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Preface

In many areas of contemporary culture, it seems incongruous to consider
that a figure from the past could inform present-day life. However, there
are those luminous saints of old who challenge us to think things anew. St.
Maximus the Confessor is one such saint. Despite the fact that Maximus is a
deeply cherished saint of both Eastern and Western Christian traditions, his
theology 1s still not very well known or understood.

Over the last couple of decades, there has been a renaissance of interest
in the thought of the Confessor in both traditions Numerous monographs
and articles have been published attesting to hus brilliance and importance
for understanding central dogmas of both East and West. There is even an
interest in aligning Maximus' metaphysics with modern developments in
science. The noted Maximus scholar Paul Blowers has recently explored the
compatibility of Maximus' doctrine of the logos and logoi with the scientific
theory of evolution.' I believe Maximus' theology has the greatest poten-
tal to open up ecumenical dialogue and understanding between the major
branches of Christianity. And it 1s this prospect which sparked not only my
Ph.D. dissertation on Maximus' doctrine of grace at the University of Not-
tingham, but principally the multi-day workshop on his theology at the six-
teenth International Conference on Patristic Studies at Oxford University 1n
2011, out of which the present volume emerged.

In this book, leading scholars, spiritual masters, and theologians en-
gage with Maximus' thought in creative ways They examine the historical
influences and intellectual trajectories of Maximus’ theological synthesis in
depth, and new theological vistas open up to create possible paths forward
in ecumenical understanding.

For practical purposes the book is broken up into three key parts: (1)
reception and influence; (2) anthropology, Christology, and spirituality; and

1. Blowers, "Unfinished Creative Business: Maximus the Confessor, Evolutionary
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the doctrine of deification as well. The concept we need is a concept that
goes beyond the kind of external union concetved in notions of juxtaposi-
tion and blending. On the other hand, one has to avoid the extreme kind
of union conceived by confusion. The solution is the concept of unconfused
union (&aUyyvtos évwalig). Nemesius, however, appealing to what Porphyry
says about the unian of soul and body, expands a bit on this concept:* an es-
sence may be assumed in such a way that it completes another essence. If we
apply this to deification, we may say that the divine activity completes the
whole potential of human nature and even transforms it into a new mode of
being beyond itself. In this way, the union is not conceived to be an external

one, similar to juxtaposition, 1t is rather an intimate one in which manis

transformed creature, transcending his own nature by living the divine life,

As long as one remains in the world of ontological categories one eas-

ily slips into the relaxed, philosophical attitude that sets its tools to dissect
what in fact is something quite other than a subject for intellectual exercise,

It is not at all surprising that the most powerful formulas describing the |

union of man and God 1n deification are not of the nature of philosophical

concepts, but are rather metaphors. Moreover, the most striking metaphor, |

for all who have observed the phenomenon, is red-hot iron.”* Of course, we
are still able conceptually to distinguish fire and 1ron as two different things,
but even so the iron is in a quite new condition, it 1s transformed until the
most unrecognizable new form: is this reddish white, intensely hot, and
almost frightening thing really iron? Here we should recall the words of

Rudolf Otto: the divine is met with “like a stored-up electricity, discharging

itself upon anyone who comes too near”” The metaphor of red-hot iron is a
lot more striking than the metaphor of oil on water because the substance of

iron is definitely affected. Something radical has happened to it while noth- |
ing striking happens to water or to ol when they are mixed. Philosophical
categories may guard the proper distinctions, but maybe fail to grasp the '

exact character of the unity between created and uncreated being in the
condition of deification. On this background, I feel it is not out of the way

to talk about the divine actity as energy that transforms creatures into an:

unimaginable glory.

23. Cf. Nemesius, De natura deorum 3 (PG 40: 601B-605A). Cf. Tollefsen, The'

Christocentric Cosmology, 203-4.
s OF Canfacenr Amb. s (CCSG 48. 31).
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Maximus the Confessor’s View on
Participation Reconsidered

VLADIMIR CVETKOVIE

Participatlon isa concept widely used by Maximus in his works. Howey

Todern scholars have not paid sufficient attention to Maxir;'lus' usaer.
of this c?ncept. Thus is due, on the one hand, to the fact that there is st;glj
an ongoing debate on whether Maximus developed a precise doctrine of

participation or whether he merely used the lan

casionally. guage of participation oc-

.4 :3:,4 ;I:: n(:ier h:m:Z numerous scholars limited themselves to

S i us owes his concept of participation to the previous

ni¢ tradition, without a real attempt to investigate whether he contrib

utes any novel significant insights to his dealing with this notion n-
B 'I'he first extensive scholarly attempt to define the mea.ru'.n of

ticipation for Maximus comes from Eric Perl in his doctoral dissgrt Par;

Perl argued that participation in Maximus, -

the Areopagite, like in Proclus and Dionysius

: is understood as causal activity, ! -i i

in creat.lon. According to Perl, creatures do n(::, O:in::g:t ;‘;fi:zl:ar:jzf?“
pation in God, but God creates them in order to participate in hii;n ! I;Ile-
:ielmcrnstrates that, in iMlaximus, participation needs to be understuoc.l on-
ologically. By emphasizing the ontological dimension of participation, Perl

1. Perl, “Methexis”
2. Ibid., 117.




rejects Gariggues' view on participation as a harmony of wills between God
and human beings.’ Distinguishing between the intentional participation
based on the harmony of divine and human wills and the participation in
Neoplatonic and Dionysian sense, which is understood as possession of the
participated by the participants, Perl situates Maximus in the Neoplatonic
tradition, especially seeing him as a follower of Proclus,

Another scholar who examined the concept of participation in Maxi-
mus 1s Torstein Tollefsen.' He disagreed with Jean-Claude Larchet, who
claimed that, apart from using the language of participation, Maximus did
not develop a clear doctrine of participation.® Similarly to Perl, Tollefsen at-
tempted to place Maximus' doctrine of participation within a long tradition
of authors (from Plato, over Plotinus, to Proclus) who used this concept.
The study demonstrates that Maximus had rich and consistent usage of
the concept. It also reveals that Maximus’ concept of partiaipation is quite
similar to that of Proclus, suggesting that Dionysius the Areopagite might
be the most likely source of this concept in Maximus.® Tollefsen claims that,
by following Proclus, Maximus divides beings into three categories: the “un-
participated,” the “participated.” and the “participants”” However, in spite
of showing how the two authors differ when applying thus tripartite scheme
in some aspects, Tollefsen concludes that in Maximus, like in Proclus, the
highest cause (Logos in Maximus) is not participated in by anything Tollef-
sen convincingly based this conclusion on a few passages from Maximus’
work, which clearly suggest that the Logos (Adyo) of God is unparticipated.
Applying the Proclean logic to Maximus, Tollefsen suggests that beings
participate in divine activity or, as Maximus calls it, the uncreated works
of God. The uncreated works of God in which created beings participate
by grace are goodness, life, immortality, simplicity, immutability, infinity,
and virtue.® It is possible for created beings to take part in this realm of
the divine attributes, but the supreme realm of God himself remains totally
inaccessible by participation.

3. Garngues, “Lénergie divine et la grace, 172-96

4 Tollefsen, “Did St. Maximus the Confessor, 618-25, Tollefsen, The Chrestocentric
Cosmolagy, 190-224

5 Larchet, La divirusation de 'homme, 600-601. n., 305

6 lollefsen, “Did St Maximus the Confessor” 622

7 Ibid, 622 Repeated also in Tollefsen, The Christocentric Cosmology, 215

8. Confessor, Cap. Gnost. [ 48 (PG g0 1100C-1101}, 137. Tollefsen deals exten-
swvely with the divine activity and the uncreated works of God n The Christocentric
Cosmology. 138-89

In his book, Aristotle Bast and West, David Bradshaw draws a similar
conclusion to that of Tollefsen, relying on the same passage from Maximus’
Ambiguum 7:*

There is the same duality here as in the pagan Neoplatonists: the
Logos is wholly transcendent and unparticipated, yet becomes
“many” by its procession into beings, and can even be said to
be equivalent to the many logor (Adyot). Maximus illustrates the
relation of the Logos to creatures by the familiar illustration of a
center and its rays. Whereas the pagan Neo-Platonists typically
understand this relation in terms of an impersonal necessity,
however, for Maximus the plurality of the logoi is due to the
divine will.'®

It seems to me that Bradshaw applies the same model as Tollefsen;
firstly, by stressing Maximus’ similarity with the Neoplatonists, and then
by dissociating Maximus from the same Neoplatonists, For Bradshaw, the
similarity between Maximus and Neoplatonists 1s evident in the unpartici-
pated nature of Logos and in the procession of Logos into many logot While
moving within this Neoplatonic framework, Maximus adapts it to meet the
purpose of Christian belief. According to Bradshaw, Maximus’ corrective of
Neoplatonic metaphysics is in his perception of the procession of one Logos
into many logoi not as necessary deed of the impersonal One, but as willing
and creative act of the Christian God. Not elaborating further the purpose
of the duality he refers to, Bradshaw leaves the reader to conclude that the
Logos as the highest reality is unparticipated, while at the same time it is
shared by many logoi.

It is the purpose of this article to refute this view on participation,
which undoubtedly leads to the conclusion that the highest reality in
Maximus is unparticipated. In my opinion, this view on participation is
characterized by an attempt to overemphasize Maximus' indebtedness to
a Neoplatonic, particularly a Proclean metaphysical framework at the ex-
pense of the fundamental structure of Maximus' thought expressed in the
triad creation-incarnation-deification. In his forthcoming book,'! by rec-
ognizing the aforementioned fundamental Christian structure of Maximus’
thought, Tollefsen opts for a more dynamic concept of participation than
the one he exposed in the Christocentric Casmology. His “dynamic” concept
of participation stresses more the connection between participation and

9. Confessor, Amb. 7 (PG 91: 1081BC)
10 Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West, 205.
11. Tollefsen, Actrvity and Participation,
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activity.* My view on “dynamic” participation in Maximus is different from
the one adopted by Tollefsen, because it is based on the model of ontological
development in three stages so often used by Maximus.” If the threefold
scheme 15 applicable to many spheres of both the divine plan and human
activities, why should it not be used to explain the participation as a gradu-
ally advancing notion? As the incarnation of Logos drastically altered the re-
lationship between God and human bei ng, one would expect that this event
established a new model of participation. Assuming also that the deification
of human beings—and through them that of the whole creation—is seen by
Maximus as the purpose of both the creation and the incarnation, then the
terms of fullness rather than the language of “part-taking” would better ex-
press this anticipated state. Therefore, it 15 difficult to suppose that Maximus
employs the Neoplatonic conceptual framework without adapting it to his
Christian vision, which underlines the role of Christ in the divine design.
In my view, the investigation of Maximus' language of participation
enables us to distinguish three modes of participation in God, which cor-
respond to three periods in the history of salvation. the Old Testament, the
New Testament, and the age to come. The first mode of participation, mostly
elaborated by Perl and Tollefsen," is the participation of created beings in
divine intentions or logoi. It is rightly pointed out that the Logos remains
unparticipated at this stage The second mode of participation made pos-
sible by the incarnation of Logos is the participation of human beings in the
church as Christ’s body or, to be more precise, the participation of believers
in the body and blood of Christ through the Eucharist. This mode of par-
ticipation was under scrutiny in Nikolaos Loudovikos' book, A Eucharistic
Ontology."* The third, and final, mode of participation, whch is restricted to
the age to come or the kingdom of heaven, consists in the full participation
or identity with Christ attained through perfect likeness with him. Maxi-
mus’ analogy of the Old Testament as a shadow and the New Testament as
an icon of the ultimate truth of the future age'® may be employed in order
to understand these three modes of participation. The investigation of Eu-
charistic participation as the icon of the eschatological mode of the perfect

12 See the end of Introduction to Actrvity and Participatton.

13 The example of this tripartite structure 1s seen in Maximus’ triads such as:
shadow-1con-truth, becoming-movement-rest, betng-well bemng-eternal well being,
practical contemplation-natural contemplation-theological contemplation, deacon-
presbyter-bishop, etc

14. Perl, "Methexis,” 147-79, Tollefsen, The Christocentric Cosmology, 64-137

15 Loudovikos, A Eucharistic Ontolagy, 165-94

16. Confessor, Scholia (PG 4. 137).
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participation may be of particular importance for the proper understanding
of the notion of participation in Maximus.

The main contention of this article is that, for Maximus, the partici-
pation in the highest principle, or God the Logos, is possible. [n order to
demonstrate this, I intend to base my argument especially on passages from
Ad Thalasstum 59 and Mystagogia 21-24, which did not attract the attention
of scholars in regard with the concept of participation My aim is not only to
dissociate Maximus from Proclus, but also to show Maximus' oniginality in
the treatment of this concept in a liturgical or Eucharistic and eschatological
context.

Let us begin by having a quick glance at those passages from Maximus’
works that speak against participation in the highest prinaiple. In Ambigu-
um 7 Maximus states the following;

We are speechless before the sublime teaching about the Logos.
for He cannot be expressed in the words or conceived in thought.
Although he is beyond being and nothing can participate in him
in any way, nor 1s he any of the totality of things that can be
known in relationship to other things, nevertheless we affirm
that the one Logos 1s many logos and many logo: are One."’

It is obvious from this passage that Maximus’ denial that Logos is par-
ticipated by any being has a clear apophatic context. Maximus here suggests
that, by the reading of the statement not in an apophatic, but in a cataphatic
context, it is possible to understand how one Logos, without being divided,
is shared by many logor, and how many logoi are One by virtue of their
unity with one Logos. The duality to which Bradshaw refers to in the above-
quoted passage may be explained by the distinction between the apophatic
and the cataphatic methods that Maximus combines. However, even if the
cited passage is seen exclusively from an apophatic perspective without any
possible cataphatic connotations, it 1s difficult to conclude that the Logos 1s
unparticipated. The apophatic method consists not in negating some affir-
mative content, but in going beyond any affirmation and negation about this
content Thus, Maximus’ apophatic approach in the quoted passage aims
not to deny any participation of beings in Logos, but to negate any affirma-
tive statement about the possibility of such participation, which remains
beyond human understanding. What Maximus clearly denies is that beings
participate in God's essence, not only because this claim establishes identity

17. Confessor, Amb. 7 (PG 91: 1081B), 57: "Ymekppnuévng olv s dxpag xal
dmopamixds ol Adyou Seodoylas, xab' fv olire Adyetai, ofite vog?mt, olite grn 1]
ouvoAdy T Thv BNy cuveyvwapévwy, wg drepotaing, oUdE Umé Tvas oldapdis xal’ érioly
perdyetas, modhol Adyor & elc Advoc éal. xal ele ol moMhal.
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with God in nature, but also because 1t jeopardizes the specific differences
of created beings. Apart from negating the participation of beings in the
divine essence, Maximus applies apophatic language to the possibility of
participation in other aspects of the divine being, such as divine hypostases
and divine energies.

God, in whose essence created beings do not participate, but who wills
that those capable of so doing shall participate in him according to some
other mode, never issues from the hiddenness of his essence; for even that
mode according to which he wills to be participated n remains perpetually
concealed from all men. Thus, just as God of his own will is participated
in—the manner of this being known to him alone—in the surpassing power
of his goodness, he freely brings into existence participating beings, accord-
ing to the principle which he alone understands.'®

While God conceals the way in which beings participate in him, he
allows them by his will to do so. Moreover, God creates beings in order to
participate in him.

It 1s worth noticing that by combining the apophatic and cataphatic
methods almost always when portraying the relationship between God and
creation, Maximus is careful not to identify God either with some of his
attributes, or with the fullness of his attributes. The passage from The Centu-
ries on Love 11146 is an excellent illustration of Maximus’ intention:

God, full beyond all fullness, brought creatures into being
not because He had need of anything, but so that they might
participate 1n Him in proportion (dvaéyws) to their capacity
and that He Himself might rejoice in His works (cf. Ps 104:31),
through seeing them ever filled overflowing with His inexhaust-
ible gifts

Here Maximus also uses both apophatic and cataphatic language. The
apophatic language is evident in the statement about God, who is “full be-
yond all fullness,” while the cataphatic approach dominates the rest of the
sentence. By using the expressions “full beyond fullness” and beyond “the

18. Confessor, Cap Grost 15, 7 (PG 90. 1180C-1181A), 1650 7oig o1 pf xat’
obolay Imapywy pedextés, xat dxhov 3¢ Tpémov peréyeaian Toig Suvapbvors Bouhdpevos,
7ol xar obaiay xpudiov mavrerds olx dflotarar éndre xal alrés & Tpémog, xad” &
Béhwy perbyeral, péver Sopvexdss Tois mow duéxdavrog. Otuoly, bomep & Beds BAwy
peréxertal, xa’ §v abrds olde Tpémov olitw xal BéAwy Uméooe d petéyovra, xad' &
aiTég éniatarar Adyoy, &t' imepfdNioucay dyafétntos Shvayw.

19. Confessor, De Char. 111.46 (PG go: 1029CD), 90: Oly @3 npoadedpevds Tveg &
bmepmhipne Ocebs maphyayev eig To elvat a yeyovére, X\ fua abra pév avrol Gvehbyess
petéyovta dmokatoy, aimds 3t dudpavif] éml Tl Epyors alrol, bpiv avti slpatvipeva
xeel Tov dxbpeoTov dnopboTws del xopewvipeva.
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totality of things that can be known in relationship to other things,” Maxi-
mus emphasizes that God cannot be apprehended as the fullness or totality
of his attributes that we have opportunity to experience. By being combined
with the cataphatic statements about God. these expressions suggest that
by participating or sharing some or the totality of divine attributes granted
to human beings through grace they do not exhaust their participation in
God. Moreover, stating that “creatures participate in God” and that ‘one
Logos is many logoi and many logoi are One,” Maximus points out that only
through the direct participation of created being in the Logos of God, they
may participate in some or the totality of his attributes. According to Maxi-
mus, the degree of participation in Logos and consequently in his attributes
is proportional or analogous to the capacity of created beings to be filled by
the divine grace.

The second passage from Ambiguum 10, where Maximus gives indica-
tion that Christ the Logos is unparticipated, develops along the same lines:

Hearing of the bosom of Abraham, we think of God made
manifest to us in the flesh as one of the seed of Abraham, truly
the provider of all to all who are worthy of his grace in propor-
tion of the quahty and the quantity of each one’s virtue. For he
divides himself indivisibly among different pastures through
the natural undivided being of unity, and is not shared out by
those who participate in any way whatever. Again through the
different worth of the participants he 1s manifested paradoxi-
cally separately to each other who share in accordance with the
ineffable umty (something understood by reason).*

Here again Maximus underlines the fact that by participating 1n
Christ we do not have a part of him, but the fullness of him. For this rea-
son, Christ is indivisible because he is still one in the many participants.
Maximus repeats this in a more elaborate form in the Ambiguum 22, where,
among other things, he claims that God’s being is present as a whole in an
undivided manner in each thing.”" The paradox, Maximus refers to, is that
by being fully and not partially in every participant, Christ reveals himself

20, Confessor, Amb 10 (PG 91- 1172BC), 135: KéAmous 3¢ APpaap dxobovrag Tév €x
omépuaros Apdap tév xatd odpxa Nuiv émipavévn vorgopey Ocdv, Tov SvTwg TAvTWY
xopnywév xal méar tois aiow i ydpirog dvahdyws T xat' dpeTiv éxdorou modmyi Te
x| maasTayt, oléy Twag Sieddpus vouds Apepaic avréy Entpepilovra xal tois petéyevow
oud” mweoly cwvdlatepvipevoy, did Tiv xatd ¢plow drpuntov dvtdmta e évétyTag,
wlipmadw did Ty Siddopov aflav Tév petexbvrav Tais petoxals mapadéfug xab” Evway
&ppnov ddopioTixdds Embaivdpevov (oldev & Aéyos).

21, Confessor, Amb. 22 (PG g1 1257A): . . . Tév Oedv auepdis Shov 8i' tavutiis év
bedotw ...

237

=




238

ParT THREE. Ontology and Metaphysics

distinctly to each of them in proportion (&vaAdyws) to their worthiness or
natural receptive power.

The reasons why [ was inspired to give an alternative interpretation of
these passages are mainly based on other passages, which are written in a
liturgical and eschatological context. The first of these passages comes from
Ad Thalassium:

The salvation of souls 1s the end of the faith (1 Pet. 1.9), and the
end of the faith 1s the true revelation of the object of faith. The
true revelation of the object of faith is coinherence (interpen-
etration) of the object of faith in every faithful proportianal to
hus faith, and the interpenetration of the Object of the faith is the
return of the faithful to the beginning at the end The return of
the faithful to the beginning at the end is the fulfillment of the
desire, and the fulfillment of the desire is the ever-moving rest
of those who desire around the desired one. The ever-moving
rest is the permanent and unceasing pleasure of the desired, and
the permanent and unceasing pleasure of Him is participation
in supernatural Divine goods. The participation in the super-
natural Divine goods 1s likeness of the participants to the par-
ticipated, and the likeness of the participants to the participated
is the actualization of the expected 1dentity of the participants
with the participated. The actualized identity of the participants
with the participated is deification of those who are worthy of
deification. The deification is circumscription of all times and
ages and the circumference and himit of those which are in tume
and age ¥

The whole eschatology of Maximus is concentrated in this quota-
tion. Maximus uses the language of participation together with the terms

23 Confessor, Ad Thal 59 (CCSG 7. 22): Swmpla & wév Yuxdv xupiws tomi 8
éhog Tig mioews Téhos 32 mlaeds dotv ) Tol moTeubévros dhnbig amoxahuis ednbig
5¢ 7ol mareubévros dorly dmaxdhus ¥ xard dvadoylay Tiis b éxdory miaTews doprros
o memoTeuptvoy TEpbEMIIE TEPLXPNOLS Bk Tol memaTeupbvoy xaéoTaxey ¥ pds
Thy dpyoy xath 5 Thog Ty MemoTeEuxbTwY mdvodos 1 08 pdS ™ oixslav &gy
waté T Téhog TEv memoTeuxbTwy Emavodts éaTw ¥ Tiis épbotws ThpwOlS Ebérews 3t
Afpwals domiy § wepl T5 dpeTty Tiv Ebtepdviy denivyros oTACKE: aenclunrog 58 oTdols
dotiv ) Tob &betol Sovexns Te xal adidoratos amélavalg améhaveig 88 Suvexng xal
dddarares % tév imip diow Setwy xabéoTyxs pélefic peBebic 38 Tdv tmip diay Belwy
dotiv ¥ mpde Té peTexduevey Thy perexbvrwy dpolweis 3¢ mpds T peteybuevov TGV
petextvwy Spolwals 2o § xat’ dvépyeiay mpds adrd T8 petexbpevoy T peTEXSVTLY
81" dporbrnrog dvdexopdvy Tauting 7 Gt Ty petexdvtwy évdeyopévn xat' Evépyeiay I’
Sotdtoos mpde T peTexdpevay Tautérg otiv i) Béwots Tdv dEovpévay Bedioewg 7 5t
Blwalc domt xal imoypadiic Adyov mhvrwy Ty ypdvay xal tiv aldvey xal Téy £y ypbvy
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of likeness and identity. By participating in the supernatural divine goods,
participants acquire the likeness not of the supernatural goods themselves,
but of the one who possesses these goods as his attributes, that is the Logos
of God, Christ himself. Therefore, the participation n the divine goods s
the participation in the likeness of God. By attaining identity with God, the
human beings also attain identity with his attributes or supernatural divine
goods and not the other way around. The divine attributes such as goodness,
life, immortality, simplicity, immutability, infinity cannot be attained by the
human being’s natural disposition or fitness. Quite the opposite, the human
beings acquire them only in relationship with Christ, and by God’s grace.
This aspect is confirmed by a quotation from Maximus' Mystagogia 24.

By the “One is holy” and what follows, we have a grace and fa-
miliarity, which unites us to God himself. By Holy Communion
of the spotless and life-giving mysteries we are given fellowship
and identity with him by participation 1n hikeness, by which
man is deemed worthy from man to become God.”

The liturgical context of this quotation corresponds to the eschatologi-
cal context of the previous. Before turning to the more in-depth analysis of
this passage, let us make its context clearer. First, it is important to notice
that the Mystagogia is the work of Maximus, where he interprets symboli-
cally the liturgical moments from an eschatological perspective. Thus, from
the point when the bishop descends from the throne and the dismissal of
the catechumens that signifies the second coming of Christ, everything
happens in the kingdom of God. The climax of the liturgy is the Eucharist,
which signifies a complete identity with Christ. Now, what does “One is
holy” mean for Maximus? “One is Holy, one is Lord Jesus Christ, to the
glory of God the Father” “Amen” is chanted by the liturgical community
immediately after the bishop or the priest comes out from the altar with the
consecrated gifts (bread and wine as the body and the blood of Christ), and
it is a reply to his words “The Holy Gifts to the Holy People” This statement
1s a kind of denial that the holy people and the holy gifts are holy by virtue
of, for example, moral and virtuous life or by virtue of a ritual But, at the
same time it is an affirmation of the holiness of both the people and the gifts

23 Ibid,, Myst. 24 (PG 91: 704D), 207 A& 3¢ tol «Els dytog» xal tiv é8fig T
mpds abrdy Tév Oedv dvomowdy xdpw xal olkedoyre. Al 8t s aylag peradpbews
tiv dyphyrwy xal [womotdy pvomnplwy mhy mpds albrév xath uébekw évdeyxoubmy 8¢
buoibratoc xoweviay Te xal TaitémyTa, O fic yevéotar Geds €€ dvbpdmau xataiolrar &
&vlpwnos,
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by virtue of their relationship with Christ. Therefore, the statement “One is
holy” refers to the sole source of holiness, which is Christ.

A few chapters earlier, in Mystagogia 21, Maximus offers a more elabo-
rate interpretation of the profession “One is Holy:”

The profession “One 1s Holy” and what follows, which is voiced
by the people at the end of the mystical service, represents the
gathering and umon beyond reason and understanding which
will take place between those who have been mystically and
wisely initiated by God and the mysterious oneness of the divine
simplicity in the incorruptible age of the spiritual world.**

Maximus once more repeats that “the mode of participation” remains
concealed to the human rational and intellectual powers since the gather-
ing and union attained between God and his people is beyond reason and
understanding. By referring to the “mysterious oneness of the divine sim-
plicity” Maximus clarifies that the union of human beings 1s not only with
the manifold of supernatural divine goods, but primarily with the one God
in his simplicity. Only by virtue of participation in' the likeness of God, we
participate in the supernatural divine goods such as goodness, eternity, or
infinity. Therefore, Maximus explains that the chant “One is Holy” signifies
the grace that unites us with God. Holiness, goodness, eternity, and other
gifts of divine grace make us participants of the divine likeness,

Maximus’ definition of the Holy Communion from Mystagogia 24 cor-
responds with the definition from Mystagogia 21, where he describes the
whole process in the following words:

.. . as the climax of everything, comes the distribution of the
sacrament, which transforms into itself and renders similar to
the causal good by grace and participation those who worthily
share in it.**

Thus, those who are worthy of receiving Holy Communion transform
into and become similar to Christ by attaining fellowship and identity with

24. Confessor, Myst. 21 (PG 91: 696D—-697A), 203:'H 38 xata 70 Tédog 1Hs puoTixii
lepoupylas maph mavtds ob haol ywopéun ol «Elg dytogs xail tév éifig duodoyia Ty
Umep Adyov xai voiiv mpog 76 8y ¢ belac amidryroc xpidioy yevnaopbuny Ty puoTIXGC
Te xal godds xata Oedv TeTeheTpévav cuvaywyiv Te xat Evwrw Snhol, Ev 1¢) ddddpTy
@y voyrdy alivt xab’ By s ddavolis xal Umepappritow ddkns 15 i Evortelovres Tiig
paaplag pete v dvw duvdpewy, xai abTol Sextual yiyvovtar xabapétitos

25. Confessor, Myst. 21 (PG 91 697A), 203: pued’ fv, ds Téhos mévtwy, # tol
puoTvplou perddoois yiverar peramoiclon mpds ézvony xal dpolous 14 xat” alrlav dyadd
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in Berthold, Selected Writings, 203.
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him by participation in likeness. The whole logic of Maximus' reasoning 1s
as follows: by participating in divine attributes we participate in the likeness
of God. At this moment Maximus still uses the language of participation,
because this is the complete identity with God, which has not been achieved.
The complete identity with God is something that ought to happen in the
future kingdom, and it is symbolically revealed at every Eucharistic liturgy
by receiving the Holy Mysteries. While participating in the likeness of God
in this life we cannot achieve full identity with the divine. The reason for this
is that we are limited by our natural capacities or by our natural logos, which
determines our fitness and receptivity to recewve grace to a certain extent.
Therefore, the limitations imposed to the eros of being by its logos causes
the imitation in power and potency to receive God fully or to participate
in him perfectly. The participation of the rational being in God in this life
is ended when the rational being reaches its natural consummation. Maxi-
mus describes this process as a kind of departure from oneself. The rational
being reaches the rest (otdat) of his natural movement, when he is fully
embraced by God.

It [Le., the rational being] no longer wants anything from itself,
for it knows itself to be wholly embraced, and intentionally and
by choice it wholly receives the life-giving delimitation. When it
is wholly embraced 1t no longer wishes to be embraced at all by
itself but is sufficed by that which embraces 1t. In the same way
air is illuminated by hight and 1ron is wholly inflamed by fire, as
1s the case with other things of this sort.*

The new state of the rational beings 1s characterized by two features.
Firstly, the rational beings, being surrounded by the divine, experience a
certain transformation of their natural limit. By being circumscribed by
God, the limits of rational being are terminated. In this sense, the rational
being is not any more limited to receive the divine grace according to its
natural power. Maximus claims this once more in another passage from the
same Ambiguum,

It 15 absolutely necessary that everything will cease its walful
movement toward something else when the ultimate beauty
that satisfies our desire appears. In so far as we are able we will

26. Confessor, Amb 7 (PG 91: 1073D-76A), 51.  éxouaiwg 8hov xatd mpoalpeaty
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Aw memupastwpévos, # ef Tt @o Tov Tololtwy torly

241




242

ParT THREE: Ontology and Metaphysics

participate without being restricted, as it were, being uncontain-
ably contained.”

The power of created beings to participate in divinity will be extended
to the degree necessary to accommodate the infinite God fully in them-
selves, by containing the grace of God infinitely. Paradoxically, God who,
by his nature is infinite and uncontained, is contained by us because of our
infinity.

The second feature of the transformed being is passivity in receiv-
ing divine grace to infinite extent. Maximus describes the new state by the
metaphors of the light-air and fire-iron, frequently used in Christology. Just
as the light and fire play an active role in illuminating the air and heating the
iron, the role of God in deification is active and the rational beings receive
divine grace passively in the same way in which the air and the fire receive
the light and the heat passively. Maximus affirms the passivity of the rational
beings in other works. He clearly states this in Ad Thalassium 22:

Existing here and now, we arrive at the end of the ages as ac-
tive agents and reach the end of the exertion of our power and
activity. But in the ages to come we shall undergo by grace the
transformation unto deification and no longer be active but
passive.*®

The same example of fire and light offers more conclusions about the
future state. Firstly, the rational beings gain the divine attributes just as the
air emits hght and iron radiates heat. Therefore, it 15 established a full iden-
tity of the human being with God, because all the divine attributes are fully
adopted, without any remains, At this stage, it is no longer possible to use
the language of participation, because participation refers to a certain share
in something, while here the human being does not have a share of God,
rather the human being receives God fully, becoming god himself. The only
distinction is that the beings are divine only by grace and not by nature or
essence.

Secondly, while the identification of the human being with the divine
ts something achieved, the beings of the human and the divine are not

27 Conlessor, Amb. 7 (PG g1 1076D), 51 Avdyxy ydp mioe s xat’ épeowv td
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confused because the distinctiveness of the natures is preserved. Thus, the
illuminated air is still air, just as the red-hot iron is still iron. It is important
to emphasize this aspect, since the perfect Likeness of air with light and iron
with fire does not mean that the differences are abolished, As Perl remarked,
the participation in likeness of created beings with God needs to be under-
stood not simply as resemblance, but as “the combination of ontological
1dentity and difference’® In Maximus’ examples, while the identity of air
and iron with light and fire is demonstrated in the ability of air to emanate
light and 1ron to radiate fire, both air and iron remain different in nature
from hght and fire.

It is important to stress here one more aspect of this union-in-dif
ference, which deals with the preserved differences of the manifold of the
created order in the union with the One. It seems to me that one of the rea-
sons for Tollefsen’s earlier denial of the participation in God as the highest
principle is due to Perl’s identification of the Logos of God with the highest
universal, in whom all the logo: are contained.” I completely agree with
Tollefsen’s critique of Perl’s claim that the Logos cannot serve as the highest
universal. Perl's claims that Christ unites all creatures by being common to
all like the species of horse unites the individual horses by being common to
all of them neglects a very important aspect of Christ’s identity with each of
the creatures. If Christ 1s identical with the creatures as the highest univer-
sal, then in order to attain likeness with him all the creatures have to restrain
from their particular differences. However, this is hardly Maximus' point. [n
my view, his point here is that the beings participate in Christ by perfecting
their gifts like being, well-being or goodness, eternal-well being or life and
wisdom by which they resemble the image and likeness of God. All of these
gifts are implemented differently in each particular creature depending on
its logos and on its natural fitness. As Maximus observes in Ambiguum 22,
the mystery of participation, which is beyond reason, lies in the power of
Logos to be in each logos of each thing in itself and in all the logoi together.*'

To sum up, the passages where Maximus claims that the highest
principle or the Logos of God is unparticipated should be read in a strictly
apophatic context. They also illustrate Maximus’ intention to preserve the
transcendent nature of the Logos of God in spite of both the incarnation
of his wills as the logor in the created beings and his incarnation 1 the
God-man Jesus Christ. 1 have argued in favor of three different modes of
participation in God, which enable us to understand better the dynamism

29. Perl. "Methexis)” 140.
30 'Tollefsen, The Christocentric Cosmology, 9o; Perl, “Methexis;” 140,
31. Confessor, Amb 22 (PG 91: 1257B).
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of participation. The first mode of participation in God is mainly restricted
to the participation in his logoi or wills about the created universe and each
particular being within. The second mode of participation made possible
by the incarnation of God 1s participation in his chu rch as his body. Since
the liturgy, for Maximus, has iconic character and it represents both the
anticipation and the proclamation of the future splendor, the participation
in God through the Eucharist is just a foretaste of the way of participating
in God 1n the heavenly kingdom. The participation in God or, better said,
the identity with God in likeness, represents the third and the last mode of
participation. Thus, the concept of gradual participation in Maximus differs
from that of Proclus, in several aspects. First, in Maximus the created beings
are able to participate in the highest reality. Second, the participation of
created beings in the Logos of God is by activities of both God and human
beings. Finally, in the ultimate union with God in the heavenly kingdom,
the created beings are not reduced to the “manifestations” of the impersonal
One like 1n Proclus, but they fully preserve their natural identity and at the
same time attain divine identity.
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Christ and the Contemplation
of Nature in Maximus the Confessor’s
Ambigua to John

JosHUA LOLLAR

aximus the Confessor gave what would become the decisive articula-

tion of Byzantine Christology through the course of the controversies
over the activities and wills in Christ in the seventh century. The techni-
calities of this Christology, which were defined later in Maximus' life, derive
ultimately from his profound philosophy of nature, a philosophy that was
a central aspect of Maximus' thinking throughout all his works. As such,
I would like to make a few remarks here about Maximus' vision of Christ
and the contemplation of nature—8ewpia duoiey—as he expresses it in his
Ambigua to John, his collection of speculative chapters of commentary on
various difficult passages from Gregory the Theologian.' These chapters, I
argue, have as their overarching concern the articulation of the meaning of
philosophy and, more precisely, the demonstration of the scope of the con-
templation of nature within the philosophical life as Maximus understood
it. As he says in the tenth Ambiguum, “creation, by virtue of its own logos,
teaches ethical, natural, and theological philosophy from its composition of

1, CF. Lollar, “To See into the Life of Things,” for a thorough treatment of the con-
templation of nature in Maximus and his predecessors.




