settings of which Maximus makes use
in his thought, including imagery and metaphors that express a ‘union
without confusion’. These preliminary chapters are there to assist us in
understanding why Maximus theologizes in the way he does, and to see
how union and distinction work in areas where this is not that obvi-
ous. For example, the distinction between the universal and the par-
ticular, or essence and hypostasis, one of the basic tools, is at the heart
of the whole of Maximus’ Trinitarian and Christological thought;
and the logic provided by the Tree of Porphyry, another essential tool,
proves indispensable when grappling with some of Maximus’ insights

2 Tt is intriguing how von Balthasar argues on terminological grounds that
Dionysius was a Chalcedonian: ‘As a thinker, Pseudo-Dionysius is unconditionally
and unexceptionably a Chalcedonian. The terms “unconfused” (fourteen times) and
“inseparable” are not incidental in his vocabulary but are conciously emphasized’
(Cosmic Liturgy, 49-50). Indeed, there are two (!) instances which could well support
the adherence of Dionysius to Chalcedon: D.n. 1.4 (PTS 33), 133; and E.h. 3.11 (PTS
36),91: 12. As for the rest, von Balthasar’s statement simply hangs in the air.

2 Cosmic Liturgy, 50.
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into cosmology, and even with such remote areas as the unity of vir-
tues and the architecture of soul.

Part I embarks on the actual theological journey. After setting
the basic rules of Maximus’ Trinitarian theology and Christology,
there follows a more detailed discussion on the notion of hyposta-
sis. Although this concept has received a fuller development in the
context of Christology, especially in the sixth century, it is discussed
at this point both because it draws heavily on earlier Trinitarian doc-
trine and because its correct understanding is essential for speaking of
Maximus’ theology in general. The reason for discussing the notion of
hypostasis/person in more detail arises from the need to break away
from the current trend to read modern personalist theologies back
into the patristic tradition, and to Maximus in particular. A closer
reading, I argue, reveals a rather different picture from what one might
expect on the basis of contemporary personalist interpretations.

Maximus’ Trinitarian theology achieves a very careful balance of
Monad and Triad based on the distinction between the universal and
the particular which the Cappadocians began to implement in this
context in the fourth century. Maximus is, however, very careful in
keeping the Trinity at a safe distance from logical categories: these are
applied to God only ‘in a manner of speaking), that is, by analogy. At
the end of part one, there follows a chapter on spirituality? as a corol-
lary to Maximus’ theology of Monad-in-Triad culminating in the real-
ization of the imago Trinitatis in the soul of the deified person.

With Part III 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; he is one hypostasis in
two natures. Unity goes with the hypostasis, that is, the particular,
and difference goes with the natures, that is, the universal. This is the
fundamental pattern. Activities and wills belong to the realm of the
universal or the natural, as Maximus argues, and thus his dyophysite
Christology 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, and are united in a way which allows

24 This is an account limited to the study of texts with Trinitarian content only.
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them to retain their wholeness as natures, natural wills, and activities:
they are united ‘without separation and without confusion’

With Part IV a different kind of thinking is encountered. Three
successive chapters expound aspects of unity and differentiation in
the universe, the Church and Scripture. The common denominator
in all these areas is God’s being the principle of unity behind the
multiplicity. The contingent functions as a prism which makes the
divine accessible to human beings; just as a prism which refracting
the unified white light makes it visible and multicoloured to the eye.
There is movement, a dynamic, in a perspective of eschatological
fulfilment, from and through the multiplicity of the visible things to
the unity of the invisible.

The first one of these three chapters discusses the connection
between God and creation which in Maximus’ view is a kind of union
and distinction through the logoi of beings. This is a form of par-
ticipation which, although it draws on Neoplatonic language, is sig-
nificantly different from it. In Maximus’ understanding of the cosmos,
there is immanence but not emanation; there is God’s 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, which
is strongly reminiscent of Plotinus’ theory of the Universal Intellect.
A reflection of the unconfused union of the logoi can be seen in the
harmony of the universe itself. This is another kind of simultaneous
union and distinction where wholes and parts through God’s provi-
dence and judgement make up a harmonious manifold.

The following chapter discusses the Church as forming a harmo-
nious 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 like the uni-
verse, 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—a unification which is realized within the
Eucharistic Liturgy as an image and foretaste of the kingdom of the
age to come.

With Scripture, examined in the next chapter, the pattern becomes
less obvious. The simile of light refracted through a prism, perhaps,
best describes this pattern. Here, the letter and the contingent is
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bound to multiplicity. Unity lies in the Logos who is behind the indi-
vidual words of Scripture. Realizing the transparency of the words
and syllables, their unity in the one Logos becomes apparent. This,
however, entails an entire process of spiritual endeavour, a process of
turning every type and symbol (whether in Scripture, the universe,
or the senses) into vehicles which carry the person from the fluctuat-
ing reality of the present age to the unified truth of the age to come.
Both cosmology and scriptural interpretation find their true expres-
sion in the transformation of the human person in the image and
likeness of God.

Finally, Part V discusses some particular aspects of Maximus’
spirituality: the unity of virtue and of the commandments; and the
fragmentation and unification of humanity. 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 in 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 human kind as a whole and of
the individual soul. Here confusion is understood as an unhealthy
kind of union of the mind with the irrational parts of the soul and
with 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 constituted 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 the principle of union and
distinction features in Maximus theology, it could be argued that
simultaneous union and distinction is nothing less than the principle
of truth of all reality in Maximus’ thought, the content of what he calls
the logos of truth. But whether that is too much to say is a question left
to the reader to decide.

Translations of Maximus’ texts are to a large extent my own. I have
quoted some unpublished translations by Pauline Allen and Adam
Cooper by their kind permission. I have freely made use of the existing
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English translations listed in the bibliography, including some extracts
translated in monographs and articles by various people (such as Paul
Blowers, Brian E. Daley, Stephen Gersh, and Norman Russell). Only
where I have adopted a translation verbatim, or with some minor
changes, have I acknowledged the source. I have followed the same
principle with respect to all the other translations. The sole excep-
tion 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. This is 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, paragraph,
or the treatise itself. Note that 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 (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1961) and H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, H. S. Jones,
and R. McKenzie (eds.), A Greek—English Lexicon, With a Supplement
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1940°, supplement 1968).
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BACKGROUND

In all probability, St Maximus was born in 580 in Constantinople.
We encounter him for the first time as a high-ranking official in
the Byzantine court where he worked as the head of the Imperial
Chancellery' during Heraclius’ reign from 610 onwards. He left his
post some three years later to enter a monastery in the vicinity of the
capital city. Having spent a decade there he moved to another mon-
astery, this time in the peninsula of Cyzicus (modern Kapidag, on
the southern shore of the sea of Marmara) where again he left under
the pressure of the Persian invasion. Passing through Crete (and
possibly Cyprus) he finally settled in a monastery near Carthage in
North Africa. During the fifteen years of his sojourn there he car-
ried out much of his literary activity. Later, his involvement in the
Monothelite controversy took him to Rome where, together with
Pope Martin I, he played a central role in the preparations of the
Lateran Council of 649, which condemned the Monothelite and
Monenergist heresies. This eventually led to Maximus’ own con-
demnation by the imperial authorities in Constantinople in 655,
but it was not until seven years later when his final condemnation

! See Andrew Louth, Maximus the Confessor (London: Routledge, 1996), 5. Although
it is very likely that Maximus was the head of the Chancellery, it is improbable that
his title was protoasekretis, since this title only emerged in the middle of eighth cen-
tury. It seems, therefore, to have been given to Maximus anachronistically. See Andreas
Goutziokostas, H e£é\ién Tov feopod Twv donkpiiTis kaw Tov mpwToaonkpiiTis oTo mAaloto
TN avTokpaTopuks ypauparelas, in Byzantina, 23 (Thessaloniki, 2002-3), 73-6.
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was carried into effect and Maximus was mutilated and exiled to
the fortress of Schemaris? east of the Black Sea in Lazica (present-
day Georgia).> He died soon after that, on 13 August 662, having
reached a ripe 82 years of age.* In the vicinity of the site, a monastery
dedicated to the Confessor kept the memory of the saint alive. It was
still functioning in the eighteenth century® and whatever the state
of the monastery is today, modern Georgians continue to consider
Maximus as one of their own.

The Tradition

The years of his secular and monastic formation gave Maximus the oppor-
tunity to read extensively in the Church Fathers,® but also in philosophy
and history. He is very well versed in such authors as Gregory Nazianzen,”

2 Tsikhe-Muris, in modern Lechkumi near Tsageri in Western Georgia.

3 For the place names and a map see the introduction of Pauline Allen and Bronwen
Neil to their Scripta saeculi vii vitam Maximi Confessoris illustrantia, with a Latin trans-
lation by Anastasius Bibliothecarius (CCSG 39, Turnhout: Brepols, 1999), xliv—xlix.

* For the latest discussion on Maximus’ life see Bronwen Neil and Pauline Allen
(eds. and trans.), The Life of Maximus the Confessor: Recension 3 (ECS 6, Strathfield,
Australia: St Paul’s Publications, 2003). The Syriac Life of Maximus, which is a kind of
anti-Maximian propaganda pamphlet of Maronite provenance, gives a rather different
picture of Maximus. The Maronites maintained, adamantly, the Monothelite doctrine
and they regarded Maximus as the originator of the Dyothelite doctrine calling it the
heresy of the Maximianists. This vita presents Maximus as the hydra of heresies. Most
importantly he is seen as the source of the ‘pernicious belief” of the Dyothelites which
he malevolently instigated throughout the empire, ‘ensnaring’ even the pope of Rome,
for which reason ‘the wrath of God [in the form of the Arab invasion] punished every
place that had accepted his error’. See Sebastian Brock, ‘An Early Syriac Life of Maximus
the Confessor’, in Analecta Bollandiana, 91 (1973), 299-346 [= Syriac Perspectives on
Late Antiquity (London: Variorum Reprints, 1984), XII].

> See George Berthold’s introduction to his Maximus Confessor: Selected Writings,
introduction by J. Pelikan (The Classics of Western Spirituality, Mahwah, NJ: Paulist
Press, 1985), 31 n. 32.

¢ For the importance of the biblical, patristic, and conciliar tradition for Maximus
see Jaroslav Pelikan, ‘“Council or Father or Scripture”: The Concept of Authority in
the Theology of Maximus Confessor’, in The Heritage of the Early Church: Essays in
Honor of the Very Reverend Georges Vasilievich Florovsky (OCA 195, Rome: Pontificium
Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1973), 277-88.

7 One of his major works, the Ambigua, is a series of interpretations of passages
from Gregory Nazianzen (except one which is from Dionysius the Areopagite).
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Dionysius the Areopagite,® and Evagrius of Pontus.’ Also the other
two Cappadocians, Gregory of Nyssa and Basil the Great,!° as well as
Leontius of Byzantium, Cyril of Alexandria,'" Clement of Alexandria, '
Nemesius of Emesa'® and Origen,'* to mention some of the most
important ones, feature in his work. But also spiritual writers, such as,
Macarius/Symeon,'* Mark the Ascetic'® and Diadochus of Photike!”
have left their mark on him.

8 The Scholia on the Corpus Areopagiticum, sometime attributed to Maximus,
are for the most part the work of a sixth-century commentator John of Scythopolis,
and owe very little, if anything, to Maximus. See Hans Urs von Balthasar, ‘The
Problem of the Scholia to Pseudo-Dionysius) in Cosmic Liturgy, 359—87; Beate Regina
Suchla, ‘Die Uberlieferung von Prolog und Scholien des Johannes von Skythopolis
zum Griechischen Corpus Dionysiacum Areopagiticum), SP 18/2 (1989), 79-83; and
Paul Rorem and John C. Lamoreaux, John of Scythopolis and the Dionysian Corpus:
Annotating the Areopagite (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998). However, Dionysius’ influ-
ence comes through in much of Maximus’ authentic work, not least in the Ambigua.
On the influence of Dionysius on Maximus see Andrew Louth, ‘St Denys the Areopagite
and St Maximus the Confessor: A Question of Influence’, SP 27 (1993), 166—74; and
Enzo Bellini, ‘Maxime interprete de pseudo-Denys I’ Areopagita), in Symposium, 37—49.

9 See M. Viller, ‘Aux sources de la spiritualité de S. Maxime: les ceuvres d’Evagre le
Pontique, RAM 11 (1930), 156-84, 23868, 331-6; George C. Berthold, ‘History and
Exegesis in Evagrius and Maximus), in Origeniana Quarta (Innsbruck, 1987), 390-404;
and Irénée-Henri Dalmais, ‘UHéritage évagrien dans la syntheése de saint Maxime le
Confesseur’, SP 8 (TU 93, 1966), 356—62.

10 George C. Berthold, ‘The Cappadocian Roots of Maximus the Confessor’, in
Symposium, 51-9.

1 Seee.g. Ep. 12-18 (PG 91), 460A—-589B.

12 See e.g. Ambig.7 (PG 91), 1085A.

13 Nemesius’ influence is particularly noticeable in Ambig. 10 (PG 91), 1105C—
1205C; see Louth, Maximus, 45, 205-12.

14 See e.g. Paul M. Blowers, ‘The Anagogical Imagination: Maximus the Confessor
and the Legacy of Origenian Hermeneutics’, in Origeniana Sexta (Leuven, 1995),
639-54; id., ‘The Logology of Maximus the Confessor in his Criticism of Origenism,
in Origeniana Quinta (Leuven, 1992), 570-6; and Polycarp Sherwood, The Earlier
Ambigua of Saint Maximus the Confessor and his Refutation of Origenism (Studia
Anselmiana 36, Rome: Orbis Catholicus, Herber, 1955).

15 See Marcus Plested, The Macarian Legacy: The Place of Macarius-Symeon in the
Eastern Christian Tradition (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 213-54. See also
Opusc.7 (PG 91),69C; Qu. Thal. 62: 331 (CCSG 22), 135; and Louth, Maximus, 25.

16 See the introduction to Paul M. Blowers and Robert Louis Wilken, St Maximus
the Confessor: The Cosmic Mystery of Christ. Selected Writings, introd. P. Blowers
(Crestwood, NY: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2003), 40.

17 Edouard des Places, ‘Maxime le Confesseur et Diadoque de Photicé’, in
Symposium, 29-35.
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Maximus, of course, learned not only through reading but also
directly from his mentors. As such he explicitly mentions Sophronius®
whom he must have met in North Africa sometime in the early
630s, that is, after his departure from Cyzicus and before 634 when
Sophronius was elected patriarch of Jerusalem.' He also mentions ‘a
certain great elder’ (in the Mystagogia),? ‘a blessed elder’ or ‘a wise
elder’ (in the Ambigua ad Iohannem),? and ‘a devout monk’ (in the
Opuscula)? whom he apparently regarded as a great authority in mat-
ters of theology and spiritual life. These three may or may not be one
and the same person, and whether he (or any one of them) should be
identified with Sophronius is still an open question. Be that as it may,
living tradition was for Maximus a true source of authentic theology.
Good examples demonstrating this are his treatise on the Eucharistic
liturgy, the Mystagogia, and the definition of natural will of the ‘devout
monk’ found in Opusculum 16 and reproduced in Opusculum 1.2

What seem to be Neoplatonic trends in Maximus are almost invari-
ably themes which reach him filtered through the Fathers; Dionysius,
Clement, and Cyril of Alexandria come to mind in the first place. It is

8 See Ep. 13 (PG 91), 533A.

9 See Louth, Maximus, 4-5.

2 Mpyst. pro. (Soteropoulos), 140: 10 and 146: 1 [= PG 91, 657C and 661B]; and
Myst. 24 (Soteropoulos), 222: 5 [= PG 91,701D].

2 Ambig. 43 (PG 91), 1349B.

2 Ambig. 28-9 (PG 91), 1272BD. There are a number of other references in the
Ambigua: see Theodor Nikolaou, ‘Zur Identitit des Maxdpios I'épwy in der Mystagogia
von Maximos dem Bekenner, OCP 49 (1983), 415-16.

2 Opusc. 16 (PG91), 185D, 192D, 196A.

2 (PG 91), 185D and 12C. John D. Madden in his article “The Authenticity of Early
Definitions of Will (thelésis)’, in Symposium, 61-79, argues on the basis of Opusc.
26 (PG 91, 276A-280B) that Maximus is found guilty of fabricating a number of
definitions of will attributed to ancient authors. Madden’s argumentation might have
some strength were it not based solely on this Opusculum for the simple reason that
its authenticity, as he himself gives perfect reasons to believe (63), lies on very thin
grounds. Instead, in treatises whose authenticity is beyond doubt, namely Opusc. 16
and 1, Maximus attributes the definition of will to a ‘devout monk’, or reproduces it
without any indication as to its provenance; while in the Disputatio cum Pyrrho, when
discussing some of the finer points, he refers to Diadochus of Photike (PG 91, 301C)
and Clement of Alexandria (317C) for authority—in this case the Clement quota-
tion does seem to suffer from lack of authenticity. When considered from this angle,
Madden’s article only strengthens the argument against the Maximian authorship of
Opusc. 26 and, by the same token, highlights the importance of ‘the devout monk’ for
Maximus, as well as—the point the article wants to make in conclusion—the contribu-
tion Maximus had in the development of the theology of will.
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unlikely, although not impossible, that Maximus had read any such
authors as Plotinus, lamblichus, or Damascius.? Yet, at first read-
ing 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.
In general, principles such 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.

The Neoplatonic Aristotelian Commentaries

There is, however, a philosophical tradition which stands out in
Maximus’ works, that of the Neoplatonic Aristotelian commentar-
ies,? a tradition Maximus knew directly.?” Unlike Boethius or Abelard
in the Latin-speaking world,? or indeed the fifteenth-century Greek
patriarch Gennadius Scholarius,? Maximus was not an Aristotelian

2 The thesis of Pascal Mueller-Jourdan, Typologie spatio-temporelle de I'ecclesia
byzantine: la Mystagogie, de Maxime le Confesseur dans la culture philosophique de
PAntiquité tardive (Ph.D. thesis, Fribourg University, 2003) makes a significant step
towards establishing concrete links between Maximus and the Neoplatonists.

2% For general surveys on this tradition, see Richard Sorabji (ed.), Aristotle
Transformed: The Ancient Commentators and their Influence (London: Duckworth,
1990); Klaus Oehler, ‘Aristotle in Byzantium), Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies,
5(1964), 133-46; Linos G. Benakis, ‘Commentaries and Commentators on the
Logical Works of Aristotle in Byzantium’, in R. Claussen and R. Daube-Schackat
(eds.), Gedankenzeichen: Festschrift fiir Klaus Oehler zum 60. Geburtstag, (Tiibingen:
Stauffenburg Verlag, 1988), 3-12; and L. G. Westerink’s introduction to Prolégomeénes
a la philosophie de Platon, ed. L. G. Westerink and trans. into French by J. Trouillard
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1990).

77 See Mueller-Jourdan, Typologie spatio-temporelle, 47-50.

% Seee.g.ch.3,The oldlogic’ in The Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy:
From the Rediscovery of Aristotle to the Disintegration of Scholasticism 1100-1600, ed.
N. Kretzmann, A. Kenny, J. Pinborg, and E. Stump (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1982),99-157.

» Much of his work consists of translations of Abelard and Aquinas. See Gennade
Scholarios, Qeuvres completes, vols. vi and viii, ed. L. Petit, X. A. Siderides, and M. Jugie
(Paris: Maison de la Bonne Presse, 1933 and 1936).
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commentator himself. He, nevertheless, was acquainted with this tra-
dition 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
Aristotelian commentators, but the theological one of the Fathers. In
Opusculum 21, in which he discusses the notions of property, quality,
and difference, Maximus makes a point characteristic of his stance:

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

Clearly, Maximus knew what the ‘philosophers’ were saying,
although he abstains from expounding their doctrine. The philosoph-
ical tradition I am referring to here was inaugurated in the third cen-
tury by Porphyry in the form of an introduction to logic (known as the
Isagoge)* and commentaries on the Organon. These texts were taught
and new commentaries continued to 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 these commentators, Stephen of Alexandria, presents a
more immediate interest to us since he is the only one who was still alive

% Opusc.21 (PG91),248BC.

31 The title is the Latin transliteration of the Greek original meaning ‘introduction’.

32 On the date of the closing of the Academy at Athens see H. J. Blumenthal, ‘529 and
its Sequel: What Happened to the Academy?’, Byzantion, 48/2 (1978), 369—85.

3 See Richard Sorabji, ‘The Ancient Commentators on Aristotle’, in Aristotle
Transformed, 14; L. G. Westerink, ‘Elias on the Prior Analytics, Mnemosyne, ser. 4, vol.
14 (1961), 126-33; and id., ‘The Alexandrian Commentators and the Introductions to
their Commentaries) in Aristotle Transformed, 338—41.

3 H.-D. Saffrey, ‘Le Chrétien Jean Philopon et la survivance de I'école d’Alexandrie
au VIesiecle, REG 67 (1954), 396-410.

3 David’s works were translated into Armenian at an early stage and they played
an important role in introducing this tradition to the Armenian speaking world. See
Avedis K. Sanjian (ed.), David Anhaght’: The Invincible Philosopher (Atlanta, Ga.:
Scholars Press, 1986).
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and actively teaching in the early seventh century. (He died sometime
after 610.) He has been identified also with Stephen of Athens, Stephen
the Sophist (mentioned by John Moschus), and Pseudo-Elias.*
Stephen was summoned by the Emperor Heraclius to teach philosophy
in the capital at a time when Maximus was still in office at the imperial
court. We also know this same Stephen from a Christological contro-
versy which took place within the Jacobite community and was caused
by his opinions on ‘difference’ and ‘nature, with the result that two of his
students converted to Chalcedonian orthodoxy.*”

It is very likely that Maximus knew Stephen, but whether Maximus
actually studied with him or read his works is again a question far
more difficult to answer. He quite certainly knew the kind of material
Stephen was teaching, and Maximus’ argumentation against Severan
Monophysitism is strongly reminiscent of that of Stephen and his
disciples.

GENUS AND SPECIES

I shall now turn to examine some of the logical tools Maximus makes
use of in his works, beginning with Porphyry and his famous ‘Tree’.

36 This has been argued by Wanda Wolska-Conus in her ground-breaking article,
‘Stéphanos d’Athenes et Stéphanos d’Alexandrie: essai d’identification et de biographie),
REB 47 (1989), 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’, JOB 40 (1990), 107-28. See also Karl-Heinz Uthemann, ‘Stephanos von
Alexandrien und die Konversion des Jakobiten Probos, des Spiteren Metropoliten
von Chalcedon: Ein Beitrag zur Rolle der Philosophie in der Kontroverstheologie des 6.
Jahrhunderts), in After Chalcedon, 381-99. If Stephen and Pseudo-Elias are indeed one and
the same person then also the following two items will be of interest: Pseudo-Elias (Pseudo-
David), Lectures on Porphyry’s Isagoge, introd. and ed. L. G. Westerink (Amsterdam: North-
Holland Publishing Company, 1967); and H. J. Blumenthal, ‘Pseudo-Elias and the Isagoge
Commentaries again, RMPh 124 (1981), 188-92. 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 Arménie et dansle monde byzantin: d’aprésle “K’nnikon” d’Anania
Sirakac’t, Travaux et mémoires, 10 (1987), 159-206.

37 See Albert van Roey, ‘Une controverse christologique sous le patriarcat de Pierre
de Callinique’, in Symposium Syriacum 1976 (OCA 205, Rome: Pontificium Institutum
Orientalium Studiorum, 1978), 349-57; and here below, Ch. 6: ‘A Sixth-century
Controversy over Natural Difference’.
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Porphyry (a third-century Phoenician erudite, student and biogra-
pher of Plotinus, editor of his Enneads, and a heavyweight opponent
of Christianity),* with his above-mentioned short treatise entitled the
Isagoge, wants to furnish his reader with the necessary means needed
for studying logic in the Peripatetic tradition. Porphyry does this by
discussing what later became known as the ‘five terms’: genus, differ-
ence, species, property, and accident. Out of these five terms the first
and the third, that is, 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 is not Porphyry’s own idea,
but it does convey in a tangible way the idea of hierarchy of predica-
tion which Porphyry presents in his treatise. The Porphyrian Tree
was drawn, not as the ramifications of branches into twigs of an oak
tree, but as a subordinate succession of branches ending with the
roots as with a spruce tree, the left-hand-side and the right-hand-side
branches representing the contrasting elements of each subdivision.*
After all, the individual things that are being predicated with the help
of this structure lie right at the end of the last subdivision. (Maximus
is explicit about the fact that reality consists of particulars, and that
if all the particulars are destroyed, the universals are destroyed with
them.)*

In whatever way one wishes to picture this tree, in terms of logic
what is generic is at the top and what is specific is at the bottom. At the
very top, then, there is what Porphyry calls the ‘most generic genus’.
This ‘most generic genus’ is divided or differentiated by ‘dividing/con-
stitutive differences’ into species. The same differences are called both
‘dividing} because they divide the genus into species, and ‘constitutive’,

3% See, for example, Robert Louis Wilken, The Christians as the Romans Saw Them
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 20032, first published in 1984), 126-63.

3 CAG 4/1. See Jonathan Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
2003) which includes a translation and an extensive commentary on the Isagoge. On
Maximus and the Isagoge see the discussion of Torstein Tollefsen in his thesis, The
Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Confessor: A Study of his Metaphysical
Principles (Oslo: Unipub forlag, 2000), 104-34; and Ch. 9: “The Universe and the Tree
of Porphyry’, here below.

4 See Barnes, Porphyry, 110. 4 See Ambig. 10.42 (PG 91), 1189CD.
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because they are the particular ingredient that makes the species what
they are qua species. Every species which has other species subordinate
to it is by the same token regarded as a genus. Thus all the intermedi-
ary 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 is that the
higher ones, that is, the more generic ones, are predicated of the lower
ones, and never the reverse. Another similar 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 the spe-
cies ‘cat’ or ‘elephant’, for example, belong to the genus ‘living being
Thus the genus ‘living being’ includes and is 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, is 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 uni-
versal things do not relate conversely to the particular, or the genera to the
species, or the common to the individual, or, in sum, the containing to the
contained.®

Difference

One of the five terms particularly rich in the Isagoge* is the notion
of ‘difference’, and of the several kinds of difference Porphyry

2 Ambig. 17 (PG91),1225BC.
# See Isag. 3a: 13 ff. (CAG 4/1), 8-12. There is a diagram in Barnes, Porphyry, 168;
and in Tollefsen, The Christocentric Cosmology, 126 n.417.
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expounds the one which seems to have the greatest importance
for theology is what is called the ‘‘diairara-difference’ or ‘the most
specific* difference’. This is a difference which makes a difference in
species. In Porphyry’s terms it makes something ¢Ado,* and dAlo, as is
well known, is a technical term central to the Cappadocian theology.

This raises the question of a possible patristic interpretation of the
‘dwairara-difference’ Is there an expression in the patristic tradition
denoting a difference constitutive of a particular nature that would
correspond to this notion? A Byzantine logic handbook* (dating just
after Maximus) would suggest that there is. The unknown author of
the compendium writes: ‘“Difference” is a logos in accordance with
which the substrata differ one from another, and which is indicative
of the “how it is”, in other words, it is indicative of the flesh being by
nature and essence what it is’4” The author, then, clarifies which differ-
ence it is that he is speaking of: ‘Difference is what is called i8.airara
by the philosophers, which also is essential.’

This confirms two things. First, that the (Stairara-difference
(one of the many in the Neoplatonic school) was indeed identified
with the ‘essential difference’ of the Christian theology; and sec-
ond, as a consequence of the first, that the ‘species’ (eZ8os), and more
precisely ‘the most specific species’, of the Aristotelian commentar-
ies corresponds to the notion of ‘essence’ or ‘nature’ in Byzantine

# Although this is an adverb in the original, I have rendered it as an adjective. Barnes
translates it as ‘most proper(ly)’ (Porphyry, 155).

4 Isag.3a:26 (CAG 14/1),8.

4 Mossman Roueché, ‘Middle Byzantine Handbook of Logic Terminology’, JOB
29 (1980), 71-98. This and a number of other short texts published by Roueché in
‘Byzantine Philosophical Texts of the Seventh Century’, JOB 23 (1974), 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 written by Maximus himself, they
nevertheless remain notebook summaries of the Isagoge, of Aristotle’s categories, and
of some other logical works, with a very few comments.

Y7 “Siadopd o7t Adyos, kal 6v dAAMjAwy Stadépel Ta Smorelpeva, kal ToT @S elval
37))\(4)71;(63‘ ToUTEOTL TO €lvat T”}]V deka T (ﬁzﬁa’ﬂ Kal ki) oﬁo[q (;ﬂép éotlv” (Deﬁnitions:
37-8, Roueché 1980,91).

4 Definitions: 40—1 (Roueché 1980), 91. There is a similar case in the seventh-
century Doctrina patrum 33 (Diekamp), 255: 8-10.
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theology.* All this features strongly in the Christological debates of
the sixth and seventh centuries.*

Maximus is also aware of the patristic usage of ‘constitutive dif-
ference’ and we find Maximus himself using it at least once.*! In
Opusculum 21, already referred to, he points out that ‘the Fathers say
that “difference” is constitutive and defining of beings, whence also
they name it thus, calling it a “constitutive difference”’2

In the same Opusculum, Maximus summarizes the patristic inter-
pretation of the terms ‘quality’, ‘property’ and ‘difference’. He regards
them as virtually synonymous, making only some very fine points as
to how they differ.

Consequently, the Fathers say that these, I mean ‘quality’, ‘property’ and ‘dif-
ference), are identical one with another, and that they hold the logos of acci-
dents, but not that of a substratum, that is 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, is without quality—Dbeings are
not incomparable—or without form; and in the sense that ‘property’ is more
particular, as it is said of a certain essence and not of every essence. It is 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 Christian doctrine. The first is the distinction
between essential and hypostatic differences. (In Porphyry, there is the
distinction between species and individual, but in the Isagoge he deals
mainly 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 is, [for instance],

4 Lambros Ch. Siasos makes the same observation in relation to John Damascene’s
Dialectica. See his ITatepuy) kpiricn iis ptdocodirijs wedddov (Thessalonica: [Tovpvapds,
1989),47 where he gives two elucidating diagrams. See also Doctrina patrum6.17 (Diekamp),
42: 10-13; and Maximus, Qu. Thal. 13: 22-3 (CCSG 7), 95: “ototadns kat’ eldos Stapopd”s
and Qu. Thal. 60: 15 (CCSG 22), 73: “kara. ¢pvow odowndns daopd”. Maximus, though,
seems to make a very fine distinction between ousia and eidos. See Ep. 12 (PG 91),488BC.

% Cf. Maximus, Ep. 12 (PG 91), 469AB.

31 See Ambig. 25 (PG 91), 1264D. 2 Opusc.21 (PG91),248C.

3 Opusc.21 (PG91),249BC. 5 Isag.4a (CAG 4/1),13.
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being snub-nosed or hook-nosed, and that of a particular horse, being dap-
ple-grey or chestnut. Similarly, ‘quality’ is considered in all the other created
essences and hypostases, commonly and individually, that is, in general and
in particular, and by it the difference, that exists between species and between
individuals, is made known, as it clarifies the truth of things.*>

The second distinction is that between the created and the uncreated,
and the question that arises here when discussing Porphyrian logic
in relation to theology is, can these logical concepts be applied to the
uncreated God? Maximus qualifies his position by saying that quali-
ties or differences are applied ‘in a proper sense’ to the created order
but to God only ‘in a manner of speaking’ (karaypyorikis).

Now, with regards to the uncreated and monarchic nature, ‘quality’ cannot
be said, properly speaking—if at all. For the divine is not out of an essence
and accidents, since it would [in such case] be created, being composite and
compounded of these. Instead, ‘quality’ is made use of, with regards to the
divine, in a manner of speaking (karaypnorikds) and to the extent we are
able to conjecture what is beyond us from what is 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 if only in some measure and not
completely.*

He, then, enumerates the essential and hypostatic differences of God,
even if applied 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 Spirit, 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
amanner of speaking to God.>

3 Opusc.21 (PG 91),248C-249A. 6 Opusc.21 (PG 91),249A.

57 The text has it in the singular.

58 Opusc. 21 (PG 91), 249AB. I have not regarded the marginal note inserted in the
Migne edition (249B9) as part of the authentic text.
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Porphyrian logic is, then, made use of by Maximus but with caution
and with modifications.

THE UNIVERSAL AND THE PARTICULAR

The distinctions referred to in the last quotation bring us to one of
the most fundamental principles in Maximus’ theology: the distinc-
tion between the universal (76 xowdv) and the particular (76 {Scov).
Maximus derives his understanding of the universal (or common) and
the particular from the Cappadocian Fathers following their theologi-
cal distinction between essence and hypostasis. In Letter 15, Maximus
writes: ‘Common and universal, that is 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’* In the sequel,
Maximus quotes a whole sequence of texts from the Cappadocians
illustrating this principle.

The question that arises is, 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 cre-
ated natures differ according to hypostasis, not according to nature:

Beings 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 one from
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 (efdos) and in
genus (yévos).*

Porphyry’s logic is lurking at the back here. As we saw above, Maximus
is reluctant to apply such logical categories to God; they apply only
by analogy. Here he only just dares to attribute to God the distinc-
tion between the universal and the particular, or better that between

% Ep.15 (PG 91), 545A. & Ep.15 (PG 91),549C.
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essence and hypostasis, and 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 is 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 recog-
nize 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
is a Monad in Triad and a Triad in Monad:® Father, Son and Holy Spirit, one
God.®

How Aristotelian this understanding of the universal and the par-
ticular is, is not the question to ask in relation to Maximus. For him
it is a Christian formulation concerning questions in Christian theol-
ogy; a theology which makes use of commonly accepted terminology.
Having said that, it should be noted that Maximus never speaks in
terms of the first and the second ousia of Aristotle’s Categories.

Logos and Tropos

An extension of the universal and the particular is the pair logos—
tropos. The Cappadocian distinction between the logos of nature and
the tropos of existence within the Trinitarian theology is well known
and needs no further comment. In Maximus’ thought, however, the
pair obtains a very wide-ranging usage. It is there in the Trinitarian
theology as well as in Christology, including the question of activity
and will, 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.

Tropos often expresses the individual aspect, that which differenti-
ates the particular from the general, while logos stands for the universal.
With rational beings endowed with free will, this differentiation can

6 See Ep. 15 (PG 91), 545AB.

62 jiovds év Tptddt kal Tpuds év povddi. An alternative translation would be ‘a Unity in
Trinity and a Trinity in Unity’.

% Ep.15 (PG 91),549CD-552A.
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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 tropoi 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 misleading to take tropos as a straightforward
synonym of tropos hyparxeds. This becomes more evident when speak-
ing of tropos more ‘ontologically’, for example, in the context of the Fall
and restoration where the tropos represents the state or the condition of
a nature. The renewing effect of the Incarnation on humanity, and in
particular with respect to virgin birth, is seen to take pla