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Yrdpyo and deiotul in Maximus
the Confessor’s Ambigua®

VALERY V. PETROFF

Maximus the Confessor composed two works dedicated to the
interpretation of difficult passages (Gmopat) in the writings of Dionysius
the Areopagite and Gregory of Nazianzus': the earlier collection of dnopa
(628-630) is entitled On various difficulties to John (nepi Srapdpwv andpmv
npdg Twavvny, 1061-1418), and the second collection, finished in 634 (or
somewhat later) is named On various difficulties to Thomas (nepi Srapdpwv
anopov mpog Gopdv, 1031-1060)°. Maximus Amopa 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. YIIAPXQ

Let’s examine the way Maximus applies vmépyw to various levels of
ontological hierarchy. The derivatives of Omapyw occur in the Difficulties
almost 200 times, and all of 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.

' 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 Janssens 2003, 281-286;
PeTrROFE 2005, 47-49; PeTROFF 2007b, 126-129; BEnevicu 2007, 111-117. Complete
Russian translation of all the Ambigua and the Second Letter to Thomas see in IspoOvEDNIK 2006.
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1.1. God in general: God is above the being itself (0nép a0 10 €lvar), he
is beyond everything (énékewa).> On the other hand, it is impossible for
God not to be,* although he exists (bnapywv) before the being of particular
beings (t& dvta).” There is a significant lexical detail: Maximus never
speaks of mpolnap&ig in application to God: this term is reserved for the
discussions on the pre-existence of the /ogoi or the souls.® The opposition
God / the created world finds its correspondence in a lexical pair vrapyo
/ dpiomput: “[God]... who exists (Onapywv) above every nature, distributed
the hypostasis of [all] beings according to each species”.”

Maximus uses Hmop&ig 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 (6t
géom) and knowing what it is (ti éoT).® According to Philo, it is impossible
to pursue investigations into God’s essence or distinctive qualities (dg mepi
ovoiag i modttog {nteiv).” One can only learn (kotopadeiv) that there
is and actually exists (ot 1€ koi vmapyer) the Cause of all things. God
is incomprehensible (dkotdAnmrog) by direct and immediate intuition
(npooPort}), which could reveal what kind of being he is (olog v). But
he is known indirectly, by means of observation of the powers that are

> Amb.Jo. 5, 1180B: 10b Oeiov kai povov, Tod Kai vrep adTd TO elven Kvping drapyovtog;
Amb.lo. 5, 1188D: €i¢... Ocdg... mbong aneipiog HHapYOV EXEKEWVA.

4 Amb.Io. 24, 1273A: 10D avordprtov elva.

5 Amb.lo. 13, 1233BC: ©cdv... mpiv elvon Tit Svia drapyov.

¢ Cp. Amb.Jo. 10, 1220C: Tiv npodmap&w t@v yoxdv; Amb.Jo. 37, 1329A: néviev odv wév
KT’ ovoiay HTOPKTIKAG SvTav... &v 1) Oed npodrapyovor taying dvieg oi Adyor.

7 Amb.lo. 36, 1277B: Slopicag xad’ Exactov €180¢ THV T@V EVImV YTOGTAGY, DIEP GYOL...
DILAPYOV.

8 ARISTOTELES, Analytica posteriora 11, 1, 89 b 24-35: “We seck four things: the fact (x0 61),
the reason why (10 81611), if something is (&i £611), what something is (ti éoTwv)... We seek... ifa
centaur or a god is or is not. I mean if one is or is not simpliciter (&mAdg) and not if one is white
or not. And having come to know that it is (611 £o11), we seek what it is (ti éo11), e.g.: Then what
is a god? or What is a man?” (tr. Barnes). See PEpiN 1994, 71.

® Puio ALEXANDRINUS, Quod Deus sit immutabilis 62, 4: “But [God] is not even
comprehensible by the intellect, except the fact only that he is (katd 10 glvar pévov); for his
existence (dmap&ig), indeed, is a fact which we do comprehend concerning him, but beyond the
fact of his existence (dmap&ewe), we can understand nothing” (tr. Yonge, slightly modified). Cf.
PHiLo ALEXANDRINUS, De opif. mundi 170: “Moses teaches us... that the Divinity has a real
being and existence (§o11 koi Onépyer)” (tr. Yonge).
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subsequent to him and follow him: they do not declare his essence but
reveal his existence (bmap&w) through the works accomplished by him.'
Maximus the Confessor follows in this approach:

He [Gregory of Nazianzus] did not say that... the [divine] nature
we are speaking about... is incomprehensible in relation to its
existence (dtunep vmapyey), but [he insisted on the impossibility to
know] what exists (ti 0népyet)... There is a great difference between
believing that something exists and the exact knowledge that
comprehends this essence.'!

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.'?

1.2. The divine Trinity: When Maximus speaks of God not in general
but more specifically, discussing the divine Trinity, he writes about the
three modes (tpomor) of its subsistence.'® In application to the pair “divine
essence / divine hypostases” the tnap&ig signifies being in general, while
hypostatic differentiation related to the transition from the essence to the

19 PriLo ALEXANDRINUS, De posteritate Caini, 167-169.

Y Amb.Jo. 12, 1229C: Ovk Eonv &Anmrov elvan tadTV Ty @dowW, mept fig 6 Adyog, druep
Imhpyel, AL Ti DRAPYEL. .. TOARR TPpOGESTIV 1) Braopd Tod neneicdat mepi Tvog tumep DRAPKEL
TPoOG T idévan TV axpiPi] Tiig ovoiagrovTov KoTéAnyw. Cf. Amb.lo. 13, 1233A: givan pév xai
drapyewv 10 Ociov, Ti 8¢ elvon kol dmapyew pneidévay, Amb.lo. 29, 1288B: Ex t@v katé mv
ovoiav, TovtéoTt &K ThG ovoing avtiic, 6 Oedg 0LdimOTE T drapywv ywadoketay, Amb.lo. 12,
1229C: [gpvow] GAnntov... €ig avTiv TV HmapEiv.

12 Q. Thal. 1X, 120-130: 'Enci odv 008ev 1@V Sview £avtd 1o mapamav §i EAko yaoked
1L TOTE Kat’ ovGioy €0Tiv, EIKOTOG 0V8E TAV YEVIICOUEVOV 0DIEVOG 0VOEV TAV Svimv Exel Katd
@VoV TV TPIYVOSLY, TANVTod dmep T Svra 60D, T0D Kai £avTov yvdokovtog 8 Ti ToTE Kat
ovoiay 20Tl Kai VIOV T@V O adTod TEMOMpEVOV Kainpiv yevésho poeyvmkoTtog Ty Brapéiv,
Kol péAovtog Katd xeptv iotiueicfat Toig obotl Tv £avtdv Kai GAARAwV 8 Tioté Kat’ ovoiav
DnépYovst YV Kai TODG &V 0DTH HOVOE@S TPOOVTAG TTG HOTAV YEVEGEWS QAVEPDTUL AGYOVG.

13 Cf. Amb.Jo. 18, 1261A: xa®’ &v dnapyst tpomov [ Oedtng].
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hypostases finds its lexical expression in participles derived from dpiotn
and such later forms of it as Ywta® and d@otdve. One divinity “is”

k4 . . « T » < 7 « . .
(ovoa) monadically, while “subsisting” (bprotapévn) or “having received
subsistence” (bpéotkev) triadically:

Triad... is essential existence (évovolog Umap&ig) of the tri-
hypostatic monad... The monad is truly Triad, since thus it
subsists (bpéotniev). Indeed, the divinity is one, having its being
monadically, and subsisting triadically (oc6 te povadicdc, xai
veroTapivn TPIdIK@C).

It follows, therefore, that in application to the Trinity Gmap&ig serves as
more or less a synonym of &lvar. An adverb “monadically” (povadudc)
that corresponds to the abiding of 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 (etvan) to the being-in-some-manner, to the “how”-
being or more exactly to the “how”-subsisting (nd¢ veeotavar).'® Therefore,
the being of 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 hypostatical subsistence:

The Triad is truly monad, since thus it is (obtwg éo1i), and the Monad
is truly triad, since thus is subsists (obtwg Veéotnkev). Indeed,
the divinity is one, existing (oboa) monadically, and subsisting
(dprotapévn) triadically... We first (npidtov) are illuminated
with respect to the logos of its being (elvar), and thus (oB1w) are
enlightened with respect to the “how "~subsistence (nig dYpeotévan),

Y Amb. Th. 1, 26-29 . Cf. Amb.lo. 62, 1400D: tiv tpiovmécTatov braptw.
' Ep. sec. Th. 1, 22-23: “...vision of both the logos of divinity’s being and the tropos of its
‘how’-subsistence”, {3€tv T6v 1€ T0B £lvan A6yov, kai ToV 10T mhg DPECTAVOL Tiig BEdTNTOC TPOTOV.
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for it is obvious that being (¢lvaw) is observed before (npoemvoeitor)
the “how”-subsistence (md¢ v@eotval). And so, movement of
divinity, which comes about through the elucidation concerning
its being and its “how”-subsistence, is established. .. as knowledge.'¢

Here “simple being” corresponds to a /ogos and “how”-being to a #ropos,
to a hypostasis. In the earlier set of difficulties, the Difficulties to John,
Maximus formulates the same idea by means of dndpy® and not veicTnp,
writing that the divinity is Monad according to logos of essence (being) and
it is Triad according to the ropos of existence (tpomog vnapEewc):

Monad is Triad being perfect in three perfect hypostases that is,
according to the ropos of existence (tpémog vmapEeng), and Triad
is truly Monad according to the /logos of its essence that is, being
(gtvan)."”

Thus, in application to the Trinity odoia is a synonym of eivau, while
vmootacts is understood to be a mode of its being — its “how”-subsisting
(ndg Dpeot@var) and tropos of existence (Hnoapé&ig).

Maximus also describes the being of the divine hypostases in relation to
each other by means of the verb vnapym.'® Since the Vnépyw etymologically
possesses inchoative sense, the formula tov tijg VndpEewg Tpomov as applied
to the Trinity could from the time of Gregory of 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, Movig yap dAndég 1 Tpidg, 61t obtog éoti, ke Tpiag Anddg 1 povi,
6t obtorg Doéomrey: éneidn kai pia Oe6Tng 00oE TE POVOSIKGG, KOl DOIOTAUEVT TPLESIKAS. ..
npdTOVTOV TOD Elvar Aéyov adtiig EAAapumopévav, Kod obTe Tov Tod Tdg adTv DPECTAVAL TPOTOV
potilopivav, ginep 0 slvar Todndg eivon mavtog npoemvoeitor. Kivioig obv Bsdmrog 1y U
EKQavoeng yivopévn mepi e 10D elvan admv Kol 100 ThG aDTAVIPESTAVAL. .. KABEGTNKE YVAGIS
(tr. Lollar, slighty modified).

Y7 Amb.Jo. 62, 1400D-1401A: Tpiag yép éotv 1) povég g év teheiong odoa tekeia Taig
VROGTAGESWY,Tiyouv 16 Tiig DNaplems TpOn®, Kai povag ot 1 Tpig aAndds @ Tiig odoiag,
fiyoov 16 tod elvon Aoye.

18 Amb.Jo. 20, 1264C: odx éx 10D Yiod tod [atpog dmapyovrog; Amb.lo. 26, 1268B: &v 16
Tatpi ... bnop&v 1od Movoyevode.
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dyevwnoia (unbegottedness) of the Father, yévwnoig (begottedness) of the
Son and éknopevoig (procession) of the Holy Spirit."”

1.3. The supreme Logos: The verb vmapyw plays an important role in the
discussions of the being of the Logos, the divine hypostasis. There, the
presence of vnépy® 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;*

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

Since [the Word of God] always exiss the same in himself”.?

The verb dmépyo, describing the presence of 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.”

The Logos subsists (bpeoteds) himself as a divine hypostasis and gives
subsistence (Vpr1o1@V) to all the created: “The Word that subsists and brings

subsistence to everything”.**

19 Amb.Jo. 5, 1136BC: «ai tov nepi Matpdg koi Yiod kai dyiov [vedparog... £613&ydncay
Aoyov, ka®' Gvod Tov Tob elvar povov amhidg tod aitiov hoyov puotikds dpatictnoav, dAy
xoi ToV Tig dmapEems tpoémov doePdstpvnifnoav. It is possible to point out the transposition
of inchoative sense from the formula tpémog drépEeng to formula tpémog tiig vmooTdcEWS.
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’, obtog éktichn 6 kowvodg hg aAndds &vBpwnog, 6 TPdTOg KUipdvog TOV ToHTOV TPOTOV
1ii¢ drocThoEng £¢° favtod xatadeifag, 6 katd Beov kTiehei, 00 katd &vBpanov. Antirrheticus
adversus Apollinarium 223, 30 — 224, 2.

0 Amb.Th. 2, 6-7: 'O 100 Osod Adyog bhog odoio. mApng dmapymv, Odg Y&p, Kai
vrootacicdrog avelhmig, Yiog yap.

2 Amb.Io. 2, 1077C: éva... 8 £avtdv dovyydtmg dnipyovta, Evodotév Te Kai EvomdoTatov
100 Oeod kaillatpog Oedov Adyov.

22 Amb.Jo. 16, 1256A: Qoabdtog yop dnapxmv ael d1° avtov. ..

B Amb.Jo. 35, 1304A: 6 Oedc, 6 £V T0iG PEYIOTOLC. .. KVping DRdpYV Kai YIvooKopevoc.

24 Amb.lo. 5, 1132C: 100 dpeoTdTOG Ko VEI6TMVTOG TO TAvTa Adyov.
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1.4. The logoi of beings: Maximus’ doctrine of the /logoi of beings has already
been treated in detail,” so I will address only two points of it. The first remark
relates to the abiding of the divine /ogoi in the supreme Logos, the second
hypostasis of the divine Trinity. Maximus writes that the one beginning of
the being (elvaw) of the /ogoi is the Wisdom: the logoi exist (Vnépyovot) from
it and through it, and by it they receive the ability to exist:

the logoi... have the Wisdom as the only beginning of their being;
they exist (bnépyovor) from it and through it, and they have the
power to be (mpdg 6 elvan SHvacbar) immovably by it.2

The list of prepositions used by Maximus (¢§, 814, ¥16) 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 vpiotn is applied at once to the coming-to-be
of the non-created /ogoi 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 (dpectdrag),
also gave subsistence (bneotioaro) out of non-being to all things
visible and invisible. By his Word and his Wisdom, he in due time
had made (rovjcog) all things and [still] is making (mowdv) them,
universals as well as particulars... Because a logos precedes the
making... of everything that receives its being from God.?”

25 See EprranovicH 2003, 62—64; Daimars 1952, 244-249; Suerwoop 1955, 166-180;
BarrHasar 2003, 115-136; THUNBERG 1965, 76-84; Karavannts 1993, 201-231; TOLLEFSEN
2000, 83-173; LarcHET 2004, 276-283; Rossum 1993, 213-217; PeTrOFF 20072, 112-128;
PerrOEF 2009, 16-25.

26 Amb.Jo. 37, 1329C: oi Aoyor... povnv Exovieg apyiv Tod slvan Ty copiav, & fig kai St fiv
DIapyovet, Kol DY’ Mg THY TG 1o slvan ddvacBor marying Sovapy Exovcty.

27 Amb.Io. 2, 1080A: Todg y&p Méyovg T6V yeyovoTOV EYev Tpd 1@V aidvev HOEsTHTAS. ..
kat' adtovg TV Tedpativ Kai aépatov ék Tod pi dvtog VmesToTo KTicw, Adye Kail coig To
navto Ketd TOV déovia povov mOmeas TE Kamoldv, i kaBolov 1€ kai 1 ka8’ Exactov. Adyov
yéap... dnuovpyiag mpokadnysiodar... mavtog 1@V ék Oeod 10 elvaaBéviav (tr. Blowers &
Wilken, slightly modified). Cf. Amb.lo. 37, 1328AB, 1329BC.
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Derivatives of the same verb Vpio describe both God the Father’s giving
subsistence to the divine and non-created /ogoi 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 /ogos and each cause”.?®

Maximian perception of the divine /logo7 is similar to the Proclean
Neoplatonic vision of the henads: both /ogoi and henads receive their
subsistence, that is, some mode of existence, but both are actually above
the being in its proper sense.” Proclus frequently describes the action, in
which the higher being gives subsistence to the lower being, by means
of the derivatives from the verb vgiotnu, 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.*

The two quotations given above demonstrate also that a straightforward
identification of the divine /logoi with the divine energies (interpreted in the
light of 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,' defining the being of the created things
that exist in accordance with their logo7,>* 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.?

28 Myst. 5, 483-485: 6OOTIKAG... Evappoving Tpdg adTOV Pepopévn, OV movtdg Adyovkal
TAOTG QUTIOG TEPLEKTIKOV TE Kl TONTHV.

¥ Procrus, Theologia Platonica 111, 14, 17-19: “Each henad is one and it initially
received subsistence because of the One (Gnd 0D £&vog DeéomKev)... They received subsistence
(bpeotixacwy) because of the first cause”. Cf. Procrus, Theologia Platonica 1, 115, 7-10:
“Sometimes [Plato] calls the gods demons, who according to their essence (xat’ ovoiav) are
second after the gods and received their subsistence (bpeotikaow) after them”.

30 See STEEL 1994, 79-100.

3 Amb.Jo. 12, 1228A: ol £kGoTe TdV Svtav i) drapéel tpatag ykataBindévieg Aoyor, kad’
obg kai £oT1 Kol TEYVKE TAOV dvtav EKaoTov.

32 Amb.Jo. 37, 1329C: Qv 8¢ ol Aéyor povipwg Dmapyovet mapd T Otd... 100TOV
avapenpiotag aidnaptels capdg siov 6d1pdopot.

33 Amb.Io. 37, 1328CD: "Ootig Suvipet pév év 1 norpiipyn ABpaiy dmapyov.
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1.5. The God-man: ‘Ynapyo is frequently used when Maximus discusses
the God-man in whose hypostasis two natures were united without
confusion.’® 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”.** In the incarnation the
Word of God became hypostasis of two natures:

The Word of God exists (bnépywv) 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.*

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

34 Amb.Jo. 22, 1269B: ix T aovyxvtov Hrap&w... ai 1od Xplotod ¢voelg fempodviaL.

3 Amb.Th. 3, 13-15: mavtdg aidvog... kai maong 8t éavtdv dmapyev Enékewa @HcEMS,
KEVOT' Gpew VOV... yeyévwmrtar. Cp. Amb.lo. 32, 1296D: ¢ &vBponog kai Ocdg dmapywv, Kai dTép
nicav GvAAN0ds avBpordtyTd te Kai 8edmyta; Amb.Jo. 5, 1129BC: Aoyog katd ¢ov HIapX®V
aéparog.

36 Amb. Th. 2, 6-7: 'O tod Bod Adyog rog oveiamiipng dnapywv, Oeds Yo, Kai InécTacts
6hog avedumng, Yiog yap, kevmbeig pév onopl YEyove Tig oikeiog capoc,apPite 6€ cvAiAnyet
cvviebeig avthg dmootaci yéyove Tiig mpocAnedeiong capkos. Kai 1ot 1@ kouvd puotpin
kot By drpéntwg Bhog yevouevog GvBpmmog, V0 QUCEMV GKTIGTOD 1€ Kai KTIOTHG... O
AVTOC VTOGTAGIC NV. .. DTG CUVOETR YEVOUEVE T| TPOCAHWEL TG GUPKAG KTl THY dmosTacwy (tr.
Lollar, slightly modified).

37 Amb.Io. 22, 1268B: évog Tiig &ying Tpiadog dnépyovtog koi petd Ty cipkacw. CE. Amb.
75. 2, 18-19: “the flesh exists from him, and he truly exists according to it”, adt0d 1€ Tiig GapKOS
Yrapyodong,kai Kkat avThyv aAnodg évrt...”

38 Amb.lo. 37, 1320B: gioer Oedg dnépyov; GLE® GLOIKDS KaTd CARBEIRV DTAPY®V.

3 Amb.Th. 5, 32-36: “He exists neither as a mere human being, nor as bare God”, pf yirog
GvBponog prite youvog vdpyer Oedc.
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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.* 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.*! Besides, as he does it in relation to God in general,
Maximus uses the vndpyw in an epistemological context, discussing the
possibilities to comprehend “what and how” of the God-man’s existence.*?

1.6. The rational soul: The verb dmapym also describes the existence of the
rational soul.* As an ontological term, the Onépyw 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,* but that they both co-exist,
coming into being at once and together (Gpa). Thus, Maximus sometimes
uses the formula xatd v dpa cvvomopév, ‘according the simultaneous
co-existence”.® Besides, Maximus also applies such verb derivatives

O Amb. Th. 5, 225-233: pévov Ocdg GAndTg, BvBpOTdC £oTIv GANBTG; oo Setkvie Savtdv
aAnOdg vmapéel PUOIKT... Ocavdpuaiv... ovY... LOVIG YUVTiG katd gOcty Be0TNTOG, T} HOVNG WkTiG
vrapyoveay avlpondTnTog.

al Ep. sec. Th. 2, 35-37: undév tij¢ oikeiag TEKUHPIOV TAPEYOUEVIV DIAPEEDG.

“2 Amb.Th. 5, 135-137: Ti t¢ xai 1ig dnipyov yvaodicetay,

3 Amb.Io. 2, 1092B: “the rational and intelligent soul which exists in the image of its maker”,
AOYIKNV T€ Kal vogpav yuyny, fite 81 ko1’ gikdva 10D TOMGaVTOg AVTHV dRapyoveay.

44 Amb.Io. 10, 1220C: tiv npodmapEw 1@V yoydv; Amb.lo. 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), yoynv @pa xai cdpa, g pépn avlponov,
AAAmV Tpobmapyey xpovikdg T peBomapyew aurixavov; Amb.lo. 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), Gpa ket Tiv drap&w duootépov, wordic Ayo Kol cdpatog, 6 adTdg E0TL Tig YEVESENDG
XPOVOG,008ev0G T0D ETEPOV MPOHMAPYOVTOG... Katd TNV yéveow fi pebomapyoviog; Amb.lo. 37,
1336C: “to say that souls post-exist their bodies”, 10 peBonépyev 1@v copdTOv TOG YUYES ...
Aéyewv.

4 Amb.Jo. 37, 1325B: “according to their coexistence as parts simultaneous with each other, 1
mean the soul and the body”, t0d cuvapeotépov kata v &ua 1@V pepdv EAA A0 cuvdTapLy,
Yoyiis AEym kol 6ORaTOG.
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as mpobmap&w (mpobmapyew), pebomapEv (ueBombpyewv), cuvimapEw
(ovvomdpyew). 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.*” Dogmatic prohibition against postulating
the separate existence of either the soul or the body is reflected in his
vocabulary: dmépy® completely replaces dpioctnu in the corresponding
contexts.”® However, dpiotnu reappears in discussions concerning the
generation of the human beings. Maximus explains that the body receives
co-subsistence with the soul exactly at the moment 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.*’

1.7. The created being: The verb vmapyw is frequently applied by Maximus
to the created world. The created being is existence (bmap&ic) that has
its order and position.”® The joining of form and matter results in the
formation of particular subsistence (hypostasis, Voéomkev) which in its
turn possesses its own existence (Smapéig).”' The hypostasis of the whole
creation in its turn has the existence (6map&ic)* received from its Creator.*

4 Amb.Jo. 37, 1325D: TWVEG P&V Yap QAGLV... TPODAAPYEV TOV COUATMV TAG YVYAG, TIVEG OE
toévavtiov, OV Yyox@dv npobmapyev & copata. Hueic 82... obte mpobmapév obte pebdmaptv
Woyiis 1 cdpatog,cuvimapiv.

7 Amb.Io. 37, 1340B: “coexistence [of the soul] with the ouflow and filthy pleasure”, pevoer
ki Bdovij pumapl cvvorapyew; Amb.lo. 42, 1340C: “coexistence of the rational and intelligent
soul with the body at conception”, cuvondpyev 1@ cOpatt Katd THY cOAANYIV THY Loy T¢ Kai
VOEPQAV YUYTV.

48 Amb.Io. 37,1332C: petiitod capkmBEvTog Kai Tedeing évavBpommcavrog O@god Adyov eivai
T€ Kal DTAPYELV... TO oD TO €5 MUAV Anediv kai 6poodciov vouévov adTd kab' dndcTacty.

9 Amb.Jo. 37, 1337B: odrivog Yap 1@ wpopd dwhvecdor TEQuke TO odpa, T0VTOL dnAady
TH) Omapéet katd TV yéveotv eDAGYWG Gv maviag kai cuveeéstnkev; Amb.Jo. 37, 1341B: adtov
1OV Tiig PVOEMG TOMNTAV... Td Kb’ E£avTdV PVOTNPIY THG EVOOUUTOCENG... THV POV TEXEInS
Eyovoav pa T elval Kotd TV yévesty doictacbon St éavtod Pefaincdpevov.

50 Amb.lo. 5, 1185D: tijc katdt Bécwv dmapEeac.

U Amb.Io. 25, 1273C: “from which [matter and form] the existence of the beings has
received its subsistence”, £ @v 1| T@v dvtov Braplig deéomkev; Amb.lo. 5, 1140A: “existence of
everything material and immaterial”, néomg bhuig xai ahov odeiag Tv Broap&v.

52 Amb.lo. 36, 1312AB: “the whole creation exists as one... inclined towards itself in the
integrity of its existence”, piav drapyoveav v &racav Kticw... IPOG EavTiv vedovsav Ti
OrOTL TiiG VapEews.

>3 Amb.Io. 41, 1357A: “God deigned to give essence to the beings and to give existence to the
non-beings”, edd6xnoev 6 Oeds ovGIBEML Té SvTa, Kai Toig pr) odetv HrapE Sodval.
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God is immanent in the world: Maximus the Confessor compatres it to
the divine fire that exists inside (évomdapyov) the essence of beings as in
the burning bush (cf. Ex 3:2).5* Each being has its existence (§map&wv)
in accordance with God’s thoughts and willings (/ogo) pertaining to that
being.”® The essential existence of beings is existence in accordance with
their Jogoi and by means of their Jogoi.>® After the resurrection, the man
will become unchangeable in his existence.®’

Besides, the verb vmépyw can be used in application to created existence
in general. For instance, Maximus speaks of essential existence of beings:
Kat' ovoiav drap&v 1OV dviov.’

A remarkable combination of altogether three derivatives of the verbs
gipi, dmépyw, and vpiout occurs in a phrase:

the artisans by no means have their being — in a substantial and
hypostatical manner (katd ™v drap&v dmootatikdg) — as enclosed
in the products of their craft.”

Maximus wants to say that the artisans as human beings possess their own
real existence (bmop&v) 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 kata v Hrap&v
had been used in the earlier philosophical tradition before Maximus,
namely in the discussions of the modes of existence of the sensible
beings. Proclus dedicated a special paragraph to it in his 7he Elements
of Theology. According to him, if there are three levels of being arranged
hierarchically: some particular thing — its cause — and an image of this

5 Amb.lo. 5, 1148CD: domnep 0auve i odoig 1@V Sviav EVumapyovtog Bgiov Topac.

55 Amb.Jo. 15, 1241C: tijg év T0ig odo1 kad’ fiv aitiav drapxovewv; Amb.Jo. 37, 1345B: gvoic...
Katd oV Eautiig Aoyov vmapyovea. Cp. Amb.lo. 37, 1349A: 1ov mponyoduevov tiig pvoemg Adyov.

56 Amb.lo. 17, 1257A: 100g 0lg kot odsiav dmipxovct Aoyovug; Amb.Jo. 17, 1257A: év... xa®’
obg vrapyoveL T& TavTA AGY0G.

57 Amb.Jo. 37, 1349A: “through the resurrection by means of which man is born into
immortality as unchangeable in his existence”, 81 Tiig... vastéoews, £ig dBavaciav yevvhong
1oV GvBpanov kab’ drap&v dvarrointov.

% Amb.Jo. 2, 1077A.

5% Amb.To. 13, 1233BC: 0dK év T0ig TeXVITOIg TaVTHS TO Elvan Katdt THY BrapEiv HrosTomxac
£YOVGIVOL TEYVITOL TEPLYEY POUUEVOV.
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thing, then existence of the thing in its cause is existence by participation
(katd péBegv), existence of the thing in its image is causal, and the thing’s
existence by itself is substantial (xa®’ dmap&v).® According to Proclus,
Maximian artisans would possess three modes of existence: potential
existence in their Jogo7, substantial (hypostatical) existence (ka’ Hmap&w),
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 ka8 dmap&wv does not belong to his usual
ontological vocabulary and appears as borrowed from some other source.
Speaking of the substantial existence, Maximus would usually use the
term hypostasis, as he actually does even here, since he explains the ka6’
tmap&v by means of the adverb vYmootatik@g, placing it immediately after
the formula katd v Srap&iv.

2. YOIXTHMI

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

2.1. The prevailing meaning of v¢iomut 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” (b@éotnke)
from the bodies and in the bodies (8¢ @v xai év oic) of which it has been
composed (cvvéotnke),!

2.1.2. and the existence (bmap&ig) of beings “has received subsistence”
from matter and form.®

6 Cf p. ProcLus, The Elemants of Theology, prop. 103, 93, 17-18: “each being may exist
either in its cause, or substantially, or by participation”, &actov i kat’ citiav otv fi ko’
dropEwv fi katd pédekw; The Elemants of Theology, prop.140, 17-18: “each being has three
[modes of existence): in its cause, substantially, and by participation”, Tpix@g yép fiv €kaotov, fi
Kot aitiav fikad Hmap&v fi kard pédeiv.

1 Amb.lo. 5, 1169C.

2 Amb.Io. 25, 1273C: 1) 1@V dvtov draplig deEcTnKey.
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2.1.3. The verb beiotnut 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 (cvvictocOu)
from particulars... Universals have come into subsistence (dpéotmxev)
in particulars, assuming by no means the /ogos of separate being
and subsistence (Aoyov tod kaf odtd etvai te kol Voeotavar). If
particulars should perish, then universals will not withstand. The
parts are and have come into subsistence (gioi kol VQeESTIKAGY) in
the wholes and the wholes — in the parts... Universals have their
permanence and Aypostasis (dtapoviy kai ¥166Tac1K) in particulars.®

[The whole] receives everything that is naturally present in its parts,
from which [parts] it has received subsistence (€€ v xai vVpéotnke).*

First Maximus states that universals have come into subsistence (bpéotnkev)
in particulars but this is not a subsistence (bpeotévar) of a separate being
on its own. Significantly, Maximus makes use of the formula ka8’ avta
givar here, that means “separate being” in Aristotle.® After that, Maximus
explains that particulars, in their turn, “have come into subsistence”
(bpeomkaot) 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.Jo. 5, 1189CD: & yap tdv Kate péPog 6 KBOAOL GUVIGTAGHOL TEQUKE. .. Td KAOOAOV
&v 10ig KaTapépPog DYESTNKEY, 0DSaNdS TO mapdmay TV Tod kud' avtd ivai te Kai dpeoTavar
Aoyov EmdexOpeva THV Kot PEPocdLapdepoptvov mavti mov STAov £oTv MG 0VdE T kaBorov
otioetar. Ta pépn yap év toig OAO™OL, Kai ol OAOTNTES v TOTgUEPEDT Kai gioi kai DPesTHKACT. ..
£v ol 1) T@V KaOOAOV S1opoVT) Kai HTOCTAGLS.

%4 Amb.lo. 22, 1268D: ¢émBeXONEVOD TAVTO KUPIOG T8 PVOIKHS TPOSOVTA TOIg HEPESLY, £E BV
Kot DQEGTNKE.

% Indeed, Aristotle discusses various meanings of the formula 10 ka9’ a016. 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 (Et Soa péve dnapyer kol i povov
81 adTO KeYWPIGHEVOV K 0hTO), see ARISTOTELES, Met. IV, 18, 1022a 36-37. Cf. ARISTOTELES,
De anima 111, 8, 432a 3—4: énei 8¢ 000E mpdypa 000V o1 mapd T peyEdn, mcdokel, Ta aichnTd
keyopopévov, “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)® 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 /ogoi took place
of 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.”’ Besides, 1189CD seems to be a reworking
of a passage from Nemesius of Emesa,*® further developed in the light
of Maximus’ favorite “nepiydpnoig approach”. This approach is manifest
in a discussion from Maximus’ Mpystagogia, 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 (kdop0c) too is one, non split between its parts; on the
contrary, it circumscribes (neptypagav) 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 (6hov 6L®); 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

¢ Amb.lo. 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”, 6 pév Gei kat’ €vépyeiaviott
Anpovpydg, ta 8¢ duvaper pév £otiv, Evepyeig 8¢ ovk ETL.

7 On this see PETROEF 2009, 16-25.

68 Cf. NemEstUs, De natura hominis 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”, &g 1@v katd pépograviev Sugdeipopévav, Kai ta
kaB6Lov Sapapricetar; £k Yap @V Katl pEPOG TavIoV Td Kaborov cuvictatal. EE1GAeryodv Ta
€181 o Opod 101G KTl PEPOS, KOl AVTIGTPEREL, Kai cuvdaedeipetal Kai cuvdiacHleTat.
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see as impressed through mystery in symbolic forms by the whole
sensible world. And the whole sensible world exists (évomapywv)
in the whole intelligible world through knowledge (yvootikdc)
when it is simplified by intellect in the logo:. For this sensible world
is in the intelligible world by means of /ogos; and the intelligible
world is in the sensible one by means of its symbols (t0mo1). 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 of 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.®

Maximus’ concept of universal reciprocity is remniscent of the Proclean
discussion of the universal sympathy, resulting in the mutual mirroring of
heaven and earth.”® 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 of his liturgical
theology.” 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”,”> — with the concept of meprydpnoig crucial for
Christological doctrine. Although the general context of this Maximian

 Myst. 2, 233-257.

7% Cf. ProcLus, De sacrificio et magia 148, 3-21.

"I Cf. D1oNys1Us AREOPAGITA, De ecclesiastica hierarchia 11, 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”, "Eott yap... 10 pév aicOntdc iept 1@V vomrdvansikoviopoto kai &1° adtd
xewpayoyia kai 680g, T 88 vonté TdV Kot aictnov icpapikdv apym kai émotipun. 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” Tzbula Smaragdina 2. See PETrROFF 2013, 305-307
[264-308].

72 RaHNER 1959, 461-505, reprinted in RAHNER 1967, 275-313. On this see PETROEF
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 of created being: they exist in each other.

2.1.4. Maximus uses the vpiotu in the discussion of creation out of
nothing: God brings the beings out of non-beings, letting them come into
subsistence”. The creature received subsistence (bmootijvar) out of non-
beings.”* God created (nenoinkev) everything; he endowed human beings
with subsistence, having given them essence.”” God the Father with his
Wisdom gave subsistence (dmootioag) to every nature.’®

2.1.5. The existence (dmap&ig) of the created things has received its essential
subsistence after their coming into being.”” All created beings received
their subsistence and being (bnéomoav e kai eioi) in accordance with their
logos.”®

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

2.1.7. The earthly being subsists (dmootiioon) and persists (peivar).*
The verb veiomut describes the earthly subsistence of the sensible and
corruptible things.®'

73 Amb.lo. 30, 1289A: “God brings the beings (dnostiicacdu) our of non-beings, letting
them come into subsistence, granting them ability to be and persist (10 elvau koi Siapéverv)”.

74 Amb.Jo. 23, 1272BC: 10 ék 1) dvtav drocTival.

> Amb.Jo. 5, 1116B: odordoag dneothiooTo.

76 Amb.lo. 43, 1361A: 6 ndcav petd copiag gootv dmootioag Oedc.

77 Amb.lo. 37, 1329C: “on coming into generation... the existence has acquired essential
subsistence”, petatiyv yéveouw... i kot ovoiav vpéotnrev brnapéig.

78 Amb.lo. 10, 1217AB: kad’ v uév dnécnody Te Kol gici Adyov.

7 Amb.Jo. 37, 1337B: i) vnép&et kot TV yéveowy cuvveéstnkev. Cf. Amb. Th. 5, 280-284,
1060A: “In the divine incarnation, the divine and the human... were composed and received
co-subsistence (tijg GLYKEWEVIG KAl GUVVPESTAOGNG) .

80 Améb.Io. 37, 1336D.

81 Amb.1Io. 37, 1336CD.
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2.1.8. Sinners give subsistence to non-being in themselves because of their
disposition to it.* On the contrary, one may give subsistence to virtue.*

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

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

2.3. The created beings subsists in the logoi: Discussing divine providence
and judgement, Maximus writes that God’s providence initially gave
subsistence (zponyovpéveg dméotn) to the universe®” and to each being
(Unéooav Exaota)®® in accordance with the logoi. From the beginning (6§

82 Amb.lo. 15, 1237BC: 10 piy dv kata S1deotv Exvtoig dmosticaviag Amb.Jo. 16, 1252B:
“the disposition of the soul which gave subsistence to non being (brosticacav 1o pi 6v)”.

83 Amb.Io. 16, 1248D: éxéomy Gpetiiv HrooTHOAGO.

8 Amb.Jo. 37, 1340C: “The Manichaeans postulated two beginnings”, %0 &pxog
VMOGTNGOUEVOVG.

8 Amb.Io. 62, 1404B: “thousand times a four yields (0pictnow) four thousand”.

8 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 of 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”,0pobnéotata pgv, 1@ Adyw Tig
KaB’ Evooty £ adtdv copmAnpovuéving Tpocmmikiic adwpiton povadog xad' év tadwpodvia
Bdtepov TiiG Kat’ ovoiav oikeiog kevotnTog Bidpora, Kot THY Gue 1@ elvar mpog EAANAw
cbvodov, moteltayapakmElotikd Tig & avtdv copminpovpévng piag dmooticews. Cf. Q. Thal.
2, 7-12. See note 90.

8 Amb.Jo. 5, 1133D: “Providence... of the mind... holding together the universe and
preserving it in accordance with the logo: by which providence initially gave subsistence to the
universe...” (tr. Louth), mpévoiav... vod... tivouvektuv tod mavtog, kai ko' obg to miv
TPONYOUUEVOG DREGTH AGYoug cuvenpntikiy... CE. Amb.Jo. 10, 1217AB: mavta 1@ dvta xad’ 6v
uév dnéctnoy te xai glol Adyov, otdoud te taviehids giot Kai axiviyra.

88 Amb.Io. 5, 1133C: “[The ineffable One that] holds together and protects... everything in
accordance with the /ogoi by which it gave subsistence to each being” (tr. Louth), Tov suvéyova
Kai guAdttovia... T¢ mavta kaf’ obg Ynéotnoav Ekaota Adyovs.
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apxfic) God’s act of judgment defines not only the creature’s being in its
logoi but also its hypostatical temporal being, the “how”-being.®

Although God’s providence and judgement pertain to the dispensation
(oixovopia), this does not prohibit them to perform “before the ages”.
Hence, nponyovpéveg vméotn is synonymous with the €& apyiic
vneotioato. 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 of the /ogo7 of the world. On the
level of the non-created reality it happens at the primordial coming into
subsistence of the /ogo of 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.”” No
nature is able

to receive the beginning of its generation towards the being (1pdg 10
elvan TG Yevéoewg Gpyrv) from its parts or to subsist (bpictacOa) as
half of itself. If the nature is composite, then it receives co-subsistence
(aBp6wG cuvvpicTatal), as a complete and whole entity, collectively
with all its complete parts, without any temporal gap (katd Tov
xpovov dotacwy) 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 (48pdwg), at once (Gpo) and

8 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), 1@v yeyovotwv éxasta toig
kaf’ obg yeyévnrar cuvnupéva Loyors anapaBatov Exel ThHv £V Tij GUOIKT]] TALTOTNTL AvoAroimTov
vopupdmra, kobhg E& apyiic 0dNUIovPYOS Mepi TOD elvar kai Ti elvan kol mdG Kai droiov EkacTov
Ekpwé te kai vreomioato. Cf. Amb.Jo. 12, 1228D: 6A6y0g Tiig 10D K’ Ekastov oVGing, PUGEMS,
£idovg, oynpatog, cuvbioens, Suvapeng, Evepyeiag, mboug.

% Q.Thal. 2, 7-12: “Having completed at once the first logoi of the created things and the
universal essences of the beings (todg pév mpdtovg T@v yeyovotwy Adyoug 6 Bedg kai Tag kaborov
1@V 8vtev oboiaginal... copminpdcos)... 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 (Gmapaleintag) with its complete logoi, without
any temporal difference separating the whole of it (covolov) from
its proper logoi.”!

Here Maximus speaks of co-subsistence of the parts and the whole, of
intelligible natures and their /logoi. Since the simple intelligible nature
receives co-subsistence at once (§po) with its complete logos, it receives its
subsistence already in its /ogoi — 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 vméotacis is one of the most important
derivatives of the verb veiomut. 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 of an individual, a particular
being (Aristotle’s first essence) is almost always called “hypostasis” (and
rarely — “an individual”, Gropog).”? Hypostasis is always a manifestation
of some universal nature or essence, and always abides in this essence
(it is évovorov).” 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, ka8’ 0010
glvar (Aristotelian approach); 3) as a particular mode of existence received
by the nature of a species, so called Tpomog vVmapEeme; or 4) as a qualified
being of the nature of a species, so called “how”-existence, ndg elvau (the
approach that goes back to the Stoics).

o' Amb.1o. 37, 1345B (tr. Blowers & Wilken, slightly modified), £k pépoug Ty mpdg toeivar
™G yevéoeng apyriv, 00déntote déxetan, obte pév €€ Noeiog poipag veiotachor dovotar AL
€l pév ovvletog QuoicEotiv, 6An tekeia teleiowg Toig oikeiowg pépecv aBpowG cvvvpicTaTal,
u1 Exovoa mpog EavTiv 1 TG GAANAG @V EE GV éoTipepdV TV olovodv KaTd TOV XPEVOV
Saotacwv. Ei 8¢ anifj @ioig otiv, fiyouv vont, Goavteg Gua toig éavtijcanapudeintong Adyolg
teheia teleiog aBpdOG cuvveicTtacBou TEPVKE, YPOVOL TVOG TO chVOrov aUTHV TOV oikeimv
AOYOV,0080UAG S10KPIvOVTOG.

92 See PETROEF 2007b, 17-19.

g 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, “human 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 of 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 1} T@v 6vtev vmoctacig,” 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”
(M &V Shwv dnooTacts).” Maximus too writes about the hypostasis of all
beings™ or hypostasis of everything that came into being.”” 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.”®

2.5. Subsistence by grace of 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.” 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 (10 £avtiic 6v) immutable by the Jogos of being, in
accordance with which it came into generation and exists, but let

% ProcLus, In Parmenidem 839, 4: tiic 1@V dvtov drootacsmc; PRoCLUS, [n Parmenidem,
1034, 27-28: t@v 6viev andviev dnéctacty; ProcLus, In Parmenidem, 1068, 34-1069, 12:
naong Tiig Tod HvIog VTOCTACEWS.

9 D1oNYs1US AREOPAGITA, De divinis nominibus 1,5, 117, 11-118, 1.

% Amb.lo. 26, 1280A: dropicag kad’ Ekactov £180¢ THY T@V SviwY DIOGTUCL, DIEP GUGIV...
VNApYOV.

97 Amb.Io. 36, 1304D: TV TavVTOV T@V YEYOVOTOV DTOCTACLY.

%8 On this kind of essence see Q. 7hal. 48, 180-184. See note 108.

9 Cf. Amb.Io. 31, 1289C, see note 100. Cf. Scholium 1 to Q. Thal. 60, 52-62. See note 104.



114 VALERY V. PETROFF

it divinely receive subsistence (10 dpeotavar) by the logos of “how”-
being.'®

Remarkably, since human nature, which was part of 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 of 10 8v, and not Hmap&ig or 10 HmooTivar / VEESTAVAL.

A similar idea of human nature — or rather human beings — that “receives
subsistence in God” occurs in Maximus' Quaestiones ad Thalassium 1LX,
where he considers the mystery of 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 (mépag) in accordance with which
“there is a recapitulation (dvaxeparainoig) in God of the beings that were
created by him”.!®! 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.'”” Maximus continues:

100 Amb.Jo. 31, 1289C: iva 1 pév 10d elvon Ady, xad' 8v yeyévmran kai Eott, Sropévor T
gawtiig dviuping Exovea Katd Tavto, TPOmOV dueinTov, T@ 82 Tod Twg elvat Aoye T HeesTavar
Ocik@g MaPodoo. Eriugena reads here 10 vopeotavan Oeikdg (subsistendi divinutus), but this is
rather Ogikdg AaBodoa, cf. kotd xépv Beiav in scholium to Q. 7hal. 60; see note 104. Cf. Myst.
23, 849-850: tméda 8¢ xatd 1oV 10D nhS drdpyew kol veesTavar Aoyov, “Triad by the logos of
existence and subsistence”.

10V Cf. Eph 1:10: “that in the dispensation of the fulness of times he might sum up all
things in Christ”, &ig oikovopiavtod minpdpatog 1@V kap®dv, dvakeparodoacdar i mévta &v
16 Xpiotd. On the dvakeparainog see Joannes CHRYsOSTOMUS, In epistulam ad Ephesios 16,
12-32; CyrILLUS ALEXANDRINUS, Glaphyra in Pentateuchum 16, 32—46.

192 Q. 7hal. 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. With a clear view to this end, God created the essences of
created beings” (tr. Blowers & Wilken, slightly modified), 10016 éotwv 6 tfig dpyfi t@v Svtav
TPOEMVOOVHEVOC BETOC GKOMOG. . . TPOETIVOOVUEVOV TEAOG, 0D EveKa HEVTH TavTa, adTd 88 0VdEVOG
gvekev: mpog TodTO TO TENOG APOPAV TaG TAV dvtav 0 Bedg Tapryayev ovoiag.
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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 (otf}) around the one who is
totally immovable in his essence... in order that they would receive
by experience (tij neipq) the actualized (kot’ évépyeiav) knowledge
of him, in whom they were deemed worthy to stay (otfjvar), while
possessing that knowledge as unchangeable and the same, the
knowledge that grants them the pleasure of enjoying him, whom
they came to know (100 yvwo0évtog).'*

Maximus speaks of the union with God granted to the worthy and the
elected, the union achieved in the eschatological perspective. A scholium
of 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 otijvau and dmootijvar, 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 (16 dnootijvar),
that is, their “how™being (nég elvan) was revealed by divine grace,

103 Q. Thal. 60, 51-62: “Evaroig yap mpoensvoiifn tév aidvev 5pov koi 4opioTiag, Kaipétpov
Kai ApeTpiog, Kai TEPUTOg Kai nepiog, Kol KTIOTOV Kai KTIGEMS, KOl GTAGEWS Kal KIVIOENMS: TiTIg
£v Xpotd £n’doydtov v ypovav eavepodeioa yéyovev, Thipwctv dodoa Tf) TPOYVAOGEL TOD
0e0d 81’ Eavtiig, tva mepi TO ThvTn Ko’ 0dGiay AKivTOV OTf T& KATd GUGLY KIVOOHEVE. .. Kai AdPn
Tii neipg TV kot Evépyelav yv@oty Tod &v @ oTijvakamiiaincay dvallointov Kai @oadteg
Eyovoav TV 10D Yveoediviog adtoig mapexopévny andravewv. Cf. Q.7hal. 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”, At yap tov Xpiotév, fyovv 10 katd
XPIoTOV HUOTHPLOV,TAVIES 01 aidveg Kai T £V adToig TOig i £v XpIoTd THY apyiv Tod eivar
Kai 10 Téhog eiMj@acty.
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by the union with God of all those who have been remade in
unchangeability.'*

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 10 Ypeotavat and 16 drooTijval
derived from beiomput. Even the formula ndg eivar, 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
&vonapyov,'® while the creature exists in God as évondotartov:

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 (oikeidoor Oed)... So that things that are by nature
separated from each other return to unity as they converge together
in the one human being. When this happens God will be a// in all
(1 Cor 15:28), permeating all things and giving them subsistence in
himself (évomooticog éavt®), then no being will wander aimlessly
or be deprived of God’s presence.'*

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
vnootacits and Hmap&ig can acquire an additional “existential” meaning,

104 Seholium 1, 6-11 to Q.Thal. 60, 52-62: Tovtav Eveoig kad HTOGTACY TPOETEVOT O,
onoiv, Katd Tpdvolav Tpog oV EE od Tadta yeyévacwy, va xai To eivar TV Sviemv uioxdi
Kot ovaiav, g TEQUKEV, Kol TO DTooTHvaL, Tiyouy mdg elvar, kot xapv déEntar Bciov Tfi Tpdg Tov
B0V Evidoet maviav TpogaTpeyiov petamombivioy.

195 Cf. Amb.Jo. 5, 1148D, see note 54; Amb.Io. 30, 1289A: avordyng EKEGTH THY KTIGUA TOV
KOTh TVO. AOYOV GOPPNTOV 6OQInG AUELDTOG EVOTAPYELV.

196 Amb.Io. 2, 1092C: 6 @edg, nivta naporafdv kai évomoosticag tavtd; CE. Myst. 20, 753~
755: “the évomdotatog and évdmapkrog adoption as sons, to be given through the gift and grace
of the Holy Spirit”, tfig d08noopévng évomootdrton e Kai EVOEpKTOL Kol Smpedv Kai yapwv
100 dyiov ITvedporog viobeoios.
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according to which to come into subsistence (10 vrootijvar) in God means
to exist (dmapyewv) supernaturally in him. The language of 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 of God] recapitulates the universe in himself, showing
that the whole creation exists (Omépyovoav) 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 (dmap&ewc), 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 /ogos and possesses “it was
not” as having precedence over “it is”.'"

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.'”®

Y7 Amb.lo. 36, 1312AB: 10 mavia &g éavtdv Gvekepahaihoato, piav drdpyovoay THY
Gracavkticw Seifug, kabanep avBponov dAhov, Tfi TV pepdOV Eavtiig TpOG EAANAA GUVOS®
cupmAnpovpéviy Kail Ttpdg Eavtiivvedovoav Tij OAOTTL TiG VdpEews, Katd T piav Kai arAijv
Kai anpocdidpiotov, tiig £k Tod un 6vtog nopaywyiig kaiadideopov Evvolay, kad' fiv Eva kai Tov
abTOv nticw 1y KTiolg Emdéiachon Svvatar Adyov mavieAds adidkprtov, 0 “Ovk fv°tod “elvar”
npecPitepov £xovoa.

'% 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. 7hal. 48, 180-189: “A corner is not only union, in accordance
with the same Jogos 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”, Fwvia €otiv 00 povov €ni tiig adtiig ¢UoemG 1 TdY Hep@V TPOS TaL
KaBO6AOV KT TOV 0DTOV TOD Elvan Adyov Evecis, (g Gépe einelv mpdg Th €101 & U adTd dTopa
Kai TpOG T YEVN Tl €18M Katd TPOG TV 0Vsiav Té Yévr)... &AL Kai vod mpdg aicBnotv kai ovpavod
npdg Yiiv kaiaicOntdv Tpdg vontd Kol phcewg mpdg Adyov. 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.!” The composite quasi-hypostasis, which comes to be as
the result of universal unions, possesses its own Hrap&ig: the completed
creature subsists in the totality of its existence (tfj OAdT™TL Tiig VmApEE®C).

We may say that Difficulty to John 41 starts with observation of the
universal vméotaoig which is an ontological “given” or factum, being an
analogue of the essence, and concludes with a discussion of an existential
subsistence (bnap&ig) 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 of Maximus the Confessor.

Yrapktik®dc: Maximus carries a subtle terminological distinction.
The created beings exist hypostatically (bmootatikdg), that is, as separate
individuals who have their actual existence. But when Maximus writes
about Origenian henad of the intellects which have not yet received their
hypostatical subsistence together with their bodies, he says that “they
at once and altogether (6mof) came into being in God existentially’,'°
making use of the adverb vmapxtcdg which is a émag Aeyopeva.

The same dmopktikdg is used in application to the totality of those who
have already received actual existence (and, therefore, exist dmooTaTIK®G)
and those who still remain in their logo7 and causes (potentially and only
vmopkTikdg yet). Accordingly, the logoi too pre-exist in the supreme Logos
not YmootaTik®dg but drapkTik@de.'!!

199 Cf. Amb.lo. 36, 1312AB: xofanep GvBponov &Alov, Tij TV nepdv Eavtiig Tpog EAANAL
owvode ovpmhnpovpévny, and Ep. 15, 552C: katd thv... mpdg Ao ohvodov, morgitar
XOUPOKTNPLOTIKA THG EE00TMV GUUTANPOVUEVNG oG DTOGTAGENS.

10 Amb.Io. 2, 1089B: Todg &nak v 16 Ocd dropkTikdg yevopévove. Sherwood, and then
Blower and Wilken translate bmapxtikég here as “actually”.

" Amb.Jo. 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”, évtev odv
TV Kat' 0Voiav VTAPKTIKAG OVTOV TE Kal EG0UEVAV, T] YEVOUEVOV, T YEVIICOHEVOV T Qaivopivay,
i avnoopévav, v 16 Oed mpolindpyovct tayiwgdvies ol Adyot.
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The formula efvat xoi drapyev: Maximus the Confessor sometimes uses
a pair €iva koi dmépyew. 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”.!2

The pair €lvar kai Vgictnue Similarly, elvar and Heiompt can make a
pair. Sometimes the pair is applied to the Trinity: the divinity has being
and “how”-subsistence (tod eivar xai 100 ndg Hestévar) in the divine
hypostases.''? In some cases, it is applied to the created being.!"* Mostly, the
pair is simply a couple of synonyms,'"® being hendiadys that serve semantic
intensification, a rhetorical figure which Maximus frequently uses'® (as
Proclus had used it before him'").

Conclusion

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

12 Amb.Jo. 13, 1233A: glvan pév kai dapyev o Ogiov, Ti 8¢ elvan kai dmapyev i sidévar. CF,
also Amb.1lo. 5, 1161B: “the symbols (tdmovg) of the mysteries are and exist (glvai te koi dnapyew)
with reference to (kat’ &vagopav) the Logos™; Amb.lo. 17, 1257C: “the beings are and exist”,
goni ki Omépyer); Amb.lo. 37, 1332C: “the body is and exists”, elvai te kai dnapyew.

13 Amb. Th. 1, 1036C: “the divinity is one, existing (o) monadically, and subsisting
(dprotapévn) triadically”.

14 b Jo. 5, 1108D: “virtue and knowledge is and subsists (éo1t kai vpEstnkev); Amb.lo.
10, 1217AB: “all the beings are unalterable in reference to their logos in accordance with which
they received their subsistence and they are (bnéonoav te kai eioi Aoyov)”.

115 Cf. Amb.Jo. 5, 1189D: “Both the parts in the whole and the whole in the parts are and
subsist (giol kai Voeotikacy)”; Amb.Jo. 2, 1101A: “one may say thar if, after the death and
corruption of the body, the soul is and subsists (§otv kai Vpéotke), then it could be possible
for the soul to be and subsist (glvon kai Vpeotavar) before the body”.

16 Cf, various pairs, for instance, Amb.Jo. 31, 1289C: “to come into existence / to be”,
yeyévran kai ot (see note 100); Amb.Jo. 5, 1189D: “remaining / subsistence”, Siapovn kai
onoctacig; Amb.lo. 30, 1289A: “to be / to remain”, 1o elvor kai dwpévelv. See note 73.

"7 Procuus, Theologia Platonica 1, 115, 7-10: “Sometimes [Plato] calls the gods demons
who according to their essence (kat” odoiav) are the second after the gods and received their
subsistence (Vpeotikaow) after them”; ProcLus, In Alcibiadem 1, 76, 20: “all the demons exist
(bpeomikac) at the level of the souls and are (gisi) the second after the divine souls”.
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even its etymology (bmo + &pyw) points to it.!'¥ Maximus employs the entire
semantic range of the dmépyo: 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 dmdpy® and not Yeioctnt (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
vrapyo and not veioTNUL

Speaking of the created being, Maximus, in some cases, prefers
voioTnut (dmo + o) to describe the formation of the “how”-being,
that is, the qualified and specific being. Thus, dnéctacig signifies a certain
circumscription of pure existence (¥map&ig represents more general being),
one of its actualizations and instantiations. In trinitarian argumentation
the Vmapyo describes the monadic being of the Trinity, while the vpioTnm
is applied to its triadic subsistence.

When Maximus speaks of the “being in the other”, dpicTm 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 (kat’ ovoiav) subsistence of
created beings in God’s providence and the logo7 (2.3), or their eschatological
eternal subsistence (dei elvan) 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”, tadtng drapywv tiig Evvoiag, Toig £&fi avtiv Pefardv. (Although in some instances
bnap&ig apparently does not possess inchoative sense, cf. Amb.Jo. 37, 1337AB: “the beginning
of existence”, v apyfiv tiig dmapéewg). Cf. also Damascius, De principiis 1, 312, 15-22:
“["Ymop&g), as the word [dmo + Gpyw] 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 (oboia) but is not
yet itself essence” (tr. Shaw).
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