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ABSTRACT

In the Centuries of Theology 1.48-50, Maximus states that there are two kinds of works
that belong to God: one which corresponds to beings having a temporal, finite begin-
ning, and one which corresponds to perfections of beings which have no beginning and
are therefore eternal. Maximus labels the latter as participated beings (dvta pefektd)
and the former as participating beings (6vta petéyovta), with God transcending both
as their cause. The structure of God-as-cause, participated beings, and participating
beings matches Proclus’ three-fold structure of participation with the ontological cate-
gories of unparticipated, participated, and participating. While Maximus borrows the
basic language and structure from Proclus, he makes certain minor but significant dif-
ferences, particularly in how the participated beings both relate to their source in God
and in their status of existence. This article thus sets out to analyze 1.48-50 in the
general context of the Centuries of Theology, considering how Maximus conceives of
the ontological distinctions between God and God’s works. A comparison with Proclus’
understanding of participation follows, particularly from Proclus’ Elements of Theology,
Prop. 23, which succinctly states the three-term distinction of participation. The resulting
comparison shows that Proclus’ framework of participation is flattened for Maximus,
where the participated works represent multiple properties distinct in kind from the
unparticipated, while God fits analogously in the status of the unparticipated. The
underlying ontology supports Maximus’ implicit denial that such participated entities
represent distinct divinities, as they do for Proclus, while Maximus’ assertion of God’s
transcendence is still secured with the ontological distinction between the participated
works and their unparticipated cause.

Introduction

St Maximus the Confessor has been considered in his various uses and
applications of Neoplatonism, in good part thanks to his appropriation of
Pseudo-Dionysius.! With this in mind, some passages of interest stand out in
the Centuries of Theology 1.48-50 (PG 90, 1100C-1101B), where Maximus

! See, for instance, Carlos Steel, ‘Maximus Confessor on Theory and Praxis. A Commentary
on Ambigua Ad Johannem VI (10) 1-19°, in Thomas Bénatouil, Mauro Bonazzi (eds), Theoria,
Praxis, and the Contemplative Life After Plato and Aristotle (Leiden, 2012) and Stephen Gersh,

Studia Patristica LXXV, 137-148.
© Peeters Publishers, 2017.
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employs a three-term scheme of participation between God and his eternal and
temporal works.? This has striking parallels to Proclus’ developed doctrine of
participation involving three elements, between the unparticipated, participated,
and participating entities in a given order. While the passage in Maximus has
been considered in light of its ties to St Gregory Palamas’ famous doctrine of
the essence (ovoic) and energies (évépyetat) of God, no analysis has been
made of the influence and reception of Proclus in this passage. In this article |
wish to set out a close comparison between the two figures’ frameworks, begin-
ning with an analysis of the Centuries of Theology passage followed by an
overview and comparison with Proclus’ division of participation in his meta-
physics. While Maximus essentially adapts the same framework from Proclus,
he makes certain, crucial changes in the structure by simplifying the hierarchy
of participated beings and allowing multiple participants to share in the same
participated property. Perhaps more interesting is Maximus’ implicit denial of
self-subsistence to participated entities, which is in contrast to Proclus’ view
that participated entities are self-subsistent in their superiority to participants
and simultaneous distinction from the unparticipated source. This may be why
Maximus can deny divinity to the participated entities, unlike Proclus, and
implicitly maintain that they are mediated, participable aspects of God — per-
haps the most striking difference one can see in Maximus’ view of participation
compared to Proclus’.

Maximus’ framework of participation in Centuries of Theology 1.48-50

Centuries of Theology 1.48-50 forms a particular grouping within the whole
work which is concerned with what constitutes being a work of God, what kinds
of works exist, and in what sense God is related to those works. 1.48 introduces
two particular kinds of works that belong to God:

For the worthy it should be sought out how certain things are fit to be understood as
works which God began in creation, and again certain things which God did not begin.
For if he rested from all works which he began to produce, it is clear he did not rest
from those which he did not begin to produce. At no time then: the works of God, on
the one hand, which began to be in time are all participating beings, just as the different
essences of beings. For they have non-being prior to their own being; God was at some

From lamblichus to Eriugena: An Investigation of the Prehistory and Evolution of the Pseudo-
Dionysian Tradition (Leiden, 1978).

2 Prior studies of these passages (that I am currently aware of) are John Demetracopoulos,
‘Palamas Transformed: Palamite Interpretations of the Distinction Between God’s “Essence” and
“Energies” in Late Byzantium’, Bibliotheca 11 (2011), 263-372, 279 n. 46; David Bradshaw,
Aristotle East and West (Cambridge, 2004), 189-90; and David Bradshaw, ‘Maximus the Confessor’,
in Lloyd Gerson (ed.), The Cambridge History of Philosophy in Late Antiquity (Cambridge, 2012),
816-7. While Proclus is briefly mentioned in these, there is no focused comparison of the concepts.
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point, when beings which participate were not. But the works of God which did not
happen to begin to be in time are participated beings, which participating beings partake
according to grace: just as with goodness, and everything of goodness if it is embraced
by account. And simply all life, immortality, simplicity, immutability, and infinity; such
things are contemplated in an essential way around him. Those are also works of God,
and they did not begin in time. (1100C-D)?

Znttéov Toi¢ omovdaiolg, tiva kubfkel voeiv eivatl to Epya GV fipEato Thg yevé-
oeng b Ocdg kal tiva Ay, ®v ovk fipEato. Ei Y0p TAVTOV KUTENOVGE TOV EpYV,
ov fipgato totfioat, dfilov Exkeivov ob katémavsey, dv odk fipgato totijcal. Mnnote
ouv gpyo pév Geod ypovikdg Npyuéva tod givai 6TL, mavta T dvta petéyovra
olov ai didpopot @V dvtmv odciat. TO yap ui dv, &yovot abtdV TOY elvol TpecPoTe-
pov. "Hv y6p note, &te 10 8via petéyovia odk fv. Ocob 8¢ Epya TuyOV ovK fpyuéva
100 eival ¥ povikde, Té SvTa PHePeKTd, OV KOTO APV LETEYOVGL TO SVTO PETEYOVTA
olov, 1 GyafotNG, Kal miv &i Tt dyaddtntog Eumepiéyetal Aoym. Kol dnide ndoca
Comn, kol dbavacio kol Gnidtng kol dtpeyio kol drnepia, kol doa TePl AOTOV 0VGL-
®dd¢ Bewpeitar dtiva kal Epya Ogol giot, Kal 00K NPYREVA Y POVIKDG.

The main concern Maximus sets out in the beginning is that God is perpetu-
ally working even if he ‘rested’ in completing the creation of beings in time.
It is within the specification of this aim that Maximus states the two kinds of
divine works which God carries out: those which have a created beginning in
time (works from which God rested) and those which are characterized by not
having a beginning (&vapyog) in time (works from which God continually does
not rest). Of particular note is Maximus’ focus on the essences (ovciot) of
beings as belonging to the former category of works which have a beginning,
since they are conditioned by non-being (t0 pur| dv) as their origin. Not only is
the generation of these beings temporal but so also the essences of these beings.
This would preclude an understanding of such essences as participated, eternal
properties in the way transcendent Forms would be for a Platonist, particularly
for Proclus. By contrast the other kinds of works which are eternal and outside
time are perfections correlated to ‘goodness’ (1] dya0o61tng) and all other prop-
erties that have goodness in their definition: the properties of life, immortality,
simplicity, and infinity,* as mentioned in the following line. Maximus calls
these participated beings (nefBektd) while referring to created beings having a
beginning as participants (peteyovta) of these timeless properties. In this the
division between being a participant and being participated lies in whether such
a being or property is temporal or eternal. A participant being called ‘good’,
‘living’, or even having ‘being’ is so not in virtue of itself but in virtue of its

3 All translations are my own unless otherwise noted.

4 Maximus’ prioritization of ‘goodness’ (G:ya@dtng) over the other attributes reflects a com-
mon Neoplatonic theme of the Good’s priority over all other attributes. See for instance Proclus,
Elements of Theology, Prop. 8 (Dodds 8.29-30): ‘All that in any way participates the Good is
subordinate to the first Good, which is nothing other than good’ (néviov 1@V dnwcodV T0D
Gyafov peteydviov Nyeital 10 TPOTOS Ayodov kol & undév éotiv dAlo §j dyadov).
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participation in the timeless works corresponding to those terms. Centuries of
Theology 1.50 makes this clearer:

And those which did begin in time are, and are said to be this, by participation of those
things which did not begin in time, wherefore they both are and are said to be. For all
living things and immortal things, both holy and virtuous things, God is the craftsman:
for he transcends the essence of all that can be understood and spoken. (1101B)

Kal ta pev qpypéva (povik®dg, T HETOYN TOV 00K NPYUEVOV X POVIKDG eiotl Kal
Aéyovtat Tovd’ Omep kol giol kal Aéyovral. [1aong yap Lofg kal d0avaciog, dytot-
T0G 1€ Kal apeTng, dnuovpyds &otiv 6 Oedg LTEP odGloV YUp TAVIOV TOV TE
VOOupEVOV Kol Aeyopévov EENnpntat.

By implication, both participated and participating works fall in the category
of what can be understood and spoken, which further confirms the sense of
God’s transcendence as denying any attribution of positive properties or names
which comes from the domain of either participated or participating beings.
In this, God transcends all beings and being itself, where the works have the
account of being predicated to them.’

1.48 presents a paradox where Maximus says that the participated works are
contemplated ‘in an essential way’ (o0c1®d@®¢) around God (repi adToV).0
Initially this suggests some form of identity between God himself and the par-
ticipated works, which is at odds with the implication that God has no positive,
and therefore essential, attributes. The use of mepi can either suggest spatial
imagery (e.g. the moon as ‘around’ the earth) or conceptual relation (e.g.
speaking of rationality ‘concerning’ or ‘in relation to’ man). The latter usage
is suggested with Maximus relating the participated works essentially to God,
but God’s absolute transcendence over all things ‘infinitely infinite times’
(dreipdric dneipwe) (1.49, 1101A)7 implies the former usage with ontological
separation. The dual-sided ambiguity of the term would fit with the intermediate
status that the participated works have between God in himself and the created,
participating works: to the degree the participated works are eternal and pre-
exist the creation of beings in time, they are related closely to God who is also
eternal; yet insofar as the participated properties of ‘goodness’ and so on are

5 See Maximus, Centuries of Theology 1.49, 1101A.

¢ The phrase mepi adtov in relation to God recurs in earlier Fathers, for instance Gregory of
Nyssa, Against Eunomius 2.89, 102, 582, etc. See D. Bradshaw, ‘Maximus the Confessor’ (2010),
817.

7 The language of dreipdxig dreipwg is also found in Proclus’ Elements of Theology, Prop. 1
(Dodds 2.10-1), albeit in a case where Proclus states that nothing can be made up ‘from infinitely
infinite things’ (8§ dnelpakic dneipwv). See also Maximus, Centuries of Theology 1.1-2, 4, where
God is described as, among other negative attributes, beyond ‘essence, power, and act’. This cor-
responds to a general Neoplatonic description of the One as beyond the same triad of essence,
power, and act (see e.g. Proclus, Commentary on Parmenides 1070.15-1071.3 [Cousin], 1070.13-
1071.3 [Steel]). This is further proof that Maximus is working closely within a Neoplatonic
framework for discussing God’s transcendence and causal relation.
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works of God and are participated by beings in time, they are distinct and
separate from God. The aspect of essential relation in the former case can be
further clarified with Maximus’ statement at the end of 1.48 that the partici-
pated works ‘have God most solely as the eternal generator of [their] being’
(ol TOV Oedv Eyxovoa tob eival povdtatov Gidimg yevvitopa) (1101A).
While the phrasing explicitly denies that the participated works come from any
other source than God, it also suggests that they are not self-generated and
self-subsisting in the same way as the created works. Because of this, the par-
ticipated works are directly correlated to God even if still ontologically distinct
from God. One can see evidence for this later in 1.54 when Maximus speaks
of ‘being’ and ‘life’ as properly belonging to God, where in partaking of these
properties one ‘becomes God by deification’ (oia kai adtdg yevopevog T
Oedoel 0e6g) (1104B). Thus, a given entity’s participation in ‘life’ or ‘being’
is not correlated to separate, self-subsisting principles, ‘Life’ and ‘Being’, but
rather directly to God-as-life and God-as-being.® This further confirms the par-
ticipated works’ status as intermediaries between God and created beings.
Centuries of Theology 1.49 raises another, initial problem for the presenta-
tion we have so far had of the participated works pre-existing created beings.
The participated works are here said to be immanent, having been ‘implanted
for created beings according to grace, as much as some infused power’ (xotd
Y6pv T0ic yeyovosLy Eumépukey, ola Tic dvvaug Epeutoc) (1101A). Yet if
the participated works are supposed to be eternal and separate according to their
nature from 1.48, it is not clear how they can be simultaneously immanent. The
first half of 1.49 gives an implicit answer when it establishes God as transcend-
ing all beings, both participated and participating, while at the end the timeless
works’ immanence in created beings is used as a reason to say that those works,
through their immanence, have ‘clearly proclaimed God in all things’ (tov év
naol dvte Oov dranpucing knpvtrovea) (1101A).° The participated works
then appear to have two aspects: either in their association with God as trans-
cendent, and therefore belonging ‘solely’ to God, or in their relation to created
beings as immanent powers. Created beings which have the properties of
‘goodness’ and ‘being’ then have those properties as received ‘powers’ caused

8 On this, Maximus is following Pseudo-Dionysius, Divine Names 181.16-9, with the divine
names correlating to the same entity, God, and not to separate divine entities: ‘“We do not say that
the Good is one thing, Being another, Life another, and Wisdom another, neither that there are
many causes and other divine beings productive of different entities subordinated and existing in
relation to one another, but that they are the wholly good processions of a single God and the
divine names by which we call him by ourselves’ (odk #ALo 8& eivat tdyafov enot kol dALo
10 Ov kal dAho v Lonv §j TV copiav, ovde TOAAL T0 aitia kol GAA®V GAAOG TPOUKTIKAG
0gotntag brepeyovoag Kol deeluévag, AL £vog Bgob tag dhag dyadag Tpoddovs kat tag map’
AoV EEvpvovpévag Bewvopiag). See Stephen Gersh, ‘Ideas and Energies in Pseudo-Dionysius
the Areopagite’, SP 15 (1984), 297-300, 300.

9 See also, e.g., Maximus, Centuries of Theology 1.82, which further develops how and why
God transcends ‘all that can be understood and spoken’; cf. 1.83, 2.2 (1125C); 2.3.
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by the participated works in their distinct aspect as timeless and pre-existing.
This balances off the claim of transcendence for God with the affirmation
of God’s immanence through the timeless works’ transcendent and immanent
activity on created beings.

Proclus’ framework of participation

Proclus’ three-term framework for participation is established most succinctly
in his Elements of Theology, Proposition 23, which states:

All that is unparticipated gives existence to the participated from itself, and all partici-
pated entities reach upwards to unparticipated entities.

For the unparticipated, having the status of a monad since it belongs to itself and not
to another, and since it transcends the participants, generates entities that are able to be
participated. For either it will stand barren by itself — and then not have honor — or it
will give something from itself. Then that which receives participates, and that which
is given has existence as participated. (Dodds 26.22-9)

nav 10 GuEDEKTOV LPIGTNGLY G’ £QVTOL TO PETEXOUEVA, KOl TACUL 0l HETEXOUEVAL
LTooTAcELG €lg duebékTovg LApPEELg dvateivovTat.

TO HeV yap auébextov, povadog Exov AOYov ®G £0TOD OV Kol ovK GAAOL Kol MG
EENPNUEVOV TOV HETEYXOVTOV, ATOYEVVE TO peTtéyeobatl duvaueva. 1 yap dyovov
gotéetatl ko’ adtd, kol ovdEV dv Exot tipov: f| dmcel Tt G’ £0vtov, Kol TO pev
AaPOV petéaye, TO d€ d00EV DIECTN LETEYOUEVOG.

Here, Proclus takes for granted that, for any given number of individuals
sharing a property, the source of that property generates entities or principles
which proximately impart their common effect in the participants. Whereas
a more traditional Platonist framework admits of two terms — multiple par-
ticipants correlated to one participated entity or Form — Proclus thinks par-
ticipation in one source necessitates intermediate, participated principles
which each correspond with their respective participants.'® For instance, each
living body participates in the property of self-movement through its proxi-
mate particular soul, while each particular soul related to its body is generated
from the monadic, unparticipated principle of Soul, which is the source of the
property of self-movement. Under this description the unparticipated has a
one-to-many relationship with the participated, while the participated has a
one-to-one relationship to the participant: the unparticipated Soul produces
multiple, particular souls which act as immediate causes of life to all living
bodies, while the individual participated soul produces its effect in one particular
living body.

10" See Proclus, Elements of Theology, Prop. 23, Dodds 26.30-28.7.
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Within this general three-term framework, Proclus makes a further distinc-
tion with the participated intermediary’s relation to its participant: each par-
ticipated entity is self-complete and self-constituted, and thus separate from its
participant, while the participated generates its effect in the participant as an
immanent power.!! From the previous example, each particular soul stands as
self-complete in relation to the living body, while it also generates an imma-
nent power in the body which brings about the manifested effect of life, or
self-movement, in that body. As Proclus states in Elements of Theology Prop.
81: ‘All that is separately participated is present to the participant through an
unseparated power which it implants’ (ndv 10 Y®PLoTOG PETEYOUEVOV dL4
TIvog Gympictov duvauews, fiv évoidwot, T@ petéyovit napeotiv) (Dodds
76.12-3). As was the case with the participated term playing an intermediary
role between the unparticipated and participants, so Proclus also posits an
intermediate power in the participant which makes the separately participated
entity’s effect manifested. Thus within the participated-participant relationship
Proclus has a further intermediary principle with the immanent power which
manifests the final effect in the participant.

Perhaps more important in the comparison with Maximus is addressing how
Proclus characterizes the distinction between participated and unparticipated
entities. As Elements of Theology, Prop. 23, showed, the unparticipated
corresponds to what belongs to all, while the participated corresponds to what
belongs to one individual or participant. But how does Proclus justify this
ontological distinction in the first place? The end of Prop. 23 provides an
answer with the participated’s characterization:

Every participated entity, belonging to that through which it is participated, is second-
ary to that which is equally present to all and has filled everything from itself. For that
which is in one is not in the others; while that which is present to all alike, so that it
may illuminate all, is not in one but before all. ... But that which is in all would be
divided into all, and again would require another principle to unify the divided; and
further all would no longer participate the same principle, but this one and that another,
through the unity being divided. (Dodds 26.30-28.4)

10 8& peTeOpeEVOV TV, TIVOG YEVOUEVOV D)’ 00 HETEYETAL, SEVTEPOV £0TL TOD TAGLY
opoimg TapdvTog Kol Tavta e’ £avTol TANPOGAVTOG. TO HEV Yap &v EVi OV &v Tolg
aAlolg ovk EoTiv: 1O 8¢ mMACLY OGULTOC TapdV, (va macty EAAGUTT, 00K &v &vi
0TIV, GAAG TTPO TAOV TAVTOV. ... GAAL TO pev &v naoty dv, peptobey gig mavra, Ty
aAAov v d€otto tov TO peptabey £vilovtog: Kol 00KET™ AV TOL adTOD PETEYOL TOVTA,
GAAG TO pev dAlov, o 8¢ dAlov, Tov £vog pepiobévtog.

1" See ibid. Prop. 64, Dodds 60.20-2: ‘Every original monad gives substance to two series:
one of self-complete substances, the other of irradiated things which acquire their substance in
others’ (ndco Gpyikn d1tTov DEioTNoY APLOUOVY, TOV pEV adTOTEADY DTOCTACE®Y, TOV O&
EMLapyemV &v £TEPOLg TNV DTOGTAGLY KEKTNUEVAV).
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Proclus characterizes each participated entity as being divided and distinct
from each other, so that what one individual participates is different in an
essential way from any other participated entity.!> The unparticipated functions
as a source for all participants by being absolutely identical with itself in a way
that negates all difference or division implied with the collected set of partici-
pated entities. The unparticipated thus unites within itself the multiple, distinct
participated entities by its pure unity — whether as the kind, Soul, or also the
transcendent Form of ‘man’.'3 This requirement for absolute unity as a prior
ground to the multiple, distinct participated terms is why Proclus emphasizes
the status of the participated terms’ source as unparticipated, while the partici-
pated principles fulfill the role of an intermediary in conveying their common
attribute, derived from the unparticipated, to the participants.

Comparing Maximus with Proclus

By comparison to Proclus’ elaborate layout and description of participation,
Maximus’ Centuries of Theology 1.48-50 only gives us a sketch for his frame-
work of participation. A basic parallel nevertheless exists between both frame-
works insofar as Maximus also employs the same kind of a three-term division
from Proclus in his division between God-as-transcendent, the participated,
timeless works (néBexta, or peteydueva), and the participating, created works
(netéya).'* Maximus does not ascribe the term, ‘unparticipated’ (Guéfextov),
to God in 1.48-50,'° although his description of God as transcending the par-
ticipating and participated works fits the same description of the unparticipated
transcending both kinds of entities from Proclus.!® The pre-existence of the
participated works before created, participating beings mirrors Proclus’ state-
ment that participated entities exist separately and in themselves before their
participants. More proximately, this may correspond to Proclus’ Prop. 63 in the
Elements of Theology: ‘Every unparticipated entity gives existence to two orders
of participated beings: one in those which participate at some time, another in
those which participate always and by their nature’ (nav 10 duédektov ditTig

12 Proclus specifies this distinction in terms of either species, for non-material entities (like
souls), or number for material forms (like the enmattered form of ‘man’). See Commentary on
Parmenides 819.20-2 (Cousin), 819.14-6 (Steel); Commentary on Timaeus 1 446.24-6.

13 See Proclus, Commentary on Parmenides 850-2 (Cousin, Steel).

14 Maximus, Centuries of Theology 1.48-50, and the rest of the Centuries generally use only
pnébektov to refer to participated entities. Proclus primarily uses peteyopevov, although in places
like Elements of Theology, Prop. 63, Dodds 60.5, he uses the latter term interchangeably with the
former (Dodds 60.1-2). Otherwise in the case of Prop. 63, neither term appears to differ in meaning
from the other.

15 On doing a word search in Migne’s Patrologia Graecae, no mention of aué@ektov can be
found in the Centuries of Theology or anywhere in the rest of Maximus’ corpus.

16 See also Proclus, Elements of Theology, Prop. 75.
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DPIGTNOL TOV HETEXOUEVOV TAG TAEELS, TNV HEV &V TOIG TOTE PETEYOVOTL, TNV
3¢ &v 1o1c del kol ovpeLag petéyovot) (Dodds 60.1-3). For Proclus, all things
which temporally participate in some property depend on a prior, eternally
existing order of participated principles. To this degree Maximus has a similar
idea with the participated works as existing eternally before they can be par-
taken by temporal beings.

Just as Maximus has two different descriptions of the participated works as
either transcending or being immanent in their participants, Proclus also holds
that participated entities which exist separately produce an immanent power in
their participants which brings about the final effect from the participated
entity. Similarly, Maximus speaks of the timeless works in Centuries of The-
ology 1.49 as an ‘infused power’ (tig dVvapig Epeutoc) which manifests the
properties of the participated works — or as Maximus explicitly says afterward,
they have ‘clearly proclaimed God in all things’ (tov év mact dvia Ogov
dampuvoing knpvtrovca) (1101A). The description of ‘infused power’ also
matches Proclus’ Elements of Theology, Prop. 81, which speaks of the separately
participated ‘implanting’ (¢v8idwot) a non-separate power in the participant.!’

Given that Maximus employs the same general framework, some important
differences from Proclus should be noted. While Proclus speaks of participated
entities as having a one-to-one correspondence with their respective participants,
this contrasts with Centuries of Theology 1.48’s presentation of each partici-
pated work being correlated with multiple participants: for instance, multiple
beings having the property of goodness participate in the one participated
work of ‘goodness’.!8 In this respect Maximus simplifies the framework by not
including a separate intermediary between participated ‘goodness’ and an indi-
vidual having the received property of ‘goodness’, as would analogously be
the case from Elements of Theology, Prop. 23. At the same time Maximus fol-
lows Proclus in Centuries of Theology 1.49’s description of an intermediary
power generated in each participant from the participated source, where the
power implicitly links the separately participated source with the participant.
In Maximus’ case the separately-existing, participated source for a given prop-
erty is common to all participants of that property, and not just one as with
Proclus.

17 Consider also Maximus’ distinction between the participated and participating in terms of
being either contingent (tot€) or without beginning in time (o0x Mpypéva ypovik®dg) in Centuries
of Theology 1.48 (1100D), which parallels Proclus’ Elements of Theology, Prop. 63 (esp. Dodds
60.4-11), where the unparticipated produces two sets of participated entities: those which are
always (del) participated, and those which are contingently (roté) participated.

18 See Centuries of Theology 1.50, 1101B, where Maximus describes ‘all good things and good-
ness itself; and all beings and being itself manifestly beforehand happen to be works of God’ (kai
T Gyaba mavta, Kol adtn 1) dyafotng kol ta dvto tavta, Kot adt 1 6vrotng, ®eob tpodniiwmg
£pya tuyyavovoty). The balance between ‘all [X] things and [X] itself” can be seen to correspond
to participated beings with the given property, X, and the participated principle, ‘X’ itself.
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This leaves an open question with how to place God in the analogous role of
the unparticipated for Maximus. Whereas the unparticipated for Proclus is
related to its corresponding participated entities as being one of that kind — for
instance, unparticipated Soul is one in kind with the participated souls it pro-
duces — it is initially not clear how God is related to the participated works as
a source in Maximus’ framework: what God is productive of is not simply one
kind of thing (divinity, for instance) for the participated works, but rather good-
ness, life, being, and so on, which differ in kind from what God is in himself.
While this phrasing indicates an explicit difference between the two figures, in
a certain sense Maximus still follows Proclus: as shown earlier with Centuries
of Theology 1.54, one’s participation in the properties of ‘being’ and ‘life’ to
their full degree implies becoming ‘God by deification’, since they properly
belong to God in himself.!” One way to characterize this under Proclus’ frame-
work is that Maximus’ participated works are united in kind under the property
of divinity or deity, which is located in God as the source, while the participated
works are differing manifestations under the same character of divinity. In one
way this also matches Proclus’ understanding of all things ultimately being
characterized as manifestations of unity, which is found in the transcendent first
principle of the One.?’ More proximately, Proclus’ doctrine of the henads might
better fit the comparison,?! where the henads stand as intermediate, participated
principles of oneness between the One-itself and all beings: for instance, behind
the unparticipated monad of Soul stands a henad responsible as the proximate
source of Soul’s unity; similarly for Being, there is a henad for Being’s unity;
and so on. To the degree that the henads are different aspects of the One-itself,
Maximus’ notion of the participated works as aspects of God would also fit.?
At the same time a certain proviso is needed: whereas Proclus calls the henads
‘gods’ and therefore separate deities, Maximus denies this to the participated
works in Centuries of Theology 1.50 with his strong emphasis on God as the
‘craftsman’ (dnuiovpyog) of both created and timeless works.

One extra difference to note between Maximus and Proclus is the ontological
status of the participated entities. For Proclus, Elements of Theology, Prop. 64’s
description of the first order of participated entities as ‘self-complete’ (adtoteA®dV)
indicates self-subsistence and ontological separation from the participants and

19 Maximus the Confessor, Centuries of Theology 1.54, 1104B.

20 See Proclus, Elements of Theology, Prop. 5.

2l T would like to thank Kevin Corrigan for this suggestion, which has also been pointed out
in Pseudo-Dionysian studies (e.g. Timothy Riggs, ‘Erds, the Son, and the Gods as Metaphysical
Principles in Proclus and Dionysius’, Dionysius 28 [2010], 97-130).

22 Of course, even here the comparison breaks where Proclus speaks of the henads as ineffable
and beyond positive description, like the One itself (see Proclus, Elements of Theology, Prop. 115,
118). This would indicate another ‘flattening’ of horizons under Maximus’ framework, where
Being-itself and the henad of ‘Being’ are collapsed in one participated work of ‘being’, as with
Life-itself and the henad of ‘Life’ into the work of ‘life’, etc.
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the unparticipated source.”® As seen earlier, the separate existence of the par-
ticipated entities makes possible the distribution of a given property in the
participants, where Proclus characterizes this pre-existence in terms of the prin-
ciple’s self-subsistence. Comparing with Maximus, while the participated
works have pre-existence in relation to the participating works, the former do
not appear to have a self-subsistent status in the same way. Maximus states in
Centuries of Theology 1.48 that whereas God ‘rested’ (xaténavoe) from the
works which have a beginning in time, God did not rest from the works which
have no beginning — that is, the participated works. The previous passage of
Centuries of Theology 1.47 provides some context for this ‘rest’, where the
resulting product or work from which God rested has its own self-determined
movement and activity.>* While this applies for the participating, created beings
in Centuries of Theology 1.48, this is not the case for the participated works.
If Proclus’ description of the participated entities as self-complete implies being
self-determined, this constitutes another difference for Maximus where this is
not the case. The former allows Proclus to call the henads, which are partici-
pated aspects of the One, separate gods, since they are self-complete and in this
respect separate from each other and their source in the One.? By contrast, the
denial of being self-determined, and therefore self-complete, for Maximus’ par-
ticipated works would be reason to deny the attribution of separate deity to
them, which follows on Maximus’ emphasis that such works essentially pertain
to God as their sole source.

Conclusion

Overall, Maximus’ adaptation of Proclus on participation is rather simplified
even though the basic structure is in place. Where Proclus employs his frame-
work of participation in positing multiple layers of reality between the first

2 Dodds 60.31-62.2: ‘Accordingly those substances which are self-complete, while by their
discrimination into a manifold they fall short of their original monad, are yet in some wise assim-
ilated to it by their self-complete existence; whereas the incomplete not only as existing in another
fall away from the monad which exists in itself, but also as incomplete from the all-completing
monad’ (trans. Dodds, lightly modified) (ai pév obv adrtoteieic droctdoeig, it v el mAHOog
Stakploy NAATTOREVOL TNG GPYIKTG aOTOV HOVASOS, d1d TNV avtoteAn rap&y dpotovvral
1 mpdg dkeivny: al 8¢ dredeic kol 1@ &v dAdoig slvar Tiig kb’ abtiv deestdong Kai @
atelel The mavto TeAELOOONG GPECTHKOOLY).

24 See Centuries of Theology 1.47 1100B-C: ‘For God rests from his natural activity in each
being by which each of them moves naturally. He rests when each being, having obtained the
divine energy in due measure, will determine its own natural activity with respect to God’ (trans.
Berthold) (TTavetat yap & Oedg Tiic &v EKGoTO TOV vtV Tux oV euolkig évepyeiag, kab’ fiv
£K0oTOV TOV SVIOV PLOIK®G Kivelobal tépukey, dndtav Ekactov tig Belag dvaroymg &miha-
Bopevov évepyelag, TNV Kate OOV oikelav Tept adTOV Opicn TOV Oeov &vépyelav).

2 See Proclus, Elements of Theology, Prop. 114.
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principle, intelligible entities, entities of soul, and material being, Maximus
gives a more flattened, straightforward hierarchy in Centuries of Theology 1.48-
50. This may be why Maximus, unlike Proclus, does not hold that each par-
ticipated entity belongs to the same kind — that is, being, life, goodness, and so
on — except insofar as they share in the common property of divinity, or rather
as participated aspects of God. In this, perhaps the crucial difference from
Proclus lies in Maximus’ denial of self-subsistence to the participated works in
their eternal, pre-existing aspect. On the one hand this move blocks calling the
participated works separate divinities, as Proclus would with the participated
henads, but then how these participated works subsist otherwise is not clear if
they are still distinct from God in his absolute transcendence.?® Nevertheless,
Maximus’ affirmation of the participated works as intermediaries fills a require-
ment similarly seen in Proclus’ framework, where they mediate properties
derived from one transcendent source to participating individuals. In Maximus’
case with the Centuries of Theology, they fill the conceptual background to
explain the language of deification and how things become perfected by God
through participation.?’

26 For instance, Proclus would say that a thing has subsistence either as a power in its prior
cause, as constituting itself as a separate existence, or as immanent in the resulting product (see
Proclus, Elements of Theology, Prop. 65). While the middle category of self-subsistence is denied,
it is unclear where Maximus might place the participated works-as-pre-existing, particularly if he
wishes to maintain the transcendence of God in a way that denies any identity with the participated
works. In terms of later developments, D. Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West (2004), 189-90 points
out a parallel with Gregory Palamas’ distinction between God’s essence (obcia) and energies (§vép-
yewar). Maximus’ framework may perhaps lead in this direction, particularly if ‘rest’ is denied to
God’s ‘works’ (€pya) in their eternal aspect, as seen earlier. If Maximus is taken as a faithful
interpreter of Ps.-Dionysius in this area, pace S. Gersh, ‘Ideas and Energies in Pseudo-Dionysius
the Areopagite’ (1984), 300, this might constitute a new ontological category for the participated
entities, insofar as their ontological status is modified from Proclus while still yet distinct from
God in himself.

27 Special thanks to Peter Adamson, Kevin Corrigan, Alan Brown, Augustine Casiday, Denis
Walter, Daniel Watson, and Dimitrios Vasilakis for their feedback and suggestions for this article.



