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MAXIMUS THE CONFESSOR ON FREEDOM

Abstract: One of the main preoccupations of Maximus the Confessor was his
participation in the famous monothelite controversy that posed the problem of one or two
wills in Christ. The Confessor defended the Orthodox position of two wills, human and
divine, but he also negated that Christ possessed gnomic will. This article explores
Maximus' position on freedom, by examining main terms such as will, gnome, free choice,
self-determination, etc.

Key words:Christ, deification, free choice, gnomic will, Maximus the Confessor,
natural will, self-determination

| The gnomic will and the processes of will in Christ

In Maximus' writings before 640, the term did not have the meaning of the
disposition of will that characterizes the individual, who can tend towards good or evil, but
there is still no difference between gnomic will and natural will. This distinction will be
elaborated by Maximus, in a specific manner, during the monothelite controversy. However,
we find its application in the course of confutation of Nestorian and Severian doctrine.

In the Opusculum 14 Maximus encloses the Nestorian idea of union in the
concept of union by relation, distinguishing it from that of natural, or hypostatic, union. The

notion of is connected with the first form of union: “Union of relation
( ) is the one that brings back diverse dispositions of will ( ) in only
one will. Difference of will ( ) is the movement that divides the will from

the dispositions of will2 The gnomic will, in particular, is said to be “a free impulse of
thought and a movement towards one side or anotideximus distinguishes the will as
such, in relation to the unity of nature, from which should be seen, on the contrary,

in relation to the difference or rupture inside of one and the same nature. The unification by
relation refers to the difference within one and the same nature and it is “a friendly

disposition ( ) or a concordance and a common inclination in accord
with wills”.# The difference by relation is, on the other hand, an alteration of different
judgement and will or a disposition of ruptdr&he is configured, therefore, as a

disposition of the will that is inherent not to nature, but to pefson.

1 filwycat@yahoo.com

2pG 91, 152C; Cfr. PG 91, 192BD. (Quotations are given in my own translation.)

*PG 91, 153B.

‘PG 91, 152C.

® Ibid.

6 Cfr. Luigi Manca,ll primato della volonta in Agostino e Massimo il Confess&®ma, 2002, 182.
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In Opusculum Maximus asks himself if the will, as understood by monothelites,
is or is not a faculty of nature. If it should be considered as such, answers Maximus, then
one would reach a conclusion that the nature of Christ is different from both the nature of
the Father and of his mother.

“In this case Christ would be different by nature from both his divine Father and
his most pure mother. Since a natural will characterizes a nature, then those who
say this suggest that Christ is one nature. Therefore, if there is such nature of
Christ, then he is not truly God by nature, nor is he man by nature, since by nature
Christ is clearly not the Father, nor is he his mother by nature. But if Christ is God
by nature, as he is Christ by nature, then who says this is polytheist, since he
confesses one nature of Father of God, who is not Christ by nature, and other
nature of Christ, since Christ is also God. And so, the end of such absurd idea can
only be an attitude condemned as polytheigém.”

In other words, if the Incarnation would result in a synthetic nature — not divine
nor human, but specific only of Christ — then the Son would no longer be of the same nature
as the Father, and he would also lose his human nature; thus, he would not be able to
redeem us. Such a conception, according to which “the number of wills determines also the
number of willing beings”, necessarily implies Arianism or Sabellianism; i.e., a separation
by nature of divine persons, or their dissolution in the unity of divine n&ture.

If Christ could not have one natural will only, one of the alternatives Maximus
suggests as a hypothesis is that the will of Christ would coincide with free choice }.

If the will of Christ is to choose freely (what they call “gnomic will"), then it would be
completely in accord with the nature, having the mode of employing various directions of
action in its power, which is always in constant accord with the rational principle of the
nature. Therefore, according to them, he would not be impassive but instead would be self-
disciplined with regard to passions and would become progressively good in all that is good
by nature® However, this solution is also inadmissible, since his , exercised in
accord with nature, will lead him in such manner, when he encounters alternative directions
of action to choose what is better in preference to what is worse. Otherwise, it could only be
contrary to the nature, and therefore would replace in him the mode of employment (of the
will) which corrupts the rational principle of natui.

Following the monothelite conception, one would arrive at the conclusion that the
rational principle proper to human nature would exist in Christ only thanks to the right
employment of his will; therefore, Christ would not be entirely human. One consequence of
this attitude is to consider gnomic will as hypostatic. Those who want to preserve free
choice in Christ by referring the will to hypostasis, render him incapable of movement both
in accord with the nature and contrary to it. This means that Christ is different from the
Father and Holy Spirit:

“Because speaking of one will that chooses in Christ, they anyway suggest a
hypostasis susceptible to moving in the sense of nature or against it; such is, in
fact, as | said previously, the choice. And if it is a characteristic of the hypostasis

"PG 91, 28B.

8pG 91, 289D.
PG 91, 28D.
0pG 91, 28D-29A.
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of Christ, they define it, according to this will, as of different advice and notice
with respect to the Father and Holy Spirit. So, that what is considered particular in
the Son by hypostasis is by no means common according to the hypostasis to the
Father and the Holy Spirit. Therefore, concerning the free choice of humanity in
Christ, the Fathers appealed to the appetitive essential potency of the (human)
nature and that means the natural will, or that our free choice existed in incarnated
God by appropriation!*

Maximus excludes that in Christ there is , since that would mean the
freedom of doing evil, as in every other human being. The free choice of Christ moves in a
manner that corresponds to the deified state of humanity, in a manner worthy of his
unification with

“The human nature of Christ is not, as in us, moved by a which goes
through council and judgement on the decision between the opposites, so he
cannot be considered as mutable by nature because of his free choice, since he
received a non-vacillating being simultaneous to his union with God .

Further he had that stable movement proper to the natural appetite of the faculty of
the will, or, to say it more correctly, had an immobile rest in himself because of
the purest assumption and deification by God .”12

This part indicates that Maximus conceives the choice of the humanity of Christ in
terms parallel to those of the free choice in saints on heaven. Christ does not possess a
gnomic will, as humans do, since in him the will and all natural faculties are in the
eschatological state; i.e., deifi¢d Therefore, gnomic will is a constitutive part of the
human existence in time. However, this does not mean that it is a part of the human
existenceoutsidetime, since Maximus affirms that in the eschaton humanity will have the
same deified state that Christ possessed during his earthly existence. In this sense, to negate
the gnomic will in Christ does not reflect a lack of interest in Christ as a particular human
being, but rather it confirms the conviction that Christ anticipates, through his earthly
existence, in what — as Maximus believed — will be the destiny of all the Zhints.

In his first writings, Maximus did attribute to Christ. There the term still
possesses, more or less, the meaning of natural will. Then, in the epoch of the monothelite
controversy, when he reached a greater clarity and completeness of his doctrine, Maximus
negates that Christ could possess a , since the incarnated Word could be attributed
with uncertainty and ambiguity. Considering this change of position in Maximus regarding
the gnomic will in Christ, Lars Thunberg affirms that this does not mean a fundamentally
different place of gnome in the theological anthropology of the Confessor. On the contrary,
we have here a different interest for the generic character of Christ's humanity: Maximus'
“later denial of a in Christ was probably due to the fact that he regarded the
incarnate Christ not only as one human being among many but as Man, representative of all
humanity”1°

1pG o1, 29BC.

2pG 91, 32AB.

13 Bernardo De Angelid\atura, persona, liberta: L'antropologia di Massimo il Confessétema,
2002, 117.

3 lan McFarlandNaturally and By Grace: Maximus the Confessor on the Operation of the Will
Scottish Journal of Theolog§8:4, 2005, 419.

15 Lars Thunberg,Microcosm and Mediator: The Theological Anthropology of Maximus the
ConfessorLund, 1965, 229.
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Going back to the words of Maximus' himself, we find an interesting passage in
the Disputatio cum Pyrrho

“By affirming a in Christ, they come to define him a simple man,
structured like us with regards to deliberation, limited by ignorance, by uncertainty
and by the presence of opposites, since one deliberates about uncertain things, and
not about something that is deprived of uncertainty. (...) to the humanity of the
Lord (...) cannot be attributed a . In fact, because of his very being, i.e.,
because of his existence in divine mode, he possessed by nature the appropriation
of good and aversion to evit®

The , Which always represents the aspect of individuality and difference,
has the character of ambiguity, which is solely a consequence of the fall. The term is,
therefore, connected not only to the natural faculty but to its mode of use. It is not identified
simply with the natural principle, but with the acting of the natural principle in its search
and in its condition of uncertainty. That is why the gnomic will should be excluded
regarding Christ, because if there was a gnomic will in¥iingcould be concluded that:

“he was double-minded and double-willed, and fighting against himself, so to
speak, in the discord of his thoughts, and therefore double-personed. For [the
Fathers] knew that it was only this difference of gnomic will that introduced into
our lives sin and our separation from God. For evil consists in nothing else than
this difference of our gnomic will from the divine wilt?

In the Disputatio cum Pyrrhave find other reasons for the negation of the gnomic
will in Christ:

“It is not possible to say that this will is gnomic, since, how is it possible that a
will proceeds from a will? So, those who say that there is a gnomic will in Christ
(...) teach that he was a mere man, that he deliberated in a manner proper to us,
who suffered ignorance, doubt and opposition, since one can deliberate only on
something that is in doubt, and not on something that is free of doubt. We have, by
nature, an appetite for what is good in a particular way, and this is realized through
search and council. Because of this, therefore, the gnomic will is ascribed to us,
since it is a mode of employment of will, and not its principle of nature: otherwise,
the nature itself would change innumerable tin#és.”

Gnomic will therefore enters in the ambit of the and, since it is a mode of
employment of the will and since the will is a process that includes diverse psychological
elements, it is then linked to the hypostasis. Gnomic will is therefore inseparably connected
to free choice. But because it is a mode of employment of the will, it is also a mode of
employment of free choice and not simply its synonym.

Willing is a natural desire since it perfectly corresponds to the nature of
rationality; but in the fallen creature, nature lost its limpidity. It became opaque, and, not

¥ pG 91, 308D-309A.

17 cfr. Bernardo De Angelisp. cit, 118-119.
BpG 91, 56B.

¥pG o1, 308C.
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having before itself the motif of its happiness, which is God, it became attracted by other
goods outside the trajectory proper to its natural impulse. Maximus links the state of
confusion, proper to the fallen man, to the activity of reflecting, choosing and deciding, and
he clearly distinguishes the exercise of this willing ( ) from willing as a pure, natural
impulse. The gnomic willing, however, is only possible for the historical man who is
subject to the state of ignorance. To a simple and perfect reality which is the natural will
corresponds, in strident contrast, the other, complicated and frustrating, willing which is
gnomic willing.

Defending the gnomic will as a mode of willing, Maximus poses the question in a
context that is not only trinitarian and Christological, but also philosophical:

“The will and the mode of willing are not the same, just as the capacity of seeing
and the mode of perception are not the same. The will, as the sight, is of nature,
and exists in all things that are of same nature or species. But the mode of willing,
as the mode of perception — in other words, willing to walk or willing not to walk,
and seeing to the right, or to the left or down, or the contemplation of the
concupiscence or of the rational principles in beings — is a mode of use of the will
and the perception, and as such it exists in the person that uses it, and distinguishes
it from the others20

The fact that Maximus attributes to Christ only the natural will and not the gnomic
one could provoke the impression that Christ's will is not a free will. But this impression
comes from the identification of the free will with the gnomic will. In his objection to
Pyrrhus, Maximus says: “If you say that the will is natural, and if that what is natural is
determined, and if you say that wills in Christ are natural, then you actually eliminate in
him every voluntary movemen2l Pyrrhus' position, therefore, would imply that God
Himself is necessitated in His work of creation, a position that is linked to the Origenist
problem of God's compulsion to create.

The ascesis is the removal of what is contrary to the nature. Virtues are in fact
natural, but not everyone practices what is natural in the same way. The removal of what is
contrary to the nature happens in accordance to the attitude of the person; i.e., in
accordance with the hypostasis. Well-being, in final analysis, depends on the persons and
on their gnomic will. Christ has no gnomic will because his hypostasis is divine, so he has a
natural will that is in perfect accord with his hypostatic divine . So, on the basis of the
distinction between nature and person, Maximus maintains the natural will, which includes
psychological processes. Therefore, there is a natural will (divine and human), and there is
also a mode of willing, which belongs to the person. So it seems that the will is a faculty of
the nature, a pure potentiality, while the effect of exercise of freedom is directed by the
person. In that way, Maximus does not identify the exercise of the will with freedom,
which, as such, is not a faculty. It may be said that the nature is not determined or
constricted, since it disposes with all its potentialities and exercises its faculties. Not only in
Christ, but in human beings too, the will is always exercised in a way that is established on
the level of person. The nature is the basis upon which one acts, and possible acts are those
that enter the ambit of the faculty of the nature. But the mode and, therefore also the
direction of acts, is given by the person. And it cannot be said either that free choice is
identified with what we usually understand as freedom. Free choice is the choice that is

20pG 91, 292D-293A.
21pG 91, 293B.
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accomplished as a consequence of natural faculties (as condition) and of mode (which gives
direction to it). It is the direct, informed act of nature by the petson.

The closest notion to the one of freedom, among those that enter the ambit of the
sphere of the will, is the one of , although it also conserves some psychological
aspects. It is possible to say that the s the attitude, the mode of manifestation in the
acts, which derives from the conjunction of the hypostatic (spiritual) plan with the natural
(psychic) one.

To sum up the discussion on the existence of the gnomic will in Christ, Maximus
excludes from Christ on account of its connection with ignorance and sinfulness,
which imply that they belong to a human fallen person, and therefore are also to be
excluded from Christ. Maximus always points to the fact that Christ had a sinless, non-
deliberative, and oriented-to-the-good human will, which was modelled, moved, and
actualized in particular acts of human willing by the divine person of the Logos in
obedience to the Fathét.

Il Will and choice

Maximus distinguishes a natural activity, rational but not immediate, and a reflex
activity, which is rooted in the former but not identified witl#4itThe reflex activity is
properly “the mode of use” of the will possessed by man in the actual condition, in which
he is to decide and choose between different possibilities offered to him in situations that
are not always clear. Maximus brings his attention to the ethical-religious quality of choices
and indicates the criterion that should always guide man with respect to his proper nature
and in conformity with the natural go&lIn fact, the human being often turns away from
life according to nature because of the error “that is implied in the soul through
sensation?9, i.e., for the desire of an ostensible good.

However, whether turning himself towards real good or not, the human being is
driven to choose in conformity with his previous choices, which are stratified in a
disposition, in ahabitug?, the . Maximus indicates this will that chooses is also a
“way of life” and is identified with a certain qualification of the will ( ), and
that is why its results are “oriented in relation to a good which is real, or is considered as
such”28 Maximus declares that between and choice (! ) there is a relation
as the one betwedrabitusand act® The is not, therefore, a faculty distinct from
will; rather, it is a mode of its realization. That is why it does not belong to the nature but to
the person, and it is developed inasmuch as the actual conditions of human existence bear a
continuous activity of discernment, judgement and choice.

The is therefore also the expression of the limits in which the free will of
the human being is actuated, and the human being is submitted to a continuous and
burdened risk of error, and guided by all the anterior choices. As such, it is not the perfect

22 Bernardo De Angelip. cit, 122.

2 Demetrios BathrellosThe Byzantine Christ: Person, Nature, and Will in the Christology of Saint
Maximus the ConfessoDxford, 2004, 161.

2 pG 91, 13B; PG 91, 21D-24A.

B pG 91, 309B.

% pG 91, 309C.

2’pG 91, 17C.

28 pG 91, 308C.

2pG a1, 17C.
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mode of existence of the will, which has to be, according to Maximus, the mode of
existence of Christ's human will — not just without sin, but absolutely impeccable. Here
comes to light theaison d'étreof the Maximian distinction between the nature of the will
and its mode of existence. What was not assumed was not saved, declares the Confessor,
making use of the formula of the Nazianzen; human will, as the constitutive element of the
nature, was therefore assumed by Logos. However, what was not admitted — nor could it be
admitted — was the mode of existence of the human person. The divine person does not
admit ignorance, perplexity, deliberation, choice. In short, it has not and it cannot have the
.30 Christ's human will, in virtue of the union, is outside of any choice. It became
totally appropriated of good and alienated of evil, and thus it became perfectly actuated
according to the nature; and Maximus highlights the naturality of such mode of existence:
the will tends, in fact, naturally towards the good, and deviations from this goal are bound
to the mode of use that it finds in us. In Christ, therefore, the human will is not only
assumed; but in him, and only in him, it should be added, thanks to the divine mode of
existence, it becomes perfectly actuated. Christ is the living model of every human being;
he is the perfect human being, where there is no difference between nature and mode of
existence. In every other human being, the nature never finds a mode of existence that is
inflexibly rooted in the good, as natyper serequires, at least in the actual Ffe.

In this context the affirmation of Maximus can be comprehended in that virtues are
natural, not acquired, and that if all people lived according to nature, there would be just
one virtue revealed, just as the nature is Bra.fact, a way of life inspired as much as
possible by only natural exigencies, linear and maximally simplified, is the form closest to
the divine model that the human existence could attain.

The will that chooses appears clearly as a defective mode of existence of the will —
even it is through this that the human being accomplishes his part in the ascent to God and
existentially appropriates his free will, making it perfect in the effective volition of good. It
is a mode of existence which, since it is defective, it is not maintained in the eternal life.
When every motif of doubt and uncertainty fails and the truth manifests itself without veils,
then there will be no more choice, and there will be no need to judge through choice.

What will fail is “the actual law that governs the nature”, and “only the intellectual
desire ' # ) of those who desire so according to nature will be ac&&he human
being will come out of the condition of mutability, which now renders him capable of
qualifying himself in modes diametrically opposite, depending on whether he respects the
virtues and conforms himself to the law of nature that governs his faculties, or whether he
abuses them and exploits them in an inappropriate way by submitting himself, against
nature, to the dominion of passioisAll this movement, which also leads — albeit through
error — to the fruition of good, will cease. The activity of willing will be gathered in the
“mystical fruition of what is desirable according to natii®The mystical fruition in
which, says Maximus, the satiety () of the desire coincides with its tension to the
infinity. The eternal life is described as a decrease by intensification of the participation,
and a direct communion with the loved proportioned to the desiredtself.

%0 Cfr. Demetrios Bathrellosip. cit, 155-162.

31 Alberto Siclari,Volonta e scelta in Massimo il Confessore e in Gregorio di NRasama, 1984, 10.
%2pG 91, 309B.

3 pG 91, 24BC.

% PG 91, 24AB.

% pG 91, 24C.

% pG 91, 21CD:; Cfr. Bernardo De Angelis. cit, 110-113.
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Such proportion between desire and participation allows us to distinguish, in the
blessed, the uniqueness of the will with regard to the nature from its differences with
regards to the mode of movement, and to specify in what manner it is possible to speak of a
single will that unifies the blessed with God and among thems&h\Rist above all, these
considerations clarify how the movement of the will is not overwhelmed by the apparition
of the truth but is just freed of every possible error and of actual limitations. The movement
remains, but as a natural tension towards good that does not recognize an end, since good
itself has no end. It is its new mode of existence, which is conformed to the divine reality
now manifested®

Human will is defined as “autonomously free movement”: there are three forms of
life (vegetative, sensitive, rational), to which specific movements correspond; the rational
life corresponds to the autonomously free movement, which becomes identified, starting
with Diadochos of Photiki, with the natural will.

“For the vegetative life the proper motion is that related to nutrition, growth and
procreation; characteristic for the sensitive life is the movement according to
impulse; for the rational life is, then, peculiar the autonomously free movement
(...) If then, according to nature, the proper movement for rational being is
autonomously free, then every rational being is, by nature, also volitional. Blessed
Diadochos of Photiki declared, in fact, that the will is the autonomous freedom.
But if every rational being is by nature volitional, and God the Word became truly
animated flesh in a way which conformed to the logos and to the reason, then on
the basis of that by which he was man, substantially he was properly endowed
with will. If it is so, then the so called natural will does not hurt the ears of the
pious, but rather of hereticg?”

All that moves, according to Maximus, moves because it has an end to which it
tends by nature. Freedom for Maximus consists in self-determination of the volitional
movement, not in its changeability, which is a contingent defect. The human being is the
cause of himself only thanks to Him who created him. The human being appropriates
himself and self-determines himself only as an iM@genitating the divine fixity and
immutability: “... if the human being was created to the image of the blessed and super-
essential Divinity and the divine Being is by nature autonomously free, the human being
too, being really His image, is by nature autonomously ftee”.

There is no movement if there is no goal. For its movements the will is defined as
“a natural potency that pursues its own géaland only by reaching it can it be called

accomplished. The comes to coincide with th8 %. The end (goal) of the will
coincides with its principle. And since the human nature, of which the will is an expression,
is notcausa sui & ! )43, but has its origin in God, then God will be the natural end of

its motion. In fact, it is in the total adjustment to the divine will that the human will attains

PG 91, 24C-28A.

%8 Alberto Siclari,op. cit, 12; Bernardo De Angelisp. cit, 110-113.

¥ pG 91, 301BC.

40 Cfr. Maria Luisa GattiMassimo il Confessore: Saggio di bibliografia ragionata e contributi per
una riscostruzione scientifica del suo pensiero metafisico e religidigano, 1987, 376-377.

“1pG 91, 304C.

“2pG 91, 1072B.

3 |bid.
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its proper function. The inimitable model is always Christ, who turned to the Father and
said: “Not as | want, but as you wari’The human will on the ontological plan is not
united with the divine only through hypostatic union, but also through the moral order of
freedom. Christ's humanity is, from a dynamic point of view, perfectly valorized in its
historical reality. The concordance of the human will with the divine one is realized through
the earthly life of Jesus, through his perfect obedience to the Father, and to death, and in
death. In Gethsemane, the symphony of the two wills is manifested on an interpersonal
plan, i.e., through the relationship of the Son to the Father — a relationship lived in a human
way, according to the free will. Obedience marks, precisely, that fully human attitude of the
Son towards the Father, in order of the freeddm.

This attitude, observes Maximus, does not comprehend “elimination of freedom
"% ! ( & # ! )" butits fixation according to nature, for which it is
rendered solid and immutable, that is to say, this comprehends the simplification, “the
retracting of the will that choose3 ( %), so that from where the being
comes, from there also we wish to be mov&d”.

Therefore, the perfection of the human will consists in its complete adjustment to
the divine will and in the desire of such adjustment, but the perfection of the will coincides
with the perfection of freedom. The elimination of frees the human being from
subjection to limits of choices and renders him similar to God. Since freedom as
autocausality is proper only to God, the human being can be the cause of himself solely
through Him, who is his principle (and who, exactly because of this, is also his end).
Identifying himself through will with his own cause, the human being becomes entirely
free, because he wants what God wants him to want, and his willing becomes one with the
creative and salvific will of God’

All this clarifies why, in the freedom to choose between good and evil, Maximus
finds latent in every choice the possibility of error, and there is no expression of the essence
of freedom. In the actual human being thee # * is self-appropriation: his freedom
consists in accepting and appropriating of what he is by nature. But he is not himself except
in God, who is his principle and his accomplishment — not his extrinsic end, but his intimate
perfection. Only by moving towards God does the human being appropriate himself and
willing exclusively according to what God wants. In loving this identification, he brings
such an operation to an end: he is himself and wants to be whahe is.

In synthesis, freedom, which for Maximus essentially consists in self-
determination, is given to the human being only by participation. The human being does not
have the proper good in himself; he is not an end to himself, since hecesusatsuiOnly
God, precisely because He is what He wants, can want what He is and be an end to
Himself. The good of the human being, his end, is God Himself. Only in the measure in
which the human being attains Him does he also become an end to himself; that is to say,
he can want what he, by participation, is. And he can also be what he wants: since he exists

*“pG 91, 1076B.

5 Francois-Marie Léthell.a priére de Jésus a Gethsémani dans la controverse monaqtiirélite
Heinzer e Chr. Schiénborn (edsgximus Confessor. Actes du Symposium sur Maxime le Confesseur,
Fribourg, 2-5. septembre 198Bribourg, 1982, 213-214.

“pG 91, 1076B.

47 The highest example of this is, for every human being, the willing of Christ: he did what we should
do and what many saints did after him. Christ handed over his human will to the will of God, and as
human being he allowed his own human will to be moved and modelled by the divine will of the
Father, which is identical with his own divine will. (Cfr. Demetrios Bathrebpscit, 171.)

48 Alberto Siclari,op. cit, 13-14.
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by divine will, inasmuch as his will corresponds to the divine will, then he is also what he
wants to be. Outside of such adjustment, there is nothing but disorder, defect,
nothingnes$?

In Maximus' reflection there are two ideas operating, which specify each other: the
idea of freedom as self-position and self-possesion, and the idea of will as tension to God —
a specification of the thesis that every movement has its own natural end. The point of
junction is constituted by the idea that the human being, although being free, cannot be,
since he is natausa suiimmediately an end to himself.

The first consequence that derives from these principles is that freedom in the
absolute sense is recognized only to God. Human freedom is a participated freedom. The
human being is not able to create himself; he is, however, by nature, able to appropriate
himself, to recognize, accept and make his own what he is by nature: the image of God and
therefore in need of God. The faculty of human being’s self-appropriation is the work of
God, who is the principle, end and means of every human realization; but the movement of
self-appropriation is free, by the nature itself of this faculty. Such freedom of his can be
expressed also in its own negation: an act free in its principle, but which disappears; a
movement that has no real end; an attempt towards nothing; and, therefore, negation of the
movement, which by definition has always an &hdlhe guilt of Adam, as all guilt, is seen
precisely as a distortion of the movement of the will. Distorted from its natural end, it tends
to resolve in its own disappearance, since it is deprived of a paipen d'étre®!

Following its objective, the human willing acquires on the other hand such an
intensity that, in the end, once it has reached its goal — the union with the divine will — it
becomes an effective participation in the divine operations. On the account of this
identification, Maximus gives two examples which do not have a figurative value: Christ,
who says “not what | want, but what you want” (Mark 14:36), and Paul who says “and it is
no longer | who live, but it is Christ who lives in me” (Galatians 2%20)he perfection of
willing — an activity according to nature — is therefore actuated, as it results from these
examples, with the deposition of every personalistic determination; so it coincides with
God's will itself; with the will of God in whom knowing, willing and creating are the same
thing, and who associates the creature that wants like Him to His own creative and salvific
activity, effectively making itausa sui

The sinner, on the other hand, cannot actuate himself properly, not even as a
human being. He seems to be a kind of lost possibility. He backs ! , freedom from
passions and sin, thanks to which he would be restored to the simplicity of nature, whose
motions are always in accord with the divine willing. And thus he vanishes in the tension
towards the ostensible goods, in a meaningless love of himself (! ). The) !
coincides therefore with the use, according to nature of human faculties, with that
simplification of the spirit in which the gift of deification is actuated.

This does not mean that in the adjustment to the divine willing, a creature loses its
own nature in order to assume that of God. A transformation of that kind does not happen
in Christ, who remains, in the unity of the hypostasis, a true human being in addition to
being true God, and the same goes for the blessed. It means only that the activity of the
creature attains its perfection in existential recognition of owing everything to God, and of

4% Cfr. Andrew LouthMaximus the Confessdrondon-New York, 1996, 60-61.

%0 Alberto, Siclariop. cit, 16.

51 Cfr. Artemije Radosavljeyj Antropologija Sv. Maksima Ispovednjkauca, XXI-XXII, 2004-
2005, 376-377.

*2pG 91, 1076B.
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being, in its positive content, nothing but a gift and a presence of God. Therefore the
perfection is also “enduring of God™: Logos gives experience of Himself while being
recognized by those who became worthy of Him. In a reality which is, by nature, gift of
God and need of God, the supreme activity coincides with the supreme passivity with
regards to Go& The human being is passive since he, as a creature, receives everything he
is; he is also passive because in the experience of God he “endures” — he becomes invaded.
And between these two kinds of passivity there is no solution of continuity, precisely
because the “natural” human being is entirely, in his positivity, a gift of God; his activities
are derived and as such they are also passions.

The freedom of the human being is, on the other hand, harvested and exalted in
this passivity. It distinguishes him by eternity from God as another mode — which is
recognized and accepted as such — of the existence of the divine. And it is based on this
distinction that Maximus can reject the risk of pantheism. In the eternal life the will of the
blessed and the will of God coincide, but they are participants; this divine will is
participated, and they endure besides operating, while the divine will properly and solely
operates. The identity resides in what is wanted, the salvation of all, and not in the nature of
willing, for which the divine will (which is creative and salvific) is different from the
human will (which is created and saved and which, on the other hand, wants, as God, the

salvation).54 The movement of the human being is called an endurance, Maximus writes,
because “every being that comes from God, and exists because of God, is subjected to
motion, since it is not the movement itself and potency itself (...), according to the principle
posed in it in the creation by the cause which constituted everyfing”.

There is therefore in the human being, as a creature, a constitutive passivity: he is
a derived — not primary — being. But that does not prevent his derived nature from being
essentially active. The motion itself, Maximus adds, is passivity since it derives from God;
but it is activity, since it is a characterizing expression of the created Aature.

IIl Conclusion

In conclusion, we can say that with the dogma of creaémnnihillo, the
“principle” of Greek ontology, the principle of the world, became transferred from the
stable continuum of causes and consequences to the “uncertain” sphere of fre®abym.
with His will, and not with His nature, God connects with His creation. The principle of the
world is the beginning of a free relationship — a relationship of love between the world and
its cause. If we refer here to Maximus, then we see that this fact is clarified in two points: 1)
God knows all His creatures as His own %jlland 2) from a social perspective on the
human being, we do not deal with th& “! + & # ! 7 but with the
5 % ".59

Therefore, God does not communicate with the world as with an objectively given
reality, because the world is not given to God but is created by Him. He does not know
rational beings as rational, and sensible as sensible, but knows all beings as His own will.

SpG 91, 1296D.

5 PG 91, 26A-28A.

S pG 91, 352AB.

%8 |bid; Cfr. Alberto Siclariop. cit, 17-19.
5" pG 91, 1085B.

%8 | bid.

*¥pG o1, 1076BC.
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And His will is that rational beings always exist in communion with Him — a communion
that was realized by His son. God knows the world in the way in which He wants it to be in
His eschatological empire. And the only response to the question “why?” is this: because
God wants it s8° This, for the Fathers, means that God operates by giving hypostasis to
the world, not because he submitted to some necessity but because He did it freely and out
of love. Consequently, the world is not a product of necessity, but of freedom. For
humanity, only freedom represents the door that leads to the uncieated.

Rational beings, Maximus writes, are by their nature mobile, so they move
towards an end, employing their free will, with the scope to reach the well-being connected
to the natural movement, to which it gives the moral qualification. This movement is also
linked to the imitation of God, which represents a synergy between freedom and grace:
“Spirit does not produce the involuntary free will, but it transforms it and deifies it, when
this is desired by the will®2

The sin of Adam was a disaster of human freedom that chose “against nature”,
which was possible “in conformity with the free will”. Maximus always insists on the idea
that nature itself was not introduced into the sin, and therefore clearly contrastsawith

. The consequence of the sin is the contamination of the natural will that can be
brought to the Good only with the help of . Man has therefore acquired the gnomic
will, which not only chooses between good and evil but also hesitates and suffers, because
its decisions are clouded by ignorance and imagination.

The free will is, as we have seen, essentially linked to the hypostatic existence.
The sin, therefore, can be only a personal act, which does not contaminate the nature itself.
On the contrary, it leads man's created hypostasis to abuse the nature, thus erasing the true
link between hypostasis and nature and turning man away from his authentic freedom.

This explains also the possibility of the Logos to fully acquire the human nature,
but not the sin. The sin belongs to the sphere of the and not to the natuf8.Christ
truly possessed the natural human will, but since the subject of the will, the hypostasis, of
his human nature was Logos itself, he could not in any way have the gnomic will, which is
the only source of sin.

That is why the spiritual life of Christians essentially puts in first place the gradual
transformation, in every human hypostasis, of the gnomic will into the divine and angelic

. Our deification — i.e., participation in the divine nature — is incongruous with the
internal conflict introduced in the nature through . Since the true of our nature
is immutable, then it is its , damaged by the free will already since Adam's sin, that
should be reborn in Christ.

The mystery of salvation belongs to those who choose it freely, and it is upon the
human being that it depends if his being will be logical (in conformity with ) or
paralogical. This is why Maximus writes: “Masin God by caring ( , ) for the
logos of his own being (( - )".64 Thus the natural will does not impose itself to
the human being as a necessity — he can always choose, and his choice is the most concrete
consequence of the aforementioned care.

€0 cfr. Vladan PerishichCan We Speak About Patristic Theory of Ideas?K. Boudouris (ed.),
Philosophy and Orthodoxythens, 1992, 156.

®1 Maksim Vasilievé, . / 0 1 2./, ! i4 17 5 / (

- 64 # (’8 9 , !, Philotheos, 5, 2005, 244-
245,
2pG 91, 893B.
PG 91, 192A.
* PG 91, 1084B.
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The ultimate and central scope of Maximus' system is the deification of the human
being. In this, the will of the human being is subordinated to the divine will, and in
deification the whole human will’s activity is concentrated on a free acceptance and
“endurance” of this deification to take place. The purpose of human self-determination is to
lead one to this transforming relationship with God, and therefore this “voluntary
outpassing” is not the annihilation of the human will but the only true fulfilment &f it.
Relating the deification with the idea of freedom, we will conclude by quoting Florovsky:
“Everything will be deified and God will be ‘all in all'. But this will not be done with force.
The deification itself has to be accepted and adopted freely and with love... Saint Maximus
derived this conclusion from an exact Christological doctrine on two wills and two
energies’®®
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®duaun UBanosuh
MAKCHUM UCITIOBJEJHHUK O CJIOBOIN

Jemna opx rmaBHMX mnpeokynanuja Maxcmma VcmoBjemHuka OWIIO je HETOBO
yuemhe y MOHOTEJINTCKOM CIOPY, KOjU je MOCTAaBHO MPOOJEM jeIHe WIM JBHjEe BOJbE Y
Xpucry. HcnosjenHuk je OpaHHO NPaBOCIABHO Y4Y€HE€ O JABHjE BOJBE, JBYICKO] H
Boxxanckoj, anmm je Takohe Hermpao mocrojame THOMHUYKE BOJbe y XpHCTy. VcnuTnBame
npobiiema BoJbe 10BeNo je Makcuma 1o OJIMCKO BE3aHOT IHTama ciio0oje YOBjeKOBE, Te
OITHOCA FHETOBE CII000IHE BOJBbE U BoJbe bokuje. Y TOM KOHTEKCTY, ciio00/1a y allCOITyTHOM
CMHCITy IPUIHCYje ce UCKJbYYUBO bory, 1ok uoBjek, Oyayhu na je cTBopeH u 1a Huje causa
Sui, He MOke OHuTH arnconyTHO ciaoboxad. Kako je oH cTBOpeH mo jauky Boxwujem, Tako je
IBEroBa MPUPOJA HEUCKBAPEHA, ajld je, Kao MOC/he/uIa Ia/ia, HEroB Hau4WH MOCTOjarba
ucksapeH. CTora je mberoB 33/1aTak Ja YCKJIaAW HaYMH [0CTOjarba ¢ IPUPOJIOM, T 1a CBOjY
THOMHYKY BOJBY MOCTeIeHo yrnonobu ¢ boxanckom BosboM. OBaj WiIaHAK UCTIUTYj€ MTUTAHE
c1100071e KpO3 HCTPaKMBABE KJbYYHUX NOjMOBa MaKkCUMOBE MHUCIIH O OBOM IPOOJIeMy, Kao
ITO Cy MPHUPOJIHA BOJbA, THOMHYKA BOJbA, C10001HH 300D, camooapeheme ura.

Kwyune pujeuu: rHoMnuka BoJsa, Makcum VcnoBjeqHuk, o0oXeme, IpupoaHa
BOJba, camoozpeheme, ciiobona, Xpucroc.
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