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Abstract: The topic of true being represents the fundamental aspect of theology. The-
ology is not primary concerned with the question of whether God (as a True Being)
exists or not; its subject matter is rather #ow (in what manner or mode) He exists. In
order for the created “being” to receive the salvific, Trinitarian mode of existence, freed
from corruption and death, it is important for this being to have a corresponding re-
lationship with Him, to actually participate in God. In the following section, we shall
review the “contingency” concept (of the conditional and uncertain status) of human
existence, and following that, we shall attempt to investigate the endeavor toward free-
dom from necessity, which is implied by the fact of having been created. The essential
questions that should be asked here are the following: Is man as we know and experi-
ence him “man”? What does “redemption” mean according to the understanding of St.
Maximus, that is, what is man redeemed from? What are the assumptions (the meas-
ures, boundaries or laws) that pertain to man’s participation in the realization of his
“existence”, based on the existence model of the Triune God? How can man’s ability and/
or weakness in his quest for a personal communion with God within the boundaries
of historical “events” be defined? For this purpose, we shall not examine the content of
participation, but rather the ability of the participant-recipient. A discussion of these
questions is crucial to the understanding of the anthropology of Saint Maximus the
Conlfessor; it should be noted that on this occasion we will omit the discussion of his
Christology and Ecclesiology.
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ity, weakness.

God moves in such a way that He instills an inner relationship of eros and
love in those who are able to receive it. He moves naturally attracting the
desire of those who are turned toward Him.

Maximus the Confessor

Introductory Notes

he content of theology, with its subject matter, is very complex. This is
mainly due to its link to the mystery of true being or the mode of God’s
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being, and, therefore, man’s and the Church’s as well. The topic of true being
represents the fundamental aspect of theology. Theology is not primary con-
cerned with the question of whether God (as a True Being) exists or not; its
subject matter is rather zow (in what manner or mode) He exists (1 John 3:2).
All other essential questions are contingent on this crucial question, like, for
example: is God personally communicative or not; is He in communication
with the world or not. These are the most central questions, which exceed a
limited academic significance; their answers have a direct impact on mankind,
on the world, and on life.

It is well recognized that our knowledge about the mode of God’s existence
is based on the biblical and patristic Trinitarian theology (lex credendi) and
that participation in the liturgical experience of the Trinitarian God through
Christ (lex orandi) offers a foretaste of what it means in truth to exist. In order
for the created “being” to receive the salvific, Trinitarian mode of existence,
freed from corruption and death, it is important for this being to have a cor-
responding relationship with Him, to actually participate in God. It should
be noted that the prevailing patristic view of man was, in fact, based on the
idea of “participation” in God.* Man is not created as an isolated individual
or an autarchic being? his own dynamic and complex nature is true only if
he personally participates in God, in His hypostatic life (but not in His Di-
vine Essence). In this state of communion there was not discrepancy between
nature and person. This relationship alone, as we shall see later, gives mean-
ing to man’s “natural” movement, which his own creation attracts. The terms
“natural”, “personal”, and “grace” call for a dynamic, live, and hypostatic rela-
tionship (o0ppaoig?) between God and man, who are completely different in
their “natures”, but even so “communicate” through a hypostatic relationship
in the act of communion which is identical with love. In St Maximus thought,
nature and person are two crucial and mutually conditioned aspects of every
being, where Vo1, denoting unity, is defined not in itself but in relation to the
hypostasis, as the specific mode of existence or particularity.

Of course, all of this is valid only when rational creatures move in harmony
with the will of God. But what happens — as it has already happened — when

* This has been clearly observed and highlighted by John Meyendorff in the book Christ in East-
ern Christian Thought, SVSP 1975.

> Man is “true”, then, when one’s corrupt existence leads to God. Maximus is very clear about
this: “Creatures, on the other hand, all exist through participation and grace”. Ilepi &ydmng, 11,
28; PG 90:1025b; also 111, 27; PG 90:1025a. — “The person who has come to know the weakness
of human nature has gained experience of Divine grace”. Ilepi dydnng 11, 39; PG 90:997ab. Con-
versely, in ancient Greek thought “the autarchy is always implicitly understood ontologically.
Later, Plato’s philosophy developed this further explicitly, so that all subsequent philosophical
schools assumed an ontologization of the notion of autarchy”, Kramer, 2004, p. 104.

3 Maximus the Confessor, "Epya Oeodoyixd xai molepixd, PG 91:25AB.
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an “absurd aspiration toward non-being” (1} Tpog 10 un dv mapdhoyog @opd?)
takes the place of man’s “natural” development? St Maximus does not turn a
blind eye to the terrible condition in which the human nature finds itself in
its postlapsarian state. The created being, already “contingent” and condition-
al, becomes almost completely “darkened” in his essential movements: man
subjugates his own nature to the necessity of a whirlpool of movements. The
recognition of human weakness in firstly, transcending creation, and secondly,
its fallen nature is the fundamental prerequisite of Maximus’ anthropology.

In the following section, we shall review the “contingency” concept (of the
conditional and uncertain status) of human existence, and following that,
we shall attempt to investigate the endeavor toward freedom from necessity,
which is implied by the fact of having been created. The essential questions
that should be asked here are the following: Is man as we know and experience
him “man”? What does “redemption” mean according to the understanding
of St. Maximus, that is, what is man redeemed from? What are the assump-
tions (the measures, boundaries or laws) that pertain to man’s participation in
the realization of his “existence”, based on the existence model of the Triune
God? How can man’s ability and/or weakness in his quest for a personal com-
munion with God within the boundaries of historical “events” be defined? For
this purpose, we shall not examine the content of participation, but rather the
ability of the participant-recipient. A discussion of these questions is crucial
to the understanding of the anthropology of Saint Maximus the Confessor?; it
should be noted that on this occasion we will omit the discussion of his Chris-
tology and Ecclesiology.

I. Contingency as a Distinction of Creation

1. If we call to mind the main accomplishment of Christian theology, in
which truth and communion are shown to be mutually identical in the being
of the Triune God, we will come to the understanding that communion can-
not be understood as something added onto “being.” Its essential characteristic
lies in the fact that being consists of communion. Only in this case can truth
and communion be regarded as identical.®

2. However, what happens when truth is applied to human existence? This,
in fact, represents the greatest problem in theology. For our state after the fall
(which is marked by corruption and evil) is characterized by the fact that, in

¢ [lepi Srag. dmop., PG 91:1085a. According to Maximus’ theology, there is a changing, reverber-
ating, and nihilistic tendency intrinsic to the very essence of created beings. Cf. Matoobka,
1980, p. 52.

5 Itis worth consulting L. Thunberg’s study of Maximus’ anthropology, Microcosm and Media-
tor, Lund, 1965, and his more recent edition of 1995.

¢ Inhis study “Truth and Communion” (Zizioulas, 1997, pp. 67—122) John Zizioulas showed this
to be undeniably reasonable and convincing.
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our approach to truth, “being” is constituted before communion. Ontology
after the fall—its separateness, individualism and fragmentation—has such
a heavy impact on anthropology that all “created” methodology or pedagogy
is inadequate. Nature in its actual (fallen) state is the only kind of nature that
is accessible to the experience of man after his denial of God, because of sin
and death. In his Ambiqua 7, St. Maximus says the following: “He then, who
has rejected his Beginning — moves unnaturally (absurdly) toward nonbe-
ing; and since he existed in God because of the highest logos (of God), who is
in him and who is the cause of his creation, and thus had been a part of God,
it is rightfully said of him that he has fallen from above because he was not
moving toward his Beginning and Cause, according to whom, in whom, and
because of whom he was created. Having missed the attainment of his un-
changing and forever same Cause through freely aspiring toward that, which
is inferior, he is (now) in a changing, false, and a dreadful nightmare of both
soul and body. Similarly, it is possible to speak literally about the falling away
(from God) because it was possible (for man) through his soul’s potential to
center himself on God, but instead /e freely exchanged a better and true exist-
ence for an inferior non-being” It is not necessary to note that this privation
of true existence is actually the state of a “fallen” person. In a fallen person,
truth is not shown as the result of an event of participation (ontology), some-
thing which man takes part in, but rather as the possession of an individual
thinking apparatus (gnoseology) which he uses as he likes.® Need one say, as
Zizioulas suggests, that in such a situation truth cannot reveal itself in its on-
tological fullness? Of course, not. The only solution which can overcome the
problem of the created being, and which the Church Fathers have indeed of-
fered, is the adoption of the category of participation, which can link the cre-
ated being to the uncreated Communion. The adoption of this supposition will
give us a clearer indication of the anthropological possibilities for this com-
munion of life, which was the ultimate goal in the creation of the world. The
term “participation” will thus become the fundamental, ontological category,
tantamount to the term communion. Therefore, in its final analysis, salvation
through truth depends essentially on truth viewed as identical to communion,
by means of the dynamics of personal participation.

3. The consequences of such a position with regard to our topic are distinc-
tive. The first consequence of this subtle differentiation is concerned with the
tragic weakness of creation, and the second one with the diseases following
the fall. The well known positions of the earlier Fathers on this topic, especially
Gregory the Theologian, have influenced, or to be more exact, coincided with
what St. Maximus was searching after. For the Church Fathers experienced

7 Iepi Siag. &mop., PG 91:1084—85ab. (Our underlining).

8 Cf. Zizioulas, “Human Capacity and Human Incapacity”, Communion and Otherness, New
York: T&T Clark, 2006, p. 231.
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the turmoil and tragedies of existence themselves, and so, they understood
through experience that the reality or the truth of created beings cannot be
confirmed in themselves.® “The saints, through many sufferings, free the na-
ture that is in them from the condemnation of death on account of sin.”° This
position led Maximus the Confessor** to the conclusion that from everything
that has come into being—and it has come without freedom (&vaykaiowg kai
un PovAdpevor) being subjected to the condemnation of death*>—no one repre-
sents his own 7é1og (00d€v 8¢ TV yevnt@v ¢avTtod TéAog €0Tiv), since he is not
the cause of himself (¢me1dn) oUte avtaitiov). Humanity on its own (the created
human existence) cannot claim a true personal ontology without a point of
reference that is outside of this world. The dilemma lies in the fact that on his
own man cannot confer to himself immortality and eternal life since immor-
tality is not necessarily a result of the natural attributes of the created being.*?

4. This subtle distinction is certainly ascribed to the biblical concept of the
world, which discriminates between God and creation, and which has been
so clearly defined by Maximus.** Let us examine it briefly. First of all, creation
can exist only by means of participation in the life of God, that is, under the
condition that creation is permanently united with Him, voluntarily and freely,
as the “horizon” and “terminal” of every movement's, because of which cor-

® Another approach, which stems from Humanism, according to which man is the measure of
everything, and therefore, of man himself, is equally unsatisfactory. The longing (¢opd) of man
to transcend himself and the world testifies to the fact that man is not the “measure” of him-
self, which is the reason of his constant longing, one way or the other, for self-transcendence.
Therefore deification (Béwoic) and not self-destruction is the desired attainment of fullness. Of
course, the elementary problems remain unsolved. For it turns out that man’s natural ecstatic
movements “wither like a lily”. We say again that the problem lies in the fact that man is un-
able to provide for himself immortality and an eternal life. If the nourishment of the features
of man’s nature were sufficient to transcend death, then Christ’s Incarnation and Resurrection
would not have been necessary. Cf. the arguments of Athanasius the Great in his work, ITepi
&vavBpwmioews 7; PG 25:96 and so forth.

* JIpog Oaldo. 61, PG 91, 637a.
1 [Iepi Siag. dmop., PG 91:1072C.
2 JIpdg Oaldo. 61, PG 91, 636abc.

3 During the times of St. Irenaeus of Lyon emphasis was made on the fact that there is no way
for us to attain incorruption and immortality other than through the union with Incorruption
and Immortality ("EAeyxog I, 19, 1), which is attainable only in Christ. After all, the words “you
have put on Christ” in Baptism have the following meaning: to clothe oneself with the garment
of incorruption, which is the opposite of the “leather garment”.

4 St. Maximus emphasizes this subtle difference, and says the following: “Perfection and dis-
passion belong only to God and He is the objective of everything as the fulfillment, immobile,
and dispassionate. However, it is necessary to move toward the aim that has no beginning for
those who are created, so that the energy of their movement and their longing will cease in
this with this perfect aim, but not so as to become something else by nature, for nothing of
that which has come into being and has been created will change (alter)”. (ITepi Siag. dmop., PG
91:1073b).

s [lepi Siag. dmop., PG 91:1217¢.
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ruption and death are overcome. Let us emphasize the words “voluntarily and

freely” because of the following fact. Namely, if creation truly exists for the sole

reason of participation in the true existence—in God, it follows that God and

creation are somehow ontologically connected (cf. cuyyéveiwa). However, Pa-
tristic theology would never accept this idea. Going a step further, one should

say that according to St. Maximus the goal of the existence of created beings

(téhog yap TG T@V KIvovpévwy Kiviioewg)* is precisely to dwell voluntarily and

freely always in the “eternal well being”, which is solely God’s existence. Thus

the purpose is not in just some basic being, 10 eivay, or life, but in the fullness

of being, €0 del elvay, that is, in a life in abundance (cf. John 10:10). This is pos-
sible only because the Giver of being is also the Bestower of well-being.”” On

the other side, human choice always takes place within the structure (being,
well-being, and eternal being) and is always an answer to the call to 6éwoig
present within God’s creative purpose.

5. How is the “icon of God” in man to be understood from this perspec-
tive? The “image of God” in man is not on a par with rationality, as is often
thought, that is, like some kind of exclusive “reasoning” or a rational ability,
or like something “autonomous” or autarchic in man. The image of God is
more likely rationality defined as the manner of the manifestation of man’s
freedom and “self-determination™®, a catholic (and, therefore, “rational” and
“existential”) relation of love; hence, the participation and communion with
God, with other people, and with the material nature. Therefore, man’s “be-
ing”, when authentic, is identical to communion as participation, and his ra-
tionality “lives out the truth” in the shaping of his being simply as an exercise
of his freedom™: “our thinking is grounded in our willing, just as our willing
and deciding is grounded in our thinking”.>

6. However, as we shall see further on, the only way to understand this is

through the ecstatic movement of created things; a movement whose cause
is God, Who sets €peoig man in motion toward E¢@etdg, a movement which

6 [Iepi Siag. dmop., PG 91:1073a.

7 [Iepi Sig. &mop. 60; PG 90:24A. Here Maximus reiterates the idea of St. Gregory and cites
biblical passages from 1 Moses 2:17; 5; 12:9; Psalms 16 and 15; Phil. 3:11—12; Heb. 4:10; 11:39;
Matt. 11:28.

8 See IIpog Mapivoy, PG 91:24A. The following passage by J. Farrell (1988, p. 100), which reads, “...
man, being by nature a rational creature ... is capable of freely choosing”, is helpful toward the
understanding of rationality as freedom. The reference to St. John of Damascus is also useful
here ("Ex0. Op0. miot. 27; PG 94:960 and so forth).

* Man’s inability consists precisely in the domination of nature over his person. But man dif-
fers from every animal because he has the possibility to take a look at his existence (nature)
“from a distance”, to ask questions about his corporeality, to distance himself from the needs
and desires of his body, as a subject to be vis-a-vis his existence. In other words, he is able to
control his own functions, which compose his biological hypostasis. This ability (as the dis-
tinction of the “icon”) pertains to the manner in which he is a man and not to his nature.

20 @éhovteg Aoyilopeda kai hoylopevot Béhovteg Povhopeba (Disp. with Pyrrhus, PG 91, 293b).
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expresses His love*, and which is the destination of the movement: “And the
ever-moving rest is the permanent and unceasing delight in the Desired; and
the permanent and unceasing delight is the participation in the supranatural
Divine realities” (uéBe€ig 8¢ v vmep guot Beiwv).> Maximus emphasizes the
fundamental view of biblical-patristic anthropology, that is, the perception of
man as being dependent rather than independent on existence, and whose be-
ing is realized in an incorrupt manner only, then, when he lives in communion
with the uncreated God.?

II. The idea of “strength in weakness”

1. An emphasis has already been placed on the fact that with the creation
of man “in the image”—precisely because man is a free and unique person—
“characters”, “images of God” have already been introduced in him; these sig-
nify the concrete, implanted powers (¢ugivtovg duvapeig*), possibilities and
aspirations (vedoig®) for a true human existence and life. Man possesses with-
in himself a dynamic, avte€odotog kivnoig*, or ékotaotg toward God or the
“logos of nature” (A\6yog or Aoyol ¢pVoewg), precisely because he was created as
“self-determinative and creative by nature™; that is, in the image of God. This
existential human uniqueness obviously points to two things: a) his meta-
physical “origin” and b) his aim: “God Who in wisdom has created all of na-
ture (¢vowv bmootnoag), and firstly mysteriously implanted into each rational
substance the power—the knowledge of Him, has also given to us humble
human beings...a yearning and love for Him within our nature (kata @bvowv
TOV €l avTov mobov kai €pwta), having naturally united this yearning with

22 Maximus the Confessor cites St. Gregory the Theologian (from his 14™ Homily) with good
reason: “...and in him rests every longing (ndoa £¢eoic), and he longs for nothing outside this,
neither can he long for anything; for every true movement (npog o teivet ndoa omovdaiov
kivnoig) hastens toward him, and ceases when he reaches him, and then he will find rest in
every contemplation”, ITepi Siag. &mop., PG 91:1076a.

22 [Ipog Oaddo, 60; PG 90:608d.

23 In order to express this idea, various authors take advantage of different terminologies, such
as biblical ones, or those pertaining to Origen or Neoplatonism; and yet common sense exists
in the case of the essential openness of man, a concept which is not subject to the opposite
categories of “nature” and “grace”.

24 [lepi Sig. &mop., PG 91:1197d.

25 fva 1y eik@v &vENDN oG TO dpxéTumov, ob vV Exetl Thv Epeoty. Gregory the Theologian, Adyog
28, 17; SCh 250, 134; PG 36:48c. See the interpretation of this section in St. Maximus’, ITepi
Swag. &mop., PG 91:1077b.

26 This movement should not be understood as the Aristotelian entelechy. Later on in his writ-

ings St. Maximus reveals a whole field of man’s movement toward God by means of the idea
of BéAnong (BéAnpa), evépyelag, adtefovoiag kiviioews, puokod Bedjuatog while the idea of
yv@ung or yvwutkod Behfjpatog appears only as a consequence of the fall. The differentiation
between the natural will and the gnomic will represents one of the most significant contribu-
tions of the holy Confessor in highlighting anthropology and Christology.

27 Avtebololog kai évepydv katd @uotv. IIpos Mapivov, PG 91:157 and Emiot 7, PG 91:436ab.
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the logos and power, so that he could herewith easily recognize ways of ful-
filling those yearnings (yvdvat tovg Tpomovg Tiig Tod 1dBov mAnpwoews), and

so that he would not by mistake miss that for which acquisition he is strug-
gling. Moving, therefore, in accordance with this yearning toward the very
truth (kwvovpevor Tov moBov mepi te T dAnbeiag avtiig) and according to the

manifestation of wisdom and (the God given) governance in all (creatures), we

ascend upwards, through these beings induced by the desire to search for and

reach Him (¢keivov Tuyeiv), because of Whom we received this yearning in the

first place.”® Ecstasy leads to the communion with others.

2. What we need to point out now is the connection between this aspiration
(8geoic) or ability—given with the “image of God”—and the historical time
and space, by means of which we arrive at the tragic existence of man. It is a
tragic existence because within the historical time-space framework, the abil-
ity of theosis (¢peotg or 8peki Tiig Oewoewc) is offered to man in the form of a
passion/suffering (a permanent struggle against the demonic powers), and this
requires a participation in the experience of the Cross®, which is the manner
by which life is realized in historical events (yiyveoBou) as tragical. Suffering
is inherent to the created and fallen nature, and so, St. Maximus the Confes-
sor maintains that creation requires the Cross.** For presently, time and space
have acquired negative dimensions; they have developed into barriers, which
separate the created existence from God. Now in order for man’s existence to
be able to overcome the limits of created things, it cannot, nor is it necessary
to, break away from time and space, which after all are the component parts of
human existence. This fact draws attention to the element of Zistory in a radi-
cal way, and shows that the topic of participation differs radically from (Neo)
Platonism, which does not concede that we approach God within a historical
framework of events — yiyveoBaur.*

28 [lepi Siq. &mop., PG 91, 1361ab.

20 Cf. Ilepi Oeodoyiag kai oixovopiag, I, 66—67, PG 90:1108b; also, Ilepi Siag. dmop., PG 91:1112b.
The experience of the Cross testifies to that in different ways, and so does the whole experience
of the tragedy of existence, which man experiences so strongly. For Maximus, the expectation
of the Resurrection is actually the expectation of transcending death. Man’s path, therefore,
is regarded as identical to carrying the Cross and to the foretaste of the Resurrection. The ex-
perience of the Cross is realized within the framework of history, whereas the Resurrection
is experienced as a foretaste in history, but transcends history. Death, which represents false-
hood, is the physiological state of the created thing. The reason for this lies in the creation
from non-being, which carries along a penetration of nothingness into being. Because of the
fall of man, the union of the world with the Son/Logos is by way of the Cross, but it does not
stop at the Cross. Cf. ITepi Oeodoyiag kai oixovopiog, I, 54—55, PG 90:1104bc.

3¢ Ta gawvopeva mdvta deitat otavpod. Iepi Oeodoyiag kai oixovouiag, I, 67, PG 90:1108b.

3t Conversely, according to the Fathers it is precisely through history (i tfig dvopahiag T@v
opwuévwy) that we are given a taste of true life. The Fathers state that a conflict with the
natural mode of existence, which as we have seen earlier, leads inevitably to death. When, for
example, Maximus (ITepi Oeodoyiag kai oikovouiog, 1, 54, PG 90:1104b) speaks about true life
it is evident that he is not thinking about some other life (e.g. “spiritual” in a Platonic sense).
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3. Meanwhile, man, who is endowed with the ability to relate and to par-
ticipate, desires (consciously or unconsciously) his “being” (10 eivar) to be a
permanent and continuous possibility (e0 dei elvat) and not just a phenomenal
presence. He desires to actively experience the participation in life without
death, in a true existence that is incorrupt, in a life, which does not go hand
in hand with the “natural” course of existence. What are the limiting factors,
which prevent man’s “existence” from participating in a perfect loving com-
munion? For one, that he is a created thing, and secondly, man’s fall. Let us
take a look at the second factor. According to Maximus, the crucial factor
alongside the fall is the perversion of the possibility of communion, since the
ecstatic movement of man, having become limited to created things, does not
allow for the entire creation or nature to be ecstatic towards something outside
itself, that is, toward the Creator. Everything man does (his every movement)
is ecstatic, however, the present diseased ecstatic condition does not lead out
of the whirlpool of death. Maximus considers that the current disposition of
the human spirit, the irrational yearning of the soul, nature’s direction toward
itself, and man’s going astray, is a direct result of this.>* Hence, the fall did not
destroy the nature of things, but rather impaired its communion with God;?
the fall caused differences (Stadpopd) to become separations (Siaipeotg) and
persons to become individuals. (“Division”, an critical notion in Maximus’s
thought, designates fragmentation and separation.) Similarly, now theosis re-
fers not to the deification of the natural being, but rather to the transformation
of the “pathogenic” mode of its being (a transformation which entails not more
or less than a “new birth”), offering divine participation.?* In a word, creation
on its own can no longer commune with God because of its natural limitations
as well as its own fall, which generates opposition to God.

4. In spite of this, the human existential longing for the fulfillment of him
who is “in the image” has not entirely disappeared, but has set off in a direction
“against nature”, which has led its “being” to a metaphysical fragmentation, to
the abyss of apostasy. And as we have seen, man has become the epicenter of

He is thinking of a life, which does not die; a life that does not tolerate falsehood, an “idol”, a
“delusion” of a so-called life, which leads to death (ITepi Siag. dmop., PG 91:1088bc and 1112ab).
Therefore, true life is a life, which is not false because death does not overpower it.

32 Jlepi Siag. &mop., PG 91:1353¢: Kiveitat yap vov 6 dvBpwmog, fj mepi pavtaciog aAdyovg mabdv
¢& amdng St LAndoviav, fj mept AGyovg Tex vV ék TEpLoTATEWG SL& TRV Xpeiav, T Tept uOLKOLG
A6youg ék ToD vopov ThG QUOEWS SLa LABnoty, dv ovdEV kat™ dpxnVv eikdTwg ¢E dvaykng ellke
1OV 4vBpwmov, drepdvw mavtwy yevopevov. Obtw yap Enpemev eivat TOv &’ dpxie, undevi
TO 0OVOAOV TIEPLOTIOUEVOV TOV DT adTOV, ] ept av TV, T Kat  adTov, Kal pd¢ Tereiwaty Evog
HOVOL TIPOCSESEVOV, TG TIPOG TOV DTIEP AVTOV, PRt 8¢ TOV Oedv, kad’ ANV TV ayannTikniv
Svvautv doxETov KIVoews.

33 This concerns the known distinction between the mode of existence and the law of nature (cf.
IIepi Siag. dmop., PG 91:1341d), which serve as the fundamentals of Maximus’ thought (along
with the distinction between the natural and the gnomic will). See further below.

3¢ See Dalmais, 1985, p. xiii.
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a complete tragedy. St. Maximus describes this state, which we have already
mentioned, very persuasively: by sinning man does not succeed, but misses
the target, and, “...moves towards non-being in an absurd way...Having missed
the realization—which is unchangeable and always originating from the same
cause—by means of a voluntary longing toward that which is worse, he now
finds himself in a changeable, erroneous, and horrible nightmare of body and
soul.”s Created existence finds itself in the way of the cross precisely because
of the impossibility to be in communion with the True Being. Not only has
the nature of created things become diseased but also the very ecstasy of na-
ture has become diseased.

5. In spite of the fact that man had begun to exercise his freedom by abus-
ing and perverting his existential £peoig (an ecstatic movement toward the
existential fullness of “being”), it was not possible to completely bring this to
a halt. After the fall, created nature became an impassable existential limita-
tion of man’s hypostasis; because of this the path of salvation unfolds itself as a
tragic experience of the passions (nd8og). This way we achieve a clearer picture:
the person’s ecstasy implies a form of “movement”, but for created beings this
is realized in the form of mdBog. In God, Whose Being is not under the threat
of corruption or death, ecstasy as movement is passionless, free from suffer-
ing, amabne.** In God’s nature this movement exhausts itself in God Himself.
Man’s personal ecstasy cannot be anafng within himself, but only in God. Two
things are worth mentioning here: a) motion and time of created nature is a
proclamation of a world that is in a constant change (¢v dA\owwoe)*”, and b)
the essence/existence of created nature is metatropy, that is, change and cor-
ruption.?® In comparison to corruption, the holy Confessor considers ndfog as
the essence of created nature. Thus, suffering (maBntiKdTNC) is a part of created
beings?®’; however, the person does not want to accept this by means of ecstasy.

35 [lepi tag. dmop., PG 91:1084—85ab. As one can see from the above passage of St. Maximus, sin
or failure (dmotvyia) is “ékovola ponr’, that is, a responsible act and not something indiffer-
ent or apathetic. It is primarily an alienation from God, from other people and from oneself
(Zydhia, PG 4:144—145ab), and causes the “darkening” (not the eradication) of the Divine im-
age in man.

36 Cf. ]. Zizioulas, “Human Capacity and Human Incapacity”, p. 223. The dispassion (andfeia)
of God’s, which does not tolerate any influence, is not in any opposition with His ecstatic and
creative love both in and outside of space and time. God is a hypostatic Self-existence that
consists of the absolute and non-predetermined Being (ITepi Sivg. dmop., PG 91:1073b).

37 T pév yap kivnowv pdAlov elvai gaot tdv vmo yéveotv kai @Bopdv, d¢ Emdexopévwy Toig mepl
avtd Bewpovpévolg To paAov kai o frtov. Iepi Siag. dmopi@v., PG 91:1217b.

3% Admep v pgv 1@ KOOHW VTAPXOVOA XPOVIKDG T QUOLS, dAAowTiknV Exel TNV kiviow (IIpdg
Baldo. 65; PG 90:760a).

3 . Kain adth anAdg Aeyopévn odaia od pdvov i) Tdv €v yevéoet kal @Bopd katd yéveotv Kiveltal
Kal gBopdv, AAAG kal 1} T@V GvTwV Amdvtwy Kkal kekiviTat Kol Kiveitat T¢ katd StaoToAnVv kai
OVOTOANV AOYW Te Kai TPOTW. .. ApxTVv Kai TéAog Exovoa SeikvuTat, TOV TiG dnetpiag 008’ SAwg
¢mdégacBou Suvapévn Adyov (Ilepi Sig. dmop., PG 91:1177¢). Cf. footnote 2 at the begininning
of our study.
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Nevertheless, being in a fallen state, he is not completely lost. So, what takes
place here?

6. After the fall man found himself in a state, which could be called “strength
in weakness” (dOvayug év aoBeveiq, the Apostle Paul in 2 Cor. 12:9).#° But what
does this antinomic formulation mean; how can this opposition be in agree-
ment with each other? The inability (weakness, infirmity) became part of man
as decay followed by disease became a natural reality, which man perceives as
something alien, that is, as a “natural”, fateful, and impersonal power circulat-
ing in his entire “being”. The reason for this is because once death, entered into
existence** and became a natural reality through its natural probability, it also
fragmented the human nature, so that a person no longer bears within himself
a nature in all its entirety, in all its catholicity. We all carry within ourselves a
seed of death (and sin) and this is why we are infirm*?, incapable of an ecstatic
unification of the human nature by means of a voluntary self-determination.
However, since sin (apaptio) did not damage the “logos” (of nature) but rather
the mode of its existence (remember: the fall does not exist on the level of the
logos-law but on the mode*), the ability (§0vag) of man (in his inability) is in
the freedom of the person to step out (¢€-iotatar) of the autarchy of individual
pleasure, out of the naturalistic impasse.** Freedom consists in the liberty from

“absurd aspirations toward non-existence” (which is subject to the necessity of
movement) and in the acquisition — in love — of a self-determined, personal
and voluntary (yvopukr)) realization of movements that are in harmony with
the “logos of nature” (which is the will God).*s Thus, the way out of futility or
the ability in inability (SVvapug év doBeveiq) is disclosed in the fact that in spite
of man’s state of disease, created man is not unable to fulfill his purpose set by

40 Cf. IIepi ayamne 11, 39; PG 90:997ab. See also Adyog doxntinds, 26; PG 90:932B. For the inter-
pretation of the Pauline section, see Adyos dokntindg, “Power in weakness: Exegesis of 2 Cor.
12, 1-13", “Verteidigung und Begriindung des Apostolischen Amtes” (2 Kor 10-13), ed. E. Lohse
(Rom: Abtei St. Paul 1992), 65—86.

4+ The Wisdom of Solomon emphasizes that God did not create death (1:13—15 and 2:23—24).

42 Repentance does not abolish (erase) the sinfulness of man. However, as we can observe from
history, the final and true healing (Bepaneia) as an absolute eradication of disease, corruption,
and mortality is impossible and unattainable for human nature; this applies also to the human
freedom of each and every man after the fall (therefore, also to the Old and New Testament
saints). This also applies to the passage through biological birth, corruption and death. Not a
single human existence is free of the inherited corruption.

43 According to St. Maximus the Confessor the Adyo¢ gvoewg does not change (nor is there any
need for change), but rather its tfig Vndp&eds (I[epi Sig. dmop. 42. PG 91:1340bc¢; 1341¢). This
occurs precisely in Christology. Therefore, the tragedy of the fall lies in the factual “mode of
existence” of man, which opposes the “logos of nature”.

#4 Nevertheless, Gregory the Theologian recognizes God’s pedagogy (Aéyog 14, 7; PG 35:865bc)
in the existential drama of the association of weakness (body) and dignity (image of God). Cf.
Maximus’ interpretation: Ilepi Siag. dmopiv, PG 91:1069a—1101c.

45 “Ekaotov... fj katd 10 BéAnpa kal Tov Aéyov, fj mapda 1o BéAnpa kai Tov Aéyov tod @eod mpo-
ALpeTIKT KiVNoLG... tapackevaoe (ITepi Siag. dmop., PG 91:1085¢).
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God Himself; that is, he does not have to remain ontologically within the field
of created things only, but he can also “participate in God”.

Where is this “power” (d0vaig) of man’s ability to participate? We shall at-
tempt to construe it from the review of the following study.

III St Maximus’ concept of movement (kivioig): Ecstasy and Love

1. As we have already seen, the transcendence of changeability and corrup-
tion — inborn into human nature — represented an invitation to the first man;
it was offered to man as a “logos” (A6yog), as the final designation, the realiza-
tion of which was left to the freedom of the person. Whether nature will be
able to transcend mortality, fragmentation and death depends, therefore, on
this free and personal choice. But the question is: “who is sufficient for these
things”, as we recall yet another expression of the Apostle Paul (2 Cor. 2:16).

2. Patristic literature very clearly illustrates how not only the movement of
God toward man, but also the movement (ecstasy, aspiration toward God) of
man toward God was present in the original communion of God with man

— however long this may have lasted. This movement was a dynamic and ac-
tive answer to the invitation of God’s love, of the energy of God the Logos.*
Man’s origin and aim, like all created nature, is found outside himself. Since
the cause of his existence is in God, his movement, therefore, which exists on-
tologically in the created rational being* should be directed toward God. Of
course, the initial movement of creation toward God is not explained by rea-
sons (which we shall later discuss) via some kind of theleology (entelechy) or
progressiveness, but rather as an expropriation*®, which frees nature and hy-
postazes it into something “above” itself, that is, into a new mode of existence.
In the original state of communion (paradise), this God-man synergy of grace
and freedom regulated the stages of communion between God and man.* In
his fallen state it is natural for man to be conscious of and to experience the
privation, alienation, and “decentralization”. According to the experience of
every man after the fall, the consciousness of this privation is possible only
because of that which was there before it — participation — that is, a foretaste

46 Because of this, individual Fathers compare man with an ejected arrow, which is permanently
aimed at Christ. Cf. Tié¢titg, 1985, p. 398.

47 P. Tillich (1961, p. 4) emphasizes the idea of ecstasy; however W. Pannenberg considers his
concept as inadequate (see Pannenberg, 1975, 41ff and 51ff). In our opinion a personal exist-
ence is not based upon the ecstasy of one’s own “nature” for this would lead to the necessity of
existence. After all, God Himself does not exist because His nature is ecstatic, but because of
the Hypostasis of the Father. From the anthropological point of view, there can be existence
only by means of a free personal realization of nature.

+¢ This is an expression used by Garrigues specifically within the context of Maximus’ teachings.
See Garrigues, 1970, pp. 351—360.

4+ See Ilepi drag. dmop., PG 91:1345. Cf. MmoO opite, 1983, p. 327.
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of that which makes us feel the privation. From this point of view, the manner
in which Maximus interprets privation (0tépnoig) is of great interest.*

3. There may not be a formal answer for what “drives” man to yearn for God,
however, it is clear that it is the case of a deeply implanted desire (m680¢) for a
true life which is foreign to corruption and death; the yearning itself is as if it
were a composite part of the conditio humana. As the quoted section already
shows,s* according to our Father the Confessor, the conviction dominates that
all strivings and aspirations of man (the following are their expressions: €¢eotg,
Qopd, AVIKAVOTIOINTOG POTIN, TAOLE TTPOG TV VIEPPAOLY, EKOTATIKT KiVNOLS), €X-
press man’s longing for the personal created being to attain a free, loving com-
munion and relation with his Cause — a communion and relation of which
he now possesses only a foretaste. The longing and expectation also confirm
the awareness of the fall.®> Human nature itself possesses an exploratory and
investigative Divine power, which is essentially implanted by the Creator at
(its) very entry into being.s® Yet nature itself is not sufficient to transcend the
given of existence. Namely, it is clear that Maximus also defines the will as
movement, in the Aristotelian spirit as a “natural force that moves toward its
own end”. However, as we shall soon see, contrary to the aforementioned an-
cient philosopher’s idea, this natural movement is inseparable from the ideas
of love and will.5*

4. Here we arrive at a crucial stage. The attentive reader of the following pas-
sage will also come to an understanding of the aim of aspirations: it consists
in the “practice” of the active hypostatic — not natural — participation in the
possibilities of an existence free of limitations in space and time, which are
redeemed from fragmentation. This is a question — and this is the essential
distinction of Maximus’ theology — about something, which does not simply
concern the past, but the future; it is the expectation of the fullness craved for.ss
The Church Fathers are in agreement here; for them “man” is unimaginable
without the aspiration to transcend the given reality. This aspiration is the in-
evitable and integral element of the notion of “man”. The realization of man in
this world is not exhausted in (world or social) events. Instead his té\og (his

s “Mindlessness, lack of intellectual control and impetuosity in intelligent beings are privations
of intelligence, intellect and circumspection. But a privation is posterior to the possession of
something. There was a time, then, when they (the demons) possessed intelligence, intellect
and devout circumspection” (Ilepi aydmnng 111, 5; PG 90:1017).

st [lepi Sing. &mop., PG 91, 1361ab.

2 From there ol mpog owtnpiav teTpappévny v épeoty €xovtec. IIpds Oaddo. 39, PG 90:393a

53 KatapePAnpévag adtii mapd 100 KTioavtog, kat’ adthv Ty &ig 1o elvan tdpodov. IIpog Oalrdo.
59; PG 90:604b.

s¢ Cf. 1**and 23" aporia (ITepi Siag. dmop.).

55 This is the reason why Maximus speaks about the future and not the past union: — tiv €0o-
pévny, aAN’ o0 Ty yeyevnuévnv kai mapagbapeicav (Ilepi Siag. &mop. PG 91:1076a). In the
second case, it would simply be a Platonic memory (avauvnoig).
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essential aim) appears to reach beyond the very “events”; as if he were yearning
for the unattainable fulfillment, for a forever ongoing permanent life. This is
why this aspiration forms a movement, which does not make a circle (it does
not reach its end or aim), that is, an uninterrupted change (uetafoAn) that
abolishes permanence and “lives the time” as corruption. As Janaras notes,
this represents a stepping out (§x-otaoig), which changes existence and which
is measured as time.’®* Meanwhile, on the other hand, ecstasy is the only way
in which man can obtain incorruption and immortality. Inherent to man’s
existence is a natural aspiration (vedoig, €épeatig, Oppry), so that man can step
outside himself, however, not in the sense of relinquishing his natural state.
Man is capable, only as a hypostasis (person) of embracing the Other, that is,
God, mankind, and the entire creation; this is the quintessence of theology.
According to St. Maximus, this is the ability of opening his nature by means
of a personal-hypostatic manner toward the Eschaton as the key to history.s”
This antinomy and tension of a complete and uncircled being is proof that the
human being is one form of a paradox. Namely, he is not yet what he is to be-
come; according to Maximus®, he is true only as a whole human being, which
he is in the future encounter with his Archetype, but not as he is now.

5. Consequently, it becomes clear that it is not possible to answer the
question about ecstasy without referring to freedom, which Maximus quite
distinctly observes. This makes his contribution exceptional to ontological
anthropology. In order to unite with God whose image he represents, man
must freely come out of himself (cf. ¢yxwpnotg yvwuikn), transcend the created
boundaries and in this way accept the uncreated presence.® The distinction
between the natural and the “gnomic” will is worth bringing to remembrance
here. The will is precisely the expression of the essence of life (natural 6éAnoig)
and of its movement toward the attainment of fullness. Whereas without the
natural will, it is not possible for movement to exist.®> However, only the free,
“gnomic” realization of this movement by the person can lead to an ecstatic love
as the fulfillment of God’s will.** One can also clearly observe that according
to Maximus, the will is shown as the freedom of that which is natural from

¢ The holy Confessor considers passions (maBog, weakness) toward corruption as the essence of
created nature. See: Ilepi Sig. dmopiv, PG 91:1217b; Ilpog Oardo. 65, PG 90:760a; ITepi Sing.
amopidv, PG 91:1177¢. Cf. also Gregory of Nyssa, Katnyntixog 6, PG 45, 2b and Yannaras, 1986;
see chapter concerning time.

57 How the eschaton is the key of history, see Ilepi Osodoyiag kai oixovouiog, I, 66; PG 9o0:1108ab.

58 [lepi Sing. dmop., PG 91:1085c¢.

s» This is Maximus’ concept of “ecstasy” Tfj ékoTdoel TOV QUOIKDG £ aAdTAG Kai SvTwv Kal
VOOLHEVWY, SLa TNV €kvikoacav adThv xapty tod ITvedpatog (Ilepi Siag. dmop., PG 91:1076bc).

6o See "Epya Oeodoyikd xai modepixd, PG 91:196a.

6 Maximus describes yvaun as “motd 0¢Anotg, by which one adheres by habit to a good or to what
is reckoned as such” (Disp. Pyr. PG 91, 308c) and uses an analogy (Opusc. 3 48a): the capacity
to speak belongs to nature (natural will); how one speaks (10 nd¢ Aakeiv) belongs to hypostasis
(gnomic will). Yet, for him the gnomic will is an act made possible by the natural will
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the “given” of its nature, as the transcendence of the “created transcendence
itself. By not equalizing gnome with the person (but with a quality added to
person when the movement of nature is by its constitution alterable having
had an origin), Maximus was able to explain why in the case of Christ yvwun
is not present. This singular inventiveness of the Confessor truly required a
rare discernment.

6. The Adyol t@v 6vtwv are the most basic proof of the ecstatic character
of human existence and its openness toward the Uncreated, as St. Maximus
defined them. The concept of Adyog represents yet another exceptional con-
tribution of his to theology. His understanding of the creation of the world
and the link to the BeAfjpata or to God’s logos’ has already been emphasized.
Now, we need to connect it all with anthropology. Some of the basic aspects
of this problem are worth noting, in order to better understand the notions of
movement and ecstasy.®

According to St. Maximus, every being’s existence is linked to the logos that
is within himself and that enables him to “participate” in God; this general par-
ticipation, however, in no way imperils the Divine transcendency.® The Divine
“moves” in rational beings and moves them by means of their logos’. The created
being has no existence if separated from one’s logos; he is a non-being. Hence,
in accordance with Maximus, the creation of beings entices the idea of their
“movement”. It is the logos of every being that defines its “purpose” or “aim” in
harmony with that “existence”.** Yet even though the logos’ might resemble a
kind of genetic-chemical “information” inherent to the human system, they
are not simply “given ontological facts” but are more likely to be existential
achievements as the result of the free choice of rational beings.®s With a simi-
lar viewpoint in mind, Balthasar observes the following: “Nature is a sketch,
a logos, a field or system of movement”.*® This is a paraphrase of Maximus:

Here we receive a prolific contribution form the mentioned study of J. Meyendorft, (Meyen-
dorff, 1975), although we do not share the same point of view with regard to the understand-
ing of the capability of nature. Namely, as can be seen further below, the created being has the

possibility for survival thanks to the voluntary struggle of the person, and not to a “natural”
necessity. For the Church Fathers testify to the fact that the nature of creatures leads to their

won disappearance, precisely because their origin is from ex nihilo. The point here because of
the fact of having been created from non-being, created beings depend on freedom, a freedom

as a personal otherness. Every other possibility excludes the factors of the person, of freedom

and of otherness.

% God is participated in, yet He remains unparticipative (cf. ITepi Sig. dmop., PG 91:1081b).

¢+ In other words, the logos’ do not just simply “exist”, but they become “incarnate”. Cf. Aovdo-
Bixog, 1992.

¢ CfIIpog Oaldo. 60; PG 9o:621a. Therefore, for Maxums, and before him for the Bible (Col. 1:12-
20), the ultimate reason (A6yog) of all beings is realized in the incarnate Logos of God, Christ,

who is the center of every existent reality: A\dyog of the Father, Adyog of creation, Adyog of hu-
man existence.

% Von Balthasar, 1947, p. 98.
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glnep mdong voews 8pog O Tig 0VoLWSoVG AvTHG Evepyeiag kabBéoTnke Adyoq.””
Meyendorft maintains that one of the firm principles of Maximus’ thought is
expressed in the following triad: yéveoig, kivnoig, otdoig, which represents a
parallel to the triad: apxr), peootic, tédog (as well as the triad: dpxn, peoori,
téhog). This constitutes the natural law (Adyog @voewc) of created beings®.
However, for Maximus, A6yogq is not reduced to nature but is extended to the
level of person. It would be useful to demonstrate how significant this under-
standing of person as the essential manifestation of nature is, as well as its im-
portance to the Christology of St. Maximus. Because, the Aoyol of nature are
worthless, if not non-existant, unless they are integrated, “embodied” in the
Person of the Logos, i.e. unless nature is assumed by the Hypostasis.

7. However, as already pointed out, the concept of “natural law”, which can
be understood through the notion of the law of dynamics of nature, does not
mean that the Fathers, along with Maximus, perceive man as an independ-
ent being. Each movement and each ecstasy that leaves us “behind” is not the
one, which brings about the event of communion. For even a natural move-
ment requires the participation in God; it must be in accordance with the
logos/law of nature, that is, with the will or desires of God.* And the logos’
of beings possess an in-born referentiality, which leads them to the singular
Logos of creation.” The freedom of created beings searches for God Himself
in Whom the final end (&kpov téAog) and the ultimate meaning of one’s “be-
ing” is found. Why does movement pertain to man’s nature/substance and not
to God’s as well? It is precisely because the beginning/principle or the cause
of the human beings’ existence as created beings is outside themselves. God
alone is beyond every movement and change. Maximus elucidates this view
when he asserts that movement is characteristic of everything that has come
into existence (t®v yap yevopévwv 1} kivnoig”). Participation originates from
the very idea of the logos, which is understood as the realization of the Divine
Logos-Christ.”> “God moves in such a way that He instills an inner relation-
ship (oxéowv évdiaBetov) of eros and love in those who are able to receive it. He
moves naturally attracting the desire of those who are turned toward Him.””3

7 Ilepi Siag. dmop., PG 91:1057b.
%8 Ovdev yap d&Aho kabéotnkev 1) katd OOV TOV SVTWV EKAoTOL SUVALS ] PUOEWG TTPOG EVEPYELaV
anapafatog kivnoig. Iepi diag. dmop., PG 91:1237b.

% "Epya Osodoyixd kai modepikd, PG 91:193a.

7 Cf. Ilepi Siag. &rmop., PG 91:1312b.

7 [Iepi Sig. &mop., PG 91:1072b. Therefore, movement is implicit in created beings.

72 This way, as Meyendorff observes, we reach the next diagram, which expresses the relation of
God and creation: "Apxn @V SvTwv kal pecdTng Kai TENOG €0 Tiv O BedG, WG EvePYDY, AN OV
TAoXWV... "ApXT Yap 0TV G dnuiovpydg’ kai pesdtng, wg mpovonTig’ kai Téhog, wg mepLypaem.
IIepi Beodoyiag kai oixovouiog 1, 10; PG 90:1085d—1088a. Cf. Rom. 11:36.

73 Kuveitat uév wg oxéotv éunotodv évoidbetov €pwtog kal dydnng Toig ToOTwv ek TiKolg, Kivel O¢
WG EAKTIKOV QUOEL TAG TOV T AT KIVOLpEVWY Epéoewg. ITepi diag. dmop., PG 91:1260C.
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Significantly enough, it is only the Son, and no other Person of the Trinity, that
encompasses the Adyot Tdv Svtwv.

The reference to Christology should follow chronologically after every an-
thropological possibility has been investigated. However, we are deliberately
neglecting a methodological consistency by ignoring a methodological focus,
in favor of introducing already in this section the most important component
of this analysis on the notion of participation and communion. This way we
hope that the reader will be aware of the way in which the Holy Fathers ap-
proach the problems of mankind, the world, and history. Christ is the Logos
of creation, and one finds Him in all the logos’ (Adyol) of created beings™, not
simply in a cosmological but in a Christological sense: He hypostasizes in His
own Person the human nature in its state aggrieved by sin and mortality. The
Incarnation, as an act of the will and love, reveals the true meaning of the idea
of the logos’”s Keeping this in mind, it is easier to understand that Christ-Log-
os is the “principle” and “aim” of all things, which respects fully the integrity
and dynamism of human nature. Namely, it is He Who sets history in motion
not only from within its own events, but is the One Who also sets existence
in motion from within a multitude of created things, in the direction of true
being, which is true life and true participation. Hence, along with Christ’s In-
carnation and Resurrection, truth lives simultaneously in the heart of history,
in the very foundation of creation, and at the end of history.”

8. We will continue to follow St. Maximus’ thoughts and bring to light some
additional information that is important to our topic. According to him, the
created rational “being” requires participation in all the phases of his move-
ment, although the movement of created beings always remains specific to
them. Such is their nature: man does not oppose Divine grace, but necessitates
it.”” And the answer to man’s existence makes him ecstatic. This is the reason
why God “communicated” (kotvomnoinoev) four of His characteristics to man
when he created him: existence (eivaw), eternity, goodness, and wisdom.” This
passage of Maximus begins with the principle which represents the leitmotif of

7+ Cf. Dalmais, 1952, pp. 244—249.
s Cf. Ilepi Siag. amop. 23, PG 91:1260¢.
76 This is the key conclusion of Zizioulas” above mentioned study, “ITruth and Communion”.

77 St. Maximus shows and explains in a brilliant way very significant things in all that has been
said so far; vital things we should not forget when speaking about communion and participa-
tion. Since the created being desires the Uncreated, he inevitably aspires in his ecstasy toward
Him, for He is his desire. St. Maximus continues with the following: “And again, if he is mov-
ing toward him, he tries to accelerate this movement and will not stop until he is united with
the being he loves and until he is encircled by him, voluntarily, through his own desire, so that
in this manner he will be saved, and, is encircled by salvation so that he will become like the
one who encircles him. Yet, not to learn on his own, that is, through his own will about that
toward which he strives and which encircles him, but rather to become known and encircled
and embraced by him who encompasses him” (ITepi Siag. &mop., PG 91:1073d).

78 lepi aydmye 111, 25; PG 90:1024bc.
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our study, namely: all rational beings exist thanks to their participation in the
Divine features, and who by themselves can never become an integral part of
created nature, but only ueBextdg,” that is, by means of a personal relation and
communion (@ed cavantopevog, kai adTd £yxpoviwy... mavta oxedov ta Oela
idtwopata év éavtd® mepipépet®). Following this, St Maximus develops the idea
of the image and likeness, which the patristic Tradition upheld before him,*
and which he perfectly embeds in the combination of the creation-motion. In
light of this assertion it is evident that a) God not only guarantees existence
to beings, but He sets the aim which they should fulfill, and b) in the case of
man, this aim requires and means a free movement (in ascetic terminology:
struggle) toward God. God grants him the genuine development of his escha-
tological “being”, which is always consistent with the “law of nature” (Adyog
TG gVoewg) or the will of God. In both cases the notion of grace is excluded
from the concepts of habitus or entelechy of created things.**

9. The solution, which St. Maximus offers, therefore, is an Evangelical one.
Namely, the destiny of man should be in harmony with God’s {8t OeArjpata.
This should be understood as a reverberation of the Lord’s prayer (Christ sug-
gests this to us as a prayer par excellence: Matt. 6:10; Luke 11:2), which ex-
presses the disposition of a Christian, that is, his preference of God’s gentle
will (evdokia) over his own “gnomic” will. The fulfillment (&oxnotg) of the will
of God by the Christian (cf. Matt. 12:50) is not unconnected from the partici-
pation in God. It does not possess a legal-ethical characteristic, but rather an
ontological one, as existentially conform to the “program” of the Holy Trin-
ity about the world,® and the participation in it. The crucial argument of this

7 [lepi Siag. &mop. 9; PG 91:1097¢.
8o lepi ayamng 11, 52; PG 90:1002b.
See Thunberg, 1965, pp. 120—140.

The question about the natural movement toward deification is quite problematic. The view

of J. Meyendorff (1969, pp. 203—24), according to which man’s own nature can transcend itself
since he is created in the image of the transcendent God, and can, therefore, be in commun-
ion with its Prototype, proves to be incorrect. St. Maximus is very clear here: “TIdoxopev dg

VIIEP PUOLY 0VOAY KATA XApLy, GAN o0 Totodpev TNV Béwatv’ od yap Exopev @UoeL SekTIKNV THG

Bewoewg Svvapy” (Ilpog Oaldo. 22, 5; PG 90:324). A. Radosavljevi¢ offers a prolific contribu-
tion to the discussion in his “To yvotfpiov 17i¢ cwtypiag”, p. 200. The solution offered in this

study (i.e. “Strength and Weakness”) is the openness of the created being toward the uncreated

Presence. For personal existence is not established on the ecstasy of one’s “nature”; this would

lead to the necessity of existence. After all, God Himself exists because of God His Father and

not because His nature is ecstatic. From the anthropological perspective, existence can happen

only through the free and personal realization of nature. The transcendence or ecstasy of this

can occur only thanks to the presence of the Holy Spirit, Who “fulfills” the being and comes

to indwell “ovolwd®¢g”. However, even if this transcendence is realized, man cannot commune

with the Divine nature Itself, which is altogether another topic.
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We repeat that this plan or program is identical to the gentle desires of God and should not
be put on par with Platonic ideas; the latter are independent of God and in some way prede-
termine Him. See Thunberg, 1965, pp. 120—-140.
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entire topic is that man becomes permanent to the measure by which he par-
ticipates in the common event or context of an uncreated relation and com-
munion (which leads us to ecclesiology). The only possible life that is lasting
is attainable through personal communion and relation alone. This personal
characteristic of the movement of rational beings is in fact the willing-desiring
answer to God’s invitation. Without the person, divine or human, nature can-
not exist in all its manifestations. The significance of freedom and collabora-
tion is best illustrated in the following passages by St. Maximus: “The grace
of the Most Holy Spirit does not affect wisdom in the Saints without the in-
tellect which is also affected by the same; neither does cognition without the
power of the intelligence; neither faith without the intelligible and rational in-
formation of both future things and things unknown to all for now; nor any
other of the gifts without the ability and power to receive each gift.” The Holy
Confessor finishes the following way: “Nor will man, in accordance with his
natural power, attain any one of these enumerated gifts without the Divine
power that grants them.”*

Nevertheless, what we have asserted so far, has not answered the ques-
tion about the manner of movement, which according to Maximus should be
in imitation of the movement of God’s will.> Although this answer requires
a special study, on this occasion we will cite a passage from Maximus from
his 59" answer to Thalassius: “For he who is being saved must not only truly
mortify sin by means of his free will, but must mortify his very will to sin;
and must not only resurrect his free will through virtue, but (resurrect) the
very virtue through his free will, so that the free will, completely dead to sin
is severed from the completely deadened sin, without any feeling for it; and
that a complete live free will feels the complete live virtue in an inseparable
union (with it)”.%

Conclusions

1. The essential conclusions of our topic are drawn from a biblical-hellenis-
tic synthesis, presented by St. Maximus. A formidable judgment of the realism
of his theological endeavor can be formed through the following aspects: 1)
the differentiation between the hypostasis and the essence, that is, “the mode
of existence” and “the law of nature”; 2) the reality of the material world and
the human body; 3) the ecstatic and hypostatic character of human existence,
which culminates in communion; 4) the question of time and space. These
are the existential and historical aspects par excellence, which evaluate the
reality of man’s participation in the aforementioned factors and these provide
the material for a definition of man’s “being”. If participation represents the
correct relation-communion between man and God, between other human

84 TIpog Oaddo. 59; PG 90:605b.
85 "Epya Oeodoyiki kai modepixd, PG 91:25c¢.
86 JIpog Oaddo. 60; PG 90:612b.
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beings and the world, then non-participation (non-relation) represents an im-
pairment of this three dimensional relation. For we have seen that this relation
is a prerequisite of human existence. Consequently, the factor of movement-
ecstasy is unavoidable in the study of the identity of man, particularly in view
of the aspect of his attempt to overcome himself and to communicate with
something, which is outside of this world.

2. Through his implicit refurbishment of cosmology and anthropology with
Christology, Maximus frees the notion of participation (uetoxn) from the Pla-
tonic “idealism” and also from the implicit need of the Aristotelian “entelechy”.
Thus he concludes that participation is not deprived of corporeality in a Pla-
tonic sense nor is it altered into a movement inherent to a being or to “nature”
itself (cf. the non-patristic idea of the Heilsgeschichte and also the rejection of
medieval “natura pura”, and a “natural” deification). Participation pertains to
subjects of created existence for three reasons: 1) all beings have been brought
into existence and movement as the realization of God’s loving will; 2) the
creature finds his fulfillment in the future of history (God’s love aims at the
final communion of creation with the living God the Father); 3) the personifi-
cation of this loving will (i8ta OeAfjpata) of the Father is revealed in the Incar-
nate Christ, so that participation in Him and through Him will represent, in
accordance with Maximus’ antinomic expression, the “ever-moving rest” and
the “ever-remaining movement”?” In this eschatological state, men have one
will with God, but this one will will be exercised in different personal modes
just because personal difference will also survive. This will “hypostasise” the
one human nature according to the tpomnog “chosen” by yvaun and npoaipeoig
in this life by each person.

3. All this comes forth quite inconspicuously from the teachings of Maxi-
mus the Confessor. Reflections on the reasons, which contribute to the facts
of “strength in weakness”, are of great significance in the understanding of the
paradox of existence. What Maximus speaks about with regard to the man-
ner of transcending death and about the hypostatic and true “eternal being”
(aet eivar) “in Christ” will be the subject of another study. In anticipation of
this, we conclude this text with his words of love, of the kind of love which is
as strong as death, so powerful that it can offer an ontology that provides the
being with an absolute: “For the most perfect act of love and the culmination
of its action through a mutual exchange is to bring to remembrance those
personal characteristics which love unites and mutually confirms ... which
(finally) makes man a God”.®

87 See also his Ad Thalassium 59: “Repletion of desire is the ever-moving rest around the desirable
of the ones who desire (¢péoewg 8¢ MAPpwOiG 0TIV 1} TTEPL TO EPETOV TOV EPLEUEVWY AELKIVI|TOG
0Tdolg) / ever-moving rest is the continuous and never-ending enjoyment of the desirable
(dewivntog 8¢ 0Td0LG E0Tiv 1} TOD £@eTOD Suvekig Te Kal addotatog anolavoi)”. (Ad Thalas-
sium 59, PG 90, 608d).

88 "Epyov ydp TiG aydnng teketdtatoy, kai Tig kat’ avtnv évepyeiag mépag, Ot dvtiddoews oxe-
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Maxkcum Bacumesuh

Yuusepsurert y beorpany, ITpaBocnaBuu dorocnoscku ¢akynret, beorpag

Honpunoc Ceeror Makcuma VicnoBegHuka
npodieMaTUIM peBa3uIa’kelba CTBOPEHOCTH

eMaTyKa ucTuHe duha npeacraB/ba TeMe/bHM aCIIeKaT TeOJIorHje, Koja ce He

daBy nurtamweM fia mu bor (kao MctuHuTO duhe) MOCTOjM MU He MOCTOjH,
Beh ce Bullle 3aHMMa 32 TO Kako (Ha Koju HaYuMH) OH rocToju. [la du cTBope-
Ho ,Ouhe” mpuMmMIo cracewe, OGHOCHO TPOjUYHM HAUMH IIOCTOjatba KOjU je
ocnodoheH of Mponaz/bMBOCTY M CMPTH, BOXXHO je ia MUMa OAroBapajyhy Besy
ca Borowm, fa 3aucTa mapruyunupa y mwemy. Y TeKCTy Koju CIefiy, pa3Marpa-
MO I0jaM ,KOHTMHTeHLMje" (CTatbe YCIIOB/bEHOCTM Y HEM3BECHOCTH) JbY/ICKOT
IIOCTOjatba, ¥ CJIEACTBEHO TOME, TIOKYIIABAMO J1a MCTPAXXKMMO YOBEKOB HAIOP
fa ce ocnodony off Hy>KHOCTY, KOja je y3pOKOBaHa UMIbE€HMLIOM CTBOPEHO-
ctu. Kibyuna nurama Koja OBfie TIOCTaB/baMo Cy: []a 1 je 40BeK, OHAaKO KaKO
ra MM 3HaMO U KaKaB HaM je MCKYCTBEHO [OCTYIIaH, 3ancTa ,JoBeK ? lllTa
3HAa4M ,VICKYIUbebe" ITpeMa cxBaramwy CBeTor Makcuma, Tj, Off yera ce YoBeK
n3dasipa? lllra cy dpeilitiocitiaske (Mepe, TpaHulie UM 3aKOHY) KOje ce Off-
HOCe Ha yuelthe YOBeKa Yy OCTBapeky CONCTBEHE ,eT3UCTEHIIMjE" yTeMe/beHe
Ha ersucTeHLMjalIHOM Mofeny TpojegHor bora? Kako meduHucat 4yoBeKoBy
CIOCOOHOCT M/ CIadoCT Y HeroBoj MOTPasy 3a JIMYHOM 33jeFHULIOM Ca
Borowm, yHyTap rpaHuLa UCTOpUjCKUX ,morabaja“? ¥ Ty cBpXy, He UCIIUTYjeMO
caM cafpxaj mapruuunanyje, seh, MpBeHCTBEHO, CIIOCOSHOCT yueCHMKa—pe-
uumnujeHTa (4oBeka). PasmMaTpame OBMX MMTaMa je KJbYYHO 3a padyMeBabe
aHTpononoruje Ceetor Makcuma VicriosefHuka. ¥ 0BOM pazly M30CTaB/baMo
pacIpaBy I10 IUTakby HberoBe XpUCTONOrYje U eKIIMCHUOTIOTHje.

Key words: Cs. Maxcum VicnioBennuk, duhe, CTBOPEHOCT, CITIOCOOHOCT,
crmadocCT.

Jatym npujeMa YnaHKa: 4. 12. 2012.
JaryM npuxBarama WiaHKa 3a 00jaB/bMUBalbE: 15. 12. 2012.



