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Υπάρχω and ύφίστημι in Maximus 
the Confessor s A m bigua*

V aler y  V . P e t r o f f

Maximus the Confessor composed two works dedicated to the 
interpretation of difficult passages (απορα) in the writings of Dionysius 
the Areopagite and Gregory of Nazianzus1: the earlier collection of απορα 
(628-630) is entitled On various difficulties to John (περί διαφόρων απόρων 
πρός Ίωάννην, 1061-1418), and the second collection, finished in 634 (or 
somewhat later) is named On various difficulties to Thomas (περί διαφόρων 
άπορων πρός Θωμαν, 1031—1060)2. Maximus’ Άπορα or Ambigua are 
chosen for examination since, on the one hand, this is one of the most 
important of his works and, on the other hand, it is extremely rich in 
theological and metaphysical ideas.

1. Υ Π Α Ρ Χ Ω

Let’s examine the way Maximus applies υπάρχω to various levels of 
ontological hierarchy. The derivatives of υπάρχω occur in the Difficulties 
almost 200 times, and all o f these instances have been analysed in our 
study. The verb is applied to all modes of being and often has no ontological 
meaning at all serving as a syntactic copula in a sentence. However, in 
most cases it carries theological and philosophical meaning.

* Editors note: In this article the numeration of Ambigua differs from the other contributions. 
However, the passages referred to can be easily accessed through passus numeration in PG.

1 Maximus’ works are cited in the translations of A. Louth, J. Lollar, P. M. Blowers and R. 
L. Wilken. If the translator’s name is not indicated, the translation is mine.

2 On the title, division and composition of the Ambigua see Ja n s s e n s  2003, 281-286; 
P e t r o f f  2005, 47-49; P e t r o f f  2007b, 126-129; B e n e v ic h  2007, 111-117. Complete 
Russian translation of all the Ambigua and the Second Letter to Thomas see in I s p o v e d n ik  2006.
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1.1. God in general: God is above the being itself (ύπέρ αυτό τό είναι), he 
is beyond everything (έπέκεινα).3 O n the other hand, it is impossible for 
God not to be,4 although he exists (υπάρχων) before the being o f particular 
beings (τα όντα).5 There is a significant lexical detail: Maximus never 
speaks of προύπαρξις in application to God: this term is reserved for the 
discussions on the pre-existence of the logoi or the souls.6 The opposition 
God / the created world finds its correspondence in a lexical pair ύπάρχω 
/ ύφίστημι: “[God]... who exists (ύπάρχων) above every nature, distributed 
the hypostasis of [all] beings according to each species”.7

Maximus uses ΰπαρξις in application to God in epistemological context 
too. This tradition goes back to Philo of Alexandria who had recourse to 
the Aristotelian distinction between the knowing that something exists (ότι 
εστι) and knowing what it is (τί έστι).8 According to Philo, it is impossible 
to pursue investigations into God s essence or distinctive qualities (ώς περί 
ούσίας ή ποιότητος ζητεΐν).9 One can only learn (καταμαθεΐν) that there 
is and actually exists (εστι τε και υπάρχει) the Cause of all things. God 
is incomprehensible (άκατάληπτος) by direct and immediate intuition 
(προσβολή), which could reveal what kind of being he is (οιος ήν). But 
he is known indirectly, by means of observation o f the powers that are

3 Amb.Io. 5, 1180B: τοΰ θείου και μόνου, του καί ύπέρ αύτό τό είναι κυρίως ύπάρχοντος; 
Amb.Io. 5, 1188D: εις... Θεός... πάσης απειρίας ύπάρχων επέκεινα.

4 Amb.Io. 24, 1273Α: τοΰ ανυπάρκτου είναι.
5 Amb.Io. 13, 1233BC: Θεόν... πριν είναι τά όντα ύπάρχων.
6 Cp. Amb.Io. 10, 1220C: τήν προΰπαρξιν των ψυχών; Amb.Io. 37, 1329Α: πάντων ούν των 

κατ' ουσίαν ύπαρκτικώς δντων... έν τω Θεω προΰπάρχουσι παγίως δντες οί λόγοι.
Amb.Io. 36, 1277Β: διορίσας καθ’ έκαστον είδος τήν των όντων ύπόστασιν, ύπέρ φύσιν... 

ύπάρχων.
8 A r i s t o t e l e s ,  Analyticaposteriora II, 1, 89 b 24-35: “We seek four things: the fact (τό ότι), 

the reason why (τό διότι), if something is (εϊ εστι), what something is (τί έστιν)... We seek... if a 
centaur or a god is or is not. I mean if one is or is not simpliciter (άπλώς) and not if one is white 
or not. And having come to know that it is (ότι εστι), we seek what it is (τί έστι), e.g.: Then what 
is a god? or W hat is a man?” (tr. Barnes). See P é p in  1994, 71.

9 P h i l o  A l e x a n d r i n u s ,  Quod Dens sit immutabilis 62, 4: “But [God] is not even 
comprehensible by the intellect, except the fact only that he is (κατά τό εϊναι μόνον); for his 
existence (ΰπαρξις), indeed, is a fact which we do comprehend concerning him, but beyond the 
fact of his existence (ύπάρξεως), we can understand nothing” (tr. Yonge, slightly modified). Cf. 
P h i l o  A l e x a n d r i n u s ,  De opif. mundi 170: “Moses teaches us... that the Divinity has a real 
being and existence (εστι καί ύπάρχει)” (tr. Yonge).
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subsequent to him and follow him: they do not declare his essence but 
reveal his existence (ΰπαρξιν) through the works accomplished by him .10 

Maximus the Confessor follows in this approach:

He [Gregory of Nazianzus] did not say th a t... the [divine] nature 
we are speaking about... is incomprehensible in relation to its 
existence (ότιπερ ύπάρχει), but [he insisted on the impossibility to 
know] what exists (τί ύπάρχει)... There is a great difference between 
believing that something exists and the exact knowledge that 
comprehends this essence.11

Maximus went even further expanding the concept of incomprehensibility 
of essence to the created world as a whole, arguing that the creature is 
ignorant not only of what is related to God’s essence but also has no 
knowledge of the essence of created things, be it its own essence or the 
essence of some other creature.12

1.2. The divine Trinity·. W hen Maximus speaks of God not in general 
but more specifically, discussing the divine Trinity, he writes about the 
three modes (τρόποι) o f its subsistence.13 In application to the pair “divine 
essence / divine hypostases” the ϋπαρξις signifies being in general, while 
hypostatic differentiation related to the transition from the essence to the

10 P h i l o  A l e x a n d r i n u s ,  Deposteritate Caini, 167-169.
11 Amb.Io. 12, 1229C: Ούκ εφην άληπτον εΐναι ταύτην τήν φύσιν, περί ής ό λόγος, ότιπερ 

ύπάρχει, άλλα τί ύπάρχει... πολλή πρόσεστιν ή διαφορά τοΰ πεπεΐσθαι περί τίνος ότιπερ ύπάρχει 
πρός τό είδέναι τήν άκριβή της ούσίαςτούτου κατάληψιν. Cf. Amb.Io. 13, 1233Α: εΐναι μέν καί 
ύπάρχειν το Θειον, τί δέ είναι καί ύπάρχειν μήείδέναι; Amb.Io. 29, 1288Β: Έκ των κατά τήν 
ουσίαν, τουτέστι έκ της ούσίας αύτης, ό Θεός ούδέποτέ τι ύπάρχων γινώσκεται; Amb.Io. 12, 
1229C: [φύσιν] άληπτον... εις αύτήν τήν ΰπαρξιν.

12 Q.lhal. LX, 120-130: Έπεί ούν ούδέν των δντων έαυτό τό παράπαν ή άλλο γινώσκειό 
τι ποτέ κατ’ ούσίαν έστίν, εικότως ούδέ των γενησομένων ούδενός ούδέν των δντων έχει κατά 
φύσιν τήν πρόγνωσιν, πλήντοΰ ύπέρ τά δντα θεού, τοΰ καί έαυτόν γινώσκοντος δ τι ποτέ κατ’ 
ούσίαν έστί καί πάντων των ύπ’ αύτοΰ πεποιημένων καίπρίν γενέσθαι προεγνωκότος τήν ΰπαρξιν, 
καί μέλλοντος κατά χάριν φιλοτιμεΐσθαι τοΐς ούσι τήν έαυτών καί άλλήλων δ τιποτέ κατ’ ούσίαν 
ύπάρχουσι γνώσιν καί τούς έν αύτω μονοειδώς προόντας της αύτών γενέσεως φανερώσαι λόγους.

13 Cf. Amb.Io. 18, 1261 A: καθ’ όν ύπάρχει τρόπον [ή Θεότης].
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hypostases finds its lexical expression in participles derived from ύφίστημι 
and such later forms o f it as ύφιστάω and ύφιστάνω. One divinity “is” 
(ούσα) monadically, while “subsisting” (ύφισταμένη) or “having received 
subsistence” (ύφέστηκεν) triadically:

Triad... is essential existence (ένούσιος ΰπαρξις) of the tri- 
hypostatic monad... The monad is truly Triad, since thus it 
subsists (ύφέστηκεν). Indeed, the divinity is one, having its being 
monadically, and subsisting triadically (οΰσά τε μοναδικώς, καί 
ύφισταμένη τριαδικώς).14

It follows, therefore, that in application to the Trinity ΰπαρξις serves as 
more or less a synonym of είναι. An adverb “monadically” (μοναδικώς) 
that corresponds to the abiding o f the divinity, serves as a term too: 
elsewhere Maximus uses it in application to one composite hypostasis of 
the incarnate Word, emphasizing the contrast between the unity of the one 
hypostasis and the two natures, as also between the two activities and wills 
of the God-man.

In the Difficulties to Thomas the movement from the divine essence to 
the three hypostases is represented by Maximus as a shift from simple and 
undifferentiated being (είναι) to the being-in-some-manner, to the “how”- 
being or more exactly to the “how”-subsisting (πώς ύφεστάναι).15 Therefore, 
the being o f  the Trinity epistemologically (that is, in our cognitive process), but 
not ontologically (which is dogmatically forbidden), is thought to precede the 
“how”-being, that is, the hypostaticalsubsistence·.

The Triad is truly monad, since thus it is (ούτως έστί), and the Monad 
is truly triad, since thus is subsists (ούτως ύφέστηκεν). Indeed, 
the divinity is one, existing (ούσα) monadically, and subsisting 
(ύφισταμένη) triadically... We first (πρώτον) are illuminated 
with respect to the logos o f its being (είναι), and thus (ούτω) are 
enlightened with respect to the “how”-subsistence (πώς ύφεστάναι),

14 Amb. Th. 1, 26—29 . Cf. Amb.Io. 62, 1400D: την τρισυπόστατον ΰπαρξιν.
15 Ερ. sec. Th. 1, 22-23: “...vision of both the logos o f divinity’s being and the tropos of its 

‘how’-subsistence”, ίδεΐν τόν τε τοΰ είναι λόγον, καί τόν τοΰ πώς ύφεστάναι της θεότητος τρόπον.
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for it is obvious that being (είναι) is observed before (προεπινοεΐται) 
the “how”-subsistence (πώς ύφεστάναι). And so, movement of 
divinity, which comes about through the elucidation concerning 
its being and its “how”-subsistence, is established... as knowledge.16

Here “simple being” corresponds to a logos and “how”-being to a tropos, 
to a hypostasis. In the earlier set of difficulties, the Difficulties to John, 
Maximus formulates the same idea by means o f ύπάρχω and not ύφίστημι, 
writing that the divinity is Monad according to logos of essence (being) and 
it is Triad according to the tropos of existence (τρόπος ύπάρξεως):

M onad is Triad being perfect in three perfect hypostases that is, 
according to the tropos o f  existence (τρόπος ύπάρξεως), and Triad 
is truly Monad according to the logos o f its essence that is, being 
(είναι).17

Thus, in application to the Trinity ούσία is a synonym of είναι, while 
ύπόστασις is understood to be a mode of its being -  its “how”-subsisting 
(πώς ύφεστάναι) and tropos o f existence (ΰπαρξις).

Maximus also describes the being o f the divine hypostases in relation to 
each other by means of the verb ύπάρχω.18 Since the ύπάρχω etymologically 
possesses inchoative sense, the formula τόν της ύπάρξεως τρόπον as applied 
to the Trinity could from the time of Gregory o f Nazianzus not only signify 
a manner of being of each of the divine hypostases but also announce 
their mode of origin, which was reflected in such hypostatical attributes as

16 Amb. Th. 1, 1036C, Μονάς γάρ αληθώς ή Τριάς, ότι οΰτως έστί, καίΤριάς άληθώς ή μονάς, 
ότι οΰτως ύφέστηκεν· έπειδή καί μία θεότης ούσά τε μοναδικώς, καί ύφισταμένη τριαδικώς... 
πρώτοντόν τοΰ είναι λόγον αύτής έλλαμπομένων, καί οΰτω τόν τοΰ πώς αύτήν ύφεστάναι τρόπον 
φωτιζόμενων, εΐπερ τό είναι τοΰπώς είναι πάντως προεπινοεΐται. Κίνησις ούν θεότητος ή δι’ 
έκφάνσεως γινόμενη περί τε τοΰ είναι αύτήν καί τοΰ πώς αύτήνύφεστάναι... καθέστηκε γνώσις 
(tr. Lollar, slightly modified).

17 Amb.Ιο. 62, 1400D-1401A: τριάς γάρ έστιν ή μονάς ώς έν τελείαις ούσα τελεία ταΐς 
ύποστάσεσιν,ήγουν τφ της ύπάρξεως τρόπφ, καί μονάς έστιν ή τριάς άληθώς τφ της ούσίας, 
ήγουν τφ τοΰ είναι λόγφ.

18 Amb.Ιο. 20, 1264C: ούκ έκ τοΰ Υίοΰ τοΰ Πατρός ύπάρχοντος; Amb.Ιο. 26, 1268Β: έν τφ 
Π ατρί... ΰπαρξιν τοΰ Μονογενούς.
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άγεννησία (unbegottedness) of the Father, γέννησις (begottedness) of the 
Son and έκπόρευσις (procession) o f the Holy Spirit.19

1.3. The supreme Logos: The verb ύπάρχω plays an im portant role in the 
discussions o f the being of the Logos, the divine hypostasis. There, the 
presence of ύπάρχω emphasizes that the the Logos’s being is essential:

The Word of God exists as a full, complete essence, for he is God, 
and as an undiminished hypostasis, for he is Son;20

the one Logos... who exists in himself without confusion, the essential 
and individually istinctive God, the Logos of God the Father;21

Since [the Word o f God] always exists the same in himself”.22

The verb ύπάρχω, describing the presence o f the divine Logos in the created 
world, can express the idea (as an additional shade of meaning) that God, 
descending into the created world, remains the same in his essential being:

God who in the greatest things... truly exists and is understood.23

The Logos subsists (ύφεστώς) himself as a divine hypostasis and gives 
subsistence (ύφιστών) to all the created: “The Word that subsists and brings 
subsistence to everything”.24

19 Amb.Io. 5, 1136BC: καί τόν περί Πατρός καί Υίοΰ καί αγίου Πνεύματος... έδιδάχθησαν 
λόγον, καθ' δνού τόν τοΰ είναι μόνον άπλώς τοΰ αιτίου λόγον μυστικώς έφωτίσθησαν, άλλα 
καί τόν της ύπάρξεως τρόπον εύσεβώςέμυήθησαν. It is possible to point out the transposition 
of inchoative sense from the formula τρόπος ύπάρξεως to formula τρόπος τής ύποστάσεως. 
Gregory of Nyssa writes about Christ’s coming-to-be (that is, about his birth from the Virgin): 
“In this way the truly man was created, who was the first and the only one to reveal through 
himself this manner of coming-to-be, who was created according to God and not according to 
man”, οΰτως έκτίσθη ό καινός ώς άληθώς άνθρωπος, ό πρώτος καίμόνος τον τοιοΰτον τρόπον 
τής ύποστάσεως έφ’ έαυτοΰ καταδείξας, ό κατά θεόν κτισθείς, ού κατά άνθρωπον. Antirrheticus 
advenus Apollinarium 223, 30 -  224, 2.

20 Amb. Th. 2, 6-7: Ό  τοΰ Θεοΰ Λόγος όλος ούσία πλήρης ύπάρχων, Θεός γάρ, καί 
ύπόστασιςδλος ανελλιπής, Υιός γάρ.

21 Amb.Io. 2, 1077C: ενα... δι' έαυτόν άσυγχύτως ύπάρχοντα, ένούσιόν τε καί ένυπόστατον 
τοΰ Θεοΰ καίΠατρός Θεόν Λόγον.

22 Amb.Io. 16, 1256Α: Ωσαύτως γάρ ύπάρχων άεί δι’ έαυτόν...
23 Amb.Io. 35, 1304Α: ό Θεός, ό έν τοΐς μεγίστοις... κυρίως ύπάρχων καί γινωσκόμενος.
24 Amb.Io. 5 ,1 1 32C: τοΰ ύφεστώτος καί ύφιστώντος τά πάντα Λόγου.
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1.4. The logoi o f beings·. Maximus’ doctrine of the logoi of beings has already 
been treated in detail,25 so I will address only two points of it. The first remark 
relates to the abiding of the divine logoi in the supreme Logos, the second 
hypostasis of the divine Trinity. Maximus writes that the one beginning of 
the being (είναι) of the logoi is the Wisdom: the logoi exist (ύπάρχουσι) from 
it and through it, and by it they receive the ability to exist:

the logoi... have the W isdom as the only beginning of their being; 
they exist (ύπάρχουσι) from it and through it, and they have the 
power to be (πρός τό είναι δύνασθαι) immovably by it.26

The list of prepositions used by Maximus (έξ, διά, ύπό) presupposes -  if 
only in theory — a distance between the supreme Logos and the logoi, as 
also their hierarchical subordination to it. This is the relation between the 
cause and its effects.

In one passage, the verb ύφίστημι is applied at once to the coming-to-be 
of the non-created logoi and to their “parts”, that is, to the created things:

[God the Father] who before the ages possesses the logoi of the 
created things, logoi that have come in subsistence (ύφεστώτας), 
also gave subsistence (ύπεστήσατο) out of non-being to all things 
visible and invisible. By his Word and his Wisdom, he in due time 
had made (ποιήσας) all things and [still] is making (ποιων) them, 
universals as well as particulars... Because a logos precedes the 
m aking... of everything that receives its being from God.27

25 See E p if a n o v ic h  2003, 62-64; D a l m a is  1952, 244-249; S h e r w o o d  1955, 166-180; 
Ba l t h a s a r  2003, 115-136; T h u n b e r g  1965, 76-84; K a r a y a n n is  1993, 201-231; T o l l e f s e n  

2000, 83-173; L a r c h e t  2004, 276-283; R o s s u m  1993, 213-217; P e t r o f f  2007a, 112-128; 
P e t r o f f  2009, 16-25.

26 Amb.Io. 37, 1329C: οί λόγοι... μόνην εχοντες αρχήν τοΰ είναι τήν σοφίαν, έξ ής καί δι’ ήν 
ύπάρχουσι, καί ύφ’ ής τήν πρός τό είναι δύνασθαι παγίως δύναμιν εχουσιν.

27 Amb.Io. 2, 1080Α: Τούς γάρ λόγους των γεγονότων εχων προ των αιώνων ύφεστώτας... 
κατ’ αύτούς τήν τεόρατήν καί αόρατον έκ τοΰ μή όντος ύπεστήσατο κτίσιν, λόγω καί σοφία τα 
πάντα κατά τόν δέοντα χρόνον ποιήσας τε καίποιών, τα καθόλου τε καί τα καθ’ έκαστον. Λόγον 
γάρ... δημιουργίας προκαθηγείσθαι... παντός τών έκ Θεοΰ τό ειναιλαβόντων (tr. Blowers & 
Wilken, slightly modified). Ci. Amb.Io. 37, 1328AB, 1329BC.
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Derivatives of the same verb ύφίστημι describe both God the Father’s giving 
subsistence to the divine and non-created logoi and to the created things. 
Significantly, in the Mystagogia Maximus even said that the logoi have their 
Maker which means they were created: “The soul is safely and comformably 
carried to the very Holder and Maker of each logos and each cause”.28

Maximian perception of the divine logoi is similar to the Proclean 
Neoplatonic vision o f the henads: both logoi and henads receive their 
subsistence, that is, some mode of existence, but both are actually above 
the being in its proper sense.29 Proclus frequently describes the action, in 
which the higher being gives subsistence to the lower being, by means 
of the derivatives from the verb ύφίστημι, but this does not imply the 
coming-to-be of a being in a strict Plato’s sense of the word, since the 
Neoplatonic metaphysics cannot be reduced to the ontology of essence.30

The two quotations given above demonstrate also that a straightforward 
identification o f the divine logoi with the divine energies (interpreted in the 
light o f the later Palamite theology) simplifies and deforms the Maximian 
sophisticated and diverse vision of the logoi of being.

The logoi subsist in the one supreme Logos but they are also inserted 
into the existence of each being,31 defining the being of the created things 
that exist in accordance with their logoi,32 Particular beings come to be in 
due time and exist for a period given as actualized being (as hypostases), 
but since the divine providence concerning them precedes ages, it follows 
that the created things potentially exist already in their logoi.33

28 Myst. 5, 483-485: σωστικώς... έναρμονίως πρός αυτόν φερομένη, τόν παντός λόγουκαΐ 
πάσης αιτίας περιεκτικόν τε καί ποιητήν.

29 P r o c l u s ,  Theologia Platonica III, 14, 17-19: “Each henad is one and it initially 
received subsistence because of the One (άπό τοΰ ένός ύφέστηκεν)... They received subsistence 
(ύφεστήκασιν) because of the first cause”. Cf. P r o c l u s ,  Theologia Platonica I, 115, 7-10: 
“Sometimes [Plato] calls the gods demons, who according to their essence (κατ’ ούσίαν) are 
second after the gods and received their subsistence (ύφεστήκασιν) after them”.

30 See S t e e l  1994, 79-100.
31 Amb.Io. 12, 1228A: οι έκάστω τών δντων τη υπάρξει πρώτως έγκαταβληθέντες λόγοι, καθ’ 

οΰς καί εστι καί πέφυκε των δντων έκαστον.
32 Amb.Io. 37, 1329C: Ώ ν  δέ οί λόγοι μονίμως ύπάρχουσι παρά τω Θεω... τούτων 

άναμφηρίστως αίύπάρξεις σαφώς είσιν άδιάφθοροι.
33 Amb.Io. 37, 1328CD: Όστις δυνάμει μέν έν τώ πατριάρχη Αβραάμ ύπάρχων.
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1.5. The God-man: Υπάρχω is frequently used when Maximus discusses 
the God-man in whose hypostasis two natures were united without 
confusion.34 The God-man whose existence combines transcendency and 
immanence in relation to the world “exists beyond every age and nature, 
even if now he has... come to be subject to both”.35 In the incarnation the 
Word o f God became hypostasis of two natures:

The Word o f God exists (ύπάρχων) entirely as a complete essence 
(for he is God), and entirely as an undiminished hypostasis (for he 
is Son). But when he emptied himself, he became the seed of his 
own flesh, and when he was composed in an ineffable conception, 
he became the hypostasis of the very flesh that was assumed. Having 
truly become, without change, in this new mystery, entirely a 
human being, he was himself the hypostasis of two natures, of the 
uncreated and the created... He became composite by the hypostatic 
assumption of the flesh.36

Discussing the mystery of the Incarnation, Maximus writes: “ [the Son] exists 
as one with the holy Trinity even after the Incarnation”.37 Remaining true 
God, he is true man38, truly demonstrating in himself the natural existence 
(ϋπαρξις) of both natures, while acting already as neither bare God, nor 
a mere human being.39 W hen interpreting Dionysius the Areopagite’s

34 Amb.Io. 22, 1269B: διά τήν άσύγχυτον ϋπαρξιν... ai του Χρίστου φύσεις θεωρούνται.
35 Amb.Th. 3, 13-15: παντός αίώνος... καί πάσης δι’ εαυτόν ύπάρχων επέκεινα φύσεως, 

κάνύπ' άμφω νυν... γεγένηται. Cp. Amb.Io. 32, 1296D: ώς άνθρωπος καί Θεός ύπάρχων, καί ύπέρ 
πάσαν ώνάληθώς άνθρωπότητά τε καί θεότητα; Amb.Io. 5, 1129BC: Λόγος κατά φύσιν ύπάρχων 
άόρατος.

36 Amb. Th. 2, 6-7: Ό  του Θεού Λόγος όλος ούσίαπλήρης ύπάρχων, Θεός γάρ, καί ύπόστασις 
όλος άνελλιπής, Υιός γάρ, κενωθείς μέν σπορά γέγονε τής οικείας σαρκός,άρρήτφ δέ συλλήψει 
συντεθείς αύτής ύπόστασις γέγονε της προσληφθείσης σαρκός. Καί τούτω τω καινω μυστηρίω 
κατ’ αλήθειαν άτρέπτως όλος γενόμενος άνθρωπος, δύο φύσεων άκτιστου τε καί κτιστής... ό 
αύτός ύπόστασις ην... αύτφ συνθέτψ γενομένω τή προσλήψει τής σαρκός κατά τήν ύπόστασιν (tr. 
Lollar, slightly modified).

37 Amb.Io. 22, 1268B: ενός τής άγιας Τριάδος ύπάρχοντος καί μετά τήν σάρκωσιν. Cf. Amb. 
Th. 2, 18—19: “the flesh exists from him, and he truly exists according to it”, αύτοΰ τέ της σαρκός 
ύπαρχούσης,καί κατ’αύτήν άληθώς δντι..

38 Amb.Io. 37, 1320Β: φύσει Θεός ύπάρχων; άμφω φυσικώς κατά άλήθειαν ύπάρχων.
39 Amb. Th. 5, 32-36: “He exists neither as a mere human being, nor as bare God”, μή ψιλός 

άνθρωπος μήτε γυμνός ύπάρχει Θεός.
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statement concerning the “new theandric activity” of the incarnate Word, 
Maximus argues that this theandric activity is neither something simple 
(belonging to only one nature, divine or human), nor something synthetic 
(as belonging to some composite nature). It exists “by God having become 
human” and belongs neither to naturally bare divinity, nor to mere 
humanity alone.40 Maximus also adds that it would be dangerous to think 
that the incarnation came about as though the assumed human nature 
were vanquished by the greater divine nature, leaving no distinctive mark 
of its proper existence.4’ Besides, as he does it in relation to God in general, 
Maximus uses the ύπάρχω in an epistemological context, discussing the 
possibilities to comprehend “what and how” of the God-man’s existence.42

1.6. The rational soul: The verb ύπάρχω also describes the existence of the 
rational soul.43 As an ontological term, the ύπάρχω is used by Maximus 
when he argues that neither does the human soul pre-exist temporally the 
body, nor does the body precede the soul,44 but that they both co-exist, 
coming into being at once and together (αμα). Thus, Maximus sometimes 
uses the formula κατά τήν αμα συνύπαρξιν,“according the simultaneous 
co-existence”.45 Besides, Maximus also applies such verb derivatives

40 Amb. Th. 5, 225-233: μένιον Θεός αληθής, άνθρωπός έστιν άληθής; άμφω δεικνύς έαυτόν 
αληθώς υπάρξει φυσική... Θεανδρικήν... ούχ... μόνης γυμνής κατά φύσιν θεότητος, ή μόνης ψιλής 
ύπάρχουσαν άνθρο)πότητος.

41 Ερ. sec. Th. 2, 35-37: μηδέν τής οικείας τεκμήριον παρεχομένην ύπάρξεως.
*2 Amb. Th. 5, 135-137: Τί τε καί τις ύπαρχων γνωσθήσεται;
43 Amb.Ιο. 2, 1092Β: “the rational and intelligent soul which exists in the image of its maker”, 

λογικήν τε καί νοερόν ψυχήν, ατε δή κατ' εικόνα τοΰ ποιήσαντος αύτήν ύπάρχουσαν.
44 Amb.Ιο. 10, 1220C: τήν προυπαρξιν των ψυχών; Amb.Ιο. 2, 1100C: “since they are parts 

of man it is impossible for either soul or the body to exist before the other or indeed to exist 
after the other in time” (tr. Blowers & Wilken), ψυχήν άρα καί σώμα, ώς μέρη ανθρώπου, 
άλλήλων προϋπάρχειν χρονικώς ή μεθυπάρχειν άμήχανον; Amb.Ιο. 37, 1321D-1324A: “they 
(soul and body, I mean) exist simultaneously, and come into being at the same time, neither 
one... preexisting or post-existing the other as far as their origin is concerned” (tr. Blowers & 
Wilken), άμα κατά τήν ΰπαρςιν άμφοτέρων, ψυχής λέγω καί σώματος, ό αύτός έστι τής γενέσεως 
χρόνος,ούδενός τοΰ ετέρου προϋπάρχοντος... κατά τήν γένεσιν ή μεθυπάρχοντος; Amb.Ιο. 37, 
1336C: “to say that souls post-exist their bodies”, τό μεθυπάρχειν τών σωμάτων τάς ψυχάς ... 
λέγειν.

45 Amb.Ιο. 37, 1325Β: “according to their coexistence as parts simultaneous with each other, I 
mean the soul and the body”, τοΰ συναμφοτέρου κατά τήν άμα τών μερών άλλήλοις συνύπαρξιν, 
ψυχής λέγω καί σώματος.
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as προύπαρξιν (προϋπάρχειν), μεθύπαρξιν (μεθυπάρχειν), συνύπαρξιν 
(συνυπάρχειν).46 Maximus states that already at the first moment of 
conception the soul coexists with the body, the latter being merely 
semen outflow at that time.47 Dogmatic prohibition against postulating 
the separate existence of either the soul or the body is reflected in his 
vocabulary: ύπάρχω completely replaces ύφίστημι in the corresponding 
contexts.48 However, ύφίστημι reappears in discussions concerning the 
generation of the hum an beings. Maximus explains that the body receives 
co-subsistence with the soul exactly at the m om ent of their coming into 
being, and that the human nature (consisting of soul and body) is to 
receive its perfect subsistence simultaneously with its coming into being, at 
the moment of its birth.49

1.7. 7he created being. The verb ύπάρχω is frequently applied by Maximus 
to the created world. The created being is existence (ΰπαρξις) that has 
its order and position.50 The joining of form and matter results in the 
formation of particular subsistence (hypostasis, ύφέστηκεν) which in its 
turn possesses its own existence (ΰπαρξις).51 The hypostasis of the whole 
creation in its turn has the existence (ΰπαρξις)52 received from its Creator.53

46 Amb.Io. 37, 1325D: τινές μέν γάρ φασιν... προϋπάρχειν των σωμάτων τάς ψυχάς, τινές δέ 
τόέναντίον, των ψυχών προϋπάρχειν τά σώματα. Ήμεΐς δέ... οΰτε προϋπαρξιν ούτε μεθύπαρξιν 
ψυχής ή σώματος,συνύπαρξιν.

47 Amb.Io. 37, 1340Β: “coexistence [of the soul] with the ouflow and filthy pleasure”, ρεύσει 
καί ήδονη ρυπαρά συνυπάρχειν; Amb.Io. 42, 1340C: “coexistence of the rational and intelligent 
soul with the body at conception”, συνυπάρχειν τω σώματι κατά τήν σύλληψιν τήν λογικήν τε καί 
νοεράν ψυχήν.

48 Amb.Io. 3 7 ,1332C: μετά τοΰ σαρκωθέντος καί τελείως ένανθρωπήσαντος Θεού Λόγου ειναί 
τε καί ύπάρχειν... τό σώμα τό εξ ήμών ληφθήν καί όμοούσιον ήνωμένον αύτω καθ’ ύπόστασιν.

49 Amb.Io. 37, 1337Β: ούτινος γάρ τω χωρισμω διαλύεσθαι πέφυκε τό σώμα, τούτου δηλαδή 
τη ύπάρξει κατά τήν γένεσιν εύλόγως αν πάντως καί συνοφέστηκεν; Amb.Io. 37, 134IB: αύτόν 
τόν της φύσεως ποιητήν... τω καθ’ εαυτόν μυστηρίφ της ένσωματώσεως... τήν φύσιν τελείως 
εχουσαν άμα τω είναι κατά τήν γένεσιν ύφίστασθαι δι’ έαυτοΰ βεβαιωσάμενον.

50 Amb.Io. 5, 1185D: της κατά θέσιν ύπάρξεως.
51 Amb.Io. 25, 1273C: “from which [matter and form] the existence of the beings has 

received its subsistence”, έξ ών ή τών δντων ΰπαρξις ύφέστηκεν; Amb.Io. 5, 1140Α: “existence of 
everything material and immaterial”, πάσης υλικής καί άϋλου ουσίας τήν ΰπαρξιν.

52 Amb.Io. 36, 1312ΑΒ: “the whole creation exists as one... inclined towards itself in the 
integrity of its existence”, μίαν ύπάρχουσαν τήν άπασαν κτίσιν... προς έαυτήν νεύουσαν τη 
όλότητι της ύπάρξεως.

53 Amb.Io. 41, 1357Α: “God deigned to give essence to the beings and to give existence to the 
non-beings”, εύδόκησεν ό Θεός ούσιώσαι τά όντα, καί τοΐς μή ούσιν ΰπαρξιν δούναι.
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God is immanent in the world: Maximus the Confessor compares it to 
the divine fire that exists inside (ένυπάρχον) the essence o f beings as in 
the burning bush (cf. Ex 3:2).54 Each being has its existence (ΰπαρξιν) 
in accordance with God’s thoughts and willings {logoi) pertaining to that 
being.55 The essential existence o f beings is existence in accordance with 
their logoi and by means of their logoi.% After the resurrection, the man 
will become unchangeable in his existence.57

Besides, the verb υπάρχω can be used in application to created existence 
in general. For instance, Maximus speaks of essential existence o f beings: 
κατ’ ουσίαν ΰπαρξιν των όντων.58

A remarkable combination of altogether three derivatives o f the verbs 
είμί, ύπάρχω, and ύφίστημι occurs in a phrase:

the artisans by no means have their being -  in a substantial and 
hypostatical manner (κατά τήν ΰπαρξιν ύποστατικώς) -  as enclosed 
in the products of their craft.59

Maximus wants to say that the artisans as hum an beings possess their own 
real existence (ΰπαρξιν) as particular hypostases, like Peter, Paul, James. 
Besides, he may imply that the artisans also have some derivative lesser 
being in the things they make. Significantly, the formula κατά την ΰπαρξιν 
had been used in the earlier philosophical tradition before Maximus, 
namely in the discussions of the modes o f existence o f the sensible 
beings. Proclus dedicated a special paragraph to it in his The Elements 
o f Theology. According to him, if there are three levels of being arranged 
hierarchically: some particular thing -  its cause -  and an image of this

54 Amb.Io. 5, 1148CD: ώσπερ θάμνω τη ούσία των όντων ένυπάρχοντος θείου πυρός.
55 Amb.Io. 15,1241C: της έν τοΐςούσικαθ’ ήν αιτίαν ύπάρχουσιν; Amb.Io. 37, 1345Β: φύσις... 

κατά τον έαυτής λόγον ύπάρχουσα. Cp. Amb.Io. 37, 1349Α: τόν προηγούμενον τής φύσεως λόγον.
56 Amb.Io. 17, 1257Α: τούς οΐς κατ' ούσίαν ύπάρχουσι λόγους; Amb.Io. 17, 1257Α: έν.,.καθ' 

οΰς ύπάρχουσι τα πάντα λόγοις.
57Amb.Io. 37, 1349Α: “through the resurrection by means of which man is born into 

immortality as unchangeable in his existence”, διά της... άναστάσεως, εις άθανασίαν γεννώσης 
τόν άνθρωπον καθ’ ΰπαρξιν άναλλοίωτον.

58 Amb.Io. 2, 1077Α.
59 Amb.Io. 13, 1233BC: ούκ έν τοΐς τεχνητοϊς πάντως τό είναι κατά τήν ΰπαρξιν ύποστατικώς 

εχουσινοί τεχνΐται περιγεγραμμένον.
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thing, then existence of the thing in its cause is existence by participation 
(κατά μέθεξιν), existence of the thing in its image is causal, and the thing’s 
existence by itself is substantial (καθ’ ΰπαρξιν).60 According to Proclus, 
Maximian artisans would possess three modes o f existence: potential 
existence in their logoi, substantial (hypostatical) existence (καθ’ ΰπαρξιν), 
and some lesser derivative existence in the products of their art. Elsewhere 
Maximus himself discusses the two first modes and perhaps here he alludes 
to the third one. The formula καθ’ ΰπαρξιν does not belong to his usual 
ontological vocabulary and appears as borrowed from some other source. 
Speaking o f the substantial existence, Maximus would usually use the 
term hypostasis, as he actually does even here, since he explains the καθ’ 
ΰπαρξιν by means of the adverb ύποστατικώς, placing it immediately after 
the formula κατά την ΰπαρξιν.

2. Υ Φ ΙΣ Τ Η Μ Ι

The verb ύφίστημι and its derivatives in application to God were under 
consideration in 1.2. Here we will treat semantics of ύφίστημι when 
applied to various aspects o f the created being.

2.1. The prevailing meaning of ύφίστημι in relation to the sensible and 
composite things is “to receive subsistence”, “to come into being”, “to be 
composed”.

2.1.1. Thus, the sensible world “has received subsistence” (ύφέστηκε) 
from the bodies and in the bodies (έξ ών καί έν οις) of which it has been 
composed (συνέστηκε),61

2.1.2. and the existence (ΰπαρξις) of beings “has received subsistence” 
from matter and form.62

60 C f p. P r o c l u s , The Elemants o f Theology, prop. 103, 93, 17-18: “each being may exist 
either in its cause, or substantially, or by participation”, έκαστον ή κατ’ αιτίαν εστιν ή καθ’ 
ΰπαρξιν ή κατά μέθεξιν; The Elemants o f  Theology, prop.140, 17-18: “each being has three 
[modes of existence]: in its cause, substantially, and by participation”, τριχώς γάρ ην έκαστον, ή 
κατ’ αιτίαν ήκαθ’ ΰπαρξιν ή κατά μέθεξιν.

61 Amb.Io. 5, 1169C.
62 Amb.Io. 25, 1273C: ή των δντων ΰπαρξις ύφέστηκεν.
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2.1.3. The verb ύφίστημι is also engaged in a passage that treats the problem 
of the universals. Maximian view in this case differs from the standard 
Platonic and Aristotelian approach:

Universals are disposed by nature to be composed (συνίστασθαι) 
from particulars... Universals have come into subsistence (ύφέστηκεν) 
in particulars, assuming by no means the logos of separate being 
and subsistence (λόγον τοΰ καθ’ αύτά ειναί τε καί ύφεστάναι). If 
particulars should perish, then universals will not withstand. The 
parts are and have come into subsistence (είσί καί ύφεστήκασι) in 
the wholes and the wholes -  in the parts... Universals have their 
permanence and hypostasis (διαμονή καί ύπόστασις) in particulars.63

[The whole] receives everything that is naturally present in its parts, 
from which [parts] it has received subsistence (έξ ών καί ύφέστηκε).64

First Maximus states that universals have come into subsistence (ύφέστηκεν) 
in particulars but this is not a subsistence (ύφεστάναι) of a separate being 
on its own. Significantly, Maximus makes use of the formula καθ’ αύτα 
είναι here, that means “separate being” in Aristotle.65 After that, Maximus 
explains that particulars, in their turn, “have come into subsistence’’ 
(ύφεστήκασι) in universals. And again, it is not a separate being but 
potential existence (particulars possess their actual separate subsistence as 
individual hypostases). As it was with the being of the divine logoi (see 
1.4), “subsistence in the other” does not signify any separate, “real” being.

63 Amb.Io. 5 ,1 1 89CD: έκ γάρ των κατα μέρος τά καθόλου συνίστασθαι πέφυκε... τα καθόλου 
έν τοίς κατάμέρος ύφέστηκεν, ούδαμως τό παράπαν τον τοΰ καθ' αύτα ειναί τε καί ύφεστάναι 
λόγον έπιδεχόμενα των κατά μέροςδιαφθειρομένων παντί που δήλόν έστιν ώς ούδέ τα καθόλου 
στήσεται. Τα μέρη γαρ έν ταΐς όλότησι, καί αί ολότητες έν τοΐςμέρεσι καί είσί καί ύφεστήκασι... 
έν οις ή των καθόλου διαμονή καί ύπόστασις.

64 Amb.Io. 22, 1268D: έπιδεχομένου πάντα κυρίως τά φυσικως προσόντα τοΐς μέρεσιν, έξ ών 
καί ύφέστηκε.

65 Indeed, Aristotle discusses various meanings of the formula τό καθ’ αύτό. In the fifth and 
the last sense, it can signify “whatever attributes belong to a thing alone, and in so far as they 
belong to it merely by virtue of itself considered apart by itself (ζτι όσα μόνψ ύπάρχει καί ή μόνον 
δι’ αύτό κεχωρισμένον καθ’ αύτό), see A r is t o t e l e s , Met. IV, 18, 1022a 36-37. Cf. A r is t o t e l e s , 

De anima III, 8, 432a 3-4: έπεί δέ ούδέ πράγμα ούθέν εστι παρά τά μεγέθη, ώςδοκεΐ, τά αισθητά 
κεχωρισμένον, “There is no actual thing which has separate existence, apart from, as it seems, 
magnitudes which are objects of perception”; “according to common agreement there is nothing 
outside and separate in existence from sensible spatial magnitudes”.
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It is obvious, that in 1189CD the existence of universals in particulars 
(which is hypostatical and actualized) and the existence of particulars in 
universals (which is unmanifested and potential)66 do not oppose one 
another but mirror each other in perfect counterbalance. This can be 
explained, if we take into account that the major tension between the 
intelligible and the sensible realms was no longer essential to Maximus: 
after he had introduced divine logoi as a layer of reality, the logoi took place 
o f the intelligible in the standard two-part Plato’s scheme of the universe 
(consisting of the intelligible and the sensible) and changed the two-part 
system into a three-part one.67 Besides, 1189CD seems to be a reworking 
o f a passage from Nemesius of Emesa,68 further developed in the light 
o f Maximus’ favorite “περιχώρησις approach”. This approach is manifest 
in a discussion from Maximus’ Mystagogia, which presented the created 
universe as two interwoven and interpenetrated hemispheres, the sensible 
and the intelligible, existing in each other like “a wheel in the middle of 
a wheel”:

The world (κόσμος) too is one, non split between its parts; on the 
contrary, it circumscribes (περιγράφων) the difference of its parts, 
[originated] from their natural specificity, and carries them back to 
its own unity and indivisibility. It makes clear that these parts are 
alternately the same with the world and are the same with each other 
without confusion; and that each is wholly fixed in the whole of the 
other (όλον όλω); and that both parts complete the whole world 
as parts complete the unity, and that the universe completes the 
parts in accordance to itself as the whole and unified and entirely. 
For the whole intelligible world appears to those who have eyes to

66 Amb.Io. 2, 1081AB: “God is the maker always and actually, but the created beings [when 
they are in God] are in potentiality but not yet in actuality”, ό μεν άει κατ’ ένέργειάνέστι 
Δημιουργός, τα δέ δυνάμει μέν έστιν, ένεργεία δέ ούκ ετι.

67 On this see P e t r o f f  2009, 16-25.
68 Cf. N e m e s iu s , De natura bominis 42, 157-162 “when all the particulars are destroyed, 

the whole will be destroyed too, since the whole is composed from all the particulars. Indeed the 
species are equal to all the particulars [gathered] together and vice versa, and the whole is destroyed 
or preserved together with the particulars”, ώς τών κατά μέροςπάντων διαφθειρομένων, καί τά 
καθόλου διαφθαρήσεται; έκ γάρ τών κατά μέρος πάντων τά καθόλου συνίσταται. έξισάζειγοΰν τά 
είδη πάσιν όμοΰ τοΐς κατά μέρος, καί άντιστρέφει, καί συνδιαφθείρεται καί συνδιασώζεται.
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see as impressed through mystery in symbolic forms by the whole 
sensible world. And the whole sensible world exists (ένυπάρχων) 
in the whole intelligible world through knowledge (γνωστικώς) 
when it is simplified by intellect in the logoi. For this sensible world 
is in the intelligible world by means of logoi; and the intelligible 
world is in the sensible one by means of its symbols (τύποις). And 
their work is all one, “as it were a wheel in the middle of a wheel,” 
says Ezechiel (Ez 1:16)... The symbolical contemplation of the 
intelligible through the visible is the spiritual knowledge o f the 
visible through the invisible. It is necessary that things which reveal 
each other contain clear and perfectly true reflections of each other, 
and a flawless relation to them.69

Maximus’ concept of universal reciprocity is remniscent of the Proclean 
discussion of the universal sympathy, resulting in the mutual mirroring of 
heaven and earth.70 It was believed that the sympathy could be triggered 
by means of sacred action, which activated latent links between the 
higher and the lower realms. This Neoplatonic doctrine was inherited 
by Dionysius the Areopagite, who used it as the basis o f his liturgical 
theology.71 In the Mystagogia passage Maximus combined the Dionysian 
principle, -  according to which the sensible sacral objects participate 
in the intelligible, divine reality and are, using the terminology of Karl 
Rahner, its “Realsymbol”,72 -  with the concept o f περιχώρησις crucial for 
Christological doctrine. Although the general context of this Maximian

69 Myst. 2, 233-257.
70 Cf. P r o c l u s , De sacrificio etmagia 148, 3-21.
71 Cf. D io n y s iu s  A r e o p a g it a , De ecclesiastica hierarchia II, 3, 2, 74, 7-11, 397C: “The 

sacred, [given to us in a] perceptible way, is representation of the intelligible, to which it leads 
and shows the way, and the intelligible is the principle and science of this which is perceptible 
in the hierarchies”, Έ στι γάρ... τα μέν αίσθητώς ιερά των νοητώνάπεικονίσματα καί επ’ αυτά 
χειραγωγία καί όδός, τα δέ νοητά των κατ’ αϊσθησιν ίεραρχικών άρχή καί έπιστήμη. Still later this 
principle would be adopted in alchemy in the form of “what is below is that which is above”: 
“quod est inferius, est sicut [id] quod est superius, et quod est superius, est sicut [id] quod est 
inferius, ad perpetranda miracula rei unius” Tabula Smaragdina 2. See P e t r o f f  2013, 305-307 
[264-308].

72 R a h n e r  1959, 461-505, reprinted in R a h n e r  1967, 275-313. On this see P e t r o f f  

2013, 309-317.
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passage is rather epistemological than ontological, his general approach 
belongs to the Neoplatonic framework in what concerns the balance 
between the two interacting levels o f created being: they exist in each other.

2.1.4. Maximus uses the ύφίστημι in the discussion o f creation out o f  
nothing·. God brings the beings out o f non-beings, letting them come into 
subsistence73. The creature received subsistence (ύποστηναι) out of non­
beings.74 God created (πεποίηκεν) everything; he endowed hum an beings 
with subsistence, having given them essence.75 God the Father with his 
Wisdom gave subsistence (ύποστήσας) to every nature.76

2.1.5. The existence (ΰπαρξις) of the created things has received its essential 
subsistence after their coming into being.77 All created beings received 
their subsistence and being (ύπέστησάν τε καί είσί) in accordance with their
logos.78

2.1.6. The human body received co-subsistence with the soul’s existence 
(ύπάρξει) at the coming into earthly being. The divine nature received co­
subsistence with the human nature in the God-man.79

2.1.7. The earthly being subsists (ύποστησαι) and persists (μεΐναι).80 
The verb ύφίστημι describes the earthly subsistence o f the sensible and 
corruptible things.81

73 Amb.Io. 30, 1289A: “God brings the beings (ύποστήσασθαι) out of non-beings, letting 
them come into subsistence, granting them ability to be and persist (τό είναι καί διαμένειν)”.

4 Amb.Io. 23, 1272BC: τό έκ μή όντων ύποστηναι.
75 Amb.Io. 5, 1116Β: ούσιώσας ύπεστήσατο.
76 Amb.Io. 43, 1361 A: δ πάσαν μετά σοφίας φύσιν ύποστήσας Θεός.
77 Amb.Io. 37, 1329C: “on coming into generation... the existence has acquired essential 

subsistence”, μετάτήν γένεσιν... ή κατ' ούσίαν ύφέστηκεν ΰπαρξις.
8 Amb.Io. 10, 1217ΑΒ: καθ’ δν μέν ύπέστησάν τε καί είσί λόγον.

79 Amb.Io. 37, 1337Β: τη ύπάρξει κατά τήν γένεσιν συνυφέστηκεν. Cf. Amb. Th. 5, 280-284, 
1060Α: “In the divine incarnation, the divine and the human... were composed and received 
co-subsistence (της συγκειμένης καί συνυφεστώσης)”.

80 Amb.Io. 37, 1336D.
81 Amb.Io. 37, 1336CD.
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2.1.8. Sinners give subsistence to non-being in themselves because of their 
disposition to it.82 O n the contrary, one may give subsistence to virtue.83

2.1.9. The verb ύφίστημι may have no ontological sense at all (as in 1.4 
and 2.1.3) and imply merely logical postulation84 or refer to a result of a 
mathematical operation.85

2.2. “To complete” can mean “to receive subsistence In other Maximus’ 
writings “completion” (συμπλήρωσις) is connected to actualization of 
hypostasis.86

2.3. The created beings subsists in the logoi: Discussing divine providence 
and judgement, Maximus writes that God’s providence initially gave 
subsistence (προηγουμένως ύπέστη) to the universe87 and to each being 
(ύπέστησαν εκαστα)88 in accordance with the logoi. From the beginning (έξ

82 Amb.Io. 15, 1237BC: το μή δν κατά διάθεσιν έαυτοΐς ύποστήσαντας; Amb.Ιο. 16, 1252Β: 
“the disposition of the soul which gave subsistence to non being (ύποστήσασαν τό μή όν)”.

83 Amb.Io. 16, 1248D: έκάστην αρετήν ύποστήσασα.
84 Amb.Io. 37, 1340C: “The Manichaeans postulated two beginnings”, δύο άρχάς 

ύποστησαμένους.
85 Amb.Io. 62, 1404B: “thousand times a four yields (ύφίστησιν) four thousand”.
86 Ep. 15, 552C: “Things that are united in respect to one and the same hypostasis or person, 

that is, the things that are completed in the unity of the one and the same hypostasis, are of 
the same hypostasis in relation to each other but of different essences. They are of the same 
hypostasis by the logos o f the personal and indivisible monad, monad which becomes completed 
when they are united. In accordance with this logos, the specific properties separated from 
each other in the [hypostatical] novelty of their proper essences, create specific features of the 
one hypostasis which becomes completed from them at their reciprocal coming together that 
happens simultaneously with [hypostasis’] coming into being”,όμοϋπόστατα μέν, τφ λόγω της 
καθ’ ενωσιν έξ αύτών συμπληρουμένης προσωπικής αδιαιρέτου μονάδος· καθ' ον τάδιαιροΰντα 
θάτερον τής κατ’ ούσίαν οικείας καινότητος ιδιώματα, κατά τήν άμα τφ είναι πρός άλληλα 
σύνοδον, ποιεΐταιχαρακτηριστικά τής έξ αύτών συμπληρουμένης μίας ύποστάσεως. Cf. Q. Thai. 
2, 7-12. See note 90.

87 Amb.Io. 5, 1133D: “Providence... of the m ind... holding together the universe and 
preserving it in accordance with the logoi by which providence initially gave subsistence to the 
universe...” (tr. Louth), πρόνοιαν... νοΰ... τήνσυνεκτικήν τοΰ παντός, καί καθ’ οΰς τό παν 
προηγουμένως ύπέστη λόγους συντηρητικήν... Cf. Amb.Io. 10, 1217ΑΒ: πάντα τά όντα καθ’ δν 
μέν ύπέστησάν τε καί εΐσί λόγον, στάσιμά τε παντελώς είσι καί άκίνητα.

88 Amb.Io. 5, 1133C: “[The ineffable One that] holds together and protects... everything in 
accordance with the logoi by which it gave subsistence to each being” (tr. Louth), τόν συνέχοντα 
καί φυλάττοντα... τά πάντα καθ’ οϋς ύπέστησαν έκαστα λόγους.
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αρχής) God’s act of judgment defines not only the creature’s being in its 
logoi but also its hypostatical temporal being, the “how”-being.89

Although God’s providence and judgement pertain to the dispensation 
(οικονομία), this does not prohibit them to perform “before the ages”. 
Hence, προηγουμένως ύπέστη is synonymous with the έξ αρχής 
ύπεστήσατο. The world receives subsistence not at the moment when it 
comes to be in time and space, but when the Lord makes his judgement 
concerning it -  at the initial establishing o f the logoi of the world. O n the 
level o f the non-created reality it happens at the primordial coming into 
subsistence of the logoi o f the world, while on the level of the created being 
it occurs at the moment of producing the created intelligible being: “in the 
ages” but before time. Elsewhere Maximus says that God at once “makes 
completed” the non-created logoi and the created universal natures.90 No 
nature is able

to receive the beginning o f its generation towards the being (πρός τό 
είναι τής γενέσεως αρχήν) from its parts or to subsist (ύφίστασθαι) as 
half of itself. If the nature is composite, then it receives co-subsistence 
(άθρόως συνυφίσταται), as a complete and whole entity, collectively 
with all its complete parts, without any temporal gap (κατά τον 
χρόνον διάστασιν) in respect to itself or to its reciprocal parts of 
which it is constituted. If the nature is simple, that is, intelligible, 
it is in the same way disposed by nature to receive co-subsistence, 
as a complete entity, collectively (άθρόως), at once (άμα) and

89 Amb.Io. 5, 1133D-1136A: “each of the things that has come to be, connected with 
the logoi in accordance with which it came into generation, has an inviolable and unalterable 
constitution in its natural identity, just as from the beginning the Maker had judgement 
concerning each one and gave subsistence to it in relation to its being, and what it was to be, 
and how and how much it was to be” (tr. Louth, slightly modified), των γεγονότων εκαστα τοϊς 
καθ’ οϋς γεγένηται συνημμένα λόγοις άπαράβατον εχει τήν έν τη φυσική ταυτότητι άναλλοίωτον 
νομιμότητα, καθώς έξ αρχής όδημιουργός περί τοΰ είναι καί τί είναι καί πώς καί όποιον έκαστον 
εκρινέ τε καί ύπεστήσατο. Cf. Amb.Io. 12, 1228D: όλόγος τής τοΰ καθ’εκαστον ουσίας, φύσεως, 
είδους, σχήματος, συνθέσεως, δυνάμεως, ένεργείας, πάθους.

90 Q. Thai. 2, 7-12: “Having completed at once the first logoi of the created things and the 
universal essences of the beings (τούς μέν πρώτους τών γεγονότων λόγους ό θεός καί τάς καθόλου 
τών δντων ούσίαςαπαξ... συμπληρώσας)... God performs now not only the preservation of all 
those in existence, but produces the actual making, coming to be and constitution of the parts 
that abide in them potentially”.
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unintermittently (άπαραλείπτως) with its complete logoi, without 
any temporal difference separating the whole of it (σύνολον) from 
its proper logoi?1

Here Maximus speaks of co-subsistence o f the parts and the whole, of 
intelligible natures and their logoi. Since the simple intelligible nature 
receives co-subsistence at once (άμα) with its complete logoi, it receives its 
subsistence already in its logoi -  completely and before the ages, and this 
coming into subsistence does not occur later, in time. However, as in some 
cases considered above, this “subsistence’ does not imply any substantial, 
separate being.

2.4. Hypostasis: The noun ύπόστασις is one of the most important 
derivatives of the verb ύφίστημι. There is no place for comprehensive 
analysis of its conceptual content, and we confine ourselves to some brief 
observations only.Following his predecessors, Maximus calls individual 
created nature “created hypostasis”. Since he interprets the term “nature” 
mostly as the essence of a species and not o f an individual, a particular 
being (Aristotle’s first essence) is almost always called “hypostasis” (and 
rarely -  “an individual”, άτομος).92 Hypostasis is always a manifestation 
o f some universal nature or essence, and always abides in this essence 
(it is ένούσιον).93 Maximus defines hypostasis in several ways: 1) as the 
nature of a species circumscribed by a set of hypostatical qualifications 
(approach from logic); 2) as a being that has separate existence, καθ’ έαυτό 
είναι (Aristotelian approach); 3) as a particular mode of existence received 
by the nature o f a species, so called τρόπος ύπάρξεως; or 4) as a qualified 
being of the nature of a species, so called “how”-existence, πώς είναι (the 
approach that goes back to the Stoics).

91 Amb.Io. 37, 1345B (tr. Blowers & Wilken, slightly modified), έκ μέρους την προς τόεΐναι 
τής γενέσεως αρχήν, ούδέποτε δέχεται, ούτε μέν έξ ήμισείας μοίρας ύφίστασθαι δύναται. Άλλ’ 
εί μέν σύνθετος φύσιςέστίν, όλη τελεία τελείοις τοΐς οίκείοις μέρεσιν άθρόως συνυφίσταται, 
μή εχουσα πρός έαυτήν ή πρός άλληλα τών έξ ων έστιμερών τήν οίανοϋν κατά τόν χρόνον 
διάστασιν. Εί δέ άπλή φύσις έστίν, ήγουν νοητή, ώσαύτως αμα τοΐς έαυτήςάπαραλείπτως λόγοις 
τελεία τελείοις άθρόως συνυφίστασθαι πέφυκε, χρόνου τινός τό σύνολον αύτήν τών οικείων 
λόγων,ούδαμώς διακρίνοντος.

92 See P e t r o f f  2007b, 17-19.
93 Opusc. 16, 205AB.
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Created hypostasis may be composite, that is, it may consist of two or more 
natures: as a hypostasis, “hum an being” is composed from body and soul; 
Christ’s hypostasis consists of two natures -  human and divine. Therefore, 
hypostasis not only delineates and circumscribes the nature o f a species 
but also unites different natures. Eventually “hypostasis” may include in 
itself the entire creature. In this case, “hypostasis” becomes a synonym of 
“created being”. A similar usus loquendi is found in Proclus, who writes 
about ή των οντων ύπόστασις,94 implying by this the totality of beings, 
which have received their existence from the first principle. It occurs also 
in Dionysius the Areopagite, who mentions “the hypostasis of all beings” 
(ή των όλων ύπόστασις).95 Maximus too writes about the hypostasis of all 
beings96 or hypostasis of everything that came into being.97 If the formula 
“hypostasis of everything that came into being” is a synonym of “the 
created nature”, then “hypostasis” is not merely something “particular” 
but functions as equivalent of “being” in general, the “essence” in the sense 
of the highest genus in the Porphyrian tree.98

2.5. Subsistence by grace o f  the created being in God·. The creature that has 
already received its subsistence as a created hypostasis can by divine grace 
acquire subsistence in God.99 This becoming established in God can be 
seen as receiving a quasi-hypostasis in God.

Maximus speaks of human nature united with the divinity in the 
hypostasis of the God-man:

Let [the nature] remain possessing properly and entirely its own 
existence (τό έαυτης ov) immutable by the logos o f being, in 
accordance with which it came into generation and exists, but let

94 P r o c l u s ,  In Parmenidem 839, 4: της των δντων ύποστάσεως; P r o c l u s ,  In Parmenidem, 
1034, 27-28: των όντων απάντων ύπόστασιν; P r o c l u s ,  In Parmenidem, 1068, 34-1069, 12: 
πάσης τής του δντος ύποστάσεως.

95 D i o n y s iu s  A r e o p a g i t a ,  De divinis nominibus I, 5, 117, 11-118, 1.
96 Amb.Io. 26, 1280A: διορίσας καθ' έκαστον είδος τήν των δντων ύπόστασιν, ύπέρ φύσιν... 

ύπάρχων.
97 Amb.Io. 36, 1304D: τήν πάντων των γεγονότων ύπόστασιν.
98 On this kind of essence see Q. Thai. 48, 180-184. See note 108.
99 Cf. Amb.Io. 31, 1289C, see note 100. Cf. Scholium 1 to Q.1hal. 60, 52—62. See note 104.
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it divinely receive subsistence (τό ύφεστάναι) by the logos of “how”- 
being.100

Remarkably, since hum an nature, which was part o f the hypostasis of the 
God-man, never existed as a separate entity, Maximus -  in order to say that 
nature does not lose its “existence” within the hypostasis — expresses this by 
means o f τό ôv, and not ΰπαρξις or τό ύποστηναι / ύφεστάναι.

A similar idea of human nature -  or rather hum an beings -  that “receives 
subsistence in God” occurs in Maximus’ Quaestiones ad Thalassium LX, 
where he considers the mystery o f the Incarnation as “hypostatical union 
of the divinity and humanity”. First, he speaks of the nature of a species 
(human nature) that was united with the divine nature in the hypostasis of 
Jesus Christ, the God-man, and then writes about individuals who receive 
subsistence in God by grace. Maximus starts from the historical event of 
the Incarnation that was “manifested in Christ in the last times” (cf. 1 
Peter 1:20) and then discusses the pre-creation plan and the goal of this 
mystery: the Incarnation is the limit (πέρας) in accordance with which 
“there is a recapitulation (άνακεφαλαίωσις) in God of the beings that were 
created by him”.101 It is not the mystery that happened for the sake of the 
creation but, on the contrary, the beings were created for the sake of this 
mystery.102 Maximus continues:

100 Amb.Io. 31, 1289C: ινα τώ μέν του είναι λόγφ, καθ' δν γεγένηται καί εστι, διαμένοι τό 
έαυτής δνκυρίως εχουσα κατά πάντα τρόπον άμείωτον, τω δέ του πως είναι λόγω τό ύφεστάναι 
θεϊκώς λαβοΰσα. Eriugena reads here τό ύφεστάναι θεϊκώς (subsistendi divinutus), but this is 
rather θεϊκώς λαβοΰσα, cf. κατά χάριν θείαν in scholium to Q. Thai. 60; see note 104. Cf. Myst. 
23, 849-850: τριάδα δέ κατά τόν τοΰ πώς ύπάρχειν καί ύφεστάναι λόγον, “Triad by the logos of 
existence and subsistence”.

101 Cf. Eph 1:10: “that in the dispensation of the fulness of times he might sum up all 
things in Christ”, εις οίκονομίαντοΰ πληρώματος τών καιρών, άνακεφαλαιώσασθαι τά πάντα έν 
τω Χριστώ. On the άνακεφαλαίωσις see J o a n n e s  C h r y s o s t o m u s , In epistulam ad Ephesios 16, 
12-32; C y r il l u s  A l e x a n d r in u s , Glaphyra in Pentateuchum 16, 32-46.

102 Q.Thal. 60, 34-37: “It is the divine purpose conceived before the beginning of created 
beings... this is the preconceived end for the sake of which everything exists, but which itself 
exists for the sake of nothing. W ith a clear view to this end, God created the essences of 
created beings” (tr. Blowers & Wilken, slightly modified), τοΰτό έστιν ό τής άρχής τών όντων 
προεπινοούμενος θειος σκοπός... προεπινοούμενον τέλος, ου ένεκα μέντά πάντα, αύτό δέ ούδενός 
ενεκεν· προς τοΰτο τό τέλος άφορών τάς τών όντων ό θεός παρήγαγεν ούσίας.
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The union of the finitude and infinity, the measure and the 
unmeasured, the limit and the unlimited, the Creator and the 
creation, the rest and the movement, was conceived before the ages. 
This is the union that was manifested in Christ in the last times, 
being in itself the fulfilment of God’s pro-knowledge, in order that 
the movable by nature would stay (στη) around the one who is 
totally immovable in his essence... in order that they would receive 
by experience (τη πείρα) the actualized (κατ’ ένέργειαν) knowledge 
of him, in whom they were deemed worthy to stay (στήναι), while 
possessing that knowledge as unchangeable and the same, the 
knowledge that grants them the pleasure of enjoying him, whom 
they came to know (του γνωσθέντος).103

Maximus speaks of the union with God granted to the worthy and the 
elected, the union achieved in the eschatological perspective. A scholium 
o f uncertain authorship to this passage -  which is a paraphrase of Difficulty 
to John 36 (1289C) — plays up the consonance and similarity of the verb 
ending between στήναι and ύποστηναι, commenting the former by means 
of the latter:

He says that their hypostatical union with him, from whom 
they came to be, had been conceived before in accordance with 
providence, in order that both the essential being of the beings was 
preserved as disposed by nature, and their subsistence (τό ύποστηναι), 
that is, their “how”-being (πώς είναι) was revealed by divine grace,

103 Q. Thai. 60, 51-62: Ένωσις γάρ προεπενοήθη των αιώνων όρου καί άοριστίας, καίμέτρου 
καί άμετρίας, καί πέρατος καί άπειρίας, καί κτίστου καί κτίσεως, και στάσεως καί κινήσεως· ήτις 
έν Χριστώ έπ’έσχάτων τών χρόνων φανερωθεΐσα γέγονεν, πλήρωσιν δοΰσα τη προγνώσει τοΰ 
θεοΰ δι’ έαυτης, ϊνα περί τό πάντη κατ’ούσίαν ακίνητον στη τά κατά φύσιν κινούμενα... καί λάβη 
τη πείρςι τήν κατ’ ενέργειαν γνώσιν τοΰ έν ω στηναικατηξιώθησαν άναλλοίωτον καί ωσαύτως 
εχουσαν τήν τοΰ γνωσθέντος αύτοίς παρεχομένην άπόλαυσιν. Cf. Q.lhal. 60, 49-51: “For it is 
through Christ, or the mystery of Christ, that all the ages and those that exist in the ages have 
received the beginning and the end of their being in Christ”, Διά γάρ τόν Χριστόν, ήγουν τό κατά 
Χριστόν μυστήριον,πάντες οί αιώνες καί τά έν αύτοίς τοϊς αίώσιν έν Χριστώ τήν άρχήν τοΰ είναι 
καί τό τέλος είλήφασιν.
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by the union with God of all those who have been remade in 
unchangeability.104

The creature that came into the generation and subsistence as a created 
hypostasis is able to acquire still better subsistence in God, which resembles 
the receiving of a hypostatical being in him. However, Maximus never uses 
the term hypostasis in application to acquiring the subsistence in God, 
limiting himself to such substantives as τό ύφεστάναι and τό ύποστηναι 
derived from ύφίστημι. Even the formula πώς είναι, by which Maximus 
sometimes defines divine or created hypostases, occurs in an anonymous 
scholiast only. Maximus prefers to say that God exists in the creature as 
ένυπάρχων,105 while the creature exists in God as ένυπόστατον:

Since through God’s goodness human beings were created of soul 
and body ... the soul wisely takes care of the body... to assimilate 
it to God (οίκειώσαι Θεφ)... So that things that are by nature 
separated from each other return to unity as they converge together 
in the one hum an being. W hen this happens God will be all in all 
(1 Cor 15:28), permeating all things and giving them subsistence in 
himself (ένυποστήσας έαυτφ), then no being will wander aimlessly 
or be deprived of God’s presence.106

However, this subsistence in God, -  similarly to the subsistence of the logoi 
in the supreme Logos -  is not considered by Maximus as a hypostatical 
existence in the proper sense.

We may say that in application to the universe in its totality the 
ύπόστασις and ΰπαρξις can acquire an additional “existential” meaning,

104 Scholium 1, 6-11 to Q.Thal. 60, 52-62: Τούτων ενωσις καθ’ύπόστασιν προεπενοήθη, 
φησίν, κατά πρόνοιαν πρός τον έξ ού ταΰτα γεγόνασιν, ϊνα καί τό είναι των οντων φυλαχθη 
κατ'ούσίαν, ώς πέφυκεν, καί τό ύποστηναι, ήγουν πώς είναι, κατά χάριν δέξηται θείαν τη πρός τόν 
θεόν ένώσει πάντων πρόςάτρεψίαν μεταποιηθέντων.

105 Cf. Amb.Io. 5, 1148D, see note 54; Amb.Io. 30, 1289A: άναλόγως έκάστω των κτισμά των 
κατά τινα λόγον άπόρρητον σοφίας άμειώτως ένυπάρχειν.

106 Amb.Io. 2, 1092C: ό Θεός, πάντα παραλαβών καί ένυποστήσας έαυτφ; Cf. Myst. 20, 753- 
755: “the ένυπόστατος and ένύπαρκτος adoption as sons, to be given through the gift and grace 
of the Holy Spirit”, της δοθησομένης ένυποστάτου τε καί ένυπάρκτου κατά δωρεάν καί χάριν 
τοΰ άγίου Πνεύματος υιοθεσίας.
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according to which to come into subsistence (τό ύποστηναι) in God means 
to exist (ύπάρχειν) supernaturally in him. The language o f existence is 
manifest, when Maximus writes in Difficulty to John 41 about the result of 
successive syntheses achieved by (and in) the Son of God, that is, about the 
unions that bridge the five universal divisions:

[The Son o f God] recapitulates the universe in himself, showing 
that the whole creation exists (ύπάρχουσαν) as one, like another 
human being, completed by the gathering together of its parts one 
with another in itself, and inclined towards itself by the whole 
of its existence (ύπάρξεως), in accordance with the one, simple, 
undifferentiated and indifferent notion of production from the 
non-being, in accordance with which the whole of creation admits 
of one and the same undiscriminated logos and possesses “it was 
not” as having precedence over “it is”.107

Here Maximus postulates the creation of a new quasi-hypostasis, which 
is not ontological reality but a new “creation” that not only regained its 
primordial state but acquired a higher quality of existence which it never 
had before (the five universal divisions were healed). This became possible 
when the God-man himself surpassed them through a series of syntheses.108

107 Amb.Io. 36, 1312AB: τα πάντα εις έαυτόν άνεκεφαλαιώσατο, μίαν ύπάρχουσαν τήν 
άπασανκτίσιν δείξας, καθάπερ άνθρωπον άλλον, τη των μερών έαυτης πρός άλληλα συνόδω 
συμπληρουμένην καί πρός έαυτήννεύουσαν τη όλότητι της ύπάρξεως, κατά τήν μίαν καί άπλήν 
καί άπροσδιόριστόν, της έκ τοΰ μή οντος παραγωγής καίάδιάφορον έννοιαν, καθ’ ήν ενα καί τόν 
αύτόν πάσα ή κτίσις έπιδέξασθαι δύναται λόγον παντελώς άδιάκριτον, τό “Ούκ ήν”τοΰ “είναι” 
πρεσβύτερον εχουσα.

108 The syntheses achieved by the God-man are the unions of the natures belonging to 
different species. This is not climbing the Porphyrian tree, and Maximus is fully aware of it, 
explaining this elsewhere, cf. Q. Thai 48, 180-189: “A corner is not only union, in accordance 
with the same logos of being, of the parts and the wholes, that belong to the same nature as, 
for instance, the union of individuals and the species to which they belong, and [union of] 
the species and the genera, and [union of] the genera and the essence.... but the corner is also 
the union of the intellect and the sense, heaven and earth, the sensible and the intelligible, and 
the nature with the Logos”, Γωνία έστίν ού μόνον έπΐ τής αύτής φύσεως ή τών μερών πρός τα 
καθόλου κατά τόν αύτόν τοΰ είναι λόγον ενωσις, ώς φέρε είπεΐν πρός τά είδη τα ύπ’ αύτά άτομα 
καί πρός τά γένη τά είδη καί πρός τήν ούσίαν τά γένη... αλλά καί νοΰ πρός αΐσθησιν καί ούρανοΰ 
πρός γήν καίαίσθητών πρός νοητά καί φύσεως πρός λόγον. Nevertheless, he points out that the 
succession of the five universal unions receives its objective ontological foundation in the logos of 
“production from the non-being”.
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The comparison of the universe with “another human being”, that is, 
with the being combining in its hypostasis two different natures, soul 
and body, confirms the assumption that Maximian language here is close 
to the “hypostasis discourse”. This is also suggested by similarities in his 
vocabulary.109 The composite quasi-hypostasis, which comes to be as 
the result o f universal unions, possesses its own ΰπαρξις: the completed 
creature subsists in the totality o f its existence (τη όλότητι της ύπάρξεως).

We may say that Difficulty to John 41 starts with observation of the 
universal ύπόστασις which is an ontological “given” or factum , being an 
analogue of the essence, and concludes with a discussion of an existential 
subsistence (ΰπαρξις) in the form of “how”-being, that is, the being that 
was gathered together in its completeness and exists not by nature any 
more but by divine grace. This is the existence of the being which has 
reached its subsistence in God.

2.6. Some lexical observations·. In conclusion, a few additional remarks 
concerning the ontological vocabulary o f Maximus the Confessor.

Ύπαρκτικώς: Maximus carries a subtle terminological distinction. 
The created beings exist hypostatically (ύποστατικώς), that is, as separate 
individuals who have their actual existence. But when Maximus writes 
about Origenian henad o f the intellects which have not yet received their 
hypostatical subsistence together with their bodies, he says that “they 
at once and altogether (άπαξ) came into being in God existentially',110 
making use of the adverb ύπαρκτικώς which is a άπαξ λεγάμενα.

The same ύπαρκτικώς is used in application to the totality o f those who 
have already received actual existence (and, therefore, exist ύποστατικώς) 
and those who still remain in their logoi and causes (potentially and only 
ύπαρκτικώς yet). Accordingly, the logoi too pre-exist in the supreme Logos 
not ύποστατικώς but ύπαρκτικώς.111

109 Cf. Amb.Io. 36, 1312AB: καθάπερ άνθρωπον άλλον, τη των μερών έαυτής πρός άλληλα 
συνόδω συμπληρουμένην, and Ερ. 15, 552C: κατά τήν... πρός άλληλα σύνοδον, ποιείται 
χαρακτηριστικά τής έξαύτών συμπληρουμένης μίας ύποστάσεως.

110 Amb.Io. 2, 1089Β: τούς άπαξ έν τω Θεω ύπαρκτικώς γενομένους. Sherwood, and then 
Blower and Wilken translate ύπαρκτικώς here as “actually”.

111 Amb.Io. 37, 1329A: “The logoi of everything that by nature existentially is and will be, and 
came to be or will come to be, or appears or will appear, pre-exist firmly in God”, Πάντων ούν 
τών κατ' ούσίαν ύπαρκτικώς δντων τε καί έσομένων, ή γενομένων, ή γενησομένων ή φαινομένων, 
ή φανησομένων, έν τω Θεω προϋπάρχουσι παγίωςόντες οί λόγοι.
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The formula είναι καί ύπάρχειν: Maximus the Confessor sometimes uses 
a pair είναι καί ύπάρχειν. Mostly, this formula is a hendiadys used in the 
context that goes back to Philonian distinction between the knowing that 
something exists and knowing what it is: “[to know] that the divinity is 
and exists, and not to know what it is and what exists”.112

The pair είναι καί ύφίστημι: Similarly, είναι and ύφίστημι can make a 
pair. Sometimes the pair is applied to the Trinity: the divinity has being 
and “how”-subsistence (τού είναι και τού πώς ύφεστάναι) in the divine 
hypostases.113 In some cases, it is applied to the created being.114 Mostly, the 
pair is simply a couple of synonyms,115 being hendiadys that serve semantic 
intensification, a rhetorical figure which Maximus frequently uses116 (as 
Proclus had used it before him 117).

Conclusion

Maximus the Confessor applies ύπάρχω and ύφίστημι to all levels of 
ontological hierarchy: both to God and to the created world. In general, 
ύπάρχω has an inchoative sense and presupposes some “primary” existence;

112 Amb.Io. 13, 1233A: είναι μέν και ύπάρχειν τό Θειον, τί δέ είναι καί ύπάρχειν μή είδέναι. Cf. 
also Amb.Io. 5, 116 IB: “the symbols (τύπους) of the mysteries are and exist (ειναί τε καί ύπάρχειν) 
with reference to (κατ’ άναφοράν) the Logos”; Amb.Io. 17, 1257C: “the beings are and exist”, 
έστι καί ύπάρχει); Amb.Io. 37, 1332C: “the body is and exists”, ειναί τε καί ύπάρχειν.

113 Amb.Tb. 1, 1036C: “the divinity is one, existing (ούσα) monadically, and subsisting 
(ύφισταμένη) triadically”.

114 Amb.Io. 5, 1108D: “virtue and knowledge is and subsists (έστι καί ύφέστηκεν); Amb.Io. 
10, 1217AB: “all the beings are unalterable in reference to their logos in accordance with which 
they received their subsistence and they are (ύπέστησάν τε καί είσί λόγον)”.

115 Cf. Amb.Io. 5, 1189D: “Both the parts in the whole and the whole in the parts are and 
subsist (είσί καί ύφεστηκασι)”; Amb.Io. 2, 1101A: “one may say that if, after the death and 
corruption of the body, the soul is and subsists (εστιν καί ύφέστηκε), then it could be possible 
for the soul to be and subsist (είναι καί ύφεστάναι) before the body”.

116 Cf. various pairs, for instance, Amb.Io. 31, 1289C: “to come into existence / to be”, 
γεγένηται καί έστι (see note 100); Amb.Io. 5, 1189D: “remaining / subsistence”, διαμονή καί 
ύπόστασις; Amb.Io. 30, 1289A: “to be / to remain”, τό είναι καί διαμένειν. See note 73.

117 P r o c l u s ,  Theologia Platonica 1, 115, 7-10: “Sometimes [Plato] calls the gods demons 
who according to their essence (κατ’ ούσίαν) are the second after the gods and received their 
subsistence (ύφεστήκασιν) after them”; P r o c l u s ,  In Alcibiadem I, 76, 20: “all the demons exist 
(ύφεστήκασι) at the level of the souls and are (είσί) the second after the divine souls”.
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even its etymology (ύπο + άρχω) points to it.118 Maximus employs the entire 
semantic range of the ύπάρχω: from a colloquial verb meaning “to begin” 
to a theological term describing divine existence. Maximian vocabulary 
is frequently dogmatically conditioned. Speaking of the two natures of 
the God-man, of which the human one never existed as hypostasis before 
their unconfused union, Maximus uses ύπάρχω and not ύφίστημι (1.5). 
Similarly, when he postulates the impossibility of the soul’s pre-existence to 
the body and the opposite (since neither human body nor soul had existed 
as separate beings before man came into existence), he uses exclusively 
ύπάρχω and not ύφίστημι.

Speaking of the created being, Maximus, in some cases, prefers 
ύφίστημι (ύπο + ιστημι) to describe the formation o f the “how”-being, 
that is, the qualified and specific being. Thus, ύπόστασις signifies a certain 
circumscription of pure existence (ΰπαρξις represents more general being), 
one of its actualizations and instantiations. In trinitarian argumentation 
the ύπάρχω describes the monadic being of the Trinity, while the ύφίστημι 
is applied to its triadic subsistence.

W hen Maximus speaks of the “being in the other”, ύφίστημι acknowledges 
a certain subsistence, which is not a separate being. Such is the subsistence of 
universals and particulars in each other (2.1.3), the subsistence of the divine 
logoi in the supreme Logos (1.4), the essential (κατ’ ούσίαν) subsistence of 
created beings in God’s providence and the logoi (2.3), or their eschatological 
eternal subsistence (άεί είναι) by grace in God (2.5). Although in the last 
case Maximus’ discourse becomes almost “hypostatical” in its vocabulary 
and context, the eschatological subsistence in God is not essential but 
existential, surpassing the natural abilities of the creature.

118 See Amb.Th. 4, 104-105: “starting from this thought, and confirming it by the things 
that follow”, ταύτης ύπάρχων της έννοιας, τοΐς έξης αύτήν βεβαιών. (Although in some instances 
ΰπαρξις apparently does not possess inchoative sense, cf. Amb.Io. 37, 1337AB: “the beginning 
of existence”, τήν αρχήν της ύπάρξεως). Cf. also D a m a s c iu s , De principiis I, 312, 15-22: 
“[Ύπαρξις], as the word [ύπο + άρχω] itself indicates, signifies the first beginning of every 
hypostasis. It is, as it were, a sort of foundation or substructure previously established for the 
structure as a whole and for each part... Hyparxis is the simplicity anterior to all things... It is the 
One itself, which pre-exists beyond all things and is the cause of every essence (ούσία) but is not 
yet itself essence” (tr. Shaw).
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