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Abstract: This article examines the concept of logos in 

the theology of Saint Maximus the Confessor and in 

the contemporary paradigm of artificial intelligence 

based on large language models. Beginning with the 

three ontological registers of logos in Maximus, 

namely the hypostatic Logos, the created logoi, and 

the human logos, the study argues that the rupture 

between computational text production and the 

Maximian logos is ontological rather than gradual. 

The absence of hypostasis and constitutive 

teleological orientation constitutes the irreducible 

limit of any computational system, regardless of its 

linguistic performance. The article draws out the 

ethical implications of this ontological distinction, 

addressing algorithmic bias, moral responsibility, 

explainability, and human dignity as imago Dei.   

Keywords: Maximus the Confessor, logos, artificial 

intelligence, large language models, ethics of AI, imago Dei. 

 

Introduction 

The encounter between patristic theology and 

computer science is marked, at its very threshold, by a 
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troubling coincidence: both discourses appeal to the term 

logos. In the Eastern theological tradition, this word 

designates simultaneously the second Person of the Trinity, 

the constitutive rational principles of created things, and the 

faculty through which the human person articulates and 

mediates reality1. In the paradigm of large language models 

(LLMs), the same term names – explicitly or implicitly – the 

linguistic coherence produced by systems trained on 

statistical patterns extracted from vast corpora of text. The 

surface overlap generates an illusion of continuity that must 

be deconstructed if theology is to engage the question of AI 

with genuine rigor. This illusion is not harmless. If the terms 

are treated as interchangeable, one risks importing into 

theological reflection the assumptions of computational 

semantics, namely that thought is a form of information 

processing, that meaning consists in statistical coherence, and 

that understanding can be reduced to a high-dimensional 

vector projection, without subjecting these assumptions to 

critical examination2. Conversely, one risks attributing to AI 

systems an ontological dignity they do not possess, 

regardless of their linguistic sophistication. The thesis of this 

article is that the rupture between what LLMs produce and 

the Maximian logos is not gradual but ontological: it concerns 

not the quantity of linguistic performance but the absence of 

hypostasis and constitutive teleological orientation. 

 
1 Cf. Andrew Louth, Maximus the Confessor (London: Routledge, 1996), 19-21: 

Maximus exploits the semantic richness of the Greek logos which covers 

simultaneously “reason”, “word”, “principle”, and the divine Word itself. 
2 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The Ambigua, 

ed. and trans. Nicholas Constas, 2 vols., Dumbarton Oaks Medieval 

Library 28-29 (Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, 2014), 102.  
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To demonstrate this thesis, we proceed in three 

movements. The first examines the ontological structure of 

logos in the theology of Saint Maximus the Confessor, 

identifying its three registers and their mutual relations. The 

second analyzes what LLMs actually produce, distinguishing 

genuine formal convergences from the ontological rupture 

that separates them from Maximian logos. The third draws 

theological-ethical consequences from this distinction, 

addressing the irreducibility of the human hypostasis, the 

non-delegability of moral responsibility, and the theological 

grounding of human dignity in imago Dei. The primary 

sources used throughout are the Ambigua in the critical 

edition and translation of Nicholas Constas (DOML 28-29, 

2014), the monograph of Andrew Louth (Maximus the 

Confessor, 1996), and the patrological study of Lars Thunberg 

(Microcosm and Mediator, 2nd ed., 1995). All page references to 

the Ambigua are to the Constas edition; PG column references 

are given in parallel. 

 

1. The Ontological Structure of Logos in Saint 

Maximus the Confessor 

1.1. The Hypostatic Logos: Creative Procession and 

Incarnational Return 

The first and foundational register of logos in Maximus 

is the hypostatic Logos - the second Person of the Holy 

Trinity, who is simultaneously the divine principle of 

creation and the personal ground of deification. In Ambiguum 

7, Maximus articulates the cosmological dimension of this 

principle with a formula that has become emblematic of his 

entire system: 
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“(…) the one Logos is many logoi and the many 

are One. According to the creative and sustaining 

procession of the One to individual beings, which is 

befitting of divine goodness, the One is many. 

According to the revertive, inductive, and providential 

return of the many to the One – as if to an all-powerful 

point of origin, or to the center of a circle 

precontaining the beginnings of the radii originating 

from it – insofar as the One gathers everything 

together, the many are One”3. 

 

Three elements of this passage deserve careful attention. 

First, the movement is bidirectional: from the Logos to the logoi 

(procession) and from the logoi back to the Logos (reversion). 

Second, this movement is not abstract but ontologically 

constitutive: it is through this procession that things are, and it 

is through this reversion that they fulfil their nature. Third, the 

Logos is presented not as a static code or a system of meanings, 

but as a personal and dynamic principle whose will sustains 

and gathers all things. This personal character is stated 

explicitly shortly afterward: “by this beautiful exchange, it 

renders God man by reason of the divinization of man, and 

man God by reason of the Incarnation of God. For the Logos of 

God (who is God) wills always and in all things to accomplish 

the mystery of His embodiment”4. 

The phrase “wills always and in all things” establishes 

a fundamental point: the Logos is not a structure but a 

 
3 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The Ambigua, 

ed. and trans. Nicholas Constas, 1 vols., Dumbarton Oaks Medieval 

Library 28-29 (Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, 2014), 101. 
4 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 17. 
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person. It is not a set of rules that generates language, but a 

personal will that constitutes beings and draws them back to 

their source. The absence of this personal and volitional 

dimension marks the ontological limit of any computational 

system, regardless of its degree of sophistication. A language 

model possesses neither will nor intentionality. It operates 

through weights, gradients, and objective functions, all of 

which belong to the logic of computation rather than to the 

mode of personal existence. This distinction reveals the 

difference between a program and a hypostasis. The 

deification corresponding to this divine self-communication 

is likewise personal and total. Maximus describes its ultimate 

form in the same Ambiguum: 

 
“God will be wholly participated by whole 

human beings, so that He will be to the soul, as it 

were, what the soul is to the body, and through the 

soul He will likewise be present in the body, so that 

the soul will receive immutability and the body 

immortality. In this way, man as a whole will be 

divinized, being made God by the grace of God who 

became man. Man will remain wholly man in soul and 

body, owing to his nature, but will become wholly 

God in soul and body owing to the grace and the 

splendor of the blessed glory of God”5. 

 

This eschatological vision is not decorative: it defines 

the telos of the human logos. The rational faculty of the human 

person has its ultimate intelligibility only in relation to this 

 
5 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 113. 
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goal. Understanding what AI cannot do requires 

understanding, first of all, what the human logos is for. 

 

1.2. The Created Logoi and the Contemplation of Nature 

The second register consists of the created logoi, 

understood as the constitutive rational principles of things 

and the divine intentions that pre-exist in the Logos and are 

actualized in the concrete existence of each being. As Louth 

explains, the connection between these two uses of the term 

is not merely terminological: “The logos of created things is 

present to them in a way analogous to the presence of the 

Logos (the Word) in Christ. The Greek word for ‘rational’, 

logikos, is the adjective derived from logos; it suggests 

participation in the Logos”6. 

The logoi are, for Maximus, not theoretical constructs 

imposed from without but the very being of things as willed 

by God. Each creature exists because God willed it, and the 

logos of that creature is the content of that divine will: “We 

are, then, and are called portions of God because of the logoi 

of our being that exist eternally in God”7. The epistemological 

consequence is significant: the contemplation of the logoi in 

created things - the theôria physikê - is not a merely rational 

operation but an act of participation in the Logos himself. 

Larchet and Thunberg have both shown that this 

participation is energetic rather than essential, preserving the 

 
6 Louth, Maximus the Confessor..., 65: “The logos of created things is present 

to them in a way analogous to the presence of the Logos (the Word) in 

Christ. The Greek word for 'rational', logikos, is the adjective from logos: 

it suggests participation in the Logos”. 
7 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 102. 



The Divine Logos and the Computational Logos: 
Artificial Intelligence and its Ontological Limits 

 

213 

ontological distinction between Creator and creature while 

rendering genuine union real8. 

Maximus articulates the structure of this contemplation 

in the great meditation of Ambiguum 10, in one of the most 

epistemologically precise passages of the Ambigua: 

 
“In addition to these, we shall also know the 

ultimate principles that are accessible to us, which 

their teacher, creation, has set before us, along with the 

five modes of contemplation which are connected to 

them. By means of these the saints made distinctions 

within the created order, and reverently gathered 

together its hidden principles, dividing them into 

being, motion, difference, mixture, and position. They 

affirmed, moreover, that three of these have priority in 

leading us to the knowledge of God, namely, the 

modes according to being, motion, and difference. 

Through these, God becomes known to us, insofar as 

we gather from created beings the implicit traces of 

God as creator, provider, and judge”9. 

 

This sentence marks the ontological divide between the 

Maximian theôria and any form of computational processing. 

The knower is transformed by what is known: contemplation 

of the logoi is participation in the Logos. A language model 

does not become what it processes. Regardless of the 

sophistication of its output, it remains a system of numerical 

transformations applied to token representations. It does not 

 
8 Larchet, La divinisation de l'homme..., 120; cf. Thunberg, Microcosm and 

Mediator..., 85. 
9 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 203. 
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behold the logoi of things; it computes statistical correlations 

between word vectors. These are not approximations of the 

same operation: they are operations of different ontological 

kinds. The saints who have truly contemplated the logoi are 

described by Maximus in a passage that reveals the final 

destination of natural contemplation: 

 
“(…) having been wholly united with the whole 

Word, within the limits of what their own inherent 

natural potency allows, as much as may be, they were 

imbued with His own qualities, so that, like the 

clearest of mirrors, they are now visible only as 

reflections of the undiminished form of God the Word, 

who gazes out from within them, for they possess the 

fullness of His divine characteristics, yet none of the 

original attributes that naturally define human beings 

have been lost”10. 

 

Louth identifies this as the culmination of the threefold 

structure that forms the backbone of Maximian spiritual 

theology: practical struggle (praktikê), natural contemplation 

(theôria physikê), and theology (theologiê) 11. Each stage 

presupposes the previous one and is possible only for a subject 

capable of being personally transformed by what it encounters. 

 

1.3. The Human Logos: Structure and Constitutive Orientation 

The third register is the human logos, understood as 

the faculty through which the human person articulates, 

 
10 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 208. 
11 Louth, Maximus the Confessor..., 37. 
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mediates, and expresses reality. Maximus enumerates its 

functions in Ambiguum 10 with characteristic precision: 

 
“(…) they say that what is particular to the mind 

is the understanding of intelligible things, the virtues, 

the sciences, the principles of the arts, the power of 

choice, and deliberation, whereas what is general to it 

are judgments, the power of assent, dissent, and 

impulses, some of which belong solely to intellectual 

contemplation, and others to the capacity for rational 

thinking”12. 

 

This is not a cognitive psychology in the modern sense. 

The faculties enumerated, namely understanding, virtue, 

deliberation, and judgment, are not isolated capacities but 

dimensions of a unified personal existence oriented toward 

God. Maximus makes this orientation structurally explicit in 

the passage on being, well-being, and eternal being: 

 
“(…) the saints learned that there exist three 

general modes accessible to human beings, modes by 

which God created all things, for He endowed us with 

substance and existence so that we might have being, 

well-being, and eternal being. The two extremes (i.e., 

being and eternal being) belong solely to God, who is 

their author, but the intermediate mode depends on 

our inclination and motion, and through it the 

extremes are properly said to be what they are”13. 

 
12 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 153-154. 
13 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 168-170. 
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Louth translates and comments on the same passage in 

his edition of Difficulty 1014. The triad of being, well-being, 

and eternal being reveals that the intermediate term, well-

being, is constitutively dependent upon human freedom and 

orientation. A being devoid of freedom and teleological 

orientation cannot attain well-being in the Maximian sense. 

Thunberg identifies this triad as the structural axis of 

Maximian anthropology: the human person is defined not 

merely by what he is, but also by the end toward which he is 

oriented. The respective roles of intellect, reason, and 

sensation within this teleologically ordered existence are 

described with particular precision in Ambiguum 10.13: 

 
“(…) the intellect should think only of God and 

His virtues, and should cast itself in a manner beyond 

knowledge into the unutterable glory of God's 

blessedness; that reason should become the interpreter 

and singer of the things understood by the intellect, and 

should speak rightly about the modes that unify them; 

that sensation should be ennobled by reason, so that 

when imagination perceives the various potentials and 

actualities that exist in the universe, it can proclaim, as 

much as possible, the principles of beings to the soul”15. 

 

This passage maps the cognitive architecture of the 

human person with ontological precision: the intellect stands 

at the apex, oriented toward God; reason mediates and 

interprets; and sensation is ennobled and integrated within 

 
14 Louth, Maximus the Confessor..., 96. 
15 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 169. 
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this ordered structure. By contrast, a language model 

operates exclusively within what Maximus would call the 

logos register. It generates syntactically ordered linguistic 

output without the grounding in sensation that has been 

ennobled by reason and without the upward orientation 

toward God through which the intellect transcends 

knowledge. Ontologically speaking, it is a logos without a 

nous and without a pneuma, a mediating faculty severed from 

both its source and its end. 

 

1.4. The Soul Between God and Matter: The Structure of Mediation 

The full depth of the human logos as mediating faculty 

emerges in a passage from Ambiguum 10 that is among the 

most ontologically concentrated in the entire Ambigua: 

 
“Knowing that the soul lies between God and 

matter, with the potentialities to be united to either – 

I mean the intellect's potential for union with God, 

and sense perception's potential to unite with matter 

– they completely swept aside sense perception along 

with what is perceived through it, by means of the 

relevant activity of their disposition, while by means 

of the intellect alone they ineffably assimilated the 

soul to God, and seeing the whole soul wholly united 

to God in a manner beyond knowing, like an image 

to its archetype, and corresponding (to the extent that 

this is possible) to its likeness in mind, word, and 

spirit, they were secretly taught the unity perceived 

in the Trinity.”16 

 

 
16 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 324. 
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The structure is precise: the soul occupies an 

intermediate position between God and matter, possessing 

two genuine capacities for union, one directed upward 

through the intellect and the other downward through sense 

perception. This position is not a deficiency but constitutes 

the very structure of the human mediatorial vocation. The 

human logos is the faculty through which the soul 

accomplishes this mediation, gathering the logoi of the 

sensible world through sensation, elevating them through 

reason, and offering them to the Logos through the intellect. 

An LLM performs no such mediation. It has no body, no 

sensation, no intellect, and no contact with the sensible world 

except through tokenized text produced by human beings who 

themselves have bodies and sensations. The text it generates is 

not the mediation of sensible realities but the statistical 

recombination of previously produced mediations. It is, in 

Maximian terms, always already at one remove from the real. 

 

1.5. The Three Movements of the Soul and the Apophatic 

Culmination 

The three movements of the soul, namely those 

associated with intellect, reason, and sensation, are described 

by Maximus in the celebrated passage of Ambiguum 10.3: 

 
“(…) the saints realized that the soul has three 

general movements that converge into one: 

movement according to intellect, according to reason, 

and according to sensation. Of these the first is 

simple and inexplicable, since it is the movement of 

the soul circling around God in a manner beyond 

knowledge, for the soul does not know God after the 
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manner of beings, owing to God's absolute 

transcendence of beings”17. 

 

Louth translates and comments on the same passage in 

his edition of Difficulty 10. He observes that the first 

movement, that of the intellect, is not a cognitive operation 

but an ontological mode of contact with God, described by 

Maximus as a “circling around God” that transcends every 

subject-object relation. Maximus immediately explains how 

these three movements are brought into unity: 
 

“Through the medium of reason, they raised up 

to the level of intellect their power of sensation, 

possessing the simple spiritual principles of sensible 

things; by means of a single, simple, and undivided 

intention of mind, they uniquely united to intellect 

their reason, possessing the principles of beings; and, 

finally, they offered to God their intellect, purified and 

freed from its movement around the totality of beings, 

and refraining even from its own natural activity”18. 
 

The culmination of this movement is described with 

apophatic precision in Ambiguum 15, 8: “in a manner beyond 

intellect and reason and knowledge, without thought, 

without knowing, and without words, it simply casts itself 

forward to be united with God, without thinking in any way 

whatsoever, or reasoning about God”19. 
 

17 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 160-161. 
18 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 163. 
19 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 372. 
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Louth cites the parallel passage from Maximus's 

Centuries on Theology I.37, which describes this final 

movement as an “ecstasy of love” by which the soul is 

“clothed entirely in God alone”20. This movement begins in 

the logos, that is, in rational mediation, but passes through 

and beyond it into a union that reason itself cannot contain. 

This passage renders the ontological rupture between the 

human person and artificial intelligence unmistakable. A 

language model does not aspire; it predicts. Its outputs bear 

no relation to an ultimate end because it possesses no nature 

oriented toward such an end. Even the most sophisticated 

text it can generate about mystical union is produced by the 

same statistical mechanism that generates a recipe or a legal 

brief. Differences in content do not correspond to differences 

in the ontological mode of production. 

 

2. Computational Logos: Architecture, Convergences, 

and the Ontological Rupture 

2.1. What Large Language Models Produce 

Large language models are autoregressive systems 

trained to predict the next token in a sequence on the basis of 

all preceding tokens. Their architecture, based on the 

Transformer mechanism and the attention layers introduced 

by Vaswani and his collaborators in 2017, enables them to 

model statistical dependencies between tokens across 

 
20 Louth, Maximus the Confessor..., 41, citing Centuries on Theology I.37: 

“Sabbaths of sabbaths signify the spiritual calm of the deiform soul that 

has withdrawn the intellect even from contemplation of all the divine 

principles in created beings, that through an ecstasy of love has clothed 

it entirely in God alone, and that through mystical theology has brought 

it altogether to rest in God.” Cf. Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy..., 339-354. 
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arbitrarily large textual distances21. The representations 

acquired through this training process take the form of high-

dimensional numerical vectors (embeddings), whose 

geometric relations encode patterns of statistical co-

occurrence among words within the training corpus. 

What does this imply for the concept of meaning? 

Within this paradigm, the meaning of a word is constituted 

entirely by its relations to other words throughout the training 

corpus. Meaning thus becomes a relational and statistical 

phenomenon, lacking any direct referential grounding in 

reality. In an LLM’s embedding space, the word “intellect” is 

situated near terms such as “reason,” “mind,” “cognition,” 

and “understanding” because these words occur in similar 

linguistic contexts across the data on which the model has 

been trained, not because the model has any access to the 

realities to which they refer22. From the perspective of St. 

Maximus the Confessor, this would correspond to a form of 

purely relative knowledge (gnôsis schetikê): a knowledge 

constituted exclusively by relations among signs, without any 

participation in the logoi of beings themselves. 

John Searle's Chinese Room argument, developed in 

1980, anticipated the decisive objection: a system that 

manipulates symbols according to formal rules does not 

 
21 Ashish Vaswani et al., “Attention Is All You Need,” Advances in Neural 

Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 30 (2017), 5998-6008; Yoshua 

Bengio et al., “A Neural Probabilistic Language Model,” Journal of 

Machine Learning Research, 3 (2003), 1137. 
22 On statistical semantics vs. real reference see Emily M. Bender et al., “On 

the Dangers of Stochastic Parrots: Can Language Models Be Too Big?”, 

FAccT '21: Proceedings of the 2021 ACM Conference on Fairness, 

Accountability, and Transparency (New York: ACM, 2021), 612; Gary 

Marcus and Ernest Davis, Rebooting AI (New York: Pantheon, 2019), 56. 
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understand those symbols, however sophisticated and 

contextually appropriate its output may appear23. 

Wittgenstein's analysis of rule-following adds a 

complementary dimension to this argument. Genuine 

understanding of a rule involves the capacity to apply it 

appropriately in novel situations, a capacity that cannot be 

reduced to any finite set of previously learned instances24. 

LLMs produce statistically plausible text without 

understanding the rules that govern its appropriateness, 

because such understanding presupposes a grasp of reality 

that patterns of statistical co-occurrence alone cannot provide. 

 

2.2. Genuine Formal Convergences 

Intellectual honesty requires acknowledging the 

genuine points of formal convergence between 

computational text production and the Maximian logos. Three 

such convergences exist and are real. 

First, both presuppose structure, coherence, and 

internal order. Maximus describes the saints contemplating 

the logoi of creation as “reverently gathering together the 

hidden principles” of created things and “dividing them into 

being, motion, difference, mixture, and position”25. Language 

models have a functional analogue in their capacity to 

generate thematically coherent, structurally organized text. 

This is a genuine achievement. The error is not in recognizing 

it but in treating it as evidence of understanding. 

 
23 John R. Searle, “Minds, Brains, and Programs”, Behavioral and Brain 

Sciences, 3, no. 3 (1980), 417. 
24 Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, trans. G.E.M. Anscombe 

et al., rev. 4th ed. (Oxford: Wiley Blackwell, 2009), 185. 
25 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 203. 
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Second, there is a formal symmetry between the 

relation of one Logos to many logoi in Maximus and the 

relation between a single trained model and the multiplicity 

of its outputs. As Louth explains the Maximian cosmology: 

“There is also a kind of obviousness about the idea that 

rational beings, logikoi, should be able to understand the logoi 

of creation”26. The formal structure of one-to-many is shared; 

the ontological content is not. 

Third, both perform mediation. The human logos 

mediates between the intellect and the sensible world; an 

LLM mediates between a training corpus and a user. The 

critical difference is that, in Maximus, this mediation is 

teleologically oriented. The logos bears within itself a 

constitutive tension toward the Logos, whereas in a large 

language model mediation is optimized for statistical 

coherence with respect to the training data27. 

 

2.3. The Ontological Rupture 

The formal convergences make the ontological rupture 

more precise, not less. In Maximus, the human logos always 

belongs to someone. It is the expression of a personal subject, 

a being created in the image of the hypostatic Logos and 

called, by the very structure of its nature, to communion with 

Him. Staniloae articulates this personal dimension with 

 
26 Louth, Maximus the Confessor..., 64. “There is also a kind of obviousness 

about the idea that rational beings, logikoi, should be able to understand 

the logoi of creation, but that, cut off from the Logos, because of the Fall, 

the logoi of creation are now obscure to them.” 
27 Larchet, La divinisation de l'homme..., 107; cf. Thunberg, Microcosm and 

Mediator...,140. 
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particular precision28: the soul enters into dialogue with God 

through the mediation of consciousness, which presupposes a 

conscious subject on both sides of the relation. An LLM has 

no consciousness, no subject, no hypostasis. It produces 

outputs without being the agent of its production in any 

ontological sense. 

The constitutive teleological orientation of the human 

logos is equally absent. Louth's analysis of the Centuries on 

Love shows that for Maximus the entire structure of the 

rational life is governed by the orientation of love toward 

God: “what is required [...] is a love for God more 

powerful than any love we may have for earthly things”29. 

A language model has no love, no desire, and no 

orientation. It optimizes an objective function that is 

defined extrinsically, most commonly through the 

minimization of prediction error. As Russell has 

acknowledged, aligning AI with human values 

presupposes that AI possesses no values of its own and 

must therefore receive them from outside30. This is the 

structural inversion of the Maximian person, who bears the 

orientation toward the good inscribed in nature, not 

imposed from without. 

 
28 Dumitru Staniloae, The Experience of God: Orthodox Dogmatic Theology, vol. 

1, trans. I. Ionita and R. Barringer (Brookline MA: Holy Cross Orthodox 

Press, 1994), 258. 
29 Louth, Maximus the Confessor, 39: “what is required [...] is a love for God 

more powerful than any love we may have for earthly things [...] there is 

need for the blessed passion of holy love, which binds the intellect to 

spiritual contemplation and persuades it to prefer what is immaterial to 

what is material” (Centuries on Love III.67). 
30 Stuart Russell, Human Compatible: Artificial Intelligence and the Problem of 

Control (New York: Viking, 2019), 133-156. 
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The rupture is therefore one of kind, not of degree. 

Bostrom's analysis of the trajectories of computational 

intelligence confirms this from a secular perspective: 

increasing computational power increases the model's 

capacity to mimic human linguistic behavior, not to 

instantiate human ontology31. The most sophisticated LLM 

remains on the same side of the ontological divide as the 

simplest one. 

The culminating expression of this rupture is found in 

the very passage where Maximus describes the final 

movement of the human logos beyond itself: “in a manner 

beyond intellect and reason and knowledge, without 

thought, without knowing, and without words, it simply 

casts itself forward to be united with God”32. 

An LLM cannot go beyond words. Its entire existence 

consists of words, tokens, vectors, and distributions over 

vocabularies. The movement that Maximus describes as the 

culmination of the human logos is structurally inaccessible to 

such a system, not because it is too difficult, but because it 

requires a nature capable of transcending itself, which is the 

defining characteristic of the personal hypostasis. Louth 

identifies this movement with the “ecstasy of love” that 

Maximus inherits from Denys the Areopagite, in which the 

soul is described as “standing outside itself” in union with 

God33. Standing outside itself is impossible for a system that 

has no self from which it could stand apart. 

 
31 Nick Bostrom, Superintelligence: Paths, Dangers, Strategies (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 2014), 22. 
32 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 372. 
33 Louth, Maximus the Confessor..., 41. 
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3. Toward a Theological Ethics of Artificial Intelligence 

3.1. The Anthropological Foundation 

The proliferation of AI ethics frameworks, including the 

EU’s AI Act (2024), United Nations General Assembly 

Resolution 78/311 (2024), and numerous institutional codes of 

conduct34, raises a question that precedes any regulatory 

consideration: on what anthropological foundation do these 

frameworks rest? Shannon Vallor has identified the 

underlying problem: contemporary secular AI ethics operates 

with an implicit and never-thematized anthropology in which 

the human person is reduced to a bundle of preferences, a 

node of social interaction, or a utility-maximizing agent. None 

of these descriptions can ground genuine moral obligations. 

The theology of Maximus the Confessor introduces precisely 

what is missing: the person as an irreducible ontological 

reality, called to communion with God and constituted by this 

calling, the bearer of a dignity that cannot be derived from 

function or social utility. This is not merely a confessional 

claim; it is an ontological one. A dignity that depends on 

factors such as cognitive capacity, linguistic performance, or 

utility production cannot ground absolute protection, because 

it admits of degrees. Only a dignity grounded in the 

irreducible relation of the person to God, expressed in the 

doctrine of the imago Dei, is truly unconditional. 

 

3.2. The Gnomic Will and the Non-Delegability of Moral 

Responsibility 

One of the most original and ethically relevant 

contributions of Maximus is the distinction between the 

 
34 European Parliament and Council, Regulation (EU) 2024/1689-Artificial 

Intelligence Act, OJ L 2024/1689, 12 July 2024. 
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natural will (thelêma physikon) and the gnomic will (thelêma 

gnômikon). The natural will is the constitutive orientation of 

rational nature toward the good; it does not deliberate but 

tends. The gnomic will is the faculty specific to the fallen 

created hypostasis: it deliberates, chooses, hesitates, errs. As 

Louth explains, citing Opuscule 735: “The natural will is the 

power that longs for what is natural, and contains all the 

properties that are essentially attached to the nature [...] 

being able to speak always belongs to the nature, but how 

you speak belongs to the hypostasis”36. 

This distinction has immediate and irreducible 

consequences for AI ethics. Within the Maximian framework, 

moral responsibility presupposes a subject who deliberates as a 

hypostasis and who chooses through a gnomic will capable of 

error and therefore accountable for its decisions37. A 

computational system has no gnomic will. It does not deliberate: 

it optimizes. The difference is not of degree but of ontological 

structure. An LLM that generates an ethical recommendation 

does not morally reason: it statistically redistributes patterns from 

training data that contain ethical texts. 

This has concrete consequences. Any transfer of moral 

responsibility from a human person to an AI system is, from a 

 
35 On the distinction between natural will and gnomic will in Maximus, see 

Louth, Maximus the Confessor.., 53; Demetrios Bathrellos, The Byzantine 

Christ (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 121. 
36 Louth, Maximus the Confessor...,56, citing Opuscule 7 (PG 91, 80C-81A): 

“The natural will is the power that longs for what is natural, and 

contains all the properties that are essentially attached to the nature [...] 

being able to speak always belongs to the nature, but how you speak 

belongs to the hypostasis.” 
37 Larchet, La divinisation de l'homme..., 99; cf. Thunberg, Microcosm and 

Mediator..., 235. 
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Maximian perspective, not a regulatory question but a 

categorical ontological error: the attribution to a system devoid 

of hypostasis of a function that necessarily presupposes 

hypostasis. Institutional frameworks that treat AI as a “moral 

agent,” however qualified or conditional such attribution may 

be, commit this error and undermine the very foundation of 

human accountability they claim to protect. 

 

3.3. Love, Freedom, and the Logos of Liberation 

Maximus's understanding of love as the fundamental 

structure of the human logos has direct ethical implications 

for the question of AI dependency. In the Centuries on Love, 

he defines love as the supreme state of the soul: “Love is a 

holy disposition of the soul, in accordance with which it 

values knowledge of God above all created things”38. 

And in Centuries on Love II.48, he describes what 

happens to the intellect that is constantly oriented toward 

God: “When the human intellect is constantly with God, the 

desire grows beyond all measure into an intense longing for 

God and the incensiveness is completely transformed into 

divine love. For by continual participation in the divine 

radiance his intellect becomes totally filled with light”39. 

Freedom, in the Maximian understanding, is not the 

absence of external constraint but the progressive liberation 

 
38 Louth, Maximus the Confessor..., 37, citing Centuries on Love I.1: “Love is a 

holy disposition of the soul, in accordance with which it values 

knowledge of God above all created things.” 
39 Louth, Maximus the Confessor..., 41, citing Centuries on Love II.48: “When 

the human intellect is constantly with God, the desire grows beyond all 

measure into an intense longing for God and the incensiveness is 

completely transformed into divine love. For by continual participation 

in the divine radiance his intellect becomes totally filled with light”. 
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from the bondage of the passions through orientation toward 

the Logos. No AI system can be free in this sense. But 

through uncritical use it can reduce the space of authentic 

human freedom: through induced dependency, through the 

delegation of deliberation to a system incapable of 

deliberating, through the saturation of consciousness with 

language produced without orientation toward the Logos. 

 

3.4. Algorithmic Bias and the Irreducibility of the Hypostasis 

The problem of algorithmic bias, namely the systematic 

discrimination produced by AI systems in decisions concerning 

credit, employment, medicine, and justice40, acquires within the 

Maximian framework a depth that purely procedural ethical 

analyses often fail to recognize. Bias is not merely a statistical 

inequity; it is a distortion of the capacity to perceive the logos of 

the concrete person, that is, his ontological dignity as a unique 

hypostasis, in favor of the statistical category to which he 

belongs. Maximus insists that each person is unrepeatable 

precisely by virtue of his hypostasis, even though he shares the 

same nature with all human beings41. 

AI systems operate by definition at the level of nature 

and statistical category. They treat the hypostasis as an 

instance of a type. Risk classifiers in criminal justice, credit-

 
40 Joy Buolamwini and Timnit Gebru, “Gender Shades,” Proceedings of 

Machine Learning Research, 81 (2018), 13 Julia Angwin et al., „Machine 

Bias", ProPublica, 23 May 2016, https://www.propublica.org/article/ 

machine-bias-risk-assessments-in-criminal-sentencing (2.06.2026). 
41 Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator, 54-61 and 90-100; cf. Ambigua, 

Constas, vol. I, Ambiguum 10, 77, 324 (PG 91, 1193D): “Knowing that 

the soul lies between God and matter, possessing the potential for union 

both with God through the intellect and with matter through sense 

perception”. 
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scoring algorithms, and hiring filters reduce persons to 

statistical profiles constructed from historically contaminated 

data and systematically erase the ontological irreducibility of 

the individual. From a Maximian perspective, this is not 

merely a procedural injustice; it is an ontological reduction, 

namely the reduction of hypostasis to nature. 

Staniloae, commenting on the Maximian understanding 

of the person, grounds the respect owed to each concrete 

individual precisely in the irreducibility of hypostasis to 

nature42. Respect for the person is not respect for the most 

representative statistical instance of a type, but recognition of a 

unique ontological reality that no type can fully contain. Such 

recognition is structurally inaccessible to any classification 

algorithm. For this reason, algorithmic decision-making in high-

stakes domains requires, at a minimum, the oversight of a 

person capable of seeing beyond the category to the individual. 

 

3.5. Explainability and the Confusion of Apophasis 

The ethical requirement of explainability, namely the 

right of persons affected by algorithmic decisions to 

understand how those decisions were reached, encounters a 

fundamental technical obstacle: large neural networks are 

intrinsically opaque, and even their designers cannot provide 

human-intelligible explanations of specific outputs. From a 

Maximian perspective, this opacity must be sharply 

distinguished from divine incomprehensibility. 

The saints, having gathered the logoi of creation into 

one and united themselves with the Logos, are described by 

Maximus as “like the clearest of mirrors,” visible only as 

 
42 Staniloae, The Experience of God..., vol. 1,  207. 
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reflections of the Logos, transparent rather than opaque43. 

Divine incomprehensibility is the incomprehensibility of the 

positive Infinite, whose fullness exceeds every finite category. 

Algorithmic opacity is the opacity of artefactually generated 

statistical complexity bearing no ontological depth. To treat 

them as analogous, as some theologians attempting to 

valorize AI have done, is a categorical confusion that 

undermines both theology and ethics. The ethical 

requirement of explainability is an expression of respect for 

the human logos of the person affected by the decision: she 

has the right to a reason she can understand, appropriate, 

contest, and judge, that is, to a relation with another human 

logos, not with a statistical distribution. 

 

3.6. The Responsibility of the Designer 

The question of moral responsibility in the deployment 

of AI is not exhausted by institutional frameworks. From a 

Maximian perspective, each human agent who designs, 

deploys, or uses an AI system bears a personal ontological 

responsibility, rooted in the gnomic will, for the orientation 

of that system's effects in the world. Crawford has 

documented extensively that AI systems are not neutral but 

crystallize the values, biases, and power structures of those 

who produce them44. 

The human logos of designers, including their teleological 

orientation, the quality of their deliberation, and the presence or 

absence of love, is sedimented into the systems they create. The 

 
43 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 208. 
44 Kate Crawford, Atlas of AI (New Haven CT: Yale University Press, 2021), 5. 
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delegation of decisions to AI does not eliminate this 

responsibility; it merely conceals it. As Eubanks has shown in 

the context of automated social services, such concealment 

generates a particularly insidious form of injustice precisely 

because it renders accountability invisible45. 

From a Maximian perspective, the designer of an AI 

system bears an obligation that is not merely legal or 

contractual but ontological: to examine toward which logos, 

that is, toward which end, good, or ultimate orientation, the 

system being released into the world is directed. This is not 

a pious supplement to technical ethics; it is the very ground 

without which technical ethics degenerates into mere 

optimization. 

Three principles follow from the foregoing analysis. 

First, the irreducibility of the human hypostasis as a criterion 

of dignity: any system that treats the concrete person as an 

instance of a statistical category commits an ontological 

reduction and thereby generates the obligation to preserve the 

primacy of personal judgment over algorithmic classification 

in every decision affecting human beings. Second, the non-

delegability of moral responsibility to systems devoid of 

gnomic will: decisions carrying significant moral weight must 

remain attached to a traceable chain of human deliberation. 

Third, the teleological responsibility of the designer: no 

technology is axiologically neutral, and those who develop AI 

bear an ontological obligation to examine the end toward 

which they direct what they release into the world46. 

 
45 Virginia Eubanks, Automating Inequality (New York: St. Martin's Press, 

2018), 169-196. 
46 Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy..., 354;  
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Conclusions 

This article has argued that logos in the theology of 

Saint Maximus the Confessor and the text produced by large 

language models share certain formal convergences, 

including structure, coherence, mediation, and the relation of 

one to many. Yet these convergences do not overcome their 

ontological difference47. The rupture between them is not a 

matter of degree but of kind, grounded in two structural 

absences that no engineering advance can remedy: the 

absence of hypostasis and the absence of constitutive 

teleological orientation. 

 

The primary sources confirm this distinction with 

precision. The hypostatic Logos of Ambiguum 7 is not an 

abstract structure but a personal will that “wills always and in 

all things to accomplish the mystery of His embodiment.” The 

human logos of Ambiguum 10 is the faculty through which 

the person, oriented toward God, gathers and elevates the 

sensible order through reason and casts the intellect beyond 

knowledge into union with God. The apophatic culmination 

described in Ambiguum 15, where the soul moves “without 

thought, without knowing, and without words” toward union 

with God, remains intrinsically inaccessible to any system that 

exists only in and through words. 

Computational systems, however sophisticated, can 

produce only a refined form of relational knowledge. Their 

outputs may be coherent, structurally ordered, and capable 

of mediating information between a corpus and a user, yet 

 
47 Maximus the Confessor, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The 

Ambigua…, 153.  



Toma 
GANIA 

 

234 

they remain without participation in the logoi of things and 

without orientation toward the Logos that grounds the 

specifically human mode of knowing and being48. 

A theological ethics of AI grounded in Maximian 

ontology does not reject artificial intelligence as a cultural or 

technical phenomenon. Rather, it demands ontological 

precision: not to confuse linguistic performance with semantic 

understanding, statistical coherence with participation in the 

logoi, the production of text with the personal logos, or 

functional autonomy with gnomic freedom. Maximus does not 

provide a set of regulations for governing AI. He offers 

something more fundamental: a rigorous account of what the 

human person is and what the human person is for. Such an 

account provides the only adequate starting point for 

understanding what artificial intelligence, despite all its formal 

sophistication, structurally cannot be. 

 
48 Bender et al., “Stochastic Parrots,”…, 615. Large language models 

“generate text without any communicative intent, with no 

understanding or beliefs behind their utterances.” 


