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Abstract

This thesis is an exposition of Maximus the Confessor’s (580-662 AD)
understanding of temporality. Maximus the Confessor’s theology constitutes a
philosophical ‘system’, a philosophical Weltanschauung with a particularly
unique ontology. Primarily to this philosophical vision owes Maximus the
recognition that he has achieved in recent decades as one of the greatest ‘Byzan-
tine’ thinkers. (Furthermore, he has been widely acknowledged as a Church Fa-
ther that unites East and West.) There is neither a systematic treatment on the
subject of time by Maximus nor an articulated ‘theory of time’ in his works.
However, scattered remarks on time can be traced in his writings; remarks that
point to a unique and distinct understanding of temporality’s nature. In attempt-
ing to reconstruct this Maximian theory of time, we are primarily relying on two
sources: (a) The Aristotelian philosophy of motion and time that Maximus used
as the basis in order to accomplish a radical innovation thereof, and (b) contem-
porary readings of Maximus, mostly by Christos Yannaras (and John Zizioulas),
as well as contemporary philosophical systems that were developed implicitly on
an Maximian background. With the latter, we are referring to Christos Yannaras’
critical and relational ontology, which will serve as a hermeneutic tool and a
contemporary perspective in our approach of Maximus the Confessor’s
Gedankenwelt. After examining Maximus’ life and works, we provide an over-
view of the secondary literature concerning Maximian scholarship and ‘Byzan-
tine’ philosophy. Following an overview of the ecclesial Weltanschauung in
which Maximus operates and writes (and, in particular, of the apophatic nature
of this tradition of thought), we introduce the reader to Maximus’ ontology and
to the importance of the created/uncreated distinction in it, as well as to elements
of his philosophical anthropology. Subsequently, we use Christos Yannaras’ crit-
ical and relational ontology as a potent tool provided by a contemporary
‘Maximian commentator’ in order to understand and explicate Maximus the
Confessor’s philosophy and we then proceed to Maximus’ doctrine of the Adyot
of beings, i.e. of ontology as a dialogical reciprocity. Ensuing an introduction to
the Aristotelian theory of motion and time, we proceed to unfold Maximus’ radi-
cal innovation thereof, Maximus’ own theory of motion as returning motion and
to his understanding of time (ypdvoc) as a spatiotemporal continuum. Our con-
clusion is that Maximus acknowledges three distinct modes of temporality, i.e.
time (ypovoc), the Aeon (aimv) and the radical transformation of temporality and
motion in the ever-moving repose (otdoig dewkivnrog). With these three distinct
modes of temporality, a unique Maximian theory of time can be reconstructed. In
this theory, time is not merely measuring ontological motion, but it rather
measures a relationship, the consummation of which effects the transformation
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of time into a dimensionless present devoid of temporal, spatial and generally
ontological distance — thereby manifesting a perfect communion-in-otherness.
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Zusammenfassung

Gegenstand dieser Untersuchung ist die Zeitauffassung Maximus’ des
Bekenners (580-662 n. Chr.). Das theologische Denken Maximus’ des Beken-
ners ist als ein philosophisches ,System’ zu lesen, als eine philosophi-
sche Weltanschauung mit einer herausragenden Ontologie, auf deren Grundlage
Maximus in neuerer Zeit als einer der bedeutendsten ,byzantinischen’ Denker
breite Anerkennung gefunden hat (wie auch als ein Kirchenvater, der Ost und
West vereint). Im Werk von Maximus ist das Thema der Zeit nicht systematisch
behandelt, es existiert keine systematisch ausgefiihrte und ausformulierte ,Zeit-
theorie’. In seinen Schriften finden sich jedoch mehrfach Bemerkungen iiber die
Zeit, die eine besondere und ausgeprigte Auffassung von der Natur der
Temporalitdt belegen. Im Versuch, diese maximische Theorie von der Zeit zu
rekonstruieren, stiitze ich mich hauptséchlich auf folgende zwei Grundlagen: (a)
auf die aristotelische Theorie von der Bewegung und von der Zeit als den Aus-
gangspunkt, von dem aus Maximus eine radikale Innovation geleistet hat, und
(b) auf zeitgenossische Lektiiren des Werkes von Maximus, hauptsdchlich durch
Christos Yannaras (und John Zizioulas), wie auch durch zeitgengssische philo-
sophische Denkrichtungen, die implizit vor einem maximischen Hintergrund
entwickelt wurden. Ich beziehe mich auf Christos Yannaras® kritische und relati-
onale  Ontologie, die mir bei meiner Beschiftigung  mit
der Gedankenwelt Maximus® des Bekenners als ein hermeneutischer Schliissel
und eine zeitgendssische Perspektive dienen wird. Diese Dissertation fangt mit
einer Darstellung von Leben und Werk des Maximus und mit einer kritischen
Durchsicht der einschlidgigen Sekundérliteratur zu Maximus und zu der ,byzan-
tinischen’  Philosophie allgemein an. Nach einem Uberblick iiber die
ekklesiale Weltanschauung, in deren Rahmen Maximus wirkt und schreibt, und
unter Betonung der apophatischen Natur dieser Denkrichtung, wird der Leser in
die Ontologie des Maximus eingefiihrt, insbesondere in die Bedeutung der Un-
terscheidung zwischen der geschaffenen Welt und der Ungeschaffenheit, wie
auch in Elemente der maximischen philosophischen Anthropologie. Folgend
gehe ich auf die kritische und relationale Ontologie von Christos Yannaras ein,
zumal sie einen wichtigen Zugang zum philosophischen Denken Maximus* des
Bekenners darstellt, und in Maximus’ Auffassung von der Aoyoi-Lehre, d.h. von
Ontologie als dialogische Reziprozitit. Nach einer Einfithrung in die aristoteli-
sche Theorie von der Bewegung und von der Zeit, gehe ich auf die diesbeziigli-
che radikale Innovation des Maximus ein, auf Maximus’ eigene Theorie von der
Bewegung als riickkehrende Bewegung und auf sein Verstindnis von Zeit (yp6-
vog) als ein raumzeitliches Kontinuum. Meine Schlussfolgerung ist, dass
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Maximus zwischen drei verschiedenen Arten von Temporalitdt unterscheidet:
zwischen Zeit (ypoévog), Aon (aidv) und der radikalen Transformation von
Temporalitdt und Bewegung in eine ewig-bewegliche Ruhe (ctdoig dekivntog).
Mit diesen drei verschiedenen Arten von Temporalitdt kann eine besondere ma-
ximische Zeittheorie rekonstruiert werden. Hierin misst Zeit nicht lediglich eine
ontologische Bewegung, sondern eher eine Beziehung, deren Vollendung
die Transformation von Zeit in eine unendliche Gegenwart zur Folge hat, frei
von zeitlicher, rdumlicher und generell ontologischer Entfernung —und manifes-
tiert so eine perfekte Gemeinschaft-im-Anderssein.
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The following abbreviations denote our primary sources:

CCSG Corpus Christianorum Series Graeca
PG Migne’s Patrologia Graeca
Cantarella Cantarella, Raffaele; S. Massimo Confessore. La

mistagogia ed altri scritti. Florence: Testi Cristiani 1931.

Ceresa-Gastaldo Ceresa-Gastaldo, Aldo: Massimo Confessore - Capitoli sul-
la carita. Ed. criticamente con introd., versione e note.
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studi patristici, n.s. 3) 1963.

The translations are the author’s if not otherwise noted." Where availa-
ble, we will provide published English translations of Maximus’ passages. Many
translated passages have been modified (in accordance with the Greek original)
in order to retain a certain uniformity in terminology throughout our study, while
the original translator is still cited. When a Maximian quote’s paraphrase is pro-
vided in the text, we will often cite the original Greek passage in the footnotes,
depending on its importance and size. In cases of crucial terminology, both the
English translation and the original text will be provided for reference. We will
use the following abbreviations for translated passages:

Berthold Berthold, George C.: Maximus the Confessor: Selected
Writings. New York: Paulist Press 1985.
Blowers Blowers, Paul M. & Robert Louis Wilken: On the Cosmic

Mystery of Jesus Christ: Selected Writings from St Maxi-
mus the Confessor. Crestwood, New York: St Vladimir’s

Seminary Press 2003.

Constas, DOML Constas, Nicholas: Maximos the Confessor: On Difficulties

in the Church Fathers — The Ambigua (two volumes).
Cambridge: Harvard University Press (Dumbarton Oaks
Medieval Library 28 & 29) 2014.

* With the exception of chapter 3.4, “The Fundamentals of Temporality, Spatiality and Motion: Sections 35-40
from the Tenth ‘Difficulty’”, where all translations derive from Andrew Louth’s Maximus the Confessor.
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Lollar

Prassas

Louth

Theokritoff

Lollar, Joshua: Maximus the Confessor: Ambigua to Thom-
as and Second Letter to Thomas. Turnhout: Brepols (Cor-
pus Christianorum in Translation) 2010.

Prassas, Despina (ed.): St Maximus the Confessor's Ques-
tions and Doubts. Illinois: Northern Illinois University
Press 2009.

Louth, Andrew: Maximus the Confessor. New York:
Routledge — Taylor & Francis e-Library 2005.

Loudovikos, Nikolaos & Elizabeth Theokritoff (transl.): A

Eucharistic Ontology: Maximus the Confessor’s Eschato-
logical Ontology of Being as Dialogical Reciprocity.
Brookline: HC Press 2010.

We will avoid the use of italics for Greek terms rendered in Greek char-
acters, as the use of Greek characters sufficiently differentiates these terms from
the rest of the text — for the same reason, we will not include Greek quotes in
quotation marks. Throughout our study, we will employ double quotation marks
(“ ) for direct quotes and single quotation marks i.e. inverted commas (° *) in
order to denote technical terms and terminology or quotes within quotes or when
discussing a particular term/phrase.
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I.1. Aim, Scope and Method

The hypothesis of this thesis is that Maximus’ hermeneutic approach to
time and temporality constitutes a unique theory of time and that this theory of
time can either be reconstructed from Maximus’ definitions and references or
that a theory of time based on Maximus’ definitions, formulations and overall
stance on ontology and cosmology can be constructed. And that this theory of
time interests philosophy not only in a historical/philological way, as a part of
the history of ‘Byzantine’® philosophy, but also as an input to today’s ontologi-
cal dialectics.® That is, not as a perspective on temporality irrevocably con-
strained in its pre-modern origination, but rather as a new theory of temporality
that could contribute to the efflorence of contemporary ontological enquiry.
Therefore, this study has a primarily systematic —rather than historical— character
and goal.

Maximus has not written a treatise on time, nor has he composed a com-
prehensive theory of time like, for example, Aristotle.* However, the definitions
and formulations scattered in his work bear the marks of a unique understanding
of this pillar of ontology and cosmology, i.e. time and temporality. Maximus is
not merely influenced by Aristotle, but neither does he resume the Stagirite’s
philosophy or try to fit the Christian worldview into Aristotle’s system. Even
identical terminologies do not necessarily signify identical worldviews. Maxi-
mus’ use of Aristotelian philosophy as the language of philosophical thinking
and expression, as a potent tool to formulate and express a radically different

2 As is common knowledge today and cited in nearly every book on ‘Byzantine’ history, the Eastern Roman
Empire did never conceive of calling itself ‘Byzantine’, but Roman. Byzantium was the name of a Greek
colony founded by colonists from Megara in 657 BC. Many centuries later and without any substantial
connection to the area’s colonial past, the Roman Emperor Emperor Constantine I chose to rebuild this city and
to inaugurate it as the new capital of the Roman Empire (330 AD), renaming the city New Rome (Nova Roma).
The city was subsequently renamed Constantinople and remained the capital of the Roman Empire until 1453
AD, even after the fall of the western part of the Empire and its older capital, Rome, in 476. The first time that
the word ‘Byzantine’ was used to denote the (Eastern) Roman Empire is as late as the sixteenth century, in
Hieronymus Wolf’s Corpus Byzantinae Historiae. This later renaming of the Eastern Roman Empire
constituted a part of western historiography’s claiming of the Roman past through Charlemagne’s Holy Roman
Empire in the early ninth century (the idea of translatio imperii) and the later Holy Roman Empire of the
German Nation (Heiliges Romisches Reich Deutscher Nation). There is a widespread tendency to correct this
historiographical bias in scholarly circles today. This tendency, however, has not yet reached to the abolition of
the name ‘Byzantine Empire’ or to the consolidation of the correction in the popular level. We will side with
Albert Camus’ famous aphorism, that “to call things by incorrect names is to add to the world's misery” (“Mal
nommer les choses, c'est ajouter au malheur du monde ), and will use the word ‘Byzantine’ within inverted
commas every time we employ it in this study, if it refers to the Eastern Roman Empire and not to the ancient
colony of the seventh century BC. To use the terms ‘Roman Empire’, ‘later Roman Empire’ or ‘Eastern Roman
Empire’ throughout our study could be a source of great confusion to the lay reader, so we will be content in
indirectly reminding the issue through the use of inverted commas.

® In this thesis, the word ‘ontology” will be used to denote Metaphysics as a whole, i.e. the philosophical study
of the nature of being, becoming, existence and reality and its basic premises and categories.

* Aristotle’s theory of time is primarily located in dvoud, 217b-224a.
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ontology from that of Aristotle’s, leads us to examine his understanding of time,
Aeon and temporality in relation to Aristotle’s theory of time. A philological and
historical approach to these subjects would require to also take into account oth-
er influences on Maximus such as Plato and his notion of time and Aeon (aicv)
in Timaeus, or earlier notions of time in general. However, it is our conviction,
as will be expounded in the relevant chapters, that Maximus consciously draws a
parallel to Aristotle’s theory of time in particular in his definitions and formula-
tions concerning temporality. If that is the case, a comparison between Avristotle
and Maximus rather than between Plato and Maximus would lead to a fuller
hermeneutical efflorescence concerning Maximus’ ontology, if one is to study
this subject philosophically rather than historically. In a way, Maximus wants us
to examine his concept of time in contrast to and comparison with Aristotle’s
theory.® This becomes clear when we recognize Maximus’ theory of motion (xi-
vnoig) in his works, a theory of motion that originates from Aristotle’s but is
simultaneously markedly differentiated from his. Again, we witness Maximus’
consistent use of Aristotle’s language to express a different philosophy and on-
tology. Before proceeding to the examination of Maximus’ hermeneutic ap-
proach to temporality, we will attempt to summarize his ontology, cosmology
and anthropology and to expound his theory of motion.

Avristotle was not the only major influence on Maximus. The Areopagite
writings® are crucial in understanding the Confessor, and a large part of his
works is dedicated to explaining them (which also means: in dispelling accusa-
tions of ‘too much Neoplatonism’ in them and in helping to incorporate them -or

® We must here note that the reception of Aristotle and Plato in Maximus’ time, in the 7" century BC, was
radically different from today’s. Plato and Aristotle were considered as more or less complementary to each
other, resulting in an ‘Aristotelian Plato’ and a ‘platonized Aristotle’. According to this, we cannot speak of
Maximus as either Aristotelian or Platonic: his education must have incorporated both philosophers, while
‘Aeon’ as a notion in Maximus’ work seems to have originated from Plato’s Timaeus, amongst other
influences. However, the language that Maximus uses, his way of articulating philosophical thought, is clearly
primarily Aristotelian in nature. We can draw much more fruitful conclusions by approaching Maximus’
understanding of time as a continuation and —most importantly— radical renewal of Aristotle’s understanding
and definition, while at the same time examining Plato’s passages concerning the Aeon (cf. Tipoog 37,
especially 37d).

® The fifth/sixth century author(s) of the Corpus Areopagiticum wrote under the pseudonym of Dionysius the
Areopagite, the Athenian convert of St Paul mentioned in Acts 17:34 and Athens’ first bishop in the first centu-
ry: his exact identity is still unknown, despite numerous hypotheses. The false attribution was not revealed
until many centuries later, and we can safely suppose that his commentators, Maximus the Confessor and John
of Scythopolis, as well as the whole of the undivided Christian church, thought that the Corpus Areopagiticum
was indeed Dionysius’ work (despite the documented suspicions concerning the lack of citations in earlier
Church Fathers). However, the Corpus Areopagiticum’ unknown author has been elevated to the status of one
of the most important Church Fathers due to the brilliance of the writings themselves (one’s writings can never
be the sole criterion for such an exalted status in the church, but this is the matter of another discussion). To-
day, researchers refer to the author of the Areopagite corpus as ‘Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite’ or ‘Pseudo-
Denys’ in their works. In our study, we will prefer the impersonal phrase ‘the Areopagite corpus’ to refer to the
Corpus Areopagiticum and its unknown author. (For a short introduction to the Areopagite corpus, consult
Andrew Louth: The Origins of the Christian Mystical Tradition: From Plato to Denys. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press 2007, pp. 154-173, and Denys the Areopagite. London: Continuum 2001.)
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to keep them incorporated- in the tradition of the Church Fathers recognized by
the undivided Christian church).

Part of this thesis’ hypothesis is that Maximus’ notions of time (ypdvog)
and the Aeon (aiov) play a crucial part in his teaching on deification (6éwo1g),
and that the seemingly contradictory concept of ‘ever-moving repose’ (oTdo1g
deuciviroc) and ‘stationary movement’ (otéotuoc tavtokvnoia)’ is a key con-
cept for both the understanding of 8éwoig and otdoig dewivntoc. Apart from
examining Maximus’ perspective on time as an attribute, a quality of the cos-
mos, we will also approach it as a key component of his anthropology, or rather
his ‘ontological anthropology’, i.e. the participation of man in an event of pri-
marily ontological importance, 6éwotc.

Apart from Aristotle’s theory of time and the Areopagite corpus itself,
we will not focus on tracing the influences on Maximus’ thought, but on imple-
menting our hermeneutic tools in order to understand Maximus’ ontology. We
will examine Maximus’ work from a philosophical standpoint, recognizing not
merely the annotation of a given doctrine in his work, but an original synthesis,
a philosophical interpretation of the nature of creation, existence, reality, being
and becoming, meaning, cause and purpose; an ontology. The question of time
and temporality being a primarily ontological one, we would classify this thesis
under Ontology/Metaphysics due to its subject and under ‘Byzantine’ philosophy
due to the author, whose work is here examined.

A considerable aid in approaching Maximus’ ecclesial language as a
philosophical theory and an instrument for the realization of this undertaking
will be the philosopher Christos Yannaras’® (and also the theologian John
Zizioulas’)? work in philosophy and theology respectively, who undertook a task
similar to that of Maximus’, namely to express the testimony of the Church Fa-
thers and of the ecclesial body in a consistently philosophical language. It is no
coincidence that their work draws heavily on Maximus the Confessor among the
Church Fathers, and we hold that their focus on Maximus played an important

" Maximus the Confessor: Ilpoc Oaldooiov II, CCSG 22, 65.544-546: év 1 Oed ywopsvn, [...] otdow
deucivntov £€gt kal oTaoov Tavtokvnoiay, Tept TO TaNToV Kol &V Kol Hovov didimg ywvopévny.

8 We will use a great part of Yannaras’ work but will primarily rely on the approach expounded in his greatest
work, Person and Eros (Brookline: HC Press 2007). As our study will be saturated by the perspective found
therein while focusing on Maximus’ work, we will attempt to keep our explicit references to this monograph at
a minimum, in order to minimize the reader’s distraction. However, it must be clear that the basis of our
approach to Maximus and the patristic thought in general is to be traced in Person and Eros. Our illustration of
apophaticism will also rely on Yannaras’ monograph entitled On the absence and unknowability of God: Hei-
degger and the Areopagite (London, New York: T & T Clark International 2005). His general philosophical
approach will be studied through Relational Ontology (Brookline: HC Press 2011) and Propositions for a
Critical Ontology (/Ipotdoeig kpitikijs dvrotoyiag. Athens: Domos 1985).

® We will rely on Being as Communion: Studies in Personhood and the Church (London: Darton, Longman
and Todd 1985) and Communion and otherness: Further Studies in Personhood and the Church (London: T &
T Clark 2006).
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role in the kindling of the recent scholarly interest on Maximus, among other
factors. As a consequence, the perspective of our study will be the perspective of
a critical and relational ontology, i.e. of Yannaras’ contribution to philosophy. In
our work, we will implement Yannaras’ approach more extensively than any
other’s in philosophy and Maximian scholarship. As such, this thesis is not only
about Maximus the Confessor, but also about Christos Yannaras’ philosophical
approach.

This thesis is divided into three parts. In the first part, we examine Max-
imus’ life and work in order to obtain a better understanding of his thought. Af-
ter providing an overview of the secondary literature on Maximian scholarship
and ‘Byzantine’ philosophy, we proceed to the second part. This begins with an
overview of the ecclesial Weltanschauung in which Maximus operates and
writes, along with an introductory exposition of Maximus the Confessor’s ontol-
ogy and the importance of the created/uncreated distinction in it, as well as of
elements of his philosophical anthropology. Subsequently, an examination of our
primary hermeneutical tool in approaching Maximus follows, namely Christos
Yannaras’ critical and relational ontology. We find in this ontology (and in John
Zizioulas’ theology) a useful perspective by a contemporary ‘Maximian com-
mentator’ in order to understand Maximus the Confessor’s philosophy. We ex-
amine key terms such as apophaticism, the notion of Adyoc, substance, hyposta-
sis, otherness et al., while elucidating this particular choice of methodology. This
analysis offers us a distinct hermeneutic perspective, which acts as a considera-
ble aid in our subsequent approach of Maximus’ theory concerning the Adyot
doctrine, the theory of motion and his unique understanding of temporality. The
second part is concluded with an examination of Maximus’ doctrine of the
Aoyot, a key concept in his ontology and a prerequisite for approaching our main
research question.

The third part of our thesis is dedicated to the study of motion and tem-
porality. First we introduce the reader to the Aristotelian theory of motion and
time, in order to proceed to Maximus’ radical innovation thereof. We examine
Maximus’ understanding of motion as either a motion according to nature (kotd.
evow), i.e. a returning motion, or a deviation thereof. Subsequently, we examine
the motion and motionlessness of the uncreated according to Maximus, as well
as the world as the outcome of a perpetual creative motion and repose (ctdo1g)
as the goal of the returning motion. In understanding Maximus’ conception of
time as ypovog, we see that he speaks of the unity of spatiality and temporality in
the sensible world, a kind of spatiotemporal continuum; as a consequence, spati-
ality and temporality are examined together on the basis of a number of passages
from his Ilepi drapopwv dropidv. Furthermore, and drawing from a number of
Maximian primary sources, we proceed to the examination of the Confessor’s

22



second mode of temporality apart from time (ypdvog), i.e. the Aeon (aiwv), a
“time without movement” and the temporality of the intelligible — but not quite
what we understand with the concept of eternity. After an examination of the
notion of xaipog, we proceed to Maximus’ third mode of temporality, i.e. the
radical transformation of temporality and motion in the ever-moving repose
(otdoig dekivntog) of deification. We expound Maximus’ understanding of
temporality in deification through the Adyoc-tpdmog distinction and the notion of
the ‘eighth day’.

With these three distinct modes of temporality, ypovog, aidv and ctdoig
GeKivnTog, a unique Maximian theory of time can be reconstructed. In this, time
is not merely measuring ontological motion, but rather a relationship, the con-
summation of which effects the transformation of time into a dimensionless pre-
sent devoid of temporal, spatial and generally ontological distance — thereby
manifesting a perfect communion-in-otherness. This Maximian understanding of
temporality is far from being commonplace among his contemporaries (or Chris-
tian philosophy in general) and, in our opinion, demands more attention than it
has received — both in the context of the history of philosophy and in today’s
ontological enquiry concerning the question of time.
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1.2. Maximus the Confessor’s Life and Work
1.2.1. Maximus’ Life

The presence of Maximus the Confessor in the history of the Christian
church and of the Eastern Roman (‘Byzantine”) Empire, and as such in the over-
all History of Ideas, is truly unique. Living the life of a simple monk (not merely
without the episcopal powers of a bishop or a prominent rank in the church, but
probably even without the priesthood) and facing rejection, persecution, exile
and martyrdom, his name was restored only after his death in the consciousness
of the empire and the doctrine of the church, both of which he changed for ever.
And he is facing now, in the dawn of the twenty-first century, an explosion of
interest among scholars in his work and his historical presence.

According to his tenth century biographer'® and today’s research con-
cerning this version of his life (the elimination of contradictions, the confirma-
tion of historical events etc.), Maximus seems to have been born in 580 AD in
Constantinople, in a wealthy, aristocratic family."* His biographer informs us
that he received the extensive education and deep training which was customary
for every young man who would seek to serve the imperial court, the church or
other posts of responsibility (éyxbkAiog maidevoig): grammar, rhetoric and phi-
losophy, which included arithmetic, music, geometry, astronomy and philosophy
itself.*? His biographer tells us that young Maximus had shown from a very early

° The Greek Vita of St Maximus the Confessor (PG 90 58-109) was most probably written in the 10" century
by a certain Michael Exaboulites, while the text itself credits a bishop named Nicolas as its author (PG 90 109
AB: igpapyng...onwvopiav tod v Mopoig mowpevapyov). Elements of this Vita stem from St Theodore the
Studite’s Life and other sources (cf. Andrew Louth: Maximus the Confessor. New York: Routledge — Taylor &
Francis e-Library 2005, p. 4, Despina Prassas (ed.): St Maximus the Confessor's Questions and Doubts. Illinois:
Northern llinois University Press 2009, p.4) while a number of contradictions can be spotted, rising questions
concerning its accuracy. The other main source on Maximus’ early life is the earlier Syriac Vita, which intro-
duces a completely different narration and which will be referred to later on in our study. On the different
biographical sources, see the introduction in Brownen Neil & Pauline Allen (eds): The life of Maximus the
Confessor. Recension 3. Strathfield: St Paul’s 2003, pp. 3-34 (and the ‘third recension’ itself).

1 PG 90 59 B. His subsequent place in the emperor’s court indicates this as well.

12 See Polycarp Sherwood: An annotated Date-list of the works of Maximus the Confessor. Romae: Herder
1952, p. 1, under fn. 1 of which the most important research up to 1952 concerning Maximus’ life is listed.
However, we cannot be certain about his early education, as both the Syriac and Greek Vitae cannot be taken
as reliable sources concerning Maximus’ early years — which is not the case for the information about his later
life. As Andrew Louth puts it, “Michael [Exaboulites] pieced this Life together from diverse materials, and
that, for Maximus’ early years, he simply paraphrased the beginning of the Life of the eighth-century reformer
of the Stoudios monastery, St Theodore the Studite, omitting the proper names: from which we can infer that
he had no direct evidence at all. The evidence about his service under the Emperor Heraclius is, however, more
secure, since it appears to be dependent on earlier material and has some independent attestation” (Louth:
Maximus the Confessor, p. 4). Andrew Louth has mentioned to me that Maximus’ reference to his lack of even
rhetorical learning in his preface to the Mystagogia is obviously a modesty topos, but not to be ignored because
of that: we know no convincing evidence that Maximus’ philosophical learning was not drawn from Christian
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age a profound interest and rare talent for philosophical thought.”® It is quite
probable that Maximus had studied in the course of his education the works of
Plato and Aristotle, as well as of their commentators, either in the original or
through Christian sources like e.g. florilegia. His extensive knowledge of Aristo-
tle’s works in the form in which they were delivered to the society of Constanti-
nople and the profound influence which they exerted on him in articulating his
philosophical and theological language is evident in his later works, as we will
see, and decisively shaped the way in which he would raise and answer ques-
tions and attempt hermeneutic approaches concerning the universe, philosophy,
and his ecclesial faith.

According to the Greek Vita, after the rise of Emperor Heraclius to the
throne of Constantinople in 610, Maximus received the high office of the head
of the imperial chancellery** (mpotoacnkprmg, as the office would be called in
later centuries). Despite his good relationship with the people of the imperial
court, which is to be concluded from later letters to them, Maximus’ mentality
has not allowed him to stay in this high office for a long time. In 613-614, being
about thirty-three years old, Maximus would become a monk at the monastery of
Chrysoupolis (modern Uskiidar) on the Asian shore across Constantinople. Ac-
cording to his biographer, he decided to be tonsured “because he loved the quiet
(or hesychast) life” (tov kad’ fovyiav Biov épdv)," which seems to be a plausi-
ble explanation. His spiritual progress must have been rapid,™ if we are to judge
from the fact that he had already acquired a student in the ascetic life by 618, the
monk Anastasius, who would follow him until the end of his life."’

In 624/625 Maximus is located in the Monastery of St George at
Cyzicus in Asia Minor (modern Erdek), from which he would later (626) with-
draw due to the risk of the Persian army. During his stay at the monastery of
Cyzicus he began to write his first main works.*®

A few years later (628-630), Maximus traveled to Africa after having
briefly stayed in Crete and probably also in Cyprus."® In Africa he continued his
monastic and ascetic life and gradually developed an intense activity, against

sources (e.g. florilegia etc.), and his Greek style would confirm his professed lack of rhetorical training. This,
however, would contradict his alleged aristocratic heritage.

¥ PG 90 69 CD. See also Lars Thunberg: Microcosm and Mediator: The Theological Anthropology of Maxi-
mus the Confessor. Chicago: Open Court 1995, p. 1f.

¥ PG 90 72 C: vroypoagpéa mpdTov TV Pactiikdy dropviudtoy.
' Ibid. 72D.

%8 Thunberg: Microcosm and Mediator, p. 3.

7 Sherwood: An annotated..., p. 2.

%8 See Hans Urs von Balthasar: Cosmic Liturgy. The Universe According to Maximus the Confessor. San Fran-
cisco: Ignatius Press 2003, p. 74.

% See Sherwood: An annotated..., p. 5, Balthasar: Cosmic Liturgy, p. 75.
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Monoenergism at first and subsequently against Monothelitism.?° His struggle
against the heresy of Monothelitism and Monoenergism would last throughout
his life and would be the cause of his exile and martyrdom,* while it would also
be his primary contribution to the ecclesiastical history of the undivided Chris-
tian church.

In Carthage he became acquainted with the monk Sophronius, later to be
elected patriarch of Jerusalem (634). Both of them lived in the monastery of
Eucratas, where Sophronius served as the abbot before been elected patriarch, as
is derived from Maximus’ addresses in his letters to him.? During the first years
of his stay in Africa, Maximus completed two of his most important works:
Ilpog Oalaooilov, mepi dopopwv drdpwv tijc OGeiag Ipapijc (Quaestiones ad
Thalassium) and the earlier, more extensive version of his Ilepi diapdopwv
dropi@dv t@v dyiwv Aovosiov kai Ipnyopiov, better known by its Latin name
Ambigua.?

According to Sherwood and Thunberg,?* Sophronius’ contribution was
decisive in order for Maximus to become conscious of the crucial nature of the
issue of Monothelitism and Monoenergism. His earlier writings before this time
do not betray his exceptional awareness concerning the definitions of one or two
wills in the person of Christ all along: the need for theological exactness and
preciseness emerged and originated after the intensification of Christological
disputes.

The Fourth Ecumenical Council, the Council of Chalcedon in 451 had
pronounced the ‘Chalcedonian Definition’, the doctrine according to which Je-
sus Christ has a complete human nature/substance and a complete divine na-
ture/substance  (ovoio/pvolg) realized in  one single person/hypostasis
(rpdowmovivndotactc). According to this terminology, hypostasis (the person)
is the specific, actually existing realization of the substance (i.e. nature), and in
this case the singular person of Christ is the realization of his two natures. The
Council of Chalcedon condemned Monophysitism (Miaphysitism), i.e. the no-
tion of a single nature in Christ, either his divine nature or a synthesis of divine
and human nature respectively, as heretical.

Large populations of Monophysites resided in the eastern boundaries of
the Empire, and a new Christological dispute had begun to shake the Empire,

2 Monothelitism: The doctrine that Jesus Christ possesses one will rather than two, a divine and a human will.
Monoenergism: The doctrine that Jesus Christ possesses one activity (évépyewo/energy) rather than two, a
divine and a human activity.

2 See Thunberg: Microcosm and Mediator, p. 5.

% Sherwood: An annotated..., p. 6.

2 Ipid. p. 7.

2 |bid. p. 6 and Thunberg: Microcosm and Mediator, p. 4.
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different from Monophysitism as such. In an effort to bridge the Chalcedonian
faith with Monophysite Christology, a new formulation started to surface ac-
cording to which, whereas Christ’s person realizes two natures, his will
(6éAno1g) and his activity (évépyesia/‘energy’) is singular: Christ’s person does
not possess two wills and activities, a divine and a human one.” This dogmatic
formulation was also attractive to the political leadership of the empire, since it
offered the possibility to affiliate parts of the Monophysite populations or the
populations with a ‘Monophysite substrate’, thereby reducing the doctrinal and,
as such, political friction within the Empire. Maximus would gradually recog-
nize in these Monothelite and Monoenergist formulations a crucial distortion of
his faith, of the ecclesial body’s testimony and experience concerning the hypos-
tasis of Christ, a confutation and annihilation of the Chalcedonian Definition ‘in
the small print’, an indirect enforcement of Monophysite Christology.

The patriarch of Constantinople Sergius | (610-638) introduced
Monoenergism officially in an attempt to support Emperor Heraclius in his war
against the Persians and in his political decision to promote the union between
the two sides of the doctrinal dispute. Sergius promoted the position that Jesus
Christ had two natures, one divine and one human, but one activity (évépyeia)
which is to be ascribed to his singular hypostasis. This position could satisfy the
moderate Anti-Chalcedonians, which in turn could lead to their union with the
Orthodox Catholic Church, a burning political challenge of the time. In 633 in
Alexandria the restoration of the communion between the Orthodox and the anti-
Chalcedonians, their unification, takes place.

Patriarch Sergius issued the Psephos (Wijpog), a text confirmed by the
synod of Constantinople,”® which prohibits any further discussion on Christ’s
one or two activities and the adoption of a language that attributes two activities
to Christ.”” Maximus did not express any objections at that point, but agreed
cheerfully to the termination of a dispute that was the cause of much uproar in
the life of the church.?® When Sophronius was enthroned as patriarch of Jerusa-
lem in 634, he sent, as was customary, an encyclical with his profession of or-
thodoxy addressed to all the patriarchs in which, without explicitly attributing
two activities to the Christ’s hypostasis, he essentially professed his Dyothelite
faith and his serious objections to the Monenergist stance towards Christology.?

% A lucid exposition of these theological controversies is to be found in Louth: Maximus the Confessor, pp. 7-
15.

% Cyril Hovorun: Will, action, and freedom. Christological controversies in the seventh century. Leiden: Brill
2008, p. 70.

%7 Sherwood: An annotated..., p. 11.
% Hovorun: Will, action, and freedom, p. 76.
2 |bid, p. 71.
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The friction concerning the one or two activities of Christ continued to be evi-
dent, and after Sophronius’ death in 638 Emperor Heraclius issued an imperial
decree, his Ecthesis ("Ex8eo1c) which is essentially an extension and repetition
of Sergius’ Psephos under imperial auspices.® Heraclius’ Ecthesis explicitly
prohibits any discussion concerning Christ’s one or two activities while, instead
of proclaiming one activity in Christ, one will is proclaimed (Monothelitism).
The Ecthesis was supported by all five patriarchs (Pentarchy) of the time:
Honorius of Rome, Sergius of Constantinople, Cyrus of Alexandria, Macedonius
of Antioch and Sergius, the new patriarch of Jerusalem. Sergius of Constantino-
ple convened a synod to ecclesiastically validate the Ecthesis in the same year,
while his successor and continuator, patriarch Pyrrhus (638-641, 654) repeated
the same procedure soon after his enthronement.*

Maximus emerged as a strong opponent of the monothelite position. In
645, a public debate was organized in Carthage under the auspices of exarch
Gregory between Maximus and the now deposed, former patriarch of Constanti-
nople Pyrrhus concerning the one or two wills of Christ.* Pyrrhus officially de-
clared that he was convinced by Maximus and renounced Monothelitism.* Max-
imus travels in 646 to Rome, possibly together with Pyrrhus (who returned to his
earlier beliefs next year, becoming a Monothelite again), in recourse to the Pope
as the guarantor of orthodoxy in the church. He stays for a number of years in
Rome and plays as key role in the realization and organization of the Lateran
Council, which was convened by Pope Martin | in 649 and which condemned
Monothelitism, with the Pope arising as a defender, protector and guarantor of
orthodoxy and Dyothelitism.**

The actions of Pope Martin and Maximus in order to counter
Monothelitism were perceived by the Monothelite Emperor of the Eastern Ro-
man Empire Constans Il as an attack against him and in 653 he ordered the arrest
of Pope Martin and the monk Maximus in Rome. Pope Martin was exiled and
died in 655 in the Chersonesus region of the Crimean peninsula. Maximus was
condemned to exile in Thrace’s Bizya.® In this trial, mainly political accusations
such as treason were used against him, he was not accused as a heretic. He was
sentenced again in the year 568 in Constantinople, as a heretic this time, with the
Emperor of New Rome - Constantinople and the Patriarch supporting

% Sherwood: An annotated..., p. 13.
3 Hovorun: Will, action, and freedom, pp. 73-74.

* Ibid. p. 78. The proceedings of the debate are included in the PG’s works of Maximus. Zijtjoic uete Iippov,
PG 91 288-353.

% von Balthasar: Cosmic Liturgy, p. 79.
* Ibid. p. 79.
% Thunberg: Microcosm and Mediator, p. 6, Sherwood: An annotated..., p. 21.
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Monothelitism. Maximus refused to accept the Monothelite doctrine and was
therefore sent back to exile for four years. In 662 he faced trial for the third time,
he confessed his Dyothelite faith again and he was again named a heretic. After
the trial he was subjected to torture: according to written tradition, his right hand
was amputated, so that he could not write letters and treatises, and his tongue
was cut off, so that he could not confess and defend his faith.*® Subsequently he
was exiled to the Lazica of Pontus, where he took his last breath on 13 August
662, physically exhausted from the torture that was incurred on him due to his
faith, from old age and from the conditions of his exile. Thus he was later pro-
claimed a martyr.*” During the last years of his life he was, together with his two
disciples, the first Anastasius and Anastasius the apocrisarius, virtually the only
proponent of Christ’s two wills in the vast Eastern Roman Empire, the only per-
son who would confess the two wills of Christ as orthodoxy and Monothelitism
as heresy.®

Almost twenty years after Maximus’s death, in 680/681, the Sixth Ecu-
menical Council was held in Constantinople (the Third Council of Constantino-
ple) on the subject on Monothelitism, on the wills of Christ. The Council
acknowledged Jesus Christ as having two activities (évépyewor) and two wills
(divine and human) and condemned Monoenergism and Monothelitism: Maxi-
mus’ theological position was proclaimed as the doctrine of the undivided Chris-
tian church. And while Maximus’ theological heritage was fully vindicated, his
name is not mentioned in the Council’s proceedings, as he was up to then a sub-
ject of controversy.* He would be soon thereafter recognized as a saint, a Con-
fessor and a Church Father. Maximus the Confessor is one of the last historical
figures to be recognized as a Father of the Church from both today’s Orthodox
and Roman Catholic Churches.

1.2.2. The Syriac Life

Apart from the Greek Life written by a supporter of Maximus and con-
tained in the Patrologia Graeca, there is also another major source of infor-

% Ibid. p. 22, von Balthasar: Cosmic Liturgy, p. 80. See also §17 of the Dispute at Bizya in Pauline Allen and
Brownen Neil: Maximus the Confessor and his companions. Documents from exile. Oxford: Oxford University
Press 2002, pp. 118-119.

% See also Kyriakos Sawvidis: Die Lehre von der Vergottlichung des Menschen bei Maximos dem Bekenner
und ihre Rezeption durch Gregor Palamas. St Ottilien: EOS-Verl. 1997, p. 13. Thunberg uses the expression
that Maximus “died a martyr’s death while in exile”.

% See Louth: Maximus the Confessor, p. 16: “Resistance to Monothelitism was virtually reduced to one man,
Maximus.”

 |bid. p. 17.
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mation with a radically different account of Maximus’ early years. It is the Syri-
ac Life of Maximus,* written by a certain George of Reshaina, a Monothelite
and enemy of Maximus, and bearing the pronounced title The history concerning
the wicked Maximus of Palestine who blasphemed against his Creator, and
whose tongue was cut out.**

According to this account of Maximus’ early years, Moschion, the fruit
of an adulterous relationship between a Persian slave-girl and a Samaritan, was
born in the village of Hesfin and raised in Palestine. He was tonsured a monk
and given the name ‘Maximus’ in the monastery of Palaia Lavra (St Chariton’s
monastery).*?

This Syriac Life was written considerably earlier than the Greek Vita,
probably in the seventh or very early in the eighth century®® and maybe only a
few decades after Maximus’ death, which could justify a positive impression
concerning its authenticity. However, its style is so harshly polemical that one
can do more than to simply suspect that there may be false information con-
tained in it (for example, the name Moschion as the former name of Maximus
before his monastic tonsure is not known from any other sources).* And while
the eulogistic Greek Vita is not void of contradictions, for some of which the
Syriac Life could provide solutions, the account provided by the Syriac Life
leaves many facts of Maximus’ life inexplicable: e.g. his aptness in philosophy,
which would require much greater learning than that received by Moschion, or
his presence in the imperial court as the emperor’s first secretary.

The scholarly debate is still open concerning the accuracy of the two
Lives,” however our own assessment is that the truth must lie closer to the ac-
count of the Greek Life than to that of the Syriac one. The Syriac Life’s highly
polemical style, its inconsistencies, contradictions and lacunae prevents us from
having confidence in its accuracy.

%0 Sebastian Brock: “An Early Syriac Life of Maximus the Confessor” in: Analecta Bollandiana 91 (1973), pp.
299-346., 299-346. Scholarship concerning Maximus® Syriac Vita or other recensions of Maximus’ life is
listed in Kyriakos Savvidis‘ Die Lehre von der Vergottlichung des Menschen bei Maximos dem Bekenner und
ihre Rezeption durch Gregor Palamas, St Ottilien: EOS-Verl. 1997, pp. 11-12, fn. 2. On recent research con-
cerning Maximus’ life, see Neil & Allen (eds): The life of Maximus the Confessor. Recension 3.

“ Brock: “An Early Syriac Life”, p. 314.

#2 |bid. p. 341, Louth: Maximus the Confessor, p. 5-6.
8 Brock: “An Early Syriac Life”, p. 336.

“ Ibid. p. 321.

* Despina Prassas writes that “neither [Vita] has been proven to be definitive” (St Maximus the Confessor's
Questions and Doubts, p. 4.)

30



1.2.3. Maximus’ Works

Maximus’ voluminous work is to a large extent comprized of individual
letters or treatises addressed to a specific person, either in answer to questions or
difficulties of a dogmatic and Christological nature or concerning the ascetic
life. His purpose is to elucidate on important subjects, to clarify confusions, to
give explanations concerning obscure biblical passages, to articulate his position
on controversial issues. The context of his writing is almost always his commu-
nication with specific persons or his participation in a broader theological de-
bate, seldom are they in the form of an autonomous treatise independent from a
specific dialogue or debate. He is particularly fond of the Centuries i.e. com-
ments of an apothegmatic character on a particular subject presented in groups
of a hundred, a common genre of his time.

While Maximus’ texts and passages usually deal with a specific subject
or constitute an answer to a specific question, his need for the presence of the
conditions that can provide accuracy to his answers and support his theological
positions leads him to adopt a personal language of a philosophical nature. As a
consequence, the whole of his work composes a philosophical interpretation of
existence and reality based on his experience of the ecclesial event,* his testi-
mony of it, his philosophical education and his unigue genius.

Maximus does not consider his work to be original, he does not assume
to construct a new, original philosophical or theological synthesis. It is clear
from his work that he perceives it as an analysis, annotation, clarification and
restatement of truths that have already been articulated, of his faith’s tradition
and of the Fathers of the undivided church’s first centuries. By doing exactly
this, he is led to construct the most complete, most consistent and more marked-
ly philosophical synthesis of the whole of the patristic Weltanschauung, from the
time of the Cappadocian Fathers up to that of Gregory Palamas in the fourteenth
century at the very least, in a torrent of originality. This is a common mindset
during the centuries of the ‘Byzantine’ Empire and is not only to be encountered
in theological literature, but also in art (see for example the fusion of repetition
and originality in the realm of hagiography) etc. It produces originality without
consciously aiming at it, but rather in the context of a restatement that strives to
be as faithful to the original as possible.

“ ‘Ecclesial event’ is a phrase that is often used by Yannaras, among others, to denote the Christian Church not
as a conviction system or an institution but as a fact of life and of Eucharistic communion, the testimony of
which is the experience of those that participate in it. Yannaras explains that the ecclesial event, due to its very
nature, cannot but be the opposite of religion. See Against Religion: the Alienation of the Ecclesial Event.
Brookline Mass.: HC Press 2013, and particularly pp. 21-48, “The Ecclesial Event”. We will prefer this term
throughout our study.
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Maximus the Confessor’s works are included in J. P. Migne’s
Patrologia Graeca,”’ volumes 90 and 91, in the Greek original and its Latin
translation. Migne’s Patrology is most certainly not a critical edition, and critical
editions covering the whole of Maximus’ work have not been published so far.
A number of Maximus’ works have been published in critical edition as part of
the Corpus Christianorum Series Graeca,*® with the long term aim of publishing
critical editions for all of his works, while Quaestiones ad Thalassium has also
been published as part of the series Sources chrétiennes.”® Among other attempts
at constructing a critical edition we must include Aldo Ceresa-Gastaldo’s Capita
de Caritate® and Raffaele Cantarella’s S. Massimo Confessore. La mistagogia
ed altri scritti.>* We can conclude from the critical editions that have been hith-
erto published that the text of the Patrologia Graeca is sufficiently reliable, with
critical editions showing for the most part rare and insignificant deviations from
Migne’s text.> In this study we will cite the CCSG editions where available, and
use the Patrologia Graeca for Maximus’ works that have not been published in
reliable critical editions.”

47 Jacques Paul Migne (ed.): Patrologiae Cursus Completus. (Series Graeca), Volumes 90 & 91, Paris 1865.

8 Corpus Christianorum Series Graeca (CCSG), Turnhout: Brepols. Maximus Confessor: Quaestiones ad
Thalassium I, ed. Carl Laga & Carlos Steel 1980 (CCSG 7). Quaestiones et dubia, ed. José H. Declerck 1982
(CCSG 10). Ambigua ad lohannem iuxta lohannis Scotti Eriugenae latinam interpretationem, ed. Edouard
Jeauneau 1988 (CCSG 18 - this is only Eriugena’s Latin translation, not the original Greek text, and as such
will not be used in our study). Quaestiones ad Thalassium |1, ed. Carl Laga & Carlos Steel 1990 (CCSG 22).
Opuscula exegetica duo, ed. Peter Van Deun 1991 (CCSG 23). [Scripta saeculi VII uitam Maximi Confessoris
illustrantia, ed. Pauline Allen & Bronwen Neil 1999 (CCSG 39) — on Maximus’ life]. Liber asceticus, ed.
Peter Van Deun & Steven Gysens 2000 (CCSG 40). Ambigua ad Thomam una cum Epistula secunda ad eun-
dem, ed. Bart Janssens 2002. (CCSG 48). Mystagogia. Una cum Latina interpretatione Anastasii
Bibliothecarii. ed. Christian Boudignon 2011 (CCSG 69).

“ Sources chrétiennes, Paris: Les Editions du Cerf. Maxime le Confesseur: Centuries sur la charité, ed. Joseph
Pegon 1943 (Sources chrétiennes 9). Questions a Thalassios — Tome 1, Questions 1 a 40, ed. Jean-Claude
Larchet & Frangoise Vinel 2010 (Sources chrétiennes 529). Questions a Thalassios - Tome 2, Questions 41 a
55, ed. Jean-Claude Larchet & Frangoise Vinel 2012 (Sources chrétiennes 554).

%0 Aldo Ceresa-Gastaldo: Massimo Confessore - Capitoli sulla caritd. Ed. criticamente con introd., versione e
note. Rome: Ed. Studium (Verba Seniorum, collana di testi e studi patristici, n.s. 3) 1963.

5! Raffaele Cantarella: S. Massimo Confessore. La mistagogia ed altri scritti. Florence: Testi Cristiani 1931.

%2 Tollstein Tollefsen: The Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Confessor. Oxford: Oxford University
Press 2008, p.6: “According to Lars Thunberg, a comparison between the PG edition and the CCSG edition of
the Ad. Thal. shows that the PG is not inaccurate to a degree that should disturb us unduly. This is the verdict
of Andrew Louth as well, when [...] he says that (so far) the CCSG edition for the most part ‘has provided
welcome assurance of the general reliability of the text (of Combefis and Oehler) published in Migne’s Pa-
trologia Graeca (90-91)’.” Tollefsen goes on to say in fn. 10: “Thunberg has told me that he once (by letter)
asked P. Sherwood about the condition of the texts, and received the answer that to a great degree we can trust
the PG. I hope the future will not show that our trust was unfounded”. Tollefsen summons here the testimony
of Thunberg, Louth and Sherwood that while the critical editions of Maximus” works are very important for the
philological aspect of Maximian scholarship, they don’t seem to prove themselves of vital importance for the
theological and philosophical aspect of it - until now at least.

% Concerning the translation of Maximus’ quotes, they are the author’s if not otherwise noted. We will prefer
to refer to published English translations where available, making small changes where appropriate (for
example, in order to retain a certain uniformity in terminology).
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Undoubtebly, a major contribution to Maximian studies will be Nicholas
Constas’ forthcoming critical edition and English translation of the complete
Ambigua from Harvard University Press.>® Nicholas Constas (currently
Maximos of Simonopetra), formerly an Associate Professor at the Harvard Di-
vinity School and now a monk at the Simonopetra Monastery of Mt. Athos, will
provide us with the first critical edition and English translation of Maximus’ ar-
guably most important work, making it widely available in a reliable edition — a
development that is bound to bring new momentum to Maximian scholarship.

We will list here Maximus’ works as found in the Patrologia Graeca,
their original titles followed by the abbreviation with which we will refer to
them where this is needed, their Latin titles and their exact position in the P.G.
along with the abbreviation of their critical edition, should one be available. Pol-
ycarp Sherwood has published in 1952 a date-list of Maximus the Confessor’s
works, which has not been substantially challenged by recent scholarship.

i. [Tlpog Oalaooiov, mepl dapiopwv dropwv tij¢ Beiog Ipapijc (TIpog Oa-
Maooiov) Quaestiones ad Thalassium. PG 90 244-785. CCSG 7,
CCSG 22.

ii. Ieboeic kai Amokpioeis kol Epwtioes kol Exloyol diapopwv kepalai-
wv dropovuévav (Iledoeig kai Amokpioelg). Quaestiones et dubia.
PG 90 785-856. CCSG 10.

iii. Epunveia eic tov v0" WYaludv. Expositio in Psalmum lix. PG 90 856-872.
CCSG 23, pp. 3-22.

iv. Eic v mpocevynv tod [latep fudv, npog Eva pildypiotov épunveia odv-
topog (Eig tv mpoosvynv tod Ildtep fudv). Expositio orationis
Dominicae. PG 90 872-909. CCSG 23, pp. 27-73.

V. Adyog dornukdg. Liber asceticus. PG 90 912-957. CCSG 40. Cantarella,
pp. 30-98.

Vi. Kepdlaa mepi dyamne. Capita de caritate quattuor centuriae. PG 90 960-
1073. Ceresa-Gastaldo.

* Nicholas Constas: On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The Ambigua (two volumes). Cambridge: Harvard
University Press (Dumbarton Oaks Medieval Library 28 & 29) 2014. Regrettably, this thesis is to be submitted
before the publication of Constas’ critical edition and English translation; therefore, we will have to be content
with Migne’s edition of the earlier and more extensive Ambigua ad Johannem (as mentioned earlier, the first
part of the complete Ambigua, the Ambigua ad Thomam, has already its critical edition in CCSG 48).
However, Nicholas Constas has kindly shared his translation of certain previously untranslated crucial passages
of the Ambigua ad Johannem with us, for which we express whole-hearted gratitude.

% Sherwood: An annotated...., pp. 23-56.
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Vii. Kepdloio X’ wepi Oeoloyiog kai tijc éveaprov oikovouiag tod Yiod Ocod
(Kepdiawo. X" mepi Oeoroyiag). Capitum theologicorum et
oeconomicorum duae centuriae. PG 90 1084-1176.

(KepdAato d1a@opa. Oeohoyid te Kol 0lkovopKa Kol mepl Gpetig Kol Kokiog
[Kepdrara drapopa] - Apart from |. 1-15, this is not by Maximus as such, but is
an anthology based mainly on Quaestiones ad Thalassium. Diversa capita. PG
90 1177-1392.)

Viii.Ilpo¢ Oconeunrov oyolootikév. Quaestiones ad Theopemptum. PG 90
1393-1400.

iX. "Epya Gsoloyika kai molexd. Opuscula theologica et polemica. PG 91
9-286.

X. Znmnoig ueta [oppoo. Disputatio cum Pyrrho. PG 91 288-353.

Xi. Iepi woyiic. Opusculum de anima. PG 91 353-361. Cantarella, pp. 220-
232.

Xii. Emoroloi. Epistulae. PG 91 364-649.

Xiii. Mvoraywyio. Mystagogia. PG 91 657-717. CCSG 69. Cantarella, pp.
122-214.

Xiv. Ilepi Sapdpawv dropi@dv t@v dyiwv Atovooiov kai I pnyopiov (Tlepi da-
POpV dmoptdv):>°
Tlpog Owuav tov fyacuévov. Ambigua ad Thomam. PG 91 1032-1060. CCSG
48, pp. 3-34. Constas — DOML 28.

Tlpog lwavvyy dpyierniokorov Kolikov. Ambigua ad Johannem. PG 91 1061-
1424. Constas — DOML 28 & 29.

xv. (Epistula secunda ad Thomam. CCSG 48, pp. 37-49.)

A discussion is currently taking place concerning the alleged authentici-
ty of the Life of the Virgin, a biography of Mary deriving primarily from Geor-
gian manuscripts and attributed to Maximus the Confessor: in a recent transla-
tion, Stephen Shoemaker is making a case concerning the authenticity of the

% We know that, from very early on, these two collections of Difficulties have been treated as one book, the
Ambigua or Ambigorum liber. However, there has been a debate as to whether the inclusion of these two dis-
tinct books (written at different periods of Maximus’ life) in a ‘complete’ ITepi drapdpwv dropidd>v goes back to
Maximus himself or is a later development: see Bart Janssens’s article “Does the combination of Maximus'
Ambigua ad Thomam and Ambigua ad lohannem go back to the Confessor himself?”” in: Sacris erudiri 42
(2003), pp. 281-286, as well as in his introduction to CCSG 48. Andrew Louth remarks that “this arrangement
of the two collections appears to go back to Maximus himself, as in the first of the opuscula (645-6), he re-
tracts an unfortunate monenergist phrase from what he calls ‘the seventh chapter of the Difficulties in the great
Gregory’ (Opusc. 1:33A: this is the reading of all the Greek manuscripts)” (Maximus the Confessor, p. 78).
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book®” - however, this does not influence our enquiry. Special mention must be
made concerning the Scholia to the Areopagite writings, which are included in
the fourth volume of Migne’s Patrologia Graeca.”® These Scholia were for cen-
turies attributed to Maximus the Confessor, but modern scholarship has proven
that comments by both Maximus the Confessor and primarily John of
Scythopolis, a bishop of the sixth century, have been merged into a single body
of Scholia by the ‘Byzantine’ copyists of the manuscripts without any note or
distinction as to which Scholia belong to whom. Recent scholarship does in no
way deny that an important part of these Scholia belong to Maximus the Confes-
sor. However, there is no unequivocal consensus as to which and how many
Scholia originated from John of Scythopolis’ hand and which from Maximus’.
Several attempts and proposals has been made to separate the Scholia according
to their authorship, with von Balthasar and others arguing that the majority if the
Scholia belong to John, but the subject can be still considered open.>® We will
comment on some of the Scholia where necessary, albeit noting their uncertain
origin, especially in the cases where recent scholarship has attributed some of
the cited Scholia to John of Scythopolis.®® For this reason, we will not use any of
the Scholia as evidence for Maximus’ thought, unless supported elsewhere in his
genuine writings as well.

Our study will primarily rely on Maximus’ [lepi diapopwv amopiddv
(Ambigua) — naturally so, as Maximus expounds in his most important work, in
which he answers questions and difficulties arising from the study of Gregory of

57 Stephen J. Shoemaker (transl.): Maximus the Confessor: The Life of The Virgin. New Haven and London:
Yale University Press 2012, p. 7: “It is thus hoped that this translation will open the text up to broader
consideration of questions concerning both its authorship and its significance. While | certainly do not consider
myself qualified to judge the authenticity of this attribution, which ultimately must be decided by experts on
Maximus, the matter unquestionably demands more serious consideration than it has yet received. It is indeed
somewhat troubling that many Maximus scholars seem not to have even acknowledged the existence of this
text in their publications”.

58 Sy6ha gic 10 Iepi tijc ovpaviag Tepapyiog 1ob dyiov Arovosiov Apsomayitov: PG 4 29-113. Zydiia eic 10
IIepi Geicwv Ovoudrav tod dyiov Aiovoaiov Apeorayitov: PG 4 185-416 & Suchla’s CD4.1. Zyohia €ig 1o Iepi
Moorkijc Ocoloyiog 100 dyiov Arovuciov Apeomayitov: PG 4 416-432. Zybhia &ig to¢ Emiorolag 100 dyiov
Arovoaiov Apeomayitov: PG 4 527-576.

% Von Balthasar: Cosmic Liturgy, p. 359-387, “The Problem of the Scholia to Pseudo-Dionysius”. More recent
research on the subject, apart from Beate Regina Suchla’s pioneering work (Die sogenannten Maximus-
Scholien des Corpus Dionysiacum Areopagiticum. In: Nachrichten von der Akademie der Wissenschaften in
Gottingen, 1980), include Paul Rorem & John C. Lamoreaux book, John of Scythopolis and the Dionysian
Corpus (New York: Oxford University Press 1998), which contains a translation of many of the Scholia it
attributes to John of Scythopolis. Beate Regina Suchla recently published the first volume of her critical edition
of the scholia, i.e. the scholia to the Divine Names: Corpus Dionysiacum Band 4,1. loannis Scythopolitani
prologus et scholia in Dionysii Areopagitae librum 'De divinis nominibus' cum additamentis interpretum
aliorum. Berlin, Boston: de Gruyter 2011.

5 While progress has been made on this subject with Suchla’s reliable critical edition and Rorem and
Lamoreaux’s monograph, we cannot know for certain which Scholia belong to whom, as newer research con-
stantly attributes at times more and at times less Scholia to John of Schythopolis: for example, the second
Syriac translation of the Corpus Dionysiacum has a shorter selection of Scholia, and the suggestion is that
these are the ones belonging to John.
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Nazianzus (the Theologian) and the Areopagite writings, his teaching and in-
sights in full depth and clarity. All key elements of his ontology, his cosmology
and his anthropology (apart from his all-present Christology) are to be recog-
nized in Ilepi diapopwv dropidv: the motion (kivnoic) of beings, the principles
of beings (Adyor 1@V 6vtwv), man and the soul’s motion, the relationship be-
tween the sensible and the intelligible, deification® etc. However, we will omit
none of Maximus’ works, of his treatises, of his letters, of his Centuries, insofar
as they prove productive for the specific objectives of our study.

According to tradition, after cutting the right hand and tongue of the per-
secuted and exiled Maximus so that he would not be able to defend his theologi-
cal positions, both his hand and tongue were miraculously regenerated by the
action of divine providence. The explosion of interest among scholars in Maxi-
mus’ work and the relevant publishing activity that we witness today, in the
twenty-first century, indicate that the spreading of Maximus the Confessor’ writ-
ten work through the world does indeed continue and that his voice is indeed
still being heard, long after his torture and death. The tradition’s account is prov-
en, in a unigue way, accurate.

8 On the subject of deification, consult Norman Russel’s important monograph The Doctrine of Deification in
the Greek Patristic Tradition (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2006), where special reference to Maximus’
understanding of deification is made (pp. 262-295).
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1.3. State of Research

Maximus the Confessor “has been the subject of extensive examination
in our time”;%” the relevant bibliography is becoming almost unmanageable in
comparison to earlier scholarship concerning him. A particularly intense and
seemingly sudden publishing activity concerning Maximus (theses, articles,
monographs) has been followed by a number of recent international conferences
focused on his work.®® Complete and extensive reports on the state of research
and overviews of the secondary literature concerning Maximus have been pub-
lished, constituting a ‘bibliography of bibliographies’. We will (i) present this
‘bibliography of bibliographies’, (ii) introduce the reader to the milestones of
Maximian scholarship, focusing on studies approaching Maximus’ work as a
philosophical one or as particularly fertile for philosophical research, and (iii)
refer to the beginnings of scholarship concerning ‘Byzantine’ philosophy.

1.3.1. Overviews of the Secondary Literature

Many of the major studies on Maximus the Confessor’s heritage contain
a chapter on the state of research at the time of their writing, but there are also
monographs dedicated to providing complete bibliographical information or a
comprehensive overview of the state of research concerning Maximian studies.
A comprehensive annotated bibliography up to 1986 has been provided to us by

82 Metropolitan John (Zizioulas) of Pergamon: “Person And Nature In The Theology Of St Maximus The
Confessor”, in Maxim Vasiljevi¢ (ed.), Knowing the Purpose of Creation through the Resurrection —
Proceedings of the Symposium on St Maximus the Confessor, October 18-21 2012, California: Sebastian Press
2013, p. 85.

8 For example, in recent years: “International Conference on St Maximus the Confessor: The Architecture of
the Cosmos”, University of Helsinki and Studium Catholicum, Helsinki: 2-4 September 2013. “International
Symposium on Saint Maximus the Confessor”, University of Belgrade & Fordham University, Belgrade: 18-21
October 2012. “A Saint for East and West: The Thought of Maximus Confessor in Eastern & Western
Christian Theology”, XVI International Conference on Patristic Studies, University of Oxford, Oxford: 9-11
August 2011. “Simpozionul International: Teologie si spiritualitate in géandirea Sfantului Maxim
Marturisitorului”, University of Craiova, Craiova: 17-18 September 2008. “Neoplatonism and St Maximus the
Confessor”, Norwegian Institute at Athens, University of Liverpool & the Academy of Finland. Athens: 11-13
December 2008. “The 2" International Theological Scientific Conference dedicated to St Maximus the
Confessor”, St Maximus the Confessor’s International Theological Scientific Centre, Tbilisi: 9-15 October
2007 etc. Apart from these, in September 26-28 2014 an international colloquium entitled “Maximus the Con-
fessor as a European Philosopher” will take place in Berlin. This multitude of conferences specifically
dedicated to Maximus the Confessor is a new phenomenon: the last major conference before the new
millennium was also the first one, the 1980 Fribourg Symposium (“Symposium sur Maxime le Confesseur”,
Fribourg: 2 - 5 September 1980). It is also interesting to note that the newly established (2010) Amsterdam
Centre for Eastern Orthodox Theology, associated with the VU University of Amsterdam, is dedicated to
Maximus, naming him the Father of Byzantine Theology
(http://www.aceot.nl/pages/sub/35476/_St_Maximos_the_Confessor.html, retrieved 07 April 2013).
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Maria Luisa Gatti,** in which she categorizes Maximian bibliographical sources
by the decade of their appearance, starting from the beginnings of the 20" centu-
ry. Aidan Nichols, in his 1993 monograph entitled Byzantine Gospel: Maximus
the Confessor in Modern Scholarship,” attempts to present and summarize the
major monographs written in languages other than English from 1967 up to
1992.%° He also provides us with an illuminating chapter on the overall history of
Maximian scholarship and on the modern rediscovery of Maximus.®” Before this
rediscovery, Maximus was practically unknown in western Europe and merely
regarded as one of the many ‘Byzantine’ Fathers of the undivided church, of the
‘Greek Fathers’ — while his theological heritage was more respected in the or-
thodox East, where he is considered as a precursor to Gregory Palamas. Today,
after Maximus’ rediscovery, he is widely considered as the most important post-
Cappadocian ‘Byzantine’ theologian. Nichols, a Roman Catholic priest, writes
that Maximus “is increasingly regarded as a giant of the Greek tradition, to be
compared, as the author of its classical statement, only with Thomas Aquinas in
the Latin West”® — similar or even much more enthusiastic statements are to be
found in nearly every recent monograph on Maximus.

An indispensable list for research on the Confessor has been published
in 2012: a book claiming to enlist the whole of Maximian scholarship, Mikonja
Knezevié’s Maximus the Confessor (580-662): Bibliography.®® Its 3.133 titles
contain translations, critical editions, monographs and theses, articles, papers,
conferences and conference proceedings up to and including 2012, divided into
thematic categories. The fact that there was a dire need to publish such a book
discloses much about the extent of the recent (and not-so-recent) interest in
Maximus.

8 Maria Luisa Gatti: Massimo il Confessore. Saggio di bibliografia generale ragionata e contributi per una
ricostruzione scientifica del suo pensiero metafisico e religioso. Milan: Vita e Pensiero, Pubblicazioni della
Universita Cattolica del Sacro Cuore (Metafisica del Platonismo nel suo sviluppo storico e nella filosofia
patristica. Studi o testi, 2) 1987.

% Aidan Nichols: Byzantine Gospel. Maximus the Confessor in Modern Scholarship. Edinburgh: T.&T. Clark
1993.

% Nichols presents and summarizes the ‘Maximian’ monographs by Vittorio Croce, Pierre Piret, Michael can
Esbroeck, Lars Thunberg, Alain Riou and Juan-Miguel Garrigues. Of these only Thunberg’s books have been
published in English.

87 “The Rediscovery of Maximus: A Brief History of Maximian Scholarship”, in Nichols: Byzantine Gospel,
pp. 221-252.

% Ibid. p. ix.

% Mikonja KneZevié: Maximus the Confessor (580-662): Bibliography. Belgrade: Institute for Theological
Research (Bibliographia Serbica Theologica vol. 6) 2012.
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1.3.2. Main Developments in Maximian Scholarship

We will refer here to the most important monographs on Maximus the
Confessor, focusing on the ones that will prove more useful in our specific en-
deavour.

While the presence of earlier research is not to be unnoticed, Hans Urs
von Balthasar’s pioneering work Kosmische Liturgie opened the way for Maxi-
mus’ rediscovery in the West. First published in 1941 in Freiburg as Kosmische
Liturgie. Maximus der Bekenner: Hohe und Krise des griechischen Weltbilds
and subsequently republished in 1961 in Einsiedeln in a radically revised edition
after taking into account Sherwood’s and others’ research, Cosmic Liturgy re-
mains one of the most comprehensive introductions to Maximus’ Weltanschau-
ung.” While written as a primarily theological work, Cosmic Liturgy’s insights
prove to be truly illuminating for a philosophical approach to Maximus’ world.

The Benedictine monk and professor of theology Polycarp Sherwood
has provided us not only with translations and a date-list of Maximus’ works,
but also with very good introductions to the Confessor’s thought.”* His books
and articles reflect a deep understanding of the premises of the Confessor’s
thought, and his study on Maximus’ refutation of Origenism remains a classic.

In 1964, the Swedish scholar Lars Thunberg would publish his mono-
graph entitled Microcosm and Mediator: The Theological Anthropology of Max-
imus the Confessor. While Thunberg’s work focuses on Maximus’ anthropology,
through his study of humanity, soul and deification in Maximus’ works he un-
folds an understanding of the whole of Maximus’ thought as particularly inter-
esting for a philosophical approach to the Church Father. Thunberg’s monograph
is one of the best introductions to Maximus’ thought available today. We note
the importance of a good and comprehensive introduction repeatedly, because
the fertility and diversity of Maximus’ thought leads each scholar to different
approaches to it and results at times in quite differing perspectives and prioritiza-
tions. Apart from his Microcosm and Mediator and diverse articles, Thunberg
has published in 1985 a smaller book as an introduction to the Confessor’s cos-
mic vision."

™ Hans Urs von Balthasar: Kosmische Liturgie. Das Weltbild Maximus des Bekenners. Johannes Verlag:
Einsiedeln 1961. Translated in English by Brian E. Daley as: Cosmic Liturgy. The Universe According to
Maximus the Confessor. San Francisco: Ignatius Press 2003.

™ polycarp Sherwood: The earlier Ambigua of Saint Maximus the Confessor and his refutation of origenism
(Romae: Herder 1955) and his introduction in his St Maximus the Confessor: The Ascetic Life — The Four
Centuries on Charity (Westminster: The Newman Press 1955).

"2 Lars Thunberg: Man and the cosmos. The vision of St Maximus the Confessor. Crestwood, NY: St Vladimir's
Seminary Press 1985.
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We can speak of a French school in Maximian scholarship, not so much
because of a consensus between French scholars but because of the vivid interest
in Maximus in the francophone world. Jean-Claude Larchet, Irénée Henri
Dalmais,” Alain Riou,”* Jean-Miguel Garrigues™ and others formed and contin-
ued a tradition of approaching Maximus as one of the most important Fathers of
the Church, while advancing Maximian research as a whole. The beginnings
should be traced in the Dominican monk Marie-Joseph Le Guillou’s legacy:"
his pupils’ books on Maximus (Riou, Garrigues, Lethel and Piret) all carry his
preface. The subject of most of their work was to illustrate Maximus as a precur-
sor to Thomas Aquinas. More recently Antoine Lévy, also a Dominican, has also
compared Maximus the Confessor to Thomas Aquinas, although in a more elab-
orate and qualified way.’’

Riou and Garrigues in particular have underlined the centrality and im-
portance of the Adyoc-tpomog distinction in Maximus’ thought, the distinction
between the principle of being (Adyoc pboewc) and the mode of existence (tpo-
nog vmapEewc). In Alain Riou’s Le monde et I' Eglise selon Maxime le
Confesseur, he expounds a soteriological cosmology in which the created world
is assumed and assimilated by the church and is made complete (i.e. is saved) by
its participation in the hypostasis of the Logos. In order to express this with pre-
cision, Maximus employs the Adyog-tpomog distinction in a way uncommon in
previous patristic literature, where the notion of the principle of being (Adyoc
pvoemc) was extensively developed, but not so much that of the mode of exist-
ence (tpomog vmapEenmc), says Riou.”® Jean-Claude Larchet’ has written exten-
sively on Maximus and his work is of high value, but there is a divergence of
opinion between him and a significant number of other scholars concerning the
exact content of the terms person and hypostasis (rpoécomov-vmdcTacIS), Nature

™ Irénée Henri Dalmais: Théologie de I'église et mystére liturgique dans la Mystagogie de saint Maxime le
Confesseur (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag 1975) and many individual articles.

™ Alain Riou: Le monde et I'Eglise selon Maxime le Confesseur. Paris: Beauchesne (Théologie historique, 22)
1973.

™ Juan Miguel Garrigues: Maxime le Confesseur. La charité, avenir divin de I'homme. Paris: Beauchesne
(Théologie historique, 38) 1976.

® Marie-Joseph Le Guillou: Le Christ et I'Eglise. Théologie du mystére. Paris: Ed. du centurion 1963.
L'expérience de I'Esprit saint en Orient et en Occident. Saint-Maur, Les Plans-sur-Bex: Editions Parole et
silence 2001.

7 Antoine Lévy: Le Cree Et L'incree: Maxime Le Confesseur Et Thomas D'Aquin. Paris: Librairie
Philosophique Vrin 2006.

" Riou: Le monde et I'Eglise, pp. 79-83.

™ Jean-Claude Larchet: La Divinisation de I'nomme selon saint Maxime le Confesseur, Paris: Editions du Cerf
1996. Maxime le Confesseur, médiateur entre I'Orient et I'Occident, Paris: Editions du Cerf 1998. Saint
Maxime le Confesseur, Paris: Editions du Cerf 2003.
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and substance (pvoic-ovcia) and freedom in Maximus the Confessor’s thought —
a point of major disagreement with John Zizioulas.®

In 1980, the first major international conference on Maximian scholar-
ship made it clear that the rediscovery of Maximus the Confessor was not lim-
ited to a circle of scholars but denoted a significant shift in the focus of patristic
studies as a whole.®! The reader will also note that Maximus’ thought was ap-
proached not as theology per se, but as ‘Christian thought’, encompassing a
greater area of scholarship. The conference’s proceedings are still an important
point of reference.

The first major American study on Maximus the Confessor is Paul M.
Blowers Exegesis and Spiritual Pedagogy in Maximus the Confessor in 1991, in
which Blowers examines the pedagogical and exegetical models used by the
Confessor in his Questions to Thalassius.®

We hold that the substance-activities (ovoia-évépyeia, commonly trans-
lated as essence-energies) distinction is of vital importance for the understanding
of St Maximus’ ontology and certainly not an anachronism from the fourteenth
century. This is what Vasilios Karayiannis attempts to expound in his Maxime le
confesseur. Essence et énergies de Dieu.® In later chapters we will refer to the
hypostatic realization of the substance and the energies’-activities’ role for the
substance-hypostasis distinction more extensively. (There is a rich bibliography
on the matter of the substance-activities distinction prior to Gregory Palamas in
general and in Maximus’ thought in particular, and Torstein Tollefsen’s second
book, which we will mention shortly, is the most remarkable contribution to the
matter among the most recent ones. The fact that it focuses on the philosophical
terminology and not on later theological disputes makes it even more relevant to
our study).

Andrew Louth’s combination of an excellent introduction to Maximus
the Confessor (his thought, the tradition that precedes him and the historical con-
text of his time) and the English translation of key passages from the Ambigua in
1996 constitutes an ideal introduction to Maximus’ thought, a very good ‘en-

& John Zizioulas analyzes these differences in: “Person And Nature In The Theology Of St Maximus The
Confessor”, in Maxim Vasiljevi¢ (ed.), Knowing the Purpose of Creation through the Resurrection —
Proceedings of the Symposium on St Maximus the Confessor, October 18-21 2012, California: Sebastian Press
2013, pp. 85-113.

® Felix Heinzer & Christoph Schénborn (ed.): Maximus Confessor, Actes du Symposium sur Maxime le
Confesseur, Fribourg, 2 - 5 sept. 1980. Fribourg, Suisse: Ed. Universitaires 1982.

8 paul M. Blowers: Exegesis and Spiritual Pedagogy in Maximus the Confessor. Indiana: University of Notre
Dame Press 1991.

8 Vasilios Karayiannis: Maxime le confesseur. Essence et énergies de Dieu. Paris: Beauchesne (Théologie
historique, 93) 1993.
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trance point’ to Maximian studies.* Nikolaos Loudovikos introduces the notion
of a Eucharistic Ontology and sheds more light in the Adyot theory in his dense
monograph, recently translated in English.®®

Pascal Mueller-Jourdan’s 2005 monograph Typologie Spatio-Temporelle
de I'Ecclesia Byzantine: La Mystagogie de Maxime le Confesseur®™ examines
space and time in the context of the liturgy as expounded by Maximus in his
Mvoortaywyio. While this monograph isn’t quite an exposition of Maximus’ her-
meneutic approach to time per se (due to its specific focus on liturgical
spatiotemporality), it is certainly the work that stands nearest to our endeavour.
Another doctoral thesis in close proximity to ours is Vasileios Betsakos’ Xzdaig
Aewcivyroc,®” which approaches Maximus’ theory of motion as a thorough and
radical renewal of Aristotle’s theory in an ecclesial context. An account of the
Greek Fathers’ understanding of temporality in general and a comparison to the-
ories of time developed in the Christian West (with a special mention of Augus-
tine and Boethius) is to be found in David Bradshaw’s article “Time and Eternity
in the Greek Fathers”.?® Paul Plass has published a noteworthy article treating
Maximus the Confessor’s approach to transcendent time,®* while Edward

8 Andrew Louth: Maximus the Confessor. New York: Routledge — Taylor & Francis e-Library 2005.

% Nikolaos Loudovikos: H esyapioniars dvioloyia: to evyapioniaxc Oguélio tod elvon g év kovovig
yiyveaa, oty éoyaroloyikn dvroloyia tod dyiov Maiuov tod Ouoioyntij. Athens: Domos 1992. Translated by
Elisabeth Theokritoff as: A4 Eucharistic Ontology: Maximus the Confessor’s Eschatological Ontology of Being
as Dialogical Reciprocity.Brookline: HC Press 2010.

8 pascal Mueller-Jourdan: Typologie Spatio-Temporelle de I'Ecclesia Byzantine: La Mystagogie de Maxime le
Confesseur. Leiden, Boston: Brill (Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae, Vol. 74) 2005.

8 Vasileios Betsakos: Srdoic detxivyrog: 1 dvaxaivion tic dpiototeliiic kivijoewe otij Ocoloyia Madiuov tod
Opoloynrod. Athens: Armos 2006.

® David Bradshaw’s “Time and Eternity in the Greek Fathers”, in: The Thomist 70 (2006), pp. 311-366.
Bradshaw mentions Maximus’ contribution in pp. 346-52 and is one of the first to elaborate on it, providing
illuminating comments. However, he has focused on the Scholia to the Dionysian corpus, and as a consequence
we have been led in our dedicated study of Maximus’ understanding of temporality to partly (but substantially)
different conclusions. For example, Bradshaw speaks of the “eternity” and doesn’t differentiate between the
Aeon and the third mode of temporality in deification (the otdoig dewivntog), assuming in p. 351 that the
Aecon is the ‘eternity’ of deification as well — i.e., that the ‘seventh day’ is identical to the ‘eighth day’, etc.
However, as we will show, Maximus speaks of two substantially different ‘eternities’: he starkly differentiates
between the eternity of the Aeon, which “has had a beginning” and belongs to (intelligible) creation and the
different eternity of the uncreated and of the participation in the uncreated, being beyond time and timelessness
and beyond motion and fixity (which is the primary reason that we have avoided to consistently translate any
one of Maximus’ terms as ‘eternity’). To understand Maximus’ ai®v simply as eternity, as the etymological dei
®v (‘the one that always is’) can be misleading, due to the many different shades of meaning found in
Maximus. However, we must note that, in general, Bradshaw’s comparison between western and eastern
Christian conceptions of temporality is a truly valuable one, underlining important but often neglected
differences between the two.

® Paul Plass: “Transcendent Time in Maximus the Confessor”, in: The Thomist 44:2 (1980), pp. 259-277. See
also his article: “Transcendent Time and Eternity in Gregory of Nyssa”, in: Vigiliae Christianae 34 (1980), pp.
180-192, as well as his account of Maximus’ otdoig dewkivnog, ““Moving Rest’ in Maximus the Confessor”,
in: Classica et Mediaevalia 35 (1984): 177-190.
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Epsen’s article “Eternity is a Present, Time is its Unwrapping”™ makes a num-

ber of references to Maximus.

In the first decade of the new millennium, four monographs on Maximus
the Confessor have been published by Oxford University Press’ Early Christian
Studies series. Demetrios Bathrellos’ The Byzantine Christ: Person, Nature, and
Will in the Christology of Saint Maximus the Confessor® focuses on the Mono-
thelite controversy and on Christ’s human will, Adam G. Cooper rises in The
Body in St Maximus the Confessor — Holy Flesh, Wholly Deified* the question
concerning the body’s state in deification, Melchisedec T6ronen in his Union
and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the Confessor® explores the titular
subject with a philosophical perspective and Torstein Tollefsen publishes The
Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Confessor.” It should be noted that
Tollefsen, today a Professor of Philosophy at the University of Oslo, considered
his study on Maximus to be a philosophical one, submitted it in the University of
Oslo’s faculty of philosophy and maintains that Maximus’ Weltanschauung is a
purely cosmological one, albeit ‘Christocentrically’ cosmological. As such, his
monograph is of crucial importance in our attempt to approach Maximus as a
philosopher. Tollefsen elaborated this philosophical approach in his later mono-
graph Activity and Participation in Late Antique and Early Christian Thought,*
a study of Gregory of Nyssa, Dionysius the Areopagite, Maximus the Confessor,
and Gregory Palamas in which he highlights the philosophical importance of the
notion of activities (Evépygion).

A substantial part of Christina Kapsimalakou’s doctoral thesis in phi-
losophy entitled Freedom and Necessity in Maximus the Confessor: Towards an
Ontology of the Person® (in Greek) is relevant to our work, as it verifies the
Maximian grounding of Christos Yannaras’ prosopocentric and critical ontology
and links Maximus’ use and definition of key terms to that of Yannaras, evinc-

% Edward Epsen: “Eternity is a Present, Time is its Unwrapping”, in: The Heythrop Journal 52 (2010), pp.
417-429. Apart from these, Andrew Louth had presented a paper entitled “Time and Space in Maximos the
Confessor” at the “Neoplatonism and St Maximus the Confessor” conference in 2008 in Athens, but this paper
hasn’t been published yet. It contains valuable remarks on didotnpua as distance, a notion that will play a key
role in our analysis.

° Demetrios Bathrellos: The Byzantine Christ: Person, Nature, and Will in the Christology of Saint Maximus
the Confessor. Oxford: Oxford University Press 2004.

% Adam G. Cooper: The Body in St Maximus the Confessor. Holy Flesh, Wholly Deified, Oxford: Oxford
University Press 2005.

% Melchisedec Térénen: Union and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the Confessor. Oxford: Oxford
University Press 2007.

% Torstein Tollefsen: The Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Confessor. Oxford: Oxford University
Press 2008.

% |dem: Activity and Participation in Late Antique and Early Christian Thought. Oxford: Oxford University
Press 2012.

% Christina Kapsimalakou: Edevfspia xoi avaykaidtiro katé tov Macuyo tov Ouoloynt: mpoc uié Ovioloyio
700 [lpoosamov. Patras: University of Patras (Diss.) 2012, particularly pp. 38-96.
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ing the latter as an organic continuation of the former in a radically different era,
where philosophical thought and ecclesial testimony are articulated in a substan-
tially different language. However, and apart from this hermeneutic viewpoint,
the thesis focuses on human will and freedom in Maximus’ work and as such
will not be directly related to our research question.

1.3.3. ‘Byzantine’ Philosophy

Maximus the Confessor’s works stood out as particularly philosophical
even in Johannes Huber’s 1859 book Die Philosophie der Kirchenviter, in
which the author praises Maximus as the most mature thinker of the Orthodox
church.” Since then the study of Eastern Roman (‘Byzantine’) philosophy has
advanced, and Maximus has not lost his highly important position in it.

The first major overview of ‘Byzantine’ philosophy is Basile Tatakis’
La Philosophie Byzantine in 1949.% The studies of Klaus Ohler®® (1969) and
Gerhard Podskalsky'® (1977) followed, each presenting a different aspect of
‘Byzantine’ philosophy, and since then the study of ‘Byzantine’ philosophy has
manifested considerable academic efflorescence — while there is still much to be
done.

More recent research (2002) includes the volume edited by Katerina
lerodiakonou, Byzantine Philosophy and Its Ancient Sources.*® However, for
lerodiakonou Maximus does not belong to ‘Byzantine’ philosophy, but rather to
early ‘Byzantine’ philosophy, as she defines the era of ‘Byzantine’ philosophy
between 730 and 1453.'%

%7 Johannes Huber: Die Philosophie der Kirchenvdter. Miinchen: J.G. Cotta 1859, pp. 341-358.

% Basile Tatakis: La Philosophie Byzantine. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France (Fascicule supplémentaire
No II of Emile Bréhier's Histoire de la Philosophie) 1949. In English: Basil Tatakis & Nicholas J. Moutafakis
(transl.): Byzantine Philosophy. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company 2003. In Greek: ‘H Bvlavuvyy ®i-
Jogogia. Athens: Eteria Spoudon Neoellinikou Politismou ke Genikis Paideias 1977.

% Klaus Ohler: Antike Philosophie und Byzantinisches Mittelalter. Miinchen: Beck 1969.

10 Gerhard Podskalsky: Theologie und Philosophie in Byzanz. Der Streit um die theologische Methodik in der
spdtbyzantinischen Geistesgeschichte (14./15. Jh.), seine systematischen Grundlagen und seine historische
Entwicklung. Miinchen: Beck 1977.

101 Katerina lerodiakonou (ed.): Byzantine Philosophy and Its Ancient Sources. Oxford: Oxford University
Press 2002.

102 «“For the purposes of this article, Byzantine philosophy is the study and teaching of traditional subjects of
philosophy in the Greek language between c. 730 and 1453. The second half of this delineation construes the
attribute ‘Byzantine’ rather narrowly, in that it excludes the whole period between c. 330 and c. 730, which is
commonly referred to by historians as ‘Early Byzantine’ (and also leaves out of account philosophical activity
in the minority languages of the Byzantine Empire)”. Katerina lerodiakonou & Borje Bydén: "Byzantine
Philosophy" in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Winter 2008 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL =
<http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2008/entries/byzantine-philosophy/>, retrieved 07 April 2013. On the

44



Georgi T. Kapriev’s recent (2005) monograph Philosophie in Byzanz'®
constitutes an interesting attempt to compose an overview of ‘Byzantine’ philos-
ophy through four major points of synthesis, namely Maximus the Confessor,
John Damascene, Patriarch Photius of Constantinople and Gregory Palamas.
Maximus the Confessor has a fair share in it'* and the summary of his thought
by Kapriev is an accurate and balanced one. Kapriev’s understanding of what
‘Byzantine’ philosophy is differs from his predecessors’ in that it productively
transcends the philosophy-theology divide which, in the case of the ‘Byzantine’
empire, is an anachronistic construct imposed upon a society that thought, dis-
cussed, wrote and acted in quite different terms, as Kapriev expounds.'® The
reception of ‘Byzantine’ philosophy through the philosophy-theology divide as it
has been developed in Western Europe has effected an unbalanced focus on
lesser ‘Byzantine’ thinkers, which however had the advantage of not being ‘the-
ologians’. This tendency is gradually being corrected in academia, and the rele-
vance of a given thinker to philosophical enquiry is becoming the criterion of
what ‘Byzantine’ philosophy is — as it should have been.

While Christos Yannaras’ and John Zizioulas’ work is of course in no
way to be categorized as ‘Byzantine’ philosophy, we hold that their input is par-
ticularly productive in an understanding of the philosophical thinking of the
‘Byzantines’ — perhaps indispensably so, as we will expound in the chapter con-
cerning Yannaras’ ontology.

In examining the subject of time, we should also mention Oscar
Cullmann’s classic study Christ and Time. The Primitive Christian Conception
of Time and History.'® However, it has not been proven of crucial importance
for our task, since it examines a considerably earlier phase in the development of
Christian thought.

A prerequisite for being able to focus on Maximus the Confessor’s un-
derstanding of motion and temporality would be the attempt to understand his
(and his church’s) positions concerning ontology, cosmology and anthropology.
We will attempt to do this in the following chapter, after a short examination of
the alleged clash between philosophy and theology.

formation of early Christian philosophy up to the fourth century, see George Karamanolis’ The Philosophy of
Early Christianity (Durham: Acumen 2013).

193 Georgi T. Kapriev: Philosophie in Byzanz. Wiirzburg: Kénigshausen & Neumann 2005.
%4 Ibid. pp. 45-104.
1% |bid. pp. 13-21.

1% Oscar Cullmann: Christ and Time. The Primitive Christian Conception of Time and History. London: SCM
Press 1967.
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PART II: An Ecclesial Weltanschauung — and a
Relational and Critical Ontology
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I1.1. Early Christian/‘Byzantine’ Philosophy and Maximus the
Confessor'”’

11.1.1. Philosophy and Theology

We have repeatedly mentioned the phrases Maximus’ philosophy, the
philosophy of the Greek Fathers, early Christian and ‘Byzantine’ philosophy.
An elucidation concerning the meaning we ascribe to those terms is appropriate.
We will first remark on the distinction and relationship between theology and
philosophy and subsequently explain why these remarks are not applicable to the
Greek Fathers’ thought.

The problem of making a clear cut distinction between philosophy and
theology is an old one, especially in academia.'® The fact that philosophy served
in the Western European Middle Ages primarily as ancilla theologiae, as a
maidservant of theology and a provider of arguments as well as added authority
or provability to theological positions, does certainly not help in today’s aca-
demic attempt to either demonstrate the futility of an absolute distinction be-
tween the two or to thoroughly and convincingly explain why such a distinction
is needed. The relationship between philosophical thought and theological for-
mulations in the West was not even merely a relationship of peaceful submis-
sion, if we take into account acts of violence and oppresion during its history.
There arose a need for the full liberation of philosophical thought from its alle-
giance to religious control, which resulted over time in establishing a pro-
nounced and absolute distinction between the disciplines of philosophy and the-
ology, so that philosophical thinking could be freely developed and not be at the
risk of future limitations.

7 In attempting a reading of early Christian philosophy along with Maximus the Confessor’s thought, we will
focus on the articulation of the ecclesial testimony through the great councils of the undivided church. For an
examination of Christian philosophy from the first century and, roughly, up to the counsil of Constantinople in
381, consult George Karamanolis’s monograph The Philosophy of Early Christianity (Durham: Acumen 2013).
1% First of all, it shoul be noted that this distinction does not have the same historical roots in East and West.
As David Bradshaw remarks, “in the East there were never the same divisions between philosophy and theolo-
gy, or theology and mysticism, as in the West, partly because these divisions presuppose a concept of natural
reason that is itself a product of the western tradition. For the historian of philosophy, this means that in study-
ing the East one encounters a great deal that is not normally part of one’s professional territory: detailed dis-
cussions of Trinitarian theology, of prayer, of ascetic practice, of charity toward the poor, and of Scriptural
exegesis, often expressed in a baroquely complex vocabulary. One’s task is to disentangle the recognizably
philosophical elements from their context without distorting them or evacuating them of their meaning” (Aris-
totle East and West — Metaphysics and the Division of Christendom. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
2004, p. xiii-xiv). On Maximus, Hans Urs von Balthasar notes that it would be anachronistic to make a distinc-
tion between philosophy and theology in dealing with a thinker like him, for reasons he explains in Cosmic
Liturgy, p. 100f.
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Nevertheless, even in the very soil of these historical developments, the
relationship and interaction between philosophy and theology continued to be
very strong. In acknowledging this in the deepest level, Heidegger criticizes the
whole of western metaphysics as ontotheology.'® This interrelation of ontology
and theology is usually seen as problematic, as a problem that philosophy must
OVercome.

Without implying that any ontological statement is a theological one or
that any theology necessarily constitutes ontology, we wish to remark on the ar-
bitrary nature of an absolute and mutually exclusive distinction between the two.
Here we are referring to the academic approach to theology, not to the question
of the ecclesial testimony’s theological reality; we will not examine how theolo-
gy sees philosophy, only how philosophy sees theology — and neither will we
attempt a philosophical justification of theology or a theological justification of
philosophy.

One of the most fundamental definitions of theology for Western schol-
arship is that of Augustine in his De Civitate Dei: “de divinitate rationem sive
sermonem”,*'® to contemplate or to discuss about God - or the deity or the di-
vine. However, as it is also the case with the etymological analysis of the word
‘theology’, i.e. the word about God or the divine, this definition cannot possibly
exhaust the field of research that is collectively called ‘theology’; in giving some
examples we may mention the history of theology, ethics, the philology of eccle-
sial texts, political theology and other areas that are better understood in compar-
ison with their philosophical counterparts than through the etymological signifi-
ers of the word ‘theology’. Theology as it is understood today is clearly not lim-
ited to the ‘word about God’. Thus, we would propose a sharp distinction be-
tween theology in itself, what is also termed systematic theology and what we
could term producing theology on one hand, and the philology of theological or

%9 In essence, ontotheology means considering God as a being i.e. as one of the beings, even though a very
exalted one (and not, for example, as residing beyond the category of beings). This term has suffered much; it
originated with Immanuel Kant and became widely known through its use (with a different content) by
Heidegger. Today it is usually used in a much wider sense, denoting the hardly avoidable inclusion of philo-
sophical theology in philosophy through metaphysics (Aristotle’s “first philosophy’), where a sharp distinction
between the philosophical and theological aspects of it is extremely difficult. The problem is that by including
God in the ontological enquiry, God is reified, he is made an object within existence — albeit the highest, the
most perfect etc, but nonetheless one object within being. For an account of Heidegger’s meaning of the term,
consult Tain Thomson: “Ontotheology? Understanding Heidegger’s Destruktion of Metaphysics”, International
Journal of Philosophical Studies 8:3 (2000), pp. 297-327. According to p. 323, Kant’s original definition of
ontotheology is “that kind of transcendental theology which (like Anselm’s famous ‘ontological argument’ for
the existence of God) ‘believes it can know the existence of an [original being, Urwesen] through mere con-
cepts, without the help of any experience whatsoever’”, in contrast to the empirically-oriented cosmotheology.
In our opinion, the philosopher Jean-Luc Marion successfully attempts in his now classic monograph God
Without Being (Chicago, London: University of Chicago Press 2012) to radically transcend ontotheology when
philosophically engaging with the subject of God, thereby achieving a truly crucial contribution to philosophy.

10 De Civitate Dei, VIII. i.
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ecclesial texts, as for example the history of theology or doctrine or generally the
teachings that have been handed over to us on the other. In exactly the same way
a distinction is to be applied to the field of philosophy, for producing philosophy
is an entirely different action in comparison to the philology of philosophical
texts (e.g. the history of philosophy), which in many ways is the most repre-
sentative discipline of academic philosophy and invaluable in disclosing the to-
tality of philosophical enquiry.

Generally speaking, the definition of philosophy, the etymological ‘love
of wisdom’ or the pursuit of knowledge concerning existence, does not exclude
theology- quite on the contrary, if we understand theology as the search for the
knowledge of the first cause of existence. One could argue that sometimes theo-
logical thinking is limited to a given teaching or ‘doctrine’, within the frame-
work and limits of which it is developed. However, if such an argument were to
be accepted, then as a logical consequence other schools of philosophy ought
also not to be considered philosophical. This would for example include philo-
sophical schools and traditions like Kantian, Nietzschean or Marxist philosophy
or, to return to the basics, the Aristotelian tradition, which would be excluded
from philosophy due to its limitation within a given framework (i.e., the writings
of Kant, Nietzsche, Marx or Aristotle respectively). The same applies if one is to
claim that theology constitutes a discipline only within the frame of an organized
religion, a claim that is factually incorrect anyway. To state that theology is only
formed, articulated and propagated under the control and through the mecha-
nisms of religious authority and power is particularly untrue in the case of the
subject of our study, Maximus the Confessor. As we have seen, he was at a cer-
tain point in his life virtually the only person in the empire (along with his two
pupils) to defend the Dyothelite position, and for that he suffered persecution
from both the state and the church. However, this did not stop his theology from
becoming widely recognized as the truly orthodox position not long after his
death. Maximus’ (later triumphant) theology has not been developed within the
frame of authoritative religious mechanisms that made its formulation or propa-
gation possible: quite the contrary!

It could also be argued that the core of the philosophy, the ‘first philoso-
phy’ i.e. ontology/metaphysics, is primarily an area of theology. The question
about the existence of existence, about the nature of existing and its meaning
constitutes a question that is related or sometimes identical to the question of the
“first cause’, of God and his existence and reality or inexistence and absence.
Trying to remove the question of the ‘first cause’ and of the meaning of exist-
ence from philosophy (and attribute it to a ‘clear’ theology) would leave philos-
ophy without its core, without the “first philosophy’ — even if attempts have been
made to construct philosophical theories, interpretations of the existence com-
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pletely devoid of ontological positions or propositions, which, we could argue, is
a fundamental contradiction, a contradictio in terminis.

A rather obvious example in this line of thought is the ‘theology of Aris-
totle” and, to further concretize, the detailed description of the ‘prime mover’ —
and of the need for a ‘prime mover’— in Book A of the Metaphysics. The authors
of Lexikon fiir Theologie und Kirche note that “theology acquires in Aristotle a
completely new meaning: as ‘meta-physics’, as the “first philosophy’.”**! In an
utterly theological way, Aristotle himself points out the necessarily monotheistic
character of his ‘first philosophy’ stating that “the prime unmoved mover is one
in number as well as in definition”,**? while elsewhere he refers to God in the
context of his moral philosophy.®* Should we categorize these meditations of
Avristotle under philosophy or under theology? If we consider them as being
solely philosophical, then there is no reason for a separate science, a ‘theology’
which deals with the ‘word about God’. If we consider them as being solely the-
ological, then the philosophy of Aristotle loses a very important and rather cen-
tral and vital part, as would happen in philosophy in general if we applied the
same principle and logic. Here we can already see that a strict separation of phi-
losophy and theology would be very problematic. The nature of Maximus the
Confessor’s work, i.e. the philosophical (and quite Aristotelian) reasoning that
he uses and the philosophical ‘texture’ of many of his works in which this rea-
soning results, reveals the futility of this distinction as well.**

11.1.2. Ontotheology as Incompatible with Ecclesial Testimony

The above analysis omits a vital part of Christian ontology, which is dif-
ferent from Greek philosophy and which forbids ontotheology in the literal
sense; that is, the created-uncreated distinction,'** the implications of creation ex
nihilo."°

M Josef Hofe and Karl Rahner (eds): Lexikon fiir Theologie und Kirche, tenth colume, Freiburg im Breisgau:
Verlag Herder 1965, p. 62: ,,[Die Theologie] gewinnt [bei Aristoteles] eine ganz neuartige Bedeutung: als

113

,Meta-physik* bzw. ,Erste Philosophie‘*.
Y2 Mezor o pooncd, 1074a: 8v &pa koi Aoy kai &pBud T TpdTov Kvoby dxivntov Gv.

3 Hbucor Evorua, 1245b 17: o0 yap obtac 6 050 €D &xst, AL Bédtiov § Hote §ALO TL VOETY Top’ adTog
avToVv.

114 Cf. Betsakos: Ztdoic Aeikivirog, 6. 11.

15 See e.g. Maximus the Confessor’s ITepi diapdpwv dmopidsv, PG 91 1221 A: “the Creator and creation are
not the same, as if what is attributed to the one must by necessity be attributed likewise to the other, for if this
were the case the natural differences between them would no longer be evident” (transl. Constas, DOML 28, p.
375). — Ibid. 1168 B: “Since the uncreated is not naturally contained by creation, nor is the unlimited compre-
hended by what is limited” (transl. Louth, p. 130). There can be no middle ground between the uncreated and
the created: Zijtnoig ueto Ioppov, PG 91 341 A: fj kuiotiy, 1 Gktiotov Aéyswy tadtny dvaykoacOoecbe: Enedn
p€cov KTIoTiG Kai aktictov ovdepia Vmapyel 10 chvorov. See also Maximus’ list of cosmological divisions,
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The ontotheological position is that one can know the first cause of ex-
istence (or God or existence’s meaning and sense) through concepts (i.e. through
philosophy) — as it is a being, i.e. one of the beings. This is perfectly compatible
with an ontology that traces the first cause of existence, or God, or existence’s
meaning and sense, in the world, within existence. If it is one of the components
of the world, its truth can be accurately thought of, spoken of, articulated, de-
fined (within the means of language’s realism). Aristotle’s prime unmoved mov-
er does not reside outside of the world, he is within the world. However, and in
contrast with Greek ontology before Christianity, the religion of the Hebrews
and the testimony of the Christians speak of a creation ex nihilo, of a distinction
between created reality and the uncreated God, of a first cause that resides out-
side of the cosmos i.e. the ktisis (ktioic), outside of the created world (of course,
without the spatiotemporality that ‘outside’ seems to imply).

The genius of Ludwig Wittgenstein has provided us with another lan-
guage to express this from another perspective: according to him, “the sense of
the world must lie outside the world”.""” Wittgenstein explains: “In the world
everything is as it is, and everything happens as it does happen: in it no value
exists — and if it did exist, it would have no value. If there is any value that does
have value, it must lie outside the whole sphere of what happens and is the case.
For all that happens and is the case is accidental. What makes it non-accidental
cannot lie within the world, since if it did it would itself be accidental. It must lie
outside the world”.**® The question of the sense of the world is the question of its
cause, the question about God. However, “the limits of my language signify the
limits of my world”.**® To signify in language what lies beyond the limits of my
world, the extremities of which are the limitations of createdness, would be im-
possible, it would be non-sense. One cannot truly philosophize about what lies
beyond the limits of createdness, and as such of language. “Whereof one cannot
speak, thereof one must be silent”.*® If one has to speak, then a truly apophatic
stance towards knowledge and language is necessary.

Thus, the primary affirmation of ontotheology cannot be accepted by the
ecclesial testimony under any circumstances. For the Fathers of the Church, phi-

influenced by Gregory of Nyssa — the first of them is the created-uncreated distinction: I7epi diopdpwv
damopidv, PG 91 1304 D: “They say that the substance of everything that has come into being is divided into
five divisions. The first of these divides from the uncreated nature the universal created nature, which receives
its being from becoming” (transl. Louth, p. 154).

16 Cf. Maximus the Confessor, Kepdlaia mepi dydmne, Ceresa-Gastaldo 4.1.3: éx 1o undevog tiic v dviov
gic 10 elvan mapryoyev Bmopéy [6 Oedc]. — “From nothing he has brought into existence everything that is”
(transl. Berthold p. 75).

"7 | udwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, 6.41.
118 A
lbid.
19 Tractatus 5.6.
20 Tractatus 7.
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losophy was certainly not a means to know God, as this would not be possible,

and to deem it possible would be to deny basic tenets of the ecclesial testimo-
121

ny.

I1.1.3. Maximus’ Apophaticism: “God does not exist”

Maximus the Confessor follows Wittgenstein’s advice; he does not
speak of what cannot be said. Maximus speaks of God (and of everything) “ac-
cording to the measure of our language (for it is not possible for us to transcend
it)”.? In an utter respect for the realism of language, Maximus declares that
God does not exist, for his existence is completely beyond everything that we
call ‘being’ and ‘existence’.'® For the Confessor, this is not a mere rhetorical
device: he explicitly writes that “nonbeing is properly meant with regard to
[God], since he is not among beings”.** Every designation concerning God and
the sense of the world cannot but be incorrect, as it emerges from within the lim-
its of our world. The mode of existence (tpémog vVmapEewc) of creatures cannot
be the same or comparable to the mode of existence of their source of being, to
the mode of existence of the uncreated, and nothing at all can be said about it, as
it resides beyond the limits of createdness. Language cannot even circumscribe
truth when trying to signify the uncreated: “for since it is necessary that we un-
derstand correctly the difference between God and creatures, then the affirma-
tion of being beyond being [vrepeivar, drepovoiog] must be the negation of be-
ings and the affirmation of beings must be the negation of being beyond being.

121 On this subject, cf. Tollefsen: Activity and Participation, pp. 33-46. On a side note, let us remark that in an
attempt to be able to know God through concepts and to bridge the gap between the Christian God and ancient
Greek conceptions of a first cause, the principle of the analogia entis was employed in the Christian West;
however, as this cannot be traced in Maximus the Confessor or in the Eastern church both prior to Maximus
and thereafter, we will not deal with it here.

22 sy6laa gic 10 mepi Osiwv ovoudtwv, CD4.1 189 B (p. 122, fn.): td pétpo tiic Huetépac yrdoong
aKoAovO®V, (00 yap vmepPivor TAOTNY SUVOTOV NUIV).

2 Mooroywyia, Cantarella, proem.109: xod 81 todto o iy elvon pdidhov, diix td drepsivar, G oiketdtepov '
avtod Aeyopevov mpooiépevoc. - “[...] because of his being beyond being, [God] is more fittingly referred to as
nonbeing”.

124 Mevoeic kai amoxpioerc, CCSG 10, 2.14.4-6: Kupiog yap &1’ odtod Adyeton o pi| bv, Emeidn oddév éotL tiv
Svtav (transl. Prassas p. 155). In an attempt to find contemporary approaches (besides Yannaras and Zizioulas)
showing a profound understanding of what Maximus strives to articulate, even if not explicitly basing this
understanding on Maximus and his texts, we are once again led to Jean-Luc Marion’s God without Being. It
seems to us that Marion, in describing a God that exists but is without being, i.e. beyond being, has achieved to
express in contemporary philosophical language the patristic era’s apophatic testimony of a God that is
vrepovotog, i.e. beyond being (cf. 2ydkia i 10 Ilepi Ociwv Ovoudrwv, CDA.1 313 C, CD4.1 188 A and
CD4.1 204 D). In that sense, Jean-Luc Marion’s God without Being constitutes the answer to the question of
what apophaticism is, if it is not merely the via negativa or negative theology, i.e. a delimitation through nega-
tions, but a much more crucial stance towards metaphysics and theology.
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In fact both names, being and nonbeing, are to be reverently applied to [God]
although not at all properly”.*?

We will examine in the chapter on Yannaras that apophaticism, i.e. “the
refusal to exhaust truth in its formulation and to identify the understanding of the
signifier with the knowledge of its signified reality”,* is not the via negativa,
for it denies even negation itself as a way of true knowledge. In accordance with
this, Maximus stresses the need to understand that God transcends “all affirma-
tion and negation”:

For nothing whatsoever, whether being or nonbeing, is linked to him as a cause,
no being or what is called being, no nonbeing, or what is called nonbeing, is
properly close to him. He has in fact a simple existence, unknowable and inac-
cessible to all and altogether beyond understanding which transcends all affir-
mation and negation.*’

Of course, the same honesty towards knowledge and language, either explicit or
implicit, is to be expected from Maximus throughout the totality of his work, not
only when he speaks of the uncreated. This stance towards knowledge and lan-
guage permeates his Lebensanschauung and marks his work, an epistemological
realism “beyond affirmation and negation”. In highlighting our point, we can
only refer to the fifth chapter of Mystical Theology from the Areopagite corpus,
the writings that exerted so profound an influence on Maximus. This passage is
very well known, but we will nonetheless quote it to stress the importance of (i)
apophaticism and (ii) the created-uncreated distinction to our study.

Once more, ascending yet higher we maintain that It is not soul, or mind, or en-
dowed with the faculty of imagination, conjecture, reason, or understanding;
nor is It any act of reason or understanding; nor can It be described by the rea-
son or perceived by the understanding, since It is not number, or order, or
greatness, or littleness, or equality, or inequality, and since It is not immovable
nor in mation, or at rest, and has no power, and is not power or light, and does
not live, and is not life; nor is It personal essence, or eternity, or time; nor can It
be grasped by the understanding since It is not knowledge or truth; nor is It
kingship or wisdom; nor is It one, nor is It unity, nor is It Godhead or Good-
ness; nor is It a Spirit, as we understand the term, since It is not Sonship or Fa-

125 Maximus the Confessor: Moortoyepia, Cantarella, proem.110-115: Al yép, sincp b dAn0BS T yvdvar
Blapopay Ogod kai ktiopdrov otiv avaykaiov Muiv, Béoty glvat Tod VIEPOVTOC THV TAV dviev dpaipesty, kai
v v Sviov Béowv civar Tob vmepévtog dgaipesty, kol Sppm mepi OV avtov kuplng Bewpeisbur tig
npocnyopiag, kol undepiov kuping Svvachar T eivar, enui, koi <to> uf eivar. (Transl. George C. Berthold:
Maximus Confessor — Selected Writings, p. 185).

126 Christos Yannaras: "E¢t priocopixéc (wypapiéc. Athens: Ikaros 2011, p. 32.

27 |bid. proem.120-125: "t yap pndév T cvvolov puoikdc kot aitiav cuvélsvktar, § v pf bv, TovTE
00OLV TV GVIOV Kol AEYOUEVOV, 0VOE TV [T Ovimv Kol un Aeyopévav, lkotog €otiv £yyoc. AmAfv yap Kol
Gyvwotov kol mdow GPatov Eyet v Hmapév Kol TavieEADS AvEPUNVELTOV, KOl TAOTG KOTAPACEMS T& Koi
amogdcenc odoav enéketva. (Transl. Berthold, p. 186). Cf. ITepi diapdpwv dropidsv, PG 91 1128 B, 1129 C,
and Kepdlaia X wepi Oeoloyiog, PG 90 1141 Df. —2.39.
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therhood; nor is It any other thing such as we or any other being can have
knowledge of; nor does It belong to the category of non-existence or to that of
existence; nor do existent beings know It as it actually is, nor does It know them
as they actually are; nor can the reason attain to It to name It or to know It; nor
is it darkness, nor is It light, or error, or truth; nor can any affirmation or nega-
tion apply to it; for while applying affirmations or negations to those orders of
being that come next to It, we apply not unto It either affirmation or negation,
inasmuch as It transcends all affirmation by being the perfect and unique Cause
of all things, and transcends all negation by the pre-eminence of Its simple and
absolute nature-free from every limitation and beyond them all.*®

At first, philosophical discourse and a sincerely apophatic stance seem to be
wholly incompatible. Philosophical analysis tries to articulate definitions that
reflect the true state of this as closely as possible, while apophaticism denies that
these definitions reflect the true state of things. However, the key to an apophatic
philosophy is the awareness that definitions in language reflect reality as closely
as possible, (“according to our measure” as Maximus would say)'? and that this
may not be very close at all, but it promotes the knowledge of reality insofar as it
makes a fuller participation in it possible. Thus are language and philosophy
very far from useless; the key is in being fully aware of their limits/limitations
and of their capability to signify truth, but not to exhaust it. Maximus seems very
conscious of this caveat in his work. Philosophy is one of the languages em-
ployed to articulate and communicate the ecclesial testimony (another one is, for
example, art; a third, architecture). However, for the Fathers, it does not substi-
tute the ecclesial testimony. Maximus writes that language acts as a symbol,
which is in no way to be identified with reality itself.**® In following this exam-

28 Corpus Areopagiticum: ITepi uvotucic feoloyiag, CD I, pp.149f. (Transl. Clarence Edwin Rolt: Dionysius
the Areopagite: On the Divine Names and the Mystical Theology. London: SPCK, 1920, p. 201f.)

29 Maximus’ and the ecclesial tradition’s uncompromising apophatic approach prevents a clash between
ecclesial cosmology and the cosmology of each age’s scientific worldview. The symbolic character of
expressions in language, their struggle to articulate the meaning of reality and to answer the ‘why’ of the
world, guarantees that they are not claiming to provide an answer to the ‘what’ of the world, the questions of
scientific cosmology. The language employed in order to articulate answers to ontological questions
“according to our measure” (e.g. the Fall, the creation of the world, man’s creation out of clay and the breath of
God et al.), cannot claim a historicity pertaining to branches of knowledge substantially foreign to ontological
enquiry, branches of knowledge employing a radically different kind of language (e.g. “conjectured eleven-
dimensional space” etc.) in order to articulate answers to different questions. Of course, it is utterly fascinating
and truly thought-provoking when formulations arising from the ontological enquiry bear a resemblance to
formulations arising from the scientific enquiry and vice-versa. However, to claim the validity of the one’s
answers for the questions of the other, to claim the validity of formulations testing the measures and the limits
of our language(s) for both of these radically different branches of human enquiry, would be non-sense - in the
Wittgensteinian use of the word.

%0 [Ipog Oardoorov Il, CCSG 22, 65.159-160: 611 mdev mépuke Tavtov eivar Tf evoet o sbuBora (and in the
later Maximian anthology Kepdiaia diapopa, PG 90 1253C: 1 yYAdooo THg KoTd WYuymVv YVOOTIKiig vepyeiog
¢oti oopPorov). Note an extreme example of an apophatic formulation in Kepdiaia mepi dydmng, Ceresa-
Gastaldo 3.99.1-2, containing the thrice contradictory phrase tov Vmepdyvootov HnepayvhoTOg HIEPEYVOKDOS:
“The perfect mind is the one that through genuine faith supremely knows (Vmepeyvokdc) in supreme ignorance
(Vmepayvidotng) the supremely unknowable (tov vVepdyvootov)” (transl. Berthold p. 75).
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ple, every affirmation or negation that we will articulate, especially concerning a
territory by definition outside “the limits of our world” i.e. concerning the un-
created, will be only articulated for the convenience of philosophical analysis,
never with the claim of an “adequation of things with the intellect”.*" But let us
return to the reasons behind the extensive, creative and in many cases ingenious
employment of philosophy for the articulation of the ecclesial testimony in early
and ‘Byzantine’ Christianity.

11.1.4. The Testimony of the Hebrews, the Language of the Greeks

The articulation of the church’s testimony in philosophical language
emerges in the context of the encounter of Hebrew tradition and Greek reason-
ing, whose approach to God differs substantially.

In attempting to illustrate the general approach of Greek civilization to a
‘monotheistic’ notion of God, we would not examine its religious traditions and
teachings, but its philosophical enquiry, its affirmation of a first cause particular-
ly in Aristotle’s Metaphysics, as we discussed earlier. The Greeks acknowledged
the order and harmony of the cosmos, and a logical consequence of this order
and harmony, of the fact that the world is not arbitrary, is that a first cause or
principle is one of its components (one of the components and not outside of the
cosmos, as the Greek Weltanschauung does not accept a distinction between the
created world and an uncreated origin thereof, affirming the world and matter
itself as eternal). The ‘logicality’, beauty and rationality of the cosmos dictates
certain characteristics for its first cause and principle, if it is truly to be acknowl-
edged as such, that are derived through reasoning, through reductive syllogisms.
As a first cause, nothing can pre-exist it; as the starting point of motion and
change, the first cause itself must be unmoved, impassive and immutable, mov-
ing and changing everything in the world both directly and indirectly. A wide
range of fixed characteristics are attributed to this first cause, which are dictated
by logic, by the rationality of the necessity of its presence.’® His existence is an
assumption dictated by rationality, but not a personal knowledge; the Greeks do
not know this God, they have no personal experience of encounter with this first
cause.

This first cause is by definition impersonal and does not constitute much
more than an intellectual abstraction and a theoretical principle, a mere logical

131 «yeritas est adaequatio intellectus et rei” (Thomas Aquinas: De veritate, g. 1 a. 1 ¢o.).

132 yannaras: Elements of Faith, pp. 6-7. Yannaras” Elements of Faith will prove most valuable in our overview
of the ecclesial Weltanschauung, as it is a most philosophical, ‘Maximian’ and comprehensive exposition of
Christianity, as well as introductory in nature.
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necessity and consequence of the Greek worldview which does not seem to be
exceedingly relevant for the life of the Greeks and as such is not mentioned in
many instances; the order of the universe, or in some cases the lack thereof, is of
much more profound importance for the ontological perspective of the Greeks.
As we noted earlier, this order and ‘logicality’ of the cosmos is its primary char-
acteristic; even ‘God’, the prime unmoved mover, is subject to this logicality and
rationality. He must be unmoved, in order to be able to act as a first cause. He
must be immutable, he must be impassive etc. The logicality of the cosmos is a
power greater than its first cause and principle, greater than God.**®

One more point to note: we could safely say that while the ontological
and metaphysical enquiry of many civilizations is to be found within their reli-
gious tradition, this is not the case with the Greeks; their religious traditions
seem independent of their metaphysical enquiry, which is to be rather traced in
the field of philosophy, tragedy and politics.

In tragedy, the protagonist attempts to transcend the constraints imposed
by the cosmos’ logicality (in the form of divine law, human laws etc.), to acquire
more freedom than that prescribed by the logicality of the cosmos and the rules
and orders that are its consequence. This constitutes a Bpig, and the protagonist
ultimately fails to transcend these boundaries. This reveals ancient tragedy not as
entertainment, but as a metaphysical event, a ‘metaphysical education’ for the
citizens. It also shows us that the Greeks were well aware of the limitations of
their ontology and Weltanschauung, of the impossibility of existential freedom
that is part and parcel with the invulnerable character of the cosmos’ logicality.

In politics, the objective of the ol was not to simply meet the needs of
the people and organize their coexistence in a satisfying way; the moAig trans-
cends the principle of ypsia, necessity and usefulness. The objective was to imi-
tate and reflect the true mode of the world, its order, harmony and logicality
within the smaller world of the nolg. As such, the nolig is a metaphysical event,
not merely a political and social one.

The historical experience of the Hebrews differs greatly. For them, the
God that is the first cause of existence is not a theoretical necessity, the outcome
of a rational enquiry or the object of reductive syllogisms. The God of the He-
brews is a personal God, “the God of our Fathers”, “the God of our ancestors”,
“the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob”. The Hebrews testify that God revealed
himself to Abraham, their ancestor, and verified his divinity by fulfilling his
promises, promises that require divine power in order to be fulfilled. This per-

133 |bid. See also subchapter 111.1.2. of this thesis.
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sonal revelation of God continued to Abraham’s son, Isaac. And to Isaac’s son,
Jacob, and directly or indirectly to the whole of Israel.™** The faith of the people
that have not met God personally is based on the trustworthiness of their ances-
tors, of the ones who have encountered God “face to face, as one speaks with a
friend” (Exodus 33:11).The fulfillment of God’s promises by him and the faith
and trust of Israel’s people in him, as well as the following of God’s law, consti-
tute a Testament. This Testament is Israel’s faith, an approach to God based on
the personal encounter with the one who proves his claims by fulfilling his
promises, not a logical necessity, a reductive syllogism, a theoretical assump-
tion."*

As such, the approach of the Greeks and the Hebrews to God, the first
cause of existence, was fundamentally irreconcilable. For the Hebrews who
trusted the revelations of God, it was natural, albeit “scandalous”, to be able to
accept the testimony of the ecclesial communities, their testimony that they have
“heard and seen and touched”** God, that they constitute a continuation of a real
and personal relationship with God incarnate, the son of God. However, all of
this was “foolishness” to the Greeks:™’ “it is not intelligible that God, who by
his nature should be infinite, unlimited, all-powerful, etc., should exist as a fi-
nite, distinct human unit subject to the limitations of space and time. Therefore
for the Greeks of the time of Christ, the proclamation of the humanity of God
was really “foolishness’”:** the hope for the resurrection of the bodies as well,
and not merely of intelligible ‘souls’, was received as nonsensical, transcending
even the basic prerequisites of rationality. The need to articulate the ecclesial
testimony in philosophical language emerged, as this was a precondition in order
to be able to effectively communicate with the Greeks concerning transcendental
matters, and much more so in a widely Hellenized world. “The Greek mind de-
manded that it express the Church’s truth with its own speech. This demand con-
stituted a very sharp historical challenge as much for Hellenism as for the
Church. It was a dramatic meeting of two attitudes to life essentially opposed to
one another, which gave birth to the great heresies of the first centuries. But the
solutions which were provoked because of these heresies, determined the possi-
bilities for survival of Greek philosophy within the limits of life of the Christian

B4 1In Ipog Oaldooiov II, CCSG 22, 59.64-92, Maximus links this experience of the leaders of Israel with the
Aoyou doctrine.

35 Ibid. pp. 7-8.

1% 1 John 1:1: “That which was from the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes,
which we have looked at and our hands have touched—this we proclaim concerning the Word [Adyoc] of life”.

%7 See 1 Corinthians 1:23: ‘Hpeic 82 knpdocopsy Xpiotov sotavpmpévoy, Tovdaiowg uév okavsatov, “EAAnct
4¢ popiov — “But we preach Christ crucified, a stumbling block to the Jews and foolishness to the Gentiles”.

1% Cf. Yannaras: Elements of Faith, p. 9.

57



world”.2® However, it was not only the church’s interaction with the Gentiles
that called for an accurate articulation of its faith in philosophical language.

11.1.5. Ecclesial Testimony and Heresy

To understand Maximus’ perseverance in attempting to correct what he
recognized as errors concerning the Monothelite controversy, we must examine
what ‘heresy’ and ‘truth’ mean to the Christian church. In the first three centu-
ries of the church’s life, there was no prescribed doctrine in the way that we
know it today. Certainly, the various Gospels, the epistles of the Apostles and
the writings of the early bishops acted as articulations of the ecclesial testimony,
but these did not provide definitions agreed upon by the whole of the church.**
The church embarked upon providing detailed and precise articulations of her
experience in the form of answers to the challenges put by interpretations that
were not recognized as accurately reflecting the truth of the church. Councils
with representatives of the ecclesial communities decided on which formulations
accurately reflect their experience and testimony and on which, on the other
hand, lead to substantial misunderstandings.

More often than not, the reason behind interpretations that were received
as gravely problematic was the need to counterbalance the ecclesial testimony
with what was understood as logical and philosophical reasoning, given that this
testimony had not been articulated into concise philosophical language yet. For
example, the affirmation of one absolute God, but also of the three different per-
sons identified in the Gospels as God,'** the Father, Jesus Christ and the Holy
Spirit, constituted a difficult philosophical challenge, as did the notion of the
incarnation of the absolute and transcendental God as a finite human being, in a
way that preserved both the divinity and the humanity of God incarnate and not
in the form of some demi-god. Multiplicity and the absolute are two contradicto-
ry concepts, as is the simultaneous actualization of both divinity and humani-
ty.142

The first major unsuccessful attempt at schematization and at
reconciliating philosophical accuracy with Christian teaching was Sabellius’, a
third-century priest and theologian. He proposed that God was indeed one and
absolute, but that he appeared with three different ‘masks’, as God the Father in

39 Ipid. p. 19.

140 Cf. Ibid. p. 15.

11 Cf. Ibid. pp. 20-22.
12 Cf. Ibid. p. 23.
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the Old Testament, as God the Son in the New Testament and as Holy Spirit in
ecclesial life.*® In this way, both the uniqueness of the absolute God and the
presence of three divine persons is affirmed. However, the majority of Christian
Churches reacted strongly to Sabellius’ Monarchianism and rejected it, clearly
affirming three different divine persons, not merely ‘masks’ or ‘appearances’ of
the same person.*** Sabellius himself was excommunicated as a heretic by Pope
Callistus I in 220 AD. This challenge provoked the articulation of hermeneutical
counter-proposals to Sabellius’ understanding of God. One of these was Arius’
teaching: God the Father is the only absolute God, his Son is not of the same
substance but of a similar one (opotovoiog instead of opoovoioc) and God’s cre-
ation before all ages. Arianism'® challenged the Church’s unity so profoundly,
that the first Ecumenical Council was convened in Nicaea in 325 AD in order to
accurately articulate the ecclesial body’s teaching on God for the first time, re-
sulting in the Creed of Nicaea. Other substantial challenges in the course of the
church’s history lead to subsequent Ecumenical Councils in order for this articu-
lation to be refined and comprehensive: up to Maximus the Confessor’s time,
four other Ecumenical Councils had taken place, the First Council of Constanti-
nople (381) completing the Creed of Nicaea with its last part, the Council of
Ephesus (431), the Council of Chalcedon (451) and the Second Council of Con-
stantinople (553). Maximus’ own teaching was to be recognized as the teaching
of the Church after his death, in the Third Council of Constantinople (680), the
Sixth Ecumenical Council. Particularly noteworthy for the study of Maximus’
thought is the Fourth Ecumenical Council, the Council of Chalcedon, defining
the relationship of the human and divine nature in Christ’s person (€v dvo @Ooe-
oV Govyytmg, dTpémteg, adtupétec, dyopiotog).’*® The effect of the
Chalcedonian definition on the broadest possible categories of Maximus’ and

other Fathers’ thought has led to it being named “Chalcedonian Logic”.**’

3 Cf. Ibid. p. 23.

44 On the general gradual shift in the meaning of the word persona from mask to person (and from
npocwneiov t0 tpécwmov) and its philosophical and theological significance, cf. John Zizioulas’ Being as
Communion, pp. 27-49

5 On the heresy of Arianism, cf. Rowan Williams’ Arius: Heresy and Tradition (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B.
Eerdmans 2002), which provides quite challenging views on what heresy is. See an example of Maximus the
Confessor’s references to, e.g., Arianism and Apollinarianism in Ilepi diapdpwv dropicdv, CCSG 48, 2.14-41.
146 «To be acknowledged in two natures, inconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly, inseparably”. The Churches
that did not accept the Chalcedonian definition separated themselves and are now called Anti-Chalcedonian,
Pre-Chalcedonian or Oriental Orthodox Churches (Armenian, Syrian, Coptic, and Ethiopian Christians).

W7 outh: Maximus the Confessor, pp. 47-50. Melchisedec Téronen, in his Union and Distinction in the
Thought of St Maximus the Confessor (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2007), argues that Maximus’ logic of
union and distinction, i.e. the idea that “things united remain distinct and without confusion in an inseparable
union” (p. 1) is only erroneously dubbed ‘Chalcedonian Logic’ by von Balthasar and others. This logic and
idea precedes the Council of Chalcedon’s definition and has a long history that is not truly connected to the
Chalcedonian definition per se; it is rather the Chalcedonian definition that is a result of this logic than the
other way around. Andrew Louth seconds Téronen’s position in his paper “St Maximos’ Doctrine of the logoi
of Creation” (in: Jane Baun, Averil Cameron, Mark Edwards & Markus Vinzent (eds): Papers presented at the
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However, one should not be tempted to think that these articulations and

definitions provided by the Ecumenical Councils contain or substitute the truth
of the ecclesial event, which is testified as being the personal encounter with
God, not the understanding and affirmation of a theoretical notion. Doctrine is
not cataphatic, it is apophatic: that is why the canons of the Councils were
named 6pot, i.e. limits, merely signifiers of the Church’s truth, not embodiments
of her signified reality. Limits and definitions of truth, limits of the experience’s
articulation; Christos Yannaras illustrates this understanding by giving an exam-
ple:
() The need to precisely define the truth of something so self-evident to all like
maternal love emerges when one raises claims concerning it that seem erroneous
or outrageous to us (like e.g., “maternal love means wildly beating the child con-
tinuously”™).

(b) We could attempt to define maternal love in order to distinguish our experi-
ence from these claims.

(c) However, this definition would not give the knowledge of what maternal love
is to a child that has never known a mother due to it being an orphan, even if that
child would memorize, repeat or analyze our definition.'*

fifteenth International Conference on Patristic Studies held in Oxford 2007 — From the Fifth Century: Greek
Writers, Latin Writers, Nachleben (Studia Patristica 48). Leuven: Peeters Publishers 2010, pp. 77-84), p. 80:
“The fascination with unity-in-diversity antedates Chalcedon, even in Christian circles, and so is independent
of it, and Maximos nowhere suggests that there is anything ‘Chalcedonian’ about his concern for the integrity
of beings united”. To think of this typically patristic specific idea of unity-in-diversity (cuvapedtepov: see e.g.
Maximus’ use of the so-called ‘Chalcedonian terminology’ outside of the Chalcedonian context, i.e. Christolo-
gy, in Ilepi diapdpwv dmopidv, PG 91 1188 D-1189 A: dpuktog didkpioig, dodyyvtog Evwoig etc), which is to
be encountered in all sorts of theological and philosophical texts of the time, as originating from the
Chalcedonian Christological definition alone would be truly superficial and simply wrong: T6rénen is right in
this. However, it is very useful to refer to this mentality as ‘Chalcedonian logic’ in today’s scholarship: it pro-
vides the reader with an undisputed point of reference concerning this peculiar way of thinking and, simultane-
ously, a very accurate elucidation thereof with the help of the four ‘Chalcedonian adverbs’ (“inconfusedly,
unchangeably, indivisibly, inseparably”). Because of this, we will refer to this way of thinking as
‘Chalcedonian logic’ or by citing the four ‘Chalcedonian adverbs’, while acknowledging that the roots of this
mentality are not to be traced in the council of Chalcedon itself.

18 yannaras: Elements of Faith, pp. 16-17: “Let us suppose that someone appears who claims that maternal
love means relentless strictness and wild daily beating of a child. All of us who have a different experience of
maternal love will protest about this distortion and will oppose to it a definition of our own experience: For us
maternal love is affection, tenderness, care, all combined with a judicious and constructive strictness. Up to the
moment when this falsification of the truth of maternal love appeared, there had existed no need to define our
experience. Maternal love was something self-evident to us all, an experiential knowledge objectively
indeterminate but also commonly understood. The need for a limit or definition is connected with the threat
that maternal love may begin to be considered something other than what we all believe it to be. But the
definition simply signifies or marks off the limits of our experience, it cannot replace it. A man who has never
in his life known maternal love (because he is an orphan or for some other reason), can know the definition but
cannot know maternal love itself. In other words, knowledge of formulas and definitions of truth is not to be
identitied with the knowledge of truth itself. Thus we attain the understanding of the attitude or way in which
the church faces the knowledge of her truth — a stance and way which, in accord with established usage, we call
the apophaticism of knowledge”.
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The function of the Council’s canons, of the doctrine of the Church, could be
seen as similar to these ‘definitions of maternal love‘. “The formulation is neces-
sary and required, because it defines (opiCet) truth, it separates and distinguishes
it from every distortion and falsification of it. Therefore for the members of the
church the limits or dogmas are the given ‘fixed points’ of truth, which do not
admit of changes or differentiated versions in formulating them”,"*® however
without replacing or exhausting the knowledge of the truth. Today we tend to
understand the Christian notion of doctrine, of the Councils’ canons, in the
sense, in the context and with the hermeneutic tools of the modern and contem-
porary function of ideology. However, such an understanding of the articulations
of ecclesial experience would rend us incapable of understanding Maximus’
mentality and Weltanschauung.

11.1.6. Person, Substance and Hypostasis in the Trinity and in Christ

During the centuries-long attempt to articulate the ecclesial testimony in
concise philosophical language, Greek philosophical terminology was not al-
ways employed in a uniform manner. Different local churches gave different
meanings to a variety of terms; e.g., the churches of Antioch and Alexandria did
not attribute the same meanings to terms such as hypostasis (bréctaoig) or sub-
stance (ovoic).”®® Terminology has more or less solidified due to the crucial con-
tribution of the Cappadocians in the fourth century and the imprinting of it in the
creeds of the Ecumenical Councils. However, problems continued to emerge:
even the schism with the Anti-Chalcedonians at the Council of Chalcedon in 451
can be safely read as a problem of Christological terminology —and, as such, as
equally important and crucial— rather than a problem of Christology itself, of a
substantially different Christology (and the later Monothelite controversy itself
can be seen as a political play with the subtleties of terminology on the part of
the Roman Emperor in Constantinople, in order to keep both the Orthodox and
the Monophysite-inclined populations content). And again, the problem is not
terminology itself, the difference of formulations, but the philosophical (or

9 |bid. p. 17.

150 The rendering of these key terms into Latin and, subsequently, into the languages that stem from Latin has
also been problematic. The Greek word ovcio has been translated as both essentia and substantia in various
contexts (English: essence and substance, German: Essenz and Substanz etc.). And while essentia bears a clear
etymological resemblance to ovoio, substantia bears an equally clear etymological resemblance to dméotaocg,
causing much confusion concerning the translation of the obcia-Ondctacig pair, which is so fundamental for
Christian doctrine. Apart from that, the English word substance tends to imply some form of materiality, of
which ovoia is devoid (the particular is material, the hypostasis). We have chosen to render oboia as substance
in our study, as it is the most common translation in contemporary discourse. However, this translation of the
terms is even today a cause of significant confusion concerning their exact meaning, as it often leads the
English speaking reader to inaccurate presuppositions.
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Christological or doctrinal) implications of these different uses of terms: the con-
tent and complexity of Maximus’ struggle against Monothelitism bears witness
to this. Seemingly small differences and a lack of conciseness in these doctrinal
formulations can lead to substantially different ontologies, with the most famous
example being to previously mentioned iota controversy between opoovctog and
opotovetog in the context of Arianism.

According to the common terminology after the Cappadocians and the
first Ecumenical Councils, ovoio and vmoéctacig roughly bear the meaning of
Aristotle’s secondary substance (ovoia dgvtépa) and primary substance (ovoio
npaTn) respectively. The word ‘nature’ (@voic) is used interchangeably with the

word ‘substance’,"™" and in the case of human beings and God the word ‘person’

(npbommov) is used interchangeably with the word ‘hypostasis’.*

Substance, ovcia, is the homogeneity of the particulars, the ‘what’ of
something, the reason that it is what it is. ‘Substance’ denotes the way in which
something participates in existence. ‘Cat’, ‘human’, ‘horse’ are substances;
however, these cannot be encountered isolated, as pure substances/natures, but
only is particular existences, in hypostases.

Hypostasis, vmdotaoig, is the particular existence, the ‘how’ of some-
thing, the specific way in which it is what it is.**® This particular human being,
this particular horse, and this particular table are hypostases actualizing the sub-
stances ‘human’, ‘horse’, ‘table’ — they hypostasize (actualize) the substance.™*

We must note here that both terms (substance and hypostasis) are not to
be thought of as things, but circumscribe the mode of the beings’ existence, they
are modes, modes of existence (tpomot vVap&ems). The substance is not a ‘thing’,
it is the mode of homogeneity’s existence, the mode of its participation in being.
Nature and substance is not a question of what as a thing and object, but of the
thing and object’s whatness (i.e. a mode). Even the word hypostasis, the particu-
lar, signifies a mode of existence when used in conjunction with the word ‘sub-

151 See e.g. Maximus the Confessor: Emorolai, PG 91 485 D: ovaiag yap fitor pvosac. "Epya feoloyixi xoi
rwolgura, PG 91 149 B: Oveia kai gOo1g, TO0TOV.

152 Maximus’ account of ovaia, dméctacic and related subjects can be found, among many other passages, in
his first letter to the deacon Cosmas (Emiotolai, PG 544 D-576 B). Cf. "Epya Ocoloyike kai moleuxa, PG 91
152 A: hr661001G KOl TPOCOTOV, TAVTOV.

153 Cf. Maximus the Confessor, Kepddaia mepi dydmne, Ceresa-Gastaldo 4.9.2-3: Tldoa 82 1) kticic chvOetog
Vmapyet €& ovoiag kol cvuPePnrotoc. “Every creature is a composite of substance and accident” (transl.
Berthold p. 76).

154 Maximus the Confessor, "Epya Ooloyixa koi moleuuird, PG 91 260 DF.: ‘Ot odoia pév adtod 10 £180g Ko Tiv
@ovow, dmep €oti kb’ Eavthv, dnol, VmodoTacig 8¢, TOV Tva TG ovoing Eupaivel. Yannaras: Elements of Faith,
pp. 26-28. For a fuller identification of person and hypostasis, there is a tendency among certain Church Fa-
thers to speak of hypostases only in the case of human beings and God, i.e. only in the case of persons, not
generally in the sense of particulars. However, Maximus applies the term hypostasis to everything that exists
(Emotolai, PG 91 549 BC).
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stance’; the mode of the particular’s existence. The patristic terminology does
not introduce a disjunction and dualism through the use of these terms: they de-
scribe the different modes of existence of beings, the mode of homogeneity and
general participation in being (substance) and the mode of the particular realiza-
tion and actualization with all of its accidents (hypostasis). That is why it is a
common patristic topos that there is no substance or nature not actualized in one
or more hypostases, there is no ‘naked’ nature, there is no ovcia dvvndcTATOC:
Maximus the Confessor is clear on that."

Maximus is in line with the common patristic terminology: “Substance,
and nature, is the common, the universal, the general. The hypostasis, and the
person, is the particular and the partial”.**®* We mentioned that of all created be-
ings only the human being is endowed with the tendency of becoming a per-
son,™’ of existing in-relation-to (man is a person, as his otherness is manifested
and actualized in relations and communion, but simultaneously can become a
person in the fullest sense of the world: this simultaneous co-existence without
division and without confusion —the Chalcedonian cuvougdtepov— of a future
state wished for and of the present state that is already a reality is also a topos of
patristic thought, due to the atemporal character of the uncreated). A more con-
cise formulation would be that, compared to other creatures, man is a person par
excellence due to his creation “in the image and likeness” of the triune proto-

%5 E.g. in "Epya Ocoloyixé xai moleuixd, PG 91 149 B. A thorough examination of the use of these terms by
Maximus is to be found in Metropolitan John (Zizioulas) of Pergamon’s article “Person And Nature In The
Theology Of St Maximus The Confessor”, in Maxim Vasiljevi¢ (ed.), Knowing the Purpose of Creation
through the Resurrection,, p. 85-113.

% Emorolai, PG 91 545 A. Cf. 549 B. For a comprehensive analysis of Maximus’ notion of a human
hypostasis, see Torstein Tollefsen: “St Maximus’ Concept of a Human Hypostasis”, in Maxim Vasiljevi¢ (ed.),
Knowing the Purpose of Creation through the Resurrection, pp. 115-127. Tollefsen claims that his analysis of
these terms differs substantially from that of Zizioulas, but we couldn’t trace these substantial disagreements.
Tollefsen seems to imply that to stress the inexistence of an ovcio dvumdotatog, to stress that there is no
‘naked’ substance or nature (which has implications for the ontological importance of hypostases and persons)
would necessary entail, more or less, the inexistence of substances. But this is not Zizioulas’ (or Maximus’)
position. In p. 118, n. 15, Tollefsen voices his doubts on the correctness of Maximus’ assertion that, should all
the hypostases of a universal perish, the universal is abolished as well. However, Maximus’ statement is
practically a rephrasing of the fact that there is no ovsio. dvumdotatoc: should the hypostases perish, their
substance is not hypostasized (i.e. actualized) any more and ceases to exist (in the sense of
vopictata<vmdotaoig). As such, | would guess that the true point of disagreement between Zizioulas and
Tollefsen lies in the assertion or abolishment of the common patristic rejection of non-hypostasized (non-
actualized) natures. The assertion of this rejection would lead to the positions of Zizioulas, Yannaras and the
Fathers, while its abolishment would form the basis for Tollefsen’s objection on the importance (or existential
priority) of persons and hypostases. It must be noted here that, in examining Maximus’ thought, we are not to
confuse the existence of an ovoia with the (pre)existence of its Adyoc. The (pre)existence of a Adyog (i.e. a
divine intention) residing beyond createdness does not necessarily entail the existence of the unhypostasized
(unactualized) substance to which it would correspond were this substance hypostasized (actualized) in specific
and particular realizations. This would be particularly the case if all hypostases of a given substance were to
perish: the substance would perish as well, but not its Aoyoc.

187 Cf. chapter 11.2. of this thesis.
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type.'®® It is under this light that we must understand Maximus’ explicit assertion

that “person and hypostasis are one and the same”.™> Nature is nature, and the
tendency of the created (the cause of which is outside of itself) towards individ-
ual onticity (non-relation; corruption; death) is non-prosopic, it does not describe
personhood. However, there is also the tendency towards relation, the tendency
and motion towards the return to the uncreated source of createdness and to-
wards the full communion with it, i.e. the hope for the redemption of creation. In
this we see that the possibility of personhood, of existing relationally and in
communion, is to be found in all created beings; all created beings are character-
ized by the tendency to personhood according to the uncreated Adyog of their
nature (kata tov Adyov tiig @voewg), and all the Adyou are recapitulated in the
one person of the Adyog (an exposition on the subject of Adyoc and Loyor will
follow in chapter 11.3. of this thesis). However, this personalization of nature
(i.e. the redemption of creation) cannot be achieved by nature alone, it is the task
of the human being, the priest and mediator of creation, it is the task of media-
tion.’®® In that sense, and without losing the relative and apophatic character of
formulations in language, we could say with Maximus that each hypostasis is
also a person(-in-waiting).

The ecclesial body attempted to address the philosophical problems that
seem to arise from its testimony with the use of this terminology. Do Christians
have one or three Gods? The limits of createdness signify the limits of language,
any ‘definition’ of the uncreated God cannot but be an apophatic formulation,
and this formulation is that the divine substance is one, but it is hypostasized
(actualized) in three persons.’® This is denoted with a language that does not
define God through individual onticity, but through relation, self-transcendence,
radical referentiality: God is the Father, a being whose definition refers to an-

1% Nikolaos Loudovikos offers a more precise formulation: “Man becomes a person, then, inasmuch as he in
turn is formed into the likeness of Christ, the locus and mode of communion among entities — that is to say, a
personal being. [...] Thus man participates by grace in the personal mode of existence of God the Word” (A
Eucharistic Ontology: Maximus the Confessor’s Eschatological Ontology of Being as Dialogical Reciprocity.
Brookline: HC Press 2010, p. 152).

159 Maximus the Confessor: "Epya soloyixa kai molsuxd, PG 91 152 A: Hr66Tao1 Koi TpOGOTOV, TOnToV.

160 Masterly expounded by Lars Thunberg in his Microcosm and Mediator, particularly in the chapter
“Performing the Task of Mediation”, pp. 331-432 (and especially pp. 404-432). The goal of man’s mediating
task is the “union of everything”, the transcendence of division: Ilepi diapdpwv aropidv, PG 91 1305 BC:
“For this reason the human person was introduced last among beings, as a kind of natural bond mediating
between the universal poles through their proper parts, and leading into unity in itself those things that are
naturally set apart from one another by a great interval. In order to bring about the union of everything with
God as its cause, the human person begins first of all with its own division, and then, ascending through the
intermediate steps by order and rank, it reaches the end of its high ascent, which passes through all things in
search of unity, to God, in whom there is no division” (transl. Louth, p. 155).

161 Caveat: this actualization does not entail temporal progression, which would be a trait of createdness.
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other being, the Son, a name that does not define atomicity, but relation."®* God
is not God, self-sufficient and existing as a monad, subsequently having the at-
tribute of fatherhood. What God is, is that God is the Father; what God is, is that
God is the Son; God is Breath, the breath of the Father (zvedpa dyov). This il-
lustrates the meaning of the word npécwnov, the etymological beings-towards-
someone, existence-as-relation. Three persons sharing the same activity
(évépyewar) and will (0éAnpa).*®

An even more difficult challenge for the articulation of the ecclesial tes-
timony was its claim that God has been incarnated, both preserving his divinity
in full and assuming humanity in full.®* The conciseness of the articulation of
this was of paramount importance, as the very notion of existential redemption
for the human beings and victory over death presupposed a real bridging of the
gap between the created and the uncreated through the incarnation and resurrec-
tion of Christ. In Christ, the unbridgeable chasm between creation and the un-
created is transcended: both the nature and mode of the uncreated and the nature
and mode of createdness coexist in a single person, transcending the limitations
of both complete othernesses. The incarnation marks the transcendence of the
limitations of the uncreated, the resurrection the transcendence of the limitations
of createdness; both open the way for the human person to be able to participate
in the uncreated, to be able to acquire its mode of existence, as the uncreated
God acquired created humanity’s mode of existence. In Christ, according to the
ecclesial testimony, the unbridgeable chasm between creation and the uncreated
is bridged through the hypostatic union of a created and an uncreated nature,*®®

162 Maximus the Confessor, ITepi Stapépwv dmopidv, PG 91 1265 D: “The name of ‘Father” is neither the name
of an essence [ovaiag] nor an activity [évepyeiac], but rather of a relation, and of the manner in which the Fa-
ther is related to the Son, or the Son to the Father” (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 21).

163 yannaras: Relational Ontology, 10.3.2-10.3.6 (pp. 52-55). Cf. Maximus the Confessor, Kepdiaio mepi
dydmng, Ceresa-Gastaldo 2.29.1-3: ‘Otav Aéyn 6 Kopwog Eya kai 6 atip & douev, 10 1a0t0V Tiig 0doiog
onpaivel. ‘Otav 8¢ mdhv Aéyn: Eyw év t@ [ozpi xai 6 Hatnp év éuoi, 10 aydpLoTov SNAoT TOV DTOGTAGE®V.
“When the Lord says, ‘The Father and I are one’, he is signifying identity of substance. And when he says
again, ‘I am in the Father and the Father is in me’, he indicates the inseparability of the persons” (transl.
Berthold p. 50). And Kepdlaia mepi dyamng, Ceresa-Gastaldo 2.29.10-12: Koi yap «droupeiton pév, GAN
«AOLOPETOGY, KOTAL TOV aOTOV, Kol «ouvamteTan pév, «dmpnuévoc» 6. “God is ‘divided’ and yet ‘without
division’, and ‘united’ yet ‘with distinction’” (transl. Berthold p. 50).

164 Maximus the Confessor, ITepi diapépwv dropiiv, CCSG 48, 2.6-13: “The Adyog of God exists as a full,
complete essence (for he is God), and as an undiminished hypostasis (for he is Son). But, when he emptied
himself, he became the seed of his own flesh, and when he was composed in an ineffable conception, he be-
came the hypostasis of the very flesh that was assumed. Having truly become a whole human being, without
change, in this new mystery, he was himself the hypostasis of two natures, of the uncreated and the created, of
the impassible and the passible, receiving without fail all of the natural Adyot of which he is a hypostasis”
(transl. Lollar p. 52).

85 Maximus, IIpoc Oaldoaiov IT, CCSG 22, 60.10-26. “He is of course referring to Christ the whole mystery
of Christ, which is, manifestly, the ineffable and incomprehensible hypostatic union between Christ’s divinity
and humanity. This union draws his humanity into perfect identity, in every way, with his divinity, through the
Aoyog of the hypostasis; it is a union that realizes one person composite of both natures, inasmuch as it in no
way diminishes the essential difference between those two natures. And so, to repeat, there is one hypostasis
realized from the two natures and the difference between the natures remains immutable. In view of this differ-
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renewing existence and enabling it to transcend its limitations.*®® Philosophical
consistency would not allow for such a union of natures in Christ to be under-
stood in the sense of ‘mixture’, ‘synthesis’, blending; thus the four famous ad-
verbs of the Chalcedonian creed. We could safely say that the undivided Church
saw in all the deviations from the formulations of her testimony concerning the
nature of Christ this single threat: the danger of losing this ‘Christological
bridge’ from createdness to the uncreated, of rendering it incomprehensible, of
closing the way to it. From the controversies that led to the Nicaean Creed and
up to the great Christological definition of the Councils of Ephesus and Chalce-
don and to the conciliar adoption of Maximus’ struggle against Monothelitism in
the seventh century (and beyond), what was at stake was the reality and realism
of the possibility of victory over death, which for the Christians presupposed the
real and true unity of divinity and humanity in Christ, i.e. a unity in which the
human person can truly participate. Teachings entailing (i) an absence of true
divinity in Christ (Arianism et al.), (ii) an absence of true humanity in Christ
(Monophysitism), (iii) Christ’s divinity consuming his humanity (Eutychianism
et al.), (iv) an imperfect union of the divine and human nature in Christ
(Nestorianism) or (v) the absence of a true and full humanity in Christ
(Monothelitism) were gradually recognized by the Church as annulling the exis-
tential hope of the ecclesial body.

At the Council of Chalcedon, Christ was acknowledged as one single
hypostasis, one single person, one single particular being, in which two natures
are present, “inconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly and inseparably”: divine,
uncreated nature and human nature. This is commonly termed hypostatic union
of the natures.*®’

ence, moreover, the natures remain undiminished, and the quantity of each of the united natures is preserved,
even after the union. For, whereas by the union no change or alteration at all was suffered by either of the
natures, the essential Aoyog of each of the united natures endured without being compromised. Indeed that
essential Adyog remained inviolate even after the union, as the divine and human natures retained their integrity
in every respect. Neither of the natures was denied anything at all because of the union” (transl. Blowers pp.
123-124).

188 Maximus explains Christ’s incarnation in a great number of passages throughout his work; a short but thor-
ough exposition on that and related matters can be found in his letter to Julian (Emorolai, PG 579 C-584 D).
Cf. "Epya Oeoloyixa kai moleuura, PG 91 146 A-149 A, as well as ITepi diapdpwv dmopriv, CCSG 48, 3.35-
13.36: “The teacher says, ‘He has become one’ (Eic J¢ péyovev); he did not say, ‘one thing’ (AL’ ovy &v),
showing that, even in the identity of the one hypostasis, the natural otherness of those natures that are united
remains unconfused, since the word ‘one’ (£ic) is indicative of hypostasis, while the words ‘one thing’ (&v)
would indicate nature” (transl. Lollar p. 55).

187 Maximus the Confessor, ITepi diapbpwv dropiiv, PG 91 1320 C: “Nor did he simply simulate the salvific
economy in the form and appearance of the flesh, as if to fulfill it by assuming whatever else is considered to
be of a subordinate existence except the subordination itself. Rather, he took on himself our human nature in
deed and in truth and united it to himself hypostatically — without change, alteration, diminution, or division
[Kka®’ vmoéoTacY dTpénteg Kai dvalloidtog Kol dpeidtog kai ddtupétog]; he maintained it inalterably, by its
own essential A0yog and definition” (transl. Blowers, p. 84). And Ilepi diapopwv dmopicdv, CCSG 48, 4.74-90:
“For in the exchange of the divine and the fleshly he clearly confirmed the natures of which he himself was the
hypostasis, along with their essential activities, i.e., their movements, of which he himself was the unconfused
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The challenge of articulating the ecclesial testimony concerning the per-
son of Christ in concise philosophical language was a Herculean achievement
with numerous philosophically fascinating implications that cannot be properly
dealt with in a mere subchapter; however, we cannot but proceed to our next
subject, namely the exposition of some aspects of Maximus’ anthropology.

I1.1.7. Concerning the Body/Soul Distinction in Maximus the Confessor’s
Thought

A unique system of philosophical anthropology is to be discerned in
Maximus’s works,'®® an anthropology that elaborates so extensively on the sub-
jects of the human will and freedom thereof like no other thinker before him.
Due to his extended involvement in the Monothelite controversy, Maximus de-
veloped an elaborate anthropology in order to base his Christological insights
upon it;*®® the careful examination of faculties pertaining to the human person,
such as the natural and gnomic will, the activities/operations (é&vépysian) etc.,
was implemented by him in his battle against Monothelitism. The distinction
between body and soul does indeed have a prominent position in the Confessor’s
anthropology. However, Maximus sees this distinction in a unique and truly il-
luminating way, the understanding of which presupposes a firm grasp of his on-
tological terminology. We will not focus here on the subject of human will, but
on the concept of the soul in the light of the writings of Maximus the Confessor
and in the light of a distinction between substance and hypostasis rather than
between body and soul.*”

The soul was not always considered as ‘something’ that ‘exists some-
where’ or ‘does not exist’, i.e. in the sense that it is understood today in order to

unity, a unity which admits of no division with respect to the two natures of which he was a hypostasis, since
they naturally belong to him. This is because he acts monadically, that is, in a unified form, and by means of
each of the things that are predicated of him, he shows forth the power of his own divinity and the activity of
his flesh at one and the same time, without separation. For he is one, and there is nothing more unified and
nothing more unifying and able to save than him, or than what is proper to him. Because of this, even when
suffering, he was truly God, and even while working wonders, the same one was truly man, since he was the
true hypostasis of true natures according to ineffable union. Acting in them both reciprocally and naturally, he
was shown truly to preserve them, preserving them unconfused for himself, since he remained both dispassion-
ate by nature and passible, immortal and mortal, visible and intelligible, the same one being both God [by
nature] and man by nature” (transl. Lollar p. 60). See also Maximus’ definition of hypostatic union in "Epya
Ocoloyika, kol wolgura, PG 91 152 B.

188 The best account of which, so far, can be found in Lars Thunberg’s Microcosm and Mediator, pp. 95-168
(and 195-230 as well, with important elucidations concerning Maximus’ understanding of the gnomic will).

6% Maximus’ intention is to articulate a sound Christology, not an anthropology as such. However, in analyz-
ing the aspects of Christology pertaining to Christ’s human nature, Maximus is developing a thorough anthro-
pology in the process.

70 See also Yannaras’ account in Person and Eros, pp. 46-48.
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be rejected or confirmed. As is common knowledge, the Greek words for soul
and spirit (yoyn and mvedpa, both etymologically related to breath) were used to
denote and signify the difference between a living, breathing human person and
his dead body, bereft of life.'* This difference was deductively located in the
presence or absence of the breath, i.e. the soul or spirit. Philosophical theories
entailing a strict duality or even a dichotomy between body and soul such as the
platonic philosophy are not a necessary corollary of speaking about the presence
of a soul. But what is Maximus the Confessor’s stance on this subject?

The first thing to note is that Maximus uses the philosophical language
of his time,'”? what we call today ‘Neoplatonism’. However, this does not make
him a Neoplatonist: the question is not which philosophical language he uses,
but which philosophical and theological testimony he is trying to articulate and
to whom it is directed. As Torstein Tollefsen puts it, “[Maximus] received a
Christian intellectual heritage that could freely express itself in this kind of vo-
cabulary, and, strictly speaking, these are not ‘Neoplatonic terms’, rather they
are Greek words, used by the Fathers”.'”® For example, one of his primary con-
cerns is not to contemplate about the soul'’ in general, but to counter the
Origenist theory of the pre-existence of the soul,'” using the same language used
by the Origenists. This makes it very easy for someone to conclude from the
study of some of Maximus’ works that he proposes a strict dichotomy of body
and soul: for example, he speaks of the soul as a bodiless, simple, intelligible,
incorruptible and immortal substance: ovoia dodpotog, voepd, £V GOUATL TOAL-
tevopévn, Lofic mapaitia,'’® dovvbetog, adidivtoc, debaptoc, dOdvartos.t”’

1 Yannaras: Elements of Faith, p. 55.

2. On recent accounts of Maximus® philosophical language in general, see Adrian Guiu’s paper “Christology
and Philosophical Culture in Maximus the Confessor’s Ambiguum 41” (in Jane Baun, Averil Cameron, Mark
Edwards & Markus Vinzent (eds): Papers presented at the fifteenth International Conference on Patristic
Studies held in Oxford 2007 — From the Fifth Century: Greek Writers, Latin Writers, Nachleben (Studia
Patristica 48). Leuven: Peeters Publishers 2010, pp. 111-116) and Ladislav Chvétal’s “Maxime le Confesseur
et la tradition philosophique: A propos d’une définition de la kinésis” (Ibid. pp. 117-122).

8 Torstein Tollefsen: The Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Confessor, p. 11.

174 On a side note: Maximus writes both about a distinction of body and soul and about a distinction of mind,
body and soul (vodg, odpa, wuyn). Here we will focus on the contrast of body and soul, not attempting to
analyze the latter distinction, which is treated in Lars Thunberg’s Microcosm and Mediator — The Theological
Anthropology of Maximus the Confessor, pp. 107-113.

175 See for example ITepi drapdpwv dropiiv, PG 91 1325 D: obite mpodmapév obte pueddmopEv yoyiic | obpa-
T0g, cuvimap&v 8¢ POALOY eapev / “We are not speaking of an existence of the soul either before or after the
existence of the body, but of their co-existence [their concurrent emergence]”. See also Polycarp Sherwood’s
The earlier Ambigua of Saint Maximus the Confessor and his Refutation of Origenism.

78 Maximus Confessor, ITepi woyijc, Cantarella 8.1-2.

7 1bid. 4-6.
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However, Maximus’ concern is also to guard the oneness and wholeness
of the human person, of the human hypostasis.'” In understanding this, one must
keep in mind that, as we have said, in the common patristic terminology there is
no ovcia avurdototog, that we cannot speak of any substance insofar as it is not
to be encountered as a hypostasis, a specific realization and manifestation. As
we have noted previously, Maximus follows the common patristic terminology
of his time, in which ovcia (substance) is synonymous with ¢voic (nature), and
the specific realization of the substance (brndotaoig) is in the case of man and
God synonymous with mpdcmmov (the person).” He defines the relation be-
tween the body and the soul in two radically different ways. Maximus uses the
substance-hypostasis distinction with utmost versatility in order to shed light to
the soul-body problem. In this, it will become apparent that Maximus thinks of
the ‘substance’ and the ‘hypostasis’ as modes, not as things; otherwise, we
would have to consider him as gravely inconsistent, which is not the case.

The Confessor makes two seemingly contradicting statements when he
speaks about the soul and the body and when he constructs his Anthropology
parallel to his Christology.'® He states (1) that Man, in contrast to Christ, has a
‘composite nature’'® (Hoig cvvBetog, whereas in Christ we can only speak of a
composite hypostasis), and in another text (2) that Man constitutes a hypostatic
union of two different substances,'® the body (as substance) and the soul (as
substance), in an analogy to Christ’s hypostatic union of the divine and human
nature.'® In (1), the body and the soul are two natures-substances which merge

78 We must repeat here Maximus is concerned with the question of human nature and hypostasis only in
relation to Christology and the Trinity — he does not consciously develop an anthropology as such. However, in
treating the subjects of the hypostatic union of human and divine nature in Christ, his wills and his activities,
he is indeed developing a detailed anthropology. We cannot treat his analyses concerning human nature, will
and activity in their presence in Christ as distinct and different from his perception of human nature in the case
of ordinary persons: the human nature of humanity and the human nature in Christ is one and the same (the
latter, however, being fully “according to nature” and, as such, perfect in the case of Christ). As such, while
Maximus does not refer to the human hypostasis in the way that we might have, he is developing a unique
anthropology, albeit in order to apply it to the question of Christ’s human and divine natures.

179 See for example: Emorolai, PG 91 485 D: ovoiog yip ot ghosmc - Ibid. 545 A: Kowov pév odv $ott koi
kaBolukdv, fiyouv yevikov, Kotd tolg matépag, 1 oboia kol 1 eHog TawTtov Yop dAAAoLg todTag DIdpyew
pactv. "Id1ov 8¢ kai pepucdv, 1| HTOGTACLS Kol TO TPOGMOTOV: TOWTOV YOP AAANAOLG KT’ a)TOVG TVYXAVOLGLY -
Ibid. 545 AB: [148¢ ypagpawv 6 péyag Bacileiog] 6t dv &xet Moyov to kKowov mpdg 1o i8ov, Todtov Exet 1) ovoia
pog Vv vootacwy.[...] Ovoia 8¢ kai dYndoTacIg TAVTNY EXEL TNV SLaPopav, fiv Exel TO KOWOV TPOG TO KoPE-
kaotov. - Ibid. 549 B: Ei 8¢ tavtov pév odoia kai @dolg tavtdv 8¢ npdoonov koi vrdotacts, dfjAov g Ta
AAAAOLG OpOPLT] kai Opoovola, Tavtog dAAloLg Etepoimdotata. - Ibid. 552 A: [...] 1® Aoy tiig ovoiag ftot
PVoEMG dLpEPOLGL G €l Wuyflg avBpomivng Exel Kol odpatog, kai Tdv 6o ko’ HrdoTAcY E0YAKACL THV
TPOG GANAC chvodov. OV yap GAANAOLG OLLOOVGLO TADTO TUYXAVOVGLY.

80 [t must be noted that this contradiction is traditional by Maximus’ time; he didn’t invent it.

8L E 9. Emorolai, PG 91 488D: d¢ éni te 10D avOpdmov Exet, kai tdv EAov oo cuvoéton eivor Ehayov ¢v-
GEMG.

82 |bid. 552D, "Epya soloyixi kai moleuird, PG 91 152 A.

8 On the analogy between the unity of body and soul in man and the unity of divine and human nature in
Christ, on the “hypostatic union” of soul and body in man, see e.g. Thunberg: Microcosm and Mediator, pp.
101-104, as well as Karl-Heinz Uthemann’s mention of Maximus’ understanding of the unity of soul and body
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into one and composite nature-substance, the “human’ nature-substance. Where-
as in (2) the substance ‘body’ and the substance ‘soul’ co-exist in one single hy-
postasis, in one actual realization, retaining their distinct nature in a way similar
to Christ’s hypostatic union. ‘Composite nature’ and ‘union of two natures in
one hypostasis’ are two diametrically opposed formulations (and the essence of
the Chalcedonian controversies, as the Monophysites argued in favor of Christ’s
‘composite nature’)."® If we accept that Maximus consciously employs both to
denote the body-soul relationship, then we need to abandon the dualistic under-
standing of the notions ‘body’, ‘soul’, ‘substance’ and ‘hypostasis’ in order to
understand him and see his seemingly contradictory references as different lan-
guages in order to signify the totality and wholeness of the human person.

Polycarp Sherwood regards this as an inconsistency on Maximus’ part,
as Thunberg remarks,'® but we maintain that it is perfectly consistent not only
with Maximus’ logic, but also with the inner logic of the terminology he uses.
His (1) first exposition, that the substance of man is one composite nature, a ¢v-
o1g ovvBetog, is a natural corollary of the philosophical language that Maximus
uses: each human person, each human hypostasis, partakes in the common na-
ture of being human, the common substance of all human beings, that, which
makes a human being human. This human nature, each specific manifestation of
which is every human being, has most certainly a dual character in the Confes-
sor’s eyes: “each one of us is of a dual nature, both from a soul and from a
body”.*®® Human nature is characterized by materiality, which is a nature in it-
self, a distinct way of partaking in existence (it is the mode of materiality and in
a sense the Aoyoc of its being) but at the same time possesses qualities that are to
be ascribed to an intelligible nature, beyond pure materiality, a way of partaking
in existence different than that of pure materiality: a soul, a distinct Adyog of be-
ing, a distinct mode (tpomocg) of existence: “the Adyog and mode of the soul is
different from that of the body”."®" These two natures, these two substances,®®
coexist in human nature, in the common substance of all human beings.

as both a hypostatic union and a natural synthesis (“Der Mensch als Einigung von Seele und Leib ist also
hypostatische Union und natiirliche Synthese zugleich” — p. 230 in “Das anthropologische Modell der
hypostatischen Union bei Maximus Confessor. Zur innerchalkedonischen Transformation eines Paradigmas”,
of Heinzer, Felix and Christoph von Schonborn (ed.): Maximus Confessor: Actes du Symposium sur Maxime
le Confesseur, Fribourg, 2-5 Septembre, 1980, Fribourg: Editions Universitaires, 1982, pp. 223-233).

184 However, the acceptance of this paradox is characteristic of sixth-century dyophysite Neo-Chalcedonism
(e.g. Nephalios, John of Caesarea, Leontios of Jerusalem), which, in order to find a middle ground with
moderate monophysites, spoke of the synthesis of natures in Christ -employing a word favoured by moderate
monophysites- and the hypostatic union of the natures as opposed to their natural union in one nature.

8 Thunberg: Microcosm and Mediator, p. 101, fn. 49.

8 [Tepi dropbpov dmopiv, PG 91 1373 C: Ekaotoc M@y Sumhodc £6TL THY GUOWY, K WOXTG Kol GAOUATOC
GUVESTMG.

¥ PG 91 1321 C: ko 6 Ayog Koi 6 TPOTOC THG Wouyiic, BALOC T chpo.
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However, (2) Maximus also approaches the subject from a seemingly
radically different perspective (even incompatibly so), understanding Man not as
one composite nature and hypostasis, but as one hypostasis in two distinct na-
tures, as a ‘hypostatic union’ of some sort. He makes it clear: “Man is not of one
nature which is constituted of body and soul”,'® rejecting the definition on
which we just elaborated above. Maximus compares Christ’s union of two na-
tures in one hypostasis with Man’s union of body and soul in one hypostasis, but
not in one (composite) nature: as he writes, “the one and single Christ is known
by the natures from which and in which he is constituted, just as each one and
single human being is known by the natures [i.e.: body and soul] from which he
has been constituted and in which he exists”.*® In speaking about a hypostatic
union of soul and body in the human being, Maximus changes perspective and
chooses to focus on the two natures and substances that constitute every specific
human being and not on the qualities of Man’s general nature, which in the for-
mer exposition make it a composite nature. However, this is not to suggest a di-
chotomy, but quite the contrary: Maximus proposes it to underline the oneness
and wholeness of the human person, a oneness and wholeness similar but not
identical to the co-existence of Christ’s two natures in his person ‘without confu-

sion, without change, without division and without separation’.lgl

And here we come to our point: in both of Maximus’ definitions on the
relationship of soul and body, the hypostasis, the specific manifestation of the
general substance ‘soul’ is the particular human person as a whole:

(1) In Maximus’ view of the composite human nature and substance,
composed of the substance ‘body’ and the substance ‘soul’, its specific manifes-
tation and actual existence, the realization of this composite nature, is the human
person as a whole.

(2) In the Confessor’s view of a hypostatic union of these two natures
and substances in man, there is again one and specific actual existence, one hy-
postasis: this specific human person - we could say, following Chalcedon, with-
out confusion of the two natures, without change in them, without division and
without separation.

Maximus does speak of a soul, of the soul as an immortal, bodiless, in-
telligible and simple substance:'** however, in the field of actual existences, the

88 Emotolai, PG 91 488 A: Ovy 6 otdg yap 0e6TnTOC Kot dvOpomdTNTOC AdYoc: (homep 00dE Wouyfig Koi 6h-
HOTOG, MG TAGY EVSMAOV.

8 |bid. 488 B: AML 0d8& TOV GivBpomov piov ghotv THY 8k yoyfic Kai 6hpaToc.

190 Ihid. 488 A: dg £vog mupdc, o mEpL oMTO TO1dTNTES Kad id16TNTEG, KOid £vOg Xp1oToD, o pvoels £ GV Kol &v
alg GVVESTAG Yvopiletar Kol Evog avOpdmov, Td €€ ®V cuveTEON Kai £V Ol VTAPYMV YIVOCKETOL.

1 govyyitac, dtpéntag, adtupétac, dyopiotog, as the creed of the Chalcedonian Council would put it.

192 priorolai, PG 91 357C-361 A.
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whole human person is that which actually exists: the soul in itself would be an
ovaoio avomootatog. There is no hypostasis of the substance ‘soul’, apart from the
human hypostasis as an undivided whole, the whole of the human person.* In
thus defining the soul-body relationship, Maximus makes a critically important
contribution to the subject, given the usual Christian understanding thereof.

We mentioned a union ‘without division’ and ‘without separation’. But
isn’t the soul separated from the body after death? An examination of Maximus’
writings would suggest that his answer would be ‘yes and no’: for him, the dead
body and the intelligible soul are only the parts of a whole,*** they are the body
of this human person and the soul of that human person, they are not to be
thought of in themselves, as separated from the one human person that they con-
stitute, i.e. they constituted and, in Maximus’ view, do still constitute and will
constitute again. “The soul is not simply called ‘soul’ after death”, Maximus
writes, “but this specific person’s soul. And the body is not simply called ‘body’
after death, but this specific person’s body, even if that body is subject to decay.
Thus, one cannot speak of body or soul separately, as if they were irrelevant to
one another.”™® — “One cannot conceive of a soul without body or of a body
without soul”,*® he testifies. Even after death, the hypostasis, the specific mani-
festation and realization, continues to be the whole human person. This shifts the
ontological and soteriological focus from a notion of the soul as a bodiless hu-
man to that of the whole human person, of the human person as we know it.

198 See also: ITepi drapdpwv dmopii>v, PG 91 1336 A: Hvdn 8¢ 1@ Osd Adym petd Tiig woyiic kai 10 odpa.
Apa petd thg Woyiic kol 10 odpa cwdnoetat. (“The body as well as the soul have joined the God Logos. That
is, the body will also be saved along with the soul.”) - PG 91 1336 A: capkodtat 0 00 Oeod Adyog tva Kol v
gikova ohon kai v cdpka dbavation. (“The Logos of God has been incarnated both in order to save the
image/icon and to immortalize the flesh.”)

19 Cf. Ibid. 1100 C-1101A.

1% |bid. 1101 BC: “For the soul, after the death of the body, is not simply called soul, but the soul of a human
being, indeed the soul of a certain human being. Even after it has departed the body, the whole human is predi-
cated of it as part of its species according to its condition. In the same way, although the body is by nature
mortal, because of how it came to be, it is not an independent entity. For the body, after its separation from the
soul, is not simply called body, but the body of a man, indeed the body of a certain man, even though it will
decompose and be broken down into the elements of which it was composed. For like the soul it has the whole
human being predicted of it as part of its species according to its condition. Therefore the human being is com-
posed of soul and body, for soul and body are indissolubly understood to be parts of the while human species
[...] For that reason is is inconceivable to speak of the soul and body except in relation to each other” (transl.
Paul M. Blowers: On the Cosmic Mystery of Jesus Christ — Selected Writings from St Maximus the Confessor,
pp. 73-74).

1% |bid. 1324 B: Kai t00te) T Adye 0bte 6hpatoc yopig i yoxn, odte yuxiic obud mote vondioeta.
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I1.1.8. An ‘Immortal’ Soul? Hell and the Possibility of Inexistence

Furthermore, as Maximus speaks of the immortal nature of the human
soul, we come to our second question, which is integrally connected to the first
one: if the human person truly possesses a free will as an ontological fact,'*’
could his soul or his hypostasis be inevitably eternal? The answer to God’s crea-
tive call that creates us “from non-being into being”'* or into eternal being can-
not but be inevitably affirmative? And if so, is the freedom of the person true
freedom, or does God force the person to accept an existence that this person
could otherwise deny?

Speaking about the answer to God’s creative call, we are not referring to
an event before our birth or after our death, but to a continuous event, or to be
more precise an event outside of time as we know and experience it. If freedom
and free will allow us to prepare during our life a receptiveness to the possibility
of being given existence beyond the constraints of natural life, beyond the grave,
then freedom would also allow us to deny such a possibility. However, the price
of such a choice would not be an eternal punishment imposed by a God who is
only defined as love, but, simply, inexistence; the denial to participate in his
love, which calls us ‘from non-being into being’.**® The inability to revisit such a
choice, as ‘there is no repentance after death’, would be, truly, hell.

Christos Yannaras, commenting on Maximus the Confessor’s passages
on “our hopes hereafter”,” has analyzed the possibility that “what we term in
our language as ‘hell’ could refer to man’s free choice not to exist. If the founda-
tion of existing is the relationship with God, and the ‘logical’-personal relation-

197 As Maximus’ chief theological battle was against Monotheletism, there is ample bibliography on his treat-
ment of the human will’s freedom, a subject to which Maximus’ contribution was and is crucial on both a
theological and philosophical level. We would suggest Demetrios Bathrellos” monograph The Byzantine
Christ: Person, Nature, and Will in the Christology of Saint Maximus the Confessor (Oxford: Oxford Universi-
ty Press 2004), which examines both the historical development and the philosophical/theological importance
of Maximus’ contribution, both the historical and systematic aspect, in a way that explains in depth many relat-
ed subjects as well (person/hypostasis, nature etc).

1% Maximus Confessor, ITepi diapépwv dmopidpv, PG 91 1288 Df.: té dvta &k tod i) dvtog moporyoyeiv te Kai
vmootmoacHotl. Cf. Mvotaywyia, Cantarella 5.75: “God, from whom I received being”. See also Kepdloia mepi
dyadmng, Ceresa-Gastaldo 3.28.9-11.

199 Maximus Confessor, Mootaywyia, Cantarella 1.70-72: koi kivdvvedon anToic koi adtod o sivar gig To pf dv
petanecelv Tod @god yoplopevov. “So that [...] they will not run the risk of having their being separated from
God to dissolve into nonbeing” (transl. Berthold p. 187). Eschatologically, the “works of sin” will either way
return to inexistence, avorap&io: Iledoeic kai droxpioerg, CCSG 10, 159.19-20: év 1@ pélhovtt aidvi ta Epyo
Tiig apaptiog gig avorap&iov yopodov — “But, also, in the future age, the works of sin give way to nothingness
[inexistence]” (transl. Prassas p. 122).

20 Christos Yannaras: “The Ontological Realism of our Hopes Hereafter: Conclusions from St. Maximus the
Confessor’s Brief References”, in: Maxim Vasiljevi¢ (ed.), Knowing the Purpose of Creation through the
Resurrection — Proceedings of the Symposium on St Maximus the Confessor, October 18-21 2012, California:
Sebastian Press 2013, pp. 379-386.
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ship (which, to be logical-personal, must be free) constitutes the logical-personal
existence, then this relationship-existence can be either accepted or even reject-
ed, leading to nonexistence”.?** Yannaras considers this view well founded in the
texts of Church Fathers like the Confessor: “Hell, says Maximus, is the negation
to participate in being, in well being and in ever being: the free self-exclusion
from existence, from relation-participation in being, the negation of the relation-
ship and as such the negation of existing, of existence. And this voluntary non-
existence as a deprivation and loss of the gift of deification can perhaps only be
signified symbolically in language with the image of endless torture, of the suf-
fering and weeping. Thereby is the unbearable scandal dispelled, that a God who
is love preserves his deniers eternally in existence only to see them suffer hope-
lessly”.?*? Maximus’ relevant passage is revealing: according to him, the partici-
pation or the refusal to participate in being, well being and ever being is a pun-
ishment for those who cannot participate and a bliss and delight for those who
can participate.”®® Of course, Maximus does not explicitly write that hell is inex-
istence, that the negative answer to God’s call would result in inexistence — this
would be contrary to his assertion that the soul i.e. the human person is immor-
tal 2 However, Maximus denotes the totality of existence with his three catego-
ries of being (eivon), well being (eb etvon) and ever being (dei etvan): the refusal
or inability to participate in any of them cannot but mean the refusal or inability
to participate in existence, in reality, if we follow Maximus’ language concisely
— who also mentions the possibility of ¢ed eivay, i.e. ill-being or being in vain.
And he is right in writing that we cannot but perceive this conscious choice of
inexistence (whether this inexistence will be granted to us or not) as ‘punish-
ment’.

It is interesting to note that Maximus speaks in another context of the
“irrational and absolute and substanceless inexistence®* that results from a life
in sin, i.e. a life contrary to our real nature (mapa @vow). Judging from the Con-
fessor’s general concise use of philosophical and theological signifiers, we think
that his reference to the “irrational and absolute and substanceless inexistence”

21 Christos Yannaras, “The Ontological Realism of our Hopes Hereafter”, p. 385.

22 |bid. p. 385.

23 ITepi Srapbpwv dropid>v, PG 91 1329 B: And for those who participate or do not participate proportionately
in Him who, in the truest sense, is and is well, and is forever, there is an intensification and increase of pun-
ishment for those who cannot participate, and of enjoyment for those who can participate.” (transl. Constas,
DOML 29, p. 149).

24 Does patristic thought affirm that the human being or the human has as immortal nature? This would annul
the created-uncreated distinction, as something created would be beyond the constraints of createdness per se,
due to its very nature. On these and other relevant matters, cf. Zizioulas: Communion and Otherness, pp. 259-
269.

25 syv6laa eic w0 Iepi Ogiwv dvoudrwv, CD4.1 305 B (fn. p. 309): Tiic katd o KIvice®g fTol TaEenc
ATOTLYYAVOVTES, PEPOUEDN €IG TNV TTapd PGV GAOYOV, Kol TaVTEAT] Kol dvovsiov davurap&iay.
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that results from a life that embodies a conscious refusal of God’s creative and
relational call is not merely a literary or rhetorical topos. In such a case, hell
would be a signifier (and not merely a ‘symbol’) of inexistence, the result of a
life consistently “contrary to nature”. However, the question arises: is it possible
at all for the human being’s answer to God’s creative call to be wholly negative
and rejective (or wholly affirmative, for that matter)? Can man’s life be consti-
tuted as a continuous and absolute choice of non-relation, death, non-
communion and inexistence (or of communion, relation, and life)? Or are these
absolute choices extremities that cannot be truly attained in their wholeness,
thereby annulling the possibility of a human person’s life truly resulting in “ab-
solute and substanceless inexistence”? In such a case, “irrational and absolute
and substanceless inexistence” would remain a potentiality/possibility (a signifi-
er of the will’s true freedom) that cannot be truly actualized in its wholeness.
The possibility that a person’s life has been a chosen rejection God’s creative
call, relation, communion and life but has not ‘achieved’ the completeness of
rejection that would result in inexistence (thereby being granted a participation
in existence that cannot but be incomplete due to the person’s overwhelming
rejection of it) illustrates an existential drama; an eternal hell.

Certain passages of the Confessor’s could lead to this conclusion. In
Ilpog BOaidoaiov I, CCSG 22, 59.159-170, Maximus mentions the delight
(mdoviy) of those that will be united with God by his nature and grace®® and the
pain and anguish (686vn) of those that “will be united with God by his nature but
contrary to grace”.?”” The criterion is each human person’s own “quality of dis-
position”,”® each human person’s preparedness for this union, i.e. the full and
absolute union of God with each and every one at the “end of the ages”.”®® Ac-
cording to the Confessor, this union with the uncreated, a union effecting the
continuation of existence through life-giving relation and communion, will take
place in any case due to God’s own nature. The ones whose answer to God’s
continuous creative call from nonbeing into being is a negative one are bound to
experience this union as pain and anguish, for it is a union contrary to their pre-
paredness for receptiveness and communion, contrary to their quality of disposi-
tion. This reading of Maximus’, contrary to his passage concerning the “irration-

al and absolute and substanceless inexistence”,*° accounts for a tendency of the

28 [Tpoc Oaldoaiov IT, CCSG 22, 59.160-163: vmep o & Aéyw thy Oeiav ko dvevvontov H8oviy, fiv moteiv
méQuKey 6 Be0G PYGEL Katd TNV Yapv Toig a&iolg Evouevog.

27 |bid. 59.163-165: mapd HcIY 8¢ TV KoTd GTEPNGLY TOHTNG GUVIGTOEVIY GvekhdAntov 680vy, fiv Toteiv
glmbev 0 Bedg, pOoeL Tapd TV Yapv Toig dvasiolg EVovpEVOG.

28 |bid. 59.165-166: katdt yip THV DIOKEWEVNYV EKAGTE TOWOTNTO. THG SIUPEGENDG.
29 |bid. 59.168-170: £kaotog V¢’ £avTod SMETAACUEVOC TPOC DTOSOXTY TOD TAVTOG THoW EVeOBNGOUEVOL
KOTO TO TEPAG TOV OidVDV.

20 své o sic 1o Tepi Osicov dvoudrov, CDA.1 305 B (fn. p. 309).
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disposition towards inexistence that, regrettably, cannot be truly actualized; an
existential hell.?"*

Essentially, this is not a question of philological and exegetical concise-
ness but of ontological consistency, much in the vein of Maximus the Confes-
sor’s own primary concern as a Church Father. The affirmation of both a truly
free will and immortality of the soul in the context of the ecclesial testimony
remains, in our opinion, an unresolved philosophical problem in need of bold
attempts at consistently addressing it.

11.1.9. Createdness and the Uncreated??

Following our short examination of aspects of Maximus’ anthropology
and in order to understand his ontology and cosmology, we need to elaborate on
the created-uncreated distinction and on its difference from ancient Greek ontol-
ogy and cosmology.”® According to Greek philosophy,?™ to the almost unani-
mous view of Greek philosophers, nothing can come out of nothing;** a creatio
ex nihilo would be absurd, and matter is pre-existing and eternal (even if not in
its present form and order).?™® A direct consequence of this is that the prime
characteristic of existence is necessity (albeit a mostly harmonious and orderly
necessity, as a number of philosophers would have it): existence is what it is, it
could not have been something else. This is illustrated even in these fragments
of Greek philosophical thought according to which the world has been intention-
ally created by a God. In Plato’s Timaeus, the Demiurge created the world ac-
cording to his free will (0snoet).”*” However, even this cannot escape the prin-
ciple of necessity, it cannot accomplish freedom: God the Creator (i) had to cre-
ate out of pre-existing matter, (ii) had to conform with the ideas of Beauty and

21 The reader is here reminded of Maximus the Confessor’s aforementioned explicit reference to the “the risk
of dissolving into nonbeing” in Mvotoywyia, Cantarella 1.70-72.

12 On Maximus’ account of creatio ex nihilo as “the basic gulf” between creation and the Uncreated and an
accurate and comprehensive overview of Maximus’ cosmology and ontology in general, see Lars Thunberg’s
Microcosm and Mediator, pp. 49-93.

23 On the importance of this disctinction, cf. Zizioulas: Communion and Otherness, pp. 250-269: “’Created’
and ‘Uncreated’: the Existential Significance of Chalcedonian Christology”.

24 However, the differences between the ancient Greek and the Hellenized early Christian and byzantine on-
tology and cosmology do not entail a discontinuity in Greek philosophical thought, but an evolution thereof.
See Klaus Oehler: Antike Philosophie und Byzantinisches Mittelalter. Miinchen: Beck 1969, and particularly
the chapter entitled ,,Die Kontinuitét der Philosophie der Griechen bis zum Untergang des byzantinisches Rei-
ches®, pp. 15-37. As the notion of npécwnov is of particular importance in our study, please note Oehler’s
comments on it in the context of the continuity of Greek philosophical thought.

215 See e.g. Aristotle: dvoid, 191a, 23.

218 Zizioulas: Communion and Otherness, p. 15.

27 p|ato, Tiuaiog, 29.
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Goodness, (iii) had to be limited to a pre-existing space (yopa). As such, his
creation according to his free will was, actually, an unfree act, an ontologically
constrained act."® The notion of creatio ex nihilo is absent in Greek thought, in
which matter is essentially eternal,**® while necessity dictates even the attributes
of Aristotle’s prime unmoved mover.

The Judaeo-Christian notion of creatio ex nihilo by a personal uncreated
Creator, and especially its elaboration and refinement during the patristic era,
replaces the ontological precedence of necessity?® with otherness and freedom.
Otherness and freedom become primary ontological characteristics of existence.

Otherness, because the absolute difference of the created and the uncre-
ated (Maximus speaks of it as the first division)??* constitutes an absolute other-
ness of these two, an otherness that proves to be constitutive of being and exist-
ence, an otherness on an ontological level .22 However, otherness is known as
difference, difference is manifested through comparison, and comparison pre-
supposes relation; otherness emerges, becomes manifest through relation,
“communion does not threaten otherness; it generates it”.?”® The fact that the
Judaeo-Christian tradition speaks not of a creative principle or power but of a
creative person makes personal otherness, hypostatic otherness, a primary onto-
logical principle of existence.

And freedom, because the very fact that creation emerged out of nothing
means that it could have also not emerged at all; the fact that existence exists is
not a prescribed necessity, but the actualization of a possibility that is not devoid
of alternatives. As such, creation is a free act, an act devoid of necessity, a
choice, an act that transcends predeterminations and necessities.”* If we take
into account that, apart from creation, God also actualizes his own existence
through the distinction of his hypostases “atemporally and out of love” (kwvn0eig

218 Zizioulas: Communion and Otherness, p.16.

219 Cf, Maximus the Confessor, Kepdaia mepi dydang, Ceresa-Gastaldo 3.28.1-2: “When the Greek philoso-
phers affirm that the substance of beings coexisted eternally with God and that they received only their indi-
vidual qualities from him, they say that there is nothing contrary to substance” (transl. Berthold p. 65).

20 According to Maximus the Confessor, it is an “utter blasphemy” to speak of necessity in the case of God,
even of the necessity of him being good or creative: Zijmnoig uera [loppov, PG 91 293 C: Ei yap kat” adtiv 10
PLOKOV TAVTOG KOl VOyKAGHEVOV: QUGEL 08 0 Bgdg Oeds, pvoel ayaboc, Pvcel dnuovpyds: avaykn £otat O
Bedg Oeog, Kol dyabog kai dnpovpyds: dmep Kol Evvoelv, puntt ye Aéyewy, éoxatng oti Praconuiog. Cf. Ilgpi
d1apopwy dropiédv, PG 91 1332 A.

21 Maximus the Confessor: ITepi diapépwv dmopiv, PG 91 1304 D: dv mphtyv pév @oow eivor v
Srupodoay Tiig GKTicTOL PUGEMS THV KTIGTHV KaBOLOV OGLY, Kol S1d yevécemg 10 etvar AaBodoay. — “The first
of these divides from the uncreated nature the universal created nature, which receives its being from
becoming” (transl. Louth p. 154).

222 |bid. 1077 A: Exti @cod 8¢ kai mhéov, 860V AKTIGTOV Kol KTIGT@VY Bmelpov T HEGOV EGTL Kod S16(popov.

22 Zizioulas: Communion and Otherness, p.5.

224 On the correlation of the created-uncreated dialectic and existential freedom, see Zizioulas: Communion and
Otherness, pp. 255-256. Also note Zizioulas’ comments on death as an existential event emerging from the
created-uncreated dialectic in pp. 257-259.
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dypovec kai dyomnTikdc),”” this manifests freedom as nothing less than the

causal mode of creation: creation is a result of freedom.?”® However, there is
also another side to a creation ex nihilo: the fact that existence emerged out of
nothing means that it could also return to nothing (to pun dv). Total, absolute in-
existence (either of something, someone or the totality of existence) becomes
possible, whereas in Greek philosophy it would be impossible. In actuality, a
creation out of nothing is bound to perish, for if this was not the case, it would
have emerged out of an imperishable something, thus not having absolute other-
ness and freedom.??” Atemporality and endlessness can be attained only if the
participation in the mode of the uncreated were possible.

This difference between the ancient Greek and Christian thought, the
created-uncreated distinction, is the very frame and foundation of their ontolo-
gies: to compare secondary characteristics of these ontologies without taking
into account the profound implications of this difference would not lead to sound
philosophical conclusions. If the uncreated existence signifies the possibility of
existence without decay, death, time, constraints and limits, then the only hope
of creatures is to participate in its mode of existence (tpémog dvmapEewc),?? as
they cannot participate in its nature.

11.1.10. The Mode of the Uncreated

The very distinction between substance, hypostasis and the activities that
hypostasize (actualize) the substance, the very mention of the difference between
the Adyog of nature-substance and the mode of its existence (Aoyoc pOoemg —
tpdmog vrdpEewc) implies that creatures need not be mechanistically actualized
(hypostasized), but that their actual existence can manifest a certain freedom
from the predeterminations of their substance, lest all hypostases be identical.
“The difference of natures, the difference of uncreated and created, can be trans-
cended at the level of the common mode of existence, the mode of personal ex-
istence”.?®® An extreme case is the incarnation of the Son, whose divine nature
seems incompatible with his human presence. The boundless freedom of God

25 yyé o gic 1o mepi Osiwv dvoudrov, CDA.1 221A.
226 Yannaras: Relational Ontology, 10-10.3.6 (pp. 49-55).
227 7izioulas: Communion and Otherness, p. 18f.

28 On an account of Maximus’ use of the term tpomoc, as well as of mpdswmov and vrdotacic, cf. Dionysis
Skliris’s article “’Hypostasis’, ‘Person’, ‘Individual’: A Comparison between the Terms that Denote Concrete
Being in St Maximus’ Theology”, in Maxim Vasiljevi¢ (ed.), Knowing the Purpose of Creation through the
Resurrection — Proceedings of the Symposium on St Maximus the Confessor, October 18-21 2012, California:
Sebastian Press 2013, pp. 437-450.

2% Yannaras: Elements of Faith, p. 59.
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(even the freedom to become that which he is not) is iconized in human beings;
each “unique, dissimilar and unrepeatable”**® human hypostasis is constituted as
a person (i.e., as an existence-in-relation that can determine its reality beyond its
substance), “in the image and in the likeness” of the one who can adopt a wholly
other mode of existence, of God — whose nature or substance as such is totally
unapproachable.?*!

We must here note that the mode of existence, the tpdémog in which
things are (the ‘tropic identity’ of something) pertains directly to ontology, it is a
matter of ontology. The mode, the tpomog of a being “is an inseparable aspect of
being, as primary ontologically as substance or nature”.*? The question of how a
thing exists is as important as is the question of what it is; the particulars’ exist-
ence cannot be downgraded when compared to their substances, as this would
constitute an ontology that divorces ontological models from the world that they
claim to represent.

It is not natural creation by itself, but God’s incarnation that bridges the
abysmal gap between the creatures and the uncreated.”®® In Maximus’ under-
standing, Christ’s incarnation, birth, death and resurrection renews the very
foundations of creation and nature, as it bridges the absolute gap between crea-
tion and the uncreated, according to Maximus.?** By taking on the human nature,
God has fulfilled the preconditions for man to partake in divine, uncreated reali-
ty, for man to be deified, saved, completed.?®® As the connecting link between
the created world and the uncreated, as the sense of the created world and the

20 yannaras: Relational Ontology, 10.3.2 (p. 52).

2 [Tepi Siapbpwv dropidv, PG 91 1288 B: 'Ex t@v kot TV odoiav, TovTéoTt £k Tig ovoiag atiig, O Ogdg
0VOEMOTE TL DRAPYX®V YIVAOCKETAL. APYavog yYap kol movteddg dfatog mhon T kticet [...]. ITavta 8¢ ta mepl
v ovslav od 10 i dottv, 6ALY 11 o0k EoTv Vmodnoi, olov 1O dyévvnTov, TO Bvapyov, TO dmepov, T
dodparov, kai dca TowdTo TEPL TV 0Gia £ioi, Kai 6 T1 ui) ivat, ovy 8TL & TO TL £lvaL oTHY TOPIGTAGLY —
“From those things that pertain to God’s substance, that is, from the substance itself, it has never at any time
been known what God is. For to have even an idea of what God might be is impossible and completely beyond
the reach of all creation [...] But all the things that are “around” the substance do not disclose what the
substance itself is, but what it is not, such as not being created, not having a beginning, not being finite, not
being corporeal, and any other such things that are around the substance, and which indicate what it is not, but
not what it is” (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 65-67).

%2 7jzioulas, Communion and Otherness, pp. 24-25.

%33 Their main and definitive difference is that creation does not contain its cause within itself — as well as its
purpose. See Ilepi drapopwv dmopidyv, PG 91 1072 BC: 00dev yap t@V yevnTtdV £00T0D TELOG £0TIV, EMEdN
obte avtaitiov, énel kal dyévitov Kol Gvapyov koi dxivnrov. “No created being is the end and purpose of
itself, as it is not the cause of itself, or else it would be unoriginated and beginningless and motionless”. A
sentence later, Maximus clarifies: té\og éotiv o0 &vekev Td TavTO, AOTO 88 00deVOG Evekey — “Purpose and end
is that due to which everything exists, but that which does not owe its existence to something else”, i.e. God. 10
a0TOTEAEG Yap TG kai dvaitiov — “For that which contains its purpose and end contains also its cause”.

24 For example, cf. ITepi diapdpwv dropicov, CCSG 48, 5.73-74, 5.143-146.

25 Cf. lbid. 5.152-155, PG 91 1273 D-1276 D, 1280 C, 1289 D, and Ilpo¢ Oaldooiov I, CCSG 7, 22.8-13:
“The plan was for him to mingle, without change on his part, with human nature by true hypostatic union, to
unite human nature to himself while remaining immutable, so that he might become a man, as he alone knew
how, and so that he might deify humanity in union with himself” (transl. Blowers p. 115).
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hope of its completion in full communion with the uncreated, the person of Jesus
Christ is the center of Christian ontology and cosmology: Torstein Tollefsen
speaks of the Christocentric cosmology of Maximus the Confessor, and very
accurately indeed.”®® Maximus asserts that the human person can be deified in
every sense “except of the identity of substance”:**’ the human person cannot
take on the divine substance in place of his human substance, but is able to par-
take in every other way in God’s divinity, by iconizing and actualizing the exis-
tential mode of the uncreated, the mode of relation, self-transcendence and love,
for love®® is the identity of God, not one of his attributes: “God is love”.”*®
However, the human person cannot attain deification by himself, it is not in his
nature: it can only be granted to him, given to him as a present (xapig, ydpiouc)

by the Other of the relationship.

According to the ecclesial testimony, only the human person can attain
deification, for only the human being is truly a person, i.e. a creature in the im-
age and likeness of the Creator; the return of creation to the full communion
with God, the redemption of creation, can only take place through man’s deifica-
tion; this is the task of mediation.?*® As such, man is responsible not only for his
individual completion-salvation-deification, but constitutes the hope for the sal-
vation of the whole of creation, he is the priest and mediator of creation; man is
truly a microcosm and mediator.”*

26 Tollefsen: The Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Confessor.

1 Emorolad, PG 91 376AB: 8lot 51’ 8Lov ywvopebo Oeol xmpic Tiig kat™ ovaiav tavtdmrog. And Ipog Oa-
Adooov I, CCSG 7, 22.40-44: ndvtog kai Tig €ni 1@ Oedijvor oV dvBponov puotikiic Evepyeiag Anyetat
TEPAS, KATO TAVTO TPOTOV, YOPIg HOVNG SNAOVOTL THG TPOg adTOV KT ovoioy ToTOTNTOG, OUOLDGOS E0VTHD
tov GvOpomnov — “Then God will also completely fulfill the goal of his mystical work of deifying humanity in
every respect, of course, short of an identity of substance with God; and he will assimilate humanity to him-
self” (transl. Blowers p. 116).

8 There is a surprisingly extended tendency to understand the word love (éydmm) when applied to God or
Christians in a moral, ethical sense, pertaining to behavior (to associate it with kindness, altruism etc.).
However, such a use of the word is devoid of ontological content; and the ontological content of both dydmn
and &pwg is that of radical referentiality and existential self-transcendence instead of individual onticity and
atomicity. Interestingly, the author of the Areopagite corpus remarks that even as early as his time, theologians
tended to treat the name of love as kindness (&yénn) as equivalent to that of love as &pwc; and he prefers to
attribute true &pwg to things divine because of the “misplaced prejudice” of the theologians, who
misunderstand the meaning of daydznn. Corpus Dionysiacum: Tlepi Bgiov ovopdtov, CD I, p. 157: 'Epoti yap
dokodotv ol Beordyor KooV pev fyeicbot 0 Tiig dydmng kai tod Epmtog dvopa, i Todto 0¢ Toig Oeiog
pndrlov avadeivar Tov SvIeg Ep@Ta 310 TV GTOTOV TMV TOL0VTMV AVOP@OY TPOANYLY.

9 1 John 4:8, ¢ 00¢ drydmn gotiv.

20 A shorter account by Thunberg on the “fivefold mediation of man as a perfect realization of the theandric
dimension of the universe”, i.e. on the transcendence of all five major ontological, cosmological and anthropo-
logical divisions/distinctions within creation, can be found in pp. 80-91 of his Man and the cosmos. The vision
of St Maximus the Confessor. Crestwood, NY: St Vladimir's Seminary Press 1985.

21 Microcosm and Mediator is the title of Lars Thunberg’s book on Maximus, as we mentioned earlier. It
should be noted again that Thunberg’s understanding of Maximus is most profound, making his monograph
one of the best studies on Maximus; among the studies of Maximus’ anthropology, it stands out as without
doubt the most illuminating treatise on the subject. A different account of Maximus’ ontology and cosmology
through his anthropology, and particularly through the notion of sin, can be found in Walther Voélker’s
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God’s nature and substance remains absolutely unapproachable, but man
can partake in God through God’s activities (&vépyeion).?** The presence of God
in all of creation through his activities,** in a way similar to the presence of the
painter in his painting or of the poet in his poem — and yet more real as it can
lead to an encounter in all immediacy, has often been described as panentheism.
In contrast with pantheism, which equates the world with the divine, and also in
contrast with an understanding of God as completely absent from his creation
(e.g. God as a notion or principle), panentheism describes a God that resides be-
yond createdness but is present within creation through his activities and, espe-
cially, his incarnation.”** Non-Christian understandings of panentheism often
imply that the world is a part of God; however, the ecclesial testimony stresses
the absolute otherness of God and creation. In today’s language and if under-
stood correctly, as the presence of a wholly other God in his wholly other crea-
tion due to the personal and ‘logical’®*® character of his creative activity, we hold
that panentheism is quite an accurate word in describing the ecclesial view on
the subject — although one that would not have been used by the Fathers of the
Church. Maximus’ Adyou doctrine illustrates this most abundantly, as it describes
a God that is indirectly present within creation through his constitutive and crea-
tive Adyou of all beings, as we will examine.

According to the Confessor, the participation in the uncreated radically
transforms the created, it deifies the created, as it fully restores the communion
with its source of existence. Maximus describes this participation in the uncreat-
ed as follows.

Participation in supranatural divine [things] is the assimilation of those who

participate to that in which they participate. The assimilation of those who par-

ticipate to that in which they participate is their identity with it, actively

Maximus Confessor als Meister des geistlichen Lebens (Wiesbaden: Steiner 1965), and particularly in pp. 23-
101, i.e. up to Volker’s treatment of the subject of sin as such.

2 There is an ever-increasing bibliography on the substance/activities distinction in Maximus the Confessor,
well before Gregory Palamas, but the only monograph dedicated to the subject remains Vasilios Karayiannis’
Maxime le Confesseur: Essence et energies de Dieu.

3 Cf. Maximus the Confessor, ITepi diapdpwv dropiév, PG 91 1080 B: “For all things, in that they came to be
from God, participate proportionally in God, whether by intellect, by Adyog, by sense-perception, by vital mo-
tion, or by some habitual fitness” (transl. Blowers, p. 55). And Mvotaywyio, Cantarella 23.8-10: “Among us
they [i.e. the Greeks] would never have been called wise because they could not or would not recognize God
from his works” (transl. Berthold p. 204).

4 The presence of God within creation through his activities refers to the indirect presence of God’s otherness
through and within his creatures, in roughly the same way that any artist’s person and otherness is, indirectly,
present in his creations (Maximus would say that God is present within creation through the Adyou of beings,
which in turn are divine activities, as we will see). This is substantially different from theologies stating that
God, exactly due to his absolute otherness, is wholly absent from creation. However, the abysmal gap between
Creator and creation is only bridged by the incarnation, for it is only then that God has a full and hypostatic
presence within creation, i.e. not merely through the outcomes of his creative otherness (outcomes that possess
their own, distinct otherness) but through the concrete presence of this otherness itself.

#5 As we would say in Maximus the Confessor’s language, i.e. pertaining to Adyot and Adyoc.
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achieved through assimilation. The identity of those who participate with that in
which they participate, which can be actively achieved through assimilation, is
the deification of those accounted worthy to be deified. And deification is the
encompassing and ultimate end of everything that exists in time and eternity,
according to the general description of all times and ages. The inclusion and ul-
timate end of the times and ages and everything that exists within them is the
inseparable unity within those who are being saved between the absolute very
beginning of things and their absolute and literal end.?*

11.1.11. Ontological Ecclesiology

We stated earlier that for the consciousness of the undivided Christian
Church, the person of Jesus Christ as the hypostatic union of human and divine,
of created and uncreated nature, is the model for transcending the abysmal gap
between the finite, decaying, temporal creation and the fullness of freedom, the
uncreated — the hope of humanity, creatures and creation itself for the overcom-
ing of limitations, distance, decay, death.

However, this is not to be understood as the following of an example or
as an object of imitation, as these would constitute moral/behavioral terms, not
existential/ontological ones. A reproduction of Christ’s mode of existence with-
out his real presence is unanimously excluded as a possibility. Only the partici-
pation in Christ and in Christ’s mode of existence can actualize this change in
the mode of existence. A participation in what the ecclesial testimony attests as
the body of Christ, the church. The root of the ontological and anthropological
significance of the church for Christians is precisely the fact that they recognize
it as the real body of Christ, the realism of the possibility of participation in his
mode of existence, the realism of accepting the iconizing of this mode of exist-
ence (existence-as-relation, love, £pwc) as a path towards the fullness of his like-
ness, the fullness of communion in otherness. The fullness of communion is,
simultaneously, the disclosure of absolute otherness, as we have seen. The
church professes to be the body of a person, and the personal character of both
the church and one’s participation in it is of paramount importance, as “only a

8 ITpo¢ Oaldoaiov 11, CCSG 7, 59.134-149: Mé0etic 8¢ tdv vmgp ooty Bsimv £0Tiv 1| TPOS TO PETEYOUEVOV
TOV PETEXOVI®V OUOIMOIG™ 1) O& TPOG TO UETEXOUEVOV TOV UETEYOVIMV OUOiGiG £0TV 1) KOT’ EVEpYELV TPOG
a0TO TO HETEXOUEVOV TAV HETEXOVTMV O1’ OULOLOTNTOG EVOEYOUEVT) TOWTOTNG' 1) OE TAOV HETEXOVIOV EVOEXOUEVT
Kot’ €vépyelov 81’ OpodTNTOG TTPOG TO petexdpevov Tavtdtng otiv 1 Béwotg Tdv d&ovpévav Bedoemg: 1 8¢
0émoig €ott Kab’ VmoypapTig AoyoV TAVTOV TOV XPOVEOV Kol TV aidVEV Kol TOV v Xpove Kol aidvt TEpLoxn
Kol TEPAG TEPLoyT O& Kol TEPAS TAOV YPOVEV Kol TOV aidVeV 0T Kol TAVTOV TAV £V a0Tolg 1) THS AKPopVODg
Kol kupieg apyfig Tpog 10 Kupicng TéAog kai Akparpveg év Tolg omlopévols adtdotatog Evotng: ddtdotatog d¢
TG AKPOLPVODS ApyNG TE Kal TELOLG EVOTNG &V Tl GMLOUEVOLG 0TIV 1) KPEITT®V TV 00G1dMDS Apyi| Te Kol
TéleL pepetpnuévov tdv katd edo Ekfactc. Transl. Theokritoff: A Eucharistic Ontology, p. 17.
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person can manifest communion and otherness simultaneously, thanks to it being
a mode of being, that is, an identity which, unlike substance or energy [i.e. activ-
ity], is capable of ‘modifying’ its being without losing its ontological uniqueness
and otherness”.**’ According to Zizioulas’ analysis, other ways of explaining the
communion of creation and the uncreated are either non-ontological attempts
(ethics, psychology, natural religiosity) or an undermining of the reality of the
hypostatic union between created and uncreated being in a single person, i.e. the
incarnation.?®® If such was the case, the ecclesial event would have no place in a
discussion pertaining to ontology, the basics of existence, its limitations and the
possibility to be freed from these limitations, no ontological content or signifi-
cance at all — but merely a behavioral, ‘moral’ role, perhaps transmuting man’s
behavior, but without any hope of changing man’s being, man’s existence.

The hope of the church is to change the ‘howness’ of creatures, their
mode of existence. As there is no ‘naked’ nature, no ovoia dvvmdotatog, the
hope of men, creatures and creation is that their relationship with the uncreated,
with God, through Christ’s person can allow for a true and full communion of
othernesses, communion with each other’s being and existence, without a
change of natures, of substances, of the ‘whatness’ of beings. For this reason,
“the relation of God to the world is not ‘ethical’ or ‘psychological’ or anything
other than ontological”.**® We could say that believers see the body of Christ as
‘applied ontology’. In being members of this body, the partakers of the ecclesial
event do not hear a teaching or shape a way of behavior, but they iconize the
transmutation of the mode of the world’s existence. They use bread and wine®*°
not to nourish their individual beings, not for their individual subsistence and
survival, but to share life as communion — and they trust the promise that this is
not mere symbolism, but that it constitutes the answer to a call that is perpetually
formulated, the uncreated God’s call to enter a direct relationship with him. In
order to do this, they do not encounter the world as an aggregation of objects,
but as creation, the outcome of a person’s creative activity and his free present
to them — to which they respond with gratitude, thanksgiving, goyapiotia, the
Eucharist. As such, the Eucharistic stance towards reality is not a behavior, but a
distinct mode of contemplating/receiving the world, a distinct mode of relating
with reality, a mode which is not the goal (a set behavioral objective), but the
outcome of the transmutation of one’s way of existing, a person’s TPOTOC

247 Zizioulas: Communion and Otherness, p. 29.
28 bid.
29 |hid. p. 25.

%0 Which are no mere consumable goods, but recapitulate a year’s toil in the context of the agrarian society, a
year’s toil to provide subsistence to oneself and to one’s family.
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vmap&emg, by experiencing life as communion and not in its fragmented (‘fall-
en’) state.

To achieve such a transmutation of one’s mode of existence by being a
member of the body of the person that is the hypostatic union of created and un-
created nature and by gradually adopting the mode of existence of that person,
Christ, is to be sanctified. To actualize the mode of existence of the uncreated is
to become deified, to become God without, of course, being able to adopt its na-
ture or substance, as Maximus asserts.®* The way to this is one of adoption, of
iconizing the internal relations of the Trinity by recognizing the uncreated per-
son of the Father as the father of your created person.

We could say, following John Zizioulas, that as the created-uncreated
distinction is one of the foundations of existence for the ecclesial community,
the church is a primary ontological category, for it embodies Christ’s union of
createdness and the uncreated, the possibility and practice of a transformative
communion of two wholly other modes of existence: the mode of createdness
and the mode of the uncreated, the mode of decay and the mode of freedom.?*
As such, it constitutes a third reality or possibility along createdness and the un-
created — or, more precisely, a mode distinct from the modes of these two. The
language to portray this mode is the language of communion and otherness. Ac-
cording to Zizioulas’ reading of Maximus, this is a “Maximian ontology, which
[...] is philosophically the best and most satisfying way of working out an ontol-
ogy of communion and otherness”,®® “an ontology which permits communion
and otherness to coincide thanks to the intervention of personhood between God

. 254
and creation”.

In this chapter, we have attempted to provide an overview of the eccle-
sial Weltanschauung in which Maximus thinks, operates and writes, including
fragments of his own contributions to the rich texture of this Weltanschauung.
However, in order to proceed in a constructive manner to the deeper examination
of his philosophical and theological vision -such as the A6yot doctrine- and of his
understanding of motion and temporality in particular, more elaborate herme-

B Emorolai, PG 91 376 AB: 8Lot 81 6hov yvopebo Ogoi ympic Tiig kat” ovoiov Tavtdtntoc.

%2 The fact that limitations, spatiotemporality and decay are primary characteristics of created reality as we
know it does not mean that the world is bad; on the contrary, creation is asserted as truly good (kala Aiav,
Gen: 1,31). Maximus asserts in IIpo¢ Galdoaiov I, CCSG 7, 27.56-64 that the contemplation of the beings’
Aoyou leads one to acknowledge that there is nothing impure within creation: it is corruption that provides us
with the illusion that there is impurity and conflict within creation. However, the difference of the uncreated
from creation as we know it, the actualization of a mode of atomicity, existential individuality and death (death
as non-relation) manifests these characteristics. In ecclesial language, this is termed the Fall.

%3 Zizioulas: Communion and Otherness, p. 26.

4 |bid.
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neutic and methodological tools are required. Following an elucidation of the
reasons behind our particular methodological choice, we will provide the reader
with an analysis of Christos Yannaras’ critical and relational ontology and of the
relevant terminology that will prove to be helpful in our study of Maximus and
in the exposition of our perspective towards it. This ontological proposition has
been elaborated on a markedly patristic and Maximian basis and will serve as a
potent contemporary hermeneutic tool and methodological aid in our attempt to
approach the Confessor’s more sophisticated philosophical structures.
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11.2. Hermeneutic Tools in Approaching Maximus: Christos
Yannaras’ Ontology

11.2.1. A Note on Methodology

In the previous chapter, we have attempted to provide the reader with the
minimum prerequisites for approaching Maximus the Confessor’s thought and
the patristic or ‘Byzantine’ Weltanschauung from a contemporary perspective,
focusing on fundamental tenets of Maximian and ‘Byzantine’ ontology, cosmol-
ogy and anthropology. Our introduction to (a) the philosophical articulation of
the ecclesial testimony and its emergence, (b) the fundamental ontological and
cosmological division, i.e. the created-uncreated distinction and the modal na-
ture of its constitutive categories, (¢) Christology and its corresponding anthro-
pology, as well as related matters, should serve as a necessary ‘toolbox’ in fur-
ther examining Maximus’ ontology and cosmology. However, the study of Max-
imus’ more distinct contributions, such as the Adyor doctrine”® or his unique un-
derstanding of motion, space and temporality, require a more advanced
‘toolbox’.

There are, roughly, two ways of acquiring this hermeneutic ‘toolbox’.
The first would be to take the historical/philological methodological route.
Through (a) a detailed contradistinction of sources, (b) a philological analysis of
the terms that Maximus uses in their historical context, (¢) a consideration of
Maximus’ own development as a thinker and of the dating of each of his works,
(d) a comparison of Maximus’ ideas to related late antique theories on the same
subject®™ etc., conclusions are to be drawn at the end of the research process.
The bibliographical directions mentioned in our overview of the state of research
concerning Maximus, along with bibliographical material pertaining to the foci

5 The analysis of which is, in turn, crucial and indispensable for the exposition of Maximus theory of motion,
space and time. The reasons for this will become apparent as the analysis of Maximian motion and time
unfolds: we could safely say that the Adyou doctrine acts as both the essence of and the prerequisite for all other
aspects of Maximus’ ontology. The widespread erroneous tendency to understand this theory in Platonic or
Neo-platonic terms, i.e. as a Christianized form of Platonic ideas, is an oversimplification that, in our opinion,
has effectively clouded numerous attempts to understand Maximus’ thinking. We will argue against this
reception of the Adyou doctrine in the relevant chapter.

%6 For example, a comparison of Maximus” theory of time to that of Augustine and Boethius (or even to that of
Proclus), which have been exhaustively researched in academia. While such a detailed comparison could be
seen by scholars focusing on an historical/philological methodology as an expected step towards approaching
the theory of time in Maximus, we will not delve into a comparative analysis that, in our opinion, would reveal
more about already researched themes than about Maximus’ own understanding of temporality. In search for
the most potent tools in order to understand Maximus, we have opted for the contemporary readings by
Yannaras and Zizioulas, as we will explain — and, of course, for the necessary foundation of Maximus’ theory,
i.e. Aristotle’s theory of motion and time.
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of comparison and to the historical context, would suffice for such an undertak-
ing.

A second methodological option would be the primarily philosophical
analysis of Maximus’ texts, i.e. the focus on the contribution of his ideas and
propositions to philosophical enquiry as such, to the central questions of philos-
ophy and ontology apart from their particular historical context. While a number
of tools deriving from a historical/philological methodology are applicable here
as well, the specific focus of this second methodological approach leads us to a
more contemporary perspective and to the use of contemporary sources in order
to highlight the distinctiveness, importance and specific contributions of the
Confessor to the question of temporality’s nature. The objective of this second
approach is to articulate Maximus’ reconstructed theory of time in a philosophi-
cal language that can be relevant to today’s philosophical enquiry. The tools for
such an approach would not so much comprise of a comparison of late antique
sources to Maximus’ works,” but of the hermeneutic approach that can be
traced in original contemporary thinkers’ reception of Maximus the Confessor
and Greek patristic thought in general — a hermeneutic approach that could shed
light on Maximus’ writings from the point of view of contemporary philosophi-
cal enquiry and its distinct vocabulary, provided that a most substantial fidelity
to Maximus’ Weltanschauung is retained.

With the purpose of reconstructing Maximus’ theory of time in a way
that could be relevant to the questions of contemporary ontology and not exclu-
sively to the history of philosophy, we have opted for this second methodologi-
cal option, as may have been apparent from our references to Christos Yannaras
and John Zizioulas in the previous chapters. While our brief references and cita-
tions to these thinkers’ works sufficed in the context of our introduction to Max-
imus’ thought and his ecclesial Weltanschauung, the distinctiveness and com-
plexity of Maximus’ vocabulary in dealing with the Adyot doctrine, motion and
temporality calls for a more direct engagement with hermeneutic aids providing
us with a better understanding of his philosophical vocabulary today. By these
aids we are referring to Yannaras’ critical and relational ontology, an ontology
implicitly based on Maximus’ vocabulary and thought, as well as to his elabora-
tion of the Aoyoc-tpomog distinction which is crucial for understanding the Con-
fessor. With the hermeneutic aid of Yannaras’ ontological proposal which we
will present in the following subchapters, i.e. with Yannaras’ ‘toolbox’, we will
subsequently attempt to expound Maximus’ theory of time as a distinct and al-
ternative paradigm for understanding temporality. In doing this, we hope to pre-

%7 However, an exposition of Aristotle’s theory of motion and time, as well as a mention of Plato’s ‘moving
image of eternity” and Gregory of Nyssa’s ideas on distance and time, has been deemed necessary.
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sent Maximus the Confessor as a thinker that is not merely of a histori-
cal/philological interest, but as a philosopher that bears a relevance reaching far
beyond late antiquity and into modern times.

11.2.2. Christos Yannaras and John Zizioulas as Maximian Commentators

The ‘new era’ in Greek theological and philosophical thought expressed
through Christos Yannaras and John Zizioulas bears the mark of Maximus the
Confessor’s thought most distinctively. Christos Yannaras’ work is both explic-
itly and implicitly in constant dialogue with Maximus the Confessor’s writings,
as can be clearly seen in his magnum opus Person and Eros,?*® the German edi-
tion of which bears a subtitle that describes it most abundantly: A Comparison of
the Ontology of the Greek Fathers and the Existential Philosophy of the West.?*®
Indeed, it is no coincidence that both Christos Yannaras’ philosophy and John
Zizioulas’ theology are heavily influenced by the Confessor: with the exception
of the Cappadocians, no other Church Father’s thought is so densely present and
so often mentioned in their books as is Maximus’.?®® We could maintain that it is
exactly Maximus’ excellence in the philosophical recapitulation of Greek patris-
tic thought up to his time and his aptness in formulating lucid definitions of most
obscure and complicated notions that made this ‘new era’ possible and gave a
solid patristic grounding to it.?®* In that sense, and from a point of view focusing
on the Christian theological side of Yannaras’ work, we could read Yannaras
and Zizioulas as a commentary to Maximus’ work and elucidation thereof, as
has been recognized by many.?*?

%8 As an example of Yannaras’ dependence on Maximus’ thought, see pp. 194-199 of Person and Eros: his
exposition of the iconizing principle (‘iconic disclosure’) for the whole of patristic thought is almost entirely
based on Maximus’ formulations, with the exception of a quote from the Areopagite writings. Yannaras finds
in Maximus a most skillful recapitulator of the whole of the Greek patristic tradition in a language and thought
consistently rich in philosophical value and fertility, and it is in this mindset that we are approaching Maximus
as well.

%9 Christos Yannaras: Person und Eros: eine Gegeniiberstellung der Ontologie der griechischen Kirchenviter
und der Existenzphilosophie des Westens. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1982.

%0 Cf. Norman Russell (2006): “Modern Greek Theologians and the Greek Fathers” in: Philosophy & Theology
(18:1), p. 88: “Maximus was also one of the most philosophically informed of the church’s ascetical teachers,
who has contributed much to the expositions of relation and personhood by both Zizioulas and Yannaras”.

%L In addressing the subject of patristic grounding, see Pui Him Ip’s illuminating paper: “On the Patristic
grounding of Yannaras’ ‘prosopocentric ontology’: a philosophical argument”, presented at the ‘Conference in
Honour of Christos Yannaras: Philosophy, Theology, Culture’, 2 — 5 September 2013, St Edmund’s Hall,
Oxford. Forthcoming.

%2 Among others, see for Dionysios Skliris’ paper, where he seems to have adopted a similar position: “The
use of the term ‘tropos’ (‘mode’) by Christos Yannaras”, presented at the ‘Conference in Honour of Christos
Yannaras: Philosophy, Theology, Culture’, 2 — 5 September 2013, St Edmund’s Hall, Oxford. Forthcoming.
There, Skliris attempts to shed light on Yannaras’ use of the term ‘mode’ through Maximus the Confessor’s
use of the same term, attesting the proximity of both philosophers’ use of a certain terminology.
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For the purposes of our study, we will take the reverse route: instead of
studying Maximus to understand Yannaras better, we will choose to study
Yannaras in order to shed light on Maximus the Confessor’s ontology not as an
artifact merely pertaining to the history of philosophy, to the ‘Museum of Phi-
losophy’, but as a proposed answer to the ontological problem and the question
of philosophical cosmology.?®® The hermeneutic tools provided by the study of
an ontology that is articulated in contemporary philosophical language while
based on Maximus’ thought itself, i.e. Yannaras’ ontology, will give us the op-
portunity to engage with the Confessor’s ontology not in the philological manner
of the history of philosophy, but with the mindset, method and goals of system-
atic philosophy.

In approaching Yannaras with this purpose in mind, we will first offer a
general introduction to his thought. Subsequently, we will reflect on his use of
philosophical terminology as it is expounded in a work with minimal references
to theology, his Propositions for a Critical Ontology®®* — in order to ‘tune out’
explicit references to the Christian tradition and focus on the raw philosophical
material which will serve as our hermeneutic lens. Before embarking on the
study of Maximus’ specific contributions to ontology and on the primary subject
of our study, i.e. time, temporality and Aeon in Maximus the Confessor’s phi-
losophy, a short summary of Aristotle’s theory of motion and temporality will
follow (also mentioning Plato’s theory of time and Aeon in Timaeus), in order
for the comparison and contradistinction with Maximus’ thought to be possible.

11.2.3. An Introduction to Christos Yannaras’ Philosophy

Christos Yannaras, Professor Emeritus of Philosophy at the Panteion
University of Social and Political Sciences in Athens, Greece, has written exten-
sively on ontology, epistemology, ethics, theology and politics. He is considered
to be ‘Greece’s greatest contemporary thinker’ (Olivier Clément) and ‘one of the
most significant Christian philosophers in Europe’ (Rowan Williams),?* where-
as Prof. Andrew Louth describes him as “without doubt the most important liv-

%3 1t is not the first time that such an approach is attempted at a scholarly level, as Christina Kapsimalakou’s
above mentioned thesis ElevOepio koi dvaykaidtiro kora 1ov Md&ipo tov Ouoloynti: mpog wa Ovioloyio tod
Ilpooamov (Patras: University of Patras 2012), follows the same path, attesting the historical-philological and
methodological legitimacy of such an approach, apart from its purely philosophical value.

24 Christos Yannaras: Ipotdoeic kpinixijc dvoloyiag. Athens: Domos 1985 & Ikaros 2010.

%5 See Rowan Williams’ endorsement in the back cover of Yannaras” HC Press translations.
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ing Greek Orthodox theologian”,”®® albeit being controversial in Greece. Until

recently, the English speaking reader could unfortunately acquire only a frag-
mentary view of Yannaras’ work, as most English translations of his works have
been published in the last few years. Thus a number of books covering important
aspects of Yannaras’ thought or crucial elaborations have not been translated as
yet (examples of important books by him that have not been translated as yet
are: The Effable and the Ineffable: the Linguistic Limits of Metaphysics®®’ and
Propositions for a Critical Ontology). Fortunately, Norman Russell’s arduous
work in translating the main bulk of Yannaras’ work has brought a significant
number of his monographs to print, including his magnum opus Person and
Eros.

A second difficulty for the English speaking researcher relates to the fact
that most European and American academics tended to focus on the theological
aspect of Yannaras’ work in the past or to consider him a pure theologian rather
than a philosopher, due to the vivid interest of the theological community for his
work. This has not allowed for his work to be judged as a philosophical proposal
even in a strictly academic sense and classification.

For the above reasons, we consider it useful to attempt a summary of
his work from a primarily philosophical point of view. A simple categorization
would be to classify his main works according to the branches of philosophy to
which they pertain. Thus we may classify the works Person and Eros, Relational
Ontology,® Propositions for a Critical Ontology et al. under ontol-
ogy/metaphysics, the works On the Absence and Unknowability of God: Hei-
degger and the Areopagite, The Effable and the Ineffable: the Linguistic Limits
of Metaphysics under epistemology, and finally The Freedom of Morality*® un-
der ethics. Other notable contributions include treatises on social philosophy
(Rationality and Social Practice),”® political economy (The Real and the Imagi-
nary in Political Economy),” the relation between contemporary physics and
philosophy (Postmodern Metaphysics),?’? philosophy of religion?”® and the his-
torical background of the clash of civilizations.?”*

%6 In his introduction to Yannaras’ On the Absence and Unknowability of God: Heidegger and the Areopagite
(London: T. & T. Clark International 2005), p. 1.

%7 Christos Yannaras: To pito xoi 10 dppiro: té yAwooucd Spio peadiouod tiic ustapooucic. Athens: Ikaros
1999.

%8 |dem: Relational Ontology. Brookline Mass.: HC Press 2011.

Idem: The Freedom of Morality. Crestwood N.Y.: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press 1984.

ldem: Opbog Abyog koi kowvwvikn mpaxtikiy. Athens: Domos 2006.

269
270

2 |dem: To mpayuomko kai 1 paviac@des oty Ioliucy Olxovouia. Athens: Domos 2006.

Idem: Postmodern Metaphysics. Brookline Mass.: HC Press 2004.
Idem: Against Religion: the Alienation of the Ecclesial Event. Brookline Mass.: HC Press 2013.
2% |dem: Orthodoxy and the West: Hellenic Self-Identity in the Modern Age. Brookline Mass.: HC Press 2006.
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Yet, Yannaras himself has provided us with a much better approach than
such a categorization. In his latest book in Greek under the title Six Philosophi-
cal Paintings*” - which I would describe as a ‘philosophical autobiography’ —
he introduces us to his thought in a manner that reflects the whole spectrum of
his contribution to philosophy. I shall attempt to present such a prioritization
here by primarily referring to that particular book as encapsulating Yannaras’
most mature and recapitulatory thought, while considering other areas of his re-
search such as his political philosophy or his purely ecclesial writings as a corol-
lary of this main body of ideas.

11.2.4. Apophaticism as the Epistemological Stance of the Greek Tradition

To approach Yannaras’ work we must first consider the importance and
scope of the term ‘apophaticism’ for him, which is exhaustively grounded in the
Greek patristic corpus in both On the Absence and Unknowability of God: Hei-
degger and the Areopagite and Person and Eros. It is the Areopagite corpus and
Maximus the Confessor’s works that provide Yannaras with the primary sources
of the most explicit elucidations of apophaticism in the patristic tradition.

The term ‘apophaticism’ is usually understood as a method to speak
about God in theology, as the ‘via negativa’, that is to say by defining God not
through the characteristics that God has, but through the characteristics that God
does not have (in-effable etc). Yannaras, however, saw in apophaticism some-
thing immensely wider in importance, namely the epistemology of the whole of
the Hellenic/Greek civilisation from the time of Heraclitus (with his famous
quote, “for if we are in communion with each other, we are in truth, but if we
exist privately, we are in error”)’’® to that of Gregory Palamas. As an overall
stance and attitude towards the question of the nature of knowledge and truth,
towards epistemology, and not as a theory on epistemology, explicit formula-
tions concerning this apophatic stance can only be found in fragmentary form in
the corpus of Greek texts and seldom as a systematic exposition. As is almost
always the case with the epistemological attitude of a civilization, this attitude
cannot but be implicit, as it is taken for granted in the context of that civilization
itself.

According to Yannaras, apophaticism is the stance towards the verifica-
tion of knowledge that underlines every facet of this civilisation and can be de-
fined as “the refusal to exhaust truth in its formulations, the refusal to identify

78 |dem: "E&r priocopuic Coypagiéc. Athens: Ikaros 2011.

71 Diels-Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Band 1, pp. 148, 28-30.
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the understanding of the signifier with the knowledge of the signified”.””" For-
mulations of truth can only refer to the signified truth or knowledge, not exhaust
it. By coming to know the formulations that refer to truth, one does not know
truth — truth can only be lived, experienced, and as such it is not static. There is a
gap of crucial cognitive importance between the signifier and its signified real-
ity, as Maximus the Confessor asserts.?’

In an apophatic epistemology, the individual cannot conceive truth indi-
vidually as a finite formulation. Truth lies in the field of experience, and more
specifically shared experience because “there is no relation that does not consti-
tute an experience and there is no experience [...] not arising from a relation or
establishing a relation. Moreover, relation is the foundational mode of the human

logical subject: the way in which Man exists, knows and is known . *®

Truth can only be attained through shared experience, communed ex-
perience, life in communion, and cannot be confined in finite formulations.?®
This excludes the possibility of a priori truths, prescribed doctrines and axio-
matic theories.”® Yannaras writes: “Prerequisite and criterion for critical think-
ing (that is, thinking that strives to discern right from wrong, truth from false-
hood) was the communal verification of knowledge”.?®* According to him,
“communed experience and not the accuracy of the individual’s intellectual fac-
ulty verifies knowledge, even if proper communion of experience presupposes
the accuracy of intellectual faculties.”®® The signifiers allow us “to share our
common reference to reality and experience, but cannot replace the cognitive
experience itself. This obvious difference can only then be understood when the

criterion of the critical function is the communal verification of knowledge”.?®*

We must here note that Yannaras’ apophatic epistemology and the usual
understanding of apophaticism (in the context of the study of religion and theol-
ogy) as the via negativa that banishes knowledge to the realm of mysticism are
not merely different, but can be seen as polar opposites of each other. The cata-

2T Yannaras: "E& pilocogixéc (oypagpiés, p. 32. Such a stance towards knowledge is not self-evident; for ex-
ample, truth for Thomas Aquinas is the adequation of the intellect’s conceived thought with reality (“veritas est
adaequatio intellectus et rei”, in De veritate, g. 1 a. 1 co.), which Yannaras holds as the opposite of
apophaticism.

28 |n speaking about truth, Maximus the Confessor stresses the need to understand -and apply- the difference
between the signifiers (t@dv Aeyopévmv) and their signified realities (ta onpovopeva), or else confusion will
emerge: Zitnoig pero IToppov, PG 91 292 BC: 8¢, tov nept dainbdeiag Adyov molodpevov StactéAiecOot TdV
Aeyopévav T onpovopeva, S TV €k Tiig Opmvoupiag TAGvny.

B prlocopikic (oypagiéc, 6. 58.

%0 yannaras often reminds us Democritus’ example about the “bitter honey”: Diels-Kranz, 1, pp. 119, 22-26.
B prlocogikic (oypapiée, p. 26.

%2 bid, p. 25.

3 |bid.

%4 bid. p. 27.
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phatic approach (either to the understanding of God in theology or of anything
else in general) would be to attribute characteristics to something and attest that
these characteristics truly reflect the nature of their object or phenomenon. Via
negativa is the choice of negative attributes or of non-attributes in our attempt to
encircle reality and knowledge with our intellect. The via negativa consists in
the attempt to progressively claim the knowledge of an object or phenomenon by
rejecting certain characteristics or attributes, by defining it in terms of what it is
not, in order to arrive at a closer intellectual understanding that excludes certain
errors and misconceptions. In this context, true knowledge —and above all tran-
scendental knowledge— can only be achieved in the realm of radical subjectivity,
in the realm of ‘mysticism’, without any possibility of sharing it effectively
through language and without any vital reference to the community that would
exclude the transmutation of radical subjectivity into radical individualism.
However, apophatic epistemology, i.e. the refusal to exhaust truth in its formula-
tions and the refusal to identify the understanding of the signifier with the
knowledge of its signified reality, lies beyond this polarization between cata-
phaticism and via negativa and beyond a choice of negations rather than affirma-
tions: it is based on the symbolic character of every epistemic expression. Apo-
phaticism sees language as referring to truth and reality, signifying reality and
iconizing it while not exhausting it. It is not negation, but the signify-
ing/semantic function that characterizes the relationship between language and
reality. As such, language is not an obstacle hindering us from achieving an in-
dividualistic ‘mystical’ knowledge, but a medium to share, to commune knowl-
edge and truth and an attempt at a communal participation to it. This elevates the
communal verification of knowledge to a criterion of knowledge itself.

So, whereas the via negativa is usually understood as anti-realism, apo-
phaticism for Yannaras is the prerequisite for realism and realism is the goal of
apophaticism. Or rather realism is the stance and attitude that is guaranteed by a
consistent apophaticism.

Knowledge emerges from participating in experience, not from the un-
derstanding of a linguistic formulation. “And the experience is not exhausted in
what is affirmed by the senses”, writes Yannaras. “Nor is it simply an intellec-
tual fact - a coincidence of meaning with the object of thought. Nor is it even an
escape into a nebulous ‘mysticism’, into individual existential ‘experiences’ be-
yond any social verification. By the word experience | mean here the totality of
the multifaceted fact of relation of the subject with other subjects, as also the

relation of the subject with the objective givens of the reality surrounding us”.?*®

%5 On the iconizing function, cf. Yannaras: Person and Eros, pp. 184-187.
%6 Yannaras: Person and Eros, pp. Xiii-xiv.
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For Yannaras, every ontological system or statement presupposes and is
based on the epistemology on which it is built, i.e. the criteria through which
knowledge is considered as valid or invalid.

That is why, he remarks, that “we conclude from history that common
epistemology (incorporated in the everyday life of the people) and not common
ontology constitute a common civilisation, i.e. the otherness of common way of
life: it is not the content that we attribute to truth, but it is the way in which cog-
nitive validity is confirmed that confers otherness in shaping public life, identity
of civilisation, and ensures the historical continuity of that cultural otherness”.?*’
Therefore, the criterion of the communal validation of knowledge is a crucial
prerequisite for the understanding of the ancient Greek ontology and the early

Christian ontology as well.

This apophatic epistemology, this communal epistemology, refers the
possibility of ‘existence in truth’ not in the individual level, but in the field of
the relations between logical ‘othernesses’, relations that manifest the ‘other’ in
these ‘othernesses’. The most suitable term for the will-to-relate not as a quality
of the individual but as a way of being, a mode of existence, is €pw¢. “For Plato,
the fullest knowledge is love, &pwg: a relationship that attains freedom from all
selfishness, that attains the offering of the self to the other”.?® If valid knowl-
edge and truth can only be attained through a self-transcendent relation with ex-
istence, then the mode of truly existing is the transcendental relation, &pwg ac-
cording to the Greek language and the Platonic and Areopagite writings.

11.2.5. épog and mpocwmov: Person and Eros

With the word £pwg, we are introduced to the first of the two elements
that constitute Yannaras’ ontology of the person (or more concisely, prosopo-
centric ontology, as it is termed in proposition 12.3.2 of Relational Ontology; |
use this term in order to discern it from personalism),?® the “person’ (mpdcmwmov)

27 Yannaras: "E& gilocopucs (wypapiéc, p. 45.

%% Ibid. p. 26.

%9 Cf. Zizioulas® distinction between personalism and the ontology of personhood (prosopocentric ontology) in
his The One and the Many. Studies on God, Man, the Church and the World Today. Los Angeles: Sebastian
Press 2010, pp. 19-24. Zizioulas regards their comparison as a “superficial association in terminology” (p. 20),
noting that no substantial similarities exist between these two approaches, as the term ‘person’ bears a different
semantic content in each case. As such, references to an “Orthodox personalism” remain unsubstantiated. We
would say that Zizioulas” explanation is wholly applicable to Yannaras’ works as well; the ontology of person-
hood (prosopocentric ontology) is not to be regared as a stream of thought within (or parallel to) personalism,
in which the term ‘person’ denotes an individual — instead of a being of relations and otherness.
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being the second.”® “The replies given to the ontological question, as I have
identified them in the particular philosophical tradition that | have studied, may
be summarized under two basic terms: person and £€pwc”, Yannaras writes. “In
the Greek philosophical literature of the early Christian and medieval periods,
the starting-point for approaching the fact of existence in itself is the reality of
the person. And the mode of this approach which makes the person accessible to

knowledge is &pm¢”.2"

"Epwg here means exactly what it means for the Areopagite writings or
for Maximus the Confessor, i.e. self-transcendence, the offering of the self to the
other.?®? If we define the subject merely as an individual, as &ropov, as an undif-
ferentiated unit of a whole that cannot be further divided,”® then by definition it
cannot manifest £€pwg.

In this semantic frame, only the person (mpécmmov) can manifest &pwg,
and mpocwmov is a word with an absolutely unique semantic content. It is consti-
tuted of the words mpog (towards, with direction to) and dy/anog (face, eye), so
that it defines someone whose face looks at, or rather is directed towards, some-
one or something.?®* Someone that exists in-relation-to, only in relation and in
reference to other beings, someone who refers his existence to the other, coming

20 After the publication of Yannaras® breakthrough studies on the importance of the notion of Tpécwmov for
philosophy through patristic thought in 1970, John Zizioulas’ “Personhood and Being” (first published in 1977
in Greek and subsequently in English in Being as Communion. Studies in Personhood and the Church. Lon-
don: Darton, Longman and Todd 1985, pp. 27-65) offered a comprehensive analysis of the development, con-
tent and importance of the term from ancient Greek philosophy to patristic thought and came to be recognized
as a landmark publication on this ontological proposal in the English-speaking world. Confusingly enough, this
contains a long footnote (in pp. 44-46) downgrading Yannaras® 1970 dissertation, i.e. the very source of this
prosopocentric understanding of theology and philosophy of which “Personhood and Being” is such a fine
specimen, as wholly subjecting patristic thought to Heidegger’s ontology, thereby alienating it from its source.
In our opinion, the cited arguments bear little or no relevance to Yannaras’ actual text, and Zizioulas’ account
of an ontology of personhood is in no way different from Yannaras’. In general, the attempt to find substantial
and irreconcilable differences in Yannaras’ and Zizioulas’ thought, especially in theological matters, would be
a true challenge.

21 yannaras: Person and Eros, p. xiii.

22 7Zizioulas makes an interesting remark that applies to Yannaras’ approach as well: “For eros to be a true
expression of otherness in a personal sense, it must be not simply ekstatic [sic] but also and above all hypostat-
ic: it must be caused by the free movement of a particular being and have as its ultimate destination another
particular being. This cannot be the case either in the [purely] sexual or in the ‘platonic’ form of eros. In the
case of [purely] sexual eros, the erotic movement stems from the self and is dictated by the laws of nature. It is
neither caused by the Other nor is it directed ultimately towards the Other. Equally, in the case of eros as pre-
sented by Plato, love is attracted irresistibly by the good and the beautiful; the concrete particular is used as a
means to an end, and finally sacrificed for the sake of the idea” (John D. Zizioulas: Communion and otherness.
Further Studies in Personhood and the Church.. London: T & T Clark 2006). Zizioulas previously mentions
that “[Yannaras® exposition of the ecstatic character of eros in Person and Eros is] different from my own
approach in many ways” (Ibid. p. 70, fn. 160). Having studied both Yannaras and Zizioulas, we have failed to
trace substantial differences in their approaches in regard to this particular subject. We could add that the very
nature of eros as a whole is to be hypostatic and personal in character; a failure to be thus realized leaves eros
as a mere possibility or ability, essentially deprived of its tékoc.

28 See Yannaras: "E¢1 pilocopixic Cwypogiéc, p. 61.
%4 bid. p. 63.
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out of his existential individuality; someone who exists only by participating in
relations and relationships.”® So, mpocwmov is not merely defined as reference
and relation but it defines a reference and relation itself.”*® This entails that per-
sonhood is the only possible relationship with beings, as beings are ‘things-set-
opposite’, ‘avti-keipeva’ in Greek, ‘Gegen-stinde’ in German etc. Being is man-
ifested only in relation to the person, and as such beings emerge as phenomena,
they appear/are disclosed in the horizon of personal relation.”” Yannaras adds in
a Heideggerian tone that “beings are (givon) only as phenomena, only insofar as
they become accessible to a referential relation or disclosure. We cannot speak
of the being-in-itself of beings; we can speak only of being-there or being-
present (map-givat), of co-existence with the possibility of their disclosure. We

know beings as presence (nap-ovoia), not as substance (ovoia)”.2%®

From early Christian times the word person, npdécwmov, was very
wisely identified with the word hypostasis, meaning actual existence. “The fact
that the identification of the terms person and hypostasis was originally used to
logically clarify meta-physical references of the ecclesial experience does not
restrict this identification from being used in the field of anthropology. However,
a prerequisite for that would be to retain the communed experience of relations
as the criterion of the formulations in language.”?® These pairs of terms, per-
son/hypostasis (rpdéowmovivndotacic) and substance/nature (ovoio/evoig) were
first defined and at some point agreed upon and elaborated (as there were many
different schools of terminology before the Cappadocians) in relation to God and
Christology. This, however, only reflects the way in which the philosophers and
Church Fathers articulated their understanding of the world in language: these
terms cannot be reserved exclusively for Christology, the terms reflect their ap-
proach to ontology as well.

Yannaras observes that “self-transcendent love, &pwc, was recognized in
the philosophical language of the Christianized Hellenic and Byzantine civilisa-
tion as the highest existential attainment (or fullness and causal principle) of
freedom”.*® Freedom, because self-transcendence is really self-transcendence
when the subject can be freed even from the necessities and prerequisites of his
own substance (ovcia). This can only happen if the hypostasis of the subject, the
actual and specific manifestation of its substance, has an ontological priority

25 |bid. p. 103.

2% Yannaras: Person and Eros, p. 5.

=7 pid. p. 6.

%8 1bid. This first chapter of Person and Eros provides a thorough analysis of the signifier mpécomov and its
implications for philosophy.

29 Yannaras: "E& grlocopucic (oypapiéc, p. 104.

0 id. p. 60.
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over its substance and is not restricted to the constraintments and prerequisites of
its substance.

According to the patristic corpus, the testimony of the ecclesial experi-
ence identifies such a priority in the case of God, a trinity of persons/hypostases
with common substance. It is being testified in the case of Jesus Christ, who
transcends the necessities/prerequisites of his divine substance/nature (‘logical’
necessities of being outside the boundaries of time, space, the cycle of life and
death) without losing it or impairing it by being incarnated as a human being, a
crying baby in the manger, in a very specific time and place, and by dying on the
cross. And he transcends the necessities/prerequisites of his acquired human
substance/nature through the resurrection. Ecclesial experience testifies man as
being made “in the image of God” and in the image of this triune existence-as-
npdéommov, establishing man’s capability to transcend by grace the necessi-
ties/prerequisites of his substance and nature through its hypostatic manifesta-
tion.*

With the coordinates of person, £pwg and otherness, Yannaras builds a
‘relational ontology’. He states that “otherness is realized and known in-relation-
to-the-other, always relationally. It is an outcome and an experience of relation
and relationship. Through this perspective, we can speak (with logical consis-
tency) of a relational ontology”.*** Relation and relationship is never granted or
finite, but a dynamic event which is continually found or lost, a fact which can
be traced in our human experience. Given the apophatic nature of the epistemol-
ogy on which we base “propositions for an ontological interpretation of exis-
tence and reality that are subject to critical verification or refutation,”** Yanna-
ras concludes that a relational ontology can only be a “critical ontology’.** He
defines ‘critical ontology’ as follows:

We term onto-logy the theoretical investigation of existence (tov Ao-
yov mepi Tod dvroc), the logical propositions for the interpretation of reality. We
try, with our rational faculties, to interpret reality and existence as to the fact
that it is real and that it exists. We try to interpret the meaning of existence, the
cause and purpose of existence.

With the word ‘critical” we term the process of evaluating ontological
propositions, evaluating the logical accuracy of these propositions on the
grounds of kowog Adyog (i.e. common sense, word, rationality, language and

1 See Ibid. p. 74.
%92 |bid. p. 58.
%3 1pid. p. 54.

%4 As such, we will use these terms interchangeably, as synonyms. However, to be precise, a relational
ontology is the outcome of a consistently critical stance towards ontology.
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understanding), evaluating the capability of the ontological propositions to be
empirically verified through shared, communed experience accessible to all.3®

Propositions of a critical ontology are never finite, granted, or ‘closed’: they are
always subject to communal verification or refutation, to the communal criterion
of truth, due to the fact that there is no way of individually “securing the truth”
of said propositions.

According to Yannaras, every attempt to continue the philosophical tra-
dition of the ancient Greek or Christianized Hellenic and Byzantine civilization
without the fundamental prerequisite of apophaticism is inherently dysfunc-
tional. He writes that “despite the post-roman West’s boasting of inheriting and
continuing the ancient Greek tradition of philosophy and science, the refutation
of the fundamental characteristics of Hellenism, i.e. apophaticism and the com-
munal criterion, leaves no room for the validity of such a claim”.>® Based on
this, Yannaras argues that the reception of classical and Christian thought in the
West was crucially undermined by the reversal of its epistemological precondi-
tions and their replacement with epistemological criteria that are entirely based
on the individual’s capacity to think rationally (facultas rationis), a criterion that
the West ascribes to the philosophical legacy of Aristotle.

We will come to the philosophical importance of the activities®”
(évépyeian) and their relation to the hypostatic manifestation of the substance in
the following chapter. But we must stress here that Yannaras regards the activi-
ties as absolutely important for a coherent ontological terminology. He remarks
that “an ontology which (out of conviction or ignorance) denies to discern the
substance/nature and the hypostasis from the activities of substance/nature which
are hypostatically manifested is condemned to an irreversible deficit of realism;
it is trapped in the separation and dissociation of thinking (voeiv) and existence
(elvon).*%®

%5 |bid. p. 51.
%% |bid. p. 35.

%7 We have chosen to translate évépyeion as ‘activities’ throughout our study for a variety of reasons. The
obvious translation of the patristic term évépyewa as ‘energy’ leads the English speaking researcher to gravely
misunderstand its meaning, as the word loses its crucially important polysemy and it is often understood as
some sort of ‘magical agent’ (i.e. in the same way that some theologians understand yépic, grace). For
example, in the context of the Monothelite controversy, Maximus speaks of the two ‘energies’ of Jesus Christ,
but the meaning of this is better conveyed in English with the word ‘activities’. Andrew Louth, Torstein
Tollefsen, Melchisedek Toronen and others have preferred ‘activities” over ‘energies’ as the translation of
‘évépyeteg’, and we will here follow their example. However, the word ‘activity’ has a major disadvantage:
évépyeta is primarily an attribute of the substance, ovoia (we will come to this in the following chapter), and
‘activity’ can never be an attribute of the substance. For this reason and to prevent further misunderstanding
due to the use of the improved translation of évépyewa as activity, we will attempt to mention the Greek original
word évépyeia side by side with its translation as ‘activity’ as often as possible in this book. However, we
explicitly state that ‘activity’ is still an incomplete translation of évépyeia with inherent semantic problems and
that we are still in search for a better translation.

%08 Christos Yannaras: "E¢1 prlocogixéc Cwypagiée, p. 101,
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I1.2.6. Studying Yannaras’ Philosophical Terminology through his Critical
(and Relational) Ontology

It is interesting to note that Propositions for a Critical Ontology>® is one
of the few philosophical books by Yannaras which does not mention the church,
the trinity, the person of Christ or the Eucharist at all — it seems to emphasize the
fact that it is meant as a philosophical proposition in the most strict sense, with
no trait of what we term and categorize under ‘theology’ — despite the fact that
Yannaras does certainly not believe in the exclusion of the ecclesial body’s onto-
logical testimony from the field of philosophy. The fact that the structure of the
book follows the pattern of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus and the method of the book
is reminiscent of Karl Popper’s philosophy (the principle of falsifiability, alt-
hough here employed in a different context) does also suggest this. One could
perhaps explain that by saying that the book is also directed towards people who
do believe in such a contrast between theology and philosophy, but we would
have to disagree: Propositions for a Critical Ontology attempts to trace the pre-
conditions for an ontological enquiry that would be free from philosophical dead
ends and contradictions arising from traditions of thought that are, in Yannaras’
view, characterized by arbitrary apriorisms and axiomatic certainties (which
would be the case of not only e.g. idealism or monism, but also of empiricism or
materialism) — to ‘clear the ontological path’, so to speak. His proposal for the
content, not merely the preconditions, of an ontology freed from problematic
starting points, of a truly critical ontology, is to be found in the book’s sister
volume published twenty years later, Yannaras’ Relational Ontology — or, for
that matter, in Person and Eros,*° where the patristic literature is studied and
employed much more extensively.

This later book, Relational Ontology, opens with a phrase from Ludwig
Wittgenstein’s Vermischte Bemerkungen (1930): “Every proposition that | write
always means the whole, and is thus the same thing over and over again. It is as
if they are only views of a single object seen from various angles”.**! The same
could be said of Propositions for a Critical Ontology: Yannaras applies here cer-
tain very specific criteria to a multitude of categories (ontology, epistemology,
even society) and arrives at an ontological proposition that calls for communal
empirical verification and validation.

%9 |dem: Ipordoeic kpitikijc dvioloyiag.

Idem: Person and Eros. Brookline Mass.: HC Press 2007.

®1 The phrase is here taken from Yannaras’ Relational Ontology (Brookline Mass.: HC Press 2011), p. v. The
Greek original, Ovroloyia tijc oyéong, has been published in 2004 in Athens by Ikaros Publishing.
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11.2.7. Preconditions for a Critical and Relational Ontology: Aéyog, Rela-
tion, Consciousness

According to Yannaras, we can name critical ontology the answer to the
ontological question that is subject to critical evaluation and verification, subject
to the principle of the falsifiability of knowledge (2™ proposition).*? Answers to
the ontological question can only then be subject to critical and empirical verifi-
cation or refutation, “if we affirm the cognitive access to the existential event as
an experience of relation”. “A critical ontology is possible, if we affirm the ex-
perience of the subject’s consciousness of self as a starting point for the interpre-
tation of the existential event” (7.3).

This experience of the self’s consciousness of self is the only cognitive
event that is truly, universally verified by all human persons — and “this experi-
ence is only constituted through relation, which means that the experience of
relation and its referential widening (i.e. the communal verification of the rela-
tion) constitutes the prerequisite for the cognitive access to the existential
event”. Knowledge is the experiencing of relation, and the nexus of shared expe-
riences validates and verifies knowledge (7.3). The criterion thereof is the com-
munal verification of knowledge, which can never be finite or taken for granted.
This verification is an ‘attainment’ (katopOopa), and by ‘attainment’ we mean
that it is always open to a fuller, a more complete communal verification, ex-
cluding the possibility of certainties or apriorisms (2.1). Linguistic and semantic
formulations “signify the experience of relation without being able to exhaust it,
as a relation is actualized [évepyeitou] as the manifestation and unveiling of the
subject’s existential otherness” (2.11).

Consciousness of self is a prerequisite for this. The subject’s conscious-
ness, the consciousness of the fact that it exists, is the first and only certainty.
The reality of consciousness precedes every assertion concerning reality (1.41).
The existence of consciousness, of the Self, can be the only constant of a critical
epistemology and ontology, as it is a cognitive event that precedes any epistemo-
logical stance, method, or assertion, even a critical stance. Consciousness of the
self, the consciousness of one’s existence and otherness, cannot but be the only
certainty of a critical ontology (1.42). However, this does not lead us to forms of

%12 For practical reasons, in this chapter we will not cite the book’s pages in footnotes, but its propositions in
brackets, which are hierarchically numbered statements in the style of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus. An elaboration of each point we make can be found in the book’s cited proposition, which is
also the case with the quotes mentioned.
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solipsism, as it is the relation to other realities that reveals our consciousness of
Self.

The semantic function, not only in its linguistic meaning but in every re-
lation of signifier and signified, is a cornerstone of the actuality of relations. The
word that Yannaras uses to denote all facets of the semantic function is the word
Aoyog with all of its multiple meanings (and, sadly, any translation of the word
in English would annihilate this polysemy). Adyog is the manifestation of a sig-
nifier, which in turn signifies a presence. To be signified is to be manifested as a
presence, and this referential function of Adyoc turns him into the first precondi-
tion and manifestation of relation. A relation is logical as it pertains to Adyog
(1.3). Each manifestation of something in the horizon of consciousness is a Ao-
yog, a revealing of the other to the subject, to the subject’s consciousness. A ref-
erential revealing; a relational revealing (1.31). For Yannaras, “Adyoc is the sub-
ject’s ability to relate, to manifest a perceptual relation to existence. The subject
perceives existence as a revealing, as a manifestation which signifies the other-
ness of each phenomenon” (1.33).

We are not referring to abstract conceptions of relation. The physical
impression constitutes a relation, as it functions as a signifier representing some-
thing for someone. Aoyog is the term we use for each and every semantic func-
tion: it effects the distinction between the two constituents of the relation, and in
doing so constitutes the relation (1.332).

To perceive a Adyog (whether visual or auditory, sensible or intelligible
etc) and to experience a relation to and connection with something or someone is
to become conscious of one’s individuality, as one perceives the other part of the
relation as an otherness. Consciousness of the self is the consciousness of a dif-
ference, of an otherness, which is revealed in the relation. But the fact of con-
sciousness precedes this: the event of consciousness is the prerequisite for every
relation, it is manifested through relation but it precedes it, thus making it possi-
ble (1.341).

Yannaras maintains that the word Adyog signifies every referential activ-
ity which manifests the subject’s otherness. (A similar definition of Adyog often
employed by him is that Adyog is the mode in which everything that exists is
manifested, becomes known).*? In different contexts, Adyoc can mean a word, a
meaning, “an image, a sound, a visual representation, form, shape, a musical
melody, a painting etc. The polysemy of Adyog allows us to say that the mode in
which Adyoc informs us of the subject’s otherness is the mode of Aoyoc (6 Tp6d-
no¢ tod Adyov) — that the subject itself is actualized (évepyeitar) as Adyog”. This

83 Cf. Yannaras: Syediaoua eioaywyiic otij piiocopia. Athens: Domos 1988, p. 20: tov Adyo 10D KOGHOL, TOV
om0 PE TOV Omol0 O,TL eivar Yivetol Gavepd, paiveral.
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would mean that Adyoc is the mode of relation. “The mode of relation in the sub-
ject’s ability to make the participation in its otherness possible, as well as the
mode of relation in the subject’s ability to participate in the activities that mani-
fest the other subjects’ othernesses™ (6.13).

11.2.8. Ontological Categories: Substance, Particulars, Activities

What would be the meaning of truth in a critical ontology? The notion
of truth as a static and finite formulation, either known or unknown, would be
surely excluded, together with the notion of truth as stemming solely from the
individual’s rational faculty. For a critical ontology, truth is not an object, but an
event in which we participate: truth is the mode of reality. For Yannaras, it is the
fullness of the subject’s participation in existence that is the criterion of truth
(2.3). It is an empirical truth, the knowledge of which can never be finite and
consists of the nurturing of the subject’s relationship with reality. However, the
subjective experience of the individual is not enough: the cognitive event of in-
dividual experience is to be validated intersubjectively. The fullness of this
communal verification is also a criterion of truth (2.31). For Yannaras, if truth is
the mode of reality, then every true knowledge has a sound ontological starting
point: he excludes the possibility of relativism or skepticism concerning the ex-
istence of truth itself (2.32).

It is in recognizing truth as the mode of reality and reality as manifested
through relation that we are led to an anti-essentialist notion of substance
(ovoia). Yannaras traces in the Greek word oveia, in its etymological implica-
tions, a relational conception thereof. Stemming from the feminine participle of
the verb to be (eipi - odoa),*™ it signifies the event of participating in being. It
defines existence as the mode of participating in being, which is even more the
case when the word ovoia is used to specify a specific substance, the qualities
that manifest something as different from something else. Something is different
from something else (in this context, a stone from a horse, not this horse from
that horse), because it has a different mode of participating in being, and this is
what defines its substance. In this, the substance (ovoia) is the mode of partici-
pating in being — the substance not as a what, but as a how (4.13).%*

84 Cf. Zy6aa eic 10 Tlepi Ocicwv Ovoudrewv, CDA.1 313 C: amd yop Tod elvon 1O Svopa mapiiktol Tig 0voiag.
%15 Yannaras also illustrates notions such as the body and soul as modes and not as entities, modes that are
revealed and manifested as relations through the activities. To conceive of these sums of actualized relations in
a perpetual becoming as things, as some sort of material or immaterial objects, would be a grave
misunderstanding, he writes (2.372-3.1).
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This understanding of substance (ovcia) as the mode of existence dic-
tates a corresponding understanding of the particular existence. Excluding an
understanding of substance as an entity in itself, we have cognitive access to the
substance only through its particular actualizations and manifestations — through
the mode in which they are different, through the mode in which they manifest
otherness. “Every particular actualization of the substance recapitulates the sub-
stance in its universality without exhausting it. A piece of stone embodies the
universal truth of ‘stone’, by coming to know this particular piece we come to
know what stone is, but the reality of ‘stone’ is not limited to that particular
piece. That piece of stone manifests the totality of the mode in which something
is a stone, it manifests the substance (ovcia) of stone. However, this mode has
also other, possibly infinite, manifestations”. We can only know the substance
through its particular manifestations (4.131).

The Greek word for ‘mode’ (tpémog, from the verb tpénw, i.e. to turn, to
turn in a certain direction, to alter, to change) does also have a dynamic mean-
ing: it presupposes action/activity (évépyewn) and an actualized relation. Sub-
stance (oboia), the mode of participating in being, is an event of perpetual be-
coming (it is interesting to note the patristic identification of ovoia with gbotg,
nature, which stems from @vecfay, i.e. to grow, to become). And it is known to
us through the subject’s perceptive activity (évépyewn). The substance as the
mode of participating in being is and is manifested as a whole of activities and
realized relations (4.133).3°

11.2.9. The Activities (¢vépyeran) as a Primary Ontological Category

The activities (évépyewan), it follows, are to be ascribed to the substance,
to the mode of existence — they constitute each hypostasis, each particular exist-
ence, and manifest its substance. For Yannaras, “the activities constitute an onto-
logical category — the third ontological category together with the substance and
the particular existence (kafékootov)”, what we more commonly term as the
hypostasis (4.2).%"'

The notion of activities (évépyelar) emerges as a key term in Yannaras’
propositions for a critical ontology, a criterion for the existential realism of said

*6 On a comparison with some of Maximus the Confessor’s definitions, see "Epya fsoloyixi kai molgurd, PG
91 149 B, 152 A, 260 Df., Kepdiaia mepi dyamng, Ceresa-Gastaldo 4.9.2-3: Ildoa 8¢ M kticig cvvBetog
omapyel €& ovoiag kai ocvpPefnrodtog. “Every creature is a composite of substance and accident” (transl.
Berthold p. 76).

#7 On an account of the philosophical importance of the activities (évépysiwon) in patristic thought and related
matters, see also Person and Eros, pp. 43-70 (in which évépyewou is rendered as energies). The reader would do
well to consult this chapter in relation to Maximus’ understanding of the activities as well.
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propositions. For Yannaras, the activities are not just a ‘third term’, an elucida-
tion of previous terminology, but another way of perceiving and analyzing reali-
ty. By approaching the existential event through the relations of (a) substance
and activities, (b) substance and the particular (i.e. the hypostasis) and (c) the
particular and the activities, our terminology acquires the prerequisites for a real-
ism which is not to be found in the common distinction of substance and hypos-
tasis.>*® As Yannaras writes,

@ We acquire cognitive access to the substance through its
activities as its common mode of participating in being, as the sameness
of the particulars’ nature.

(b) We come to know each particular, each hypostasis, as a
manifestation of its substance, while the substance itself is known
through its particular existential realizations.

(©) We come to know the activities as the modes that signi-
fy the substance, but also as the othernesses which constitute the par-
ticular as particular (4.21).

“The substance is distinct from both the activities and the particular, as
it is through the activities that the substance’s sameness of nature and the other-
ness of the particular is manifested, and as it is through the particular that the
substance is recapitulated and manifested but not exhausted.” To mention an
example, smiling, to smile, or laughing, to laugh, is an activity of the human
substance and nature, it is to be found in every human being, in every particular
manifestation of ‘humanity’.**® But each human person manifests smiling or
laughing, i.e. smiles and laughs, in a completely unique way, in a way that actu-
alizes (not merely reveals, but actualizes) his substance as a hypostasis, in a way
that actualizes complete otherness. The activities, being distinct from both the
substance itself and the hypostasis itself, belong to the substance but actualize
the hypostasis. The activities (évépyeion) are hypostatically manifested activities
of the substance (4.211).

*8 As Maximus the Confessor is accounted with noting in E&jyyoic tic kivijeewe, Documents from Exile pp.
62-63: “No being exists without natural activity. [...] It is impossible for any nature at all to exist or be recog-
nized apart from its essential activity.” - o003V yap TV Svimv xmpig Evepyeiog LOIKTG VEEoTKeY [...] wAte
lvol pte yvdokeshar yopic Tig 0vc1ddoug ovtiig évepyeiag TV olavonmote gHotv.

*1% Note, in comparison, how Maximus the Confessor names various human activities in order to stress Jesus
Christ’s incarnation and his human nature in /Zepi diapdpwv dmopiiyv, CCSG 48, 5.85-92: “For the Adyog
beyond being came into the realm of being as human once and for all, and possessed as his own undiminished
property, along with the things characteristic of human being, the movement of being which properly charac-
terizes him as human. This was formally constituted by everything that he did [évipyet pvowdg, which stems
from évépyewa] naturally as human, since indeed he truly became human: breathing, talking, walking, moving
his hands, naturally making use of the senses for the apprehension of sensible realities, hungering, thirsting,
eating, sleeping, growing weary, weeping, struggling” (transl. Lollar p. 65).
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These signifiers, together with their signified realities, cannot function
as apriorisms, as axiomatic statements and certainties, because their definitions
emerge from their intertwined relations, relations which “signify the realized
manifestation of the existential event”. That is why the notion of activities as an
ontological category is a precondition and a necessity for the articulation of a
critical ontology, if that is to be truly critical (4.212).

It is the interference of the notion of activities that subjects this ontology
to the critical (intersubjective and communal) validation or rejection of its em-
pirical testimony. For it is the notion of activities that demonstrates the contra-
dictory character of a perception of either the substance or of the particular as
existences-in-themselves, thereby transcending ontological categories such as
the phenomena or the noumena, materialism and idealism etc. (4.213).

11.2.10. Otherness (¢tepotnta) and Artistic Expression

The absolute otherness of each human person and its indeterminacy in
language is not an abstract concept. Even the physical form of each particular
person is impossible to be exhaustively described by language — and by physical
form we are referring to “the way (tpomog) in which [each person’s] bodily oth-
erness is actualized (évepyeitar) — from the fingerprints and the exact shape of
the body to his gaze, his smile, his hand gestures”. Even an exhaustive descrip-
tion of a person cannot but correspond to more than one human hypostases, as
the function of each separate specification is to objectify the specified for it to be
understood by more people — whereas shared, common experience affirms that
each human being constitutes a whole of absolutely unique and unprecedented
mental and physical activities and actualizations (évépyeiat), “an absolute exis-
tential otherness™ (6.11).

We come to know this otherness, we have cognitive access to it, but we
cannot define it, exhaust its reality in formulations of language. And we come to
know each otherness through the manifestation of its activities (évépyeswn), of the
mode in which they are actualized. To directly experience a personal otherness is
to participate in the activities and actualizations (évépyewar) that manifest it, in
the way in which this otherness becomes known. “And that is why the recogni-
tion of another subject’s otherness is a relational event, a relational experience”
(6.12). Descriptions, however exhaustive, cannot contain, manifest or reveal a
person’s otherness. However, the participation (petoyn-péfeén) to the Adyog of a
person’s creations can and does reveal it. A painting, a musical symphony, a po-
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em or a sculpture can and do reveal the otherness of their creators®®° — “only the
creation’s A0yog can ‘signify’ the reality of the subject, i.e. its otherness”

(6.321).

It is in artistic creations that we can more clearly discern this reality, but
every act, creative activity and creation (npayuo, menpayuévo) has the subject’s
otherness imprinted in it and is manifesting it — however evidently or subtly.**
Human action is not merely contrasted to theory, but it manifests and preserves
the personal otherness’ Adyoc, the personal otherness’ reality. And as such, “eve-
ry human action is a relational event, a communal event” (6.322). Yannaras
mentions the example of man’s ability to discern the otherness of the poet in his
poetry, or of the musician in his music — to be able to recognize Baudelaire’s
poetry and to distinguish it from Eliot’s poetry, to be able to recognize the other-
ness of Mozart in his music and to be able to discern it from Bach’s music. The
fact that man is led from the information gathered by the senses to the “empirical
recognition of the otherness of the artist’s creative Adyog is a cognitive event that
is valid and true while annulling the ‘objectivity’ of perceptible information”, as
it cannot really be demonstrated scientifically or formulated linguistically in its
fullness, but can be only experienced and never defined, only inadequately signi-
fied through language, science or by other means. In the communal validation of
experience, experiences of different persons do overlap, but this does not consti-
tute ‘objectivity’, “as the affirmation of the difference between Bach’s music
and Mozart’s music is not adequate to transmit the knowledge of this difference”
(7.2201).%

0 Applied to creation and its relationship with its Creator, Maximus follows a similar train of thought in order
to describe the path from contemplating the A6you of beings to knowing (the otherness of) God, their Creator,
as follows: Iepi diapopwv dmopiv, PG 91 1216 AB: “Who, through the mediating power of Adyog, conducts
the forms and figures perceived by the senses toward their manifold inner Adyot, and concentrates the manifold
diversity of the Aoyou that are in beings (discovered through the power of A6yog) into a uniform, simple, and
undifferentiated intuition, in which that knowledge, which is called indivisible, nonquantitative, and unitary,
consists—such a person, | say, through the medium of visible things and their good order, has acquired a true
impression (as much as is humanly possible) of their Creator, sustainer, and originator, and has come to know
God, not in His substance and subsistence (for this is impossible and beyond our grasp), but only with respect
to the simple fact that He exists” (transl. Constas, DOML 28, pp. 363-365).

®1 Cf. Maximus the Confessor’s ITepi diapépwv dropi@v, PG 91 1265 D-1268 B: “They say that among
beings there exist two general kinds of activities. The first of these enables beings naturally to bring forth from
themselves other beings identical in form and substance and absolutely identical to them [...] The second kind
of activity is said to produce things that are external to the essence, as when a person actively engages
something extrinsic and substantially different, and from it produces something foreign to his own substance,
having constructed it from some other source of already existing matter. They say that this kind of activity is a
scientific characteristic of the arts.” (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 23).

%2 Art, usually not a subject directly pertaining to ontology, gives us the opportunity to comment on ontology’s
relation to society: there are ontological preconditions, whether clearly articulated and widely known or not,
behind each collective approach to the meaning of reality, each approach to organizing society, each choice in
living collectively. A particular interpretation or reality, a particular ontological approach is to be discerned
even in facets of life or in disciplines where one would not suspect the direct presence of ontology — perhaps
due to the absence of articulated ontological reasoning (8.11). Yannaras discusses Karl Marx’s insights on
several occasions in his Propositions for a Critical Ontology (mostly in 6.2-6.613): in these pages, Yannaras
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11.2.11. Axiomatic Dichotomies and Problematic Ontologies

A critical ontology is an attempt to transcend philosophical apriorisms
and dichotomies of the past, which were based on a lack of realism. Philosophi-
cal contemplation has at times identified the abstract with the non-existent, or
the abstract with the truly existing. However, both theses overlook the fact that
every abstract formulation functions as a signifier and every signifier constitutes
a relation. This relation is an empirical reality in cases of both sensible signified
realities and abstract/intelligible notions. For Yannaras, the question is not if the
signified is sensible or abstract/intelligible, but if the relation between the sub-
ject and the signified is genuine or false, real or imaginary — and this is to be ver-
ified communally, not individually, it is to be judged from the wholeness of rela-
tions (2.35). To equate the abstract with the non-existent or with the truly exist-
ing is to impose apriorisms and axiomatic certainties to reality, giving birth to
dichotomies such as materialism and idealism, whereas the basis of a critical
ontology would be the realism of relation (2.351).

In a critical ontology, both the reality of sensible and abstract/mental
signifiers and manifestations is subject to intersubjective, communal experience,
to the ‘cognitive widening’ of experience (2.36). “Knowledge can neither be
solely objective (independent of the subject) nor solely subjective (irrelevant of
the object). The contradistinction of objectivity and subjectivity divorces and
contrasts the object from the subject, it ceases to accept them as partners and
constituents of a cognitive relation” (2.361).

It is not only philosophy as an isolated ‘discipline’ that gives birth to the
need for a critical ontology. Yannaras maintains that the profound changes in the
scientific worldview during the twentieth century and up to our days cannot but
change the way we see philosophy. Our perception of reality cannot be the same
as the one offered to us by Newtonian physics, Euclidian geometry and the Car-
tesian ‘cogito’. Yannaras discerns in science’s recent developments that our per-
ception of reality as a sum of separate entities of a given structure cannot but be
substituted with a perception of reality as a sum of relations and relationships
which cannot be understood and explained in a singular and given way. ‘“Rela-
tion emerges as both the mode of reality and the mode of knowing reality”, of
having cognitive access to it (4). In this it is physics that trace new paths for
metaphysics.

does not only demonstrate Marx’s vital and radically new ideas concerning the core of western philosophy’s
dead ends, but also the inner contradictions of Marx’s own system — contradictions which pertain to its implied
or explicit ontological basis.
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For Yannaras, the sharp distinction between physics and metaphysics
that is taken for granted and self-evident in mainstream philosophy seems to be
the corollary of a specific understanding of Adyog as individual ratio, as facultas
rationis. The cognitive access to reality is thus limited, as he analyses, to the
formulations stemming from method, ideology and proof, giving birth to dual-
isms such as matter and spirit, dualism and monism, physics and metaphysics,
science and ontology (7-7.023). However, the antithetical distinction between
physics and metaphysics (ontology) seems to exclude the possibility of a critical
access to the ontological question, the possibility of a critical ontology. For this
contradistinction to exist, “every anti-thesis presupposes a definitive thesis, a
thesis not subject to critical evaluation. In terms of the distinction between phys-
ics and metaphysics, the position (thesis) that is not critically examined and
evaluated is the assumed axiom of either matter, or mind, or both. Because of
that, the contrast between physics and metaphysics is always subjecting ontolog-
ical reflection to the dogmatic apriorism of either dualism or monism* (7.1).

The focus of critical ontology on experience and consciousness does not
lead to empiricism or mysticism. The experience of (self-)consciousness trans-
cends the information gathered by the senses. Consciousness of the self “is not
the only cognitive event that arises from experience without being limited to the
information that is gathered by the senses.” Yannaras mantains that “every rela-
tional experience, every experience of relation is a cognitive event which may
arise from the information of the senses, but the relation as a cognitive event is
not limited to this information” and transcends it (7.22).

11.2.12. Different Accesses to Reality: a Personal Causal Principle and the
Fullness of Participation

Every subject is participating in reality, the question is to which extent
one does participate in the fullness of reality.*”® Yannaras illustrates how a dif-
ferent stance towards reality produces seemingly equally valid conclusions in
their inner logic, which are however radically different from one another. For
example, while contemplating a painting by Van Gogh, a strict positivist would
acknowledge the reality of it as a sum of canvas and oil paint. A different access
to the reality of the painting would be to recognise the image that it depicts. A
third possibility would be to define the painting by its subjective aesthetic integ-
rity, mastery of technique etc. A fourth and different type of access to the reality
of the painting would be “to recognize in the painting the visual Adyog of the

%23 Maximus the Confessor makes a similar distinction in /Ipoc @aldooiov I, CCSG 7, 49.311-314,
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person that created it, the otherness of the creative activity (évépyeia) of this par-
ticular artist, whom we today have never met as a tangible presence, but the ex-
istential otherness of whom is ‘defined’ by the reality of his painting. Neither of
these four interpretations is false concerning the description of the painting’s
reality, but the description and definition of reality differs according to the full-
ness of the subject’s relation to it”, which is actualized by the degree of the sub-
ject’s participation in the observed reality (7.4101).%%

Yannaras applies the same approach to the subject’s perception of reali-
ty as a whole. There are approaches to reality as a whole which only recognize
the constituents of reality, matter and energy, or even the beauty of the cosmos.
However, another approach to accessing reality —an approach signified by the
fullness of one’s personal participation in the world, to reality as a whole— would
be “to recognize in cosmic reality the otherness of a personal creative activity
(évépyewn), the ‘bearer’ of which we have never encountered as a sensible pres-
ence, but whose personal existence is signified by the world’s reality*. The full-
ness of one’s personal participation in the aforementioned painting or to reality
as a whole is that which distinguishes these different paths to accessing reality,
none of which is false in itself, even if they represent different degrees of per-
sonal participation in the fullness of reality (7.411).%%

If it is the experience of relation that constitutes the cognitive event, if
reality is known and is manifested and revealed through relation and the dynam-
ics of relation, the question about its fullness (7.42), then “the hermeneutic ac-
cess to the [philosophical] problem of the causal principle of reality can be freed
from the dualism and contrast between physics and metaphysics”, between sci-
ence and ontology (7.43). The dynamics of each person’s (and humanity’s) rela-
tion to reality is an actual event “which cannot be subjugated to neither the natu-
ral ‘objectivity’ of the sensible”, to the natural sciences, “nor to the abstract
(mental, reductive) nature of metaphysical enquiry” (7.4202). This is in no way
to be understood as a “proof of God’s existence” or even “proof of God’s inex-
istence” or anything of the sort: the very notion of a critical ontology is consti-
tuted against ‘proofs’ as compulsorily convincing constructs of the logical facul-

324 According to Maximus the Confessor, this participation in reality that becomes a participation in the per-
sonal otherness of its Creator, a relationship with him, is the very purpose of creation. For him, creation has not
been brought into existence out of any necessity, but with the purpose of the creatures’ participation in their
Creator: Kepdaia mepl dydang, Ceresa-Gastaldo 3.46.1-2: “God who is beyond fullness did not bring creatures
into being out of any need of his, but that he might enjoy their proportionate participation in him” (transl.
Berthold p. 67). And, in Kepdlaa mepi dydmng, Ceresa-Gastaldo 4.11.1: “God is participated only; creation
both participates and communicates” (transl. Berthold p. 76).

325 Cf. Maximus the Confessor, [Tsboeic xoi drokpicerg, CCSG 10, 44.9-15: “For to those who recognize the
Creator from the beauty of the created things and through these are led up to their cause, there is knowledge of
good; but to those who remain in the sense-perception alone and, being tricked by the superficiality of
perceptible things, have turned every appetite of the soul toward matter, there is the knowledge of evil”(transl.
Prassas p. 68).
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ty. However, it recognises the communal affirmation of the presence of the rela-
tionship’s Other — of the wholly Other of each person’s relationship with reality,
God. The personal discovery of a personal creative activity (évépyewn) beyond
physical reality, which constitutes physical reality, “is a hermeneutic access to
reality that cannot be confined or subjugated to the ‘extra-subjective’ (objective)
certainties of science and metaphysics. It remains a hermeneutic proposal that
differs from other hermeneutic proposals in the fullness of the personal relation
to [and participation in] the cosmic reality that it actualizes”. (7.43) The fullness
and realism of the subjective, personal cognitive participation in reality is to be
judged by “the wide referentiality of relation, i.e. its communal validation”.
(7.44) There is also a very real and practical difference in that, i.e. the meaning
that each person’s participation in reality grants to his life, the meaning that each
society’s or community’s collective participation in reality grants to each facet
of human coexistence (7.45).

The recognition of a personal causal principle of the world in the field of
ontology has direct implications for our human coexistence. If the universe in its
infinite complexity and vastness is not a product of randomness but the outcome
of a personal activity (évépyeia), if the world is a manifestation of God’s activity
(évépyewn), then “the principle of conscious experience (consciousness), freedom
and creativity is not an inexplicable exception pertaining only to the human sub-
ject, but the causal principle of existence” — the causal principle of existence as
the existential otherness arising from consciousness and freedom. If that it the
case, freedom and otherness must be recognized as “real (and not evaluative, i.e.
arbitrary) criteria for the genuineness of history and society: dependence, subju-
gation and oppression are to be recognized as very real forms of existential cor-
ruption”, not merely as the corruption of social relations. (5.22)

Ultimately, the question of a critical ontology is a question of meaning,
a question of truth. And this question is not limited to the world of philosophy,
but extends to the world of human coexistence, of civilization and history.
“Philosophical ontology is a proposal concerning the meaning of man’s exist-
ence and its relations — a proposal of meaning concerning the mode of existence.
And critical ontology builds its proposal on the subject’s existential self-
awareness as an experience of freedom and otherness. Freedom and otherness
become accessible to us as a cognitive and empirical event through relation and
the dynamic indeterminacy of relation. The criterion of reality is the experience
of relation to reality and the verification of the relation’s genuineness through its
collective widening — i.e., the equally indeterminable dynamics of the social
event that constitutes history and civilisation” (8.21).

110



Yannaras completes his Propositions for a Critical Ontology with prop-
osition number 9: “For a critical ontology, truth is relation. And relation -i.e.,
truth- is never taken for granted. It is an attainment” (9). If Ludwig Wittgenstein
has completed his Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus with the famous phrase
“Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent”, we could say that
Yannaras’ answer would be: Whereof one cannot speak, therein one must partic-
ipate.

11.2.13. Employing Yannaras’ Thought as a Hermeneutic Tool

We have attempted to expound Christos Yannaras’ philosophical termi-
nology through his perhaps most densely philosophical book, i.e. Propositions
for a Critical Ontology, without presenting the monographs of his that explicitly
reflect on ecclesial ontology, history and practice; that is, by consciously over-
looking the fact that in many of his other works he engages directly with the ec-
clesial event’s history, the patristic tradition and the thought of Church Fathers
such as the Cappadocians or Maximus the Confessor. We have chosen to do so
in order to first present Yannaras as a philosopher and not as a commentator or
exegete, which would be a grave misunderstanding of the nature of his philo-
sophical work and would deprive us of hermeneutic tools, supplying us with
helpful comments instead. (The same misunderstanding would be effected if we
were to approach Maximus the Confessor merely as a commentator or exegete —
regardless of the fact that he might very well have considered himself as one.)
We aimed at studying Yannaras’ primary contributions to philosophy and, spe-
cifically, ontology. However, it is exactly his scholarly engagement (and the
monographs that are its fruits) with Maximus the Confessor, the Church Fathers
and the ecclesial tradition, history and practice that makes Yannaras’ work so
valuable in shedding light on Maximus the Confessor’s dense and difficult
(while at the same time immensely illuminating) formulations and definitions,
Maximus’ comprehensive Weltanschauung.

The definitions of a great many Greek terms provided in the previous
pages will prove valuable in the course of our study. Yannaras provides us with
definitions and elucidations of key notions for the Greek Fathers and Maximus
the Confessor such as Adyog, substance (ovcia), hypostasis (VmoécTacic), nature
(pvo1g), person (mpdcwmov), activity (évépyewa) etc. in a manner that is not lack-
ing in patristic grounding and in a way that is more illuminating than a signifi-
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cant number of philological treatises and articles on the historical development
of these terms’ meaning, at least in the context of our systematic endeavour.*?

The same can be said of John Zizioulas’ work, which however is dedi-
catedly theological in nature and, like Yannaras’, markedly Maximian in per-
spective and approach. We will not present John Zizioulas’ work in a dedicated
chapter, as this has been already done by many.**’ However, the approach, per-
spective and terminology of Christos Yannaras and John Zizioulas will be cited
and implemented throughout our study, both in chapters dealing with the early
Christian/Patristic context of Maximus’ philosophy like the previous one and in
chapters expounding the basic tenets of Maximus the Confessor’s unique ontol-
ogy. It is to this perspective of Yannaras’ that we will refer to as ‘relational’.

With this perspective in mind, we can now proceed to the examination
of Maximus’ Adyou doctrine, i.e. the ontological stance that functions as the
background for the whole of Maximian ontology, cosmology and thought in
general. The importance and relevance of Maximus’ Aoyou doctrine for the study
of his understanding of motion and temporality, of his notion of time, will be-
come clear as the following chapters unfold.

5 As mentioned above, see Kapsimalakou’s 2012 thesis (and particularly pp. 38-96) on the proximity of
Maximus’ and Yannaras’ use of key terms and on the Maximian grounding of Yannaras’ approach.

%7 See e.g. Douglas H. Knight (ed.): The Theology of John Zizioulas: Personhood and the Church. Hampshire:
Ashgate 2007, which also includes a comprehensive bibliography up to 2007. Apart from this particular book,
a great number of doctoral theses and master’s thesiss on Zizioulas’ work have been written and published
worldwide.
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I1.3. Maximus’ ‘Logical’ Ontology: the Aoyou of Beings
I1.3.1. The Semantic Frame of the Philosophical Notion of Aéyog

A comprehensive overview of the philosophical use of the term Adyog
(plural: Adyor) up to Maximus the Confessor’s time, both in the context of an-
cient Greek thought, the early Church and Neoplatonism, would be outside the
scope of our study.’”® We will shortly examine what Adyog means as a word and
subsequently turn to Maximus’ unique contribution: his modification of the no-
tion of the Adyou is one of the most distinct characteristics of his philosophical
thought.**

The polysemy of the word Adyog in the Greek language is vertiginously
staggering.** As such, we cannot attempt to grasp its meaning by merely focus-
ing on a number of its particular uses; we have to approach its general meaning,
or more concisely the principle behind its polysemy, in a deductive manner. We
have noted in previous chapters that Yannaras has formulated a definition of Lo-
yog that succeeds in capturing the principle behind the polysemy of Adyog, a def-
inition which we will repeat here: Adyog is the mode by which everything that is
becomes manifest, becomes known.**' The word Adyog signifies every referential

%28 There is ample bibliography on the matter, but a good introduction (for our intends and purposes) is to be
found in the relevant chapters of Tollefsen’s monographs, Activity and Participation and The Christocentric
Cosmology (pp. 64-137). An account of the Adyog doctrine in Maximus and up to Maximus, as well as of the
Aoyog puoemc-tponog vrapEewg (Moyog of nature-mode of existence) distinction, is to be found in Polycarp
Sherwood’s The earlier Ambigua of Saint Maximus the Confessor and his Refutation of Origenism, pp. 155-
180, as well as in Andrew Louth’s paper “St Maximos’ Doctrine of the logoi of Creation” (Studia Patristica
48, pp. 77-84).

3 On Lars Thunberg’s approach to Maximus’ Adyot cosmology and ontology, see Microcosm and Mediator,
pp. 72-79.

0 According to the Liddell-Scott-Jones Greek-English Lexicon and Geoffrey Lampe’s Patristic Lexicon, the
word Adyog can bear the following meanings, among others: relation, correspondence, proportion, ratio, analo-
gy, rule, explanation, plea, pretext, ground, case, statement of a theory, argument, law, thesis, hypothesis, rea-
son, definition, inward debate of the soul, reflection, deliberation, creative reason, speech, verbal expression,
common talk, report, tradition, rumor, mention, notice, description, good report, praise, honor, discussion,
debate, section, branch, oracle, proverb, maxim, saying, assertion, word of command, behest, intelligent utter-
ance, sentence, spoken expression, word, statement, command, promise, conversation, discourse, report, tale,
treatise, sermon, passage of scripture, form of words, manner of speaking, substance of what is said, teaching,
opinion, knowledge, language, immanent rationality, understanding, motive, principle, ground of cosmic order,
formative and regulative law of being, principle or rule embodying the result of Aoyiopog, reckoning, computa-
tion, account, account of money handled, banking account, public accounts, measure, tale, sum, total of ex-
penditure, consideration, value, matter, fact, regard, esteem, concern, interest, cause, manner, arrangement,
condition, limitation, function, the second person of the Trinity, the Word or Wisdom of God, the source of
man’s rationality and of his communion with God et alia. The verb Aéyw, of which Adyog is the verbal noun,
initially meant both to pick up, to gather for oneself, to choose for oneself, to pick out, and to say, to tell, to
speak, to mean, to count. See Henry G. Liddell, Robert Scott & Henry S. Jones (eds): A Greek-English Lexicon
— with a Revised Supplement (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1996) and Geoffrey W. H. Lampe (ed.): A Patristic
Greek Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1961).

®1 Yannaras: Zyediaoua sicaywyiic oti prlocogia, p. 20.
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activity that manifests an otherness: as such, a primary meaning of Adyog is dis-
closure.>*

This applies to almost all meanings of Adyoc:

(a) Speech, word, language, is the manifestation and disclosure of a per-
son’s thought. Without this disclosure and manifestation, thought would not be
known by any other person.

(b) In mathematical relations, Adyog as mathematical ratio and propor-
tion discloses the truth of the relation of the given two terms. When we state that
the number two is the Adyog or ratio of the division of six by three, we mean that
two is the disclosure of the relation of six to three in that division, we mean that
two manifests and discloses the truth of that division. This applies to all mean-
ings of Adyog as proportion.

(c) According to Christian theology, the uncreated God speaks (Aéyet,
aor. inev) and thereby creates: his A6yot, his utterances, manifest and disclose
his will to create, thereby creating. Creatures, as Adyot, are the disclosure and
manifestation of God’s will and activity.**® In the case of God, Aoyog and &pyov
are identical, the Adyot in God are God’s activities (&vépyeiar).**

(d) God the Son is the disclosure of God the Father: it is through God
the Son that the Father is known. It would be erroneous to understand this under
a Sabellianist light, annulling the reality of the difference of the hypostases: the
mere fact that the Son is testified as being the Adyog of the Father means that the
Son is also the disclosure of the Father, the signifier of the Father, the revelation
of the Father — while being a distinct hypostasis, a distinct actualization of God’s
being.**

I1.3.2. ‘Logical’ Existence and the God as Adyog

AOyog is also an inherently relational concept: the Adyoc of an object
speaks to us (Aéymw), i.e. informs us of its identity, of its what-it-is, of its sub-
stance or nature (and of its how-it-is as well, of its particular actualization, of its
hypostasis). The Adyog of something is its mode of communicating its existence
and nature to us, the mode of its disclosure. Existence manifests itself as ‘logi-

%2 Cf. Yannaras: Person and Eros, pp. 159-172: “The Logos as Disclosure of the Person”, on both the
etymological and semantic content of Adyog and its meaning as disclosure.

%3 In the first chapter of Genesis, God’s utterance is a creative action in itself, God creates everything in the
world by speaking — with the sole exception of the human person, which is crafted by God “in God’s image”.

4 Gregory of Nyssa: Ei¢ mjv éCarjuepov, PG 44, 73A: Exi yép 10D Ocod [...] 10 &pyov Adyog $ori.
%5 John 14: 7-9: “If you had known me, you should have known my Father also: and from henceforth you
know him, and have seen him. [...] he that has seen me has seen the Father”.
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cal’ when its identity becomes a personal disclosure to a subject bearing the con-
sciousness and personhood needed to actualize the relationality of this disclo-
sure.

In this sense, the Adyoc of God,**® the person of Christ, is the disclosure

of God and the mode of God’s disclosure, one of God’s hypostases, i.e. actual
realizations. The Adyog of God informs us about God’s identity as a Trinity of
radical relationality and opens up the possibility of direct participation in the
uncreated God’s mode of existence.

Maximus states that the Aoyou of beings are uncreated, preexistent in
God:

[The Adyog] held the Loyou of all things which subsisted before the ages, and by
his gracious will brought the visible and the invisible creation into existence out
of nothing in accordance with these Adyor, by word (Adyoc) and wisdom he
made, and continues to make, all things at the proper time, universals as well as
particulars. >

The Adyor of beings define the beings to which they correspond.**® The
Aoyou are not ‘things’ or ‘thoughts’: they can be seen as God’s wills, intentions,
intentions to create any given creature and being in the way that it would be cre-
ated. The difference between wills/intentions of God and ideas of God is crucial,
as to locate the blueprint of the cosmos in the free wills and choices of God and
not in his ‘ideas’ is to cite freedom and not necessity as the foundational mode of
existence’s creation. Thus, the Platonic Ideas and their Neoplatonic echoes bear
resemblances to the Maximian A6yot only on the surface of the matter; they cir-
cumscribe substantially different concepts. Apart from that, the Adyor are in no
way to be identified with the kabo6iov of Greek philosophy, for, according to
Maximus, both the universals and the particulars (ta ka®6Aov e kai td Kod’
gxaotov) have been created, and are being created, “at the right moment” (kota

%% John 1.1-3: “In the beginning was the Adyog, and the Adyoc was with God, and the Adyog was God. He was
with God in the beginning. Through him all things were made; without him nothing was made that has been
made”.

¥ [Tepi drapbpewv amopidpv, PG 91 1080 A: Tovg yop Adyoug TdV yeyovotmv Exov mpd TdV aidvev Heestdtog
BovAncet dyadf| kot' avtodg TV TE OpaTiv Kot adpatov €k ToD ur dvtog HIEGTNGATO KTV, AOY® Kol Goig
0 mAvta katd TOv déovia ypdvov mowoag te Kol mowdv, To kabdrov te koi o kb Exactov (transl.
Theokritoff, p. 58).

8 Cf. Ibid. 1081 B: “For all created things are defined, in their substance and in their way of developing, by
their own Loyor and by the Adyor of the beings that provide their external context.” (transl. Blowers, p. 57), and
Ibid. 1136 A: “just as from the beginning the fashioner determined and established that it was to be, what it
was to be, and how and how much it was to be” (transl. Louth, p. 110). See also Ibid. PG 91 1329 AB: “The
Aoyou of all the beings that exist essentially —whether they exist now or will exist in the future, whether they
have come to be or will come to be, or have appeared or will appear— preexist and are immovably fixed in God,
and it is according to these that all things are, and have come to be, and remain always drawing closer to their
own predetermined Adyot through natural motion, and ever more closely approximated to being by their partic-
ular kinds and degrees of motion and inclination of choice” (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 149). The Adyot
disclose the divine purpose of every creature (/Ipogc @oidoaiov I, CCSG 7, 13.6-13).
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OV éovta xpovov) according to their Adyor.** The Adyor are “the personal des-
tiny of every created thing, the plan of God and in God for each thing creat-
ed”*® The Aoyol 1V dvtwv are responsible “for the substance, nature, form,
shape, composition, and power of things, for their activity and what they under-
go, as well as for their differentiation as individuals in terms of quantity, quality,
relationship, place, time, position, movement and habitual state”.®** The Adyol
also incorporate the end and purpose (téhoc) of beings: “they are responsible for
the beginning, middle, and end of things; that is to say, for the Adyog or principle
that makes the connection between the beginning of each thing and its end point,
by way of its intermediate term”.>** As intentions, they are not created (an inten-
tion is not a creative action, it exists ‘in the mind’ of God, however relative that
phrase may be) and they are (pre)existent in God; as they reside in the uncreated,
they are not subject to temporality, they are not only in God, but preexistent in
God (more concisely: they are preexistent in God because they are in God). As
uncreated, God’s intentions do not emerge in time, in temporality. Therefore,
while substances and natures are attested as most certainly created, their Adyot,
God’s intention for their creation, are to be recognized as uncreated, without any
conflict emerging between these two realities: God’s intentions for creating a
creature, the Adyor, are not identical with the mode with which creatures partici-
pate in being, the substances or natures. Maximus is clear in his distinction be-
tween (a) the Adyor, (b) the Adyoc of God and (c) the things that God created “in
accordance with the Adyor”.**® Both the A6yot and the outcomes of God’s crea-
tive action can be seen as activities (évépyewn): the former as uncreated activi-
ties, the latter as ‘created activities’ or more precisely as outcomes of activities
(évépynua), i.e. creations, creatures.** The question remains: are the uncreated
Aoyot to be traced in creation and traced back to the uncreated God? Are the 16-
yot a pathway for the participation of the human person in the uncreated and in
the communion with God?

The Adyou are also a disclosure of the uncreated God in creation. Any
piece of art is a Aoyog of its artist and the contemplation of this Adéyog can reveal

9 [Tepi Srapbpav dmopi>v, PG 91 1080 A: od¢ yop AGYous TdV yeyovotmv Exmv Tpd TOV cidvav DeeoTdToc
BovAncet dyadf| kot' avtodg TV TE OpaTiv Kol dadpatov €k ToD ur dvtog HIEGTNGATO KTIoW, AOY® Kol Goig
TOL TAVTO KOTA TOV dEovTa XpOVOV TOM oS TE Kol ToudV, T KaBoAov Te Kail Td Ko’ EKacTov.

0 Alain Riou: Le monde et I'Eglise selon Maxime le Confesseur, p. 56. Cited and translated in Loudovikos: A
Eucharistic Ontology, p. 55.

*1 | oudovikos: A Eucharistic Ontology, p. 57.

2 |bid., Cf. Iepi drapépwv dmopiiv, PG 91 1228 A-D.

3 |oudovikos: A Eucharistic Ontology, p. 59f.

¥4 Cf. ITepi drapdpewv dmopic>v, PG 91 1265 D-1268 B. On the relationship of the (uncreated) Adyor and the
uncreated activities in God, cf. Loudovikos: A Eucharistic Ontology, pp. 97-101: “The Place of the Theology
of the Logoi in Interpreting the Uncreated Energies of God”. Tollefsen’s earlier account of the divine activities
in Maximus can be found in pp. 160-189 of The Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Confessor.
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this artist’s otherness and manifest the piece of art as the presence of its artist (a
presence in absence), as a relationship with him. To contemplate the Adyoc of a
painting not as a piece of canvas but as the artist’s creation is to trace the artist in
the painting, to trace his person in the outcome of his évépyeia, in the outcome of
his activity encapsulating his otherness. In the case of God, the various Adyo are
also God’s évépyewan, as God is described by the ecclesial testimony as creating
by speaking. As such, the Xoyog of everything in creation can disclose God if it
is contemplated as such (a distinct type of pan-en-theism, as we remarked earli-
er), the Adyog of anything can be a starting point for a relationship with God, as
it is God’s creation. Maximus states that “everything that has its being from God

participates in God proportionately”.®*®

I1.3.3. ‘Adyog of Nature’, Nature-as-such and ‘According to Nature’

As such, the Adyor of everything in creation are not merely their own X6-
you, the disclosure of their own identity. The Aoyou are also the Adyor proceeding
from God, the outcome of God’s creative utterance - this goes back to the first
chapter of Genesis as well. The attempt to contemplate the Aoyoc of something is
the attempt to discover it not as an object, but as God'’s creation, and, as such, as
the actualization or disclosure of one’s relationship with God.

But creatures in themselves (nature and human nature apart from its ca-
pability to be deified) are finite and bound to perish due to their createdness,
they cannot exist forever, they cannot participate in ever-being (dei eivon) by
themselves.**® How real is the disclosure of the uncreated through the Adyor of
created beings, beings subject to the constraints and limitations of createdness?
According to Maximus the Confessor, due to this relation of the Adyotl to God
who spoke/created them, the Adyor of nature correspond to the state of nature as
seen from the perspective of the uncreated, ‘before the Fall’ as the ecclesial lan-
guage would formulate it. When speaking of Adyoc evoewc, Maximus refers to
the state of nature as it should be, in full communion with the uncreated. That is
why “Maximus speaks of being ‘according to nature’ (xatd @Oowv) as the highest
form of existence, and of deviation from nature (mapd @vowv) as synonymous
with the Fall”.3*' In Maximus’ writings, Adyoc of nature refers not to nature as it
is and as we know and experience it, but to nature “according to its aim (cK0mOg)
or end (téhog), that is, to nature as it exists in the hypostasis of the divine

¥ epi dapépwv dmopiv, PG 91 1080 AB: mdvto yop petéyst S 1 ék Oeod yeyevijoBar (transl.
Loudovikos, p. 59.

¥8 E.9. Ipoc Oaldoaiov I, CCSG 7, 47.70-71.

%7 Zizioulas: Communion and Otherness, p. 64.
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A6yoc”.3® As such, the kot gvow (according to nature) does not mean accord-
ing to nature as we know it, according to ‘fallen’ nature, but “according to the
Moyoc of nature (kotd TOv Adyov Tiig eOoewmc), and this in turn means to exist in
the way that God intended nature to be incorporated in the hypostasis of the Ao6-
,Yog”.349

I1.3.4. The Many, the One and the Contemplation of the Aéyot

Here we come to a very important point, the recapitulation of all the Lo-
yot in the person of the Adyog (which is also the reason for the preexistence of
the Adyot in God, as they belong to the Adyoc of God).*® Maximus writes:

Who can approach the infinite variety of things created out of nothing with the
contemplative and questing power of the soul, and not recognize the one Adyog
as a multiplicity of Adyot, because he is to be discerned with and in the differ-
ence-without-division of things, through their individuality which is without
confusion in relation both to each other and to themselves. And again he will
recognize that the many Adyou are one, because everything refers back to the
one who in himself exists without confusion, the essential and hypostatically
existent God the Adyog of God the Father.®*

Shortly thereafter, the Confessor adds:

the one Adyog is the many Adyor, and the many Adyou are one [eig - not &v — i.e.,
a person]: with regard to the creative and sustaining procession of the One, the
One is many; while with regard to the providential return of the many to the
One [...] who will gather everything, the many are One [¢ic].**

According to Maximus’ approach, in the sum of the Adyot of everything, the A6-
yog himself is to be seen, as God intended that the whole of his creation be reca-
pitulated in the person of his Son, in the disclosure of God to the world, in God’s

%8 Ibid. Zizioulas cites Maximus’ ITepi Stapépwv aropidyv, PG 91 1080 B-C and 1084 B.
9 Zizioulas: Communion and Otherness, p. 64.

B0 [Tepi drapipov dropiiv, PG 91 1081 B: “We are speechless before the sublime teaching about the Adyoc,
for he cannot be expressed in words or conceived in thought. Although he is beyond being and nothing can
participate in him [i.e. in his substance] in any way, nor is he any of the totality of things that can be known in
relation to other things, nevertheless we affirm that the one Adyog is many Adyor and that the many Adyor are
One” (transl. Blowers, p. 57).

B [Tepi Srapdpwv dmopriv, PG 91 1077 C (transl. Theokritoff, p. 58).

%2 |bid. 1081 C: molhoi Aéyor 6 €ic Adyog éoti, Kai sjg ot molhoi: Kot pEv v dyabompeni) gig td dvta Tod

£VOG TOMTIKNV T€ KOl GUVEKTIKTV TPOOSOV TOALOL O €1C, KATA O& TNV €l TOV EVal TOV TOAADY EMGTPETTIKTY TE
KOd XEWPAYOYIKTV vapopay T& Kol Tpdvotay, [...] el ol mordoi. (Transl. Zizioulas: Communion and Otherness,
p- 65 n. 148). Again, note also John 1:3: “Through him [the Adyog] all things were made; without him nothing
was made that has been made”.

118



hypostasis of the Son.*** In the course of the creative procession, Maximus dis-
cerns the origin of the many A6yot in the one Adyoc, and in the returning motion
of the creation to God Maximus discerns the gathering of the many Adyou in the
one Adyog: Loudovikos remarks that Maximus “provides the primary ontologi-
cal basis for the Adyou their multiplicity constantly evokes the one Word
[Adyoc] to whom they owe their distribution”.®** This recapitulation of all the
Aoyou in the person of Christ can be seen as both an existing reality and an ongo-
ing process (as is the case with many, many elements of the ecclesial testimony):
the process of redemption as the incorporation and recapitulation of the various
Aoyou in the one Adyoc, in the person of Christ, can be seen as a process of ‘per-
sonalizing’ existence, thereby redeeming it. For the ecclesial testimony, life is
relation and communion and death is the absence of relations: to restore the radi-
cal relationality of the created world, to fully restore its relation to and commun-
ion with the uncreated God, to make it a person out of an object, is to redeem the
world, the totality of created existence. Redemption is the “restoration of [na-
ture’s] very being as personal dialogue”.**> And this authentic existence, exist-
ence in communion with God through God the Aoyog, is the kot @dowv, as we
mentioned earlier. For the ecclesial testimony, to exist authentically is to exist
‘in Christ’, in the person of Christ, “to exist in the hypostasis of the Aodyoc.
There is no escape from personhood in Christian cosmology”.**® Maximus de-
scribes the conjunction of the Adyog and the Adyor and the realism of participa-
tion in both the Adyor and the Adyog as follows:

When the superessential Adyog and creator of all existent things wanted to enter
into being [as we know it], he brought with him [in his incarnation] the natural
Aoyou of all that is, all things sensible and intelligible as well as the incompre-
hensible concepts of his own divinity. Of these, we say that the Adyou of things
intelligible are the blood of the Adyoc; those of things sensible are the visible
flesh of the Adyog. Therefore because the Adyog is the teacher of the spiritual
Adyou in both sensible and intelligible things, it is fitting and reasonable that he
should give those who are worthy the knowledge contained in things visible to
eat, as flesh, and the knowledge contained in things intelligible to drink, as
blood. It is these that Wisdom mystically prepared long ago with her cup and
her victims, speaking of this in Proverbs. But the bones, which are the Aoyot
concerning the deity and surpass understanding, he does not give, as they are in-
finitely beyond every created nature in the same measure. For the nature of be-
ings lacks the power to have any relationship with those Adyou. [...] Again, per-
haps the flesh of the Adyog is the complete return and restoration of our nature

33 Ct. ITepi Srapopwv amopid>v, PG 91 1084 D: “For the Adyoc of God and God wills always and in all things
to accomplish the mystery of his embodiment” (transl. Blowers, p. 60).

4 oudovikos: A Eucharistic Ontology, p. 58.
%5 Ibid. p. 201.
%6 Zizioulas: Communion and Otherness, p. 66.
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to itself through virtue and knowledge; the blood is the deification which will
direct our nature, by grace, to eternal well-being; and the bones are the un-
known power which draws our nature to eternal well-being through deifica-
tion.>’

The return to God is a question of the “restoration of nature”, not of transcending
it: the armokotdotacig of nature refers to its original state, as God intended it to
be, not to ‘fallen’ nature, nature according to its tendency towards individual
onticity, non-relation to its source of existence, death. Note that, according to
Maximus, the sum of all the Adyotr as we can know and experience them do not
constitute the one Aodyog, they do not suffice for that. In Maximus’ allegory,
there are also the bones, “the Adyot concerning the deity” which “surpass under-
standing”, as they are completely beyond createdness, “as they are infinitely be-
yond every created nature in the same measure. For the nature of beings lacks
the power to have any relationship with those A6yor”.3*® So, even the totality of
the uncreated Aoyor of created existence are not enough to circumscribe the un-
created Creator.

If the Aoyor voemg of everything are a doorway to direct communion
with God, why isn’t this communion perceived as the everyday experience of all
human persons, why is it an attainment and a gift? One of Maximus’ famous
triads®® is the triad of the human person’s attainment and asceticism: practical
philosophy (mpoaktikn @ihocoeia), natural contemplation (pvowkn Oewpic) and
theological mystagogy (Ocoloywciy pvotayoyia),*® corresponding to being
(eivon), well-being (g0 eivar) and ever-being (dei eivar) respectively. Practical
philosophy is the first step, the preparation, the purification and the overcoming
of the “carnal mind”. The next step, natural contemplation, consists in achieving
to discern the Adyor of the being’s natures, the inner principles of beings.*** And
theological mystagogy is identified with deification and otdoig dewcivntog, it is
the communion of man with God,** becoming “similar and equal to God”. Ac-

%7 [poc Oaldooiov, CCSG 7, 35.7-44 (transl. Theokritoff, pp. 42-44).

%8 Ipid.

% For an overview of them, see Loudovikos: A Eucharistic Ontology, pp. 76-84. Loudovikos lists eleven
triads.

%0 On this triad and especially puowr Oswpia, cf. Betsakos: Zrdoig Asicivirog, pp. 152-176. In Ieboeig kai
dmokpioerg, CCSG 10, 58.6-7, Maximus mentions this triad as a philosophical triad: xatopbdon dedvimg
TPOKTIKTV Kol QUOIKTV Kol Ogoloyikiyv @hocopiav. “[...] he might accomplish successfully the practical,
natural and theological philosophy” (transl. Prassas p. 75).

%1 Which has its prototype in the experience of Christ’s students during his transfiguration at Mount Tabor:
IIepi dropdpwv dropiddv, PG 91 1128 A, “Then, having both their bodily and the spiritual senses purified, they
[Peter, John and Jacob] were taught the spiritual meanings [Adyot] of the mysteries that were shown to them”
(transl. Louth, p. 106). The contemplation of the Ldyor leads to the knowledge of their divine cause (/Ipog
Balaoaiov I, CCSG 7, 13.32-35): the Ldyor declare their Creator, so that man can find and meet him (Z/Ipog
@oldoorov I, CCSG 7, 51. 7-17).

%2 Cf. Loudovikos: A Eucharistic Ontology, p. 79f.
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cording to Maximus, as we can see, it is possible to discern the A6yot of beings
and their relationship with God as part of the pvowkr| Bswpia, i.e. as part of a cer-
tain level of attainment.®® This needs training, doxnotc, asceticism and can be
granted to a person, in the context of the person’s relationship with God, not
individually achieved. The discernment of the Adyol comes after a certain step
on the path to deification: our addiction to death, our addiction to non-relation,
does not allow us to discern the Adyou freely. We still perceive the world as an
aggregate of objects, not as a manifestation of God’s will to create and as a rela-
tionship with him.

I1.3.5. An Ontology of Dialogical Reciprocity

There is also another aspect when taking into account the usual meaning
of Adyog as speech, articulation, discourse in examining the Adyou doctrine. Ac-
cording to that, the fact that everything is permeated and actualized through the
LAoyou of God means that creation is a dialogue: God does not engage in a mono-
logue through these Adyor, God’s creative action through Adyor means that God
converses with the human person and, as such, the interaction and participation
in this dialogue is a primary characteristic of existence, an ontological category.
The fact that God’s Adyor do not constitute a monologue but call for a dialogue
discloses existence as a dialogical reciprocity®® between creation and the uncre-
ated God through the human person. And man’s (and through man, creation’s)
participation in this dialogical reciprocity can either be a positive answer, an af-
firmation of God’s creative love, or a negative answer, an refutation of exist-
ence-as-dialogue with the uncreated source of creation (a choice of individual
onticity), a continuous refutation of God’s creative call from non-being into be-
ing (or a total indifference for this dialogue).

But which would be man’s affirmative answer? To receive the world not
as something that necessarily exists and that can be taken for granted but as a
gift by a person that creates it out of love is to have a stance of gratitude towards
existence, to perceive the world in a Eucharistic manner, to answer to the uncre-
ated God’s continuous creative call with continuous thanksgiving — that is, to
iconize the divine mode of existence, the mode of the one who extends the crea-

%3 Maximus sums it up as follows: ITepi Stapdpwv dmopii>v, PG 91 1241 C: “The task of practical philosophy
is to purge the intellect of all impassioned images, while that of natural contemplation is to show forth the
intellect as understanding the science of beings in light of the cause that created them, while the aim of
theological mystagogy is to establish one by grace in a state of being like God and equal to God, as much as
this is possible, so that by virtue of this transcendence he will no longer give any thought to anything after
God” (transl. Constas, DOML 28, 419).

%4 Cf. Loudovikos: A Eucharistic Ontology, especially pp. 201-206.
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tive call. For man, this Eucharistic stance is a motion towards the uncreated, an
“ek-static” motion: “just as God, who is by nature unmovable, goes outside him-
self in creating a personal relationship of love with his creature, so man’s
movement is in its ultimate essence a response of €pwg to the ek-stasis of God in
his goodness and love, as a ‘sober madness’ of personal ek-stasis of nature in
favor of this dialogue between man and God”.** As we have remarked before,
this is not one of the accidents of reality or a matter of behavior; it is a question
of how is existence as such and being as such understood, it is a primary onto-
logical question. Therefore, Nikolaos Loudovikos’ denotion of Maximian ontol-
ogy as a Eucharistic ontology is an accurate one — as is his remark that a Eucha-
ristic ontology is an ontology of dialogical reciprocity that places its consumma-

tion in an eschatological future:*®

This Eucharistic ontology takes as its starting point Maximus’ idea that being is
not only fulfilled in well-being, but even exists ‘eschatologically’, i.e. for the
sake of well-being, for the boundless divine vitality which as ‘fixed motion-in
sameness’ is offered to personal beings and through them to the entire created
order; and it reveals to us that every movement of things and every action of
persons is ontologically justified inasmuch as it is directed towards the &syatov,
the eternal well-being which is perfect incorporation into the risen Body of
Christ. Here we have a revealed ontology outside-the-created, the only true on-
tology of the personal mode of being.’

As a stance towards the question of existence and being as such, the Eu-
charist, i.e. existential gratitude as the communion with the uncreated source of
an existence that need not have necessarily been, constitutes an ontology of dia-
logical reciprocity and a distinct ontological category. The Aoyou are the key
concept for this dialogical reciprocity, as they in themselves are uncreated,
(pre)existent in the uncreated God and the initiative of God for the call to rela-
tion and communion — and most of them can be participated in through creation,
through the beings of which these Aoyot are Adyotr pdoewc. The fact that the Ao-
yot (through the Adyoc) open up a pathway of communion between creation and
the uncreated is what grants them their ontological importance. Another aspect
of this possibility of communion is Maximus’ understanding of motion
(kivnoi). Before embarking on its examination, we will first introduce the read-
er to Aristotle’s theory of motion and time. As we will see, understanding Aristo-
tle’s theory of motion and time is a prerequisite for approaching Maximus’ re-
newal thereof.

%5 |bid. p. 202.

%6 The fact that Maximus gives an ontological content to the notion of tpémoc (mode, which entails a becom-
ing, which in turn entails temporality) and that he positions the true, xata @bow state of beings in an eschato-
logical future effects the inclusion of eschatology into ontology proper in the context of his thought.

%7 |bid. p. 204.
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PART Ill: Maximus the Confessor's
Understanding of Motion and Temporality
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II1.1. Motion and Time in Aristotle’s Physics as a Precursor to
Maximus’ Definition of Time

111.1.1. Aristotle’s Theory of Motion (kivnoig)

Aristotle’s theory of motion (xivnoig) is mainly exposed in the @voixa,
and more specifically in books I11-VI11. References regarding the theory of mo-
tion, which is a central theory of Aristotle pertaining to the examination of na-
ture,*® are also to be found in other works by the philosopher (for example, in
the Meta ta Dvoixd), but we will rely mainly on the ®wvoixd, where the main
body of the exposition of his theory of motion is to be found.

In some instances, Aristotle differentiates®®® between motion and
change, xivnoig and petapoin, but in other instances and earlier in the @voika
he identifies them,*® so following the example of other scholars, and given the
succinct character of this presentation, we will not insist on differentiating them.

For Aristotle, motion is one of the fundamental principles of nature, one
of the basic attributes of the world: “nature is (the cause and) the beginning of
motion and change”.®* With the term motion*? (xivnow) and change

(netaforn) he signifies every kind of change, transformation, transition and mo-

%8 See also: David Bostock: Space, Time, Matter, and Form. Essays on Aristotle's Physics. Oxford: Oxford
University Press 2006, p. 2.

%9 See also, as an example: Pvowcd, 225a 34-b2: énsi 8¢ nica kivnolg puetaford Tig, petaforod 58 Tpsic ai
sipnuévar, 00TV 8¢ ai KoTd Yévestv koi eBopdy ov KIVAGELS, odTon 8” gicty ol kot’ avtipacty, avéykn thy &€
OIOKEWLEVOL gic DoKelpevoV petaBoAy kivnoty etvar udvny - “Since, then, every movement is a transition,
and two of the three forms of transition, viz. genesis and perishing (which are transits to and from contradictory
opposites) are not movements, it remains that the only transition that is a movement is that from positive to
positive”. As well as Meta o Pvoika, 991all: obte yap Kwvioewg obte petaPorfi ovdeldg €otiv oitio
avtoig. “For they are not the cause of any motion or change in them”. The translation of all quotes from the
Mero to. oaira used in these chapters is derived from Aristotle: Physics, Books I-1V, with an English transla-
tion by Philip H. Wicksteed and Francis M. Cornford. Cambridge: Harvard University Press 1957, volume |
and Il, unless otherwise noted.

%70 See for example @ooikd, 218b 20: pndév 8¢ dropepéto Aéysv MUV &v T mapdvtt kiviow § petafoliy. “At
the moment, we do not need to distinguish between movement and other kinds of change”. While Aristotle
identifies the two in the third book of his ®voixd, he proceeds to clearly differentiate between them in the fifth
chapter.

¥ @ooud, 200b 12: 1| OoIC pév E0Twv dpyl KIVACE®G Kol LETOBOATG.

%72 The classic definition of motion derives from the third book of the ®vea (201a 10f): ) Tod Suvépet Gvog
gvieléyela, 1) TolodTOV, Kivioic EoTiv — “motion is the actuality of what exists potentially, as such”. On Aristo-
tle’s notion of kivnoig and its problems, see Aryeh L. Kosman’s article “Aristotle's Definition of Motion” (in:
Phronesis 14 (1969), pp. 40-62), Daniel W. Graham’s “Aristotle's Definition of Motion” (in: Ancient Philoso-
phy 8 (1988), pp. 209-15), Rémi Brague’s “Aristotle's Definition of Motion and Its Ontological Implications”
(in: Graduate Faculty Philosophy Journal 13:2 (1990), pp. 1-22) and Friedrich Kaulbach’s monograph Der
philosophische Begriff der Bewegung. Studien zu Aristoteles, Leibniz und Kant (Koln: Bohlau 1965), pp. 1-29.
See also the habilitation thesis by Alexander Aichele: Ontologie des Nicht-Seienden. Aristoteles' Metaphysik
der Bewegung (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2009) and the analysis of the definition itself in chapter
B.IL.2., “Die Definition der Bewegung”, pp. 191-222.
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tion (not only physical motion or some limited understanding of the term) and in
it he sees the manifestation of nature and the world. He notes:

Since nature is a source (apyn) of motion (kivnoig) and change (uetaporn), and
the source of our enquiry concerns nature, we must not neglect the question of
what motion (or change) is, since if we are ignorant about what this is so too are
we ignorant about nature. Once we have determined what motion is, we must
endeavor to tackle in like manner what follows in its appropriate order. Change
seems to be continuous, and the first thing manifested in the continuous is the
infinite. This is why it so often falls to those defining the continuous to attempt
an account of the infinite: being continuous is being divisible into infinity. In
addition to these matters, change is impossible without place, void, and time. It
is clear, then, because of these relations, and also because of their being com-
mon and universal to all, that we must inquire into each of these, arranging
them in advance, since a study of more specific topics is posterior to a study of

the more common topics. But first, as we have said, our enquiry is into motion.
373

In Aristotle’s stressing of the importance of the concept of motion as
constitutive of the understanding of reality, he does not omit to mention the real-
ities that are directly related to the motion, i.e. space (t6moc), void (kevov), infi-
nite (&mepov) and time (yxpdvoc).®™ It is crucial for us to understand that motion
does not exist by itself, independently from the existing beings and things, but is
a trait of the existing beings and is manifested through them. Motion does not
exist without specific manifestations, but only when it is realized in its specific
manifestations:

Apart from things being changed, there is no change. For what changes always
changes either in substance or quantity or quality or in place and we claim that
it is not possible to identify anything common to these, which is neither a par-
ticular thing nor a quantity nor a quality nor any of the other things categorized.
Consequently, there is no motion or change apart from the things mentioned,
since there is in fact nothing beyond the things mentioned. In each of these cas-
es everything is in one of two ways. So, for example, in the case of a particular
thing, it has either a form or a privation; in the case of quality, the light or the
dark; in the case of quantity, the complete or the incomplete. Similarly, in the
case of local motion we have up or down, or light or heavy. Consequently, the
kinds of motion and change are as many as the kinds of being. 3

378 Guaird, 200b 12-25 (Transl. Christopher John Shields: Aristotle. London: Routledge 2007, p. 198).

%74 See also: dvoikd, 200020-21: &vev TOMOL Kai Kevod Kai xpdvovy kivijowy advvatov elvar - “Movement can-
not occur except in relation to place, void, and time”. On the relation between time and space in Aristotle, see
the doctoral thesis by Barbara Sattler: The emergence of the concept of motion. Aristotle's notion of kinesis as a
reaction to Zeno's paradoxes and Plato's Timaeus. Berlin 2006, and especially the chapter “The homogeneous
measure of movement: The relation of time and space”, pp. 121-130.

3% @ooucd, 2000 32-201a 9. (Transl. Shields: Aristotle, p. 199).
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To underline the breadth of the philosophical category of motion, we
quote the basic definition of it by Aristotle and the types of movement that he
recognizes in principle:

The fulfillment of what exists potentially (1] Tod duvéaper dvtog évieréyeia), in
so far as it exists potentially, is motion; namely, of what is alterable in so far as
it is alterable, alteration; of what can be increased and in opposition of what can
be decreased (for there is no common name for both), increase and decrease; of
what can be created and what can deteriorate, creation and corruption: of what
can be carried along, locomotion.*’®

We detect in these definitive assertions a much broader perception and
understanding of motion than the current sense of the word, i.e. spatial move-
ment, which is here restricted to the subcategory of locomotion (popd) — that is
why the Aristotelian concept of motion is often translated simply as change,
which in turn is the accurate translation of puetofoAr], creating much confusion.
“There are as many kinds of change as there are categories of existence”.*”” For
Aristotle, apart from spatial movement, “the term includes also change in quali-
ty, alteration (dAhoimotc), quantitative change (abénoic-ebioig), and substantial
change or transition from inexistence to existence and vice versa (yéveoic-
9Bopa)™"® — although Avristotle does not recognize a complete transition from
inexistence to existence, from non-being to being. Ultimately and by definition,
motion is the general transition from what exists potentially (dvvauet 6v) to the
fulfillment and realization thereof (évteAéyeia), from that which is not fully real-
ized to its realization and perfection, and any such motion-movement-change
constitutes the motion that manifests nature.*” Aristotle explains: “Motion is the
fulfillment of what is potential, when it is already fulfilled and operates not as

itself but as something movable”.**

%76 |bid. 201a 10-15. (Transl. R. P. Hardie and R. K. Gaye).

%77 Ibid. 201a 8-9. In Meté w0 Pvoikc: (1068a 9-10), Avristotle defines three categories of kivnoig: “There must
be three kinds of motion, in respect to quality (zo10d), quantity (zocov) and place (témov).”

%78 Vasileios Betsakos: Ztdoic Aeixivyroc, p. 39. (We will refer Betsakos’ analysis extensively, as he attempted
a systematic study of the relation of the Aristotelian kivnoig with similar notions in Maximus the Confessor’s
work). See also Tony Roark’s Aristotle on time. A study of the physics. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press 2011, pp. 63-64.

%9 Let it be noted that pvoi in Greek, otherwise a blank term, does not etymologically denote a static,
unchanging reality, but a dynamic event, the eternal becoming of a @becbar ¢vog “acquires a dynamic
meaning, manifests not primarily a being, but a becoming” (Betsakos, Xzdoig deikiviyrog, p. 36 fn. 29, where
also Heidegger’s similar perspective is noted).

*®0 Booukd, 201a 27-29: 1 8¢ 10D Suvapst dvrog svrehéysia, Stav dvieheysio O &vepyi ody T oTd AL f Kivn-
v, Kivnoig éotv.
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111.1.2. The prime unmoved mover (zp®dtov Kivodv aKiviiTov)

We will refrain on further expanding on these introductory remarks con-
cerning Aristotle’s notion of motion. However, before we proceed to his theory
of time, we should refer to his prime unmoved mover®®! (mpdtov Kwodv
axivntov), the first cause of motion and, as a consequence, of the world accord-
ing to the philosopher.

For Aristotle, every motion (in all its forms and aspects, as stressed) is a
part of the general, overall sequence of motions, of the totality of motion: every-
thing that is “in motion” is moved by something else (another factor causes its
motion, the setting of it in motion), which in turn is moved by something else
etc.: “Everything that is in motion must be moved by something.”*® Aristotle’s
logical inference is that, if such is the case, the whole sequence of motion needs
to begin from something that moves, causes the motion, without being moved,
i.e. without being preceded by other factors causing motion. “Tracing back the
sequence of moved and mover thereof leads us to the necessity of a first principle
of motion, of a prime unmoved mover. The motion that exists in the world is
caused by a first source of activity which must be unmoved in itself, in stillness
and repose. The prime unmoved mover must be one and eternal, outside of any
change”.*® Is this unmoved mover Aristotle’s ‘God’? Several elements of Aris-
totle’s philosophy - and essentially the “first philosophy”, i.e. ontology (a much
later word) or, more accurately, theology- have been characterized as ‘theology’,
especially Book A of the ‘Metaphysics’. According to the study of Leo Elders,
“The central doctrine of the Book is the conception of an unmoved mover, who
is unchangeable and eternal; his being is subsistent thinking; he is the final cause
of all movement and the God desired by the cosmos™.*** Elders goes on to men-

%1 This subject has been extensively researched. As an example, we cite Klaus Oehler’s study: Der Unbewegte
Beweger des Aristoteles, Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann 1984, as well as Bernd Manuwald: Studien zum
Unbewegten Beweger in der Naturphilosophie des Aristoteles. Mainz: Akademie der Wissenschaften und der
Literatur 1989. The reader would do well to consult David Bradshaw’s Aristotle East and West — Metaphysics
and the Division of Christendom (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2004), pp. 24-44, as well.

2 Pooucd, 256a 13-14: avéykn miv TO Kvovpevoy D16 Tvog Te KiveioOar.. See also Metd té gvoucd 1073a 23-
28, 32-34: “The first principle and primary reality is immovable, both essentially and accidentally, but it ex-
cites the primary form of motion, which is one and eternal. Now since that which is moved must be moved by
something and the prime mover must be essentially immovable, and eternal motion must be excited by some-
thing eternal, and one motion by some one thing; [...] then each of these spatial motions must also be excited
by a substance which is essentially immovable and eternal”.

383 Betsakos: Zrdaic derkivirog, p. 64. See also dvoika, 258a 5-258b 9.

%4 eo Elders: Aristotle’s Theology: A Commentary on Book A of the Metaphysics. Assen: Von Gorcum 1972,
p- 1: “The central doctrine of the Book is the conception of an unmoved mover, who is unchangeable and eter-
nal; his being is subsistent thinking; he is the final cause of all movement and the God desired by the cosmos”.
See also: Konrad Elser: Die Lehre des Aristoteles iiber das Wirken Gottes. Minster: Aschendorff 1893. On
whether this ‘Aristotelian God’ is monotheistic, see the chapter “A8 and the Problem of Aristotle's Monothe-
ism” in Elders: Aristotle’s Theology, pp. 57-68, whereby it is concluded that we can speak of an ‘Aristotelian
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tion Paul Natorp’s view that for Aristotle “God is part of the subject of the
Tpd™ Prhocoeia”.*® There seems to be a consensus that, referring to Aristotle’s
prime unmoved mover, we can speak about Aristotle’s God.

However, such a conception of God is, as we will show later in our
study, radically different from Maximus the Confessor’s perspective: in the Aris-
totelian theology of the ‘Prime Unmoved Moved’, the first cause and principle
of existence is ultimately subject to existence and subject to the cycle of motion,
it is a part of it,*® it is subjugated to its conditions of functionality. Betsakos ob-
serves:

[Aristotle] treats his prime unmoved mover as one of the beings that, like all the
others, ‘serves’ from a supreme position the necessity of a motion that precedes
everything existentially. It is notable that Aristotle’s highest proof of the Prime
Mover’s existence resides in the principle of necessity, in the fact that ‘it is nec-
essary’ (Gvdykn on otivor) [Cf. Mera ta Pvowca, 1070a 4 and Dvoika, 242b
71-72]. The Aristotelian (cosmological, ontological) proof of the prime un-
moved mover’s existence is ultimately reduced to a logical necessity: the Prime
Mover is presented as a necessary concept, a logical principle to explain the no-
tion of motion.*®’

For Avristotle, the prime unmoved mover is seen as a final cause that ex-
plains motion, a priority that is necessary for the understanding of the overall
motion — without it being understood as a relative notion. In this sense, the logi-
cal need that dictates the existence of a prime unmoved mover, so that motion as
a cosmological and ontological principle can function, seems to have a priority
over the prime unmoved mover himself. If we consider the prime unmoved mov-
er as the Aristotelian ‘God’, then his necessity in existing as well as the cycle of
motion itself is, in a sense, a power and principle superior to God, which con-
straints him to its necessities and preconditions. Maximus the Confessor’s per-
spective is, as we have analyzed, radically different.

monotheism’. Other researchers like Werner Jaeger or Olof Gigon have underlined the “theological” nature of
earlier Greek philosophers (in Werner Jaeger: The Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers, Oxford 1947,
and Olof Gigon: “Die Theologie der Vorsokratiker” in Herbert Jennings Rose (ed.): La notion du divin depuis
Homer jusqu'a Platon Platon: Entretiens sur 1’ Antiquité Classique. Genéve: Vandoeuvres 1952, pp. 127-155).

% Elders: Aristotle’s Theology, p. 1.
%6 Quite naturally, as there is no created-uncreated distinction.
%7 Betsakos: Ztdouc deirivyroc, pp. 65-66.
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111.1.3. The Aristotelian theory of time

For Aristotle, time is rooted in the motion.*® He defines time through
the notion of motion as follows: “time is a number of motion with respect to the
before and after”.®® For him, time is not motion in itself, but a number, a meas-
urement of motion in respect to the before and after, to the transition from past
to future.*®* He explicitly states that while with the term ‘number’ (Gp1Opdc) two
realities could be understood, both the object that is numbered/measured and the
measuring tool or unit itself, time is what is numbered/measured — not the meas-
uring tool or merely the unit.**" In the same way that Aristotle excludes the iden-
tification of time with movement itself, he also excludes the possibility of the
existence of time or of any sort of temporality without motion, movement,
change: he finds that this is obvious (pavepdv), self-evident.**? The perception

of motion is inevitably linked to the perception of time: the one implies the oth-
393
er.

8 Wolfgang Breidert: Das aristotelische Kontinuum in der Scholastik. Munster: Aschendorff (Beitrige zur
Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters : Neue Folge, 1) 1970, p. 20. The Aristotelian theo-
ry of time has also been extensively researched, here we will attempt a very short summary. Apart from Paul F.
Conen’s classic doctoral thesis: Die Zeittheorie des Aristoteles, Miinchen: Beck (Zetemata, 35) 1964, we note
here the following studies: Ursula Coope: Time for Aristotle. Physics IV. 10-14. Oxford: Oxford University
Press 2005. Pekka Leiss: Die aristotelische Lehre von der Zeit. Ihre Aporien und deren Auflosung. Trier: Wiss.
Verl (AKAN-Einzelschriften, 5) 2004. Udo Marquardt: Die Einheit der Zeit bei Aristoteles. Wurzburg:
Konigshausen & Neumann 1993. Enno Rudolph: Zeit, Bewegung, Handlung. Studien zur Zeitabhandlung des
Aristoteles. Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta (Evangelische Studiengemeinschaft: Forschungen und Berichte der Evangeli-
schen Studiengemeinschaft, 42) 1988. David Bostock: Space, Time, Matter, and Form. Essays on Aristotle's
Physics, chapter on “Aristotle’s account of time (1980)”, pp.135-157. Tony Roark: Aristotle on time. A study of
the physics. Christopher John Shields: Aristotle. London: Routledge 2007, chapter on “Time”, pp. 206-215.
Michael F. Wagner: The enigmatic reality of time. Aristotle, Plotinus, and today. Leiden: Brill (Studies in
Platonism, Neoplatonism, and the platonic tradition, 7) 2008, see “Part II. Aristotle’s real account of time”, pp.
149-271.

0 Guoird, 219b 1-2: Tob10 Yap EoTIV 6 YPEVOC, APIBNOC KIvcE®S Kot O TpdTEpov Kai Dotepov - “For this is
just what time is, the number (calculable measure or dimension) of motion with respect to before-and-
afterness”. Aristotle analyses his understanding of time mainly in @voixa, 217b-224a. More on the Aristotelian
definition of time itself in Conen: Die Zeittheorie des Aristoteles, pp. 30-61.

%0 See also Bostock: Space, time, matter and form, p. 137: “Time is defined as a quantity of motion either (i) in
respect of the before and after in time (i.e. in respect of temporal instants), or (ii) in respect of the before and
after in movement (i.e. in respect of the momentary status of moving bodies), or finally (iii) in respect of the
before and after in place.”

1 @ooud, 219b 5-8: “But now, since ‘number’ has two meanings (for we speak of the ‘numbers’ that are
counted in the things in question, and also of the ‘numbers’ by which we count tham and in which we calcu-
late), we are to note that time is the countable thing that we are counting, not the numbers we count in — which
two things are different”.

2 Ibid. 219a 1-2: 'Ot pév odv obte Kivnoig obT’ dvev Kiviceng 6 xpovog oti, pavepov. Poaid, 2180 33-

219a 1: @avepov 6t obk €otv Gvev Kviioewg Kol petaPorfig xpovogs. “Plainly, then, time is neither identical

with movement nor capable of being separated from it.”

%3 |bid. 219a 3-4: dpa yap Kiviceng oicbovopeda kai xpdvov — “For when we are aware of movement we are

thereby aware of time”.
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However, before pondering on the nature of time, Aristotle wonders if
time exists, whether it is to be counted among the existing realities or not** —
and warns us about his unusual conclusions.** The parts of time, of any sort of
temporality according to Aristotle, are the ‘before’ (mpotepov) and the ‘after’
(Dotepov), past and future. The boundary between them, the ‘now’ (viv) is not a
part of time, as we will explain. The past (the “before”, the npotepov) and the
future (the ‘after’, the Hotepov) do not exist now, they do not exist in the present
— the past has ceased to exist, and the future does not exist yet. So, when some-
thing is constituted by parts that do not exist,** can we really claim that it exists,
that it is part of the existing realities? Does time exist?

No part of time exists. The moment of transition from ‘before’ to ‘after’,
the vbv, cannot be considered a part of time itself: the parts of something are
added or multiplied to constitute its totality, but a sum of ‘many nows’, if such
an expression can be used,*” does not constitute an interval of time.**® We can-
not accurately speak of ‘many nows’, of a multitude of vbv, as this would require
the ‘nows’ to have a duration that would either place them in the past (which
does not exist any more) or in the future (which does not exist yet), nullifying

¥4 1bid. 217b 29: néTEpOV TAV SVt EoTiv §| AV pi| dviev, sita Tig | ghoig adtod. “First, is time among the
things which exist or not? Then, what is its nature?”” (Transl. Shields: Aristotle, p. 207). The Aristotelian

“aporias” on time are analysed in Conen: Die Zeittheorie des Aristoteles, pp. 17-21.

%5 Ibid. 217b 32-34: 611 pgv odv { Bhwg ovk EoTv §j HOMG Kol Apvdpdc, £k TAVSE TIC By Vmomtedoeiey — “The

following considerations might incline one to suspect that time does not exist, or that it exists faintly and ob-
scurely”. (Transl. Shields: Aristotle, p. 207).

%% |bid. 217b 33-218a 3: o piv yip adTod yéyove Kol 0K EoTtv, TO 88 péAAer kai odmo EoTiv. £k 8& TovTOV Kai

6 dmepog kol 6 del AapPavopevog xpovog coykertal. 10 & &k Ui viov cuykeinevoy addvotov dv etvar S6Eete
petéyewv ovoiog — “Part of time has been and is not, while another is going to be and is not yet. But time re-
garded either as infinite or in terms of any segment selected is composed of these. Yet it would seem impossi-
ble for something composed of what is not to have any share of being”. (Transl. Shields: Aristotle, p. 207-8).
*7 Aristotle uses it: in @voird, 231b 9-10 (oTiypdv 8 dei T peTadd ypapuun, Kol v viv xpdvoc), he notes
that between two points there is a line, as between two ‘nows’ there is time. (See also Pekka Leiss: Die
aristotelische Lehre von der Zeit, p. 145: “Wie bereits erwihnt, ist das Jetzt fiir Aristoteles nicht ausschlieflich
der gegenwirtige Zeitpunkt, der dem mathematischen Punkt strukturell und funktionell entspricht.”) However,
the notion of two or more ‘nows’ is problematic and slightly abusing, as for a ‘now’ to really be a ‘now’, a
point that manifests the present time in an absolute and explicit way, it must be dimensionless. A calculable
‘now’ would imply a ‘motion in respect to the before and after’, a dimension in time, and as such would not
really be a ‘now’. This constraints the dimensionless “now” in being each time unique, and as far as it literally
is a ‘now’, one in number.

8 Pooukd, 218a 3-8: TpOC & TOHTOIC TOVTOC LEPIGTOD, &vaep T, Gvérykn, Gte EoTy, fitot mévta T pépn eivon |
Eviar 70D 08 Ypovov Ta uEv yéyove To. 0¢ uéAlel, éoti &’ 0, Gvtog HEPLETOD. TO 8€ VOV 00 HEPOG: HETPET TE YOp
TO HEPOG, Kol ouykeloBat Oel TO AoV €K T@V Lep@V- O 8¢ ypOVOG 0V dokel cuykeichot €k T@V viv. —“Moreover,
if something has parts, then whenever it is, so too must its parts be, presumably all of them or at least some of
them. Yet time has parts, and some have been and others are going to be, but none is. For the now is not a part,
for the part is a measure of the whole, which must be composed of parts; and time does not seem to be com-
posed of nows”. (Transl. Shields: Aristotle, p. 208). However, exactly as the “sum of many ‘nows’” does not
constitute time, so can there be no existence of time without the “now”. See also Marquardt: Die Einheit der
Zeit bei Aristoteles, pp. 41-43. A synopsis of the ‘aporias’ is articulated by Edward Hussey (Ed.): Aristoteles:
Aristotle's physics. Books Il and 1V. Oxford: Clarendon Press 1983, p. 138: “(1) (217b33-218a3) and (2)
(218a3-8) present the same idea in different forms and may be taken together. (1) claims that time is made up
of past time and future time, neither of which exists; (2) fills the gap by claiming that there can be no present
part of time: whatever the present is, it is not a part of time”.
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the nature of now as a dimensionless present, without any duration at all. Di-
mensionless, because any understanding of the vbv as having duration would
place it either in the future or in the past, in the ‘before’ or in the ‘after’ thereby
forming an interval in time, while the viv is precisely the boundary between
them. Any perception of it as having a duration would presuppose a transition
from the ‘before’ to the ‘after’, from past to future. It is exactly the dimension-
less nature of vdv, of the present, that constitutes it as an existing reality, as it has
neither passed to the past nor is it not existing yet, but is now, exists now. How-
ever, this existence of it does not realize time as a whole by including it in the
existing realities, as the viv cannot be considered as one of time’s parts.399

Avristotle wonders about the dimensionless present, about the vov, if it
always remains the same or if is differentiated each time. He notes the difficulty
of this question precisely because it requires to conceive a ‘multitude of nows’,
as if the ‘presents’ were more than one, namely this specific and particular one
that denotes the present now, without turning into past or future. Both possibili-
ties, that the vov is different each time or that it is one and the same each time,
arrive at a dead end, while the philosopher highlights the nature of vdv as a
boundary (between past and future) and not as a unit: that is, as a dimensionless
present.*®

9 See also: Hartmut Kuhlmann: “’Jetzt*? Zur Konzeption des v in der Zeitabhandlung des Aristoteles (Phy-
sik 1V 10-14)*, in Enno Rudolph (ed.): Zeit, Bewegung, Handlung. Studien zur Zeitabhandlung des Aristoteles,
pp. 63-96. In p. 95, he notes: ,,Das viv dndert in seiner scheinbaren ,,Jetzt*-Funktion als &pog von Vergangen-
heit und Zukunft seinen Charakter als operative Phasenbegrenzung nicht. Vergangenheit, Zukunft und Gegen-
wart —sofern sie tiberhaupt thematisiert werden- erscheinen ausschlieBlich als Prazisionen der relationalen
npodtepov-Hotepov-Struktur der Zeit als apBpog kwvnoews.“ See also “Kapitel III: Das Jetzt” in Conen: Die
Zeittheorie des Aristoteles, pp. 62-116, and Niko Strobach: ,Jetzt — Stationen einer Geschichte* in Thomas
Miiller (ed.): Philosophie der Zeit: neue analytische Ansdtze. Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann 2007, pp. 50-54
(i.e. the chapter ,,Aristoteles: zum Jetzt und zu Zeitpunkten®). This seems to be the standard understanding of
these passages. For an overview of Heidegger’s similar account of the Aristotelian ‘now’, see Roger McLure:
The Philosophy of Time: Time Before Times. London: Routledge 2005, pp. 182-189. Apart from that, cf. Klaus
Mainzer: Zeit: von der Urzeit zur Computerzeit. Miinchen: Beck 1996, pp. 22-23: ,,Die Zeit, so sagt [Aristote-
les], hingt im Jetzt stetig zusammen. Der Zeit kommt aber kein eigenes Dasein zu. Wirklich sind nur die Be-
wegungen der Natur. Das Jetzt eines Augenblicks ist ein Schnitt im Kontinuum der Bewegung. Da man poten-
tiell unbegrenzt viele Schnitte im Kontinuum vornehmen kann, ergeben sich abzdhlbar viele Augenblicke,
ohne das Kontinuum je ausschopfen zu konnen®. This book by Mainzer is noteworthy, as it compares the time
theories of the philosophical tradition with the insights on temporality provided to use by modern physics,
Quantum mechanics, biology etc. A similarly interesting contribution can be found in Christopher Ray’s Time,
Space and Philosophy. London: Routledge 1991. A more philosophical account can be found in Herbert
Horz’s: Philosophie der Zeit: Zeitverstindnis in Geschichte und Gegenwart. Berlin: Deutscher Verlag der
Wissinschaften 1989.

4 pyoixd, 218a 8-30: “Further, regarding the now: it seems to divide the past and future and yet it is difficult
to see whether it (i) remains always one and the same, or (ii) is on one occasion one thing and on another occa-
sion something else. For (ii) if we have different nows on different occasions, and one part of time is never
simultaneous with another (unless one includes one time surrounding another which is surrounded, as a shorter
time is surrounded by a longer), and if what is not now though previously was must have perished at some
point, then the nows will not be simultaneous with one another and it will always be the case that the previous
nows have perished. Yet the prior now could not have perished in its own instant, since it was then; nor could a
previous now perish in a later now. Let it further be agreed that nows cannot be next to one another, just as one
point cannot be next to another point. If, then, a previous now has not perished in the next now but in some
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All of this makes the assertion that time exists a very difficult assertion
to make, if not an impossible one. Aristotle does not theorize further on the ex-
istence or non-existence of time, does not revise or repeat his assessment that
time “either does not exist at all or barely exists”.*”* We could say that for Aris-
totle, time is the measurement of an existing reality, i.e. motion, and therefore as
real as the reality that it measures — albeit not having an existence of its own.**
It counts,”® it measures something real, something existing, but it is not real in
itself, in the full sense of the word.

However, as we have stated, it is not time that counts and measures mo-
tion: the subject, the observer, is the one who counts, numbers and measures the
continuous motion and transition from the ‘before’ to the ‘after’ as time.

For Aristotle, time and the subject that measures it, the consciousness
that ascertains its passing, that experiences motion as a transition and numbers it,
are clearly connected: “For it is when we are aware of the measuring of motion
by a prior and posterior limit that we may say time has passed”.”** Not just when
there is a motion with respect to the before and after, but when the subject real-
izes this transition: “when we are aware”. This perception, this awareness in-
cludes what we would term today subconscious or unconscious awareness (but
in any case, awareness): even if one does not see or feel, writes Aristotle, but the
motion takes place “in his soul”, then time is numbered and measured.*®

For Aristotle, time and the subject that measures it, the consciousness
that ascertains its passing, are clearly connected: he does not articulate a defini-
tive formulation or clarification on the matter of time that is independent of the
observer. However, we must not conclude that the existence of time, the measur-

later now, it will be simultaneous with those nows in between, which are infinite in number; but that is impos-
sible. Yet (i) nor can the now remain always the same. For it is not the case that there is just one limit for what-
ever is divided and finite, whether it is continuous in one dimension or more than one. But the now is a limit,
and one can grasp the notion of a limited segment of time. Further, if being simultaneous in time means being
neither before nor after, but rather being in one and the same now, and earlier and later things are in some one
now [since all nows are the same], then what happened ten thousand years ago is simultaneous with what is
happening today and nothing is ever before or after anything else”. (Transl. Shields: Aristotle, p. 208-9). It
would be outside the limits of the present study to analyse the reception of the Aristotelian viv as nunc stans in

the western European Middle Ages.

0L |bid. 217b 32-33: #} g ovk EoTiv fj pOMG Kai ApvSp@S.

402 See also Jiirgen Sarnowsky: Die aristotelisch-scholastische Theorie der Bewegung. Studien zum Kommentar
Alberts von Sachsen zur Physik des Aristoteles. Miinster: Aschendorff 1989, p. 235: ,,Die Existenz der Zeit
folgt aber auf jeden Fall aus der auch subjektiv erfahrbaren Existens des presens, und ihre Realitét folgt —
obwohl sie als numerus nur in der Seele existieren kann— aus der Realitét der Bewegung.*

“% |.e. it is the soul that counts, as Avristotle notes.

4 pogid, 219 23-25: koi tOTE QoS YEYOVEVAL YPOVOV, BTOV TOD TPOTEPOL Kod DOTEPOL &V Tf| Kiviosl
aicOnow AaPwpev.

4% |bid. 219a 4-6: Kkai yap av ) oxOTOC Kai PMdEV S1dt T0D GHRATOC ThGYMUEY, KivNole 8¢ TIC &V TH Woxd] &Vil,
£00VG Gpa dokel Tig yeyovévan kai ypovog. — “If it were dark and we were conscious of no bodily sensations,
but something were ‘going on’ in our minds, we should, from that very experience, recognize the passage of
time”.
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ing or time — the measuring of motion, is subjective in a sense that could be mis-
interpreted as meaning unreal or solipsistic. Aristotle’s perspective, thought and
writings do not form a basis for such an understanding of it.*®

The following judgement by Aristotle is crucial for its comparison with
Maximus’ understanding of time, as Maximus differs greatly: Aristotle makes
clear that if we perceive and experience vdv simply as present and as one, with-
out any conception of motion or transition with respect to the before and after,
then we cannot speak of neither time nor movement.*”’ Aristotle excludes the
possibility of experiencing time as a dimensionless present, he thinks of it as
merely a mistake that shows that there is no motion or time. Even if man, the
subject, is the one who measures and numbers motion as time, man is wholly
subject to the sequence of the ‘before’ and ‘after’ and to the corresponding mo-
tion: if the perception of said sequence, transition and motion ceases, this can
only indicate the absence of motion — and, as a result, the absence of time. The
very perception of viv on behalf of the subject turns vbv into past, as it follows
vov in time, making it essentially inexperienceable. By trying to reach out and
grasp the vbv, we are already in the future-‘after’ while vbv has hidden in the
past-‘before’. Maximus the Confessor’s perspective on the subject of time and
viv differs greatly from that of Aristotle, as we will see.

111.1.4. Time and Corruption

Having just examined what it means for someone or something to be ‘in
time’,®® Aristotle remarks (or, to be more precise, consents to the general asser-
tion) that time is directly related to ‘@Bopd’, that is decay, corruption of life and
the path to inexistence; that time is the cause of corruption, and as such that time
measures corruption. “Everything grows old under the power of time and is for-

%% On the relation between the measuring subject and the measuring of the motion as time, see the chapter
“Time and the Soul” in Coope: Time for Aristotle, pp. 159-172.

7 Booikd, 219a 30-33: Stav pév odv dg v 1o ViV aicBavdueda, kai pi frot Gg mpdTepov Koi HoTepov &V Tij
KWAGEL | ®G TO 0OTO HEV TPOTEPOL 3¢ KOl VOTEPOL TVAG, 0V GOKET XPOVOG YEYOVEVOL OVIEIG, BTL 0VOE KivNOIG.
dtav 8¢ 0 mpoTEPOV KOl TO Votepov, TOTE Aéyopey ypovov — “Accordingly, when we perceive a ,now* in isola-
tion, that is to say not as one of two, an initial and a final one in the motion, nor yet as being a final ,now* of
one period and at the same time the initial ‘now’ of a succeeding period, then no time seems to have elapsed,
for neither has there been any corresponding motion. But when we perceive a distinct before and after, then we
speak of time”.

“% |bid. 221a 26-30: énel & éotiv g &v apOUP TO v Xpdve, Anedicetai Tic TAsioY ¥PEVOS TOVTOS TOD &V
YOV Evrog' S10 avéykm mavia o év xpove Svia meptéyecdon HId xpdvov, Gomep kai TAL G0 Ev Tvi 0TV,
olov té &v tome Hmd Tod Tomov — “And since what exists in time exists in it as number (that is to say, as count-
able), you can take a time longer than anything that exists in time. So we must add that for things to exist in
time they must be embraced by time, just as with other cases of being ‘in’ something; for instance, things that
are in places are embraced by place”.
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gotten through the lapse of time [...] Time is the cause of corruption”.*”® Every
transition from the ‘before’ to the ‘after’, every present that passes into inexist-
ence by becoming past, measures our corruption, the decay of our lives, old age
and our march towards death and nothingness. Time consumes everything, and
the truth of that matter is revealed, Aristotle remarks, in the fact that no one ever
claims the opposite, i.e. that time makes persons or objects younger or more
beautiful. Our course in time is, for Aristotle, a path towards nothingness and, in
the case of mortal human beings, death; a course that is measured through old
age, corruption and oblivion.

A path to nothingness, because for Aristotle everything that has a begin-
ning (like human beings and lives) has inevitably an end, a finite duration. Time
measures the increasing approach of this end, and it measures it as corruption.
The only alternative is the eternal existence without beginning and end; if there
is a starting point in one’s existence, there is no way in which this existence may
have no end.*® However, eternal existences are not only excluded from decay,
corruption and old age. As a consequence of the above, Aristotle expels and ex-
cludes eternal existences from time and temporality, he does not only exclude
the ones that never existed. Everything that exists eternally, and due to the fact
that it exists eternally, does not reside in time, is outside of any temporality.**!
With the reversal of this position by Maximus through the implementation of his
conception of the Aeon (aicdv), the Confessor introduces a fruitful objection, as
we will examine.

The interdependence of the existence (or the measuring) of time by the
subject and of the subject’s corruption by time constitutes an interesting nexus
that naturally occurs from Aristotle’s thought, which is particularly tragic in na-
ture. The subject measures motion as time, and thus in a sense gives time its ex-

9 |bid. 221a 30-221b 3: koi mhoyst 81 T V1O TOD YPOVOV, KaBGmEp Kai Aéyswv eldBapev bTl KaToTHKEL O

APOVOC, kol YNpaokel Thvh’ VIO Tod YPGVoV, Kol EmAavOdveTar S0 TOV xpovov, GAL’ 00 pepddnkev, ovdE véov
yéyovev 00d¢ KooV eBopdg Yap aitiog ko’ 0wtV paAlov O xpovog AplOpog Yap Kivioeme, 1 8¢ kivnolg
£&iomow 10 vmapyov — “And it will follow that they are in some respect affected by time, just as we are wont
to say that time crumbles things, and that everything grows old under the power of time and is forgotten
through the lapse of time. But we do not say that we have learnt, or that anything is made new or beautiful, by
the mere lapse of time; for we regard time in itself as destroying rather than producing, for what is counted in
time is movement, and movement dislodges whatever it affects from its present state”.

10 Coope: Time for Aristotle, p. 154, fn. 26: “Aristotle’s discussion of being in time assumes that anything that
exists must either have a finite duration or last forever without beginning or end. He is assuming, then, that it is
impossible for anything to have come to be but never cease to be, or conversely, to cease to be without ever
having come to be”.

M Pyoud, 221b 3-8: dGote pavepdy STL TdL del Svia, T del Gvia, ovk EoTv Ev xpove: 0D Yp TEPIEXETAL VIO
¥pOVOV, 0D3E peTpeital TO elvol odT@dV Vitd 0D ¥pévov: onueiov 58 ToVTOL 8Tl 0VSE TAGKEL OVSEV VIO TOD
xpOVoL &G oK Gvta &v ypdve - “From all this it is clear that things which exist eternally, as such, are not in
time; for they are not embraced by time, nor is their duration measured by time. This is indicated by their not
suffering anything under the action of time as though they were within its scope”. See also Coope: Time for
Aristotle, pp. 143-145, 150-153.
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istence; however, the subject being in time, measured time relentlessly measures
the decay and corruption of the measuring subject, which is subjugated to time,
and ultimately its inevitable path to nothingness and inexistence.**?

Of course, Aristotle’s theory of time is a much broader subject, with a
vast philological and philosophical literature, compared to the present brief
presentation thereof. We have attempted to summarize and underline the main
points that will prove useful in our examination of Maximus the Confessor’s
approach to the subject of time and temporality. However, we must also acquire
a brief overview of Plato’s concept of Aeon as it appears in Timaeus.

111.1.5.The Aeon in Plato’s Timaeus: Time as a “Moving Image of Eternity”

As we mentioned earlier, our main point of reference in our study of
Maximus’ notion of temporality will be Aristotle’s theory of time. However, we
deem it necessary to mention Plato’s concept of Aeon as it appears in his dia-
logue Timaeus as well*** (and especially Tim. 37d), yet without embarking on
the exposition of further details concerning Platonic ontology and cosmology. It
is highly probable that Maximus had this concept of Aeon in mind when forming
his own definition, but his modifications and overall context result in a substan-
tially different approach, as is to be expected, given their radically different on-
tologies and cosmologies. A similarity in certain formulations or an influence in
their articulation does not necessarily entail a substantial similarity in philosoph-
ical and ontological content.

Plato’s theory of time has been extensively studied** and as such we
will not fare beyond the examination of the passage in Timaeus concerning the

2 Coope writes that Aristotle sees the relation between time and corruption as causal, i.e. that time is the cause
of corruption (chapter “Time as a cause” in Coope: Time for Aristotle, pp. 154-158): ®dvaixd, 221b: ¢Bopdg
yap aitiog kab’ gavtov paikov 6 xpovog. However, we will prefer to also state that time measures corruption,
or even that the numbering of time discloses existence as a gradual corruption, for the purposes of contrasting
it with Maximus the Confessor’s perspective. For it is the motion that primarily causes decay, that “dislodges
whatever it affects from its present state” (Pvoixd, 221b: 1| 8¢ kivnoig é&iotnow 10 vrapyov), and it is time that
is the numbering of this motion that ultimately causes decay (lbid.: apiBuodg yap kwvrioemcg). As such, time is
both the cause of corruption and the numbering of the motion that causes the changes that result in corruption:
apart from causing decay, time measures decay as well.

*3 Here we would like to once more remind the reader of the fact that today’s sharp distinction between Plato
and Aristotle was not present in Maximus’ time. Maximus the Confessor, as one would expect from a
philosopher in late antiquity, seems to regard Aristotle’s theory, language and terminology as refinements of a
fundamentally Platonic understanding of time and eternity. However, this does not mean that his approach is,
in the end, more Platonic than Aristotelian: Maximus’ own theory, language and terminology gives witness to
that.

4% As a minimum example of the rich bibliography, see Ernst A. Schmidt: Platons Zeittheorie: Kosmos, Seele,
Zahl und Ewigkeit im ,, Timaios . Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann 2012; ,,Platon iiber Zeit als Abbild der
Ewigkeit“ in Walter Mesch: Reflektierte Gegenwart: eine Studie iiber Zeit und Ewigkeit bei Platon, Aristoteles,
Plotin und Augustinus. Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann 2003, pp. 133-194; ,,Platons Zeitlehre im Timaios®, in
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Aeon. In discussing the creation of the universe by the Demiurge -“the father”-
and the temporality of eternity, the following is remarked in Plato’s text:
Now so it was that the nature of the ideal was eternal. But to bestow this attrib-
ute altogether upon a created thing was impossible; so he bethought him to
make a moving image of eternity [ai®v], and while he was ordering the uni-
verse he made of eternity that abides in unity an eternal image moving accord-
ing to number, even that which we have named time.*"

In Plato’s cosmology, eternity and eternal life cannot be the mode of temporality
of created beings (yevvntd). So God, the Demiurge,**® devised another mode of
temporality besides the already existing Aeon: a moving image of the Aeon, an
eternal image moving according to number, which we have named time. That is
to mean that time, as it is perceived by us humans, is merely an image, an icon
and reflection, of an eternal temporality that is not ‘moving’, that is not charac-
terized by motion.*” Eternity, the Aeon, is motionless; time is in accordance
with the motion, and as such it is merely an image of its eternal condition. The
need for (the creation of) time appears due to the emergence of motion and is
actualized at the emergence of motion, not being able to be identified with the
Aeon, but still iconizing the Aeon, constituting “a moving image” thereof. The
relationship between time and Aeon is one pertaining at the same time to motion
and the iconizing function (gik®v).

It is interesting to note that the word aiwv did not explicitly mean ‘eter-
nity’ before Plato. Its primary meanings were lifetime, life, a long time, age,
generation etc.;*"® aidvioc was not synonymous with itdioc. Here, Plato defines

the Aeon not as prolonged time or even as time without ending, but introduces a

Gernot Bohme: Zeit und Zahl: Studien zur Zeittheorie bei Platon, Aristoteles, Leibniz und Kant. Frankfurt am
Main: Klostermann 1974, pp. 17-158; Barbara Sattler: The emergence of the concept of motion: Aristotle’s
notion of kinesis as a reaction to Zeno'’s paradoxes and Plato’s Timaeus. Berlin 2006, pp. 56-84; Alfred E.
Taylor: A commentary on Plato’s Timaeus. Oxford: Clarendon Press 1928, pp. 186-187; Francis Macdonald
Cornford: Plato’s cosmology: the “Timaeus” of Plato translated with a running commentary. London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul 1956, pp. 97-104 et al.

5 Translation: R. D. Archer-Hind (ed.): The Timaeus of Plato. With introduction and notes. Salem, New
Hampshire: Ayer 1988, pp. 119-121. The Greek original: 1 pév obv tod {dov @doig ETyyavey odcu aidviog,
Kol TODTO P&V 81 T® YEVWIT® MOVTEADS TPOGATTEY OVK 1V SUVOTOV: ik & £mevoel KIvnTov TIvaL oidvog
Totoot, Kol JloKoou®V Gua ovpavov motel pévovtog aidvog v €vi kat’ apldpov iodoav aidviov eikova,
T00TOV OV 81 YPOVOV OVOUAKOLEY.

8 The reader should be aware that we are here using the word ‘God’ in the Platonic context of the Creator-
God i.e. the Demiurge, not in the Christian context, and it is used without further elucidations in order to
preserve the briefness of our summary.

47 Cf. Alfred E. Taylor: 4 commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, p. 187: “Time, which is measured duration, may
be said to be, in virtue of its character as measurable, an image of eternity. It is to eternity as the series of
integers (the apBpotl) are, on the Pythagorean theory of number, to the unit or number 1.

418 See Barbara Sattler: The emergence of the concept of motion: Aristotle’s notion of kinesis as a reaction to
Zeno’s paradoxes and Plato’s Timaeus, p. 64, were more sources on these multiple meanings are cited.
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mode of temporality beyond duration, of which normal temporality, time, is but
an ‘image’, an incomplete reflection in motion.**

The importance of this Platonic concept of aiov for Maximus’ own dis-
tinct ontology and cosmology will be apparent as soon as we arrive at the analy-
sis of the Confessor’s ‘double’ and interconnected definition of Aeon and time
and the role of motion in it; there is an interesting similarity of specific formula-
tions in the context of two irreconcilably different ontologies and cosmologies,
meaning that the semantic content of similar terms is different as well.

“As Wolfgang Scheffel remarks, an eternity without any kind of temporality, an eternity deprived of
temporality, is conceivable in the context of Plato’s Timaeus: “Der vorkosmische Zustand einer chaotischen
Chora umschreibt eine Art Ewigkeit, in der es kein Frither und Spéter gab, da irregulére richtunglose Bewe-
gungen keine Zeit definieren konnen: Zeit ist immer mef3bare Zeit. Wenn es aber keine meflbaren Bewegungen
gibt, die sich kontinuierlich wiederholen, gibt es auch keine Zeit” (Wolfgang Scheffel: Aspekte der platoni-
schen Kosmologie: Untersuchungen zum Dialog ,, Timaios “. Leiden: Brill 1976, p. 141). Cf. Ibid. p. 41: “Da
aber die Zeit ein ‘ewiges Bild’ ist, so mufl man hier einen modifizierten Begriff von ewig (aidviog) annehmen,
wihrend @iSto¢ auf den absoluten Aion zugewandt ist. [...] Wihrend 6iStog also im strengen Sinn ‘ewig’ heifit,
beschreibt das Pradikat aidviog eine Partizipation am aimv im Sinne eines Bildes der Ewigkeit”. The reader is
asked to keep these remarks in mind when we will approach Maximus’ understanding of &i16tng.
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111.2. Maximus’ Philosophy of Motion
111.2.1. Origination — Motion — Fixity

The theory of motion is very prominent in Maximus the Confessor’s
thought.”®® Following Avristotle,*”* Maximus interprets existence as a perpetual
becoming (yiyvesbat), an aggregate of continuous changes that are recapitulated
in the word ‘motion’ (kivnoig). Following Aristotle, Maximus discerns several
different type of motion: locomotion (popd, petdotooig €k tOmoL &ig TOMOV),
change and alteration (éAloimotc), corruption/decay (@bopd), origination (yé-
veolg), return (émotpoeny), change into something else (étepoimoig); growth,
increase (adénoig), decrease (pBiocic); spiral movement (ikoedng), cyclical
movement (kvicn),*?? etc. — in short, every conceivable type of change or
movement.

For Maximus’ philosophy of motion,*? to exist is to be in motion: “ac-
cording to Maximus, the created character of things entails their being in mo-
tion”.*** Everything in creation is in motion,*”® nothing can be described as mo-

% On various aspects of Maximus’ theory of motion, see T. Tollefsen’s paper “Causality and Movement in St.
Maximus’ Ambiguum 7” (in Jane Baun, Averil Cameron, Mark Edwards & Markus Vinzent (eds): Papers
presented at the fifteenth International Conference on Patristic Studies held in Oxford 2007 — From the Fifth
Century: Greek Writers, Latin Writers, Nachleben (Studia Patristica 48). Leuven: Peeters Publishers 2010, pp.
85-93) and Vladimir Cvetkovic’s “St Maximus on I[T1d6og and Kivnoig in Ambiguum 77 (Ibid. pp. 95-104).

421 \We must once again remark here that Maximus does not see himself as a commentator of Aristotle or Plato
or anything similar: Maximus does not write about the Aristotelian philosophical language, but his writings
echo this language — without necessarily repeating its original contents. Betsakos, in his comparative study of
Aristotle and Maximus, writes that Maximus is integrated into the Aristotelian tradition of thought (into the
Aristotelian philosophical language) in the way that native speakers are integrated into their mother tongue:
they appropriate it, without it belonging to them; they are speaking it, not about it; they use it to articulate
formulations concerning truth, but truth always remains beyond language; they use language as a means for
their expression, not as an agent imposing limitations in content. Maximus uses the Aristotelian language in
order to denote a truth other than that of Aristotle’s (cf. Betsakos: Xzdoig Aeixiviyrog, pp. 261f.). As we have
remarked previously, we cannot know for certain if Maximus has studied the writings of Aristotle and the
ancient Greek philosophers in their original form or if his thorough familiarization with them is a result of the
study of florilegia and, generally, channels of transmission of the ancient Greek thought incorporated into
Christian education.

42 E q. Sydha eic 1o Hepi Osiwv Ovoudrwv, CD4.1 257A-D, 381B-D.

428 The phrase is Sherwood’s: The Ascetic Life, p. 49.

42 |_oudovikos, p. 165.

“5 Note Hans Urs von Balthasar’s remarks: “Maximus took up Gregory of Nyssa’s axiom that finite being is
essentially characterized by spatial intervals (siéotpa) and, therefore, by motion” (Cosmic Liturgy, p. 138). —
“Time and space are, for Maximus and Gregory of Nyssa, the expression of finitude itself; they are pure limita-
tion. Space is not fundamentally a physical or astronomical reality but an ontological category: ‘the limitation
of the world through itself”” (p. 139). — “The ontology of created being is a study of motion. More precisely, it
is the study of the relationship between rest and motion, whose balance is what defines the essence of finite
being” (p. 154). We must here remark that, while Maximus draws from diverse sources in order to achieve his
unique synthesis and considers himself a natural continuator of the patristic tradition, Gregory of Nyssa must
have been a particularly strong influence on his thought, especially on matters concerning motion and time.
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tionless, beyond movement, change and alteration: “nothing that has come into
being is motionless, not even something inanimate and tangible”.**® For Maxi-
mus, this motion “does not have to do with the mutability or change or corrup-
tion of things, but is an ontological property belonging to them”.**” This motion
is not opposing the true nature of things, it is not to be interpreted as a ‘conse-
quence of the Fall’, as the ecclesial language would formulate it. The source and
cause of this motion resides beyond createdness: “[God is] the principle of the
becoming of things that move, the author of their existence”.*”® “Everything that
comes from God and is subsequent to him undergoes motion, inasmuch as these
things are not in themselves motion or power. So they do not move in opposition
[to their nature], as it has been said, but through the Adyog creatively placed

within them by the cause which framed the universe”.*®

Motion, an ontological property of beings, is a result of relation. “All
beings are absolutely stable and motionless according to the Adyog by which
they were given subsistence and by which they exist”.** However, it is from the
beings’ relation to one another that their motion emerges — which, in turn, signi-
fies the presence of God’s dispensation (oikovopia) for the universe: “by virtue
of the Adyog of what is contemplated around them, they [the beings] are all in
motion and unstable, and it is on this level that God’s dispensation of the uni-

Maximus’ explicit and implicit use of the notion of spatial, temporal and generally ontological distance (dido-
ua, often translated as interval or extension), which among other things is a key difference between creation
(which possesses it and which is defined by it) and the uncreated (where there is no distance), is based on
Gregory of Nyssa’s conception thereof. And it is on this notion that a great number of interconnected
Maximian concepts depend, as we will see in the next chapters. While there are a number of paradoxical
phrases concerning motion prior to Maximus’ 6tdoig detkivntog (such as Proclus’ kivnog dxivrog: cf. Ste-
phen E.Gersh: Kivyoig Axivyrog — A Study of Spiritual Motion in the Philosophy of Proclus. Leiden: Brill
1973), it is also on this matter that Gregory’s influence (whom Maximus had certainly read) must have been
most decisive. For Gregory of Nyssa’s eschatological identification of eternal movement with fixity (“This is
the most marvelous thing of all: how the same thing is both a standing still [ctdo1g] and a moving [kivnoic]”),
which must have served as a predecessor and influence for Maximus’ ‘ever-moving repose’, see Paul M.
Blower’s article “Maximus the Confessor, Gregory of Nyssa, and the Concept of ‘Perpetual Progress’ (in:
Vigiliae Christianae 46 (1992), pp. 151-171), pp. 157-165, where this is demonstrated. On Gregory of Nyssa’s
thought on distance, time and the Aeon, see also Paul Plass’ “Transcendent Time and Eternity in Gregory of
Nyssa” (in: Vigiliae Christianae 34 (1980), pp. 180-192) and his “Transcendent Time in Maximus the Confes-
sor” (in: The Thomist 44:2 (1980), pp. 259-277), as well as David Bradshaw’s “Time and Eternity in the Greek
Fathers” (in: The Thomist 70 (2006), pp. 311-366), pp. 335-342. See also Paul Plass’ account of the Maximian
otdoig dewivnrog in his ““Moving Rest’ in Maximus the Confessor”, in: Classica et Mediaevalia 35 (1984):
177-190. It would be outside the scope of our study to provide an exhaustive comparison of Gregory and Max-
imus on distance, motion, time and the Aeon, but we must nevertheless note that Gregory’s influence on Max-
imus on these matters is much, much more discernible in comparison to that of other Church Fathers prior to
the Confessor.

4% ITepi drapdpwv dropidv, PG 91 1072 B: oddsv yip tdV yevouévav éoti [...] dxivnrov, odd' avtdv tdv
Ayvyov Kol aicOnTtdv.

27 |_oudovikos, p. 166.

42 ITepi Srapbpwv dmopidyv, PG 91 1217C. Transl. Theokritoff, p. 166.

28 Zitnec pera Iippov, PG 91 352AB. Transl. Theokritoff, p. 165.

0 ITepi Srapépov dmopiiv, PG 91 1217 AB: Kai amhdc iva cuveldv sino, mavio w0 Svia ko Ov piv
VEoTNOaV TE Kol £i6l AOyoV, 6TAoLd e TavTteh®ds glot kai dxivnta (transl. Constas, DOML 28, p. 367).
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verse wisely unfolds and is played out to the end”.*** The relationality of beings
is a prerequisite for the emergence of motion, this most fundamental ontological
property of theirs: without this relationality, they are “stable” and “motionless”,
they do not participate in being. Motion is the signifier of a being’s existence,
and this signifier emerges in the beings’ relationship to other beings, to “the A6-
yog of what is contemplated around them”, as has been actively willed by God.
As we have examined, the very notion of Adyoc contains this relationality.

Maximus reverses the order of the Origenist triad of fixity — motion —
generation (otdoig — kivnoig — yéveoig) into origination — motion — fixity (yéve-
61 — Kivnolg — otdoig), which he sees as the “uniquely possible order”.** The
Confessor explains this by stating that “movement is naturally preceded by be-
coming, and movement is naturally prior to fixity; hence it is clear that becom-
ing and fixity cannot possibly exist at the same time, because between them
there is the middle term of motion which naturally keeps them apart”.*** Accord-
ing to this substantial revision, which changes the Origenist triad completely, (a)
birth and origination also mean the setting-in-motion, the beginning of motion,
(b) the whole of existence and life, as well as each particular existence, is char-
acterized by motion from the moment it exists up to its definitive end, and (c)
everything moves towards an end, the motion of everything aspires towards its
end and repose. We must here note that the Greek word té\og denotes both the
temporal end and the causal end, the purpose and consummation — while apymn
can mean both temporal beginning and source as well as origin and cause.**
(With this semantic frame, God cannot but be described as both the cause, the
purpose, the beginning, the end and the middle ground of all). Motion is an onto-
logical property that “applies to all created beings without exception and not on-

ly to rational beings”.**®

4 1bid.: T 8¢ tdv mepi avtd Bsopovpivev Adyo, kob Bv 1 10D Tavtdg T0HToV Gopdg oikovopia cuVECTNKE

e Kol de€hyetan, mhvta kveiton dnhovott kol dotarel (transl. Constas, DOML 28, p. 367).

432 See Sherwood: The Ascetic Life, p. 47ff, where this particular subject is treated. However, Sherwood has
erroneously cited the Origenist triad as having the following order: generation — fixity — motion (yéveoiwg —
otdo1g — kivnomng), something which also seems to be the case in Andrew Louth’s treatment of the subject in
Maximus the Confessor, p. 64. Andrew Louth has recently pointed out to me that the Origenist position is an
explanation of yéveoig, according to which the doywoi originally existed eternally in a state of rest (ctdowg) —
their ‘beginning’ is not to be traced in their becoming, but in them being at contemplative rest. In moving from
this state of rest (i.e. in proceeding from ctdoig to kivnoiwg) and initiating the realm of becoming, which they
came to occupy, they initiate yéveows. As such, the correct Origenist triad is fixity — motion — generation
(otdotg — kivnoig — yéveoig), the order of which is reversed by Maximus.

3 [Tepi drapdpev dmopr@v, PG 91 1217D: Ei odv Kivioemg Tposmvosital Katd gOoty 1) yEveoic, KIvioeng 68
UETEMIVOETTOL KATO, QUGLY 1| OTAGIG, YEVEGIG SNAOVOTL Kol GTAGIC £1vVOlL TV Gilor Kot THY Brapéy duixavoy,
GAMA@V aVTAG UOIKAG dteipyovoay Eyovoat kot To pécov v kivnowv. Transl. Theokritoff, p. 185 n. 29.

4 As well as principle, power, authority, element, sovereignty, empire, realm etc., according to the LSJ and
Lampe’s Patristic Lexicon.

#% |oudovikos, p. 165.
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111.2.2. Motion katd @oew, Returning Motion, Motion mapd @dcty

However, motion is not only and always of the aforementioned type.
Motion has two ‘directions’ or ‘tendencies’,436 one “according to nature” (xatd
¢votv) and, secondly, its deviation and failure, i.e. motion “contrary to nature”
(napd eoow).*” Note that the word ‘nature’ is here used with the meaning it
bears in the context of the Aoyor 1@v dvtov: “according to nature” means accord-
ing to the end and purpose (télog) of nature and in God, according to ‘pre-
fallen’ nature, and “contrary to nature” means contrary to this end and purpose,
according to the mode of existence of nature in its ‘fallen’ state.**® Motion “ac-
cording to nature” is motion towards the fuller communion with the uncreated
person of God, the returning motion**® to the Creator and the source of creation:
“for the whole world [the] cause is God, in relation to whom it naturally
moves”.**® Motion has the tendency to “be directed toward the unmoved, uncre-
ated God, who is unmoved in the sense that he is not subject to precisely the pas-
sivity characteristic of creaturehood’s motion, because there is nothing higher
than himself toward which he could move”.**" This returning motion is not de-

4% We are not referring here to the three motions of the soul in IZepi diapépwv dmopidov, PG 91 1112 D-1117
A, but to a distinction of a different type.

43T Cf. Ibid. 1104 A, on the movement towards passions, corruption and death — 1112 AB: “Every human mind
has gone astray and lost its natural motion, so that its motion is determined by passion and sense and things
perceived by the senses, and it cannot be moved anywhere else as its natural motion towards God has
completely atrophied” — 1112 C: “the soul, when it is moved contrary to nature through the means of flesh
towards matter, is clothed in an earthly form, but when, in contrast, it is moved naturally by means of the soul
towards God [...]” (Transl. Louth, p. 96f). Note that these two tendencies/directions of motion correspond to
man’s two wills, his natural will (B§Anpo @uowov) towards motion according to nature and his gnomic will
(66 pa yvopukov) towards motion contrary to nature: "Epya Oeoloyiko kol moleuxd, PG 91 153 A: @éknuo
PUOWKOV €TV, OVGIAOMG TOV KOTA GUGLV CUCTOTIKAV EPECLs. OEANUA YVOMIKOV €0Tv 1) €@’ £KATEPO TOD
Aoytopod adBaipetog Oppn te kai kivnog. Cf. "Epya Ocoloyika kai moleura, PG 91 192 BC.

4% e., “according to nature” means “according to the Adyog of nature”, according to God’s intention for his
creature. See Ilepi diapopav dmopiddv, PG 91 1329 AB: “It is according to these [t he Adyot] that all things are,
and have come to be, and remain always drawing closer to their own predetermined Adyou through natural
motion, and ever more closely approximated to being by their particular kinds and degrees of motion and
inclination of choice. They receive well-being through virtue and through their direct progress toward the
Aoyog according to which they exist; or they receive ill-being through vice and their movement contrary to the
Aoyog by which they exist. To put it concisely, they move in accordance with their possession or privation of
the potential they have naturally to participate in Him who is by nature absolutely imparticipable, and who
offers Himself wholly and simply to all ~worthy and unworthy— by grace through His infinite goodness, and
who endows each with the permanence of eternal being, corresponding to the way that each disposes himself
and is. And for those who participate or do not participate proportionately in Him who, in the truest sense, is
and is well, and is forever, there is an intensification and increase of punishment for those who cannot
participate, and of enjoyment for those who can participate.” (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 149).

4 [Tepi Sropbpov dmopiv, PG 91 1188C: eic avtdv té mhvta émotpépecdan, kobdmep sic oikelov Exacto
népag — “Everything will return to [God], as each to its own goal” (transl. Louth, p. 141). Note that the
Neoplatonic notion of return/conversion (émotpoen) is substantially different to Maximus’ émotpentikn
avagopd: cf. Vladimir Cvetkovic’s “St Maximus on I[146og and Kivnoig in Ambiguum 77, p. 99f..

40 \/on Balthasar: Cosmic Liturgy, p. 138.
“1 | oudovikos, p. 167.
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scribed as an automatically actualized tendency, but as an intense longing for
communion with the Creator, as an &pwg for him that must be affirmed freely
and willingly — an &pwg that constitutes the answer to God’s &pwg for the world,
the answer to God’s call for communion.**? For Maximus, to know God is to be
in communion with God and vice versa; knowledge signifies a personal encoun-
ter, not a transmission of information; knowledge equals participation*** — and
relationship and communion grants and constitutes the knowledge of the Other’s
otherness. This returning motion to God is described as the fullness of hope and
the created beings’ driving force for striving forward.*** Fragmented reality, the
many, are summoned back to the one, and this union with the one, this commun-
ion-in-otherness, this participation in the cause, constitutes the true and primary
knowledge.

The deviation from “motion according to nature” is the tendency of cre-
ated beings to exist for themselves and in themselves, without the communion
with the source of their existence that gives them life and being, without the
communion with the absolute otherness that manifests and actualizes them as
othernesses and hypostases. It is a motion that aspires to actualize non-relation
as a mode of existence, and as such it is a motion towards death. This tendency
of creation and created beings towards individual onticity, non-relation, corrup-

tion, decay and death is a motion “contrary to nature”;*** it does not reflect the

“2 Mooraywyia, Cantarella 11.2-4: tiv éuavtikiiv Snhodv packe tdv Beiov H8oviy dyabdv, Tpdg név Tov
axfpatov Tod Beod kol pakdplov dvakivodoav Epmta — “The delight (ndovn) that discloses the divine bless-
ings moves [the souls] towards the clear and blessed &pwg of God”. Cf. Ilpog Galdoaiov I, CCSG 7, 54.154-
163.

44 This knowledge-through-participation is a standard theme in Maximus’ mentions of a cognitive becoming.
E.Q., ITepi drapdpwv dmopriv, PG 91 1077 B: yvdoewg. .. ndvng kai peteyopévng (“knowledge. .. singular and
subject to participation”). Cf. Loudovikos, p. 176.

4 ITpog Oaldoaiov I, CCSG 7, 49.48-51: épunvedetal ET6Tpoen, 6apde pnvdovsa St Eavtiic TV TAnpéota-
tov g Ociog EAmidog Adyov, oD xmpig 00Saudg 00dEVE KaBoTIoDV TPOG OOV EmcTPogT| YivesOon TEUKEY.

45 As this motion “contrary to nature” is, according to Maximus, a result of man’s Fall, of man’s inability to
exist in communion with his Creator, God’s incarnation —and as such, the renewal of nature through the bridg-
ing of the gap between createdness and the uncreated- has been necessary in order to remedy this and to enable
man’s return to the motion “according to nature”. Cf. ITepi diapdpwv dmopicdv, PG 91 1308 CD: “Since then
[since the Fall] the human person is not moved naturally, as it was fashioned to do, around the unmoved, that is
its own beginning (I mean God), but contrary to nature is voluntarily moved in ignorance around those things
that are beneath it, to which it has been divinely subjected, and since it has abused the natural power of uniting
what is divided, that was given to it at its generation, so as to separate what is united, therefore ‘natures have
been instituted afresh’, and in a paradoxical way beyond nature that which is completely unmoved by nature is
moved immovably around that which by nature is moved, and God becomes a human being, in order to save
lost humanity. Through himself he has, in accordance with nature, united the fragments of the universal nature
of the all, manifesting the universal Loyor that have come forth for the particulars, by which the union of the
divided naturally comes about, and thus he fulfils the great purpose of God the Father, to recapitulate every-
thing both in heaven and earth in himself (Eph. 1:10), in whom everything has been created (Col. 1:16)”
(transl. Louth, p. 156f.). The focal point of this renewal is, of course, corruption: IIpo¢ Galdooiov I, CCSG 7,
42.18-20: “Therefore our Lord and God, rectifying this reciprocal corruption and alteration of our human na-
ture by taking on the whole of our nature” (transl. Blowers p. 119).
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true nature of createdness. In the case of the human person, motion contrary to
nature is manifested through the ‘passions’446 and, eventually, evil.*¥’

To conceive of evil and of the ‘passions’ in such a way is to transfer the-
se concerns from the moral level (the level of ethical behavior or lack thereof) to
the ontological level, the level of the question concerning the existence (and, by
extension, man’s existence) as such. For Maximus, it is not a matter of behavior,
but a matter of motion, a matter of one of the primary ontological properties,
paving the way for an ‘ontological ethics’, not one based on authority or conven-
tion.**® As Nikolaos Loudovikos remarks regarding these two types of motion,

Maximus distinguishes sharply between the “irrational impetus towards non-
being” which he calls “unstable behavior and a terrible disordering of soul and
body” and again “deliberate inclination towards the worse” [Ilepi drapopwv
aropicdv, PG 91 1084 DJ; and on the other hand “positive movement” as a
property of the inner principle of the creature’s nature. The latter is the crea-
ture’s “ascent and restoration” (due precisely to the natural operation and power
of things consequent upon their essential principle) to its “divine goal” [Ilepi
dapopawv dropriv, PG 91 1080 C]. And precisely by reason of the supreme
goal of this movement, “nothing originate has ever halted in its motion, nor has
it attained the lot appointed to it according to the divine purpose” [[lepi diapo-
pwv dropidv, PG 91 1089 A].*°

As a consequence, man’s striving is an ontological one: it is not only to restore
his motion as motion according to nature, but to freely answer God’s call to
himself and to the whole of creation. It is not to be content with the returning
motion of createdness (next to its deviation, motion-as-corruption) but to actual-
ize this return and strive for the repose* (ctdoic) and the ever-moving repose in
God (otéoi dewcivnrog) that is the “ever well being” (dei €0 eivar), the fullness
of the communion with the wholly Other.

48 Kepddaia mepi aydmng, Ceresa-Gastaldo 2.16.1: TIa0og &oti kivnoig yuyiig mapd gvotv. — “Passion is a
movement of the soul contrary to nature”.

47 Cf. Betsakos, pp. 177-186. Kepdiaua mepi dydang, Ceresa-Gastaldo 4.14: OV mepi v ovoiay 1V yeyovod-
TV 10 KoKOV Ogmpeitar, GAAL Tepl TV E6poipévny Kol dAdyiotov kivnow. — “Evil is not to be regarded as in
the substance of creatures but in its mistaken and irrational movement” (transl. Berthold p. 77). According to
Maximus, evil is the result of motion contrary to nature, and more precisely an d\dyiotog kivnoig (I1pog Oa-
Adooiov I, CCSG 7, epist.220-223).

“8 On a discussion concerning this matter in relation to the whole of the patristic era and not exclusively to
Maximus, cf. Yannaras’ The Freedom of Morality.

9 |_oudovikos, p. 166.
0 [Tepi Srapopav amopiidv, PG 91 1069 B: 008V dpa Kivodpevov E6T, GG TOD £0XETOL PAT® TVYOV OPEKTOD.
“Nothing that is in motion has stopped before arriving at its object of desire”.
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111.2.3. The Motion of the Uncreated

Maximus’ uncompromisingly apophatic stance is apparent when he is
treating the subject of God’s motion. According to Maximus, God is both mo-
tionless/immovable,*** moving and beyond movement and fixity (81 10 kol
pvow vmEp Thoav elvar kiviotv e kai otdow).*? Locomotion requires space
and change manifests in time, and as a consequence to speak of motion in the
case of the uncreated, of God, would be illogical: the uncreated is by definition
beyond categories entailing spatiotemporality. However, under different per-
spectives and contexts we can describe God as both motionless and being in mo-
tion, if we remain conscious of language’s unavoidably relative and apophatic
character — especially in signifying the uncreated (which, residing “beyond the
limits of our world”, is “beyond the limits of our language”). Even if we do em-
ploy concepts such as motion or fixity in relation to God, Maximus warns us that
we cannot think of them in terms of the motion of created beings.*

To ask whether God is moved, whether he suffers motion or change,
would be irrational. God is motionless and infinite, he is by definition beyond
change and beyond motion,™* beyond beginning and end, beyond substance,
activity or potency.”® As God’s intentions (pre)existing in him, the Adyou of be-
ings are motionless as well, in contrast to the beings of which they are the
Aoyor*® Therefore, the potentiality and capability to arrive at a repose and to
attain fixity is innate in the Adyog of each being and manifests itself as a tenden-

1 Everything that is created has a cause and is in motion, but God has not been created and has no cause but is
himself the cause of everything; as a consequence, God is motionless. I7epi diapdpwv dmopriv, PG 91 1260 A:
“Now if every being which is moved (which also means that it has been created) exists and is in motion and
has been created in consequence of a cause, then whatever does not exist in consequence of a cause is obvious-
ly neither created nor moved. For that which does not have a cause of being is not moved at all. If, then, the
uncaused is necessarily also unmoved, it follows that the Divine is unmoved, insofar as it does not owe its
being to a cause, being itself the cause of all beings. How, then, someone perhaps might ask, does this marvel-
ous teacher, in the passage cited above, introduce a Divinity in motion?” (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 5).

2 [Tepi Srapdpwv amopiv, PG 91 1221 AB: “And if someone should ask, ‘How can rest be attributed to God
without it having been preceded by motion?’, I would answer first by saying that the Creator and creation are
not the same, as if what is attributed to the one must by necessity be attributed likewise to the other, for if this
were the case the natural differences between them would no longer be evident. | would, in the second place,
state the principal objection: strictly speaking, God neither moves nor is stationary (for these are properties of
naturally finite beings, which have a beginning and an end); He effects absolutely nothing, nor does He suffer
any of those things which are conceived or said of Him among ourselves, since by virtue of His nature He is
beyond all motion and rest, and in no way is subject to our modes of existence” (transl. Constas, DOML 28, p.
375-376).

482 yy6hua eic 1 Ilepi Osicv Ovoudrwv, CDA.1 381 B: Akobov kiveiohor tov Ogbv, undémote voong kivnow
TNV €1l TOV KTIGTOV VOOLHEVNV Kol HAAMOTO TOV aioOnT@OV.

4 [epi drapbpov dropiv, PG 91 1069 B: &i yap 10 Osiov dkiviitov, B¢ TAvImy TANpOTUOY, Ty 58 TO &K 1)
Svtov 10 givor AaBov Kol kvntdv, g mPoG TVo, TAVTwg Pepduevov aitiav. — Zydhia eig 10 epi Oeiwv
ovoudrwv, CD4.1 252 CD. — Kepdlono X" mepi Oeoloyiag, PG 90 1084 A —1.2.

4 Kepdlona X wepi Geoloyiac, PG 90 1084 BC — 1.4,

8 [Tepi Srapdpwv dmopiisv, PG 91 1217AB.
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cy and longing to achieve this fixity, to arrive at this repose. This is clearly stat-
ed by Maximus: God attracts his creations and moves them towards a spiritual
union of &pmg with him in order to be longed for and loved by them; he is the
cause of motion in that he moves his creations through their Adyog in order to
return to him.*” Our tendency towards the divine person(s) is foremostly a ten-
dency of radical self-transcendence and full communion, an erotic motion
(épotuch kivnotc) without beginning or end.*® It is this épwtuci kiviotg that can
restore the human person’s full communion with the divine persons: “love is the
ek-stasis which makes the rational creature a person, i.e. deifies it, according to
Maximus, identifying it in the perfection of its movement with the ‘divinely per-
fect Adyog according to which it is and has come into being’ [Ilepi diapopwv
dropidv, PG 91 1249B], a Adyog or principle that by nature goes outside itself so
as to be deified”.**® God is the prototype, projector and generator of éyémn and
gpwc; these permeate existence and constitute its link to its cause, making God
also the object of aydnn and &pwg, to whom the motion is directed — according
to each human person’s access to reality and longing for ever well being.

While God is by his ‘substance’ motionless, Maximus testifies him as
being in motion: “the divine, which is altogether unmoved in its substance and
nature, being infinite, boundless and limitless, is said to be in motion, like some
innate intelligent principle in the substances of things, when by his providence
he moves each thing that exists according to the Adyog whereby it naturally
moves”.*® We could say that, as God’s relationship with creation and created
beings is a relationship of activity (évépyewr) and not of substance (ovoia),
God’s motion is merely acknowledged from our perspective, not in actual reali-
ty. However, Maximus’ texts would not encourage such a purely relativistic ap-
proach: God’s existence as a Trinity of persons and hypostases is testified as a
motion, as a perpetual movement, Maximus writes that God “has moved
atemporally and out of love in order to arrive at the distinction of hypostases”.***
While the ‘substance’ of God is described as motionless, the Trinity of his hy-

T syéhia gic 10 Mepi Geiwv dvoudtwv, CDA.1 265 D (fn. p. 253): TIpocaymylkdv Koi KWNTIkOV Tpdg EpOTIKTY
GUVAPELOY THY &V TVedpaTt TOV OV efvai 1ot VOEL TOVTEGTL HEGITNY TOTNG, KOi TPOG E0TOV GUVOPUOGTIV
700 €pacHor adTOV YO TAV aTod ToMpATEOV Kol dyordctat. Kintikov 8¢ enow og kivodvto Ekacta Katd
TOV 0iKeloV AOYOV TPOG 0OV EMoTPEPESHOL.

%8 bid. 268 B (fn. p. 253): ‘H épartikh kiviotg, Tod dyadod mpodmdpyovco, &v @ dyadd Gmhi koi dkivitog
oboa kai &k 1o dyafod mpoioboa addig £l 1O adTd EmoTpéPel dTeledTnTOC KOl dvopyog odoa, dmep dnhol
TNV NUAV £pecty Tpog To Oeiov.

4 Loudovikos, p. 175f.

0 [Tepi Srapdpawv dmopiisv, PG 91 1260 B. Transl. Theokritoff, p. 172.

81 yy6ha eic to Iepi Osiwv dvoudrov: CDA.1 221A: 6 Oedc kai Iothp, Kvndsic dypovag kol dyadompendc
Kol dyoamnTik@®dg pofjhbev gig Sidkpiow HTOcTACEDY.
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postases (actual existences) is described as being but in perpetual interpenetra-
tion.*6

If we are to employ the concept of motion to denote God’s relationship
with creation, we can only say that he moves, not that he is moved (not that he
‘receives the motion’).*® To say that God is moved would only make sense in
the context that he is thirsty for being the object of thirst, that he longs to be the
object of longing, that he loves being the recipient of love: “Being love and
&pawg, the divine is in motion, while being the object of love and longing it draws
towards itself everything that is receptive to love and &pwc”.*®* According to
Maximus, we, and not God, receive the motion (ndbog kivficeme, Taoysw TV
kivnow). And the motion of God is his disclosure to us (or, vice versa: God’s
disclosure to us is his motion). We are moved in order to know God:**® God’s
motion constitutes the knowledge of God’s existence and God’s mode of exist-
ence (tov Tod g avtnVv veeotavar tpomov) for those that are receptive to this
knowledge.*®® To discern God’s personal activity (&vépyewr) in creation, to
acknowledge creation as a motion originating from God, is a choice. One must
be receptive to encountering existence as the mediation of a personal relation-
ship — as it is a choice to acknowledge a painting as a Aoyog of its artist that
founds a relationship with his otherness and not as mere sum of paint and can-
vas, as we have noted in our exposition of the prerequisites for a critical ontolo-
gy. As a consequence, the human person’s motion back to God is also a matter
of choice and freedom, a motion according to man’s free will: “man’s movement

42 svélaa gic 10 Tepi pvonidic Geoloyiog: PG 4 425A: dnoiv odv 6t kod &v povij dxkwvite dei odoa 1 Oeio
@ooig, dokel kveloBot &v Tf) AAMAOLS YpNOEL.

48 ITepi dropbpav dropiv, PG 91 1381 CD: oig kivn0évro, tov Oedv, 1o elvai ¢ Sodvor Toig odat, koi O &b
ivol yapicacBal, énedevoncay: einep kivnow éni Ogod Tod poévov dkvitov Béuig imely, dAAG un udAlov
BovAnoty, THV mévta Kivodohy Te, Kai €i¢ TO £lval TUPAyOLsAV KOl GUVEXOVLGAY, KIVOLLEVIV 88 00daudg
ovdénote. (Note that the generation and motion of beings emerges from the will, BovAnow, and activity of
God, not from his ‘substance’).

44 |bid. 1260 C: ‘Qc uév &pog vmapyov T Osiov Kai dydmn Kiveitar, (¢ 8¢ £puoToV Kol dyamnTov Kivel Tpog
£0T0 TavVTO TO EpeTOC Kad Gydmmg dexticd: Kol TpovoTepov adbic @dvar Kiveltal piv d¢ oyicty éumotodv
£vddbeTov EpmTog Kol Gydmng T0ig TOLT®V SEKTIKOIG, KIVET O€ MG EAKTIKOV QUGEL TG TOV €T 0DTO KIVOLUEVMV
£péocmg kol malv: Kivel kol kweltar, og dwydv 10 duwydcbor, koi €pdv t0 €pdobot, Kol ayam®dv To
ayandoBou. Cf. Betsakos, p. 97.

5 ITedoeic xoi amoxpioerg, CCSG 10, 105.12-19: tiic dyiog fedtnroc Kivodong fudc ic éniyvootv éavtiic [...].
Aéyetar odv KiveloBar §| 81’ Hudig Todg £n’ adTHY KIVoUAVOUG T GG aitiol Tfg U@V TPdg THY VDY adTig
Kwnoenc. 'Exivnoey obv autiv év fpiv mpdg 10 yvdvon 611 EoTv TIg aitio TV Shov- dmep €otiv povadoc
xivnBeiong. “The holy divinity itself moves us into an acknowledgement of itself [...] And so, it is said to be
set in motion either because of us, who are set in motion towards it [the Trinity], or as the cause of our move-
ment toward the knowledge of it. It moved itself in us toward the knowledge that some cause of all things
exists. That is ‘the Monad having been moved’ (transl. Prassas p. 99).

8 ITepi drapdpwv dropii>v, CCSG 48, 1.32-38: “But if, having heard the word ‘movement’, you wonder how
the divinity that is beyond eternity is moved, understand that the passivity belongs not to the divinity, but to us,
who first are illuminated with respect to the Adyog of its being, and thus are enlightened with respect to the
mode of its existence, for it is obvious that being is observed before the mode of being. And so, movement of
divinity, which comes about through the elucidation concerning its being and its mode of existence, is estab-
lished, for those who are able to receive it, as knowledge” (transl. Lollar p. 51). Cf. Betsakos, p. 95.
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toward spiritual communion with God is the expression of this freedom and con-
sciousness of his: as Maximus says, it is a ‘movement of free will’, and the ca-
pacity of free will [adteEovotov] is identified in his writings with man’s will”.**’

111.2.4. Ever-moving Repose, Stationary Movement

When using the language of motion and fixity to describe God, we must
bear in mind that we are describing a relation and communion par excellence, as
the divine hypostases exist as persons, i.e. insofar as they are in communion
with each other: the person of the Father is an existential and ontological refer-
ence to the person of the Son, not an individual onticity, the person of the
Breath/Spirit of God is the breath of the Father, etc.: “The name of ‘Father’ is
neither the name of an essence nor an activity, but rather of a relation, and of the

manner in which the Father is related to the Son, or the Son to the Father”.*®

So, the question arises: is motion or fixity a more accurate term in order
to describe such an existence-in-communion? The fact that relation is a dynamic
event, not a static one, the fact that it constitutes a perpetual becoming and not a
coordinated given, would advocate for the word motion as a more accurate term.
However, motion implies distance, a distance that has not been covered as of
yet. (Once again: these words suggest a spatiotemporality that is not characteris-
tic of the uncreated; but they are the only words we have, for they emerge from
the only world we have — and they are to be understood apophatically). And dis-
tance implies that a fuller relation and communion would be possible, for it
measures nonrelation: distance measures the degree and extent to which the im-
mediacy of relation has not yet been achieved, it measures how far away you are
from something or someone. The fullness of communion and of existing-in-
communion (of which the Trinity is the prototype) would not allow for any dis-
tance to be covered (through motion), as the existence of that distance would
indicate that the fullness of relation and communion has not yet been achieved.
This makes motion an unfit word.

However, fixity or repose is an equally unfit word to denote the ‘state’ of
God. A God whose hypostases, whose uncreated actualizations are described as
being in perpetual interpenetration cannot be accurately described as a being in
fixity and repose. The notion of a constant dynamic communion and an actual-
ization in relation and radical referentiality is contrary to the notion of fixity, of

%7 oudovikos, p. 168. Cf. Zijtnoc uera Iippov, PG 91 301 A-C.
8 [Tepi drapbpav dropiv, PG 91 1265 D: obite odoiog slvar 6 motip dvopa, obte &vepysiag, GG oyéosamc,
kol 100 nidg Exer tpdg oV Yidv o Iotip, 1 0 Yiog mpdg tov IMotépa (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 21).
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repose, of being static and motionless. Interestingly, Maximus employs the no-
tion of the absence of distance in order to declare motion as never-ending, not as
inexistent: “For God is the truth toward which the mind moves continuously and
enduringly, and it can never cease its motion: since it cannot find any distance

(dtdotnua) there, no cessation of motion can take place”.*®®

Maximus transcends these limitations of language by writing about the
“ever-moving repose” (61do1¢ dekivntog) and the “stationary movement” (otd-
owog Tavtokwvnoia) that characterizes the communion with God.*” It is to be
noted that this paradoxical phrase is not merely a rhetorical device or a standard
phrase denoting apophaticism: it is an attempt at a most accurate use of lan-
guage. If we are to speak about motion or fixity concerning God, concerning the
“motionless” God and the “perpetually interpenetrating” Trinity of divine per-
sons, we have to acknowledge that it is both the fullness of motion and the full-
ness of fixity, an understanding that transcends even the designation of being
‘beyond motion’. Maximus’ genius formulates this in language by speaking of
the “ever-moving repose” and the “stationary movement” of those that have re-
stored the fullness of the communion with God.

111.2.5. Creative Motion

As we have noted, the existence of creatures denotes simultaneously
their being in motion and their birth and origination is the beginning of this mo-
tion. Apart from God’s ‘internal motion’, i.e. the interpenetration of the divine
hypostases, God’s creative activity is his ‘external motion’: the creation of the
world can be described as God’s motion, and it is this motion that grants life and
existence. Maximus does not describe this as a movement that occurs once, at
the generation of the world or of each being: God’s motion to the world is a con-
tinuous one, and to be separated from this motion, from this perpetual becoming,
is to risk to return to the state of non-being, to risk perfect inexistence.*”* Beings
exist insofar as they are moved by God;*"? nothing moves on its own, everything

4 Mootaywyia, Cantarella 5.100-102.

40 According to Maximus, nature restored in its full communion with God will arrive at an “ever-moving
repose”, in perpetual motion around God; Ilpo¢ Qaldooiov I, CCSG 22, 65.544-547: év 8¢ 1@ 0ed ywvopévn
[...] otdow dewivntov €€l Kol GTAGIULOV TOWTOKIVNGIOV, TTEPL TO TOVTOV Kol £V kol povov didimg yvopévny.
This notion will be analyzed in depth later, in the chapters concerning temporality.

1 Mooraywyia, Cantarella 1.67-72.

472 And this motion constitutes a relation, meaning that beings exist insofar as they are in relation with God. To
say that God is the source of motion (that the origin of motion lies beyond createdness) and that everything that
exists is in motion (and, of course, that everything that is in motion exists, participates in being) is to define
existing as being in some sort of relation, either a fuller relation or an inadequate one, with God, with the
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receives the movement from God.*” Being and being in motion are identical; the
cause of being is also the cause of motion. Everything that exists and is in mo-
tion has a cause for moving and existing, a cause that is inherent in its origina-
tion and which is also its purpose and end:*"* God is the beginning, end, origina-
tion and motion of created beings;*” they are in motion due to him and thanks to
him, and it is in him that they will be in repose. “The end and purpose of the ac-
tivities according to nature is the repose at the cause of the created beings’ mo-

tion” 476

111.2.6. Fixity and Repose: otdoig

The fact that the beginning and cause of created beings is their origina-
tion in motion entails that their end and purpose is their repose and fixity. Max-
imus elucidates this by stating that nothing is in motion without a reason and a
cause; the beginning of natural motion (kivnoig vowkn) is generation (yéveoic),
and the beginning and cause of the generation of beings in motion is God. The
end and purpose is also God; and this end and purpose entails the attainment of
fixity and repose (otdoig), the annihilation of “any spatial or temporal dis-

person(s) that is the uncreated source of being. Therefore, to sever this relationship completely is to cease to
exist.

4 Iepi dropbpov dmopiiv, PG 91 1073 B: mavta yap 6ca yéyove mioyst 10 KiveicOa, d¢ i dvio
adToKivNo1S | aTOdVVaLLG.

4™ bid. 1257 CD: “Everything which is moved according to nature is necessarily moved in consequence of a
cause, and everything moved in consequence of a cause necessarily also exists in consequence of a cause; and
everything that exists and is moved in consequence of a cause necessarily has as the beginning of its being the
cause in consequence of which it exists and from which it was initially brought into being; likewise, the end of
its being moved is the same cause in consequence of which it is moved and toward which it hastens. Now
everything which exists and is moved in consequence of a cause is necessarily also created, and if the end of
whatever is moved is the cause in consequence of which it is in motion, this cause is necessarily the same
cause in consequence of which it was created and exists. From this it follows that the cause of whatever exists
and is moved, in any way at all according to nature, is one single cause encompassing both the beginning and
the end, to which everything that exists and is moved owes its existence and motion” (transl. Constas, DOML
29, p. 3).

475 For example, see the the interrelationship of cause, end, motion, repose and God in ITepi diapdpwv dropidv,
PG 91 1217 B-D: “For no being is completely self-actualized, since it is not self-caused, and whatever is not
self-caused is necessarily moved by a cause, which is to say that it is actualized by being naturally set in mo-
tion by its cause, for which and to which it continues in motion. For nothing that moves does so in any way
independently of a cause. But the beginning of every natural motion is the origin (yéveoic) of the things that are
moved, and the beginning of the origin of whatever has been originated is God, for He is the author of origina-
tion.” (transl. Constas, DOML 28, pp. 369).

478 [Tepi drapdpav dropidv, PG 91 1220A: “For it was for activity that created things were brought into being,
and every activity exists in relation to a particular goal, otherwise it is incomplete. For whatever does not have
a goal of its natural activities is not complete, but the goal of natural activities is the repose of creaturely mo-
tion in relation to its cause. So that from one example we might understand the form of motion that obtains
among all beings, take, for instance, the soul, which is an intellectual and rational substance, which thinks and
reasons. Its potentiality is the intellect, its motion is the process of thinking, and its actuality is thought” (transl.
Constas, DOML 28, p. 371). See also 1073 C: Télog yép T T®V KIVOLUEV®V KIVAGEMG adTO TO &V T@ GEl €0
EOTIV.
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tance™’’ (S1éompa) - i.e., the immediacy of relation and communion. Accord-

ing to nature, generation precedes motion and motion precedes repose. However,
repose is not a natural activity of beings in motion, stemming from the fact that
they have been generated,; it is their purpose and end, which remains a mere po-
tentiality until it is finally achieved.*”® We gather that there are two different
ways of understanding fixity: (a) when motion, i.e. being, consummates in re-
pose, i.e. ever being, in man’s approach to God (and in ever-moving repose, i.e.
ever well being, in the full communion with God), and (b) its deviation, when a
creature is separated from God’s life-giving motion and risks slipping into non-
being. Instead of coming to be xata Vo, repose is achieved only kota
yvaounv, only as a free choice; the striving towards ever being (v eivat) and ever
well being (éei €d eivar), towards God, can only be a deliberate path, an act of
freedom.*”

Deification is the consummation of motion in repose, but this repose is
described as an “ever-moving repose” (ctdoig dewkivitog), as we have seen and
as we will further examine. In deification, the divine state of motion is iconized,
as man’s and God’s activity (§vépyela) are united, are as one: “[then at last there
is] only one évépyewn [activity] operating through all things, that of God and
those who are worthy of God — or rather, that of God alone, because in accord-
ance with his goodness he has wholly interpenetrated all those who are wor-
thy”.*® Deification circumscribes an eradication of the differentiation between
human and divine activity, as man is “acting in accordance with the Adyor”.**!
However, this eradication of the activities’ differentiation does not entail an

eradication of man’s (or existence’s) otherness, quite the contrary: in perfect

47 Ibid. 1217C: “The end of the natural motion of whatever has been originated is rest (ctéoig), which, after
the passage beyond finite things, is produced completely by infinity, for in the absence of any spatial or tem-
poral interval [distance, diudiotnua], every motion of whatever is naturally moved ceases, henceforth having
nowhere, and no means whereby, and nothing to which it could be moved, since it has attained its goal and
cause, which is God, who is Himself the limit of the infinite horizon that limits all motion” (transl. Constas,
DOML 28, p. 369).

478 Tbid. 1217D: “Thus the beginning and end of every origin and motion of beings is God, for it is from Him
that they have come into being, and by Him that they are moved, and it is in Him that they will achieve rest.
But every natural motion of beings logically presupposes their origin, just as every condition of rest logically
presupposes natural motion. [...] For rest is not a natural activity inherent within the origin of creatures, but is
rather the end of their potentiality or activity, or whatever one might wish to call it” (transl. Constas, DOML
28, p. 369-371).

7% Tbid. 1073C: “If then rational beings come into being, surely they are also moved, since they move from a
natural beginning in ‘being’ (efvar) toward a voluntary end in ‘well-being’ (€0 &ivon). For the end of the move-
ment of those who are moved is ‘eternal well-being’ (diei €0 eivan) itself, just as its beginning is being itself
which is God who is the giver of being as well as of well-being. For God is the beginning and end. From him
come both our moving in whatever way from a beginning and our moving in a certain way toward him as an

end” (transl. Blowers pp. 50-51).
0 bid. 1076C: Gote sivan piav koi povny S1d Tévtov vépysiay, Tod Ocod kol v dinv Ocod, pdllov 82
povov Ogod, g drov droig Toig G&loig dyabonpenidg nepyywproavtog. Transl. Theokritoff, p. 174f.

B [Tepi Srapopwv dropiiv, PG 91 1084C.
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communion, the perfect otherness of the beings-in-communion emerge.
Inconfusedly, as they remain distinct othernesses and partners in communion and
are not ‘swallowed up’ by the divine. Unchangeably, as deification is not a
change in nature or substance, but in mode of existence: man is deified in every
sense “except of the identity of substance”,”®” as we have remarked. Indivisibly
and inseparably: once attained, this new mode of existence is not to be aban-
doned and this fullness of communion is not to be ceased; the “ever-moving re-

pose” will not lapse into ordinary motion any more.
I11.2.7. Motion in Maximus and Avristotle

According to Betsakos, the philosophy of motion is, for both Maximus
the Confessor and Aristotle, a potent tool for examining reality: both philoso-
phers discern a comprehensive overview of existence in it, as motion is seen as
one of the definitive components of the world, one of the modes of its existence.
For both Aristotle and Maximus alike, @voig denotes a becoming, not a static
reality: this does not only apply to ¢vo1c as a whole, but to the particular beings’
nature as well, which is led to its end and purpose (téLog), to its consummation.
Both philosophers distinguish potentialities from actualities, the dvvéauel from
the évepyeiq, and thoroughly employ this distinction in order to interpret reali-
ty.*®® Beings exist in relation to other beings, and the categories of time and
space are components of motion; the existence of motion is seen as their precon-
dition, while they act as the dimensions of that motion.

To recapitulate the crucial difference of Maximus’ theory of motion to
that of Aristotle’s would be to highlight the fact that motion, according to Max-
imus, is primarily a returning motion,*®* a motion of creation and created beings
back to their Creator, back to their source. Elements of the returning character of
motion (albeit of a mechanistic, automatic and inanimate nature) can be found in
Aristotle as well, but in Maximus the returning motion is the dimension (the
‘horizon’) of a relationship between persons, a longing for communion, an £pmg
for the annulling of the distance (didotnua) between the persons. Man’s return-
ing motion to God circumscribes the consummation of this relationship, and
through the human person as a cosmic mediator, the whole of createdness, the
whole of the kriciwg aspires to full communion with the divine person(s) in the

2 Emorolai, PG 91 376AB — Ipoc Oaldooiov I, CCSG 7, 22.40-44.

48 As Betsakos remarks (p. 105), the Aristotelian distinction of potentiality and actuality (Suvépei-évepyeia) is
also employed by Maximus: the katd ovapwy motion is included in the substance of beings, but it is the mpog
évépyelov kivnoig that gives actuality to this potential motion. Cf. Kepdlaia 2 wepi Osoloyiog, PG 90 1084B.

484 A thorough overview of the returning motion with a focus on its anthropological side is to be found in
Betsakos, pp. 143-209, “‘H avOpmmoloyki-yveooTikn Kivnolg Tig miotpoeiic”.
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manner of personhood, in the manner of existence-as-relation. Maximus’ sub-
stantial difference from Aristotle is that, according to his writings, motion itself
has an end and purpose (téhoc) beyond createdness: creation’s returning motion
towards its uncreated Creator (himself beyond motion and motionlessness)
transcends the cycle of motion and is the end and purpose (téhog) of motion it-
self, not only of beings-in-motion. Motion does not only lead beings towards
their consummation, towards their end and purpose (téAoc), but motion itself has
an end and purpose to be attained, namely the full communion of creation and
Creator.*®

As such, motion is a central aspect of Maximus the Confessor’s cosmol-
ogy, as it circumscribes the mode in which existence has been generated and
exists. And the end and purpose of motion and beings-in-motion is a central as-
pect of the Church Father’s ontology, as it discloses the meaning and true nature
of beings and reality. The fact that the ontological integrity of being and beings
is disclosed through their origin and cause but is consummated at their end and
purpose frames the subject in question in a context of temporality, as the onto-
logical integrity of being and beings seemingly resides in their future, not in
their past or present. To articulate it more concisely, the atemporality of the full-
ness of repose for both being and beings is to come, integrating the element of
eschatology into ontology itself.

48 See Betsakos: Stdoc Agikivyroc, pp. 282-283.
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II1.3. Introducing Maximus’ Conception of Time

In studying the Maximian corpus, we will prefer to discern three ‘levels’
of temporality, three distinct types of time: time as ypovog, time as aiov (the
Aeon) and the implicit temporality of ctdoiwg dewcivntog. These are roughly
analogous to Maximus’ triad of ‘being’ (eivon), ‘ever being’ (dei eivar) and ‘ever
well being’ (dei €0 elvar) — however, an oversimplification of these notions
would be misleading. We will examine each of these in detail, but before em-
barking on these individual analyses we will provide the reader with an introduc-
tion to these terms and a summary of Maximus’ understanding of them, a ‘pre-
view’ of these three levels of temporality.

111.3.1. Time for Maximus the Confessor and Aristotle

Maximus defines time, ypovog, as the numbering of motion: “time,
measuring the motion, is circumscribed by number”.*®® Time is nothing more
and nothing less than numbered, ‘described’ motion.**” Maximus’ primary defi-
nition of time is essentially identical to Aristotle’s definition: “time is a number
of motion in respect of the before and after”.*® The Confessor is surely con-
scious of that and initiates a dialogical relation between his own conception of
temporality and the classic definition of Aristotle, a dialogical relation that does
not aim at repeating or continuing Aristotle’s theory, but at renewing it funda-
mentally, as we will see.”®® Maximus adopts Aristotle’s definition as a starting
point, but the philosophy of time that emerges from the overview of his writings
(e.g. the nature of fixity, the reality of Aeon and its participable nature, the tem-
porality of otdoig dewivntog etc.) differs substantially, constituting a renewal of
Aristotle’s theory in the context of the ecclesial event’s ontology. We could say
that the Confessor is asking the same questions Aristotle asks,** but goes on to
provide substantially different answers.

8 Kepadona X mepi Osoloyiog, PG 90 1085 A, 1.5: 6 piv yip xpovog, Hetpovpévy v tv kiviioty, aptopd
TEPLYPAPETAL.

7 [Ipoc Oaldoorov IT, CCSG 22, 65.533-534: 6 58 ypovoc, meptypagopévn Kadiotnke Kiviolg.

“88 Aristotle, @voird, 219b 1: T0bt0 Yap oTv 6 XPOVOG, AP1OOG KIvcEmG Kot TO TPdTEPOV Kai oTepov.

8 On the transition from Avristotle to Maximus and the Greek Fathers in general concerning the subjects of
motion, space and time/Aeon, cf. Christos Yannaras’ Xyediooua eicaywyiic oty pilocopio. (Athens: Domos
1988), pp. 322-327 and pp. 350-355. On time and the Aeon, see also his Person and Eros, pp. 131-138.

0 It is truly interesting to witness how the subtleties of Aristotle’s definition(s) are present in ‘Byzantine’
analyses. For example, in Xydlia ic 0 Ilepi Ocicwov Ovoudrewv CD4.1 316 AB (be it a comment by Maximus
or John of Scythopolis), the commentator hastens to clarify that time is not motion itself, but merely the meas-
urement of motion— as would Aristotle do. And that the measuring instrument is not identical to the measured
reality.

154



111.3.2. Space-Time Continuum

For Maximus, time and space are completely interconnected; one cannot
conceive of the one without including the other. Time and space form a space-
time continuum, a coherent spatiotemporality.”® In the Confessor’s words,
“space cannot be thought of, separate from and deprived of time (for they go
together and one cannot be without the other)”.** Nothing that is not in space
and in time, that has not a ‘where’ (t0 wod) and also a ‘when’ (10 ndte), that
does not possess ‘whereness’ and ‘whenness’ can exist at all: “neither substance,
nor quantity, nor quality, nor relation, nor action, nor passion, nor motion, nor
habit”.**® Each created being, be it sensible or intelligible, is necessarily located
in a place/position and time/temporality, “in a concomitant way”.*** Even the
substances of beings (ovoiat), being created and having been originated, possess
a spatiotemporal status — in contrast to God’s uncreated intentions and wills, the
being’s Aoyotr. Pascal Mueller-Jourdan asserts that “such a status conferred on
‘being-when’ and ‘being-where’ is extremely rare in the Judeo-Christian tradi-

tion” 495

I11.3.3. “Whereness’ and ‘Whenness’

Everything created that is in motion has a beginning: this is the first el-
ement of the generation — motion — fixity triad (yéveoig — xivnoig — otdoig). And
everything that has a beginning has also an end:** after its origination and be-

“1 1t would be most tempting and truly fascinating to compare these assertions of Maximus’ with the
worldview of contemporary physics. However, such a comparison would be a major undertaking by itself and
resides outside the scope of our study. Recent attempts at systematically comparing the patristic worldview to
the modern scientific worldview in general include Alexei Nesteruk’s The Universe as Communion. Towards a
Neo-Patristic Synthesis of Theology and Science (London: T & T Clark 2008), as well as Christos Yannaras’
Postmodern Metaphysics (Brookline Mass.: HC Press 2004). On contemporary views on temporality from the
viewpoint of both physics and philosophy in general, see Tim Maudlin’s Philosophy of Physics — Space and
Time (Princeton & Oxford: Princeton University Press 2012) and Craig Callender’s (ed.) The Oxford Hand-
book of Philosophy of Time (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2013), which, however, requires an education in
physics and mathematics in order to be studied.

42 [Tepi Srapbpav dropidyv, PG 91 1180 B (transl. Louth: Maximus the Confessor, p. 136).

“% pid. 1181 B.

“% pascal Mueller-Jourdan: “Where and When as Metaphysical Prerequisites for Creation in Ambiguum 107,
in: Maxim Vasiljevi¢ (ed.), Knowing the Purpose of Creation through the Resurrection, p. 289. Our use of the
terms ‘whereness’ and ‘whenness’ as translations of t0 mod and 0 mote respectively derives from Jourdan’s
article.

%5 Ibid.

% However, according to Maximus this may not be the case for the intelligible creation and the human soul,
which are at times referred to as imperishable “according to nature” and at times as imperishable “by grace”.
We have examined the question of the soul’s imperishability in subchapters I1.1.7.-8. of this thesis: on the
question concerning the imperishability of intelligible creation, see subchapter 111.5.3.

155



fore its end or its repose,**” a being’s primary ontological characteristic is that it
is in motion. Beginning, middle and end are characteristics of beings in time*® —
and, as such, of beings in space. As everything created has a beginning and is in
motion, everything created is also in time and space,**”® possesses ‘whereness’
and ‘whenness’ — intelligible beings as well (for example: substances), not just
sensible creatures.®™ In strong contrast to the Neoplatonists, Maximus ascribes a
principle/beginning/generation to intelligible realities;>** they are generated, they
are in motion and they are in time — or, to be more precise, in some sort of tem-

porality that is not wholly comparable to our own.

Motion ‘gives birth’ to time and space by the fact that it exists. Space is,
essentially, the assertion of the spatial distance that is generated by motion, the
assertion of the s1otpa®® that has come into being due to the totality of mo-
tion(s).*® And, as we have seen, time is but the measuring and numbering of
motion,** motion circumscribed by number. Being a measurement of something
existing, motion, and not something existing in itself, Aristotle concludes that
time does not exist, or that it exists faintly and obscurely.*® It would not be arbi-
trary to suggest that Maximus follows Aristotle also concerning this specific
consequence of their shared definition of time. If motion exists and time is its
measurement, its number, then time exists insofar motion exists and only in rela-
tion to motion; it does not exist as an independent reality, it does not exist in it-

47 As can be discerned in the totality of Maximus’ writings, the end of motion in fixity can either mean the exit
from existence, death or the return to non-being, or the freedom from the cycle of motion in full communion
with God, if the otdoig is to culminate into otdoig dewivirog.

48 Kepdlara X mepi Osoloyiac, PG 90 1085 A — 1.5: “Beginning, middle, and end are characteristics of beings
distinguished by time and it can be truly stated that they are also characteristics of beings comprehended in the
Aeon. And if time and the Aeon are not without beginning, so much less are those things which are contained
in them” (transl. Berthold pp. 12-130).

% The mode of spatiality in Maximus’ intelligible creation is a more complex subject, as we will examine.

50 However, as we will see, time (xpdvoc) has also a radically different actualization, the Aeon (aicv); as such,
there is indeed a difference in the spatiotemporality of sensible and intelligible beings. Even the Aeon, com-
monly translated as ‘eternity’, has a beginning — and, as such, an end. (Kepdloia X’ mepi Ocoloyiag, PG 90
1085 A — 1.5: “Indeed time, which is measuring movement, is circumscribed by number, and the Aeon, which
includes in its existence the category of when, admits of a separation [ndoyel Sidotacwv] insofar as it began to
be” (transl. Berthold pp. 12-130).

501 Cf. Pascal Mugller-Jourdan: “Where and When as Metaphysical Prerequisites for Creation in Ambiguum
107, in: Maxim Vasiljevi¢ (ed.), Knowing the Purpose of Creation through the Resurrection, p. 293.

%92 ars Thunberg offers a concise and short account of the Maximian understanding of Siiotnua and didoto-
o1g in Microcosm and Mediator, pp. 57-60. VVon Balthasar explains the relationship between didotnua, motion
and ontological identity in speaking of “a fundamental nonidentity of the existing thing within its own being, in
an extension [SiGotnua, didotaocig] that finds its expression is momentum [popd], and more specifically in the
triad of coming to be, movement and coming to rest [yéveotg, kivnoig, otdoig]” (Cosmic Liturgy, p. 137).

%% Note Gregory of Nyssa’s remark that creation is to be viewed in an extension of distances: tfj¢ 8¢ kticsng &v
nopotdost Twi Swompatiki] Beopovpévng (Kata Evvopiov, 1.1.361) — Cf.: dote ndviwg §j év dtuotnpatiki]
T Tapotdost Osmpeiobar To vta fi Tomkod ywpfpatog Tapiyew v Evvorav (Kata Edvopiov, 2.1.578)

%4 Mpoc Oaldoaiov I, CCSG 22, 65.533-534 — Kepdoa X mepi Geoloyiac, PG 90 1085 A — 1.5,

55 Cf. dooikd, 217b 32-34.
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self.®® It is interesting that while Maximus relates the position and spatiality of
beings with the “natural limit of their Adyotr”, their temporality is simply deter-
mined by their origination and beginning: “beings possess being in a certain
way, and not simply, so that where they are is determined by their position and
the natural limit of the Aoyot that are in them, and when they are [is determined]

from their beginning”.>"’

This interrelation of motion, space and time does not only apply to mo-
tion in our given reality and beings in general, but to the coming-to-be of this
reality as well, to the creation of existence, of being itself.>®® We could say that,
in creating the world, God generates motion (as the creative motion is the first
motion), which in turn discloses time and space as its dimensions and coordi-
nates; not vice versa. Creative motion does not take place in a space; it is the
motion that reveals space as a reality, it is motion that actualizes distance, which
is the “unit’ of space. Creative motion has not a duration in time; it is the motion
that generates ‘temporal distance’, the difference of the ‘before’ from the ‘after’,
and this distance/difference is measured and numbered as time. Time and space
emerge as coordinates of motion, which has an ontological priority over them.

Of course, space and time preexist (mpoemivogitat) each particular being;
“Every kind of being whatever, apart from the divine and unique being, which
properly speaking exists beyond being itself, is already thought of as being
somewhere, and that, together with this, it is necessarily thought of as certainly
existing at some time”.*® The fact that beings are integrated in time and space
does not mean that spatiotemporality has an ontological priority over beings, that
it acts as an a priori transcendental reality. Rather than that, it is “the hypostases
of beings that offer the existential basis for time and space to preexist them”,**
as time and space cannot be thought of as independent from the beings and their
motion. For Maximus, it is not nature that is integrated in spatiotemporality; ra-
ther than that, it is the beings that are integrated into a continuum of nature, time

and space®™ — “everything [i.e. every created thing] exists in space and time”.*"

5% However, there are uncreated Adyou of time: ITepi drapdpwv dropiév, PG 91 1164 B: oi Aéyot Tod ypdvov &v
0 Oed SoéEveoy.

57 [Tepi Srapdpwv dmopii>v, PG 91 1180 D-1181 A: Ei 8¢ mdc, 6AL" ody, amhidc, Exel T& dvro, o lvar, Homep
70 10D oD eivar S1é TV By Kol TO TEPAG TAV En” 0Tolg KaTd POV AOY®V, Kad DO TO TOTE TAVIMG E1VOL
S v apynv €mde€eton (Transl. Louth, p. 137).

5% In Maximus’ terminology, ‘being’ does not include God, for he is beyond being. God exists but is not part
of being, as he is not one of the beings: “being is derived from him but he is not being. For he is beyond being
itself, and beyond anything that is said or conceived of him, whether simply or in a certain way” — I1epi d10p06-
pov dropidv, PG 91 1180D. Transl. Louth, p. 137.

5% [Tepi drapdpwv dropiésv, PG 91 1180 B. (transl. Louth, p. 136).
510 Betsakos, p. 109.
5 bid.
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111.3.4. The Definition of ai®v, the Aeon

Maximus is not content with the temporality of ypdvog, i.e. time as the
number of motion: his ontology and cosmology require another form of tempo-
rality as well, the Aeon (aickv). The Confessor’s definitive formulation for both
xpovog and aimv is one and the same, a joint definition for both terms: “Aeon is
time, when its motion ceases, and time is the Aeon, when it is measured in its
motion. So the Aeon, to formulate a definition, is time deprived of motion, and

time is the Aeon when it is measured while in motion”.%*3

Continuing Aristotle, Maximus relates time (and Aeon) with motion:
however, in contrast with the Stagirite, time in Maximus is not merely the meas-
uring of a given motion (“a number of motion, a measuring of movement”) but
“the Aeon, when it is measured in its motion” (while Aeon has no motion, as it
is “time without motion”). The Aeon, a reality that is otherwise foreign to the
sequence of the ‘before’ and ‘after’, constitutes time when it is integrated in the-
se constrains, when it is “dislocated by motion” in the world that we know. Time
is “the Aeon, when it is measured in its motion” — it is the Aeon when it unfolds
in the sequence of motion. The Aeon is Maximus’ understanding of the eternity,
but an understanding of it as infinite linear time is completely excluded by him.

Maximus reiterates Aristotle’s assertions that time is the number-
ing/delimiting/‘circumscribing’ of motion, as well as that time measures deterio-
ration, alteration and corruption:*** “Time is circumscribed motion, and as a con-

sequence the motion through one’s life is altering everything in it”.*®

Conversely, the Aeon is not defined and described separately, as an as-
pect of time or timelessness of a world that differs from the one we know: it is
time itself when “time’s motion ceases”, when the sequence of the ‘before’ and
‘after’ and the transition from the past to the future ceases. The Aeon is “time
deprived of motion”.

52 [Tepi drapdpwv dropidv, PG 91 1180 Bff.: Anodeitig tov, Ty otiodv évey Ogod moviag &v TOm®, Kai dii
10070 &€ Avérykng Kol &v xpéve, Kol 8TL 10 &v TOne TEvVTeg KoTd Ypovov Kai fipkTal Tod ivar.

3 Ibid. 1164 BC: Aidv yap éotiv O gpdvog, Stav oTf] Tiig Kivioeme, Koi ypovoc SoTiv 6 oidv, dtov petpiiton
KIVWGEL PEPOLEVOC, GG EIVOIL TOV LEV aiddva, Tva O¢ &V pe mepaPav einw, Ypovov EGTEpNUEVOV KIVAGEDS, TOV
8¢ ypdvov aidva kol petpovpevov. Note the similarity especially with Plato’s Tiuaiog 37d, i.e. time as a
“moving image of eternity”.

%4 The measuring of d\Aoiwoig within creation is also the measuring of corruption and decay. Cf. Vélker:
Maximus Confessor, p. 29: “Das Charakteristikum der Welt ist die gegenseitige Vernichtung ihrer Wesen,
tiberall herrschen @fopa und diloiwotg, und es gilt der Grundsatz: v pév du tijg @V MOV yevéoeng 1
@Bopa Emvyiveton [[lepi diapopwv dmopidv, PG 91 1169 BC]. Ja, man kann geradezu sagen: gdpnoet...ék
@Bopag kai gig TV eOopav TV yéveowv apyopévny kol Afyovoav [Eig v mpoaevyny tod Ildtep Hudv, CCSG
23 406-407]".

5 [Ipoc @aldoorov 1, CCSG 22, 65.533-535: 'O 3¢ ypdvoc, meprypagpopévy kobéomke kivioig, S0ev kai
dAlorwTikn TGV Ev 00T® KabéoTnkey 1} Kata TV {wny Kivioig.
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Unlike Aristotle, Maximus does not seem to question the very existence
of time and Aeon or to deny it, to rule that it is invalid: he confirms the existence
of both realities, reminding through the interconnectedness and interdependence
of their definitions that they exist, to quote the Council of Chalcedon’s formula-
tions on Christological matters, inconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly and in-
separably from each other.

II1.3.5. Beyond Time: The ‘Temporality’ of otdoig deikivitog

The formulation of seemingly contradictory definitions in the aforemen-
tioned excerpt PG 91, 1164 BC and essentially the absence of independent defi-
nitions (since the premises of each definition refer to the other and depend on it,
thereby creating a relational cycle of semi-definitions) echoes and reflects Max-
imus’ apophatic stance. However, ,,apophaticism is not a nebulous vagueness of
meaning, but our coming together in a common understanding of the signifiers
with the knowledge of their cognitive distance from the experience of the signi-
fied”:**® it is not the detached, independent linguistic recapitulation and under-
standing of the Aeon that is attempted through the definition of the Aeon, which
is foreign to the direct experience of non-deified persons, but a call to the human
person to enter the Aeon, to liberate one’s person from the constrains of time as
a sequence of motion, of the ‘before’ and ‘after’, of corruption, deterioration,
necessity, death, inexistence. A starting point for this liberation is the assurance
that the Aeon is not something wholly foreign, distant and strange, but simply
“time deprived of motion” — the world and time as we know it, but liberated
from predeterminations, necessities, corruption, distance, and Fall.

A pair of similar seemingly contradictory formulations is the otdoig
dewcivntog (“ever-moving repose”) and the otdoipoc Tavtokvnoia (“stationary
movement”),”’ which are also not merely rhetorical devices void of meaning
and substance, but signify a reality crucial for Maximus, i.e. the possibility of
participating in a fullness that is never fulfilled, in the dtéAeotog TehetdoTng™™
that is deification: 6¢woig. Maximus writes that the nature/substance, when it

. . . - . 1
resides in God acquires “an ever-moving repose and a stationary movement”,**®

516 Christos Yannaras: "E&1 prlocogixéc (oypapiéc, pp. 126.

517 We have already remarked on the easily discernible influence of Gregory of Nyssa on Maximus concerning
the ‘ever-moving repose’, but let us once again refer to Paul M. Blower’s “Maximus the Confessor, Gregory of
Nyssa, and the Concept of ‘Perpetual Progress’, pp. 157-165.

518 John of Climacus: Kiiuaé, PG 88 1148 C.

519 Maximus the Confessor: Ilpoc Oaldooiov II, CCSG 22, 65.544-546: év 1@ Oed ywouévn, [...] otdow
aewcivntov E€el Kai GTAGILOV TavTOKIVIGLOY, TTEPL TO TADTOV Kol £V Kol HoVov Aidimg yvopévny.
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eternally moving around God and God only. What are the implications of the
otdoig aswcivnrog for the distinction between time and the Aeon?

We have already noted that the Aeon is time itself when it is “deprived
of motion”, when the motion ceases, when the sequence of the ‘before’ and ‘af-
ter’ and the transition from past to future ceases and is no more, making the pre-
sent, the ‘now’ of that transition, dimensionless and not participating in any
numbering of motion — albeit experienceable as Aeon. Maximus testifies the en-
trance of the human person into the ‘temporality’ of a dimensionless ‘now’, the
dimensionless present that constitutes the Aeon, as attainable by the human per-
son when it accepts the reality of deification. The immediacy of the relationship
between the uncreated divine person and the created human person nullifies
space, as the distance that constitutes space is being abolished, i.e. the distance
that makes things and persons known as objects (avti-keipevo, Gegen-stand)
standing opposite of the subject, thereby creating space or making space known.
In the same way, this relationship nullifies time and temporality by transforming
them into Aeon, time without motion, time deprived of motion, as any and every
motion or transition between the ‘before’ and ‘after’ is nullified in the directness
of the relationship (“it will be joined with the Providence in all directness™).*

However, the absence of motion, transition or change in the fullness of
the relationship’s immediacy, in the interpenetration of deification, cannot be
characterized as stillness: deification is not a blissful repose, and the encounter
of God with his beloved human person is not to be signified as an eternal pause
and stillness, but more as a restlessness (dgewkwvnoia), a present in a perpetual
becoming. Exiting temporality does not need to imply entering stillness and
stagnation in the same way that it does not need to imply the nullification of
one’s existence, but rather the possibility of its fullness and completeness. The
limitations of language are exhausted in the effort to signify such possibilities,
but Maximus attempts it with otéoic decivnrog and otdolpog tovtokvnoio: the
repose that is implied by the nullification of time and space (that is, of the dis-
tance that is contrary to the fullness of immediacy) is ever-moving, thereby sig-
nifying a reality beyond motion and repose, movement and stillness as we know
them empirically. In the case of time, this describes the possibility that time must
not measure our procession towards corruption and deterioration, but that tempo-
rality can be liberated by entering the Aeon, i.e. “a time deprived of motion, a
time without motion”. To be more precise, motion and time are not nullified, but
tranformed, transmuted into a stationary movement.

The fact that even the Aeon, commonly translated as ‘eternity’, has a
beginning and, as such, an end, generates the question: is there a temporality

20 [Ipoc Oaldooiov 1T, CCSG 22, 65.538-539: dpéomc cuvaebii tfj mpovoiq.
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without beginning or end, a true ‘eternity’? We have seen that infinity is a prop-
erty that cannot be attributed to anything else than God. God’s ‘temporality”>**
cannot be the Aeon, as the Aeon has a beginning and, consequently, an end,
whereas God, the uncreated, has no beginning or end. Here we would risk to say
that in some instances, Maximus employs the words @idwog, @idtov, adotng, in
order to denote such a ‘temporality’, the ‘temporality of the uncreated’ (as al-
ways, a welcome contradictio in terminis). However, in other contexts, Maxi-
mus uses these words and aiov interchangeably (either as nouns or as epithets),
leading us to the conclusion that he does not adopt a systematized distinction of
Ypovoc — aidv — adtotc.> It would be interesting and very helpful to ponder
such a hypothesis, but the Confessor’s texts do not provide us with sufficient
basis for that.

We will examine each of these three ‘levels of temporality” in the fol-
lowing chapters.

%21 As always, in the relative and apophatic sense of such designations when attributed to the uncreated.

%22 For example, Maximus attributes cud16tg to the Adyot, something which, seeing that the Adyor are
uncreated and reside in God, makes up a good case for our argument (Cf. Kepdloio mepi dydmng, Ceresa-
Gastaldo 1.100, 2.27). However, in other instances and while attributing adotng and infinity to the divine
substance, the Confessor writes that ddwotng can be granted to other substances (Cf. Ibid. 3.28: ‘Hueig 8¢ po-
wnv Aéyopev thv Beiov odoiav pm Exev T1 évavtiov, dg &idLov e odoav kol dmepov kai wddtnTog Taig EAkaLg
YOPLOTIKAV).

161



I11.4. The Fundamentals of Temporality, Spatiality and Motion:
Sections 35-40 from the Tenth ‘Difficulty’

We have offered an introductory overview of Maximus’ understanding
of time (ypdvog) as the numbering of motion and the similarity of his definition
to that of Aristotle’s, but we will have to delve deeper into Maximus’ line of
thought and examine his understanding of temporality.>?® In the Book of Difficul-
ties (I1epi drapdpwv dmopidv), in the context of the tenth and longest ‘Difficul-
ty” of the book (PG 91 1105C-1205C)*** and more specifically in sections 35 to
40,°® Maximus offers an in-depth analysis of time, space, infinity and motion
which we will examine thoroughly in the following pages, focusing on its direct
and indirect significance for Maximus’ understanding of temporality.**® We have
already cited and quoted crucial passages of these sections in the previous, intro-
ductory pages, but to understand Maximus’ mind we have to closely follow his
train of thought through the flow of the tenth Difficulty’s text itself. As Andrew
Louth writes, in the tenth Difficulty “we get a glimpse [...] of how Maximus’
mind worked. The movement of his mind is that of one who ponders and medi-
tates, patiently drawing together all sorts of apparently diverse concerns. [...]
His mind does not move straight ahead in conformity to a linear, logical argu-
ment, rather it moves sideways, and gathers together a collection of considera-

523 While we will focus on sections from the tenth Difficulty of the Book of Difficulties (I7epi diopSpav
damopidyv), it is true that Maximus’ Mootaywyio also contains many passages illustrating the Confessor’s
understanding of time and space — primarily as the space of the church and the time of the liturgy. In analyzing
Maximus’ theory of time, will not focus on the Mvoraywyio for two reasons: (a) Pascal Mueller-Jourdan has
already analyzed Maximus’ ideas on spatiotemporality in the Mystagogia in his monograph Typologie spatio-
temporelle comprehensively, offering interesting comparisons with the Aristotelian commentators, and (b) the
Mvaraywyia focuses on the church building and the liturgy, offering insights on temporality mainly in this
liturgical context, while we will focus on Maximus’ understanding of time (and, inevitably, space as well) in
the context of his ontology and cosmology.

524 Which, in the distinction between the two books on Difficulties, belongs to the earlier and longer Ambigua
ad Johannem.

%25 As numbered by Andrew Louth in his Maximus the Confessor, following Eriugena’s index from his Latin
translation of the book (and his shorter section titles). These sections are located in PG 91 1176 D-1188 C, and
their translation in pp. 134-139 of Louth’s Maximus the Confessor. In this chapter, we will quote and refer to
this translation of sections 35-40 without further mention of specific page numbers. A general introduction to
the tenth Difficulty is offered in pp. 91-93 of Louth’s Maximus the Confessor.

526 While Pascal Mueller-Jourdan’s Typologie spatio-temporelle focuses primarily on the Mvoraywyia, the
author has employed these and other parts of the tenth Difficulty as a basis in order to expound Maximus’
understanding of spatiotemporality; a synopsis of his conclusions are to be found in his paper “Where and
When as Metaphysical Prerequisites for Creation in Ambiguum 10”. Our analysis of the tenth Difficulty will
not depend on Mueller-Jourdan’s approach as such (as it has different starting points), and a point-by-point
juxtaposition of each element of Mueller-Jourdan’s train of thought to ours concerning these specific sections
would be most unpractical. Instead, the reader should keep in mind throughout this chapter that Mueller-
Jourdan discusses the status of spatiotemporality as discerned in the tenth Difficulty mainly in pp. 39-71 of his
Typologie spatio-temporelle, often arriving at similar conclusions in the analysis of said passages.

162



tions that are gradually made to converge”.””’ Maximus’ understanding of the

nature of time emerges out of these “apparently diverse concerns”.
I11.4.1. Section 35:°% Creation’s sbkoopia as Disclosing its Originator

In this section, Maximus offers valuable elucidations concerning the na-
ture of the relationship between created existence and the uncreated Creator.
While time measures corruption and decay, i.e. the march of creation towards
destruction and death —or, more concisely, while corruption and death manifest
in the passage of time, in the ‘horizon’ of time—, time itself is affirmed as very
good (just like the totality of creation). Time contributes to the order of creation,
to the beauty of the cosmos (edbkoouia) and manifests it while participating in it.

The ‘Saints’ are the ones who have attained (i.e. who were granted with)
the capability to discern and behold what is already there to be beheld: the nature
of creation as being in relation to its source of existence (i.e. a source outside of
creation), not as being definitively subject to the incompleteness that results in
death and inexistence.”® This true nature of existence is manifested as the fine
order of the world (edxoopic) and as the interconnectedness of everything (trv
avaloyiav kai v ypeiav, fjv Ekactov mapéyetar @ mavti). The capability to
behold these traits of existence (and existence as being in constant relation with
its source) emerges when one is not confined to only discerning created beings
as such, i.e. beings in themselves, but discerns the Adyou according to which they
have been fashioned (kaf’ 6v dednuiovpynvtan Adyov dednuovpynuéva). This
discloses beings not merely as objects or things, but simultaneously as intentions
and utterances of their Creator and as a channel to the restoration of communion
with him.

Maximus asserts that “what has come to be is found to be not otherwise
than good beside what now is”, that creation needs no “addition or subtraction”
in order to be good. Not being the cause of itself, creation is not complete in the

527 |_outh: Maximus the Confessor, p. 91.

28 [Tepi drapdpwv dmopiiv, PG 91 1176 BC. Oswpio guoiki, St fig Tov Oedv €k TdV KTiopdtov oi &ytot
£0150.0KOVTO.

529 |bid. 1176 B: “So therefore when the Saints behold the creation, and its fine order and proportion and the
need that each part has of the whole, and how all the perfect parts have been fashioned wisely and with provi-
dence in accordance with the Adyog of their fashioning, and how what has come to be is found to be not other-
wise than good beside what now is, and is in need of no addition or subtraction in order to be otherwise good,
they are taught from the things he has made that there is One who fashioned them”. Louth (p. 134) translates
“kaB’ 6v dednuovpynvral Adyov dednpovpynuéva’ as “in accordance with reason that fashioned them”, but
we deem it necessary to stress that Maximus employs the word Loyog here, referring to both one of the every-
day meanings of Adyog ka®’ &v dednpovpynvra, “the reason for which they have been fashioned”, and the
philosophy of the Adyot.
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sense that God is complete. However, this incompleteness does not constitute a
deficit that makes creation ‘evil’ or contrary to the will of its Creator. The mo-
tion of the created towards its beginning and end, its source and purpose (a mo-
tion that can be clearly discerned by those who can contemplate the Aoyou of be-
ings) amplifies the fact that creation is ‘good’, as it tends to the attainment of

completeness.

Through permanence®® (dwapovn), order (tééw), position (8éoic) and the

‘manner of being’ (die&oymyn), the tendency of the created towards its restored
nature (i.e. in communion with its uncreated source) is disclosed.*** The reign of
corruption and death and the absolutization of createdness’ tendency towards
nonrelation and inexistence would reveal a world that is devoid of these traits.
However, and while the mutability that results to corruption, death and inexist-
ence is painfully present in the world,** creation’s laws, its order, its spatiality
and its dwopovn) reveal createdness as eager to attain its completeness, not as ea-
ger to slip towards inexistence. The gbkoopia of the universe, “the course of the
stars proceeding in the same way”, is a perpetual reminder of this aspect of crea-
tion.

The importance of temporality in the context of creation’s gvkoopio iS
apparent in this culmination of Maximus’ argument.*® The “circle of the year”
(k0Khog TOD €viawtod) as stemming from the order and motion of the universe,
the motion of the heavenly bodies, also discloses the created world to the ones
contemplating the Aoyou (i.e. the Saints) as being in constant relationship with its
Creator and as revealing his providence. The fact that they, the Saints, recognize
God as provident (zpovontiv frictacay sivar Tédv dvimv) signifies his being in
constant relationship with creation (him as being in creation through created be-
ings while being wholly Other), a relationship that grants creation with fine order
and beauty. The use of the word mpovontrv does not entail binding the created
to necessity as in predetermination. Maximus’ most famous contribution to the
development of the ecclesial testimony is the philosophical fortification of the
concept of freedom, and human freedom in particular (the will); in Maximus’

5% ‘permanence’ in this sense does not mean, of course, eternal existence/existence without end, but a certain
and visible stability in the context of creation’s duration in time.

53 [Tepi Srapdpawv dmopiiv, PG 91 1176 C: “So, too, when they see the permanence, the order and position of
what has come to be, and its manner of being, in accordance with which each being, according to its proper
form, is preserved unconfused and without any disorder; and the course of the stars proceeding in the same
way, with no alteration of any kind”. (Transl. Louth, as is the case for the whole of this chapter.)

%82 | e. not the motion according to nature, but the deviation from this natural motion.

5% Ibid.: “and the circle of the year proceeding in an orderly manner according to the periodic return of the
[heavenly bodies] from and to their own place, and the equal yearly proportion of the nights and days, with
their mutual increase and decrease, taking place according to a measure that is neither too small nor too great,
they understand that behind everything there is providence, and this they acknowledge as God, the fashioner of
all”.
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thinking, providence means care, reference and relation, not predetermination
eliminating the possibility of freedom. We come to acknowledge this provi-
dence-signifying-presence by beholding the order of the universe in the “equal
proportion of the nights and days (with their mutual increase and decrease)”, in
the orderly passage of time, in the numbering of motion as time (yp6vog).

We have seen in Aristotle’s theory of time that it is the human being (the
‘soul’) that numbers motion. It is through human consciousness that motion is
manifested as time, that the overall motion is understood and manifested as the
transition from past to future, from the ‘before’ to the ‘after’. Without human
consciousness, without the ‘soul’, there is no numbering of the motion that takes
place; there is no time. We have no ground to accept that Maximus’ thought dif-
fers in this aspect from that of Aristotle’s: Maximus does never imply that this
‘measuring’ of motion, the ‘number’ by which motion is circumscribed that is
time,*** takes place by itself; a measuring requires the one who measures. In this
sense, the human person does not only behold the divine order of the universe
that is disclosed through the equal distribution of time, but he also actualizes it:
once again, the human person acts as a mediator between createdness and the
Creator, as the field in which the vital relationship of these takes place and is
realized.

111.4.2. Section 36:°*° Creation’s Temporal Beginning

As we have examined in chapter 11.1., the ancient Greek worldview did
not include a definitive beginning of the world; matter itself (although not neces-
sarily in its current form) was thought to be infinite, and a creatio ex nihilo
would be considered a folly, thus eliminating the possibility of a created-
uncreated distinction. However, notions of a beginningless world have resur-
faced in the Christian world at various points, and Maximus devotes this section
to annulling that idea. In doing so, he expounds his insights on the relationship
of temporal beginning and cause (&pyn), end and purpose (télog), on motion as
characteristic of everything that is created and on the extent up to which the God

of ecclesial testimony can be described as the ‘unmoved mover’.

There are two points in the first passage of this section®* that are of in-

terest to us. First, there is an “understanding” of the uncreated’s traces in crea-

¥ Kepddaia X' mepi Osoloyioc, PG 91 1085 A, 1.5.

5 [Tepi Sropbpov dropiépv, PG 91 1176 D-1177 B. Gewpio puotd mepi Tod apyiv Exelv TOV KOGHOV Koi
Yéveotv, koi mdv GAAO peTd Ocdv.

5% Ibid. 1176 D: “For who, seeing the beauty and greatness of God’s creatures, does not immediately under-
stand that He has brought all this into being, as the beginning and source of beings and their maker? In his
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tion through the “mind”, but this cannot possibly be enough. This ‘intellectual’
reference to the Creator (mpog avtov povov avadpapeiton tfj diavoiq), however
powerful it might be, must be left behind (tadta doeic kértw), because it cannot
suffice for the “transition” that is longed for (611 unde mépuke ti|g dravoiog
YOpev v 6Anv didPactv); the contemplation of the world in its true nature
through the Adyor produces a yearning, a passion, a strong desire for the personal
and direct encounter and relationship (Aapeiv mo0dv apéowc) with the one who
is traced through these Adyot, with the person(s) of God. One’s tracing of the
creative person in his creations constitutes an indirect encounter, which nonethe-
less gives birth to an intense yearning for a real personal encounter in all direct-
ness and immediacy (duéowg) with the object of his desire, an encounter that
cannot be compromised with intellectual ‘understanding’ (i.e. the grasping of a
concept, however profound it might be). This is the second point to be stressed:
that, according to Maximus, the absolute otherness of God can be known
through his creations and actions, through the mediation of its effects (6v dwa
néowv tdv Epyav &yvdpioe), i.e. through divine activities.”” The unapproacha-
ble substance of the divine person(s) is, of course, completely different from that
of created beings (just like the ovcia of a painter is radically different from the
ovoia of his painting). However, the hypostatic actualization of this unapproach-
able substance and nature can be encountered “through the mediation of its ef-
fects”. If by ‘mysticism’ we are to understand radically subjective and ‘ecstatic’
experiences of the individual, then this relationship that Maximus describes has
not much to do with ‘mysticism’: it is a distinct approach to the world, a distinct
mode for the access to reality pertaining to the primary questions of ontology.

Apart from these points, we should note that, according to Maximus, it is
not only creation-as-a-whole that has its “beginning and source” in the uncreated
God (meaning that individual beings exists and survive independently inside a
self-sufficient and self-sustained creation which, in turn, is their individual “be-
ginning and source”), but each and every individual being has its “beginning and
source” in the uncreated person(s)®*® — and consequently, as Maximus will go on
to say, its end and purpose. As such, the strive for the restoration of full com-
munion with the source of existence does not merely characterize the impersonal
‘totality of creation’ as one whole with possibly different internal relations, but

understanding he returns to Him alone, leaving behind all these things. For though he cannot accomplish the
complete transition with his mind, or receive without intermediary the object of his desires which he knows
through the mediation of its effects [...]”.

5% Note that, while God’s substance is single and simple, Maximus explicitly affirms the presence of many and
different activities (évépyeion), seeing a substance-activities distinction as obvious. Cf. Ilepi diapopwv
amopi@v, PG 91 1257 A: oic aneipoig &vhempdv évepyeiog Oeod [...] Tdv v avtlopPéveton Oeiov dvepyeldv
Stpopas.

5% 1dv 10D Bcod KTiopaToV [...] H¢ dpyiv kai aitiav v Shov kai momtv. God is not merely the cause and

the beginning of kticic-as-such, but of all the ktiopata themselves.
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each and every individual being. Therefore, the human person’s mediating cos-
mological function refers to each and every individual being, each and every
separate otherness that is to be restored as a perfect otherness in perfect com-
munion, and not merely to the aggregate-otherness that is ‘creation’ in compari-
son and reference to the otherness of the uncreated.

Writing on the erroneous notion that the world could be without begin-
ning, the Confessor analyzes important aspects of his philosophy of motion. Re-
ferring to the person that contemplates these subjects, Maximus says that:

he can readily put away the error that the world is without beginning, as he rea-
sons truly that everything that moves must certainly begin to move. No motion
is without beginning, since it is not without cause. For motion has a beginning,
and a cause from which it is called and an end to which it is drawn. If the be-
ginning of the movement of every moving thing is its motion, and its end the
cause to which what is moved is borne (for nothing is moved without cause),
then none of the beings is unmoved, except that which moves first (for that
which moves first is completely unmoved, because it is without beginning), and
none of the beings then is without beginning, because none is unmoved.**

Maximus states that (a) everything that is in motion has started being in motion
at a certain point (nav kwvodpevov mhvtmg kai fp&ato thc Kivnoewg), for there is
a first cause for every motion, and the presence of a cause also means that there
is also a temporal beginning (ndoca & kivnolg oOk Gvapyog, €meldn 0vdE
avaitiog). Note the correlation between temporal beginning and cause: this is not
a special theory of the Confessor but a direct implication of the use of the Greek
language for philosophical thinking (i.e. the semantic frame of that enquiry), for,
as we have noted, apyn means both temporal beginning and first cause, i.e. aitio.
An dpyn (temporal beginning) without an éapyr| (first cause) would be inconceiv-
able for Greek thought, it would be outside the limits of its world because of it
being outside the limits of its language.>*

The Church Father then proceeds to clarify that (b) the beginning and
first cause of the beings in motion is the one who has set them to motion (apymv
yop €xetl To xwvodv). This first cause is also the beings’ end and purpose: it calls
and draws them to it (aitiov €xet 0 KoAodv 1€ kai Eikov), and their motion is
directed towards it, it being their end and purpose (mpog 0 kol kweltan T€A0G).
What has a beginning does also have an end, what has a cause does also have a
purpose (apyn-térog). Therefore, (c) the end is also the cause, for beings in mo-

5% [Tepi drapbpwv dmopié>v, PG 91 1177 A. Transl. Louth, as is the case with every quote from IZepi diapépwv
dmopidv in this chapter.

%0 Note also Maximus’ identification of beginning/cause and end/purpose as well, in ITepi Stapépwv dmopiiv,
PG 91 1084 A: xai towtov deibog [6 Oedg] T apyii T téhog, kai TV apynyv 1@ téAel, pailov 8¢ TavTtdv dpymv
oboav koi Téhog.
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tion move towards their own cause (télog 1 mpoOg fiv @épeTOl TO KIVOOUEVOV
aitia).

Provided that the beginning and cause of the motion of everything that is
in motion is that which initiates this motion (i 8¢ mdong KvcE®C TAVTOC KIVO-
vuévov 10 Kvodv otv dpyn), and seeing that nothing moves without a cause
and a beginning (ovdgv yap dvartiog kiveitat) and that no being at all is without
motion (ovdev 8¢ tdv dviwv dxivntov — i.e. change, alteration, locomotion, orig-
ination, corruption, in short existence), Maximus concludes that (d) no being is

without beginning, as no being is without motion: ovdgv ¢ TV Gvtmv dxivntov.

However, there is an exception® to this, which of course is the one who

initiates the first motion in the first place (i un 0 npdTOS Kvodv). This prime
mover is unmoved and motionless, for he has no temporal beginning and no ex-
ternal cause, being the cause of himself (t0 yap mpdT®C KVODV TAVTOG
aivirov, 81t kad Gvapyov).>* If he had an external cause prior to him or a tem-
poral beginning denoting the starting point of his motion, he would by definition
not be the prime unmoved mover and the initiator of the first motion. Of course,
this syllogism of Maximus’ is purely Aristotelian in nature, alluding to Aristo-
tle’s prime unmoved mover.>” A point of interest is Maximus’ insistence on cor-
relating this subject to the subject of temporality. For example, while Aristotle
writes that everything that is in motion is moved by something/someone,®
Maximus prefers to focus on the starting point of this motion, on the fact that it
has had a beginning® — in his attempt to expound that the world as a whole has
a beginning, that the world is an outcome of creatio ex nihilo.

If everything that has a beginning has also an end, then there can be no
eternity in the sense of unlimited duration. Time measures motion, and motion
has always a beginning: therefore, it must also have an end, excluding the possi-
bility of temporal infinity (the existence of infinity as such is excluded, as we
will see in section 39). Eternity in the sense of unlimited duration cannot be as-

LException’ is not an accurate choice of words, as for Maximus God is not ‘one of the beings’, for he is
beyond being (brepeivor). Again, this is not merely a rhetorical or literary device to denote the greatness of the
Godhead, but a concise formulation on Maximus’ part, respecting and underlining the ontological difference
between creation and the uncreated. The implications of the concept of «rioig instead of, merely, kéopog are
not always apparent, but they are nonetheless vital for the consistence and coherence of ontological enquiry in
that context.

%2 As we have seen, this logical necessity of the Aristotelian God being motionless and unmoved is
transcended in Maximus’ worldview involving the possibility of ontological freedom, as the Confessor’s God
is simultaneously ever-moving and in motion, his distinct actualizations being in constant and perpetual
interpenetration (repydpnoig — cf. Torénen pp. 121-124 for this term).

3 As Andrew Louth remarks as well (Maximus the Confessor, p. 207 n. 96), the preconditions for Maximus’
train of thought are located in Aristotle’s @vaixd, boox VIII chapter 5, and Meta za pvoird, 1073a 23-28, 32-
34etal.

¥ @uoud, 256a 13-14: avéykn v TO KIVOOUEVOY DTTd TIVOG Te Kiveichan.
5 [Tepi Srapdpawv dmopiésv, PG 91 1177 A: niiv Kivodpevov méviag kod fipEato Tiig kviioeng
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cribed to the uncreated either (in this sense, the uncreated is not eternal): this
unending duration would also be the measure/number of a certain motion, but no
motion of this sort is to be ascribed to the uncreated.>*® Ever-being (dei eivou)
and ever-well-being (dei 0 eivar) are used to describe man’s and creation’s re-
demption from the cycle of motion that leads to corruption (i.e., they are em-
ployed relatively, only in comparison to the current state of temporality), and
they are similarly ascribed to the uncreated in the context of an apophatic stance,
merely from the viewpoint of humanity. What the Confessor acknowledges as
non-sensible realities are created and in motion as well, possessing a distinct
type of temporality.>’ Every kind of being is moved™*® (while God is not ‘one of
the beings’), but intelligible beings™* are moved “in accordance with knowledge
and understanding”,>® in accordance with their constituent powers (cvotatikai

Suvayelc), i.e. mind (vodc) and reason (Adyoc).
111.4.3. Section 37:>*! The Motion of Substance, Quantity and Quality

This section of Maximus’ tenth ‘Difficulty’ explains why the expansion
and contraction of substance (ovoia), as well as quantity and quality, must nec-
essarily have a beginning and cause (&vopyot eivar od ddvavtoi). Maximus un-
derstands the expansion and contraction of substance as a downward and upward
motion on an implicit Porphyrian tree,>? on a scale of the universals, from the
most general to the most specific.®®> We have stated that, as there is no ovoio

5% Again, this ever-moving ‘perpetual interpenetration stresses that to describe the uncreated as motionless
still ascribes characteristics and criteria of createdness to the uncreated. Beyond motion would be a more
accurate way to formulate this.

%7 We will analyze Maximus’ concept of the Aeon in the next chapter.

8 [Tepi Srapdpawv dmopiipv, PG 91 1177 A: névta yap Kiveiton o 6mmcodv Svia.

9 A detailed analysis of the ontological status of Maximus’ sensible/intelligible distinction and of what he
means by intelligible realities in the context of philosophical consistency is outside the scope of our study:
when encountering these terms, we will be content in integrating them into our train of thought and in
proceeding onwards. However, we will attempt to approach them as modes later in our study.

50 IIepi Srapdpov dmopiév, PG 91 1177 AB: “For every kind of being is moved, except for the sole cause
which is unmoved and transcends all things, those beings that are intelligent and rational in a way in accord-
ance with knowledge and understanding, because they are not knowledge itself or understanding itself. For
neither is their knowledge or understanding their being, but something they acquire as they consider their being

with correct judgment in accordance with mind and reason (what I call their constituent powers).”

1 |bid. 1177 B-1180 A. ®swpio mepi GVGTOARC Ko SlaoToAfg ovaiag, ToWwTToC T8 Kol TosdTNTOC, Kb fiv

Gvapyot eivan od dHvava.

%52 Cf. Louth: Maximus the Confessor, p. 207 n. 98. The concept of the Porphyrian tree (Tree of Porphyry or
Arbor Porphyriana) derives from Porphyry's (third century AD) introduction (Eicaywyn) to Aristotle's
Categories and is a ‘scale of being’, a division of each substance into genus and differentiae until no further
division is possible.

553 [Tepi drapdpev dmopi>v, PG 91 1177C: “For it is moved from the most universal kind through the more
universal kinds to the forms, by which and in which everything is naturally divided, proceeding as far as the
most specific forms, by a process of expansion [dwactoln], circumscribing its being towards what is below,
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avomootatog, substance is not understood as being a thing, ‘something’ residing
‘somewhere’, which excludes a conception of its movement as spatial locomo-
tion in the way that this is experienced by the hypostatic actualization of the sub-
stance.>* However, and as Maximus affirms that every created being has a be-
ginning, a cause and a substance and is in motion, he traces the motion of even
the most abstract and general of substances in their ‘expansion’ and ‘contraction’
on the scale of the universals.®® This motion of the substance, this ‘expansion’
and ‘contraction’ of the substance has “both a beginning and an end”, it is “not
at all capable of being defined by limitlessness”.>® Were the ‘expansion’ and
‘contraction’ of the substances without a beginning and end, i.e. limitless and
infinite, both time (the numbering of that expanding and contracting motion) and
its cosmological partner, space, would be infinite as well. As we will see in later
sections, Maximus excludes the possibility of infinity from creation.

Maximus studiously ascribes (a) temporal beginning, (b) generation, (c)
beginning of motion, (d) cause, (¢) end, (f) purpose and of course (g) motion to
everything created, and the substances of everything created, however general
and abstract, could not have escaped this attribution, leaving the semantic cir-
cumscription devoid of philosophical realism. He proceeds to argue that even
general and at times abstract categories like ‘substance’, ‘quantity’ and ‘quality’
are subject to all the fundamental characteristics of createdness. Expansion and
contraction are both a Aoyog and a tpomog,™ a (pre)existent ‘intention’ and ten-
dency and the distinct mode of its actual realization. It is not only the substance
that is characterized by the motion of ‘expansion’ and ‘contraction’, but quantity
and quality as well: “every kind” of quantity can be expanded, without of course
attaining infinity, and again contracted, without losing its natural/substantial
form, i.e. the cupgvic €idog (which would mean that it would stop belonging to
same substance any more, as there is a strong correlation between ovcio/evoig
and €180c).>® The same is true of quality, of every kind of quality: the motion of

and again it is gathered together from the most specific forms, retreating through the more universal, up to the
most universal kind, by a process of contraction [cvuotoAn], defining its being towards what is above.”

%54 We should reiterate here that the substance and the hypostasis are not to be understood as two different
‘things’, but as two different modes, the mode of existence of homogeneity the mode of existence of the
particular.

55 [Tepi Sropbpov dropi@v, PG 91 1177 B: “But that which is simply called being itself (1} dmAidg Aeyouevn
oveia) is not only the being (ovoia) of those things subject to change and corruption, moved in accordance
with change and corruption, but also the being of all beings whatever that have been moved and are moved in

accordance with the reason and mode of expansion and contraction”.

%6 Ibid. 1177 C: apyiv koi téhog &xovea deikvuton, TOV Tiic dmelpiog 008’ Shag mdéEacon duvapuévn Adyov.

“Thus it can be described either way, either from above or from below, and is shown as possessing both begin-

ning and end, not at all capable of being defined by limitlessness”.
57 |bid. 1177 B: 16 katdt THY S106TOAY Koi GLGTOARY Ady® Te Koi TpOTe.

%8 bid. 1177 CD: “So it has quantity, not just the quantity of those things subject to change and corruption
which are perceived to increase and decrease in every way naturally, but also every kind of quantity that can be
circumscribed when it is moved by tightening and loosening and given form according to expansion by partial
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‘expansion’ and ‘contraction’ is not only present in cases where such a thing
would be obvious and expected, but in all created things that are subject to the
laws of createdness, T® Tpemtd T kai okedootd.”>® Maximus insists on ascrib-
ing the motion of ‘expansion’ and ‘contraction’ to any substance, quantity and
quality in order to illustrate that motion is the primary characteristic of
createdness even in the cases where this is not obvious and expected, even in
substances that are not visibly subject to change, motion, origination, corruption.
For the Confessor, to be in motion is to have been originated, to have a cause
and to have a temporal beginning (and also to have a spatial status, an end and a
purpose).

That is exactly his point and his argument: (a) if substances, qualities
and quantities are subject to ‘expansion’ and ‘contraction’, then they cannot be
unmoved and motionless, they are by definition in motion (as this ‘expanding’
and ‘contracting’ is a motion in itself). The presence of motion signifies that
there has been a beginning to that motion, and everything that has had a begin-
ning in its motion has been generated at some point in time. Everything that is in
motion has “received” its motion and its being (10 eivoi 1€ xoi O KvelcOar Ao-
Bov), the implication being that this motion and being has been received from
the one that is ingenerate and unmoved, i.e. uncreated (éx tod poévov kai £vog
dyevitov e kai akwvntov). Maximus concludes this section with a wordplay
denoting the necessary correlation between (temporal) beginning and cause: he
writes that everything that has had a beginning in its existence (to 6¢ xata v
100 &lvon yéveowv npypévov, ‘fpynévov’ being the participle perfect of
apyw/Gpyopar, i.e. dpyn) cannot possibly be without a cause (o0daudg Gvapyov
glvar duvaray, “Gv-apyov’ meaning ‘without an apyfi’).>® Essentially, he writes
that everything that has had an apyn must also have dpyr, a tautology that we
mentioned earlier and one that illustrates how language dictates philosophy (or,

differences, without however flowing out into limitlessness, and again gathered together as it retreats in ac-
cordance with its kind, without however losing its natural form”.

%9 Ibid. 1177 D: “Similarly with quality which is not just that moved by change in beings subject to change
and corruption, but every kind of quality, moved according to difference in what is changeable and soluble, and
receptive of expansion and contraction”.

%0 |bid. 1180 A: “For no-one can say that anything that can naturally be scattered and gathered together again
either by reason or force can reasonably be thought to be completely unmoved. If it is not unmoved, it is not
without beginning. If it is not without beginning, then clearly it is not ingenerate, but just as everyone knows
that the motion of what is moved must have had a beginning, so anything that has come into being must have
begun to come into being, receiving its being and movement from the sole One who has not come into being
and is unmoved. That which has begun to come into being could not in any way be without beginning”. As the
reader can witness, Andrew Louth translates o0daudg évapyov eivar ddvatar as “could not in any way be
without beginning”, but given that the previous sentence mentioned the origination of being and motion from
God, I think that évapyog here should be translated as “without cause”. The sentence “That which has begun to
come into being could not in any way be without beginning” would be too much of a tautology, even for Max-
imus.
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adversely, one that illustrates the innate philosophical conciseness of lan-
guage).”®

I11.4.4. Section 38:*** Maximus’ Space-Time Continuum

In this most interesting section, the Confessor expounds his theory on
the correlation of space and time, a view that is far from being taken for granted
on the part of his contemporaries: according to him, everything that possesses a
spatial status also possesses a temporal one and vice versa, spatiality and tempo-
rality being the dimensions of the motion.**® As the motion of created beings and
creation is a continuous one (its cessation causing a collapse into inexistence —
with the exception of deification, the otdoig dewivntog), we would be accurate
in describing Maximus’ view on spatiotemporality as the space-time continuum
of motion. The section’s purpose is to prove that “everything apart from God
exists in a place and, therefore, necessarily also in time, as well as that that

which exists in a place has necessarily had a temporal beginning”.>**

The Confessor writes that the ‘being’ of beings itself exists “in a certain
way and not simply” (koi a0td O givor TBV dviwv, 1O A Exov, GAL ody
amA®c), that every being possesses ‘howness’ in order to exist, it possesses the
otherness of its particularity, of its actual realization (i.e., the substance’s hypos-
tatization). This is another way of saying that there is no ovoia dvvrdotorog,
that every substance (ovoia) exists insofar as it is to be encountered in particular
actualizations (bndotooig). Maximus categorically excludes any other possibil-
ity: he accepts the reality of substance and employs it as an ontological category,
but explicitly states that the substance does not exist “simply”, without the
‘howness’ of an actual realization, of the particular. Without the particular, i.e.
the “certain way” of the substance’s existence, the substance is but a mere ab-
straction. This, the particular, is the “first form of the substance’s description”,
and it reveals that the origination of beings entails a temporal beginning in the
case of their substances as well (fpyfat kat’ ovoiav kai yéveow T dvta).>®

%1 Cf. Maximus’ treatment of Gpy?) and téhog in relation to motion in IIpog Galdooiov II, CCSG 22, 59.268-
283.

%82 [Tepi d1apdpwv dmopiiv, PG 91 1180 B-1181 A.

%% However, this is only true of the sensible creation, as Maximus attributes another form of temporality to
intelligible beings, but not exactly spatiality: this is substituted by other forms of ontological distance, which
we will examine in later chapters.

%4 [Tepi drapipev dmopidpv, PG 91 1180 B: Anddeiéig tod, iy 61100V évev Oeod maviog &v Tone, Koi dii
10070 £& Avarykng Kai v pove, Kai 8T1 TO &v TOm® TAVTIRG KATE, XPOVoV Kai TjPKTaL TOD VoL

%5 Tbid. 1180 B: “I should say, too, that the fact that beings exist in a certain way and not simply—that this,
indeed, is the first form of circumscription—is a powerful factor in proving that beings have a beginning in
respect of being and generation”.
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Maximus means that (a) the fact that the substances exist insofar as their actual
realizations (the particulars) exist and (b) that these particulars have been origi-
nated in time and possess a temporal beginning entails (c) that the substances
themselves have originated in time, that they have had a temporal beginning and

exist in time (év ypovw, as the title of the section puts it).

Maximus is eager to add that each and every being®® (except from “the

one divine being” who, as the Confessor writes, is not ‘one of the beings’, for it
exists beyond being itself, i.e. creation, the mode of createdness and creation’s
inescapable terminology) is in all cases thought of as being somewhere, which is
always and necessarily bound to being at a certain point in time.*®” Maximus
does not merely offer an observation; his use of words underlines his insistence
on the projected fact. In one short sentence, he repeats four times the inescapable
character of the correlation of every kind of existence with a spatial and a tem-
poral status: “every kind of being whatever”, “in every case” and “certainly”,
“necessarily” (tavtog tod 0T®GoUV GVTog — TV T€ Kol TAVIHG — £ Avaykng).
Spatiality is a precondition of beings, it does not take place after the emergence
of beings but is included in their emergence itself, it is “already thought of as
being somewhere” (mpoemvositar 0 wod). Something does not first exist and
then, apart from that it is (being thought as being) located somewhere: the fact
of its existence itself necessarily entails its to moD, its ‘whereness’. The same is
inescapably and necessarily true of 16 mote, every being’s temporal status: the
existence of every being whatsoever entails it being in time, it possessing
‘whenness’ (mavtn t€ Kol Taviwg €€ Avaykng cvvemvogitan 10 note), Which is
not merely one of the attributes of existing, but an inseparable characteristic
thereof. As we can see, the event of existing is itself bound to a continuum of
spatiotemporality, a conjunction of spatial and temporal status through which the
event of existing is actualized, manifested and disclosed: without this spatiotem-
poral continuum of each being, there is “no kind of being whatever”, to para-
phrase the Confessor.

The reader should note that in the original Greek text, Maximus general-
ly tends to refrain from using the words space (t6émog) and time (yp6vog) in this
section, preferring the use of ‘the where’ (o mod) and ‘the when’ (1 mote)*®
instead. We would be more accurate in speaking about the ‘whereness’ and
‘whenness’®® in Maximus, not about ‘space’ and ‘time’. His choice is in line

%8 Tavtog Tod dmosodv Bvtog, i.e. each and every being that exists in a certain way.

%7 Tbid. 1180 B: “Who is ignorant of the fact that every kind of being whatever, apart from the divine and
unique being, which properly speaking exists beyond being itself, is already thought of as being somewhere,
and that, together with this, it is necessarily thought of as certainly existing at some time?”

%68 Erroneously transcribed as moté in the PG, meaning ‘never’ instead of ‘when’.

%9 pascal Mueller-Jourdan and others have also employed the terms ‘whenness’ and ‘whereness’ to describe
the notions of nod and worte in the tenth Difficulty.
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with his general commitment to write on the mode of things, on their ‘howness’,
and not to theorize about abstract objects. The nouns ‘space’ and ‘time’, in their
philosophical context, are mere abstractions; the question concerning the where?
and when? of beings is a much more concrete question, contributing to the real-
ism of Maximus’ enquiry and acting as its precondition. Interestingly enough,
the Confessor links in his line of thought the ‘whenness’ and ‘whereness’ of be-
ings with their ‘howness’ (10 widg, 100 0nwcodv dvtog), he handles these ques-
tions as dimensions of the ‘howness’ of things, further intensifying his focus on
the mode of existence, and not the ‘whatness’ of beings, as the locus of ontologi-
cal enquiry.

Maximus clarifies that the conjunction of spatiality and temporality, of
‘the where’ and ‘the when’, is not just a matter of coexistence; the one is a pre-
condition for the other.>”™® These are ‘simultaneous’ (&pa) dimensions of reality,
which would not be conceivable without them; spatiotemporality is necessary
for reality (t®v ovk dvev toyydvovow). It is the very nature of spatiality and
temporality to coexist (cuvemivogicOon népukev) and it would not be possible to
separate them or to deprive the one of the other (ovdaud¢ didpiotan KaTd GTé-
pnow).

It is interesting that Maximus’ wording consistently subjects these onto-
logical/cosmological axioms and observations to the limitations of human under-
standing: he speaks of how things are “thought of/already thought
of/simultaneously thought of to be” etc. (émvoeiton, mpoemvoeital,
ovvemwvogitat), not of how things are. Maximus’ texts do not allow us to pre-
sume that he juxtaposes how people think things are with how things really are,
which he would explain elsewhere if this were the case. Instead, his insistence
on this wording seems to echo, once again, his apophatic stance. Human persons
can understand the world in the measure of their capabilities, “in the measure of
their language”,>"* but this understanding will always be unable to exhaust the
truth of how things really are. However, this is the only measure we possess, and
the only way of understanding we have: language, thinking and understanding
do truly reflect and ‘circumscribe’ the truth of reality — in their measure, accord-
ing to the limitations of the semantic function’s capabilities, which however do
‘iconize’ truth.>’? The fact that Maximus insists on this wording does not mean

570 [Tepi drapdpwv dmopidv, PG 91 1180 BC: “For space cannot be thought of, separate from and deprived of
time (for they go together and one cannot be without the other), nor can time be separated from and deprived of
space, for they are naturally thought of together”.

S sybha eic o mepi Oeiwv dvoudrwv, CD4.1 189 B (p. 122, fn): @ pétpo Tig uetépag yAdoong
axoAovB®dV, (00 yap vmepPivor TAOTNY SVVOTOV NUIV).

572 The reader can find an interesting recent contribution to Maximus® understanding of the notion of truth in
Georgi Kapriev’s article ,,Der Wahrheitsbegriff bei Maximus Confessor” (in: Alia Mensching-Estakhr &
Michael Stadtler (eds): Wahrheit und Geschichte. Die gebrochene Tradition metaphysischen Denkens. Fest-
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that knowledge is impossible or that our knowledge is false: he simply reminds
us to be mindful of this fundamental distinction, to never lose sight of it, and
therefore to never abandon the ontological enquiry’s prerequisites for realism.

The Confessor proceeds to discuss some definitions of space and time,
of ‘the where’ and of ‘the when’. Everything is manifested and disclosed (wévta
deikvutan) as being subject to spatiality, to ‘the where’ (V6 10 moD), for every
created thing exists in space (g ev 1om® 6vta). Everything is ‘in space’, because
the totality of everything cannot be greater than the whole of the universe, i.e.
the sum of beings cannot exceed the universe itself.>’® As a consequence, no cre-
ated thing could be beyond the universe and not be circumscribed by space. The
universe (to mav) cannot but contain everything (1o mav); it would be both irra-
tional and impossible to presume that the sum of everything (to nav) is greater
than the universe (10 ndv), that 10 ndv tod mavtog could be beyond 16 mav. This
is, once more, a clever wordplay expounding philosophical accuracy through
semantic/linguistic accuracy.” The universe is contained in itself and does not
extend beyond itself,°” the universe “has its circumscription from itself and in
itself”. This is the ‘edge of the universe’, the ‘limit of the universe’ (10 mépog
gavtod), seen from the inside. The notion of the ‘limit of the universe’ from the
outside (a welcome contradictio in terminis), to népog €avtod 10 E€mTEPOV, Can
only be a reference to what ‘exists’ beyond the created, “the infinite power that
is the cause of all”.>"® The fact that the created universe cannot be infinite and

schrift zum 70. Geburtstag von Giinther Mensching. Wirzburg: Konigshausen & Neumann 2012, pp. 137-
151), especially in the second part dealing with the IZepi diapopwv dmopiisv. Kapriev is right in discerning
Maximus’ threefold approach to truth through his terms: okié, eikdv, dAndeswo (shadow, image/icon, truth — p.
144f.). The referring function of ok and eikav (they point to truth, but they are not truth in themselves)
illustrate Maximus’ elaborate understanding of the relationship —and, most importantly, the difference—
between a signifier and its signified reality, between an eikédv and its dinbswe. On an accurate account of
Greek patristic thought on the subject, see Zizioulas” Being as Communion, pp. 67-122.

5 [Tepi drapdpwv dropriv, PG 91 1180 C: “By space, we mean that everything is shown as being in a place.
For the totality of everything is not beyond the universe (for it is irrational and impossible to conceive of the
universe itself as being beyond everything that it is)”.

57 Ibid.: o0 y&p vmEp TO TV oHTO TO WAV TOD TAVTOS (TODTO Yap TOS Kol HAoyov Kol adVvaToy ovTd TO TV
omép 10 ‘Eavtod mdv etvon Oeomilew).

58 We cannot adequately stress the independence of philosophical cosmology from physical cosmology and
vice versa. The one may inspire the other or reveal aspects of the other as having a relevance or importance not
hitherto discerned, but the one may not substitute the other: these disciplines attempt to answer different
questions and employ different tools and methods in doing so. To mention an example, the theory of the
possibility of multiple and parallel universes (multiverse or meta-universe) in the context of physical
cosmology would not be counter-argument for this position of Maximus’: in this context, t0 ndv (‘everything’,
‘the universe’) would be the sum of all multiple universes, the sum of creation and not merely our ‘individual
universe’.

58 [epi drapdpwv dmopii>v, PG 91 1180 C: “[...] but being circumscribed from itself and in itself, in accord-
ance with the infinite power of the cause of all that circumscribes everything, the limit itself is outside itself”.
Note that Maximus links in another passage the subject of the ‘limit of the universe’ to time, and more specifi-
cally to the future: Ibid. 1172A: “[...] the limit of the universe, which is wholly in the future, in which there
will no longer be among beings anything bearing or anything borne, nor any kind of motion at all in the ineffa-
ble stability which defines the range and motion of what is borne and moved” (transl. Louth, p. 132).
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limitless (as we will analyze in section 39) entails that it has a limit, and the no-
tion of the “outer side” of that limit refers the limitations of creation to the creat-
ed-uncreated distinction, establishing the relationship between the created and
the uncreated, creation and its Creator, as the epicenter of existence and as a vi-
tal part in the ‘circumscription’ and understanding of existence.

Maximus asserts that this is what space, i.e. the space of the whole uni-
verse (témog t0d mavtog) is, and confirmingly quotes a definition of space as
“what surrounds the universe, either the position that is outside the universe, or
the limit of the container in which what is contained is contained”.>’” This is a
definition of space that ultimately derives from Aristotle through Nemesius, as
Andrew Louth notes.*”® This could have been a mere philological borrowing, but
the attentive reader will have noticed Maximus’ ‘twist’ of it. Aristotle’s concern
is to provide a definition of space (in the context of a cosmology and ontology
excluding a created-uncreated distinction), but Maximus attributes this “limit of
the universe” and this “outside of the universe” that “surrounds the universe”
not to the universe itself, not to creation (albeit it being creation’s extreme limit)
but to “the infinite power that is the cause of all”, to God (an uncreated God be-
yond motion, spatiality and temporality). This entails that, for Maximus, space is
the locus of the relationship between the created and the uncreated, between cre-
ation and the Creator. The very definition of space-as-a-whole includes its rela-
tion to the divine person(s) and is determined by it. Space signifies a spatial in-
terval and extension, a distance, and space-as-a-whole signifies the distance be-
tween creation and Creator (a distance that is in this case ontological and not
spatial) — while simultaneously embodying the hope for the annihilation of this
distance.

The Confessor subsequently proceeds to a further discussion of time. It
is his previous line of thought on space that similarly and simultaneously proves
(cvvamoderybnoetar) that every created thing possesses a temporal status and is
subject to ‘the when’ (VUm0 t0 mdte), that everything without exception is ‘in
time’ (v ypove mhvtog dvra). Maximus links this with modality again, with the
mode of existence: he repeats that nothing apart from the uncreated exists ‘simp-
ly’, without possessing a certain and distinct mode of its existence, without pos-
sessing 1o még vy, its certain ‘howness’. And this ‘howness’ entails that be-
ings have a temporal beginning (and a cause), for the hypostatization (actualiza-
tion) of the substance in a certain way entails its emergence at a certain point in

" Ibid. 1180 C: “And this is the place of the universe, just as certain people define space, saying that space is
what surrounds the universe, either the position that is outside the universe, or the limit of the container in
which what is contained is contained”. The definition as quoted by Maximus is difficult to translate in English,
so we will also include the original Greek: Tomog €otiv M| £€m T0D TOVTOg TEpLEEpeta, 1 M EE® TOD mAVTOG
001G, | 10 MéPOg TOD MEPIEYOVTOG &V @ MEPIEYETAL TO MEPLEYOUEVOV.

578 @voucd, Book IV, chapter 4. See Louth, p. 207f, n. 100.

176



time. If it is possible to speak about the ‘how’ of something, Maximus writes,
then even if that thing exists now, it is certain that it didn’t always exist (ovk
fv),>" that there was a time in which it didn’t exist.>® This has to do with the
specific ‘howness’ signifying a difference and a distance from mere ‘whatness’
(e.g. the differences of a specific human person in comparison to ‘humanity’ or
‘human nature’), the mode of existence of something manifesting an otherness
not found in its genus; the motion/change/transition(/origination) from mere na-
ture to the otherness and difference of a being’s actual existence cannot but have
taken place in the past, i.e. in time.

In what way does Maximus say that the uncreated does not possess
‘howness’ and which are the implications for the uncreated’s temporality, inso-
far as we can use such a term? In the case of the uncreated and divine, it would
be absurd to speak of a ‘difference’ and a ‘distance’ of God’s ‘howness’ (10
ndg) and God’s ‘whatness’ (10 ti), these being categories of createdness. Even
the use of the notions of ‘howness’ and ‘whatness’ itself is abusing the relative
character of language when trying to describe the uncreated with semantic tools
forged within createdness. In Maximus’ worldview, the three divine persons are
God’s singular ‘being’ and ‘substance’, they are not different from it, they do not
manifest a distance and difference from what God is: the uncreated’s “howness’
is the uncreated’s ‘whatness’. For Maximus and the ecclesial testimony, the
three hypostases of God are God’s one and single ‘substance’. It is not that
God’s actualization as three persons in otherness and communion is something
different from God’s ‘being’. To say that God’s single ‘substance’ is ‘what’ God
is and that God’s three hypostases are ‘how’ God is does articulate and relatively
describe (‘circumscribe’) the testimony of the ecclesial community’s relation-
ship with him, but it cannot exhaust the truth of the uncreated as such, a truth
that is by definition ‘beyond words’, i.e. words forged to signify beings-in-
createdness.”® This closer examination of the uncreated’s freedom from the
mode of existence that results in a spatiotemporal status is most relevant to our
examination of Maximus’ views on time, for it defines and designates the differ-
ence of created existence from its external and uncreated cause, revealing crucial
aspects of this nature.>®

5 Andrew Louth (Maximus the Confessor, p. 208 n. 101) notes here that the use of v (third person singular
imperfect of ‘to be’) does not merely denote a past tense, but it is used in an absolute sense meaning eternal
existence. Louth explains that this is not a Neoplatonic usage, but a Christian one going back to John 1:1.

0 [Tepi drapipev dmopiiv, PG 91 1180 CD: “And by time, it is indicated that everything is certainly in time,
since everything that possesses existence after God possesses this existence in a certain way and not simply.
And therefore they are not without beginning. For if we know how something is, we may know that it is, but
not that it [always] was”.

%81 Cf. Corpus Areopagiticum: ITepi pvonixijc Osoloyiag, p.149F.

%82 \We must here provide a general remark, that such an ontological enquiry attempting to include a created-
uncreated distinction (and as such, God/the uncreated) in its line of thought without reifying God, without
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We defined ‘substance’ as the mode of participation in being, but God
does not ‘participate in being’, for he is not ‘one of the beings’. As a conse-
quence, when we say that God is (t0 0siov Aéyovteg ivar) we are not speaking
of how God is (o0 10 médg eivon Aéyopev), which eliminates the need to think of
the uncreated as ‘becoming somehow in time’. This reveals the extreme relativi-
ty of saying that God ‘is’ or ‘was’, which are both correct and at the same time
insufficient, inaccurate. Both can be said “simply, boundlessly and absolutely”,
but only if the limitations of signifying the uncreated with the means of the cre-
ated are respected, as the uncreated cannot be confined into any reason, utter-
ance, meaning or thought (avenidektov mavtdg Adyov koi vofjpatog).”® ‘Being’
does originate from God, but it is exactly the created-uncreated distinction that
does not include God into ‘being’: while he creates ‘being’, he himself is not
‘being’. This independence of the uncreated from either existing “simply” or “in
a certain way” further stresses the possession of ‘howness’, of existing “in a cer-
tain way” and possessing @ mode of existence on the part of created beings, as
Maximus insists (gl 82 mdc, AL’ ody GmAdg, Exel To dvta TO eivar). He repeats
that this ‘howness’ of beings always and in every way (ndvtwc) entails their
‘whereness’, i.e. their position and limit according to their Adyotr of substance
and nature (Vmo 10 wod 61 TV Béov Kol TO TEPOC TOV €N ADTOIG KATA PVOLY
AOywv), and their ‘whenness’ stemming from the fact that they have had a tem-
poral beginning and cause (V1o T0 moTE £ivon 1t TV ApyRv EmdéEetan). It is the
inescapable modality of created existence that binds it to spatiotemporality.®®*

111.4.5.Section 39:°*° Createdness Excludes the Possibility of Spatiotemporal
Infinity

This section of the Confessor’s tenth ‘Difficulty’ is devoted to arguing
that there can be no infinity (both spatial, temporal or otherwise) and

including him within ‘being’ and slipping into the premises of ontotheology is on verge of being possible at all.
However, this is exactly the ontological enquiry of the whole of ‘byzantine’ civilization (a sweeping but
nonetheless accurate generalization) and Maximus the Confessor in particular. In order for such an ontological
enquiry to be possible, it is evident that the apophatic epistemological stance is to be employed most
emphatically.

583 [Tepi Srapdpawv dmopidv, PG 91 1180 D: “Thus when we say that the divine is, we do not say how it is. And
therefore we say of him that ‘he is’ and ‘he was’ simply and boundlessly and absolutely. For the divine cannot
be grasped by any reason or thought, nor do we grasp his being when we say that he is”.

%8 Ibid. 1180 D-1181 A. “For being is derived from him but he is not being. For he is beyond being itself, and
beyond anything that is said or conceived of him, whether simply or in a certain way. But beings possess being
in a certain way, and not simply, so that where they are is determined by their position and the natural limit of

the Adyor that are in them, and when they are [is determined] from their beginning”.

% |bid. 1181 A-1184 A. Amodedig Tob pm Sovacho drepov glval, koi S10 TodTo oBTe dvapyov mdv, &l TL KaTd

v &v A0l TocoTnTO EXEL TO ElvOL.
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beginninglessness/causelessness within creation; the absence of finiteness and of
an origination or an originator, i.e. a prior cause, is to be attributed only to the
uncreated God. Maximus treats the finiteness of created existence as an implica-
tion of it having a beginning and cause, being in motion and possessing modali-
ty, spatiality and temporality (‘howness’, ‘whereness’, ‘whenness’).

The word that Maximus uses to denote finiteness is ‘circumscription’ or
‘delimitation’ (meprypagn) and the ability of something to be ‘circumscribed’,
i.e. having given limits. He explains that both the substances and the hypostases
are finite and not limitless. The substance and being of everything cannot be in-
finite, for its limit is the very sum of everything, a quantity that can be circum-
scribed. The fact that the substance and being of everything is not infinite and
not unbounded stems from both the Adyog of being itself and the Aoyog of be-
ing’s mode of existence, of its ‘howness’**® and actualization. Consequently the
hypostasis, the actual realization of each being, is also subject to circumscrip-
tion.®” The hypostases are circumscribed in relation to each other, and this cir-
cumscription is effected through number and substance in accordance with the
Aoy0c™® — a notion of Adyog that reflects both being and modality, both sub-

stance/nature and ‘howness’.>®®

Arriving at the conclusion that nothing is free from circumscription,
from being finite, specific and particular (i.e., from possessing finiteness, limits,
boundaries), the Confessor links this universal subjection to circumscription to
spatiotemporality. He writes that everything, according to its measure, “has re-
ceived” a spatial and a temporal status, a ‘whereness’ and a howness’. These are
reiterated as being absolute prerequisites of existing in creation: without a spa-
tiotemporal limit, nothing can exist, nothing can possess substance (ovoia),
guantity (mocdtng), quality (mowdtng), relation (oyéoic), action (moinoig), pas-
sion/receptiveness (mdBog), motion (kivnoig) and habit (8&ic). These are the at-
tributes “with which those who know about these things delimit the universe”. In
Maximus’ thought, the whole spectrum of the characteristics of existing depends
on the possession of a given spatiotemporal status, a status that is itself linked

with the specificity and otherness of beings, i.e. their howness’.*

56 |bid. 1181 A: 6V T T0D £ivan Kai 10D THE giva Adyov.

%7 |bid. 1181 B: 003 1) Tod kad’ Ekactov dTjhov dVrdcTaclc EoTar Sixa TepLYpapTC.

%88 Ibid.: AMqAaig T aptBpd Kai Tij ovoig katd Adyov TepLysypappévaL.

%89 |bid. 1181 AB: “And again the being of all the many beings that are in the universe cannot be infinite (for
there is a limit to all these things in their multitudinous quantity which circumscribes the Adyog of their being
and manner of being, for the being of the universe is not unbounded), nor can the substance of any of them be
without circumscription, for they are mutually circumscribed in accordance with their Adyog by number and
being”.

5% |bid. 1181 B: “If none of the beings is free from circumscription, all the beings clearly receive in proportion
to themselves both when and where they are. Apart from these, nothing at all can be, neither being, nor quanti-
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According to Maximus’ argument, due to reason (a reason/Aoyog reflect-
ing the principles/Adyoy) the subjection to circumscription and modality dictates
a temporal beginning and, in the dual meaning of dapyn, a cause — as there is al-
ways something that precedes (mpoemivoeicOat) each being, both causally and
temporally. This means that there was a time when each given being did not ex-
ist, thus signifying the beings’ generation.>®* Maximus arrives at his core argu-
ment concerning infinity: existing infinitely (spatially, temporally or otherwise)
and becoming without change or alteration cannot coexist.>® For if something
has been generated, then it has been changed into what it has become after its
origination and into what it was not before its origination. And everything that
can be changed or altered or lacks form has not achieved completeness, it cannot
have its end and purpose in itself (avtotedéc).>® This completeness can be
achieved or granted only in relation to something that is complete and whole and
has its cause and purpose in itself. However, this granted completeness is not the
same with perfection, for completeness has been achieved by participation (i.e.
through relation and communion), not by its nature. Maximus concludes that if
something needs to be in relation and communion with something else in order
to achieve completeness, then this is much more so the case concerning its be-
ing, its participation in existence.

The Confessor proceeds with one more argument against the notion of
the possibility of beginninglessness for created beings (and against the notion of
uncreated matter), and specifically an argument concerning substance and form.
The notion of form contains in itself the realities of generation, change, altera-
tion and other actualizations of motion. To conceive of a beginningless being
(i.e. apart from God) that is only substance, without form, would be absurd. If

ty, nor quality, nor relation, nor action, nor passion, nor movement, nor habit, nor any other of those attributes
with which those who know about these things delimit the universe”.

% |bid.: “Therefore no being is without beginning, if something else can be thought of before it, or uncircum-
scribed, if something else can be thought of alongside it. If no being is without beginning or uncircumscribed,
as follows naturally from the Ldyog of the beings, then there was certainly a time when each of the beings was
not. And if it was not, it certainly came into being, since [otherwise] it would not be”.

%% |bid. 1181 C: “For it cannot receive being and becoming apart from change and alteration. For if it was and
[then] became, it changed, going over to what it was not by a process of becoming, or it was altered, receiving
an addition to its beauty that it lacked. Nothing that has changed, or altered, or lacked form, can be complete in
itself. What is not complete in itself certainly lacks some other thing that will allow it wholeness, and then it is
whole, but not complete in itself, since it has wholeness not by nature but by participation. That which needs
another for wholeness stands in much greater need when it comes to being itself”.

%% This observation does not clash with the content of section 35 (1176 B: “what has come to be is found to be
not otherwise than good beside what now is, and is in need of no addition or subtraction in order to be
otherwise good”). To be “in need of no addition or subtraction” does not entail containing one’s own cause:
created beings can be ‘very good’ without this meaning that creation’s cause (and purpose) is not outside of
itself. We must note here that when Maximus refers to beings according to the Adyog of nature, either explicitly
or implicitly, he refers to the state in which they are in perfect communion with the Creator — to their ‘pre-
fallen’ or ‘redeemed’ state. The incompleteness of not containing one’s cause of existence, of not being
avtoteAng, fades in the restored full communion with this cause. However, this does not reflect the current
state of beings.
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substance is superior to form, as was a common affirmation in Maximus’ time,
then it would not make sense for a being to have achieved the ‘superior’ but to
be deprived of the ‘inferior’.®** Maximus excludes the possibility of the posses-
sion of substance or matter without the possession of form, thus binding every
created being (possessing substance and form) to spatiotemporality (and, as
such, to the possession of a beginning and cause). This is one more variation of
the basic affirmation that there is no ovcia dvurdctatog, an affirmation that acts
as a guarantee for the realism of Maximus’ ontological thinking. The Confessor
hastens to remark that all of this reveals once again that to possess “being itself”
(amhédg eivar), i.e. without particularity and modality (‘howness’), would be im-
possible — for substance and matter alike.>®® The cycle of the generation and be-
ginning of substance, being and form must have its starting point beyond the
beings that are subject to generation and beginning themselves (and to sub-
stance, being and form, for that matter). This could have simply been a ‘prime
unmoved mover’ logic on the Confessor’s part, but his choice of words reveals
his insistence on seeing the act of creation not as a mechanical necessity, but as a
free act of love, relation, communion: the existence of created beings reveals
that every substance, being and form has been “granted as a gift” (6eddpntor)
from God, establishing the world as a continuous relationship with its Creator, as
the locus of a relationship that is measured by the primary characteristic of cre-
ated existence: motion. We could safely say that according to Maximus, to ac-
cept the reality of God means accepting creation as spatiotemporally finite, with
a given temporal beginning, a spatial limit and, consequently, a coming end, a
cause and a purpose — and vice versa.>®

%% |bid. 1181 CD: “For if, as they say, being is established as better than form, any particular being can either
grant itself this or possess it simply, as they want to say, but why is it not strong enough to possess simply or
grant itself what is worse, that is the form? And if any particular being is not strong enough to grant itself what
is worse, or possess it simply, whether those who dare to regard as without beginning beings that are after God
and derived from him want to call it being or matter (for they make no distinction), why cannot it possess ei-
ther simply or from itself what is better, by which I mean being, when it cannot possess what is worse?”.

5% Ibid. 1184 A: “If matter can in no way possess, either from itself, or simply, what is worse, still less can it
possess being itself simply, or from itself. How then can what is too weak to possess, as has been shown, what
is worse -that is form- or what is better -that is being- ever possess anything?”. It would be interesting to com-
pare Maximus’ rejection of the possibility of amorphous matter (in this context, $An without £idoc) with vari-
ous ancient Greek views on the subject; however, this would be far beyond the scope of this study.

5% Ibid. 1184 A: “If this is so, then being and form must be given to beings by God, for they exist. If then all
being and matter and every form is from God, no-one who is not completely deprived of any sane thought
could maintain that matter is without beginning and ungenerate, since he knows that God is the maker and
fashioner of the beings”.
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111.4.6.Section 40:*°" Further Elucidations on the Impossibility of Creation’s
Infinity

Once again, Maximus contradicts here the notion of matter’s
beginninglessness and the possibility of uncreated matter. If matter is eternal and
has always been,>®® then it follows that it has not been generated, that it is uncre-
ated. If it has not been generated, then it is not in motion and did not begin its
being at a certain point in time. If that is the case, then it has no beginning or
cause, and it is infinite. Being infinite, it is necessarily motionless, for having
achieved infinity and being boundless, there is no space to move into, there is no
given greater territory in which its motion could take place. In such a case, there
would be two beginningless, infinite and motionless beings: the uncreated God
and uncreated matter.>®® However, this is a contradictio in terminis, which Max-
imus explains by employing the notions of the dyad and the monad. The dyad
(infinite/uncreated God and infinite/uncreated matter) cannot possess infinity,
beginninglessness and motionlessness and it cannot be the cause of anything,*®
because its mode is the mode of either union or division — it is circumscribed
within this specific territory of these two ‘functions’. Union, because the dyad’s
existence refers to the reunion and composition of the two monads from which it
is constituted and into which it is disclosed.®® Division, because it is “moved by
number”: the division into a dyad is a distinction of the two monads, a distinc-
tion described by number, a number signifying division.®®

Relation is one of the criteria cited by Maximus as signifying the impos-
sibility of ‘two infinites’. The Confessor remarks that nothing that can be divid-

%7 |bid. 1184 BC. Anddeiéic 6t mdv Kwovpevov, fi S Sagdpe kotd Thy ovolav €& didiov
cuvBewpolLLEVOY, Bmetpov elvar o dvvatal, kod 8Tl 1) dvdg obte dpy EoTv, obTe dvapyoc, Kod BTt 1) Lovag
novn kupimg apyn kol dvopyog.

%% The past tense 7jv that is used here signifies eternal/absolute existence, not existence in the past, as we have
mentioned earlier. Louth also repeats his previous observation in p. 208, n. 104 of his Maximus the Confessor
(the translations in which have been used for the present chapter, as has been noted).

% [Tepi Srapbpwv dropicsv, PG 91 1184 B: “And again, if matter was [absolutely], as some say, then it clearly
did not come into being; if it did not come into being, it was not moved; if it was not moved, it did not begin to
be; if it did not begin to be, then it is without beginning of any kind; if it is without beginning, then it is infi-
nite; if it is infinite, then it is certainly unmoved (for the infinite is certainly unmoved, for what is not limited
can have no place in which to be moved); and if this is the case, then there are assuredly two infinites, un-
moved and without beginning, God and matter, which is inconceivable”.

500 Maximus uses the word épy? here twice in order to stress that he is referring to both beginning and cause:
obte dvapyoc [...] obte uiv apyi kaddhov TvOG givon Suviicetar

80 ITepi Sropbpav dropidv, PG 91 1184 BC: “For the dyad could be neither infinite, nor without beginning,
nor unmoved, nor the beginning of anything at all, for it is circumscribed in accordance with unity and divi-
sion. It is circumscribed by unity since it has existence as the composition of monads, which it contains as
parts, and into which it can be divided as parts”.

592 |hid. 1184 CD: “It [the dyad] is circumscribed by division, since it is moved by number, from which it be-
gins and in which it is contained, since it does not possess being by nature and free from any relationship”.
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ed or can effect division and nothing that can be compounded or can effect com-
position, either by its nature or by its position/arrangement or anything else (i.e.
either according to its ‘whatness’ or to its ‘howness’) could ever be infinite.
Even division and composition themselves, in the ‘simple’ (i.e. devoid of partic-
ularity and modality, ‘naked’) and abstract sense, cannot be infinite. And these
cannot be infinite because they are not beyond relation: they exist relationally, in
relationship to each other. For example, beings under division or composition
are in relation to each other by the very fact that they are under division or com-
position, divided or united, or dividing and composing beings with which they
are in relationship (oyéo1c). However, the infinite is by definition unrelated to
anything,®® for if it were bound by any relationship to anything, then it would
not be infinite.®® A dyad of infinities would be impossible, because this would
require being by nature beyond relationship®® — a notion contrary to life and
existence as relation and communion and death and corruption as the cessation
of relation and communion. Maximus goes on to argue about the dyad and the
monad, but we will refrain from proceeding with our analysis of consecutive
sections from the Book of Difficulties.

111.4.7. Conclusions and Remarks

The reader will have noticed that Andrew Louth’s aforementioned re-
mark™™ on Maximus’ thinking as not linear and systematic but “patiently draw-
ing together all sorts of apparently diverse concerns”, moving sideways and
“gathering together a collection of considerations that are gradually made to
converge™™’ could not have been more accurate. In articulating his understand-
ing of existence, Maximus often repeats his line of thought, digresses and turns
to secondary subjects in order to return to his main argument later, after a ‘cir-
cle’ of thought etc. His thinking is spiral, in that it progresses through the retrac-
ing of circles. However, it is this unusual thinking that reveals his prioritizations,
the interconnectedness of the hermeneutic elements of his thought and the pre-

k606

893 10 8¢ Bimetpov BoyETOV — 0D YAP EXEL TL KATH GYECIY GUVIUUEVOV TIAVTATAGL.

504 |bid. 1184 C: “for nothing that is infinite could be divisible or divided, or composite or compounded, by
nature or arrangement or in any other way, nor could it simply be division or composition itself, because it is
neither sole and simple, nor numerable, nor numbered, nor co-numbered, nor simply free from any kind of
relationship; for all these things are beheld in relationship one to another, but the infinite is unrelated, for it
cannot be held in any kind of relationship at all.

5% |bid. 1184 CD: ob ¢boel 0 eivon koi doyetov £xst. According to the PG, this is not the ending point of
section 40. Andrew Louth (p. 208, n. 106) employs this division from Eriugena’s version, which also marks the
end of the section we have examined.

8% Cited in our introduction to I11.4.

897 |_outh: Maximus the Confessor, p. 91.
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ponderance of specific elements in his ontological proposal — or rather, testimo-
ny.

In order to proceed to examine Maximus’ conception of the Aeon (aiwv
in the following chapter, we will sum up our conclusions from sections 35-40

concerning time, space and motion:

0] Maximus’ definition of time as “the numbering of motion”®®

remains our primary reference on the nature of time, even if it
was not cited in these particular sections of the tenth Difficulty.
Time measures motion and is delimited by number.

(i) However, “as a consequence, the motion through one’s life is al-
tering everything in it (GA\lowwtuchy kiviowg)”:*® it follows that
time also measures corruption, decay, the march towards annihi-
lation and death — just like in Aristotle’s theory of time.

(iii) Motion is the primary characteristic of existence. Everything
created is in motion. Everything: substances, particulars, quali-
ties, quantities, sensible and intelligible (e.g. substance, ‘quality’
etc.) things alike, are in motion. The creation and sustaining of
existence is the first motion, the uncreated’s creative motion,
and creation’s motion has by nature the tendency to be a return-
ing motion towards its uncreated cause and source, a motion to-
wards the fullness of communion signifying completeness.

(iv) Every motion has a beginning and a cause. (Motion emerges
from its cause and is drawn to it). Nothing is beginningless and
causeless within creation. Creation itself has had a temporal be-
ginning.

(v)  Temporality characterizes everything within creation.®™ In the
sensible world, space and time form a space-time continuum:
the one presupposes the other, and everything is in space and
time. A more realistic formulation is that everything possesses a
‘whereness’ and a ‘whenness’, a spatiotemporal status.

(vi)  Without a spatiotemporal limit, nothing can exist, nothing can
possess substance (ovoia), quantity (rocdtnc), quality (moiotng),
relation (oyéoig), action (moinoig), passion/receptiveness

898 Kepdloao 2 mepi Beoloyiog, PG 90 1085 A, 1.5 — Ipo¢ Oaldeorov IT, CCSG 22, 65.533-534.
59 IIpog Oaldoorov I, CCSG 22, 65.534-535.

810 [Tepi drapipav dropiv, PG 91 1397 AB: “For everything that is in motion and has been created is subject
to a beginning, and for this reason is absolutely subject to time, even if it is a form of time not measurable by
motion. For every created thing has a beginning of its being, since there was a time when it began to exist, and
it is subject to extension in time, from the moment when it began to exist. If, then, every created thing exists
and is in motion, then it is absolutely subject to nature and time: to the one on account of its existence, and to
the other on account of its motion” (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 389-391).
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(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

x)

(xi)

(maBog), motion (kivnoig), habit (£€ig). To sum up: everything
created possesses (a) temporal beginning, (b) generation, (c) be-
ginning of motion, (d) cause, (e) end, (f) purpose and (g) mo-
tion.

Everything created possesses a ‘howness’, a distinct mode of ex-
istence. This ‘howness’ is closely related with (and a prerequi-
site of) ‘whenness’ and ‘whereness’.

There can be no infinity within existence. Everything has a be-
ginning, a spatiotemporal status and a mode of existence (signi-
fying becoming, yiyvesfat, not merely being), which exclude the
possibility of infinity, of escaping circumscription and delimita-
tion. Matter, creation, the universe, everything is finite.

The fact that there can be no infinity within creation excludes
the possibility of eternity in the sense of an unlimited duration of
time. Such an understanding of eternity is excluded.

The orderly passage of time is an aspect of evxoopia, referring
to God. The totality of space, to ndv, space-as-a-whole, is refer-
ring to God by virtue of its ‘outer limit’.

The synopsis of the above points concerning time: Maximus
speaks of time as the ‘numbering’ of something truly existing
(i.e. the motion) or as the ‘whenness’ (1o wote) of something, a
mere dimension of existing beings; while he does employ the
word ypdvog, he is not very fond of speaking about time as an
absolute and independent reality. We are led to the conclusion
that the Confessor does not consider time as ‘something’, as an
independent reality, but only as a dimension of the motion, a
measurement of it by the ones who measure, a status signifying
‘whenness’, i.e. in a quite relative way. It exists by virtue of mo-
tion’s existence and insofar as motion exists — time does not ex-
ist on its own. At the same time and contrary to this observation,
time is of paramount importance for creation, for everything
must necessarily be ‘in time’ (and ‘in space’) in order to exist
and every created thing —and creation itself— has had a temporal
beginning, a beginning ‘in time’. While time itself exists rela-
tively, everything (and creation as a whole itself) is subject to
time. As the ‘measuring’ of motion, time is also most important
and necessary in creation’s overall motion, i.e. history and crea-
tion’s progression either towards completeness and redemption
or towards annihilation; this overall motion of creation is meas-
ured in time, and it is measured by humanity, the mediator be-
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tween creation and the uncreated. Time also measures the
change, and consequently also the corruption and decay caused
by the motion within creation (dGAlowwtikn xivnoig); it numbers
the march towards either death or completeness.

The above are the points found in Maximus’ text itself. However, we
would also like to provide some conclusions of our own based on Maximus’ line
of thought and stemming from his syllogisms. As space and time “are naturally
thought of together” (cuvemvogicbo népukev), we could attempt a paraphrase
of Maximus’ definition of time in other treatises®™ as “the numbering of motion”
and “the circumscription of motion” in the case of space. If (a) motion is the
primary and definitive characteristic of created existence, if (b) time is merely
the numbering of motion and (c) if time and space form a continuum that charac-
terizes all created beings while being a dimension of motion themselves, then (d)
we could not be far from Maximus’ thinking by saying that space is also a
“numbering of motion”, the numbering of the distance that is created by the mo-
tion, the actualization of motion as distance® — even in the cases where ‘mo-
tion” means change, alteration, corruption, increase, decrease etc. and not merely
spatial locomotion. In this sense, space, spatiality, also emerges as a dimension
of the motion, instead of motion ‘taking place’ in ‘space’. Motion has an onto-
logical priority over space (and time), as space is one of the motion’s dimen-
sions, instead of motion emerging within a preexistent space (and at a given
time). It is motion that realizes spatiotemporality, motion that is ‘measured’ and
‘circumscribed’ as distance, i.e. as space and time. Space would not then be the
numbering of motion with respect to the ‘before’ and ‘after’, but with respect to
the ‘here’ and ‘there’. It will become clearer in the course of our study if such a
view could find a legitimate basis in the Confessor’s works.

Space and time alike, constituting an undivided whole (a space-time
continuum), emerge as the dimensions of motion, which in all its forms is the
primary existential event within creation. A relational existential event, for it is
simultaneously realizing and disclosing creation’s relationship with its uncreated

611 Kegpdlono X mepi Oeoloyiog, PG 90 1085 A, 1.5 — IIpoc Oaldsaiov I, CCSG 22, 65.533-534.

612 ‘Distance’ and “extension’ in Greek is usually didotooic or Sidotnuo. Note that idompa, a word not used
by Maximus in this section, means both spatial and temporal interval, both spatial and temporal distance (Cf.
Sidotpa in Lampe’s Patristic Lexicon, p. 359f, as well as LSJ). Gregory of Nyssa often employs the word
with a temporal meaning (Kot Ebdvopiov 1.1.171: pndevog dwwotipatog ypovikod, 1.1.342: Sidotnua
%povikov), and this dual meaning of Sidotnpa-distance as both spatial and temporal distance gives further hints
concerning the possibility of defining space as the numbering of motion in spatial distance. Distance need not
be exclusively sensible, but intelligible as well — as is the ‘expansion’ and ‘contraction’ of the substance on the
Porphyrian tree. On Maximus’ use of didotnua in a temporal sense, see e.g. Ilepi diapdpwv aropidv, PG 91
1157 A: 100 ypovikod todTtov dracthpatog, of Kepdlowa X mepi Oeoloyiog, PG 90 1085A: O aimv...mdoyst
SiboTacy.
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source, as the totality of motion is either God’s creative motion from the uncre-
ated towards (creating and sustaining) creation or creation’s returning motion to
its source, cause, purpose, beginning and end®® — it discloses existing as being-
in-relation. Furthermore, and recalling Aristotle’s reservations concerning the
autonomous existence and reality of time® in which he concludes that time does
not exist, or that it exists faintly and obscurely,*™ one might wonder if Maximus
is in line with these conclusions. It is clear that both philosophers acknowledge
motion (both the overall motion of existence and each individual motion) as a
primary reality. Time is for both of them merely “the numbering of motion”,
“the circumscription of motion” — something that exists insofar as motion exists,
as a numbering and dimension thereof. And while Aristotle separates his doubts
concerning time from his acknowledgement of space as an autonomous reality,
Maximus’ insistence on the absolute and inescapable interrelationship and inter-
dependence of space and time (of ‘the where’ and ‘the when’) would not allow
us to presume that he accepts the existence of space as independent of time and
motion, as an autonomous reality. It is at least arguable that, in the Confessor’s
line of thought, both time and space exist only insofar motion exists, them being
motion’s dimensions, and do not possess a reality of their own.

If the above syllogisms are true to Maximus’ way of thinking, then we
could add the following points to the above conclusions:

(xii)  The human person is the one who numbers time: it is he who ac-
tualizes motion as time. The fact that the human person actual-
izes (motion as) time is one aspect of humanity’s mediating
function.

(xiii)  Space is a “numbering of motion” as well; it is the disclosure of
the distance actualized by motion as space.

(xiv)  Both time and space exist insofar motion exists; they do not pos-
sess an autonomous existence of their own, independently from
the motion they are measuring and numbering.

(xv)  Spatiotemporality emerges as the dual dimension of motion:
both of the dimensions of this ‘space-time continuum’, i.e. spa-
tiality and temporality, are the numbering of motion, but the
numbering of motion with respect to different types of distance.

(xvi)  Motion measures a relation (oyéog), both generally within crea-
tion and in terms of the created-uncreated distinction. This rela-
tion can either end up in the relation’s consummation (i.e. full-

813 Or creation’s motion contrary to nature, towards nonrelation, annihilation, inexistence.

824 It should be noted that Aristotle does not have the same reservations concerning the existence and reality of
space, as is apparent in his main treatment of the subject in @vsixa, 208a27-213a10.

815 @duara, 217 32-34.
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ness of communion-in-otherness) or in the relation’s cessation
(nonrelation) — both are measured as distance, the annihilation
and absolutization of distance respectively.

Sections 35-40 have offered a deep insight into Maximus’ understanding
of spatiotemporality as to nod and 1o mote, as ypovog and toémog. Now we will
proceed to examine his notion of the Aeon (aiwv) as a distinct form of tempo-
rality, equally important to time as ypdvog — if not more.
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I11.5. Inverted Temporality: the Aeon

While Maximus’ notion of the Aeon (aidv)™® as a distinct, second form

of temporality is clearly expounded in specific passages of his work, the reader
is faced with the problem of Maximus’ different usage of the term aiwv in dif-
ferent contexts throughout the Maximian corpus.®™’ Apart from the meaning il-
lustrated in the dual definition of ypovog and aiov in Ilepi diapopwv dropidv
(PG 91 1164 BC), which we hold as the primary definition of the Aeon, Maxi-
mus also uses the term in different contexts in order to signify eternity as unlim-
ited duration,®® or a great amount of time/a century,®® or history, or God’s tem-
porality in contrast to our own®® etc. This becomes quite pronounced in instanc-
es where Maximus uses the word Aeon meaning eternity in the sense of unlim-
ited time by employing the word in its plural form cidveg, i.e. the ages.®! Max-
imus differentiates between the singular, ai®v, and the plural, ai®dveg, in a way
suggestive of this by employing both forms in the same sentence with different
meanings®? — but again, this is not characteristic of the whole of his work and
cannot be systematized in such a way. When speaking of the ‘temporality’ of
God in contrast to our own, Maximus sometimes refers to it as Aeon or aeonic

66 A problem with many scholarly accounts of Maximus’ understanding of the Aeon is the lack of
differentiation between the ‘eternity’ of the Aeon and the ‘eternity’ of the ever-moving repose, resulting in an
erroneous and incomplete reading of the Confessor. However, Paul Plass’ article “Transcendent Time in
Maximus the Confessor” (in: The Thomist 44:2 (1980), pp. 259-277) is a valuable contribution. Note Plass’
mention of the Maximian and Cappadocian notion of diéotnpa (distance, interval, extension) and its relation to
temporality in p. 260, as this plays a major role in our treatment of the subject. Plass’ article “Transcendent
Time and Eternity in Gregory of Nyssa” (in: Vigiliae Christianae 34 (1980), pp. 180-192) is a good
introduction to these concepts prior to Maximus’ renewal of them: in both articles, Plass’ contradistinction of
the Neoplatonic understanding of eternity and return to the biblical and patristic one is particularly noteworthy.
817 Which, to different degrees, is also the case with almost any important term Maximus employs, making it
exceedingly difficult for the reader to squarely systematize the Confessor’s understanding of core notions such
as Aoyot, tpémog (mode) etc. Throughout the secondary literature concerning Maximus, an abundance of
attempts at systematizing Maximian terminology can be found (instead, for example, of accepting the fact that
only approaches to Maximus’ thought can be attempted, without claims of definitive answers), often yielding
unsatisfactory results and leading to misunderstandings of the Confessor’s teachings — a tendency that is
gradually being corrected.

818 E . Ipoc Oaldoaiov I, CCSG 7, 38.52: mépag ovk &govtog [...] aidvoc.

819 E g. Ilpo¢ Oaldooiov II, CCSG 22, 56.140-142: 0ed, T mivog Todg dmeipovs To0g T& TPoyEVOUEVOUS Kol
VTG Kol E50ULEVOVG OiMVAG TPOEYVOKOTL.

20 [Tepi drapopawv dmopicdv, PG 91, 1188B: “But it has been shown that from God, who eternally is [t0D dei
6vroc] [...]” — Zyohia ¢ig o Ilepl Ocicwv Ovoudrwv, CD4.1 229 A-C: Métpov 0Tl TdV Svtev, ENedn Tavia &v
avtd memépaotar, Kai aidv péloto dtkaing év Aéyotto’ &l yap aidv Aéyston, olov del dv, odTog E6Ttv 6 del Bv.
[...] Homtng 8¢ aidvaov, tte T@v dyyélov momg dv, dbavasia, mapdtaci, delomia, aidv, GAL” 0V xpovoc,
atelednrog kai del éoopevog Aéyeton. Quite logically, due to the numerous different commentators that au-
thored the 2yodia, the differences in the use of the terms ai®v and aidveg throughout the Xyodia can be pro-
found, often offering contradictory illustrations thereof.

821 E 9. ITepi dropbpav dropiésv, PG 91 1252 B: goPepdv én” aidotv dmeipoig Aafodca kotoxpio

622 Ibid. 1389 D: Inpaivet yap kai ypdvov, koi aidva, koi oidvo.
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and sometimes as aidoc, aidov, ¢idotne,*® in order to contrast God’s ‘tempo-
rality’ to the Aeon as well®* — however, as we have noted earlier, the Confessor
does not adopt a systematized distinction of ypdévoc/aivv/aididotng, whereas he
often clarifies that no kind of temporality whatsoever can be applicable to God.
And (to make things worse) there are passages in which Maximus refers to
aid1otng simply as eternity without change and alteration,®® practically equating
it with the Aeon (as the state of temporality of intelligible realities and “time
without motion™) and eradicating any hope of a solid ypovoc/aivv/didiotng dis-
tinction.

However, and apart from this variety in the use of terms, Maximus does
propose a second form of temporality beyond normal time (ypévoc) and its ex-
tensions in duration (extensions that reach up to the ‘ages of the ages’). A form
of temporality that is inverted time, as it is time without motion — whereas the
main characteristic of time is that it is the numbering of motion.

111.5.1. The Aeon: Time Deprived of Motion

As noted in our general introduction to Maximus’ conception of tempo0-
rality, the Confessor formulates a ‘dual’ definition for both time and the Aeon,
intertwining their meanings with each other and constituting the one necessary
for defining the other: “The Aeon is time, when its motion ceases, and time is
the Aeon, when it is measured in its motion. So the Aeon, to formulate a defini-
tion, is time deprived of motion, and time is the Aeon when it is measured while

. . 626
1n motion”.

23 E g. Kepddawa wepi dyamne, Ceresa-Gastaldo 2.27.3, as well as 4.3.1: £ Gidiov Snpiovpydg dmbpyov 6 Oedc.
As mentioned earlier, Maximus attributes didiotng to the uncreated Aoyor (Kepdiaia mepi dydang, Ceresa-
Gastaldo 1.100, 2.27), thus differentiating didiotng from the Aeon, the beings in whom had had a beginning
and a generation, while the Adyot had not.

524 In Kepddara X" mepi Geoloyiag, PG 90 1086 B — 1.6, we find a clear example of the afdiov attributed to God
and the Aeon attributed to the creatures that are not under time: Ovkodv oVdev avtd 10 Tapanay € didiov
cuvhewpeital Kot ovoiov S1aeopov: 0UK aidv, 0O XPOvog, 0VOE Tl TOV TOVTOLS EVOlTOUEVAY, “Absolutely
nothing that is different from [God] by substance is seen together with him from all eternity [é£ didiov]: neither
the Aeon, nor time, nor anything dwelling in them” (transl. Berthold p. 130). And: [lepi dropdpwv dmopidpv,
PG 91 1188 B: “[God] is the maker and fashioner of all Aeon and time and of everything that exists in the
Aeon and time, not that they are in any way conceived together with him from eternity [¢€ didiov], for it is
known that none of the beings that exist alongside one another from eternity [¢& didiov] could be creative of
any other” (transl. Louth, p. 141).

25 E.9. Ilepi drapdpwv dmopiiv, PG 91 1169 D: “Nor can it be rightly thought that what does not possess
eternity [t0 un @oodtog &ov dei] should appear to any rational understanding as eternal [&iSiov], separate

from change and alteration, and not rather scattered and changing in a myriad of ways” (transl. Louth, p. 132).

526 |bid. 1164 BC: Aidv yap £otiv 6 ypovog, dtav o1 Thg KIVoE®S, Kal povog £6Tv 6 aidv, tav petpiital

KWVAGEL PEPOUEVOS, DG ELVAL TOV [EV oidva, Tva O v Ope neptlafav lnm, ypovov £6TEPNUEVOV KIVIGEMS, TOV
8¢ ypovov aidva kwnoet petpodpevov. Predecessors to this distinction between aiwv and yxpévog are to be
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In our opinion, this is not a definition mentioned by Maximus in passing,
merely rhetorically or as a philosophical loan from Plato in order to elaborate on
other matters. It is rather in this definition that the uniqueness of Maximus’ con-
ception of temporality is expounded and the prerequisite for understanding the
Confessor’s notion of the Aeon is provided. The inattentive reader might assume
that Maximus’ scattered references on temporality are but a patchwork of di-
verse influences: a definition of time from Aristotle’s philosophy, a definition of
the Aeon from Plato’s dialogues, and so on. However, to arrive at such a conclu-
sion is to refuse to ‘connect the dots’ of Maximus’ ontology: his scattered refer-
ences are unified in his cosmic vision incorporating elements such as his return-
ing motion, deification and the otdoig dewciviitoc, mediation and repose in the
del €0 elvar, communion between the absolute othernesses of creation and the
uncreated.

It is natural for a ‘Byzantine’ thinker incorporated into the ecclesial tra-
dition to have no claims of radical originality, but of merely formulating a given
testimony anew, using ‘tried and tested’ semantic tools. However, in the case of
ingenious minds like Maximus the Confessor’s, this can result in the originality
of a philosophical synthesis that transcends the content of its individual constitu-
tive parts. In order to articulate his own philosophical language, Maximus natu-
rally utilizes the languages of others; these are employed as means to the end of
expounding his own cosmic vision, as stepping-stones for the articulation of a
Maximian ontology of dialogical reciprocity between createdness and the uncre-
ated. For the ecclesial community, the promised transcendence of the abysmal
gap between creation and the uncreated through the hypostasis of Christ is a tes-
timony; to attempt to articulate this testimony and this possibility in a concise
philosophical language is to attempt to turn mystery into ontology — and, not-
withstanding the limitations of a consistently apophatic stance, we could say that
this is the essence of Maximus’ overall exposition when approached through the
perspective of philosophy. The study of temporality’s nature is a vital part of this
undertaking and, in this context, a renewal of pre-Christian (or ‘inadequately
Christian’)® notions thereof is required. We will expound in the following pag-
es how Maximus attempts such a renewal through his understanding of the Aeon

located in Plato’s Tiuaiog (37d), Plotinus’ Evveddes (3.7.2) and the Areopagite corpus’ Ilepi Ocicwv Ovoudzawv
(CD I, p. 215 - 10.3), as Andrew Louth remarks in Maximus the Confessor, p. 207 n. 85.

87 With this | am referring to early Christian conceptions of various philosophical issues which, when
examined closely, prove not to have taken into full account (a) the implications of the created-uncreated
distinction or (b) the reality —according to (post-Chalcedonian) Christians- of the full hypostatic union of
uncreated and created/human natures/substances in the person of Christ (inconfusedly, unchangeably,
indivisibly, inseparably, which is a contradiction to (a), and rightly so in the context of Chalcedon: a
“foolishness” and “scandal” — 1 Cor. 1:23). A number of Neoplatonic Christian syntheses would fall under this
category. We could perhaps say that, in Chalcedonian Christianity, it is primarily these two criteria that judge
whether a given teaching is to be considered a part of the corpus of the articulation of the church’s testimony or
merely a teaching influenced by the Christian Weltanschauung, if not explicitly non-Chalcedonian.
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and, most importantly, through his notion of the ever-moving repose (otdoig
aekivntog).

The first thought that strikes the reader of this definitive formulation is
the interdependence and interconnectedness of ypovoc and ai®v: none of these
two terms can be defined without taking into account the other one, and we
could say that by defining the one, Maximus is voiding the other. They describe
philosophical terms and realities in a way that they cannot be conceived individ-
ually, but only in relation of the one to the other. Xp6vog presupposes aiwv and
vice versa, thereby voiding them of individual meaning that is independent from
one another. And either in the context of a contradistinction between vonzta (sen-
sible) and aicOnta (intelligible) or between ktiotov (created) and dxtictov (un-
created), this conjoined distinction between ypdovog and aimv implies the inter-
dependence of the broader realities in which they are integrated.

Thus, time is defined as ‘inverted Aeon’ (“the Aeon, when measured in
its movement”) and the Aeon is defined as ‘inverted time’, the definition of the
one referring to the definition of the other — and inverting it. But why does the
need arise to incorporate the definition of the Aeon, “time deprived of motion,
time without movement”, in the definition of time, making it an essential part of
the definition of time itself?

Again, the absence of the created-uncreated distinction in pre-Christian
Greek worldviews plays an important part here. For Aristotle, the fact that time
is the numbering of motion meant that without motion, there is no time, no form
of temporality whatsoever. The motion from the ‘before’ to the ‘after’ —from the
past to the future— actualizes time, time is but its numbering; no motion means
no time, and the vbv, the ‘now’ of the transition from the ‘before’ to the ‘after’,
exists only in the context of that transition and does not possess autonomous ex-
istence or measurable dimension. A vidv that is not part of a temporal motion and
transition but exists in itself is inconceivable. Aristotle excludes the possibility
of experiencing time as a dimensionless present, of isolating the vdv from this
transition, from the flow of time. As we have previously noted, according to Ar-
istotle the very perception of vdv on behalf of the subject turns viv into past (as
it follows vbv in time) and makes it practically inexperienceable; by trying to
grasp/experience the vdv, we are already in the future/‘after’ while vdv has hid-
den in the past/‘before’, making it inexistent. However, in the world of Maxi-
mus, the absence or cessation of motion does not necessarily signify inexistence.

While God i.e. the uncreated is beyond any motion of fixity,*? the onto-

logical antithetical contradistinction between createdness —perceived as entailing

528 ITepi Sropopav dmopiédv, PG 91 1221 A: “God neither moves nor is stationary (for these are properties of
naturally finite beings, which have a beginning and an end); He effects absolutely nothing, nor does He suffer
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the motion of everything that exists and disclosing being in motion as the pre-
requisite of existing— and the uncreated leads us to acknowledge God i.e. the
uncreated as being in perfect rest, repose, fixity, as being completely unmoved,
an ‘unmoved mover’.**® While acknowledging (being in) motion as the criterion
of (being in) existence, thereby equating motionlessness to inexistence, Maxi-
mus also acknowledges another kind of being motionless, in repose and fixity:
that which iconizes the motionlessness of the uncreated, that which transcends
the necessities, predeterminations and limitations of createdness (i.e. motion),
that which is the attainment of “perfection” or achieving the purpose (té-
roc—tereimotc)®™ and the first step towards the transcendence of the ontologi-
cal gap between creation and the uncreated (further steps being only granted,
given, gifts of grace and not attainments of the creature itself). We could say that
the cessation of motion that leads to inexistence is the mopd @Oowv cessation of
motion, while the one that leads to perfection is the xatd vow development,®
which could lead to the vrep @Oowv ever-moving repose, the gift of deification,
of hypostasizing one’s otherness through uncreated activities (évépyeior) on the
basis of a created human nature/substance — possibilities of repose spanning
from the @b eivau (ill-being, being in vain)®” up to the det e eivar (ever well-
being).

This means that for Maximus, in contrast to the Aristotelian worldview,
the absence or cessation of motion does not necessarily entail inexistence; it
could also signify the attainment of perfection, of freedom from the cycle of mo-

any of those things which are conceived or said of Him among ourselves, since by virtue of His nature He is
beyond all motion and rest, and in no way is subject to our modes of existence.” (transl. Constas, DOML 28,
pp. 375-377).

629 Simultaneously, it is the same relativity of the language of createdness when attempting to signify, ‘circum-
scribe’ and ‘delimit’ the uncreated that allows us to speak of God’s creative motion, of the internal motion of
the divine hypostases’ perpetual interpenetration, of God as a lover who is in fierce motion towards the human
person, the object of his desire etc. Cf. ITepi diapipwv dmopriv, PG 91 1260 A: “[God] providentially draws
the things that are in motion back to the limit that it has established for them” (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p.
5). — Cf. ITepi drapdpwv dropiisv, PG 91 1260 C: Being love and &pwg, the divine is in motion, while being the
object of love and longing it draws towards itself everything that is receptive to love and £pwg.

80 Kepadoa X mepi Oeoloyiac, PG 90 1096 C — 1.35: “Oco pév év ypbve kai xpdvov dnuovpysiton,
telewwbévta {otatar, Mjyovia tiig katd @vov avénoeme. — “All things created in time and according to time
become perfect when they cease their natural growth” (transl. Berthold p. 134). Abénoig is but one of the as-
pects of motion. By writing about the things “created in time and according to time”, Maximus refers to sensi-
ble realities, the intelligible ones being created in the Aeon and according to the Aeon — possessing a temporal
beginning/generation and a kind of temporality, but the distinct temporality of the Aeon.

831 |bid. The reader is reminded that, in Maximus, kot ¢vow means according to pre-Fallen nature, according
to a createdness that retains its full communion with its source of existence. In our known and current state of
affairs, the kot @O motion is the returning motion.

832 ITepi dropopwv dmoprév, PG 91 1932 C: Qg v obv 1 Kam npoaipeoty Evépyela ypricarto i duvapet Tig
cpucscog, gfte kotd oo, eite mapa (pucnv 70 &0 1} 10 @ed eivan 10 mépag adTv Erovcav vrodéEetar, dnep doTi
10 del etvan, év @ capBotiCovotv ai yuyai, méong AaBodoot madlav kKivicewe. “If, then, voluntary activity
makes use of the potential of nature, either according to nature or against nature, it will receive nature’s limit of
either well-being or ill-being— and this is eternal being, in which the souls celebrate their Sabbath, receiving
cessation from all motion” (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 279).
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tion, as we will examine. However, according to Maximus, this is not merely a
privilege of the Aristotelian ‘prime unmoved mover’ but a possibility granted to
creation, to beings that did have a temporal beginning and a generation and exist
within temporality, such as humans. In their case, the cessation of motion kot
evowv does not mean exiting temporality as such: it means entering a distinct
form of temporality, the Aeon, “time deprived of motion”, temporality without
motion.

We cannot conclude that Maximus’ Aeon is the temporality of the un-
created® or something similar: the Aeon “has a beginning”, Maximus says, it is
“not &vapyog, not without a beginning” as well as everything “included in it” —
however, it cannot be “circumscribed by a number”.%* Despite the lack of iden-
tification of the Aeon with the uncreated, or of the Aeon in the uncreated, the
very distinction between time and Aeon as Maximus formulates it stems from
and is implied in the contradistinction between the created and the uncreated, a
contradistinction that is not to be found in Aristotle’s ontology and generally in
Greek philosophy.®® This explains why the Aristotelian definition of time could
not have been merely repeated by Maximus in the context of his ecclesial ontol-
ogy without change, but only with the inclusion of the Aeon, a temporality de-
prived of motion.

The fact that the end and purpose of the kata @Oowv motion is the cessa-
tion of motion (the completion of the returning motion) accounts for the second
part of the Confessor’s definition: “Time is the Aeon, when it is measured in its
motion”.%* It is not only the cessation of motion that turns time into the Aeon,
into a distinct form of temporality: it is time itself that is an actualization of the
Aeon in radically different circumstances, when extended in the world of motion
and measured within the cycle of motion. The sensible world’s motion, and the
numbering thereof that is time, are also a faint icon of a world without motion
and without the distance (didotnuo/didotaoctc) that presupposes it, of a world
with no impediments to the fullness of communion between othernesses — and

between the absolute othernesses that are creation and the uncreated. The sensi-

82 There is no temporality of the uncreated whatsoever: Kepdlaa X mepi Geoloyiog, PG 90 1084 A — 1.1:
“God is one, without beginning, incomprehensible, possessing in his totality the full power of being, fully
excluding the notion of time and quality [of whenness and howness]” (transl. Berthold p. 129).

8% Kepddoaa 3" mepi eoloyiog, PG 90 1085 A — 1.5.

8% The Aristotelian ‘prime unmoved mover’ (mpdtov Kivodv dxivitov) could be erroneously understood as
‘uncreated’ if we equate the notions of ‘moved’ (kwvntov) and ‘born/existing’ (yevntov) to the notion of
‘createdness’, and as a result understand the ‘unmoved’ Mover as ‘uncreated’. However this would not be
accurate. The Aristotelian ‘prime unmoved mover’ does not necessarily reside outside of the world, he is within
being/existence and should not be confused with the Christian notion of uncreatedness, which presupposes a
creatio ex nihilo.

8% [Tepi drapbpav dropiipv, PG 91 1164 BC: Xpovog $otiv O aidv, Tav Hetpiitol KIVAGEL pePOUEVOC, [...] TOV
3¢ ypOVoV ai®dVo KIVIGEL LETPOVUEVOV.
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ble world, its motion and its temporality embody an existential reference to that
world without existential incompleteness, without corruption and death and with
the fullness of communion (i.e., without the Fall), a reference “through a glass,
darkly” (1 Corinthians 13:12). This reference, iconizing function and allusion is
articulated in the distinction of two different, in a sense antithetical but simulta-
neously interconnected types of temporality. If the Aeon were in motion, it
would be time: the Aeon’s analogous temporal reality in the plane of our sensi-
ble world is yp6vog, “time is the Aeon, when it is measured in its motion”. In
this context, time indeed is, as Plato would say, “a moving image of the Aeon”.

111.5.2. The Aeon of the vontéa, the Time of the aicOnta

While the dimension of spatiality itself, as it is to be encountered within
sensible creation, is not a trait of the intelligible (vontd, vont kriocw), the intel-
ligible are bound by a form of temporality as well. Not time, not temporality
“measured by motion”, but another mode of temporality,®’ the Aeon. Every-
thing that is created, both sensible and intelligible, is subject to nature and tem-
porality: “to the one on account of its existence, and to the other on account of

its motion”.%%®

Apart from being “time without motion”, the Aeon signifies also the
temporality of the intelligible plane (vonta) —the world of substances, qualities
etc.— in contrast to the created sensible world (aicbntd), i.e. creation as per-
ceived solely through the senses.®® While that which is sensible has been made
‘in time’, in the temporality of the motion’s numbering, that which is intelligible
has not “received the beginning of its being” within the cycle of numbered mo-
tion but in the Aeon and “is eternal” in the sense of Aeonic, aidvia.®*® Maximus
clarifies that both the sensible and the intelligible realm are different sides of the
same created reality and that they are related to each other “through an indissol-
uble power”: they embody different accesses to the same created reality, one

87 |bid. 1397 AB.

%% Ibid.

5% Ihid. 1153 A: Ei yop nica 1} TdV Sviav gooic &ic Té vontd kod o alodntd Swjpnron, kod o pév Aéystan Kol

goTv aidvia, Mg &v oidvi Tod elvan AaBoviov apyfiv, T 8& xpovikd, O &v xpodve TEmOMUEV, Kol To Hev
VrominTeL Voo, T0 8¢ aicnoet, S TV tadta AAMGA0LS EMIGEIYYOVGaV TOD KOTO GUGLY GYETIKOD 151dUATOG
ahvtov dvvopuy. — “For the whole nature of reality is divided into the intelligible and the sensible. There is that
which is said to be and is Aeonic [aidvia], since it receives the beginning of its being in the Aeon, and that
which is temporal, since it is made in time; there is that which is subject to intellection, and that which is sub-
ject to the power of sense-perception. The entities on each side of this division are naturally related to each
other through an indissoluble power that binds them together” (transl. Louth, p. 121).

54 Ibid.
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access defined by sense-perception and the other by the intellect,®" i.e. the hu-

man person’s ability to gather the individual stimuli into a consciousness that
transcends them and to access reality with a fullness beyond the mere perception
of individual stimuli and reaction to them.**

The intelligible world, creation as perceived beyond the individual stim-
uli gathered through sense-perception, is also created and finite. It did have a
beginning, and it will have an end — as well as everything in it.**® The presence
of beginning, middle and end signifies the subjection of creatures to temporality
— and by temporality we mean both time and the Aeon. Created beings, be they
“distinguished by time” or “comprehended in the Aeon”, possess these definitive
marks, which act as criteria for createdness: beginning, middle and end.®* To
recapitulate, everything that is created does also have a beginning and is subject
to temporality®* — the Aeon being the temporality of the intelligible and time the
temporality of the sensible.

While the Aeon is certainly not the temporality of the uncreated but ra-
ther the temporality of the created intelligible plane in contrast to the created
sensible world, at the same time the reference to the Aeon is also an allusion to
the uncreated, to a world without incompleteness. There are several grades of
completeness, the highest of which is the full communion between createdness
and the uncreated — and of incompleteness, the most existentially grave of which
is having lost one’s communion to the source and cause of one’s existence, risk-
ing inexistence. For Maximus, the incompleteness of the sensible world in com-
parison to the intelligible world is an icon, a reference and a reminder of the in-
completeness of the whole of creation in comparison to the uncreated — and the
superiority of the Aeon (time without motion) to time (the Aeon in motion) is an
icon, a reference and a reminder of the superiority of being granted existence
beyond any kind of temporality in comparison to the temporality of both the sen-
sible and the intelligible world, to both time and the Aeon.

1 Ibid.

%2 This grants the human person with the ability to become a creator of otherness apart from embodying his
own otherness, an ability that, among others, differentiates man from the animal kingdom.

3 Kepddaio X mepi Geoloyiag, PG 90 1085 A — 1.5: ‘H apyi kai 1 pecdtng kol 1o Téhog, TV xpove Stapetdv
glol yvopicpata gimot 8 &v i dAnbedmv, Kol TV &v aidvit cuvopopévov. “Beginning, middle, and end are
characteristics of beings distinguished by time and it can be truly stated that they are also characteristics of
beings comprehended in the Aeon” (transl. Berthold pp. 129).

&4 |bid. Note that this beginning, middle and end of beings does not only signify the difference from the uncre-
ated, but also God’s indirect presence in them by virtue of being their Creator: Kepdlaio X" wepi Ocoloyiag, PG
90 1086 Df. — 1.10: “God is the beginning, middle, and end of beings in that he is active and not passive, as are
all others which we so name. For he is beginning as Creator, middle as provider, and end as goal” (transl.
Berthold p. 130).

85 [Tepi Srapopav dmopiv, PG 91 1141 B: Koi d¢ mavro té Omd ypévov kai oidve katdt Ty yvdc
nopelddv, GV 1O glvarl ypovikdg Tiig Yevéseng fipfato 1O mote givar ovk fpvnuévng. — “[...] transcending
everything that is subject to time and the Aeon. For it is not denied that such temporal beings began through
generation” (transl. Louth, p. 114).
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To be more concise: while not constituting the (inexistent) temporality
of the uncreated, but of beings that had had a beginning and generation, the Ae-
on does in fact function as the equivalent of the uncreated in temporality; it does
iconize uncreatedness in the field of temporality. The Aeon is described as “time
deprived of motion” and as the temporality of existing and created but intelligi-
ble realities. However, in Maximus’ understanding everything that exists within
creation is in motion, sensible and intelligible realities alike — for example, sub-
stances or qualities, which are in motion as we examined in sections 35-40 of the
tenth ‘Difficulty’. How are we to understand such an apparent inconsistency on
the Confessor’s part? If that which is “comprehended in the Aeon” is in motion,
then how can the Aeon be “time deprived of motion™?

The apparent contradiction is solved when one understands the mindset
of thinkers like Maximus, thinkers immersed in a tradition that implicitly holds
apophaticism and participation as foundational criteria of knowledge. In speak-
ing of any two given extremities or polar opposites (in this case, perfect motion-
lessness and constant motion), in making this very distinction, Maximus implic-
itly emphasizes the middle ground, the region between these two extremities and
one’s exact position in it — as in a perpetual tug of war, without ending. When a
given extremity is not attained or achieved (yet), it can still be iconized, in the
process of reaching the extremity, a state ‘in the image of” the extremity can be
achieved or granted. However, this does not compromise the reality of the ex-
tremities, or the reality of the change when one progresses from the one to the
other. In Maximian thought, antithetical elements can be united without losing
their distinct individuality and otherness, in a markedly Chalcedonian mentality.
For a thinker immersed in ‘Chalcedonian logic’,** the incompatibility of polar
opposites is transcended in Christ’s hypostasis, which transcends the incompati-
bility of the absolute othernesses, i.e. createdness and the uncreated. The prime
example of this Maximian train of thought is to be discerned in the discourse
concerning deification, the human person’s capability to be granted this very
transcendence.®*’ Another example is the “perfect inexistence”®® and the “disso-

846 Which however precedes the Council of Chalcedon, as we have noted and as Melchisedek Téronen has
argued in his Union and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the Confessor. We are referring to this
mindset of union-in-distinction (cuvapedtepov) as ‘Chalcedonian logic’ for purely practical reasons.

87 As we can see e.g. in ITpog @aldoaiov I, CCSG 7, 22.43-44, humanity can be truly deified in every respect,
except of an identity of substance with God. This exception does not undermine the reality of deification: for
Maximus, man becomes the uncreated God and his nature is hypostasized (actualized) through activities of the
uncreated, it is truly a deification in every respect — which, in turn, does not annul the difference of the fully
and truly deified human person’s created nature to the uncreated nature. This is not merely a corollary of the
difference between substance and hypostasis, in which the hypostasis’ mode of existence is changed radically
and in contrast to the substance’s Adyog of nature. This apparently complex peculiarity of ‘Byzantine’ thought
is integrally linked to the distinction between the substance and the activities (évépyewar) of the substance, of
the difference that ‘Byzantine’ thought allows to be discerned between these two. It is the possible difference
between the substance and the activities (évépyewu) thereof that gives philosophical conciseness to the
possibility of a real difference between the substance and its hypostatization/particular actualization, i.e.
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lution into nonbeing®* which may or may not be literal, without however ceas-

ing to be real, as we observed in our discussion of hell and the soul. As it seems,
the “fullness that is never fulfilled”®° and similar formulations are not merely
patristic rhetorical topoi of apophaticism, but indicative of a pronounced and
distinct mentality permeating the totality of patristic conciseness. There formu-
lations are not meant to inspire awe in their apparent contradictory vagueness,
but to function as concise signifiers of syntheses that are, by their very nature,
beyond the coordinates of language. In the context of this semantic extremity,
these formulations succeed in signifying their signified reality, the price of which
is the emptying of the signifier itself from any literal meaning.®*

In line with these patterns, the Aeon is indicative of true motionlessness
and yet, at the same time, absolute motionlessness is reserved solely for the un-
created — without contradicting the former proposition. Created beings can
achieve a motionlessness beyond nature, but not natural motionlessness, for
they are not uncreated by nature. In Maximus’ mindset (and the patristic mindset
in general), this does not undermine the reality of the achieved motionlessness —
but neither does it undermine the reality of the distinction between natural, ‘un-
created motionlessness’ and the achievable motionlessness attributed to created
beings.

The Confessor provides us with another hint in this direction. He attests
that the intelligible creation has had a generation and beginning, as it has passed
from nonbeing to being. However, this beginning and generation of the intelligi-
ble creation is not manifest to human beings (obte dpynv yevécewg dvOpmdmoIg
katdoniov &govoa): from the perspective of humanity (the only perspective that
we can have), the intelligible creation seems beginningless®®* — and, as such, mo-
tionless. This seeming beginninglessness and motionlessness is not merely a rel-
ative phenomenon, but has a certain reality as well: the intelligible world, it

between the substance’s Adyog @voewg and the hypostasis’ tpomog vmapEeme, which emerges through the
activities, through the manifestation of nature’s common activities in the particular actualization thereof by the
person. Without this substance—activities—hypostasis distinction, the very idea of deification cannot but be,
philosophically, non-sense.

848 sy lao gic 1o Tepi Osicov dvoudramv, CDA.1 305 B (fn. p. 309).

¥ Mooraywyia, Cantarella 1.67-72.

80 E g. John of Climacus: K7iuoZ, PG 88 1148 C: dtédeotog Teketdtng.

55 Which is often also the case with the distinct language of poetry; in order for it to function as poetry, the
emptying of the signifier’s literal meaning can be a prerequisite.

82 [Tepi Srapbpwv dropicov, PG 91 1165 A: Totodrov yap koi ) vonTi Ktioic, obte dpyiv yevéceng dvOpdmolg
KoTadnAov Eovca, kv el yeyévntan kod fpktar kod £k 1od pr dvtog &ig 1o elvor mapfiktar, obte téhog oD elvar
Su eBopdc mpopévov ékdéyetal. To yap avoreBpov puokds €xel Aafodoa mopd Beod, Tod obtwg avtiv
dnuovpyfioon Bednoavtog. — “For the intelligible creation is such as to have no beginning of its coming to be
that is manifest to human beings, and if it comes to be and commences and passes from non-being to being, it
does not await an end of its existence defined by corruption. For it is naturally imperishable, having received
this from God who willed to create it such” (transl. Louth, p. 128f.).
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seems, does not “await an end of its existence defined by corruption”, it has been
gifted with “imperishability by nature”.%>* Of course, every created reality is fi-
nite, will come to an end and is by nature bound to perish, this is an axiom of
Maximus’: however, some of the intelligible beings have been granted with a
partial but direct participation in the uncreated, and it is this that accounts for
Maximus’ reference to an imperishability ‘by nature’ — for only the uncreated
can possess imperishability ‘by nature’.

From the sense-perception’s perspective, or from the perspective of a
person that bases his perception of creation on sense-perception alone, the intel-
ligible world —substances, qualities etc.— is deprived of motion. From the per-
spective of the sensible, substances are not in motion, qualities are not expand-
ing and contracting, etc. In this, the intelligible iconizes the motionlessness of
the uncreated without embodying it, by participation. Maximus asserts that intel-
ligible realities are in motion, a motion however that is quite stationary in com-
parison to motion as experienced through sense-perception. The human person’s
aspiration toward the kota evow and, ultimately, deification is a process of the
gradual deprivation of motion, of the gradual annihilation of the distance (81dc-
muo/didotaotg) that presupposes it. The deprivation of motion and time cannot
but also be a deprivation of corruption, ¢bopd, for it is motion that causes cor-
ruption.

With this ‘imperishability’ of certain intelligible things,”** we do not
propose the annulment of previous positions: Maximus is clear on the fact that
“the Aeon includes in its existence the category of ‘when’ and admits of a dido-
taolg insofar as it began to be: time and the Aeon are not without beginning, so
much less are those things which are contained in them”®° — while both sensible
and intelligible beings, both the ones ‘in time’ and the ones ‘in the Aeon’, pos-
sess a beginning and an end.®® It is participation that adds a new element to this
perspective, and participation is directly related to the differentiation between

53 Ibid.

84 For example: the substance of beings is not imperishable, should all hypostases of a substance perish, the
substance/nature perishes with them. However, the Aoyog pdoewmg, the Adyog of said substance/nature, cannot
perish. The Adyou are acknowledged by Maximus as truly eternal and imperishable, but they are also uncreated,
being the uncreated’s intentions and wills, not the created outcome of activities. At the same time, they are also
acknowledged as intelligible in the context of the sensible-intelligible distinction. The problem is that Maximus
writes about things that have had a beginning, although not a manifest one, and possess imperishability ‘by
nature’. It is not the Adyot that are meant here, for they have not had a beginning.

5 Kepddaia 3 mepi Oeoloyiag, PG 90 1085 A — 1.5: 'O pév yap xpovoc, HETpovpévY Exmv Thy Kivioty,
aploud meprypapetar 6 aidv 8¢ cvvemtvoovpévny Exmv i) Vrdpéel TV ndte Katnyopiav, Thoyet Sidotacty, g
apynv o0 ivor AaBov. Ei 88 xpdévog kai aidv ovk dvopye, ToAAG udilov Td v tovTolg mepieydueva. (transl.
Berthold pp. 129-130).

8% Both the sensible and the intelligible, both the év ypove Swnpetdr and the &v aidvi cvvopdpeva, have
beginning, middle and end. Cf. Kepdaia X" mepi Oeoloyiog, PG 90 1085 A — 1.5.
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time and the Aeon i.e. between the beings that have been made in time and the
beings that have had their beginning in the Aeon.®" To cite a relevant passage:

All beings that participate [ta dvta petéyovta] are works of God that had their
beginning in time [ypovikag npyuéva] — like, for example, the substances of be-
ings. For they have nonbeing before being, as there was a time when the beings
that participate did not exist. And there are some works of God which did not
have their beginning in time: the participable beings [td 6vta pebextd], in
which the participating beings participate by grace. For example, goodness [1)
aya®otnc] and everything that is included in the Adyog of goodness.®®

Beings that are not ypovikdc Npypéva “have had their beginning in the Aeon”,
and it is the participation to them (by grace, kota xaptv, and not by nature, kotd
evow) that grants some of their attributes to the beings that participate in them.
Maximus mentions goodness as an example.®® However, any imperishability
can only be granted directly by the (imperishable by nature) uncreated and the
uncreated’s freedom to transcend its own limitations of being-according-to-
uncreatedness, i.e. by will and intention: imperishability is “received from God
who willed to create [it] such”.®® This entails that even this imperishability and
endlessness of intelligible realities that is “natural” insofar as it is actualized by
participation could be ceased, should God —an acting person, i.e. a communion
of three persons with shared will and activity— intend otherwise; creation would
be “terrified” by a choice of God to “hide his face”,®® risking its inexistence.
Even the existence of the uncreated and truly eternal Aoyor, i.e. God’s intentions,
could be threatened by God’s intentions (a tautology). In this sense (and taking
into account that the intelligible qualities are ‘logical’, not ‘things’) we would
not take Maximus’ reference to “naturally imperishable”®® intelligible realities
literally, in the sense that we would understand the natural imperishability of the
uncreated: were we to do so, this would contradict other Maximian passages in
the same book, the second and earlier I7epi diapopwv dropidv.

87 [Tepi Srapdpawv dmoprisv, PG 91 1153 A.

858 Kepdlono X7 mepi Oeoloyiag, PG 90 1100 CD — 1.48: "Epyo. uév ®ob ypovikdg fpypéve tod eivai asn
mavro 10 Gvta petéyovia olov ai Sibpopor v dvtwv ovsiar. To yap un dv, sxoncst avT®dv TOd swou
npecPotepov. "Hv yép mote, 01:8 0, $vto, petéyovia ovk Mv. Ocod 88 spya ‘EDXOV ovK Tpypéva Tod eivar
APOVIK®G, T8 SVt peberTd, MV KATY XGPY HETEXOVGL T8 Svo, peTéyovias olov, 1 dyafdTg, kol mdv i Tt
ayafotTog EumepiéyeTon AOyw.

89 Here, goodness is not, as opposed e.g. to Plato, a quality that is wholly identical to God: in another passage
Maximus subjugates goodness to truth, inverting a Platonic topos. Iipo¢ @aldoaiov I, CCSG 7, 30.19.19-20:
S TV a0y EoTv 1 ApeT) GAL’ 0V Sudt TV apeTiv 1) AANnOeta.

80 [Tepi Srapdpawv dmoprisv, PG 91 1165 A.

%1 This should have been quite a topos in Maximus’ Christian education. Cf. Psalm 104, 28-29: “when you
open your hand, [all creatures] are satisfied with good things. When you hide your face, they are terrified”.
(Septuagint: dvoi&avtog 8¢ cov v elpa, Td cOumavTa TANcHcoVTaL ¥PNOTOTNTOG, ATOCTPEYAVTOS 8 GOV TO
Tpoc®TOV, Topaydncoviar).

82 [Tepi Srapdpwv dmopiipv, PG 91 1165 A, 10 yap dvidedpov puotkdg Exet Aapodoo mapd Ocod.
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111.5.3. A Necessary Digression: Is the Intelligible Creation Imperishable or
Corruptible?

We need to digress and address this matter further, for we are witnessing
an apparent inconsistency. In passages like the aforementioned PG 91 1165 A,
the “natural imperishability” of intelligible beings is introduced as a reconcilia-
tion of thecreatio ex nihilowith the attested immortali-
ty/incorruptibility/imperishability of certain created intelligible beings. Howev-
er, and while a number of Maximian passages indicate this, the problem is that
Maximus still has other passages which directly indicate otherwise.®®® Apart
from PG 91 1177 B-1180 A, where created intelligible beings (substances, quali-
ties) move according to corruption (excluding natural incorruptibility), we read
in other passages that, “to speak truthfully”,*® beings comprehended in the Aeon
as well, not only beings distinguished by time (i.e. intelligible beings as well, not
only sensible ones) are characterized by beginning, middle and end. Intelligible
beings having “an end” is clearly opposed to Maximus’ own assertion in PG 91
1165 A that the intelligible creation is incorruptible and imperishable: “it does
not await an end of its existence defined by corruption, for it is naturally imper-
ishable”. Of course, Kepdlaio X" mepi Oeoloyiog and the Ambigua to John are
different books written in different dates and for different purposes, and one
could argue that Maximus simply changed his views in the meantime, or that he
lacked in preciseness in either of the passages. However, the problem persists. It
could simply be an intrinsic inconsistency on Maximus’ part, but it is not one of
the subjects that the Confessor would treat lightly.

We propose that Maximus uses the term von ktioig with two different
meanings, depending on the point of view and the context in which he is using it.
According to the first meaning, he refers to the intelligible creation in general, of
it as having an end and being able to perish, as populated by beings that “have an
end” (PG 90 1085 A), that “move according to corruption” (PG 91 1177 B-1180
A) etc. — e.g. qualities, substances. In this, the term vont) ktici has a literal
meaning, for it is referring to a part of xtiowg, creation: created beings. Accord-
ing to the second meaning, he is referring to the vont kticig as populated by
uncreated Adyotas well (Aoyorof substances, but also Adyorof qualities, in
short Xoyor of anything — the Adyou being intelligible in the sense of not being

53 This apparent inconsistency is not to be encountered in the case of the sensible creation, which according to
Maximus has both a beginning and an end by corruption. Cf. ITepi diapdpwv amopidv, PG 91 1164 Df.: “For
the sensible creation is such as to have a beginning known in coming to be, and to look for an end determined
by destruction [8iapfopa]” (transl. Louth, p. 128).

884 Kepddono X mepi Osoloyiac, PG 90 1085 A — 1.5: ‘H dpyi| kai 1) L6 TG Ko T TEAOC, TV XPOVE S1oapeTdv
glol yvopiopata €inot & av tig aAndedov, kai tdv &v aidvi GUVOPOUEV®V.
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sensible), which would make it possessing “natural imperishability”®® insofar as

the uncreated activities are concerned. The uncreated Adyotr, God’s wills and in-
tentions as well as the rest of divine uncreated activities are not exactly a part of
the intelligible world, as they reside ‘in God’, in the uncreated. However, (a) in
the context of a sensible/intelligible distinction they are obviously not to be
counted among the sensible beings and (b) while they themselves are uncreated,
in their interaction with created realities they emerge, being in relation to them,
in the horizon of createdness. For example, while the A6yog of something’s sub-
stance is uncreated but the substance itself created and intelligible, the Adyog —
exactly by being a Adyoc oveciag and directly related to the substance— seems as
being attached to the intelligible created substance and can be erroneously per-
ceived as co-emerging with it. In the uncreated Adyoc (divine will, intention and
utterance) being contemplated through the created intelligible substance, it can
seem as residing in the intelligible realm, it can seem as being a part or principle
of the substance and as such of the vont xticic. Seen that way, imperishability
by nature is indeed characteristic of a part of the intelligible creation, i.e. of the
uncreated Aoyot that animate it. Apophatic formulations allow for such seeming
inconsistencies: the Adyot can be characterized as ‘intelligible’, without truly
being ‘intelligible’ but beyond these categories, in the same sense that God can
be characterized as soul, intellect, intelligible, great, powerful, eternal, good,
Father, Son, Spirit — without being anything of these, for all of these are designa-
tions that emerge and are articulated according to the divisions and distinctions
of createdness.®® These belong to a language, the limits of which are the limits
of the created world.

Thus, the first approach to the vont xtioig acknowledges the corrupti-
bility and “end” of the vontd, while the second one sees it as naturally imperish-
able in recognizing the imperishability of the uncreated Adoyou that are intelligible
in the sense of not being sensible. Both approaches coexist without truly mani-
festing an intrinsic inconsistency, if approached this way. In essence, this dis-
tinction is already there: should all hypostases of a substance cease to be, their
intelligible substance ceases to be as well (as there is no ovoia dvvrdctatoc) —
but not the uncreated intelligible Adyoc of that substance, i.e. the intention, will
and utterance of God concerning it that is the blueprint thereof, which continues
to exist ‘intelligibly’. To put it simply: if we count the uncreated Adyor together
with the intelligible beings, by virtue of the Adyol not being sensible, then the
implicit core of the intelligible realm (i.e. the Aoyor) is indeed “imperishable by
nature”. If, however, we do not count the uncreated Adyot together with the intel-

85 [Tepi drapdpwv dropiésv, PG 91 1165 A.
866 Cf. Corpus Areopagiticum, ITepi pootikijc Osoroyiag, CD 11, pp.149f.
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ligible beings, by virtue of the Adyor being uncreated and the intelligible beings
created, then the vontm ktioig is corruptible and, having had a beginning, it will
also have an end. Both approaches can be traced in different Maximian passages.
However, the second distinction is a more precise one, for the uncreated nature
of the Ldoyou as wills, intentions and utterances of God is a characteristic of them
that has a priority in significance over them being intelligible, i.e. not sensible.

In order to return to the motionlessness of the Aeon, the temporality of
the moving and created intelligible realm, we need to refer to humanity’s ability
to participate in the Aeon. The human person’s gradually fuller participation in
the intelligible realm and in a fuller, deeper perception of creation is also a grad-
ual entering into the temporality of the Aeon. In this context, entering the tempo-
rality of the Aeon would signify having achieved a significant but not final step
in the gradual restoration of the fullness of communion, the gradual cessation of
motion, the gradual annihilation of distance — having progressed from the prac-
tical philosophy to the natural contemplation of the Adyot to the paving the way
for the ultimate step in Maximus’ triad, i.e. the theological mystagogy or theo-
logical philosophy.®” A passage from the Confessor is suggestive of this gradu-
alness: according to it, time does not suffice to serve as the temporality of “those
whom it is accustomed to escort to the divine life”, time is “not overtaking or
accompanying them in their motion”.*® On their way to “the divine life”, their
temporality becomes the temporality of the Aeon, an Aeon which is a distinct
form of temporality but which seems to reside in the future due to it being at-
tainable, but not yet attained.% If that is the case, we are to understand the Aeon
not only as “time deprived of motion”, but also as one’s (gradual) “deprivation
of motion” (and distance), the temporality of one’s gradual liberation from the
limitations and necessities of createdness.

87 [Tepi Srapbpav dmopidv, PG 91 1296 D: “Therefore the first five modes, through the multiform contempla-
tion to which they are subject, are gathered together into practical, natural, and theological philosophy, and
these three are further gathered into the modes of present and future, that is, type and truth. Present and future,
in turn, are gathered up in the beginning, that is, in the Adyog who is in the beginning, who enables the worthy
to experience and see him” (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 85). The goal is the transcendence of both present
and future (type and truth) in the Adyoc.

88 [Tepi drapdpwv dmopr@v, PG 91 1164 B: totodtov yap Exet 0 gpdvog, od @Bvev i cuvepyOpevog Kotd T
Kivnow €keivoig odg mpog v Oeioy tob pédhovtog aidvog Lonv méeuke maparnéurnev. — “For such is time, not
overtaking or accompanying in movement those whom it is accustomed to escort to the divine life of the Aeon
to come” (transl. Louth, p. 128). ’‘Incodv yap £yet 1oV mavtog Gvto kai gpdvou Kot aidvog diadoyov: Kav i
Mg ol Adyot 10D ypdvov &v td Oed dapévoow [...] — “For it has Jesus as the universal successor of time
and the Aeon. And if otherwise the Adyot of time abide in God [...]”.

89 1.e., this “divine life of the Acon to come” is not to be exclusively understood as a common cosmic
eschatological future, but as the temporality of one’s way towards deification as well.
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111.5.4. Temporality as Disclosure: koipéc, Maximus’ vov

In our understanding of Maximus’ Weltanschauung, it is not temporality
(be it xpovog or the Aeon) that functions as the horizon of either being or beings.
Relation, the knowledge of beings by the person is disclosed as motion,®” and
the numbering of motion is time — an icon of the possibility of knowledge and
communion without motion and distance, an icon of the Aeon, “time without
movement”.

However, Maximus (along with a number of other Greek Church Fathers
and based on the text of the gospels) has a name for this ‘now’ that acts as a dis-
closure, especially for the disclosure and emergence of truly eternal realities (i.e.
the Adyor) in time: it is kapdc, or at least one of the meanings of this word.®"
We will briefly examine an indicative passage:

God not only knows before the ages [mpd 1®v aidvwv] the things that exist,
since they exist in him, in the truth itself, and if all these same things, both the
things that are and the things that shall be, did not receive simultaneously being
known and actual being on their own, but each thing [receives being] at the
proper time [t émundeion kopd] — for it is impossible for the infinite to exist
simultaneously with things finite — nevertheless also the goal of the disposition
of each thing [occurs] according to movement [t0 Télog Tf|g £KAOTOV KATA TNV
kivnow dwbécewc]. For there is neither time nor Aeon separating this [move-
ment] from God. For nothing in him is recent, but the future things are as the
present. And if the times and the ages indicate the things that are in God, they
do this not for God but for us. For we also must not think that, when God acts, it
is then that his knowledge of a thing begins.®"

The existence of created beings is synonymous of them being known by God
(being in a relationship with God, a relationship signified by the word
knowledge). To exist is to be known by God, i.e. to retain this vital link to the

870 And not vice versa. Motion does not merely take place, and within it events happen; motion is not external
and autonomous. It is the fact that events take place that discloses and actualizes motion as motion. The act of
creation is a motion (is disclosed as a motion), generation is a motion, alteration is a motion: it is not the
motion that is disclosed as creation, generation, alteration etc. Events have an ontological priority over motion.
We are referring to knowledge/relation as analogous to a horizon of being due to the dialectics of communion
and otherness: otherness emerges in communion, otherness is realized in the face of the other. In choosing
communion and otherness as the foundational events of existence, we are accepting relation and knowledge as
their horizon. According to the ecclesial testimony, the human person is not the primary subject of this
knowledge or the initiator of relation: cf. Galatians 4:9, “now that you know God — or rather are known by
God” (vdv 8¢ yvovteg Ogdv, ndrlov 8¢ yvoobévieg vmod Oeod). Knowledge discloses any motion as motion, not
only the motion applying to interpersonal relations, for motion is always and by definition a relational event.

87! Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon is not particularly illuminating concerning the philosophically relevant
side kaupdc. It gives us the following meanings of the word in p. 697: apart from season and time, it also means
fit time, opportunity and can refer to the present age or the age to come, ages of history, time compared with
eternity etc. The meaning of “fit time’ stands closer to Maximus’ understanding thereof.

872 ITeboerc kai amoxpioerg, CCSG 10, 121.3-14 (transl. Prassas p. 106).
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uncreated, to the cause and source of existence. All beings, as their Adyot,
(pre)exist in God atemporally and are being known atemporally, beyond any no-
tion of temporal transition. However, there is a distinction between them being
known by God (yvoc6Ofjvar) and acquiring actual being, actualizing their exist-
ence (ko adtdr elvar); this does not happen “simultaneously” (éua), for while
the beings’ knowledge by God is atemporal, their coming to be takes place with-
in temporality, either in time or in the Aeon: beings, being created, are generated
and possess a temporal beginning. They receive their actual being at the right
Koupdg, at the proper time (t@ émitndeio kapd), which is chosen and defined by
God. Kapog is not merely the temporal point of generation, it does not simply
signify the beginning: kaipog is the unique temporality of disclosure, the dimen-
sionless temporal point that manifests potential being as actual being, the dimen-
sionless temporal point in which the actualization of beings and the realization
of their Adyou as beings participating in created reality takes place.

Kaipog is not a third kind of temporality along with time and the Aeon,
for it is truly dimensionless®”® (while even the Aeon has had a beginning).
Kaipdg takes place in time or in the Aeon,®™ but it is not time or Aeon itself.
Kaipog cannot be conceived as having a reality that is independent from the flow
of time or the existence of the Aeon, while time and the Aeon themselves are
indirectly defined by it: time is the numbering of motion, of beings in motion
that came to be in actuality év koup®, while the Aeon signifies the év xapd ac-
tualized beings’ deprivation of motion (and, of course, the temporality of intelli-
gible beings). In that sense, the Maximian xaipog is understood as a renewal of
the Aristotelian vbv, as analogous to the vdv in Maximus’ world. These, howev-
er, are not identical, xapog is a renewal of the vdv but not the viv itself, for
kopog has a much broader meaning. The fact that koipog is a choice made by
God emphasizes the created-uncreated communion that is intertwined in every

673 John Panteleimon Manoussakis offers an interesting account of koipdc” dimensionlessness in Greek patristic
tradition: “Against this concept of time as ypovog (the passing of time) stands a different understanding of
temporality as xopdc. If chronological time is seen in a horizontal way, that is, as sequence and duration,
kopog could be represented as vertical and discontinuous. If xpovog is measured in seconds, minutes, hours,
and years, kaipog cannot be measured at all, since it occurs only in the Moment. What is called here ‘the Mo-
ment’ —that is, as we will see, the Augenblick or the é€aipvnc— is characterized by this dis-continuity through
which, according to Heidegger, the world is dis-closed and Dasein is faced with his or her de-cision. For even
if it were possible to put all the kairological moments together, that still would not give us any measurable
sense of kaupdg, since each moment of kapog (contrary to different units of time) is, in a unique way, always
the same in the sense that it recurs in repetition” (God After Metaphysics. A Theological Aesthetic. Blooming-
ton: Indiana University Press 2007, p.59). A comparison with the Aristotelian vdv is inescapable, but their
many and substantial differences are to be duly noted.

874 Cf. ITepi drapépwv dmopii>v, PG 91 1328 C: “T am of the opinion that those of pious mind should not think
that God knows particular things, the Adyot of which are eternally contained in His foreknowledge and infinite
power, only when they are created and brought into being. For time and the Aeon [alternative translation: the
ages and the years] disclose each thing to us as being wisely created at the proper, predetermined moment
[kotd Tov mpowpiopévov kai tov ebbetov xdotov kapdv], at which point it is brought into being” (transl.
Constas, DOML 29, p. 147).

205



facet of temporality: one of the channels that sustains the created world into ex-
istence, that retains its vital relationship to the uncreated cause that grants it with
existence and prevents it from slipping into nonbeing, is this kopdc, i.e. the fact
that each dimensionless point in time, each vov that marks the actualization of
beings, is a divine will, intension and presence. The fact that “the times and the
ages [the Aeons] indicate the things that are in God” stresses kaipog not only as
a disclosure of the individual beings, but seeing that these beings “are in God”,
Kopog reveals the presence of God through temporality and within temporality.

It is not only the beings’ actuality that is given “at the proper time”; it is
also the end and goal (té\oc) of each being that is attained at a xaipdg, not only
according to God’s intention but also according to the being’s own movement, to
its disposition according to its motion.®™ In this, the kapoc of attaining the goal,
end and purpose is also the temporal equivalent of the goal itself: attaining the
right xatpog becomes the goal. And seeing that kaupog is dimensionless and as
such its attainment embodies the annihilation of all distance (didotn-
no/didotaotc), it is the fulfillment of the Aeon, for it points to the complete ces-
sation of motion by its very dimensionlessness. There is another peculiarity in
the concept of xapdg: while it in itself does not possess any dimension, motion
or temporal distance within it, it simultaneously signifies a radical motion, be it a
being’s motion from nonbeing into being (its generation and actualization men-
tioned above) or a being’s motion from being to perfection, the aforementioned
télog according to its disposition. These profound motions and changes are ef-
fected through the xoupdc, a unit without any motion, distance or dimension in
itself. There is a great similarity of this to the human person’s task of mediation
and, ultimately, deification: being in time, man strives to attain the cessation of
motion, a motionlessness that is to culminate in ever-moving repose, as we will
examine in the next chapter. However, this goal of motionlessness is to be
achieved through profound changes, through the radical motions implied in both
the cosmic mediation and the deification. The gradualness of the deprivation of
motion and of the transition from the contemplation of the Aoyot to an ever fuller
participation is not opposed to the momentary character of the xaipdc, for the
latter is the fulfillment of the former.

The reign of kopog is also manifest in the absence of a functional linear
progression of time in Scripture.®”® Apart from that, it seems as if the Christian
practices this kopoc-perception of temporality, in resistance to the linear pro-
gression of time, within the ‘Byzantine’ church’s liturgical cycle in order to

% [Teboeig kai dmorpioeic, CCSG 10, 121.8: 10 T6A0C Tiig $KG0TOV KaTd THY Kivowv SlafEcEmC.

876 Maximus notes that the tenses used in Scripture are often entangled, with past tenses being used in place of
future tenses and vice versa (IIpog Galdooiov I, CCSG 7, 7.5-9, see also Ilepi diapdpwv dmopiiv, PG 91 1293
C).
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‘learn’ the temporality of kapog and to be ready for his or her own true koupog —
and for the common and collective kopog of the eschatological téhoc. Every-
thing in this liturgical cycle happens today and now: the commemorated events
are referred to as taking place ofuepov, today, and the present tense is used.®”’
The ‘texture’ of liturgical time®”® does not merely exert an influence on Maxi-
mus’ thought: along with the totality of ecclesial life, it is the very frame in
which Maximus develops his multifaceted testimony and must be taken into ac-
count in order to understand the Confessor’s thought.

We have repeatedly stated that the human person’s goal is to transcend
time, to abandon the temporality of ypovog (which is defined by motion) and to
enter the Aeon, to aspire for the dimensionlessness of the waipdc. Is there
enough basis in Maximus’ work for time to be considered as an enemy to man,
or at the very least as an obstacle to be overcome? Is temporality so prevalent
within creation that its transcendence is to be considered a primary goal?

111.5.5. Temporality as Slavery

Temporality is not merely one of the characteristics of creation; it is in-
tertwined with the very act of creation’s creation and is a vital aspect thereof,
either as a difference from the uncreated (in that it is an aspect of being generat-
ed and divided, i.e. manifesting distance) or as a link to it (in that it manifests
God as cause and maker, as beginning and end): “everything that is after God
and has come into being from God, i.e. the nature of beings and time, these ap-
pear together, so far as is possible, with God who appears as cause and mak-
er”.%” Time is “cyclical”®® and, along with all that is in motion, of a “floating,
unstable nature” which is to be overcome in order to be able to “receive the di-

877 Manoussakis proposes that this liturgical presenceness, which he links to the koupdc, is —in the long run of
the repetition of numerous liturgical yearly cycles— a repetition that is, in essence, futural and points to a tem-
porality of the promised and the expected, a temporality of the ‘to come’: “This is evident in how the liturgy
presents events of the past (such as the birth of Christ, his crucifixion, etc.) as always taking place ‘today’ — a
survey of the hymns used in the church will show that the liturgy knows of no other temporal category than
this ‘today’. Repetition has become a key philosophical term thanks to the acute analysis of Kierkegaard, who
devotes an entire treatise to it. Kierkegaard is right to see in repetition a new temporal category — that is, to be
juxtaposed over and against Platonic recollection. Recollection, he writes, allows us to ‘enter the eternal back-
wards’, while repetition is decisively futural and in its futural character pushes us to ‘enter eternity forwards’.
Two different senses of eternity are here contrasted: (a) a preexisting, anterior eternity, what we could call
cosmological eternity, and (b) an eternity that lies ahead of us and keeps reaching us in the present, what we
could call an eschatological eternity” (God After Metaphysics, p. 59).

578 In mentioning the liturgical cycle, | must here once more refer to Mueller-Jourdan’s study of the
understanding of spatiotemporality in Maximus’ Mvoraywyio. concerning the space and time of the church, a
monograph dedicated to the subject (Typologie spatio-temporelle de I'Ecclesia byzantine).

7 [Tepi drapdpwv dmopiiv, PG 91 1164 A (transl. Louth, p. 128).
880 "Epya Geoloyiri kai modsud, PG 91 16 D.

207



vine mysteries”.?®" The introduction of temporality marks the emergence of divi-
sions that did not exist ‘before it”,**? including the division between creation and
Creator (and, along with it, the division of limit and limitlessness, measure and
immeasurability, finitude and infinity, fixity and motion etc).®®® This division is
to be overcome at the “end of time”, in which created beings, being by nature in
motion (ta kata edow kvovueva) will be able to cease and abandon all motion
(tfig Tpd¢ 1€ Eanta Kol Tpog GAANAa mavteddg ExPepnkdto kivicemg) and truly
know the motionless God by experience, transcending corruption.®® However,
temporality is not merely to be overcome in the process of the cessation of mo-
tion: it is seen as an obstacle and an enemy.

According to Maximus, man “is enslaved by time and nature:®® it
would be impossible for humanity to be harmed and damaged without those
things “that are under the reign of time and nature”.®® Death reigns through
temporality by devouring humanity:®’ temporality is not merely one of the char-
acteristics of createdness that are to be overcome along with all other divisions at
the completion of the cosmic mediating function of humanity, but the very tool
for humanity’s enslavement, the enabler of corruption and death — for, being the
numbering of motion and every alteration, time is also the numbering of corrup-
tion; it is through time that corruption is actualized and disclosed. The aspiration
for liberation from corruption is the aspiration for liberation from time:*®® and
while the path towards this freedom is the participation in the person that is the

hypostatic union of createdness and the uncreated, Christ “the successor of all

88 [Tepi Srapdpawv dmopripv, PG 91 1120 A.

%82 The phrase “before the emergence of temporality” cannot signify a temporal priority but rather an
ontological one.

883 Cf. ITpog¢ @aldoaiov II, CCSG 22, 60.49-54: “Because of Christ —or rather, the whole mystery of Christ— all
the ages [the Aeons] and the beings within those ages have received their beginning and end in Christ. For the
union between a limit of the ages and limitlessness, between measure and immeasurability, between finitude
and infinity, between Creator and creation, between rest and motion, was conceived before the ages” (transl.
Blowers pp. 125).

884 [Tpog Galdoaiov IT, CCSG 22, 60.54-62: “This union has been manifested in Christ at the end of time, and
in itself brings God’s foreknowledge to fulfillment, in order that naturally mobile creatures might secure them-
selves around God’s total and essential immobility, desisting altogether from their movement toward them-
selves and toward each other. The union has been manifested so that they might also acquire, by experience, an
active knowledge of him in whom they were made worthy to find their stability and to have abiding unchange-
ably in them the enjoyment of this knowledge” (transl. Blowers pp. 125-126).

88 Epunveia eic tov vo’ waluév, CCSG 23, 44-49: 16 ypdve kai Tf] phosl Sovddcog Tov GvBpomov: Evev yap
@V YO PGV Kol xpovov phyecar toig avOpdmolg mavtehdg ov dvvatol.

586 |bid.

887 [Tepi Sropbpwv dmopiisv, PG 91 1157 A: “Death is living on this through the whole of this temporal period,
making us his food, and we no longer live, but are eternally eaten up by him through corruption” (transl. Louth,
p. 124).

588 Cf. Kepadaia X~ mepi Ocoloyiag, PG 90 1109 A — 1.70: “The whole world is limited by its own Adyor and we
attribute place and the Aeon to whatever it contains. [...] The one who is saved will be above all worlds,
ages/Aeons, and places in which he was once nurtured as a child, and will reach his end in God” (transl.
Berthold p. 140).
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time and Aeon”,*® the “conqueror of the world and perfecter of the Aeon”,**

Maximus does also mention an example of a human being that attained this free-
dom. The fact that this person lived before the incarnation of the Adyoc makes
this example even more noteworthy.* For Maximus, the biblical Melchize-
dek®® “no longer bears within himself temporal life and its motions™:** such a
person “has no experience of what is present to it”, for “he has become
“beginningless” (évapyoc) and “without end” (atehedntog), he possesses “the
sole divine and eternal life of the indwelling Adyoc, a life unbounded by
death”.®®* It is interesting to note that, according to this passage, a person that
has been born at a certain xapog in time can become not merely imperishable
and without end, but even “beginningless” — beginninglessness can be attained
by created and originated human beings, fully inverting the coordinates of tem-
porality in cancelling them by their very foundations and not merely from a
point onwards. In Ilepi diapopwv dropiidv (1137 C-1140 D), Maximus uses the
example of Melchizedec to stress that it is possible for any human being®® to be
granted a state of being without beginning nor end, beyond time, beyond the Ae-
on, beyond nature.®® (As Maximus insists that this takes place “in every respect”
but without a change in human nature/substance,®’ meaning that only the hypos-
tasis is deified, we are to conclude that he refers to the possibility of the hyposta-
tization (actualization) of a created substance/nature through uncreated activi-
ties: the ‘Byzantine’ toolbox of terminology does not leave us with many other
choices). In the case of Melchizedek, it is “through knowledge that the move-
ment of the mind stepped without defilement over properties of time and the Ae-
01’1”.698

889 [Tepi drapdpwv dmopiisv, PG 91 1164 B: "Incodv yap &xel Tov mavtds Svia Kod xpévov ki aidvog S1édoyov.
5% Ihid. 1120 B: pootikdg EvEQaivey GG VIKNTHY T0D KOGLOL Kai GUVTEAEGTHV TOD 0idvoc.
81 Maximus usually notes that deification is possible only after the incarnation of Christ. Cf. ITpo¢ @aldooiov
1, CCSG 7, 22.31-33: “The other ages —those which are to come about for the realization of the mystical and
ineffable deification of humanity— must follow henceforth (i.e. after the incarnation of God) ” (transl. Blowers
p. 116).
5% King and priest mentioned in the fourteenth chapter of the Book of Genesis. In Hebrews 5:6, Christ is
identified as "a priest forever, in the order of Melchizedek".
893 [Tepi Srapdpwv dmopiisv, PG 91 1144 C (transl. Louth, p. 116).
694 1:

Ibid.
5% Tbid. 1140 B: “In accordance with such love the dignity of sonship, the divinely-fitting gift of continual
converse with God in his presence, is granted, exhibiting the divine likeness to any who begs for it” (transl.
Louth, p. 113).
8% C.f. PG 91 1140 A: “For virtue naturally fights against nature, and true contemplation against time and the
Aeon”.
%7 [poc Oaldearov I, CCSG 7, 22.40-44.
5% ITepi Srapopwv dmopiv, PG 91 1140 BC: “Thus I take it that it is probably not from time and nature (u7
S xpovov kai puoewc), subject to which the great Melchizedec reached his natural end, that it should be said
of those who have already transcended life and reason, that the divine Adyog justified him, but from and
through those things —I mean, virtue and knowledge— he deliberately changed what he is called. Thus the
deliberation nobly struggles through the virtues against the law of nature, that is so difficult to fight against,
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For Maximus, man’s ascension through the A6yoi, in which he ap-
proaches the Aodyog, is a process of knowledge in which time gradually re-
treats.®*® Man’s acquired (i.e. granted) ability to contemplate and know reality as
it is, beyond its constant change in its motion (that is: to gradually come to know
the Adyog through the Aoyou of beings) effects the gradual subsidence of time,
“the numbering and delimitation of motion”. Only the one who transcends time
and ordinary perception and “discontinues the relationship of his soul to these”
can be freed from their “confusion” and ascend.”® Through this knowledge, the
mind “restricts the motion of all time and Aeon”.”* Liberation from time and the
Aeon’® is not merely a byproduct of one’s contemplation (and knowledge) of
reality as it truly is and one’s ascension towards deification, but a prerequisite
for it; liberation from temporality emerges as the very way for achieving this. As
man’s liberation from temporality is stressed as the way to his tekeinotg, SO is
God’s absolute freedom from all temporality repeatedly stressed: not only is he

“beyond present, past and future”,’® i.e. the divisions of time, but “the very na-

ture of time cannot approach him”.”* While every being is “bound to the catego-
ries of time, Aeon and space, by which the universe is enclosed”, man’s task,
iconizing his Creator, is to “transcend everything sensible and intelligible and all

time and Aeon and space”’® — not merely to make the transition from time to the

and through knowledge the movement of the mind steps without defilement over properties of time and the
Aeon (v ypévov kai aidvog idiotnta). With these it is not right to regard as characteristic the property of
what is abandoned, but rather the magnificence of what is assumed, from which and in which alone they are
and are known” (transl. Louth, p. 113). On what knowledge as a transformative power means, see the above
subchapter on kapog and its footnotes: knowledge signifies a relation. Note that even Melchizedec “reached
his natural end under time and nature”, a point to which we shall return in the next chapter on the ever-moving
repose and deification.

9 ITpoc Oaldooiov I, CCSG 7, 47.222-224: émikeiyel 1OV Bs0pnTikdv vodv 6 xpdvog to Bsiag avafdoelg Tod
AOYOL YVOOCTIKMDG TOLOVLEVOV.

790 1pid. 55.115-120: pdvog 6 yevouevog vmep aicOnotv kai xpévov [...] koi Ty mpdg TodTa THG Woylic Stokd-
yag oxéotv EkPaivel TG aTdY GLYXVCEDG, TPOG TNV GV TOAYV ETELYOUEVOC.

™ "Epya Geodoyixa ki molgud, PG 91 9 A: v Sg, Tijg amhavodg évdoeng [yvdosng] chotacty mavtdg
ai®dvog kai ypoévov meptopilmv v Kivnow.

2 The liberation from time and Aeon does not mean the escape from time, but rather traversing the totality
thereof and arriving at the end of the ages: 7lpog Galdooiov I, CCSG 7, 22.74-77: “Existing here and now, we
arrive at the end of the ages as active agents and reach the end of the exertion of our power and activity”
(transl. Blowers p. 117).

3 ITepi drapbpav dmopidv, PG 91 1296 C: “For the Adyoc, who created all things, and who is in all things
according to the relation of present to the future, is comprehended both in type and in truth, in which He is
present both in being and manifestation, and yet He is manifested in absolutely nothing, for inasmuch as He
transcends the present and the future, He transcends both type and truth, for He contains nothing that might be
considered contrary to Him” (transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 85).

™ Kepdloaa 3 mepi eoloyiog, PG 90 1165 B — 2.86.

™ ITepi drapdpwv dropi@v, PG 91 1153 BC: “God is simply and indefinably beyond all beings, both what
circumscribes and what is circumscribed and the nature of those [categories] without which none of these could
be, I mean, time and Aeon and space, by which the universe is enclosed, He is completely unrelated to any-
thing. Since all this is so, the one who discerns with sagacity how he ought to love God, the transcendent na-
ture, that is beyond reason and knowledge and any kind of relationship whatever, passes without relation
through everything sensible and intelligible and all time and Aeon and space” (transl. Louth, p. 122). Andrew
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Aeon and from the sensible to the intelligible, but to transcend all of these cate-
gories, without remaining in relation to them. The Aeon does not suffice — man
must transcend this exalted form of temporality as well.

111.5.6. Conclusions and Remarks

As noted at the beginning of this chapter, Maximus uses the word ai®v
with different meanings in different contexts — most notably, he often employs
its plural ai®veg meaning ‘the ages’, a very long duration in time, history. How-
ever, the Aeon as a second mode of temporality beyond time (ypovog) is clearly
to be discerned in Maximus’ work and certain characteristics thereof emerge in
the Confessor’s passages.

0] The Acon is “time deprived of motion”, in a dual and inter-
twined definition of temporality in which time is “the Aeon,
when measured in its motion”.” This definition does not mere-
ly provide us with an understanding of the Aeon through our
more familiar notion of time; rather than that, the interrelation of
the Aeon and time establishes both of them as dependent on one
another, as two irreplaceable sides of the same reality.

(i) The Aeon is also defined as constituting the temporality of the
intelligible realm, the temporality of intelligible beings. All be-
ings are divided into sensible and intelligible beings, and while
time constitutes the temporality of the sensible, the Aeon corre-
sponds to the intelligible. Here, again, both of these (sensible
and intelligible, time and the Aeon) are vitally interrelated and
interconnected: “The entities on each side of this division are
naturally related to each other through an indissoluble power
that binds them together”.””’

(iti)  As expounded in previous chapters, to be created is to have a
beginning and to be in temporality. Both the sensible and the in-
telligible are generated, but the sensible have been generated
and have their beginning “in time”, while the intelligible “in the

Louth notes in p. 206 n. 57 that in this passage “the Greek word vy (translated here ‘soul’) can equally mean
‘life’, as Maximus’ comments indicate”, which is applicable to a great number of other references to yuyn as
well. This is an important point, because this Maximian vocabulary of the ‘soul’ and ‘mind’ (vodg) that
‘knows’ is not to be understood as referring to some ‘incorporeal humanity’ — notwithstanding that it certainly
introduces a distinction between a person’s everyday ‘bodily’ life and the experiences indicated by this vo-
cabulary.

% [Tepi drapdpwv dmopiiv, PG 91 1164 BC.

7 Ibid. 1153 A.
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(iv)

v)

(vi)

Aeon”. Those that are contemplated “in the Aeon”, i.e. intelligi-
ble beings, possess beginning, middle, and end as well. To be
created is to possess temporality: this elevates temporality to one
of the primary criteria and characteristics of createdness,’® a
status that does not fully apply to spatiality as such, which is on-
ly a characteristic of the sensible world.

The Aeon cannot be described as the temporality of the uncreat-
ed, for it has had a beginning, as well as everything in it."”
However, from humanity’s and the sensible creation’s point of
view, the Aeon iconizes the absolute timelessness of the uncre-
ated and refers to it. The apparent changelessness of the intelli-
gible —from the perspective of the sensible— reflects the absolute
motionlessness of the uncreated. And the temporality of the ap-
parently changeless intelligible world, the Aeon, reflects the ab-
solute timelessness of the uncreated. The human person’s ever
fuller participation in the Aeon and in the intelligible realm is
the first step towards the cessation of motion and deification,
due to their function as imperfect icons of the uncreated.

The Aeon is “time deprived of motion” and constitutes the tem-
porality of the intelligible, which, however, are in some sorts of
motion. While intelligible beings are in motion (‘expansion’,
‘contraction’ etc.), the Aeon itself —their mode of temporality— is
not susceptible to change. Intelligible beings are beings in mo-
tion that is generated and situated within a stable form of tempo-
rality, the Aeon. The Aeon is stable in that it cannot be “circum-
scribed by a number”.”*® This is a trait of the Aeon that is in con-
trast to time’s floating and unstable nature.”*

In the previous chapter, we stressed the interrelation of time and
space, time and spatiality. This is a major difference of time and
the sensible to the Aeon and the intelligible, for there is no spa-
tiality, no dimension of space (e.g. in the emergence of ‘quali-
ties’, in the distinction of ‘substances’ etc.) in what Maximus
distinguishes as ‘the intelligible’”*> — which accordingly modi-

8 Kepddaia ' mepi Osoloyiac, PG 90 1085 A — 1.5.

™ [Tepi drapdpwv dropiiv, PG 91 1120 A : v péovoav Tod ypdvov gvaty.

™2 We must here repeat that the sensible/intelligible distinction is a philosophical distinction that does not
abscond its delimited realities but “binds them together through an indissoluble power”. The intelligible is very
far from being ‘another world’ as understood in mystical or esoteric contexts. With the word ‘intelligible’,
Maximus denotes all beings and all of reality that are not perceived through sense-perception, while “the
entities on each side of this division are naturally related to each other”. For example, in the distinction of
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(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

)

fies what motion can mean when applied to intelligible beings.
While the sensible move and change in space and time, the ab-
sence of the dimension of space accounts for the intelligible
moving and changing against the background of the changeless
Aeon.

If we were to trace a Maximian equivalent to the Aristotelian
vov, it would be the notion of xapdc. While kapog has a much
wider semantic content in comparison to vbv, it does also func-
tion as the dimensionless unit of temporality in Maximus’
thought, like vdv does in Aristotle’s.

Kaupog is the ‘now’ that acts as disclosure, the disclosure of
God’s will and intention to creation in the horizon of temporali-
ty. While the Adyoc of a being is beyond temporality, its being
receives actuality (its existence is actualized) at the proper time
(16 émdeim kapd). As such, kaipog impregnates the tempo-
rality of the created with the indirect presence of the uncreated
and gives meaning to time.

It is not only the beginning and generation of something that is
marked and actualized in koupdg, but its end, goal, purpose and
perfection as well. In the case of human persons, possessors of
free will, this does not take place exclusively according to God’s
will, but also according to the person’s own motion, to its indi-
vidual disposition.”® The koupdc, being dimensionless, embod-
ies the annihilation of distance.

Temporality, while being a xatad ¢@Oow characteristic of
createdness, is also an obstacle to be overcome, along with all
other divisions and ‘distances’. This applies to both time and the
Aeon. Even the Aeon must be transcended by humanity in hu-
manity’s task as a mediator.

The participation in the atemporality of the uncreated is beyond time and

the Aeon, beyond any conception of temporality, which is in itself a delimitation
of createdness. However, in speaking about deification Maximus introduces the

substance and hypostasis, i.e. of homogeneity and the particular, it is only the particular that is sensible, that is
accessible through the sense — not the homogeneity of the particulars itself, which is merely deducted from the
hypostases (or, for those that attain to a fuller access to reality, contemplated as its Adyog obdoiac). Here, the
‘substance’ is, of course, ‘intelligible’ — without this making it less real, merely hypothetical or simply
imaginary. The homogeneity of the particulars is neither unreal nor hypothetical nor imaginary: it is as real as
the particulars of which it is the substance. However, neither “homogeneities’ nor ‘qualities’ (e.g. to be cold, to
be new, to be colored, to be moist) occupy spaces. The intelligible is deprived of spatiality.

"8 Cf, [Teboeic kai amoxkpioeirg, CCSG 10, 121.8.
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notion of the ever-moving repose (otdoig dewcivitoc) which, being the end and
perfection of motion beyond motionlessness itself, will be expounded in the fol-
lowing chapter as the third mode of temporality, i.e. the transcendence and anni-
hilation of any temporality.
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111.6. Ever-Moving Repose

111.6.1. The Motion of Deification

According to our analysis so far, temporality is a primary characteristic
of createdness and is actualized in two different modes, time (ypévog) and the
Aeon (aimv). Time is the numbering and delimitation of motion, temporality as
perceived within sensible creation — as well as the reflection of the Aeon in the
world of motion as we know and perceive it. The Aeon is time deprived of mo-
tion, and the temporality of the intelligible side of creation’s delimitation. The
uncreated is not merely atemporal in the sense of not being either in time or in
the Aeon, but is beyond any conception of temporality and createdness whatso-
ever — the very notion of a ‘temporality of the uncreated’ is considered as a con-
tradiction in itself.

However, while there is no temporality of the uncreated, we can speak
of the temporality of deification, or at least pose the question concerning it. The
ecclesial community and Maximus the Confessor as a potent articulator thereof
testify that it is possible for the human person to be deified,”™* that it is possible

™4 The subject of deification in general and the notion of deification in Maximus the Confessor in particular is
too big of a subject to be exhaustively examined and analyzed here. Even a comprehensive introduction to it
would be a major digression and outside the scope of this study. An excellent monograph on the subject is
Norman Russel’s The Doctrine of Deification in the Greek Patristic Tradition (Oxford: Oxford University
Press 2006), which dedicates a chapter to Maximus the Confessor’s understanding of deification (pp. 262-295)
— while more or less every major scholar engaged with Maximus has contributed to the subject as well. See
also Jean-Claude Larchet’s La Divinisation de I'homme selon saint Maxime le Confesseur (Paris: Editions du
Cerf 1996) and Lars Thunberg’s Microcosm and Mediator, pp. 427-432. The general idea is that while partici-
pation in the divine and uncreated substance is absolutely impossible, a participation in the uncreated activities
of that substance is indeed attainable (and always, of course, in its created activities i.e. created beings as well).
This participation can result in the (still created) nature of a human person being hypostasized (actualized)
through uncreated activities and thus (conjoining a Adyog of created being with a mode of uncreated existence)
being granted uncreatedness, liberation from the constrains and limitations of createdness by participation in
the hypostasis of Christ, where a coexistence of created and uncreated nature in one hypostasis has been made
possible. This cannot be an achievement of the created human being, but a gift of God, granted by his grace
and £pwg for the human person. In Maximus’ own voice: ITepi drapdpwv dropidv, PG 91 1076 C: “[the human
image of God] rather becomes God by deification” — Ibid. 1084 C: “By this blessed inversion, man is made
God by deification and God is made man by hominization” — Ibid. 1088 C: “Hence the whole man, as the
object of divine action, is deified by being made God by the grace of God who became man. He remains whol-
ly man in soul and body by nature, and becomes wholly God in body and soul by grace and the unparalleled
divine radiance of blessed glory appropriate to him. Nothing can be imagined more splendid and lofty than
this” (transl. Blowers, p. 63). — Ilpog Oaldooiov I, CCSG 7, 22.35f.: “[God] having completely realized this
deification in those who are worthy” (transl. Blowers p. 116). Deification does not reflect the restoration of the
KoTd VoY, it is not man’s restored and perfected nature but is beyond nature, vnep @oow: cf. Ilepi diapopawv
dropidv, PG 91 1237 AB: “For the grace of deification is completely unconditioned, because it finds no facul-
ty or capacity of any sort within nature that could receive it, for if it did, it would no longer be grace but the
manifestation of a natural activity latent within the potentiality of nature. And thus, again, what takes place
would no longer be marvelous if deification occurred simply in accordance with the receptive capacity of na-
ture. Indeed it would rightly be a work of nature, and not a gift of God, and a person so divinized would be
God by nature and would have to be called so in the proper sense. For natural potential in each and every being
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for created human beings to actualize in themselves (to hypostasize) the mode of
the uncreated, the mode of freedom from every and any limitation of
createdness.””® Man’s nature —the Adyog of his substance— remains unchanged in
deification, i.e. remains created and human, but his actual realization and hypos-
tasis, his person —the tpoémoc (mode) of his existence— is deified, actualized in
the mode of the uncreated in every respect: “Then God will also completely ful-
fill the goal of his mystical work of deifying humanity in every respect, of
course, short of an identity of substance with God; and he will assimilate human-
ity to himself”.”® So, while we cannot enquire on the inexistent ‘temporality of
the uncreated’, we have to ask: what happens to temporality in deification, what
is the state of temporality in 6éwcic? The Aeon is certainly not the ‘temporality
of deification’: it signifies the deprivation of motion, the cessation of movement,
the endurance and seeming changelessness of the intelligible — not the hypostati-
zation (actualization) of a created nature in uncreated activities, not the direct
participation of the created in the uncreated. The human person does not merely
‘enter the Aeon’ in deification; deification indicates the transcendence of mo-
tionlessness and the Aeon, both of which are categories stemming from the per-
spective of createdness.

Maximus the Confessor does not formulate an elaborate doctrine on the
ever-moving repose, nor does he designate the otdoig dewivntog as the state of
motion in deification in the context of a systematic analysis or concise exposi-
tion of these matters. However, in searching the Maximian corpus for scattered
indications on the state of motion and temporality in deification, his references
to the “ever-moving repose” and “stationary movement” of the deified human
being are most illuminating and characteristic of his perspective on the matter.

A word of caution on the linguistic aspect of our enquiry: as stated re-
peatedly, Maximus’ philosophical language is inherently apophatic (both in cas-
es of negation and affirmation). Formulations and signifiers do not claim to be
identical with their signified realities and to exhaust them, language can only
point to truth, it is not truth itself. However, this is even more the case when
Maximus refers to deification and to the uncreated. In referring to them, Maxi-
mus attempts to signify something beyond the limits of our world, beyond the
limits of createdness — and as such, beyond the limits of language. The fact that
we can only look “through a glass, darkly” (1 Corinthians 13:12) prompts the

is nothing other than the unalterable movement of nature toward complete actuality. How, then, deification
could make the divinized person go out of himself, | fail to see, if it was something that lay within the bounds
of his nature.” (transl. Constas, DOML 28, pp. 409-411).

™5 The mode of the uncreated being relation, self-transcendence, £pag, love (where “God is love” [1 John 4:8]
is taken as an ontological definition), a ‘being’ that is defined in-relation-to (the Father to the Son etc.), and the
mode of (‘fallen’) createdness being individual atomicity, nonrelation, death.

8 [Ipoc Oaldooiov I, CCSG 7, 22.40-44 (transl. Blowers p. 116).
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Confessor to use a markedly poetic language in order to ‘circumscribe’ and ‘de-
limit’ the merging of created nature and substance with the mode of the uncreat-
ed. In this language, contradictory phrases like “ever-moving repose” or “sta-
tionary movement” are not mere rhetorical devices, but an attempt to signify a
reality beyond the divisions, dualities and dichotomies of createdness (in this
case: beyond motion and fixity alike). Before examining these passages, a clari-
fication of deification being a renewal of the mode of existence but not of the
Aoyog of nature is needed.

111.6.2. Renewing the Tpomog, Retaining the Adyog

Maximus and the patristic tradition insist that 8éwoig is a real deification
of man’s hypostasis and actual existence (not an either symbolic or incomplete
‘elevation’ of man to a very high state within createdness), the actualization of a
human person through uncreated activities in every respect — without, however,
an identification in substance and nature; man’s substance and nature remains
created and human,” but the human person is hypostasized (actualized) accord-
ing to the mode of the uncreated. In explaining this, the Confessor analyzes the
profound change —and distance from substantial/natural predeterminations— that
can be effected in the actual existence and hypostasis, in the mode of existence
(arriving at the ‘beyond nature’, 10 Vvmép @dow)’*® without changing the un-
changeable Loyog of substance/nature. This is not a theory that has been elabo-
rated by Maximus in order to explain deification per se; it is rather his general
view of the Adyog-tpomog distinction, one application of which is his explication
of the state of deification.

According to the Confessor, the renewal or innovation of a being that
constitutes a real difference and distance from its nature (from the predetermina-
tions of its substance) is not only possible, but also capable of reaching beyond

™7 Note how in Iepi diapbpewv dmopiiyv, PG 91 1308 BC, Maximus stresses that the deified human person
“becomes completely whatever God is, save at the level of an identity in substance” (simultaneously deifying
creation by assimilating it in God, in whom it will be “wholly interpenetrated”) by thrice using words
signifying wholeness, completeness and totality in a row, i.e. dlog, 6 @ and olkdg: 6hog S mEPrY®PNOAG
OMKDS T O, Kai yevopevog mav €l Ti nép Eotv 0 Ogdg, yopis Tig Kot ovoiov TavTdTNTOG.

8 Maximus repeatedly clarifies that deification is not our return to the “pre-Fallen’ katé pvotv, but something
beyond nature. Cf. Ilpo¢ Galdooiov I, CCSG 7, 22.90-92: “We shall become that which in no way results from
our ability according to nature, since our human nature has no faculty for grasping what transcends nature (tod
VEP PUOWY 1) PUOIS KOTOANTTIKNY 00 kékTnTan dOvapv)” (transl. Blowers p. 118). This attainment beyond
nature cannot be an achievement of the created human person, but only a gift from the uncreated God, for
nature cannot reach to what resides beyond itself: IIpo¢c @alasaiov I, CCSG 7, 22.94-98: “Intrinsically it is
only by the grace of God that deification is bestowed proportionately on created beings. Grace alone illumi-
nates human nature with supernatural light, and, by the superiority of its glory, elevates our nature above its
proper limits in excess of glory” (transl. Blowers p. 118).
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the limits of its substance/nature itself.”™® This renewal and innovation according

to the mode of existence is more of a common occurrence than an exception
within existence: it is this mode of existence that manifests the difference of the
hypostasis from its substance as a real difference and not as a superficial phe-
nomenon.”®® Maximus writes:

Every innovation, generally speaking, takes place in relation to the mode
of whatever is being innovated [repi tOV TpOTOV TOD KOIVOTOLOVUEVOD
npdypatog], not in relation to its Aoyog of nature, because when a Adyog
is innovated it effectively results in the destruction of nature, since the
nature in question no longer possesses inviolate the Adyog according to
which it exists. When, however, the mode is innovated —so that the
Aoyog of nature is preserved inviolate— it manifests a wondrous power,
for it displays nature being acted on and acting outside the limits of its
own laws [mg v @Oowv évepyovpévnv 1€ Kol évepyodoav VREP TOV
£00TRG Gmodetcvdc dniovott Oeopov].
The mode is innovated by the very existence of the being of which it is a mode
of existence,’? for it is actualized in otherness; the question that remains is how
far-reaching this innovation is in any given case. Maximus asserts that this inno-
vation/actualization can even “display nature being acted on and acting outside
the limits of its own laws”, thereby manifesting “wondrous power”. However,
even in that case, the Adyoc of nature and nature itself remain intact,””® for the
subsistence of nature and of its inviolate Adyog is a prerequisite for the existence
of a being as itself, for the existence of a being as participating in a given mode
of natural homogeneity. This general principle applies to deification as well, the

™% Maximus’ understanding of the innovation through the mode of existence, transcending the substance while
leaving it intact, reminds us of existentialism’s distinction between being and existing.

™0 For example, in the case of humanity we term mode the way in which the common human nature is
actualized (évepyeitar) into a specific human person, manifesting change and otherness without modifying
nature itself: I7epi diapdpwv dmopidv, PG 91 1341 D: “Now the Adyog of human nature is that it consists of
soul and body, and this nature consists of a rational soul and body, whereas its mode is the order whereby it
naturally acts and is acted upon (tpomog ¢ 1 €v T® Evepyeiv Kai évepyeioBar puowdg tééig €otiv), frequently
alternating and changing, without however in any way changing nature along with it” (transl. Constas, DOML
29, p. 173).

2 |bid.

22 Cf. Iepi Srapbpwv dmopii>v, CCSG 48, 5.117-119: “We know that the Adyog of being (6 tod eivon Adyoc) is
one thing, and the mode of existence (6 Tod mig eivor Tpomoc) is another; the Adyog is confirmed with respect
to nature, while the tpomog is confirmed with respect to the economy”.

"2 The Adyou cannot change, for they are motionless, being uncreated and beyond temporality as intentions and
wills of God. However, they are perceived as being in motion in their disclosure through the beings of which
they are the Adyor, created beings which are of course in motion. In relation to the actualization of their corre-
sponding creatures in motion, they emerge as being in motion themselves. Cf. I7epi diapdpwv dropidov, PG 91
1228 BC: “What human being, as I have said, can know the intelligible Adyot of beings as they are in them-
selves, and how they are distinct from each other? Who can grasp how they have an immovable, natural rest,
and a natural movement that prevents them from being transformed into one another? Or how they have rest in
motion, and —what is even more paradoxical— their motion in rest?” (transl. Constas, DOML 28, p. 389).
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difference being that it is the existence of the hypostasis of Christ (the actualiza-
tion of created and uncreated natures in one person and hypostasis) that enables
such a far-reaching innovation of the mode to take place.

This, the Adyoc-tpomog distinction, is the hermeneutic basis of Maximus’
explication of deification: the tpomog is granted divine uncreatedness, the Adyog
remains created and human. To be more precise: the mode of the uncreated is
actualized (évepyeitar) on the basis of a created and human nature. However, the
reader would do well to resist the temptation of reifying either the Adyog or the
tpomog. A contradistinction of these two is only conceivable in the case of Adyog
oveiag and tpomog vapEewe, i.e. principle/Adoyog of substance and mode of ex-
istence, pertaining to the substance and the hypostasis respectively. Apart from
this specific context, and given that Maximus utilizes these terms with differ-
ences in meaning that are not always subtle, we could even say that the concept
of the tpdmog in general is a Adyoc of relations: an outcome of relations like the
Aoyog/ratio of a mathematical division. And that each Adyoc™ is also a tpomog: a
mode of existing as a divine utterance and intention. Both the A6yoc and the tpo-
nog are equally indispensable, equally vital in disclosing truth, and the im-
portance of neither of them is to be underestimated.” The substance and the
hypostasis, their Adyog and tpomog as well as the crucial role of created and un-
created activities (évépyeion) alike provide the semantic frame in which the pos-
sibility of deification is ontologically described. However, this does not suffice
to provide us with the necessary explanation concerning the state of motion and
temporality in deification: we must examine the notion of otdoig dewivnroc, the
‘ever-moving repose’.

111.6.3. A Third Mode of Motion and Temporality: otdcig dsikivytog

The notion of otdoig dewivntog emerges primarily in two questions of
Maximus’ TIpoc Oaldoaiov,’”” in passages concerning deification or the process

24 The Adyor are not only A6yor of natures/substances, but A6yot of everything: Ibid. 1228 D: “What, in turn, is
the Adyog that underlies each particular substance, nature, species, form, compound, potential, actuality, and
passivity?” (transl. Constas, DOML 28, p. 391).

5 Cf. Ibid. 1136 BC: “Thence they are taught the divinely-perfect and saving meaning concerning the Father
and the Son and the Holy Spirit, according to which they are hiddenly illuminated that the meaning of the
cause is not simply that of being but are reverently initiated about the mode of existence” (transl. Louth, p.
111).

™ [Ipog @aldooiov II, CCSG 22, 59.122-159 and 65.509-553. It is also mentioned in "Epya fsoloyixi kai
rolguxd, PG 91 185 A, as the state following the motionlessness resulting from the completion of yearning, a
state in which death is conquered: mdBov te¢ TApwo eNEdS, TV €9 £ovtd Tod moBovpévoy TeAEiav
£kviknow, kol Tovkay Kvioemg v dekivitov otéoty, kob' fiv 0 ndhat tig eoens kpatnoag eapavileton
Odvartog, ovy NTTOUEVNG TOVTO d10 TaPAPACENDS.
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towards deification. In both cases, it is explicitly related not only to motion, but
to temporality as well.

Maximus’ reasoning unfolds with the assertion that motion is changing
the beings that are in motion, and that this change is a fundamental trait of
createdness. However, when nature will be conjoined with the Adyog in motion-
lessness, this change will cease along with the motion that is causing it.””’ The
relative and finite repose that signifies the completion of the beings’ motion is to
take place within the “presence of the boundless fixity” signifying the uncreated,
it is within this fixity that the beings’ repose naturally occurs.’® The difference
between the motionlessness of creatures and the motionlessness of the uncreated
is that creatures, i.e. beings that are finite by nature, possess a motion that
changes what they are, and it is the cessation of that motion that results in their
kind of motionlessness — while we cannot know any changing motion in the un-
created (for it is not finite), resulting in an ‘absolute’ motionlessness or rather a
kind of motionlessness beyond the mere cessation of motion.”® It is in this con-
text that Maximus formulates his definition of time, according to which creation
is “a finite space and a circumscribed fixity, while time is the circumscription of
motion: as a consequence, life’s motion changes the beings that are subjected to
it"™ _ linking life, motion and time to change, which can either be the change
of corruption or the change of transformation. Up to this point, Maximus de-
scribes the state of motion and time within creation and as subjected to
createdness; however, he goes on to describe the vrgp pvowv state and the trans-
formation that it effects on motion and temporality.

Maximus writes that when nature transcends space (témov) and time
(xypovov), i.e. the dimensions of createdness comprized of the finite motion and
repose by activity (kat’ évépyeiwav), it will be joined with divinity (‘“the Provi-
dence”) in all immediacy and directness (duécmg cuvaedfj tfj Tpovoiq). In doing
so, divinity (the mpévoia, Providence) will be encountered and disclosed as a
naturally simple, single and motionless A6yoc, completely devoid of any circum-
scription and motion.”®* The first thing to be noted here is that the absolute im-
mediacy and directness of the described union, as well as the disclosure of divin-
ity as devoid of any motion and delimitation whatsoever, point to the annihila-
tion of distance.”® The absence of any delimitation whatsoever and the absence

™ [Tpoc Oaldooiov II, CCSG 22, 65.522-524.
28 |bid. 65.525-528.
2 |hid. 65.528-532.
™ |bid. 65.532-535.
! |bid. 65.535-541.

"2 The annihilation of distance is described my Maximus as follows: Kepdlaia X~ mepi Osoloyiag, PG 90 1165
B — 2.86: “It is the fulfillment of those who are moved by a longing for the ultimate object of desire. When
they reach it they receive a special kind of repose from all movement, because they will require no further time
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of motion beyond its mere cessation do not merely signify an annulment of dis-
tance, but an existential annihilation thereof, transforming both motion and tem-
porality. Neither motionless nor the Aeon are applicable signifiers for this state,
for it transcends their constitutive definitions and delimitations.

Maximus proceeds to make this distinction himself: “Because of that, as
long as nature exists in time (brdpyovoa ypovikdg) within creation, it possesses
a motion capable of effecting change due to the finite fixity of creation and the
corruption that is caused by the passage of time”.”*® However, “when nature ar-
rives at God, because of the natural singularity of the One in whom it was creat-
ed, it will acquire an ever-moving repose and a stationary movement eternally
actualized in conjunction with the One and Single and Same. This ever-moving
repose and stationary movement is known by the Adyog as a direct and perma-
nent firmness around the first cause of everything that has been created by the
first cause””* — the use of memompévav’™ indicating a personal first cause, a
person that creates. Maximus clarifies this notion of the infinity around God in a
passage from Ilepi diapdpwv dropidv, in which he notes that “infinity is around
God, but it is not God himself, for he incomparably transcends even this”: " de-
scribing the ones united with God as being around God can be understood as
describing their non-dissolution in divinity, i.e. the fact that they retain their oth-
erness even when enjoying the fullness of communion with divinity. Back in
Ilpog Baldoaiov, the Confessor goes on to clarify that in this union of created
nature with the Adyog and divine Providence in all immediacy and directness
“there is nothing at all that manifests generation and time”.”” The beings that are
conjoined with the uncreated and thereby transformed are not merely liberated
from time, but also from something that has already happened, i.e. their genera-

or period to go through (&g pnkétt gpdvov tvdg dvtog adtdv 1 aidvog Tod SwPabijvar deeilovtog) since at
the completion of these they arrive at God who is before all Aeons and whom the very nature of time cannot
approach” (transl. Berthold p. 166).

™ [po¢ Oaldooov I, CCSG 22, 65.541-544: Abmep &v pgv 1 KOOUE® DIAPYOVGH YPOVIK®DG 1 GUGIC
AoV ExeL TV Kivnow 810 TV 10D KOGHOL TEREPACUEVIV oTACY Kol TRV Kab’ £tepoimoty Tod ypdvov
Popav.

3 |bid. 65.544-549: év 8¢ 1@ Bed ywopivn d1d THY QUGIKTY Tod &v @ Yéyove povada, oTdow detkivijtov £Est
K01 GTAGIOV TOVTOKIYNGIOV, TTEPL TO TADTOV Ko &V Koi Lovov 4iding yvopévny, fiv oldev 6 Adyog diecoy etvat
nepl 10 TpdTOV aftiov IOV £ avtod nemompévov povipov idpuotyv. Note the use of didiog, not aioving.

" participle stemming the verb moiéw-mow®, “I create”.

8 [Tepi Srapdpwv amopidsv, PG 91 1220 C: “[which is known only to] the One who grants this ineffable grace
to the worthy, that is, it is known only to God, and to those who in the future will come to experience it, when
all things will be free from all change and alteration, when the endless, multiform movement of beings around
particular objects will come to an end in the infinity that is around God, in which all things that are in motion
will come to rest. For infinity is around God, but it is not God Himself, for He incomparably transcends even
this.” (transl. Constas, DOML 28, p. 373).

™ [pog¢ Galdoaiov 1T, CCSG 22,, 65.549-553, and particularly: ka6’ fjv 00depio w0 mopamay £oti xpovov Kai
YEVESEMG EUPATIC.
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tion: while retaining their otherness and not dissolving into divinity, they be-
come liberated even from the fact that they have had a generation.”®

Maximus chooses to construct a terminology pertaining to motion when
describing deification and union with God and when writing about the ever-
moving repose and the stationary movement of the ones that will be joined with
divinity in all immediacy and directness. It is this terminology that describes the
created-uncreated communion as an event beyond motion (or even beyond the
cessation/negation of motion) and beyond temporality in both its modes as time
and the Aeon. As every definition of the Maximian modes of temporality has
motion (or the absence of motion) as its component, it follows that the concept
of the ever-moving repose is to be considered as the distinct mode of both mo-
tion and temporality in deification. If time is “the numbering of motion”, “the
Aeon, when measured in its movement” and the Aeon is “time deprived of mo-
tion”, then the ever-moving repose and stationary movement around God is the
“immediacy and directness” of their communion, the annihilation of distance —
and not merely its cessation. Describing this state as a “direct and permanent
firmness” around God entails that it is not a fleeting event or a temporary phe-
nomenon, but an existential possibility that is a vital component of the ontologi-
cal totality of existence as encompassing both created reality and its uncreated
source and cause.

Furthermore, Maximus repeatedly locates this transformation in the fu-
ture,”™ stressing the implicit transcendental temporality of this state, both when
referring to the possibility of the person’s deification and when referring to the
common eschatological ‘end of the ages’. Truth, both as the arrival at the kota
evotv and its transcendence towards the vmep @dowv, resides in the future, not in
the present or past. We will examine what this entails in the subchapter concern-
ing the ‘eighth day’, as the very notion of future is relevant and applicable only
in one of the three modes of temporality, i.e. time (ypdévoc); neither in the Aeon
nor in the utterly transcendental ever-moving repose.

739

111.6.4. The Ever-Moving Repose of Acquiring Uncreatedness by Participa-
tion

In another passage,”® Maximus attempts to describe this transformation

beyond the limits of language with a torrent of descriptions and definitions

738 Reminding us of Maximus’ reference to Melchizedek.

™ For example, see the above mentioned passage ITepi diapdpwv dropiépv, PG 91 1220 C: “to those who in
the future will come to experience it [...]".

40 Ilpog Ooidoorov 11, CCSG 22, 59.122-159.
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which he equates with one another, literally trying to ‘circumscribe’ and point
towards what cannot be defined. In doing this, the interrelation of his descrip-
tions and definitions is truly revealing, with the concept of the ever-moving re-
pose and stationary movement providing the basis of an understanding of deifi-
cation in the context of motion as a primary characteristic of existence. Maximus
begins by writing that the salvation and fulfillment (cotmpio) of the souls is the
end, goal and completion of faith, which in turn is the true disclosure of the ob-
ject of faith.”! The true disclosure of the object of faith is the ineffable interpen-
etration of the believer by the object of faith, according to the measure of the
believer’s faith.”” This interpenetration is the return of the believer to his cause
and beginning at the end and goal of his journey’* — which, in turn, is described
as the fulfillment of desire.”** And the fulfillment of desire is the ever-moving
repose of those that desire around the object of desire.”* This ever-moving re-
pose is the perpetual, eternal, dimensionless (and, as such, devoid of distance)
enjoyment of the object of desire, which in turn is the participation in divinity
beyond nature.”*® This participation constitutes the likeness of the ones that par-
ticipate to the one that is participated, i.e. the attainable identification of the ones
that participate with the one that is participated through the activities (xat’
évépyewav) due to this likeness.”’ This is the deification of those that are worthy
thereof.*® Maximus hastens to link this to temporality: he goes on to say that
deification is, “and let me stress my words”, the completion of all ‘times’ and all
‘Aeons’, of all years and all ages (ndviwv t@v xpdvov Koi tdv aidveov) and of
everything that is included in them.”® This completion of all ypévor and aidveg
and of everything that is included in them constitutes the unceasing and dimen-
sionless (i.e. devoid of distance) unity of the true cause and beginning of those
that are saved, completed, fulfilled and deified, with their purpose and end.”™°
And so on — concluding that this union of the uncreated God with the created

™1 |bid. 59.122-124.

™2 |bid. 59.124-126.

™3 Which in itself has connotations concerning temporality, as it signifies the liberation from the flow and
progression of time and from the flow and progression of events as well.

74 |bid. 59.126-130.

™5 Ibid. 59.130-131: épéoeng & TAMpmoic oty 1| mePi TO EPETOV TAV EQIEPEVOV AEIKivITOS GTAGIG!

™8 Jbid. 59.131-134: dewivirog 88 oTAOIC EoTiv 1) TOD Epetod Suvekfc Te Kai 4S1GOTOTOC MITOAAVGIC:
Amdravoig 8¢ dmvekng Kol dd1doTatog 1) Tdv drep evo Belwv kabéotnie uédelic:

™7 Ibid. 59.134-138: 1} 88 mpdG TO pPETEYOUEVOV TAV UeTEXOVTOV Opoinaic S0ty ) Kot évépystoy TP adTd TO
HETEYOUEVOV TAV HETEYOVTMOV 31" OHOLOTNTOG EVOELOUEVT TAVTOTNG'

™8 |bid. 59.138-141: 1 58 T®V peTEXOVIOV EvBEOUEV KaT® SVEpYELOV S OOLOTNTOG TPOC TO UETEXOUEVOV
TaTOTNG £0Tiv 1 Béwoig Tdv aglovpévov Bedoemg:

™ Ibid. 59.141-143: | 8¢ Béwoic £ott kKad’ VTOYPAPTiC AOYOV TAVTOVY TV YpOVeV Kai TdV didvev Kai Tdv &v
%pOVe Kai aidvt TepLoyn Kol TEPOS.

™0 Ibid. CCSG 22, 59.143-146.
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human nature by far transcends any conceivable thought or formulation that can
be arrived at within createdness.”*

The third and ultimate mode of motion and temporality is the very tran-
scendence and completion thereof. This ever-moving repose in deification is de-
scribed as the completion of every possible mode of motion and temporality,
“completing time and the Aeon and everything that is included in them”. The
whole of creation is recapitulated in the deified person that embodies the com-
pletion of communion; the totality of existence is returned to its uncreated
source, completing, recapitulating and transcending the fundamental components
of createdness: beginning, end, motion and temporality. Humanity’s mediating
task is to annihilate all existential divisions (distances) and to restore commun-
ion “so that they all may be one”:"*? Maximus notes that “the human person is to
make the whole of creation perceived through the senses one with itself and un-
divided [tovtotnta piav momoeiev adaipetov], not dividing it spatially by in-

tervals [toig Swaothipoot] in any way”.”>

The Confessor does not describe this as a subjective and mystical event
that is contained and exhausted in the individual, but as a distinct possibility for
reality’s mode of existence apart from the mode of the uncreated and the mode
of createdness. The possibility of created nature’s hypostatization (actualization)
in the mode of the uncreated (without natural confusion, change, division or
separation) is not merely a ‘merging’ of existential modalities, but a third, dis-
tinct mode of being. By its very definition, it does not take place within time i.e.
at a certain time, for it transforms time: as such, both the ‘individual’ ever-
moving repose of the deified person and the ‘collective’ ever-moving repose of
creation itself are not wholly different,”* but nonetheless seemingly situated in a
distant and eschatological future™® — for such a mode of temporality cannot be
perceived as time’s ‘now’ by those who do not participate in it. For all intends
and purposes, it takes place at the end of time itself — i.e., beyond temporality.
However, to encounter a deified person’® is to participate in the presence of this
‘future’ in the present — and to suspect that this ‘future’ is the expected dimen-

1 |bid. 59.156-159.

782 Cf. John 17:21: fva mvteg &v dow.

3 [Tepi Srapdpawv dmoprésv, PG 91 1305 Df. (transl. Louth, p. 155).

™4 Maximus notes in ITepi diapdpwv dropiiv, PG 91 1368 C-1369 A that human persons are actualized in
three different states: the present life, the state after death and the future age to come. The difference is that in
this last state “we will partake without any mediation of the most sublime Adyog of Wisdom, and being
transformed in accordance with Him, we will become Gods by grace”. Each of these states can be seen as an
icon of the other and a referral to it: eikovicOijvar tdv gipnuévev tonev oV idtdtnta.

™5 Cf. Paul Plass’ “Transcendent Time in Maximus the Confessor”, p. 268: “In the incarnation of the timeless
Adbyog the perfecting of human nature which lies in the future is also present. [...] But ‘future’ also means the
cessation of time, and Maximus can also see the future as the divine plan complete and present as a whole”.

™6 Cf. 111.6.5. on a possible limitation to encountering a living person that has undergone complete deification.
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sionless present that, in absence of an existential distance between the related
othernesses in communion, actualizes the viv as the hidden reality of temporali-
ty by annihilating the transition from the ‘before’ to the ‘after’.”’ (By definition,
these explication can be as concise as phrases like ‘stationary movement’ and
‘ever-moving repose’, for they are attempts at signifying that which cannot be
delimited, residing outside the limits of our world and language. They can only

function as hints and indications).

Our conclusion is that in the light of the ever-moving repose, the world’s
overall motion is disclosed not as an impersonal cosmological process and func-
tion, but as a relationship (between the uncreated and creation in all its ‘logical’
manifestations) that can be either affirmed as returning motion or rejected in a
deviation thereof. Temporality measures this relationship, the completion of
which is the transformation of temporality into an ever-moving repose (the full-
ness of communion) and the refutation of which is measured as gradual corrup-
tion leading to death and inexistence. The complete affirmation of the returning
motion, the full actualization of motion as katd @vowv, cannot be understood as
resulting in a static motionlessness: this does not describe our experiences of its
faint reflections accurately. The fullness of communion™® and the proximity of
the related ‘logical’ othernesses, while presupposing the annihilation of distance
and, as such, the ceasing of motion, catapults motion beyond nature and nature
beyond motion, vrep @vowv: this can only be circumscribed in language as a mo-
tion beyond fixity and a fixity beyond motion, as an ‘ever-moving repose” and a
‘stationary movement’. The deified person is accounted as being “beyond the

87 Note also Maximus’ reference to the whole of time and history as “God’s year”, as a singular temporal unit
which is only actualized in its completion: IZepi diapopwv dropidv, PG 91 1357 AB: “The year acceptable to
the Lord (as Scripture calls it), when understood allegorically, is the entire extension of the ages, beginning
from the moment when God was pleased to give substance to beings, and existence to what did not exist”
(transl. Constas, DOML 29, p. 203) up to the “completion of the ages”, the “end of the Adyog of everything that
is in motion” and the granting of the promised deification, as Maximus goes on to say. In /Ipo¢ Oaldaooiov I,
CCSG 7, 9.8-12, Maximus notes -referring to John the Evangelist- that we do not know the exact mode of this
future deification (tov tpdmov Tijg pelodong Bedoewg fyvonkévar Aéyet). However, even this distant future,
this completion of all ages is already present, simultaneously expected and already here (a typical Christian
notion on eschatological time, as Oscar Cullmann has demonstrated in his Christ and Time): Cf. Iipog @aldo-
aiov I, CCSG 7, 22.60-65: “Or rather, since our Lord Jesus Christ is the beginning [apy1j], middle [puecdtnc]
and the end [téhoc] of all ages, past and future, [it would be fair to say that] the end of the ages —specifically
that end which will actually come about by grace for the deification of those who are worthy— has come upon
us in potency through faith” (transl. Blowers p. 117).

758 Maximus employs a language of &pwg when describing this union: ITepi diapépwv dropié>v, PG 91 1073 C-
1076 A: “If it [the voUg, i.e. the human person beyond its mere perception of the sensible] loves, it certainly
experiences ecstasy [£xotaocic] over what is loved. If it experiences ecstasy, it presses on eagerly, and if it
presses on eagerly it intensifies its motion; if its motion is intensified, it does not come to rest until it is em-
braced wholly by the object of its desire. It no longer wants anything from itself, for it knows itself to be whol-
ly embraced, and intentionally and by choice it wholly receives the lifegiving delimitation. When it is wholly
embraced it no longer wishes to be embraced at all by itself but is suffused by that which embraces it. In the
same way air is illuminated by light and iron is wholly inflamed by fire, as is the case with other things of this
sort” (transl. Blowers, p. 51). Cf. Ilpog Oaldooiov I, CCSG 7, 10.92-95 and 54.145-149.
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Acon, time, and space, having God as his space”.”® We have noted that motion
is the primary ontological characteristic of creatures together with their
createdness. However, motion is manifested as a component of relation and dis-
tance, and it is motion that counts/discloses/actualizes this relation and distance,
time being the number, numbering, circumscription and delimitation thereof.
Time measures either communion or distance, which are disclosed as motion:
but the consummation of communion cannot be described as mere timelessness
or motionlessness, for it cannot but be, in a sense, active. An ever-moving repose
that is a stationary movement. The dimensionless present of the fullness of
communion: a radically transformed viv, eternal by the very fact that it does not
possess duration, i.e. temporal distance.

111.6.5. Death and Relation

We have repeatedly referred to relationality and self-transcending love
as the mode of life and the mode of the uncreated, and to nonrelation and indi-
vidual onticity as the mode of death, the mode of ‘fallen’ createdness. It must be
stressed that this is not an a posteriori analysis imposed by our hermeneutical
approach: it is Maximus himself who makes that distinction. According to the
Confessor’s definitive formulation, “Death is, primarily, separation from God”"®
— and, consequently, from everything that God is, from everything created in
which God is present through its Aoyog: death is defined as the choice of
nonrelation, and primarily as the refusal to be in communion with the person
behind creation. Maximus continues: “and life is, primarily, the one who says, |
am the life”:"®" life is defined as a person (the person of the Adyoc), and partici-
pation in life is the participation in that person, the relationship with that person
— a relationship that is also forged through the relationship with the ones who are
made ‘in the image and likeness’ of that God, i.e. human persons (and the whole
of creation in its ‘logical’ quality), a relationship manifested by actualizing the
uncreated’s mode of existence, the mode of relationality, self-transcendence,
gpwc, love. Humanity’s mediating function, i.e. the personalization of creation,
is also an actualization of this mode. To actualize this mode of existence is to

™ Kepddawa 2’ wepi Geoloyiag, PG 90 1108 C — 1.68: “The Aeon, time, and place belong in the category of the
relative [tdv npdg ). Without them nothing of what is included in them exists. God is not of the category of
the relative because he does not have anything at all included in him. If, then, the inheritance of those who are
worthy is God himself, the one who is rendered worthy of this grace will be above the Aeon, time and place.
He will have God himself as a place” (transl. Berthold p. 140).

0 Kepddoao mepi dydarng, Ceresa-Gastaldo 2.93.1: @dvatog pév 0Tt Kuping 6 10D Ogod xopiouoc.

81 |bid. 2.93.4: Zam 8¢ xvping Sotiv 6 gindv- Eyd eiur 1 (o).
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possess God: “the one who possesses love possesses God himself, since God is

|0VE” 762

However, there is a limit to how fully a human person can actualize this
mode of existence while he himself is actualized through created activities inevi-
tably dictating a distinct individual atomicity (and not merely an otherness) — for
example, the natural atomicity of the human body. As long as this individual
atomicity is preserved, the fullness of relationality, self-transcendence and com-
munion cannot be achieved. According to Maximus,

so long as one is in the present time of this life even if he be perfect in his earth-
ly state both in action and in contemplation, he still has knowledge, prophecy,
and the pledge of the Holy Spirit only in part, but not in their fullness. He has
yet to come at the end of the ages to the perfect rest which reveals face to face
to those who are worthy the truth as it is in itself. Then one will possess not just
a part of the fullness but rather acquire through participation the entire fullness
of grace.”®

We suspect that what Maximus implies is that if life is communion and death is
nonrelation, then biological death need not necessarily be the severance of the
created basis for the actualization of the person, but perhaps also the severance
of our ultimate resistance to the fullness of communion and life, the annihilation
of the ultimate frontier of individual atomicity preventing the fullness of relation
and otherness: matter, the body.”** The hope that the Confessor articulates is that
if man’s whole life constitutes an affirmative answer to God’s continuous call
from nonbeing into being, then the Other of that relationship could grant the un-
created hypostatization (actualization) of the person to those who are receptive
to it:
For I do not think that the limit of this present life is rightly called death, but ra-
ther release from death, separation from corruption, freedom from slavery, ces-
sation of trouble, the taking away of wars, passage beyond confusion, the reced-
ing of darkness, rest from labors, silence from confused buzzing, quiet from ex-
citement, a veiling of shame, flight from the passions, the vanishing of sin, and,
to speak briefly, the termination of evils. By achieving these things through
voluntary mortification, the Saints commend themselves as strangers and exiles
from this life.”®

62 |bid. 4.100.5-6. ‘O odv KnohpEvOS THY Gydmny, adtov OV Ogdv éxthoato, Eneldh ¢ Osog dydmy éotiv.
(transl. Berthold p. 87).

83 Kepddoaa 2 mepi eoloyiog, PG 90 1165 BC — 2.87 (transl. Berthold p. 166).

84 Ipo¢ Oaldooiov I, CCSG 7, 42.26-28: 1o téhog Tod madnTod Tiig phosme, enui 88 Tov Bavatov, Tic ket
@vow Tpog apbapoiav petomomoewg apynv momodpevoc. — “[he] turned the end of our nature’s passibility —
which is death— into the beginning of our natural transformation to incorruption” (transl. Blowers p. 120).

85 [Tepi Srapdpawv dmopiésv, PG 91 1157 CD (transl. Louth, p. 124f.).
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Man’s receptiveness to this divine, uncreated life and grace that consti-
tutes the person even without its created and natural activities (i.e. matter) is of
paramount importance to Maximus: “each partakes according to his ability”,"® it
is the “quality of disposition [motdtnra tijg d100écemc] found in each one”’® that
prepares the person —or leaves him unprepared— for the ultimate unification and
communion. This is promised to take place “at the end of the ages” (xotd T0
mépog TV aidvev). However, what could this mean, given that we are referring
to uncreated existence, i.e. existence beyond any conception of temporality?
How could that reside in the ‘future’ in a context where the category of time is
not applicable at all? This leads us to Maximus’ passages concerning the biblical

‘eighth day’, the promised ultimate eschatological ‘future’.
111.6.6. The Eighth Day

A common or at least closely related vocabulary is used for both the dei-
fication of a human person and the common completion/salvation and deifica-
tion of a part of humanity at the end of the ages, the future described in theology
with the term eschatology. However, to say that this eschatological transfor-
mation will take place in the future, in a future time seems to be contrary to the
fact that the described reality is clearly beyond the realm of temporality as yp6-
vog, i.e. the mode of temporality in which the very notion of future has a seman-
tic content and sense. Future and past, the ‘before’ and the ‘after’, characterize
time as the numbering of motion: they are neither applicable to the Aeon of in-
telligible creation nor to the implicit temporality of deification, i.e. the ever-
moving repose. As such, we can understand the notion of ‘future’ concerning the
‘age to come’ and the ‘eighth day’ only in the general and relative sense of what
has not yet become a reality, of the coming, of the expected, the hoped-for and
the soon-to-be. It is a ‘future’ insofar as it does not reside in humanity’s per-
ceived present or its past, but our understanding thereof would be erroneous if
we would constrain it in the semantic context of ‘past’ and ‘future’: in the
Maximian worldview, ‘the age to come’ is not merely another occurrence in a

8 ITevoeic xai dmoxpioerc, CCSG 10, 102.5-14: “Rather, it is necessary to suppose this: that just as we have
optical, auditory and respiratory ability, and these things do not receive all the air or the light or the voice —
since there will then be no partaking of these things left for anyone else — but in proportion to the power that is
present in each, each partakes according to their ability; thus, also the mercy of God grants both forgiveness
and grace according to the quality of the underlying disposition of each one, e.g., when someone repented
completely, he is also forgiven completely. One who repented partially is also forgiven partially. And the same
thing also holds true for the one who loves” (transl. Prassas p. 97).

7 [poc Gaidooiov IT, CCSG 22, 59.165-170: Kotd yip THv DmoKeévnv EKAGT TowdtnTa Tig Stadéceng 6
0ed¢, TOi¢ MAGLY EVOVUEVOG (G OLOEY 0DTOC, THV aicONCIY éKAoTe TupéyeTol KOG 0TV EK0GTOC VG E0NTOD
SmemAAGLEVOS TTPOG DTTOSOYTV TOD TAVTMOG TAGLY EVEOONGOUEVOL KOTA TO TEPAS TAV OidVOV.
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linear progression of time — although it is expected to be the end and completion
of all occurrences in the linear progression of time, ‘the end of history’.

Maximus differentiates between a human person’s deification and the
‘age to come’, he does not consider them as being the same;"®® as we examined
in the previous subchapter, there is a substantial difference between the comple-
tion that can be achieved in human life and the completion that requires the
completion of human life itself. However, the Confessor often blurs the lines
between these different states himself, suggesting that these are not to be under-
stood as states that follow one another in a linear progression. For example, he
refers to the eschatological ‘eighth day’ of Christian theology both in terms of a
person’s deification and of the ‘collective’ end of the ages, the end of time itself.
The ‘eighth day’ is both the expected historical event of the end of history, the
transformation of creation, and the person’s deification and completion.” In
attempting to understand how these are both different and essentially the
same,’™ the reader should bear in mind that both events take place beyond the
realm of yp6vog. As such, we cannot say that the first takes place ‘at some
point’, while the second ‘at some other point’: their difference, priority and se-
guence is an ontological one, not a temporal one. Apart from that, in the context
of the human person’s mediating function, his own vrep Vo completion and
participation in the uncreated is the mediation for the cosmos’ completion and
participation in the uncreated.

Maximus treats the ‘sixth’, ‘seventh’ and ‘eighth day’ as states and
modes of existence, not as ‘days’ or as events bearing a primarily temporal con-

88 Cf. ITepi drapdpwv amopiiv, PG 91 1368 C-1369 A. A substantial difference is also the expectation of the
common resurrection of the dead, which is expected as one, singular, common event innovating creation and
not merely as an occurrence in the person’s path to deification.

8% Maximus does consistently position deification in the future, in the age to come, at the end of the ages: e.g.,
Ipog Oaidooiov I, CCSG 7, 22.77-82: “But in the ages to come we shall undergo by grace the transformation
unto deification and no longer be active but passive; and for this reason we shall not cease from being deified.
At that point our passion will be supernatural, and there will be no principle restrictive of the divine activity in
infinitely deifying those who are passive to it” (transl. Blowers p. 117). However, this future is beyond motion
and, as a consequence, distance: see IIpog Qedmeunrov oyolacuxov, PG 90, 1393 A, where deification (1 peta
xapwv ékbémaig) follows the “delimitation of motion by fixity”. In fact, Maximus explicitly links the deification
of humanity (a possibility founded by Christ’s self-abasement) with the “limits of all history”: Ei¢ v
rpoacevynv tod Ilatep Hudv, CCSG 23 42-44: “[...] the mysterious self-abasement of the only-begotten Son
with a view to the deification of our nature, a self-abasement in which he holds enclosed the limits of all histo-
ry [ravtov tdv aidvov 10 tépag neprypagiopevov]” (transl. Berthold p. 102). The deification and salvation of
humanity is, by divine purpose, the end of all ages itself and a purpose conceived before all ages ("Epya
Ogoloyika koi wolgura, PG 91 25 A: 1 cotnpia 1@V colopévov: 6komdg Vrdpyovoa Bglog, Mg TéAog TavTmv
TPOETVON 0LV TAV aiDVOV).

770 paul Plass notes in “Transcendent Time in Maximus the Confessor”, p. 271: “The ‘Lord’s Day’ need not be
simply the specific date on which the present world will come to an end; it can be any point of time that is
shaped by (i.e., both anticipates and participates in) the divine purpose embracing the whole of history. [...] In
eschatological perspective the end of time penetrates the whole of time; since there is a pattern of history,
events separate in time are drawn together and superimposed on each other to make up a series all of whose
moments coexist simultaneously”.
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notation. He compares and parallels this triad to a number of his other triads, but
the main idea underlining his conception thereof is that the number seven “signi-
fies time, the Aeon, ages, motion, place/containment, measure, limit and provi-
dence”,”* and as such the ‘eighth day’ is the transcendence of all these. “Ac-
cording to Scripture, the sixth day brings in the completion of beings subject to
nature. The seventh limits the movement of temporal distinctiveness. The eighth
indicates the mode of existence above nature and time”.”’? These ‘days’ signify
the progression towards eternal well-being (dei eb sivar) as well: “The sixth day
reveals the Aoyog of the being of beings, the seventh indicates the manner of the
well-being of things, the eighth communicates the ineffable mystery of the eter-
nal well-being of things”.””® Apart from that, the progression from the sixth to
the ‘eighth day’ signifies the transition from the completion of natural activities
(koo @Oowv Evepyeidv) to the deification of those, to whom deification can be
granted: “The sixth day is the full accomplishment of the natural activities of
those who practice virtue. The seventh is the fulfillment and rest of the natural
activities of those who are worthy. The eighth is the promotion and transition to
deification of those who are worthy”.”*

The ‘eighth day’ does not merely signify the being’s rest and cessation
of motion (which is described as the Sabbath, the ‘seventh day’), but the state
beyond that, i.e. the ‘Sabbath of Sabbaths’, true immobility beyond the duality
of motion and motionlessness (exactly what Maximus terms ever-moving repose
and stationary movement in other passages). For this, a language pertaining to
gpwc and self-transcendence is employed: kot’ épotikiv Ekotacty.””> After an

™ epi dapépav dmopidv, PG 91 1389 D: “According to sacred Scripture, the number seven, when taken
simply as a number, by its nature contains within itself a wealth of mystical contemplation for those who love
to labor for divine things. For it signifies time, the Aeon, ages, motion, as well as containment, measure, limit,
and providence [xpovov, kai aidva, Kol aidvag, kKivinoiv e Kol meploynyv Kol pétpov, Koi dpov kot mpdvoiav],
and many other things when it is properly contemplated according to the Adyog of each” (transl. Constas,
DOML 29, pp. 277).

2 Kepddoao X mepi Geoloyiog, PG 90 1101 C — 1.51 (transl. Berthold p. 137).

2 Ibid. 1104 C — 1.56: ‘H &kt fuépa, TOv 0D givar tdv dvrav Aoyov DmodnAoi: 1| 8¢ £BSOUN, TOV TOD £D £lvan

TV dviev Tpémov Drocnuaiver 1| 88 6Y56m, 1O T0D Gel €V Elval TBV VIOV EPPNTOV HUGTHPLOV DIOyOpEVEL.
(transl. Berthold p. 138).

7 |bid. 1104 BC — 1.55. According to the rest of the passage, “the Lord has perhaps never allowed a more
mystical glance at these seventh and eighth days than in referring to them as the day and the hour of fulfill-
ment, since it encloses the mysteries and the Adyou of all things. Absolutely no heavenly or earthly power can
know these days before experiencing the passion, only the blessed divinity which created them” (transl.
Berthold p. 138). Here, Maximus expresses what we have termed (in a Wittgensteinian way) the inability to
accurately articulate in language realities residing beyond the limits of our world, for they simultaneously
reside beyond the limits of our language: as the described realities pertains to the uncreated as well, “absolutely
no heavenly or earthly power can know these days before experiencing the passion, only the blessed divinity
which created them”.

™ Ibid. 1097 C — 1.39: “Sabbaths of Sabbaths (Zapporta Zafpdarwev) are the spiritual peace of the rational soul
which, having withdrawn the mind even from all the more divine Aoyot which are in beings, dwells entirely in
God alone in a loving ecstasy (kat’ épotikiyv &kotacty), and has rendered itself by mystical theology totally
immobile (mavteldg dxivntov) in God” (transl. Berthold p. 135).
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d,”"® the Confessor writes that

analysis of the being/well-being/ever-being tria

eternal being (dei etvon) is
the mystically blessed Sabbath, the great day of rest from divine works, which,
according to the account of the world’s creation in Scripture, appears to have
neither beginning, nor end, nor created origin, since it is the manifestation of re-
alities beyond limit and measure, sequent to the motion of whatever is limited
by measure, and the infinite identity of realities that are uncontained and uncir-
cumscribed, sequent to the quantity of things contained and circumscribed. "’

The Sabbath, the ‘seventh day’, is also the completion of the returning motion,
the restoration of the beings’ kata vowv. “The Sabbath of God is the full return
to him of all creatures whereby he rests from his own natural activity toward
them, his very divine activity which acts in an ineffable way”.”’® However, this
is not enough; there is a state, a mode of existence beyond that, the ‘cighth day’
or ever well-being (éei €0 etvan). It is
the eighth and the first, or rather, the one and perpetual day, is the unalloyed,
all-shining presence of God, which comes about after things in motion have
come to rest; and, throughout the whole being of those who by their free choice
have used the Aoyog of being according to nature, the whole God suitably
abides, bestowing on them eternal well-being by giving them a share in himself,
because he alone, properly speaking, is, and is good, and is eternal.””

To have completed the ‘sixth day’ (to have accomplished its mode of ex-
istence) is to proceed to the ‘seventh day’, the ‘Sabbath’, i.e. beyond “the exist-
ence of what is subject to nature and to time”, in the contemplation of eternity.”®
Further, to be granted the ‘ecighth day’ is to be granted deification and resurrec-
tion from the dead — the dead being “what is less than God”.”® Again, the uncre-

8 [epi drapdpwv dropiév, PG 91 1392 AB.

"7 Ibid. 1392 C (transl. Constas, DOML 29, pp. 279).

™ Kepdloao £ mepi Geoloyiac, PG 90 1100 BC — 1.47 (transl. Berthold p. 136). This return is a matter of
activities, évépyew. Maximus continues: “For God rests from his natural activity in each being by which each
of them moves naturally. He rests when each being, having obtained the divine energy in due measure, will
determine its own natural activity with respect to God”. As it is God’s natural activity that causes the natural,
returning motion of beings, the completion of their returning motion in achieving their return is also God’s rest
from this activity.

™ [Tepi drapbpav dropiiv, PG 91 1392 CD (transl. Constas, DOML 29, pp. 279-281). The passage continues
with an analysis of the ‘ever ill-being’ (6el ged ivon): “but to those who have willfully used the principle of
their being contrary to nature, he rightly renders not well-being but eternal ill-being, since well-being is no
longer accessible to those who have placed themselves in opposition to it, and they have absolutely no motion
after the manifestation of what was sought, by which what is sought is naturally revealed to those who seek it”.
™ Kepdloaa X mepi Oeoloyiac, PG 90 1104 AB — 1.54: “The one who has divinely accomplished in himself
the sixth day by appropriate works and thoughts, and who has with God nobly brought his works to an end, has
crossed by comprehension all the ground of what is subject to nature and to time. He is transported to the mys-
tical contemplation of the immortal ages, and in an unknowable manner he makes Sabbath in his mind in leav-
ing behind and totally surpassing beings (transl. Berthold pp. 137-138).

" Ibid: “The one who has become worthy of the eighth day is risen from the dead, that is, from what is less
than God: sensible and intelligible things, words, and thoughts; and he lives the blessed life of God, who alone
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ated is defined as proper, true life, everything beyond that being essentially
“dead”, i.e.confined to the mode of death, the mode of nonrelation.

111.6.7. Conclusions and Remarks

According to our examination of Maximus’ passages, we have come to
the following conclusions:

0] There is no motion or temporality of the uncreated, for the un-
created is by definition beyond these categories and divisions.
To say that God is ‘motionless’ or ‘timeless/eternal’ bears mean-
ing only in a relative manner, in contradistinction and compari-
son to the motion and temporality of creation.

(i) However (and while there is no motion or temporality of the un-
created), the state of motion and temporality in the complete
participation of created nature in the uncreated, in deification,
constitutes a third and distinct mode of motion and temporality;
a mode beyond motion and motionlessness, beyond time and
Aeon, beyond the division of sensible and intelligible. Accord-
ing to the Confessor, this third mode of motion and temporality
is testified as being experienceable by human beings, which has
been made possible by the incarnation and resurrection of the
Aoyog, the existence of the person and hypostasis of Christ.

(iti)) ~ The most fitting, although apophatic, characterization of this
third mode of motion and temporality in deification is its de-
scription as the ever-moving repose (ctdoig dewivntog) and sta-
tionary movement (otdoipog tovtokivneia) around God, in a
union in all directness and immediacy (duécwg ocvuvoedij i
Tpovoiq).

(iv) By deification, we are referring to the human person being
granted real identity with God in every respect except of an
identity in substance/nature. According to Maximus, in deifica-
tion the hypostasis of the human person is divine and uncreated,
but his substance remains human and created: the mode of exist-
ence (tpémog vmapEema) is fundamentally changed and innovat-
ed, but the Adyoc of substance and nature, along with sub-
stance/nature itself, remains unchanged. This is described with

is said to be and is in very truth the Life, in such a way that he becomes himself God by deification [yevédpevog
{j Oedoet Bedc]” (transl. Berthold pp. 137-138).
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the language of activities (évépyewan), the hypostatically mani-
fested activities of the substance. In deification, the human per-
son’s nature is granted to be actualized through divine, uncreat-
ed activities, actualizing an uncreated, divine hypostasis. These
descriptions are, by definition, at the edge of language.

(v) Deification fulfills humanity’s mediation task of restoring the
union of everything, so that they all may be one. This is
achieved by annihilating all divisions, including the created-
uncreated division, the full communion of which it restores. To
annihilate divisions is to annihilate distance — ontological dis-
tance, temporal, spatial or otherwise.”®® Again: this cannot be an
individual achievement of the natural person alone, but a fruit of
communion, a gift; it must be granted to the person (i.e., ‘by
grace’) by the one who possesses it.

(vi)  Apart from the ever-moving repose, Maximus also refers to the
‘eighth day’ in describing deification: while the transcendence
of the natural ‘sixth day’, i.e. the ‘seventh day’/Sabbath, is al-
ready a state where the returning motion has been completed
and motionlessness has been achieved, the human person aspires
to the ‘eighth day’, the Sabbath of Sabbaths, where all divisions
and distinctions will have ceased (a motionlessness beyond the
cessation of motion and related formulations signifying
uncreatedness). In signifying both the human person’s deifica-
tion and the end of history itself, the eschatological end of the
ages and the renewal of creation, the Confessor stresses the in-
terconnectedness of these two events.

(vii)  The ever-moving repose describes a radical transformation of
temporality by the annihilation of its constitutive parts, i.e. by
the annihilation of distance.

(viii)  In doing this, the ever-moving repose is disclosed as the dimen-
sionless ‘now’ of a relationship, in which the related persons are
in so complete a communion that they manifest their otherness
without actualizing distance.

(ix) This completes the reconstruction of Maximus’ implicit vision
concerning temporality: the primary characteristic of creation is
its motion, which can either be the returning motion towards the
full communion with its uncreated source and cause, or a devia-
tion from this returning motion, i.e. a motion resulting in

"2 The use of the term &didotarog in Maximus® passages denotes exactly what its etymological information
conveys, i.e. a state without diiotacic: dimension, distance etc.
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nonrelation, individual onticity, corruption, death. Time
measures this motion, and as such time measures this relation-
ship. When this relationship is fulfilled and consummated in the
actualization of existence as communion, i.e. in the mode of the
uncreated, there is no distance to be measured by time or to be
manifested in the Aeon’® - and temporality is transformed into
an ever-moving repose and a stationary movement.

™ The Aeon does not measure a motion, but the motion (and distance) of intelligible creation takes place
against the background of the temporality of the Aeon.
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Concluding Remarks: Reconstructing Maximus
the Confessor’s Theory of Time

Maximus the Confessor’s theory of time, as it has been reconstructed in
this study, constitutes a conception of temporality that is beyond the usual con-
tradistinction between presentism, possibilism and eternalism’®* and substantial-
ly different from other theories of time that have been developed in late antiqui-
ty, e.g. Augustine’s or Boethius’"® — notwithstanding, of course, the presence of
similarities, which however do not lead to an identical or similar vision of tem-
porality.

To sum up Maximus’ theory of time, we must first stress that at the
background of his Gedankenwelt stands a foundational narration concerning on-
tology and cosmology, namely the existence of divisions, dualities and distances
that are to be overcome through the mediation of humanity — a mediation that
has been made possible by the hypostasis of Christ. Maximus’ vision of the hu-
man person as a cosmic mediator is not solely a matter of philosophical anthro-
pology or, even less, of mystical experience, but a vital part of his ontology: of
his understanding of being and existence as such. The purpose of existence is
the truth of existence, and this purpose is the transcendence of divisions and dis-
tances by the mediation of humanity and through the grace of God, “so that it
may all be one” in the restoration of communion — a communion that does not
engulf otherness, but one that brings it to light and discloses its reality. The divi-
sions that are most relevant to our enquiry are (a) the created-uncreated distinc-
tion, separating God from creation and (b) the distinction between the sensible
and the intelligible.”

"8 Eternalism holds that the past, present and future are all real, possibilism holds that the past and the present
is real, but not the future, and presentism is the belief that only the present is real. See Craig Callender (ed.):
The Oxford Handbook of Philosophy of Time. Oxford: Oxford University Press 2013, p. 3. Were we compelled
to include Maximus’ theory in one of these categories, we would categorize it under presentism and not
eternalism, since only the ‘now’ of dimensionless presence measures the reality of communion. However, such
a categorization would be a misreception of the Confessor’s thought, as Maximus’ understanding of temporali-
ty is quite different from that and does not constitute an answer to the question that would categorize time
theories under eternalism, possibilism and presentism — it derives from a distinct Gedankenwelt, where tempo-
rality measures the reality of relation.

" For a comparison between Eastern Christian and Western theories of time, see David Bradshaw’s article
“Time and Eternity in the Greek Fathers”, in: The Thomist 70 (2006), pp. 311-366. While a similarity between
notions such as nunc stans or semper praesens aeternitas and some of Maximus’ formulations is to be
observed, the substantial difference lies exactly in temporality’s function as a measurement of
relation/communion in Maximus’ case, which changes the semantic frame of otherwise seemingly comparable
notions and expounds their differing foundations. For an overview of Augustine’s theory of time, see Karen
Gloy’s Philosophiegeschichte der Zeit (Paderborn: Fink 2008), pp. 97-122.

8 Maximus presents five cosmological divisions (influenced by Gregory of Nyssa), the first two of which are
of vital importance for our study (in contrast to the last three): Ilepi drapdpwv dmopidv, PG 91 1304 Dff.:
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The primary ontological characteristic of creation is motion (which, in
part, is what we commonly name change). Creation has come to be through
God’s creative motion, and motion is the manner in which creation is actualized.
Creation, as well as everything in it, has had a beginning; and everything that
has had a beginning is in motion. There are two general modes of motion, two
ways in which each and every motion can be actualized:”®" motion ‘according to
nature’, which is the returning motion of creation towards its Creator, beginning,
cause, purpose and end, i.e. creation’s attempt to restore the life-giving commun-
ion. And motion ‘contrary to nature’, which is every deviation from the above
mentioned returning motion, i.e.,, a motion yearning to achieve individual
onticity, nonrelation, death, a tendency towards inexistence.

This discloses the world’s motion as the manifestation of a relationship:
God’s call to his creatures can either be freely’®® affirmed or freely rejected. The
actualization of motion as returning motion manifests the affirmative response
to God’s call for communion; the deviation thereof manifests the refusal to enter
this relation and especially humanity’s striving for individual onticity, deprived
of the life-giving Other’s fellowship.

Time (ypovog), in Maximus as well as in Aristotle, is the numbering,
circumscription and delimitation of motion. It is motion that exists, and time is
the numbering of this existing reality: time exists insofar as motion exists. Being
a manifestation of motion, time is conjoined with space (which also emerges
from the reality of motion) in a coherent spatiotemporality within the sensible
world, i.e. within the world as it can be perceived by the senses. Given creation’s
failure to actualize its overall motion as a solely returning motion, time
measures and actualizes corruption as well. Our (i.e. creation’s and humanity’s)
motion ‘contrary to nature’, our deviation from the yearning of communion is
actualized and manifested as corruption. Time measures this corruptive motion
as well: time measures corruption as our existential failure.

The Aeon (aimv) is “time, when it is deprived of motion”, as well as the
temporality of sensible creation, of the world as perceived by the mind: the
realm of substances, qualities etc. These are in motion as well, although not in a

“They say that the substance of everything that has come into being is divided into five divisions. The first of
these divides from the uncreated nature the universal created nature [t1v Supodoav Tijg dxticTov POoEOS THV
ktotiv kaefoiov guow], which receives its being from becoming [...]. The second division is that in accord-
ance with which the whole nature that receives being from creation is divided by God into that which is per-
ceived by the mind and that perceived by the senses [dwupgitar gig vontd koi aicOntd]” (transl. Louth, p. 154).
"8 These are not two irreconcilable extremities, but modes that are encountered as intertwined with one another
within creation.

"8 This freedom primarily characterizes those that have freedom of choice and a free will, i.e. human beings,
and through them nature and creation as a whole, which is thereby ‘personalized’: it is exactly this that is
humanity’s function and task of mediation.
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motion entailing spatiality in any way. This motion takes place in the temporal
background of the Aeon, which seems motionless and eternal; however, it has
had a beginning — along with everything in it.”® The Aeon is a distinct mode of
temporality which is not merely defined in contradistinction to time, but defines
time as well: time is “the Aeon, when measured in its movement”. Ordinary
time, the temporality of the sensible, is (as Plato would say) a moving icon of the
Aeon; the seemingly eternal and unchanging temporality of the Aeon is reflect-
ed, and simultaneously distorted, in our sensible world as time. Time is eternity
in motion, eternity subjected to the transition from the ‘before’ to the ‘after’, to
the constant flow from the past to the future, casting the present moment to inex-
istence. The purpose of beings in motion is described as an arrival at their rest
and repose: the Aeon iconizes the temporality of this repose as a “time without
motion”.

The human person has been granted with the ability to pierce the veil of
createdness by iconizing Christ’s mode of existence, by existentially participat-
ing in a hypostasis that actualizes both created (human) and uncreated (divine)
natures in one person, the hypostasis of Christ. The human person can partici-
pate in uncreatedness and restore the fullness of his communion with the per-
son(s) of God. Man’s affirmative response to God’s erotic call can be granted to
result in a divine-human communion that actualizes man’s created nature
through uncreated activities, thereby deifying him, transforming him into an un-
created God in every respect except of an identity in nature/substance — for the
mode of existence (tpomog vmapEems) can be radically innovated, but not the
Aoyog of nature (Adyog ovoiog/evoems) and nature itself. This deification fun-
damentally transforms motion and temporality. The uncreated God is not merely
‘motionless’ (an Aristotelian ‘prime unmoved mover’), in a contradistinction
with creation’s ‘motion’, for both of these are merely categories stemming from
createdness. (That is why God can be signified as being in perpetual motion and
interpenetration as well.) The uncreated is beyond the categories of motion and
motionlessness, time and timelessness etc. As a consequence, the mode of exist-
ence in deification™ cannot be merely signified through a language describing
the end of motion in repose or the end of temporality in its cessation: it is be-
yond that. Maximus uses the terms ‘ever-moving repose’ (6Tdo1g GgIKiviTOC)
and ‘stationary movement’ (otdoipog tavtokivnoia) to denote this third state of
motion beyond movement and fixity and temporality beyond time and the Aeon.

™ Unless, of course, if we imprecisely take the Adyou as residing in the intelligible creation (in contrast to
creation as perceived by our senses) as well, and not solely beyond createdness.

™0 |.e., a possible mode of existence for, indirectly, the whole of creation through man’s mediation. Therefore,
this mode of existence is not merely a matter concerning humanity —a matter of philosophical anthropology or
mystical experience—, but a matter of ontology, of existence and reality’s mode of existence as such.
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The ‘ever-moving repose’ describes a reality without ontological, spatial or tem-
poral distance: it describes the fullness of communion-in-otherness. Both man’s
deification and the overall transformation of creation in an expected and prom-
ised future without corruption and death are signified by a phrase bearing an ob-
vious temporal connotation, the ‘eighth day’.

This threefold exposition of temporality (as ypdvog, aivv and otdoig
dewcivntog) completes our understanding of reality’s motion as the manifestation
of a relationship. Time measures this relationship: it measures it either as exis-
tential failure, refusal and distance, i.e. as corruption, death and inexistence, or
as communion, nearness and immediacy. In annihilating all distances in a “union
with the Providence in all directness and immediacy”, in liberating temporality
from its transition from the past to the future, deification discloses temporality as
the dimensionless present of the fullness of communion, as the transcendence of
division and dualities, as the completion of a relationship that actualizes other-
ness as communion and not difference as division. This is not merely described
by Maximus as our return to the kota @votv, but as our attainment of the vmep
evow — and it cannot be delimited as an idle rest and fixity, but as a vibrant ev-
er-moving repose. Temporality is not annihilated; it is transformed and liberated
from its predeterminations and necessities. It does not measure a distance any
more, a distance from the ‘before’ to the ‘after’, but discloses the
dimensionlessness of a presence, the reality of a communion, the consummation
of a relationship.

It would be fascinating to explore the implications of such an under-
standing of temporality in a comparative manner, not only within the framework
of philosophy but beyond, e.g. in a comparison with today’s natural sciences,
psychology and other contemporary approaches to the nature of time. However,
such an endeavour is to be reserved for a study dedicated to the examination of
that particular subject. In exploring Maximus the Confessor’s understanding of
time, we have examined only one of the aspects of his rich philosophical person-
ality. We express here the hope that Maximus’ work will continue to be re-
searched as a corpus of high philosophical significance, and that Maximus the
Confessor will find his place in the European history of philosophy, in the
shared philosophical legacy of the European continent.
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