Pagan Energies in Maximus the Confessor:
The Influence of Proclus on Ad Thomam 5

Frederick Lauritzen

AXIMUS THE CONFESSOR (580-662) employed

Proclus’ (412—485) theory of energy in order to gain

the upper hand in the monoergist debate.! The dis-
cussion arose from a controversial passage in Dionysius the
Areopagite’s fourth letter, which was explained by Maximus
the Confessor in his Ambigua ad Thomam 5.2 Maximus, while
repeating verbatim the entire text of Dionysius, can be seen to
employ ideas taken from Proclus’ neoplatonic theory of energy,
in order to explain BQeavdpixn évépyeia, divine-and-human
activity, the phrase employed by Dionysius to define the nature
of Christ. Larchet has pointed out similarities on some points

' On Maximus some recent works are L. Thunberg, Microcosm and
Meduator: The Theological Anthropology of Maximus the Confessor (Lund 1965); V.
Karayiannis, Maxime le Confesseur. Essence et énergies de Diew (Paris 1993); A.
Nichols, Byzantine Gospel: Maximus the Confessor in Modern Scholarship (Edin-
burgh 1994); J. C. Larchet, Saint Maxime le Confesseur (Paris 2003); H.
Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy: The Universe According to Maximus the Confessor (San
Francisco 2003); D. Bathrellos, The Byzantine Christ (Oxford 2004); A.
Cooper, The Body in St Maximus Confessor: Holy Flesh, Wholly Deified (Oxford
2005); Th. Torstein Tollefsen, The Christocentric Cosmology of St. Maximus the
Confessor (Oxford 2008). For a philosophical analysis of monotheletism see
M. Frede, “John of Damascus on Human Action, the Will, and Human
Freedom,” in K. Ierodiakonou (ed.), Byzantine Philosophy and its Ancient Sources
(Oxford 2002) 63—95. Still important is S. L. EpifanoviC, Prepodobnyi Maksim
Ispovednik i Vizantiskoje Bogoslovyje (Kiev 1915).

2 Ed. B. Jansens, Maximi Confessoris Ambigua ad Thomam (CCSG 48) (Turn-
hout 2002); transl. J. Lollar, Maximus the Confessor: Ambigua to Thomas and
Second Letter to Thomas (Turnhout 2010). Dionysius is cited from G. Heil and
A. M. Ritter, Corpus Dionysiacum 11 (Berlin 1991).
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FREDERICK LAURITZEN 227

between the doctrine of energies in Proclus and in Maximus,?
but has not addressed the direct link with Proclus and why
Maximus would seek pagan philosophical help for an Ortho-
dox theological difficulty.* This should not be surprising if one
considers that Dionysius the Areopagite employed terms and
ideas familiar from pagan thought to express Christian ideas.
Thus Maximus employed Christian texts for Christian aims but
with a pagan argument.

The question which both Dionysius the Areopagite and
Maximus attempt to answer i1s how was Jesus both God and
Man (Dionys. Areop. Epist. 4.1 = Max. Conf. Ad Thomam 5.1):

TG, PNG, 'Incode, 0 mdvtwv énékeva, Tociv é6Tv dvBpmmorg
0VC1MODS GLVIETAYUEVOG; 0V YOp GO¢ oitiog dvOpodrnmv év-

’ , 2 s st 5 N s 5> 7 1%
068e Aéyeton &vBpomog, GAL dg adTd Kot® ovoiov OAnv
aAn0adg avBpomog dv.

You ask: how is Jesus, who is above all, connected in essence to
all humans? For he is here called human, not as cause of men,
but because he is truly a man in his entire essence.

Thus the question is whether Jesus had a human nature beside
the divine, and it is formulated in such a way as to require an
explanation based on the nature or being of Christ. Dionysius’
original answer was that “he behaved as a human, though
superior to humans,” brép GvBpomov évipyer & dvBpomov.

3 J.-C. Larchet, “La conception maximienne des énergies divines et des
logot et la théorie platonicienne des idées,” Philotheos 4 (2004) 276—283.
Surprisingly he does not discuss the question in J.-C. Larchet, La théologie des
energies divines: des origins @ saint fean Damascéne (Paris 2010). In this work he
describes in detail various patristic opinions about the energies. In the
section devoted to Proclus (50—53) he points to the existence of a doctrine of
energy but places it beside the notion of participation (uéBg&rg).

* Others who indicate the connection between Proclus but do not study it
in relation to the doctrine of energies are Karayiannis, Maxime 157-159;
Bathrellos illustrates the problem of energies only with Christian precedents
(The Byzantine Christ 195-196, 204-205); Nichols indicates neoplatonism as a
sign of Maximus’ broad education (Byzantine Gospel 15, 251); Thurnberg
shows the similarity of the triadic structure of reality to the Proclan one
rather than the energies (Microcosm 137, 194, 391).
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228 PAGAN ENERGIES IN MAXIMUS THE CONFESSOR

This he explains philosophically as “he truly came into being
and obtained being beyond being,” ¢ig ovoilav dAn0dg AoV
ongp ovoiov ovowddn (Epist. 4.9-10). Dionysius is concerned
with the being (oboia) of Christ, but adds the issue of the man-
ner in which Jesus behaved. He indicates that two aspects of
Christ, the divine and the human natures, had established a
new combined divine-human activity. Thus he focuses on the
question of Jesus’ activity, not only his being or nature (4.18—
20):

kol 10 Aowmov o koto Oeov T Belo dpdoag, 0O T AvBphd-

newo kot avBpomnov, GAN’ dvdpwBéviog Oeod, kouviv Tivo

mv Beavdpikny évépyetov Hulv memoArtevpuévoc.

And therefore he acted not divinely as God, nor humanly as a

human, but as God made human, living among us according to

a new divine-human activity.

This change of focus from being to activity began a new
debate. Indeed this very sentence was employed in 633 to
establish the single activity and energy of Christ, the “theandric
energy.” This view was defended by Cyrus of Phasis, patriarch
of Alexandria from 631 to 641.°> The opinion was condemned
by patriarch Sophronios of Jerusalem (634-638)% and by Maxi-
mus the Confessor’” in Ad Thomam 5, where he says that some
have tried to alter the original text of Dionysius (twvo v

5> For Cyrus of Phasis see A. J. Butler, The Arab Conquest of Egypt (Oxford
1902), esp. 168—193 and 508-526. Cyrus discussed the monophysite ques-
tion with the emperor Heraclius when he visited Phasis (Poti, Georgia) in
626 during an anti-Sasanid campaign. The support of patriarch Sergius and
the emperor allowed his election as patriarch of Alexandria in Egypt. His
letters survive in the acts of the Lateran Council of 649 which however con-
demned him. He was also condemned at the sixth ecumenical council held
at Constantinople in 680—-681.

6 See most recently P. Allen, Sophronius of ferusalem and Seventh-Century
Heresy (Oxford 2009).

7 The texts of Maximus where he deals with the question of the theandric
energy are Ad Thomam 5, the Letter to Marinus, and the Letter to Nicander: PG
91.91-113. Also important is the dispute with Pyrrhus on the question of
the wills of Jesus, 91.287-353.
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Beovdpikmy évépyeiav) by adding a word: a single energy, piov
(Ad Thomam 5.236-248):

00 & ad mdAwv “plov,” g ok dv dAlwg vondijvor ThHg Kot
vilg, kaBd tiowv £80&ev, f| widg dvvauévng. motdtntog Yap,
GAL’ 00 mOGOTNTOG M KOvOTNG, €mel kol @Uowy €€ dvaryxng
€001} ovvelsa el Tolav VY (gmep TEoMG PLOEMS OPOg, O THG
ovo1mdovg avthc évepyeiog xabéotnke Adyoc), fiv ov 8¢
tAdotng eimol mot’ av Tpayeldowv uvboig grilotinoduevoc.
ndg 8¢ kol tovtov dobévioc, 6 ToUTO mEQUKME piov Fxov
gvépyelay, kol To0TY EUOIKNY, émttedécetl Tf avth T Bord-
mortor kol To ©6ln, Adyw (pi')csmg (’xkkﬁkmv chcpépovra diyo
Grapncemg smcsl)uBouvoucmg ’m omoysvsoet ‘mg sismg, 0008V
Yop TOV GVIwV moc Kol T owrn evepyeta Tavovtio TEQuKe
dpawv, Spw te kol Xoycp GUVEXOUEVOV QUOENG.

Again [I do not mean] ‘a single [energy|’ so that one could
think, not of a new one, as some have thought, but of a possible
one. Innovation concerns quality, not quantity, since it will
necessarily unify such a nature to itself (since the definition of
each nature stands as the reason for that substantial energy). In
this way the Creator would never say he presents the mythical
‘goat-stag’. Given this, if he was born with one energy, a natural
one, how will he do miracles and sufferings, which differ from
each other by reason of their nature, without loss that accom-
panies the death of the body? For no being can do what is
opposite to its one and the same energy, being bound by the
definition and reason of its nature.

This point allows one to date Maximus’ Ad Thomam 5 after 633.
It is also certain that the aim of the letter is to condemn mono-
ergism as expressed by Cyrus of Phasis. Thus the text is part of
the debate over the activities or energies of Christ: Maximus
and Sophronius argued that Christ had two energies while
Cyrus argued for a single energy. Maximus understood that
Dionysus’ letter 4 was the key to this issue and needed to be
explained in more detail. In Ad Thomam 5 Maximus defines two
energies of Christ, one divine and one human, although neither
of these energies is discussed explicitly by Dionysius. This is
quite unusual since Ad Thomam 5 is the only commentary and
explanation in the Ambigua of a text of the Areopagite. Thus,
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230 PAGAN ENERGIES IN MAXIMUS THE CONFESSOR

Dionysius writes about a theandric energy of Christ, which
Maximus understands to mean a divine energy and a human
energy.

Maximus quotes the entirety of Dionysius’ letter, but adds
clarifications directly within the text to points he finds unclear.
It 1s in these additions that he demonstrates the limits of the
original text and allows the reader to detect where he believes
clarifications are needed. He argues that if Christ has two
natures, each must have its own activity (4d Thomam 5.124—

138):

T yop kol t{g, nod Te Kol n&)g evo1g €ota, oucrom:ucﬁg
£pnuog yevouavn 81)vocuecog, 70 yop koBorov unf)emocv gxov
dOvopry, obte €otiv, obte 11 éotiv, obte €oTt TIg AOTOD TOIV-
teddg Oéo1g, enoiv O moAdg 0TOC 8180cc51<0c7uog £l 8¢ ToVTOV
Koyog ouSetg, suoe[img ouokoyetcem xpn rocg 1€ T0V Xpl(S‘COD
(pucsetg v OLUTO(._‘, unocrocmg nv, xoi roag 00700 (pucucocg
evapyawag GV a0Tog evu)cstg nv OOmGng Kot QUO® rocg (pD(SSl(._‘,,
elnep E0VTO TPOSPLAG, LOVOIIKDG Tiyouv EVOEd®dg Evepydv,
kol S0 mhvtev dywpictog Th Oeikfi duvapel cuvekpoivov
tfic oikelog coapkdg TV évépyelav. ndg Yop Eoton puoet Bedc,
Kol QUOEL TOALY (’)’cvepmnog 0 ou’)t(')g, ovK ’éxcov aveAMmdg 10
evoel Kot ocu(p(n ne(pmcog, Tl e Kol Tig Dnoapxcov vac@n—
oeTal, UN mcsroupevog 01g gvipyet (pucuccog, onep goTL un
Tpenouevov nwg 8¢ motmoetat, ko’ Ev v ¢E GV, év oig Te
KOl Gép €0TIV AKIVNTOG LEVMV KOl AVEVEPYNTOG;

What, who, where, and how will there be a nature which is
without constituent activity? That which has no activity at all
does not exist, nor is it anything, nor does it have any position,
says this great teacher. If there is no reason for these, one must
profess the natures of Christ of which he was the hypostasis and
to profess his natural energies, of which he was true unification
in respect to both natures, operating naturally, singularly, and in
unity, and in all things manifesting the activity of his own body
indivisibly from his divine force. For how will he be God by
nature and again man by nature, the same, while not lacking
anything of what is natural to both? What and who will he be
known to be, if he is not made trustworthy by the things which
that which is not changed operates naturally? How will he be
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FREDERICK LAURITZEN 231

trustworthy with respect to one of those aspects out of which, in
which, and for which he remains immobile and inactive?

This is an idea not present in the letter of Dionysius, but it does
reflect a principle contained in Dionysius’ Dwine Names, as
Maximus himself says (pnoiv 6 ToAdg obtog S1ddokarog). Thus
Maximus believes that each nature requires one energy:®

kol unv Neotoplog, 800 mpocwro Afyov piov doyuorilet
évépyelov. el 8¢ 10lg évepyelong npdcono ko’ LUBC Guvels-
dyeton, kol 1olg mpoodnolg dxoAovBmg ol évépyslon Guv-
axBhcovton- xai PracBicecbe, 1o1g 18lo1g Enduevor xavdoty,
f 1 Vv piov évépyelov The aylog Oedtntog, kol v Aéyewy
o0Thi¢ mpdowmov: f| Sl TaG TPELG ODTOD DITOGTAGELS, TPELG
Kol évepyelog: N oxetikny, og Neotdplog, AEyety Evmoiy: Tan-
™me Yop M ulo Evépyelo i Evoote, ®g otog Neotdplog kol ot
THe adtod eotplog &v Tolg avtdv anédeibav ypduuoot. Kol
¢’ MUdV 8¢, émerdn ulo uev N kot 10 €100¢ évépyeta, ToAlal
8¢ al dmootdoelg: N S T plov kot’ e1doc évépyelay, kol
£V 1OV TOvTOV Aéyewy mpdcmnov: 1 O T TOAAL TPOCHOTOL,
noAAGG kol évepyelag: Kol draméntoke 101¢ [Matpdoy oVTo
Ye 0 @dokwv Adyoc: “to Thg TR Ovia ovolag, Kol ThHG
adThC elvat évepyelog.”

And Nestorius, says there are two persons, but professes one
energy. If he will introduce persons with energies among us, it
follows that the energies will also be operated by the persons. So
you will be forced, following the same logic, either to say that
the person has a single energy, because of the single energy of
the Holy Divinity, or that there are three energies, because it has
three hypostases. Otherwise again you will have to say that unity
is insubstantial, as does Nestorius, for a single energy is unity, as
Nestorius himself says and those of his fraternity have shown in
their writings. In our opinion there is one energy in each form
but multiple are the hypostases, and we say either that (because
there is one energy in each form) each person has one of them,
or that (because there are many persons) there are also multiple
energies. And it trips against the church fathers to speak thus:
“beings of the same essence are also of the same energy.”

8 Max. Conf. Disp. cum Pyrrho, PG 91.336-337.
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232 PAGAN ENERGIES IN MAXIMUS THE CONFESSOR

At this point Maximus understands Christ as having two
natures and two energies. The solution is important since it
allows one to compare the two aspects of Christ which had
become separated. There seemed to be a deep chasm between
the divine and human aspects of Christ. Indeed Christ’s divine
nature was defined as drepovoiog, “beyond being,” and there-
fore without any connection with the mortal nature which was
tied to being. However the aim of Maximus in Ad Thomam 5 is
to bridge this chasm and demonstrate that Christ could effec-
tively operate as God and Human at the same time. The
doctrine of the two energies and how these operate at the same
time within Christ allows one to combine both the supernatural
and natural deeds of Christ as recounted in the Gospels.

The novelty of Ad Thomam 5 1s that Maximus adopts ideas of
the neoplatonist Proclus in order to complete his reading of
Dionysius’ letter 4. The question does not lie in the intention or
the result of the doctrine, but rather in the method, the mean-
ing of these energies themselves. Ad Thomam 5 supplies more
insights into Maximus’ opinion and reveals a dependence on
Proclus’ theory of power and energy. Maximus believes that his
own understanding of energies is implied in the expression
Oeavdpikm évépyera, but does not find a definition or discussion
of the term in Dionysius. Therefore, he turns to a recent neo-
platonic doctrine to help him.

Since the time of Plotinus, the term ‘energy’ (évépyeio) had
gained a new meaning, which no longer signified actuality in
contrast to potentiality as it had for Aristotle.’ Energy,
évépyela, had become a synonym of dVvapig, so that both
came to mean power. As Lloyd has pointed out, the doctrine of

9 Cf. Arist. Phys. 3.4-6. One should not forget the important and ancient
doctrine already expressed in Plato in which activity was considered super-
ior to being. Pl Soph. 247D8-E4 (an important passage for neoplatonists):
Aéyo dM 10 Kol OmolevoDV Tivar kektnuévov dvvouty €it’ eig 10 molely
€tepov 01100V meQurdg et eic 10 mabelv kol ouikpdTaTov DO 10D
@aLAOTATOV, KAV £l pdvov eig dmok, nov TodT0 dvtmg eivor: Tibepot yop
Spov [0pilewv] T Ovta mg Eotiv 0Ok GALO TL ANV dOvaug. See also Plot.
Enn. 6.8.20.
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energy as power was interpreted in different ways by different
neoplatonists.!? Proclus argued against Plotinus’ view of energy

and developed his own theory (7#%eol. Plat. 111 40.2-6 S.-W.):

el 88 GUopEOV TIva Kol Giveldeov UGV Kol GOPLETOV Eml TV
vontnv ovolay avaréunovot, the [MAatovikic auoptdvery
uot dokodot dravolog. o0 yop €6Tv VAN 100 TEPOTOC TO
dmelpov, GALG SOvoutlg: 00d¢ e1do¢ T0d dmeipov 1O mMépa,
aAla Vropic.

If they attribute a shapeless, formless, and undefined nature to
the intelligible being, I think they mistake Plato’s intention. For
infinity is not the matter of limit, but the power of it, and the
limit is not the form of the infinite, but its existence.

Proclus’ view is that infinity is represented by power and fini-
tude by being. Thus he sees reality as a mixture of what is finite
with what is infinite, a mixture of power and being. Applied to
Christianity, the mystery of the incarnation would be defined
by the conjunction of what is finite with what is infinite.
Maximus chooses this approach which explains his insistence
on contrasting precisely these two terms (Ad Thomam 5.73-84):

kol VEp AvBpwmov évipyer To dvBpdnov, Ty TOV cTolyEimv
arobde kovotophoog ooy Tolg Bdoeot. kol dNAol coedg
VOwp Aotatov, DAKAV Kol yenp®dv moddv dvéyov PBapog, kol
un vIelkov, GAA DIEPELET dLVAUEL TPOS TO ABLA(VTOV GUV-
161Guevoy, ginep aAnBdg &PBpdyolg mool, cwuaTiKOV Gykov
gxovot kol YAng Papog, TV LYPOV Kol AGTOTOV OVGLOV UETOL-
Botikdg érendpevto, nepmotdv éni BoAddoong og €n’ £84-
@ovg, kKol tf) duvduet thg Eavtod Bedntog dywpiotwg did thg
uetofacems cLVEKQPOIVOV THG OlKELOG COPKOG TNV KOTO
evow évépyelav, einep @voel todtng N petofotixn kobé-
otnke Kivnotg, GAL 0¥ g vouévng ovtfi ke’ vrndctocy
Urepameipov kol repovoiov Bedtnroc.

And he acted divinely as a human and without passion he fun-
damentally renewed the nature of the elements. The still water
reveals this clearly, since it supported the weight of the material
and earthly feet, and did not yield. By supernatural power it

10°A. C. Lloyd, The Anatomy of Neoplatonism (Oxford 1990) 108-110.
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234 PAGAN ENERGIES IN MAXIMUS THE CONFESSOR

remained unconfused, since he truly crossed the liquid and still
being with dry feet, which bear bodily volume and natural
weight, walking on the sea as if on a surface. By the power of his
divinity inseparably he revealed his natural energy through the
movement of his own body. By its nature the transitional move-
ment began naturally, while the divinity beyond infinity and be-
yond being was not unified hypostatically.

Thus one may see that Maximus has left aside the question
of the natures and replaced it with a concern for Christ’s ac-
tivities or energies. Once Maximus had focused on energies, he
could employ Proclus’ distinctions of power and being. The
pagan neoplatonist believed that being itself is a limited power
and distinguished between an infinite and finite power.!! The
distinction allowed Proclus to identify the finite power with be-
ing itself.!?> Thus Proclus defined a power which is infinite and
another which 1s finite. Such a notion appears often in Proclus,
considered one of the principles which generates all levels of
reality.

Thus Proclus had combined the infinite with d0vopig and
the finite with évépyeio. Such a view was convenient for Maxi-
mus since he could apply such definitions to the two natures of
Christ and remove the chasm between the mortal, finite physi-
cal nature and the immortal, infinite, divine nature. Maximus’
adoption of such a strategy is clarified by his distinction of a
divine power and human energy (4d Thomam 5.127-133):

el 8¢ TovTOV koyog ODSSLQ, anceﬁmg ouokoyatoem xpn Tocg Te
100 Xptcron (pvcag oV omtog Unocstocmg nv, Kol roag 00700
(pucucocg evepyewcg oV on)rog evwcng nv &Andng xort’ om(pm
TOG QUOELG, EITEP E0VTY TPOCPLAG, LOVOIIKDG TYOLV EVO-
elddg Evepydv, kol 1o mhvtav dywpictog T Belkf duvdpuet
GUVEKQUIVOV TG 01KELOG COPKOG TNV EVEPYELOLY.

11 Elem. Theol. 78.1: mo.oo dOvauig f) tedelor éotiv fj drednc.

12 Procl. In Tim. 1 371.24-25 D.: 1fig 8¢ duvdpeng dvékdewntov kol
drelpov mpbdodov £xovong, Thg 8¢ évepyelog TeAeldtnTa Kol 0VGLOON
noincv Aoyovong.
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If their argument is wrong, it is necessary to profess piously the
natures of Christ (of which he is hypostasis) and his natural
energies (of which he is the true unification in both natures), and
that they act appropriately, uniquely or individually, and that he
reveals the energy of his own flesh by divine activity through all
things inseparably.

Maximus here expresses that both natures of Christ employ
both energies. Adopting Proclus’ distinction of finite energy
and infinite power, Maximus can bridge the chasm dividing the
mortal and immortal natures of Christ. Dionysius was in-
terested mainly in the power beyond-infinity of God rather
than the powers appropriate for each entity.

Maximus’ interest in Proclus’ energies is also revealed by
incidental remarks. At 5.92 he employs abBvrdctatog, “self-
constituted,” a term which never appears in Dionysius but 1s a
favourite word of Proclus, who dedicated a number of propo-
sitions in the Elements of Theology to define it (42-47). Maximus
employs it in conjunction with the term dVvopig when dis-
cussing the human activities of Christ (A4d Thomam 5.85-98):

ara yop ocv@pmnucwg ouolmeatg 0 uneponmog Adyog, MeTd
Mg owepconwng ovclag aueiotov glyev m¢ idiav avtod, kai mv
yevucwg a0TOV (ug ow@p(mrov xocponcmpt@ouoow jalls 00o10G
Kwncw TOGY 01g MG owepumog gvipyet (pncsucwg gldomot-
ovpévny, elnep dANOdC Yéyovev dvBpwnog, dvanvémv, AoAdV,
Badilov, xelpog Kvdv, Tpoceuds tals aictnoest ypmuevog
elg éwtikn\uw TV ocioem(?w newdv, Sydv, ¢6biov, Lnvdy,
KOTLOV, Soucpuc)v ocy(nvw)v Kaiitot &)vocmg ov ovBunod-
GTOTOG, kol T Ao mévta, olg, owroupyucmg yuxfig diknv
(pucucmg 70 csuu(pusg G(\)MOL Kwouong, ™mv npocﬁm(peetcow
(pucw KWV, mg a0ToU Kol yevouevnv a?chog Kol kayouevnv
A xuplwg einely, adtog dixo tporntic to00’ Snép éott mpory-
LOTIKDG M| QUGG YEVOUEVOS, AQOVTACLAGTOG THY VIEP MUDV
O1KOVOULOY TERANPOKEV.

Once the Word beyond being was incarnate as a human, he also
maintained the movement of his essence undiminished, since it
was his own, together with human essence. It generally charac-
terized him as a human, and formed him with all those elements
by which he acted naturally as a human, since he became truly a
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236 PAGAN ENERGIES IN MAXIMUS THE CONFESSOR

man: breathing, speaking, walking, moving his hands, naturally
employing his senses in order to capture sensations, being
hungry, thirsty, eating, sleeping, being tired, crying, suffering,
even though he is a self-constituted power and all the rest. With
these (senses) he moves his own nature (as the soul moves
naturally its attached body), since it truly is and is called his, or
to speak properly, without changing he became that which
nature really is, and invisibly fulfilled the plan for us.

He exemplifies all types of human activities but incidentally re-
marks: “even though he is a self-constituted power.” This is in
marked contrast to the pagan Proclus, who never employs the
term ‘self-constituted’ with either power or activity. What is
self-constituted derives its origin from something superior but
otherwise 1is entirely independent. Dodds points out that one of
the characteristics of the self-constituted is freedom of action.!3
It 1s precisely for this reason that Maximus employs the term
which defines freedom and so he also adds that Christ’s divinity
suffered voluntarily (Ad Thomam 5.192—195):

oO¢ pev BOede, ThHg idlog Nv kwnTikdg dvBpwmdtnTog, 6OC

GvBpwmog 8¢, tfic oikelog Exeoviikog vrfpxe Bedtnrtoc,

Beixde pev v’ obtog einw 10 mdoyew Exov (Exovoiov Yap),

énel un y1Aog GvBpwmog Nv.

As God, he moved his own humanity; as man, he revealed his

own divinity. He was able to suffer as God, so to speak (for it
was voluntary), since he was not a mere man.

The addition of ‘voluntarily’ was not necessary, unless he
thought it typical of the divine nature. This self-constituted
divine power is contrasted with human energy.

Ad Thomam 5 is earlier than the debates on the wills of Christ,
1.e. the monothelitite controversy. His line of argument reveals
how it would be possible to pass from an argument about
energies to one concerning wills, a step not yet undertaken at
this date. The interest in the human and divine energies is im-
portant as it explains how Christ as a human could perform

13 E. R. Dodds, Proclus, The Elements of Theology (Oxford 1967) 223-224.
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miracles, since divine activities expand through human nature
(5.193—-195). By positing two energies which each interact with
both natures, he can explain the complete humanity of Christ,
which had been an intellectual problem for monophysites and
dyophysites, due to the strict separation of human and divine
natures. Thus the natures are clearly distinct but the activities
are intertwined.

Maximus’ strategy allows him to retain the distinction be-
tween the divine and human natures, but also to explain how
Christ could exhibit both divine and human actions. The strict
dyophysite point of view made it difficult to explain how both
divine and human characteristics could be seated within one
person. It is for this reason that Maximus explains the human
functions of Christ (such as walking eating, suffering) as well as
the divine ones (absolute freedom of choice). By adopting the
Proclan distinction of energies he thought to be able to con-
vincingly reunite the account of Christ as a single person with
two natures and two energies which he read in the Gospels.

Maximus’ adoption of energy to define the activity of Christ
depended on Dionysius the Areopagite, but his interpretation
of a divine power and human energy was based on Proclus’
view of the nature of energy or power. The importance of such
a nuance is that Maximus adopted a different manner of view-
ing existence, a view based on relations rather than ontological
units. It is for this reason that he and his opponents could
misunderstand each other, as witnessed in his dialogue with
Pyrrhus. Maximus’ opponent allegedly confused nature with
hypostasis and found it difficult to see the activities as being
typical of each nature rather than of the single hypostasis (Dusp.
cum Pyrrho, PG 91.340):
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Someone else tells you this about his natures: not because he has
two natures, let them be two and let them be called natures, but
because his hypostasis is one, it is said that one is his nature.
Nevertheless, let me leave aside all that can be said about this. If
they profess one energy, which one do you think they are de-
fining? Divine or human or neither? But if divine, you claim
Christ is only God? If human, he is not wholly God but only a
simple man? If neither of these, neither God nor man, then you
define Christ as inexistent.

Such a passage illustrates that Maximus and Pyrrhus were talk-
ing at cross purposes, for one was interested in natures and the
other in energies. In other words, what for Pyrrhus was self-
constituted was nature, while for Maximus it was power. This
illustrates the influence of such new developments in thought as
expressed in Proclus.

Maximus’ aim is to explain more easily passages from the
New Testament. Indeed, in the dialogue with Pyrrhus the only
time he uses the technical term ‘self-constituted’ is for the pur-
pose of exegesis (PG 91.321):
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And elsewhere once more: “He rose from there and went to the
region of Tyre and Sidon. He entered a house, but did not wish
anyone to recognize him. And he could not escape their notice.”
If Christ, as God, was a self-constituted force, then however, as
man, a weakness. For if he was even crucified out of weakness,
as says the divine Apostle, yet he lives by God’s force. Therefore,
as man not as God, he entered the house and did not wish that
someone recognize him, and could not escape notice. So he was
willing, as man.
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Maximus is trying to give a further interpretation to the
difficult question of the will of Christ while on the cross, as he
could have saved himself since he was divine. The influence of
Proclus is due to his elaboration of the Platonic doctrines of
power and energy which could be convenient for Maximus to
explain what he thought were ambiguities in Dionysius the
Areopagite. Contemporaries were aware of these strategies and
the new employment of Proclus in theological debate. The poet
George of Pisidia criticized Proclus in a poem of dedicated to
the Patriarch Sergius (610-638), who had supported mono-
ergism.!'* Thus at the imperial court the connection between
Maximus’ new interpretations and the pagan ideas of Proclus
was known.

In the development of Byzantine thought, the innovation of
Ad Thomam 5 is fundamental for two reasons. First, it demon-
strates the direct understanding and application of principles
found in Proclan thought to Christian theology in the seventh
century. This had been done already by Dionysius the Areopa-
gite, but the study of Proclus continued also in the seventh
century. And it would seem that Proclus was employed by an
opponent of the patriarch Sergius, while the latter’s followers
condemned the pagan thinker. Second, the fundamental shift
from considering power instead of being as central allows the
further development of the doctrine of the knowability of the
energies of God (such as the uncreated light of Mt. Tabor)
which is central to the hesychast controversy nearly seven
hundred years later. Such a success in interpreting both the
Christological problem and Dionysius the Areopagite is a
tribute to the subtle mind of Maximus the Confessor.
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