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ABSTRACT

The primary purpose of the thesis is to fill the existing gaps in our
understanding of various theological and political aspects of the controversy
that took place in both Eastern and Western parts of the Roman Empire in the
seventh century, the main theological point of which was whether Christ had
one or two energeiai and wills.

Before coming to any conclusions on this subject, I shall investigate the
preliminary forms of Monenergism and Monothelitism i.e., belief in a single
energeia and will of Christ, which were incorporated in the major Christological
systems developed by Apollinarius of Laodicea, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and
Severus of Antioch (chapters 1-3).

Against this background, it becomes obvious that the Chalcedonian
Monenergism and later Monothelitism emerged from the movement of neo-
Chalcedonianism. It was an attempt by the political and ecclesiastical
authorities to achieve a theological compromise with various non-Chalcedonian
groups, mainly Severian, but also ‘Nestorian’. Their ultimate goal was to
reconcile these groups with the Catholic Church of the Empire (chapter 4).

However, this project of reconciliation on the basis of the single-energeia
formula was contested by the representatives of the same neo-Chalcedonian
tradition and consequently condemned at the Councils of Lateran (649) and
Constantinople (680/681). Thus, the same neo-Chalcedonian tradition produced
two self-sufficient and antagonistic doctrines. A major concern of the thesis is to
expose and compare systematically their doctrinal content per se and in the
wider context of the principles of neo-Chalcedonianism (chapter 5).
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INTRODUCTION

The controversy concerning energeiai and wills in Christ was for a long
time understudied. It remained a subject of interest for a few scholars only who
touched on it occasionally, often in the context of other problems.! Only recently
a series of researches appeared which dramatically widened our understanding
of the controversy in its various aspects.

First, a series of critically edited sources on the theology of the seventh
century endowed the scholarship with powerful tools of research. Among the
most important of these were the acts of the Lateran (649) and
Constantinopolitan (680/681) Councils edited by Rudolf Riedinger?, the works

of Maximus the Confessor that have been published so far in the series Corpus

! See Werner Elert, Wilhelm Maurer, and Elisabeth Bergstrasser. Der Ausgang der altkirchlichen
Christologie: eine Untersuchung iiber Theodor von Pharan und seine Zeit als Einfiithrung in die alte
Dogmengeschichte. Berlin:  Lutherisches Verlagshaus, 1957, Siegfried Helmer, Der
Neuchalkedonismus: Geschichte, Berechtigung und Bedeutung eines dogmengeschichtlichen Begriffes.
Bonn: [s.n.], 1962.

2 Rudolf Riedinger. Concilium Lateranense a 649 Celebratum, Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum.
Series Secunda; 1. Berolini: De Gruyter, 1984 (henceforth ACO: I); Concilium Universale
Constantinopolitanum Tertium: Concilii Actiones I-XI, Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum. Series
Secunda; 2,1. Berolini: De Gruyter, 1990 (henceforth ACO: II');, Concilium Universale
Constantinopolitanum Tertium: Concilii Actiones XII-XVIII, Epistulae, Indices, Acta Conciliorum
Oecumenicorum. Series Secunda; V. 2,2. Berolini: De Gruyter, 1992 (henceforth ACO: II?). The same
scholar published a series of materials related to the text of the acts and the history of the
Councils: ‘Die Lateranakten von 649: ein Werk der Byzantiner um Maximos Homologetes.’
Byzantina 13. (Dorema ston 1. Karagiannopoulo) (1985); Die Priisenz- und Subskriptionslisten des
VI. Oekumenischen Konzils (680/81) und der Papyrus Vind. G.3, Abhandlungen/Bayerische Akademie
der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-Historische Klasse; n.F, Heft 85. Munchen: Verlag der
Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften: In Kommission bei C.H. Beck, 1979; Lateinische
Ubersetzungen griechischer Hiretikertexte des sicbenten Jahrhunderts, Sitzungsberichte/Osterreichische
Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-Historische Klasse; Bd. 352. Wien: Osterreichische
Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1979; Kleine Schriften zu den Konzilsakten des 7. Jahrhunderts,
Instrumenta patristica; 34. Steenbrugis; Turnhout: in Abbatia S. Petri: Brepols, 1998.

8



Christianorum®, as well as biographical materials? related to him, and the
writings of Anastasius Sinaita published by Karl-Heinz Uthemann?. Second, the
studies of the history and the background of the controversy have dramatically
advanced in recent years. Thus, the relatively old but still valuable researches of
Garegin Owsepian’, Venance Grumel®, and Erich Caspar® were significantly

enriched by the extensive studies of Jan Louis Van Dieten’, Pietro Conte!, Franz

! Quaestiones ad Thalassium: una cum latina interpretatione loannis Scotti Eriugenae iuxta posita,
Corpus Christianorum. Series Graeca; 7. Turnhout: Brepols, 1980; Quaestiones et dubia, Corpus
Christianorum. Series Graeca; 10. Brepols: Turnhout; Leuven: University Press, 1982; Ambigua ad
Iohannem iuxta Iohannis Scotti Eriugenae latinam interpretationem, Corpus Christianorum. Series
Graeca; 18. Turnhout; Leuven: Brepols: Leuven University Press, 1988; Opuscula exegetica duo.
Expositio in Psalmum LIX. Expositio orationis dominicae, Corpus Christianorum. Series Graeca; 23.
Turnhout; Leuven: Brepols: Leuven University Press, 1991; Liber asceticus, Corpus Christianorum.
Series Graeca; 40. Turnhout; Leuven: Brepols: University Press, 2000; Ambigua ad Thomam una
cum epistula secunda ad eundem, Corpus Christianorum. Series Graeca; 48. Turnhout: Brepols, 2002.

2 See the Syriac Vita of Maximus published by Sebastian Brock ‘An Early Syriac Life of Maximus
the Confessor.” Analecta Bollandiana 41 (1973); see also Scripta saeculi VII vitam Maximi Confessoris
illustrantia, Corpus Christianorum. Series Graeca; 39. Turnhout; Leuven: Brepols; University Press,
1999. Pauline Allen and Bronwen Neil. Maximus the Confessor and his companions: documents from
exile, Oxford Early Christian Texts. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002.

3 Anastasii Sinaitae Viae dux. Turnhout; [Leuven]: Brepols; University Press, 1981; Anastasii
Sinaitae Sermones duo in constitutionem hominis secundum imaginem Dei; necnon opuscula adversus
Monotheletas, Corpus Christianorum. Series Graeca; 12. Turnhout; [Leuven]: Brepols: Leuven
University Press, 1985.

* Garegin Owsepian. Die Entstehungsgeschichte des Monotheletismus nach ihren Quellen gepriift und
dargestellt. Leipzig, 1897. : '

5 V. Grumel. Les regestes des actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople. 2e éd., revue et corrigée (par
Jean Darrouzes) ed, Patriarcat byzantin; Sér. 1. Paris: Institut francais d'etudes byzantines, 1972,;

‘Recherches sur I'histoire de monothélisme.” Echos d’Orient, no. 27 (1928); 28 (1929); 29 (1930).

¢ Erich Caspar. Geschichte des Papsttums von den Anfingen bis zur Héhe der Weltherrschaft.
Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1930.

7 Jan Louis van Dieten. Geschichte der griechischen Patriarchen von Konstantinopel, Enzyklopadie der
Byzantinistik; Bd.24. Amsterdam: A.M. Hakkert, 1972.
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Dolger?, and most recently Friedhelm Winkelmann.? Additionally, the studies
on the secular history of Byzantium in the seventh century have advanced
dramatically, owing to the work of Andreas Stratos?, John Haldon’, Walter E.
Kaegi et al.”

The primary purpose of the present thesis is té fill the existing lacunae in
our understanding of various theological aspects of the controversy concerning
the energeiai and wills, given that the scholarship has already achieved a

significant success in researching its historical background and its sources.

! Pietro Conte. Chiesa e primato nelle lettere dei papi del secolo VII, Pubblicazioni dell’Universita
cattolica del S. Cuore. Saggi e ricerche, Serie IIl. Scienze storiche, 4. Milano: Editrice Vita e Pensiero,
1971.

2 Franz Dolger and Peter Wirth. Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des ostromischen Reiches von 565-
1453, Corpus der griechischen Urkunden des Mittelalters und der neueren Zeit. Reihe A, Regesten; Abt.
1. Munchen: Beck, 1977.

% Friedhelm Winkelmann. Der monenergetisch-monotheletische Streit, Berliner byzantinistische
Studien; Bd. 6. Frankfurt am Main; Oxford: P. Lang, 2001. This book is based on an earlier
publication of the scholar ‘Die Quellen zur Erforschung des monenergetisch-monothelletischen
Streites.” Klio, no. 69 (1987): 519-59. (Henceforth, both works will be referred to as
‘Winkelmann,” with a number of entry following, e.g. “Winkelmann 3.")

¢ Andreas Stratos. Byzantium in the seventh century. 5 vols. Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1968.

> John F Haldon. Byzantium in the Seventh Century: The Transformation of a Culture. Rev. ed.
Cambridge [England]; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1990.

¢ Walter Kaegi. Heraclius, Emperor of Byzantium. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002;
Byzantine military unrest, 471-843: an interpretation. Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1981.

7 See, for instance, Helga Kopstein and Friedhelm Winkelmann. Studien zum 7. Jahrhundert in
Byzanz: Probleme der Herausbildung des Feudalismus, Berliner Byantinistische Arbeiten; Bd47. Berlin:
Akademie-Verlag, 1976, Wolfram Brandes. Die Stidte Kleinasiens im 7. und 8. Jahrhundert, Berliner
byzantinistische Arbeiten; Bd. 56. Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1989; Hans Ditten. Ethnische
Verschiebungen zwischen der Balkanhalbinsel und Kleinasien vom Ende des 6. bis zur zweiten Hiilfte des
9. Jahrhunderts, Berliner byzantinistische Arbeiten; Bd. 59. Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1993;
G.]. Reinink and Bernard Stolte. The Reign of Heraclius (610-641): Crisis and Confrontation,
Groningen Studies in Cultural Change. Leuven: Peeters, 2002.
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Among the main concerns of the dissertation is to reconstruct the doctrinal
systems of Monenergism-Monothelitism and Dyenergism-Dyothelitism, of
course as far as these doctrines constituted a system. The two doctrines will be
analysed in the coordinates of the notions of hypostasis, nature, natural
property, energeia, and will, which constituted the framework of theological
disputes in the seventh century. Inquiry into the relations between these notions
will help us to understand better the differences and similarities between the
two rival doctrines. The writings of the major participants in the controversy
will be considered in this framework, in particular of Theodore of Pharan, Pope
Honorius, Sergius, Pyrrhus, and Paul the Patriarchs of Constantinople, Cyrus of
Alexandria, and Macarius of Antioch among the Monenergists-Monothelites, as
well as Sophronius of Jerusalem, Maximus the Confessor, the Popes John,
Theodore, Martin, and Agatho and additionally Anastasius of Sinai as the major
represéntatives of the Dyenergist-Dyothelite party.

The main figure among the Dyothelite theologians was undoubtedly
Maximus. However, his theological contribution will not be presented
separately, but as an integral part of the response of the Church to the challenge
of Monenergism-Monothelitism. 1 believe it could be misleading to consider
Maximus as a self-sufficient theologian or thinker isolated from the context of
the Monenergist-Monothelite controversy. The best of his Christological
writings were composed in response to the challenge of Monenergism-

Monothelitism and constituted only a part, though a very important part, of a
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major polemical campaign. Therefore, I agree with Andrew Louth who
remarks: ‘Although Maximus the Confessor is a speculative theologian of
genius, he does not see himself, as would some later theologians, as constructing
a theological system. He sees himself as interpreting a tradition that has come
down to him, and interpreting it for the sake of others.”

At the same time, I will be considering the theology of Anastasius Sinaita
separately from the rest of the Dyenergist-Dyothelite writings. Firstly, because
he did not immediately participate in the controversy, and secondly, because his
theological heritage remains virtually unresearched. I intend therefore to
complete this omission by devoting a separate chapter to his theology.

Together with the inquiry into the content of the issue of the energein and
will, I will try ‘t‘o locate its place in the general history of Christology, having as
an ultimate aim to show that the issue was not one of secondary importance,
but actually one of the major challenges that the Christological doctrine faced in
its history. I will also try to show that both Monenergism-MonothelitiSm and
Dyenergism-Dyothelitism, in spite of their antagonism, had the same neo-
Chalcedonian origin. Monenergism-Monothelitism, in particular, was
developed as an attempt to find a compromise with the Severan tradition, an
impbrtant feature of which was a belief in a single energeia of Christ. Severan

Monenergism, however, was not the first Monenergism to have existed, but was

! Andrew Louth. Maximus the Confessor. London; New York: Routledge, 1996, 21.
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preceded by other Monenergisms, which were developed within traditions
linked to Apollinarius of Laodicea and Theodore of Mopsuestia. One of the
tasks of the present thesis is to describe these kinds of Monenergism and to
establish what they had in common with the ‘imperial’ or Chalcedonian
Monenergism.

Although the Ilatter was created within the framework of neo-
Chalcedonianism, it was contested and consequently rejected by the
representatives of the same neo-Chalcedonian tradition. This revealed an
internal crisis besetting the tradition in the seventh century. This crisis, however,
did not eventually lead to a blurring of the principles of neo-Chalcedonianism,
but on the contrary to a more pfecise definition of its boundaries and to its

catharsis.
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1. FOUR MAIN KINDS OF MONENERGISM-MONOTHELITISM

Before proceeding to an examination of the history and the doctrinal
content of Monenergism and Monothelitism, it should be established whether
they were two separate and self-sufficient doctrines or different aspects of the
same theological perception of Christ. In the period before the seventh century,
as this will be shown in the following chapters, the two doctrines always
occurred together, though Monenergism normally dominated over
Monothelitism. So it was also in the seventh century, with the only difference
that after 638, when the Ecthesis was promulgated, Monothelitism was brought
to the forefront and Monenergism receded into the background.

Indeed, during the controversy concerning energeiai and wills in Christ in
the seventh century, historically Monenergism preceded Monothelitism.! The
imperial civil and ecclesiastic authorities initially recruited it as a means of
reconciliation .with the non-Chalcedonians. Monenergism turned out to be, as
A. Louth characterized it, ‘one of the most celebrated “ecumenical” ventures of
the early Byzantine period.”? The reason for this was the dominating role that
the issue of the single energeia played in the non-Chalcedonian confessions.
Only when the imperial unionist initiatives faced energetic resistance from

certain circles within the Church, was Monenergism pushed into the

!'See, for instance, BAdowog @edas. ExkAnowaotixn Totopia A’ 2n éKbbon. AE)r']va,.l995, 736.

2 Andrew Louth. 5t. John Damascene: tradition and originality in Byzantine theology, Oxford early
Christian studies. New York; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002, 153.




background, and in 638 Monothelitism emerged instead of it. Before that,
Monothelitism had existed in embryo within Monenergism. Thus, as early as
626 Patriarch Sergius wrote in his letter to Cyrus of Phasis about a single will,
together with a single energein.! Another early Monenergist document, the
Psephos, implied a single will in Christ as well. Its authors refused to recognize
in Christ two energeiai because the latter would presuppose two wills.2 One may
ask here why Mondthelitism was not initially promoted explicitly together with
Monenergism. Apparently, the authors of the Monenergist project of
reconciliation deliberately limited themselves to Monenergism alone because
otherwise there would have been more protests from the Chalcedonians,
endangering the whole project. In addition, the issue of energeiai proved to be of
greater importance to the Monophysites than that of wills.

When Monenergism was abandoned and Monothelitism emerged
instead, the issue of the singlé energeia was often implied in Monothelite
documents. In particular, it occurred in one of the earliest texts containing the
Monothelite confession, the Ecthesis?> The only known case, when
Monothelitism was combined with Dyenergism was that of Constantine of
Apamea, which was examined at the sixth ecumenical Council. However, as we

shall see later, Constantine put these two doctrines together rather

- TACO: 112 5281515,

ZACO: II2 54213

3 See ACO:1 16047
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mechanically, and the sort of Monothelitism that he confessed, in effect
presupposed Monenergism. Now it is possible to come to a preliminary
conclusion that Monenergism and Monothehtism, whatever historical shapes
they took, were not two separate teachings, but one solid doctrine. In the
present thesis, therefore, I will be calling this doctrine ‘Monenergist-
Monothelite’ or ‘Monenergism-Monothelitism’ and treat it as a single whole.

The close link between the issues of energeia and will in Christ was also
valid for the Orthodox opponents to Monenergism-Monothelitism. Dyenergism,
which they defended in the first stages of the controversy, had always
presupposed Dyothelitism and vice versa. Therefore, at the Councils of Lateran
(649) and Constantinople (680/681), the issues of energeiai and wills were given
equal attention and Monenergism was disclaimed together with Monothelitism.
So, it seems appropriate that I should consider the Orthodox beliefs concerning
energeiai and wills in Christ as a single doctrine and call it ‘Dyenergist-
Dyothelite’ or ‘Dyenergism-Dyothelitism.’

The doctrine of Monenergism-Monothelitism as it was discussed in the
seventh century did not emerge from nowhere. It was preceded by a series of
other Monenergisms-Monothelitisms, which although not self-standing
doctrines, were integral parts of major Christological systems.! There are at least

four kinds of the Monenergist-Monothelite doctrines promoting a single energeia

! As B. Pheidas remarks, “O MovoOeAntioutés kai Movoevegynuopds ... EVuraoxovv pé
pia 1] Tv GAAN poodr] oé SAec Tl peyaldeg aigéoeig tod A’ kal E' aldva.” ExkAnciaotixi
Totopic A’ 728.
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and will emphatically and based on general principles of the major
Christological systems.! The first was established at the beginning of the epoch
of Christological controversies. Its author was Apollinarius, who put
Christological problems on the agenda of Christian theology. Antiochian
theologians, among whom the most famous were Theodore of Mopsuestia and
Nestorius, developed, in opposition to Apollinarius, their own Christology with
its own specific sort of Monenergism-Monothelitism. The Alexandrian
tradition, of which the chief representative was Severus of Antioch, produced
its own picture of single energeia and will, contrasting it to the Nestorian one.
For Severus and his followers, the issue of single energeia became more
important than it was for the Nestorians and turned out to be a crucial point of
Severan perception of Christ.2 Some lesser subdivisions of the Monenergist-
Monothelite doctrine emerged within the Monophysite movement. They fitted
the doctrinal variations developed in such anti-Chalcedonian groups as
Julianists, Agnoetes etc. Finally, in the seventh century a new sort of
Monenergism-Monothelitism emerged from the neo-Chalcedonian or Cyrillian

interpretation of Christological doctrine? Paradoxically, Dyenergism-

' I will not discuss Monenergism which is implied in Arianism, because it has not produced a
self-sufficient Christological doctrine.

2 See B. Pheidas: “OAot ol povoduoitec noav t6oo povoBeAntec, oo kai uovoevepyrjtes.’
ExxAnowxotixn lotopia A" 727.

3 Scholars chiefly accept that Monenergism-Monothelitism was a product of ‘Cyrillian
Chalcedonianism.” See Charles Moeller: ‘le monoénergisme et le monothélisme ne viennent pas
d’un Monophysitisme extrémiste, mais du néo-chalcédonisme.” ‘Le Chalcédonisme et le néo-
chalcédonisme en Orient de 451 a la fin du Vle sjécle.” In Aloys Grillmeier and Heinrich Bacht.
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Das Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart; im Auftrag der Theologischen Fakultit S.J.
Sankt Georgen, Frankfurt/Main. Wurzburg: Echter, v. 1, 1951, 695 n. 167; ]. Pelikan: ‘Unlike the
“Nestorian” and “Monophysite” teachings, the new ideas and formulas (=those of
Monenergism and Monothelitism) that provoked controversy were propagated chiefly within
the ranks of the orthodox and within the boundaries of the empire.” The Christian tradition: a
history of the development of doctrine. Chicago; London: University of Chicago Press, 1, 1971, 62;
E. Winkelmann: ‘in der Auseinandersetzung kampften nicht Orthodoxe gegen Monophysiten,
sondern es handelte sich um einen Streit iiber ein christologisches Problem, der unter
Theologen ausgetragen wurde, die sich zum Chalkedonense bekannten.” Winkelmann 14;
A. Louth: "Monenergism — and later Monothelitism — was devised as a refinement of Cyrilline
Chalcedonian Christology.” Maximus 56; see also Lars Thunberg. ‘Microcosm and Mediator: The
Theological Anthropology of Maximus the Confessor.” Thesis-Uppsala, C. W. K. Gleerup, 1965,
40-41; Joseph Farrell. Free Choice in St. Maximus the Confessor. South Canan, Pa.: St. Tikhon's
Seminary Press, 1989, 71; finally, K.-H. Uthemann dedicated to this question special research:
‘Der Neuchalkedonismus als Vorbereitung des Monotheletismus: Ein Beitrag zum eigentlichen
Anliegen des Neuchalkedonismus.” Studia Patristica 29 {1997): 373-413; see also his article
‘Sergios 1,” Biographisch-Bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon (BBKI)
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/s/s2/sergios i.shtml [29/05/2003].

The notion of ‘neo-Chalcedonianism’ was originally introduced by J. Lebon. He distinguished a
group of sixth century Chaldenonian theologians who often referred to the theology of Cyril of
Alexandria and tried to interpret it in the context of Chalcedon (Joseph Lebon. Le monophysisme
Sévérien: étude historique, littéraire et théologique sur la résistance monophysite au Concile de
Chalcédoine jusqu'a la constitution de 1'Eglise jacobite, Universitas Catholica Lovaniensis.
Dissertationes ad gradum doctoris in facultate theologica consequendum conscriptae. Series 2; Tomus 4.
Lovanii: ]. Van Linthout, 1909). The ideas of Lebon were developed further by Charles Moeller.
Un Représentant de la christologie néochalcédonienne au début du sixiéme siécle en orient: Nephalius
d’Alexandrie, 1944, 73-140; ‘Le chalcédonisme’ 637-720). Later M. Richard redefined the features
of neo-Chalcedonianism and enumerated among them the usage of Cyrilian formula ‘one
incarnate nature of the God Logos’ and Toioayov with the 6 otavgwBeic d Nuag inserted
{Marcel Richard. ‘Le néo-chalcédonisme.” Mélanges de science religieuse 3 (1946), 159). This
definition was later accepted by Moeller who went further and affirmed that a specific
characteristic of neo-Chalcedonianism was the appropriation of both two natures and one
nature formulas (‘Le chalcédonisme’ 666). Referring to Leontius of Jerusalem, Moeller
suggested that the other characteristic feature of neo-Chalcedonianism was that the qualities of
the human nature in Christ subsisted in the hypostasis (“Textes “Monophysites” de Léonce de
Jérusalem.” Ephemerides theologicae lovanienses 27 (1951), 471 ff). Later some scholars added that
the ‘neo-Chalcedonian theology understood hypostatic union as “synthetic” union, and that it
stressed that this union is ex duabus naturis as much as it is in duabus naturis” Thunberg,
Microcosm 38; see also P. Galtier. ‘L'Occident et le néo-chalcédonisme.” Gregorianum 40 (1959), 55,
and Hans Urs von Balthasar. Kosmische Liturgie: das Weltbild Maximus’ des Bekenners. Zweite,
voll. ver. Aufl ed. [Einsiedeln, Switz.]: Johannes-Verlag, 1961, 242 n.4. See about neo-
Chalcedonianism in general: Patrick Gray. The defense of Chalcedon in the East (451-553), Studies in
the history of Christian thought; v. 20. Leiden: Brill, 1979; ‘Neo-Chalcedonism and the Tradition:
From Patristic to Byzantine Theology.’ Byzantinische Forschungen 16 (1982), 61-70; Alois
Grillmeier. ‘Vorbereitung des Mittelalters. Eine Studie tiber das Verhaltnis von Chalkedonismus
und Neu-Chalkedonismus in der lateinischen Theologie von Boethius bis zu Gregor dem
Groflen.’ In Das Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart, edited by Alois Grillmeier and
Heinrich Bacht, 791-839. Wurzburg: Echter, 1953; ‘Der Neu-Chalkedonismus. Um die
Berechtigung eines neuen Kapitels in der Dogmengeschichte.” Historisches Jahrbuch der Gorres-
Gesellschaft 77 (1958): 151-160; ‘Das &stliche und das westliche Christusbild. Zu einer Studie
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Dyothelitism, which was opposite to Monenergism-Monothelitism, arose also
from neo-Chalcedonianism.” The present research is concerned to show that
both teachings had the same neo-Chalcedonian background and to clarify what
they had in common and in what they differed. The fact that two antagonistic
doctrines emerged from the same tradition of neo-Chalcedonianism, means that
in the beginning of the seventh century the latter was undergoing an internal
crisis.2 However, that Monenergism-Monothelitism appeared within neo-
Chalcedonianism, did not quesﬁon the legitimacy of this tradition as such.

Nobody from the Dyenergist-Dyothelite camp doubted or criticized either

iiber den Neuchalcedonismus.” Theologie und Philosophie 59 (1984): 84-96; S.Helmer, Der
Neuchalkedonismus; Lorenzo Perrone. La Chiesa di Palesting e le controversie cristologiche: dal
Concilio di Efeso (431) al secondo Concilio di Costantinopoli (553), Testi e ricerche di scienze religiose
(Istituto per le scienze religiose di Bologna); 18. Brescia: Paideia, 1980. '

! See, for instance, the fifth anathematism of the Lateran Council: ‘El ti¢ oUx 6poAoyel kati
TOUG AYioUg MaTépag Kuplws kat &ANB@S piav Gpvow 100 Oeob AdYOU OETAQKWHEVNV dux
TOU ‘cegagkwuévny’ elnelv TG kKad 1puag ovoiag évieAws év avtq® Xt 1 Qe kat
ANaQOAEINTWS Hovng dixa g apagtiag onpaivewy, ein katdkortog.” ACO: 137218, (‘Si quis
secundum sanctos patres non confitetur propriae et secundum ueritatem unam naturam Dei
Verbi incarnatam per hoc quod ‘incarnatam’ dicitur nostra substantia perfecte in Christo Deo et
indimminute absque tantummodo peccato significata, condemnatus sit.” ACOz 1 373'7). Cyril of
Alexandria was the most quoted author by both Dyenergist-Dyothelite Councils. In the acts of
the Lateran Council, he was cited 66 times, and in the acts of the sixth ecumenical Council 42
times. Concerning the roots of Maximus the Confessor’s position in the controversy, A. Louth
remarks: ‘It is important to realize how much he (= Maximus) took for granted the Cyrilline
Chalcedonianism he inherited: his opposition to Monothelitism is worked out within this
tradition, not as a criticism of that tradition. He is wholly committed to the Alexandrian
understanding of the Incarnation as the Son of God’s assuming a human nature and living a
human life, with its corollary in the validity of theopaschite language.” Maximus 27-28. See also
J. Farrell: “St. Maximus stands firmly within the Neo-Chalcedonian, or Cyrillic Chalcedonian,
tradition of Christology.” Free Choice 23. :

2 As ].Farrell remarks, ‘the whole controversy between the Byzantine Monotheletes and

Dyotheletes must be interpreted as a conflict between two significant and quite opposed parties
within Cyrillic Chalcedonianism itself.” Free choice 71.
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Cyril’ or the even more ambiguous ps.-Dionysius with his rather Monenergist
formula ‘a certain theandric energeia.” The way of interpretation of Chalcedon by
employing the language of Cyril remained the basis of the Dyenergist-
Dyothelite polemics against Monenergism-Monothelitism. The crisis led to a
more precise understanding of what is allowed within neo-Chalcedonianism
and what exceeds its boundaries. Monenergism-Monothelitism was born within
neo-Chalcedonianism, but eventually stepped beyond its limits, and as a result
was rejected by the other neo-Chalcedonians — the Dyenergites-Dythelites.
Apparently, the neo-Chalcedonian Monenergism-Monothelitism would
never have emerged if other sorts of Msms-Msms, particularly the Monophysite
one, did not exist. Therefore, I shall thoroughly investigate it and its

predecessors, Apollinarian and Nestorian Monenergism-Monothelitism.

! In this regard, it would be sufficient to mention the evaluation provided by Sophronius:
‘AexOuebo dE kai dykdAaig Toaig avtaig kai aocpeviCopev kai mavia tod Beoneoiov
KugiAdou ta Beia te kai Oedooda ouyypapupata, ws tdang 6pO6TNTOG Yéuovia kal n&oav
aigeTikwv kaxOowobvia dvooéPetav.” ACO: IT' 472517, and by Pope Martin at the Lateran:
‘Axovooueda kai mdAwv oD poakagiov Kvpiddov diddoxoviog mepl 1oD undév SAwg
novijoBar MATV Thg dpagtiag tov Kogov ju@v kai Oedv Inoodv Xootov tv TG
évwBeions avt® kab’ dvméoTaowy EuPxou kat ravaylag ocogrods PUOKEV DWUETWVY, GAA’
&v meilga mavtws éxovoiws yevéaBal dux TV U@V owtneiav.” ACO: 1358832, (‘Audiamus
ergo iterum eumdem beatum Cyrillum haec prudentissime praedicantem, ut nihil omnino
negetur de nostrae naturae unitis in eo substantialibus proprietatibus, sed per omnia
temptatum sponte propter nostram salutem absque tantummodo peccato Dominum et Deum
‘nostrum lesum Christum.” ACO21359%31). As for Maximus, L. Thunberg remarks: ‘As an
authority Cyril of Alexandria plays a rather outstanding role in Maximus’ writings.” Microcosm
40.
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2. PRE-CHALCEDONIAN MONENERGISM-MONOTHELITISM

2.1. APOLLINARIUS OF LAODICEA

Apollinarius of Laodicea (d. ca 392)! developed a specific doctrine of the
Incarnation, which became a prologue to the long-lasting period of the
Christological controversies and had echoes as late as in the seventh century’s
Monenergism-Monothelitism. ‘Apollin;'arius struggled to give his own
interpretation to the way of unity of the Godhead and the humanity in Christ,
opposing it mainly to Adoptionism, with its conception of the indwelling of the
Logos in a man.? To him, the idea of adoption or indwelling did not reflect
sufficiently the unity and integrity of the Godhead and the humanity in Christ.
In order to emphasize this unity, Apollinarius presented the Incarnation as the
integration of the L.ogos and an animated flesh. The flesh assumed by Christ, on
its own, is not a complete humanity yet, lacking as it does a voivg/nmvevua.

Owing to this, Christ remains a single and integral entity. Both the animated

! See on account of his life and theology: Guillaume Voisin. L apollinarisme: étude historique,
~ littéraire et dogmatique sur le début des controverses christologiques au IVe siécle. Paris: A.
Fontemoing, 1901; Hans Lietzmann. Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule: Texte und
Untersuchungen. Tubingen: Teubner, 1904; Charles Raven. Apollinarianism: an essay on the
Christology of the early Church. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1923; H. de Riedmatten,
‘Some neglected aspects of Apollinarist Christology.’” DomStud 1 (1948): 239-260; ‘La christologie
d'Apollinaire de Laodicée.” Studia Patristica 2 (1957): 208-234; ‘La correspondance entre Basile de
Césarée et Apollinaire de Laodicée.” Journal of Theological Studies 7, 8 (1956, 1957); ‘Sur les
notions doctrinales opposées a Apollinaire.” Revue thomiste 51 (1951): 553-572; George Prestige
and Henry Chadwick. St Basil the Great and Apollinaris of Laodicea. London: SPCK, 1956; Richard
Norris. Manhood and Christ: a study in the Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1963.

2 See, for instance, Lietzmann, Apollinaris fr. 186 p. 318'72¢,




flesh and the Logos are for Apollinarius parts of the single nature of Christ.
These parts, however, should not be considered as equal. The divine part
dominates the human one. It is the life-giving spirit; the whole life of Christ is
concentrated in it. It is the only and self-sufficient source of movement and
activity in Christ: ‘The divine intellect is aUtoxivntog and tavtokivnrog.”! The
animated flesh, on the contrary, is passively subordinated to the Godhead. It
does not move by itself, but is being constantly moved and led by the Godhead:
‘The flesh is always moved by him who moves and leads.”? The animated flesh
and the Godhead together constitute a perfect unity of a passive and a dynamic
component supplementary to each other. This supplementarity of Christ’s

‘elements’ makes him a single and complete being:

It (=the flesh) was adopted (¢£owkewwBeion) by him (= the heavenly ruler)
according to its passibility (katx 10 maBntkév) and received the divine
(Logos), who indwelled in it, according to the activity (katx 16 éveQyntuwaov).
Therefore, he was a single living being (v Cwoov) composed of what is moved
and what moves (&k ktvoupévov katl kivntikov), but not two (beings), neither
(was he composed) of two perfect and self-moving (entities).?

Therefore, the energeia of Christ for Apollinarius could be only one, and it

is divine. It is exclusively provided by the Logos:

In him is confessed ... a nature which is made up of two parts, as the Logos
with his divine perfection contributes a natural activity to the whole (nepucv
évégyeuav kal tob Adyov guvieAéoavtog i t0 GAov peta Tic Beikig

! adlulian, Lietzmann, Apollinaris fr. 151 p. 247%-248",

2"H oapé étegokivntog oboa maviwg DO TOT KIvoDVTog katl dyovtog.’ Lietzmann’ Apollinaris
fr. 107 p. 23210411,

3 Lietzmann, Apollinaris fr. 107 p. 2321418,
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teAe10mtog). This is also the case with ordinary man, who is made up of two
incomplete parts, which produce one nature and display it under one name.!

The humanity of Christ participates in the divine energeia, because it is

totally subjected to the Godhead:

For the human (energeia) takes part (uetéyet) in the divine energeia, as far as can
reach (it), being lesser than what is the greatest. Also, man is a slave of God,
and God is not a slave of man, nor of himself. Also, the former is a creature of
God, while the latter is not a creature of man nor of himself.?

Apollinarius made a distinction between the divine energein and the
human ‘movements’ (cagxikai kivijoeig) of Christ. The former is pure and
sinless, whereas the latter are weak, passive, and can be subjected to sin,
sufferings, and death. Apollinarius avoided speaking of the activities of the

flesh as energeiai. To him, they were merely movements (kivijoeig):

For God, enfleshed in human flesh, retains his own proper operation unsullied
(kaBapav éxer Tv iav évégyeiav). He is Intellect unconquered by psychic
and fleshly passions (voig drfjtmnTog @V TOV YPuXikv KAl CAQKLK@V
nadnudatwv), and he guides the flesh and the motions of the flesh (tag
oaQKikas Kivnoeig) divinely and sinlessly; and not only is he unmastered by
death, but he is also the looser of death.?

Energeia of Christ is single on the level of the spirit. However, having
been passed through the prism of the flesh, it disperses as a multiplicity of

particular actions. Gregory of Nyssa quotes this point of Apollinarius:

...Distinguishing (duxipdv) the operation according to the flesh and making it
equal to one (¢£100v) according to the spirit.

! delUinioneCorp, Lietzmann, Apollinaris p. 187511,
2 Lietzmann, Apollinaris fr. 130 p. 239510,

® FidesSecPart, Lietzmann, Apollinaris p. 178'*V/transl. R. Norris
http://divinity.library.vanderbilt.edu/burns/3224/apollinaris.htm [24/07/2003].
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He says, he who is equal in power (év duvduel ioémrta) has distinction of
operations with regard to the flesh (katx odoxa tig évepyelng daipeoiv)
according to which he has vivified not all but those whom he wished.!

Thus, the energeia of the flesh, in comparison with the activity of the
Godhead, is not energeia, but a passive movement éaused by the divinity. This
becomes clearer when a general Apollinarian conception of the unity of Christ
is taken into consideration. According to this conception, the unity is not static,
but dynamic and lively (évdtng Cwrtikr}).2 Christ is one because he has one life
and one power, which proceeds from the Godhead and imbues the humanity.?
Apollinarius identifies this life of Christ with the energeia. Thus, the energeia is
not just an activity, but also a life-giving power of the Godhead. Therefore, the
human actions of Christ cannot be called energeiai, but merely ‘movements.’
Apollinarius went further and asserted that the energeia of the Logos substituted
his human soul and mind.* Thus, the notion of energeia became crucial for the

whole system of Apollinarius.

VadvApol 3.1.176*%1013, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris frr. 59, 60 pp. 217%03!, 218*5/modified transl. by
Richard McCambly http://www.bhsu.edu/artssciences/asfaculty/dsalomon/nyssa/appolin.html
[24/07/2003].

? Lietzmann, Apollinaris fr. 144 p.242* The dynamic aspect of Christ’s unity was firstly
underlined by H. de Riedmatten, ‘Some neglected’ 239-260; ‘La christologie’ 208-234.

3 See: ‘O evayyeAwwtg pilav Lwiv 100 Adyou kal g oagkog evayyeAlduevos “6 Adyoc”,
¢noi, “oapf éyéveto”. deFideinc, Lietzmann, Apollinaris p. 198'¢17. Also, when interpreting the
1 Cor 15, 45 (‘the first man, Adam, became a living being; the last Adam became a life-giving
spirit’), Apollinarius ascribed to Christ only one life, and this life is that of the Godhead (see
adDion I, Lietzmann, Apollinaris p. 2612.)

4 ‘AvanAngovtang thg Oeiag évepyeiag tov T YuxAc 1670V Kal 100 avBpwnivov voos.”
deUnione, Lietzmann, Apollinaris fr. 2 p. 2047°.
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Another important point in the system of Apollinarius was the
conception of will. Christ has only one will, as well as one nature and one
energeia:

For this reason, we confess single Christ; and, because he is single, we worship
his single nature, will, and energeia, which is preserved equally in the miracles
and the passions (Oavpaow 60D kat Tadnquaoct oalovoav).!

The will is divine:

But they are troubled with the trouble of the unbelievers and do not remember
that this will is said to be not a proper (will) of a man who is of the earth, as
they think, but of God who has descended from heaven (see 1 Cor 15, 47); it
(= the will) was adopted for his unity (10 i évwarv attod npooeAnuuévov).?

The will is single and divine because it is closely linked to the single and
divine nous. The nous has an absolute control over the volitional faculty.. It is the
only subject of willing. The will and its subject are so closely linked to each
other that there is no gap between them. Two wills would introduce two

subjects of willing, which is unacceptable:

For if every intellect rules over (nag voug avtokQdtwE) his own will (idwd
OeAnuat), being moved according to nature, then it is impossible for two
(subjects) who will what is opposite to one another (Vo Tolg TaAvavtia
QéAovtag dAAA0L), to coexist in one and the same subject (év évi kai @
avT@ Drokepuévy... ouvunapxev); for each one would do what is a desirable
to it, according to a self-moved impulse (éEkatégov 10 BeAnBév éavtd kad’
OpunV avtokivitov évegyoivtog).?

! adlulian, Lietzmann, Apollinaris fr. 151 p. 24857,
2 Lietzmann, Apollinaris fr. 63 p. 21820%,

% adlulian, Lietzmann, Apollinaris fr. 150 p. 24727 See also: ‘AdUvatov y&Q d00 voepa kai
BeAntika v T() dpa KaTotkeLy, tva ur) 10 étegov kata Tol étégov avaotpatetmrtal dux TS
oikelag BeArjoews kai €vepyelag.” dellnione, Lietzmann, Apollinaris fr.2 p.204"4. The
statement was reproduceded by the disciples of Apollinarius. For instance, a member of his
school, Vitalis, wrote in his epistle to Timotheus: “O d0o OeAnpata Aéywv Xpotob kata tovg
naAat kat vOov puoowpévoug 1) Tov éva dlo Tvag eicdyel Xglotovg dAANAwY ov ¢duoeL

25



Apollinarius believed that two wills would necessarily introduce two
willing subjects, which, in their own turn, would necessarily wish things
opposite to each other. Thus, Apollinarius a priori rejected two wills, as well as
the possibility for them to have one subject and function in accordance with
each other. This statement was insistently repeated by all later generations of

Monothelites.

2.2. ANTIOCHIAN TRADITION

Within the framework of the ‘Antiochian’ theology, another specific kind
of MOnenergism—Monomelitism was developed. The main contribution to this
development was made by Theodore of Mopsuestia (c. 350 — 428/429)!, who
constructed his theology in opposition chiefly to Arianism and Apollinarianism.
In particular, he criticized the presuppositions explored by Apollinarius, which
A. Grillmeier characterizes as a Adyog-oaf framework. This framework,
according to the scholar, means the ‘vital, dynamic inﬂuénée of the Logos on the
flesh of Christ. Within the Adyog-cagf framework, this stoic idea of the Logos

as Nyepav is far more decisive than the oversight of the soul of Christ. It is, in

udvov, dAAa oty kai amexOeig dujonuévoug, 1) Tov avutov éautd dddokel paxduevov. évBa
yag dude, maviwe duxigeows.” Lietzmann, Apollinaris fr. 175 p. 2752%,

! See on account of his life and works an article of K.-G. Wesseling in the BBK!
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/t/theodor v mo.shtml [13/10/2002], in which also extensive
bibliography. Unfortunately, the scholarship has not paid proper attention to the issue of
Monenergism and Monothelitism in the Theodorian tradition sofar. The topic is also mostly
ignored in the theological discussions held between the Churches of the East and the West (see,
for instance, Syriac Dialogue sponsored by Pro Oriente).
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fact, the real source from which the whole pattern of a christology without a
soul of Christ (whether as a theological or a physical factor) has developed.” In
opposition to this framework, Theodore developed a framework Adyoc-
avBpwnoc.? His main concern here was the completeness of humanity in
Christ. In order to defend this completeness, Theodore accentuated the
distinction between the two natures in Christ. In developing the distinction, he
drew a picture of Christ who is composed of two independent entities: the
Logos and the man. In other words, the two natures of Christ were given a
concrete existence. To clarify his c;)ncepﬁon, Theodore applied to Christ the
language of indwelling and assumption: the Logos indwelt in a man® and a
whole man was assumed by the Logos*.

Theodore developed his conception of indwelling and assumption in
contrast to Apollinarius’ views that the Logos substituted for the human nous in

Christ. Theodore indicated various negative consequences of these views,

! Alois Grillmeier. Christ in Christian tradition. 2™ revised. London: Mowbrays, 1975 I 426.
2 Grillmeier, Christ 1428-439.

3 See inPsal 44%: ‘Lydova ... ano Tov tpatiwv oov. Tudtov avtod kaAdg EKdAEoE 10 oOWua,
Omep EEwlev v meguceipevoy, Evdov ovomg g Bedtntog kot TOV TS EVoKroews Adyov.
Also in the 7 Catechetical homily: ‘'He became man, they (= the 318 Fathers) said. And it was not
through a simple providence that he lowered himself, nor was it through the gift of powerful
help, as he has done so often and still (does). Rather did he take our very nature; he clothed
himself with it and dwelt in it so as to make it perfect through sufferings; and he united himself
with it.” HomCatech 161/Grillmeier, Christ I 429.

4 See the fifth Catechetical homily: ‘Our holy Fathers also said “who was incarnate” so that you
would understand that it was a perfect man that he took ... And he took not only a body, but
the whole man, composed of a body and an immortal and rational soul. He assumed him for
our salvation and through him he won salvation for our life.” HomCatech 5, 127/Grillmeier,
Christ 1 427.
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including the elimination of Christ's human activities e.g. hunger, thirst, and
tiredness. One of Theodore’s major concerns was to defend the reality and
fullness of human faculties in Christ, including his human activities and wills.

For instance, he wrote in his fifth Catechetical homily:

Consequently, if the divinity takes the place of the soul, it (= the body of Christ)
had neither hunger, nor thirst, nor was it tired, nor did it have need of food.!

There are two sources of actions in Christ: one is the Logos and the other

is the man. The two natures co-operate with each other:

Moreover (the divine Son) furnished his co-operation in the proposed works to
the one who was assumed. (Now) where does this (co-operation) entail that the
Deity had replaced the (human) nous in him who was assumed? For it was not
his wont to take the place of the nous in any, whoever they were, to whom he
accorded his cooperation. And if moreover he accorded to the one who was
assumed an extraordinary co-operation, this does not mean (either) that the
Deity took the place of the nous. But suppose, as you would have it, that the
Deity took the role of the nous in him who was assumed. How was he affected
with fear in his suffering? Why, in the face of immediate need, did he stand in
want of vehement prayers—prayers which, as the blessed Paul says, he brought
before God with a loud and clamorous voice and with many tears? How was he
seized of such immense fear that he gave forth fountains of sweat by reason of
his great terror??

He also applied to the humanity of Christ an ability to will:

With indissoluble love he formed himself according to the good, receiving also
the co-operation of God the Word in proportion to his own choice of the good...
He held fast to this way by his own will, while on the other hand this choice
was made secure in him by the co-operating work of God the Word.?

Thus, as A. Grillmeier remarks, in the theology of Theodore ‘the human

nature of Christ regains its real physical-human inner life and its capacity for

¥ HomCatech 5, 112/Norris, Manhood 150.
2 inPaul (Swete 2, 315)/A. Grillmeier, Christ I, 428.

3delncarn 7, fr. 3.
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action.”! Theodore ascribed to each nature a capacity to act and will. Yet, he
preferred to speak of a single common energein and will in Christ.2 His
conception of a single energeia and will can be better comprehended through his
understanding of the notion of prosopon, as this may be seen in the following
passage:

The idea of unity according to the essence (kat’ ovoiav) is true only if applied
to (the beings) of the same essence, but is wrong if applied to (the beings) of
different essences; otherwise it (= the idea) could not be free from confusion. At
the same time, the way of unity according to benevolence (xat evdokiav),
while preserving natures unconfused and undivided, indicates a single person
of both, as well as a single will and energeia which are followed by a single
power and dominion.?

The notions of activity and will are put here on the same level as the
notion of mpdowmov. The latter will help us to explain the former. In the
Commentary on John, the theologian interpreted Rom 7 (in which Paul speaks
about a man who feels himself subjected simultaneously to the law of God and
to the law of sin) and remarked that the Apostle refers to two different entities.
He unites, however, these entities using a common point of reference — the
pronoun ‘I’ (¢yw). Theodore applied to Christ what Paul says about himself.
Thus, the two natures are united in the single ‘I’ of Christ, which signifies his

‘common person’: ‘So our Lord, when he spoke of his manhood and his

Y Christ 1, 427.

2 See, for example: ‘©éAw, xaBaploOnT 7EOG TOV AemEov etmawv O Lwrtip €dee uiav elval
Vv BéAnOw, plav TV Evépyelay kata uiav kal thv avthv eEovoiav mpoayouevn, o Adyw
dVoews, aAA’ evdoking, kad’ fv vddn 1 Be@ Adyw 6 KATX TEOYVWOLV €k TNEQUATOG
Aavid yevopevog avBowmog €& avtie pnteag v mds avtov evdikBetov Exwv oikelwo’
inMatth (ACO:2 I 332223 Maximus, SpiritalisTomus 173; Swete, Theodori Episcopi 339).

3 gdDomn 20-26.
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Godhead, referred the pronoun ‘I’ to the common person (parsépd).”! Theodore

explained what he meant by saying prosopon in his Contra Eunomium:

Prosopon is used in a twofold way: for either it signifies the hypostasis and that
which each one of us is, or it is conferred upon honour, greatness and worship;
for example ‘Paul’ and ‘Peter’ signify the hypostasis and the prosopon of each
one of them, but the prosopon of our Lord Christ means honour, greatness and
worship. For because God the Word was revealed in manhood, he was causing
the glory of his hypostasis to cleave to the visible one; and for this reason,
‘prosopon of Christ’ declares it (= the prosopon) to be (a prosopon) of honour, not of
the ousia of the two natures. For the honour is neither nature nor hypostasis,
but an elevation to great dignity which is awarded as a due for the cause of
revelation. What purple garments or royal apparel are for the king, is for God
the Word the beginning which was taken from us without separation,
alienation or distance in worship. Therefore, as it is not by nature that a king
has purple robes, so also neither is it by nature that God the Word has flesh. For
anyone who affirms God the Word to have flesh by nature (predicates that) he
has something foreign to the divine ousia by undergoing an alteration by the
addition of a nature. But if he has not flesh by nature, how does Apollinarius
say that the same one is partially homoousios with the Father in his Godhead,
and (partially) homoousios with us in the flesh, so that he should make him
composite? For he who is thus divided into natures becomes and is found (to
be) something composite by nature.?

Thus, Theodore was aware that mpdéownov signifies vmdotaoig or a
concrete being. When applied to Christ, however, it has another meaning. To
Theodore, this signifies one single honour, the one greatness, worship, dignity
etc of the divinity and manhood, of which Christ is composed. This is a manner
of appearance and revelation of God through the manhood. A. Grillmeier
offered the following interpretation of Theodore’s conception of prosopon: ‘In

Theodore, as also later in Nestorius and in Theodoret, before Chalcedon, the

word prosopon should not simply be rendered “person,” giving the word the

! inloan 8'% (Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium (CSCO) 116) 119/Grillmeier, Christ I
431). '

2 contEunom 101/Grillmeier, Christ I 433.
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strictly ontological content which it had later. Prosopon here should not be
interpreted in the light of the definition of person in Boethius or Leontius of
Byzantium. At this stage, we must also exclude the full Chalcedonian sense of
prosopon. The Antiochene concept of prosopon derives from the original meaning
of the word prosopon, “countenance.” Prosopon is the “form in which a physis or
hypostasis appears”. Every nature and every hypostasis has its own proper
prosopon. It gives expression to the reality of the nature with its powers and
characteristics.”

Now we can see why Theodore preferred to speak of a single common
activity and will of Christ. Both the will and the activity, as aspects of the
prosopon, constituted to him a common manifestation of Christ’s natures. As the
prosopon was a single appearance of both divinity and manhood in Christ, so
were the activity and the will.

Theodore’s conception of the single activity and will is to some extent
similar to that of Apollinarius, though Theodore argued against his views. The
prosopon of Theodore alludes to the lively and life-giving power of the Logos.
Hence his idea concerning single energeia and will, which corresponds to the

dynamic Monenergism-Monothelitism of Apollinarius.

1 Grillmeier, Christ 1431,
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The scheme developed by Theodore was implemented by Nestorius’,
who reproduced Theodore’s conception of prosopon as the common glory and
worship of Christ's Godhead and manhood: ‘The two natures have one
Lordship and one power or might and one prosopon in the one dignity and in
the same honour.? As an appearance of both God and man in Christ, the
prosopon to Nestorius denoted a space, where their ‘energetical’ and volitional
capacities manifest themselves. Therefore, Christ had one energeia® and will*.

In conclusion, the Antiochian tradition linked to Theodore of Mopsuestia
and Nestorius® considered the single activity and will of Christ as aspects of the
common prosopon, which is an appearance and revelation of the two natures.

The activity and the will constitute a common manifestation of the two natures,

1 See on Nestorius in E. Reichert, ‘Nestorius,” BBKI
http://www.bautz de/bbkl/n/nestorius v k.shtml [07/01/2003].

2 adAlex 196'5V7; ACO: I 334%%/Grillmeier, Christ 1462.

3 See, for example: ‘AcvyxVtws PuAdtTonEV TAc PUOE, o0 kat obLoiav, yvwun dé
guvnppévag 010 kal plav auT@v TV B€Anony, évégyeudv te kal deoroteio Opwpev, d&ing
lodmrTe deucvupévag. 6 yao Oedc Adyog dvaiapwv Ov TEOWQIOEV avBownov 1@ TG
gfovoiag Abyw, mEoc avTov oL dlekp(On dux v nEoyvwobeioav avt® dudBeow’ Sermo 11
223-224; ACO213323%3,

* See, for example: ‘Otk dAAog v 6 Bedg Adyog kail AAAOG 0 Ev @ Yéyovev avBowmnog: Ev yap
v audotépwyv 10 TMEOOWNO, A&ix Kol T TEOOKUVODHEVOV TXQX TIAOT|G TG KTITEWS,
unodevi 1eome 1 xedvw EtegdmrL BovAfic kal BeAjpatog duxigovpevov’ Sermo [V 224113
ACO21334%%,

5 A florilegium containing relevant testimonies from the works of other Nestorian authors, which
were collected apparently by Maximus, was included into the acts of the Lateran Council
(ACO: I 332-334.) As an additional example, Nestorian patriarch Timothy I can be mentioned
here, for whom hypostasis of the man assumed by the Logos had ‘a single will and action with
the Logos who had clothed himself in him.” ep 34 (CSCO 75) 127; (CSCO 74) 186. He rejected
‘one will and another will,’ for ‘everything was brought together into an ineffable union.” ep 36
(CSCO 75) 179; (CSCO 74) 258.
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which do not appear separately, but only together. Therefore, the prosopon,
together with the will and the energeia, is one. This point of the Theodoran-
Nestorian tradition was witnessed by Maximus the Confessor who in the
Disputation with Pyrrhus said that the Monothelites, while rejecting

Nestorianism, accepted the Nestorian conception of the single will:

Those who say ‘one will’ vindicate his (= Nestorius’) teachings, for their Ecthesis
testifies, advocates, and decrees ‘one will,” which is exactly what Nestorius
advocated: the doctrine of one will in two persons was invented by him.!

Did not Nestorius, who indeed maintained that there were two persons, rather
say that there was but one energy??

Here Maximus uses the word m@dowmov not in the Nestorian, but in the
Cappadocian sense. The two natures of Christ, as they were understood by
Nestorius, signified for Maximus two persons. These two persons are linked in

a way of ‘relative union’ that is a source of the single will and energeia:

But according to what you say, if persons be introduced along with the
energies, and vice versa, energies with persons, then you are compelled,
following the same principles, either to say that because of the one operation of
the Holy Godhead there is one person as well, or because of its three
Hypostases that there are three operations. Or you might maintain that their
union is relational (oxetwajv), as Nestorius said of Christ, for the one energy
was the union, as Nestorius and his party maintained in their writings.?

Apparently, Maximus first, in the context of the Monothelite controversy,
suggested that the Nestorian tradition presupposed Monenergism and

Monothelitism and made an important contribution to the investigation of the

! Disputatio 313%/Joseph Farrell. The disputation with Pyrrhus of our father among the saints Maximus
the Confessor. South Canaan, Pa.: St. Tikhon's Seminary Press, 1990.

2 Disputatio 3364/Farrell, The Disputation 57.

3 Disputatio 3364-3372/Farrell, The Disputation 56.
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Nestorian variant of Monenergism-Monothelitism. In particular, to his
authorship apparently belongs the florilegium of relevant Theodorian-Nestorian

texts, which was included in the acts of the Lateran Council.



3. ANTI-CHALCEDONIAN MONENERGISM AND MONOTHELITISM

A tradition affiliating itself to Cyril of Alexandria and rejecting the
Council of Chalcedon with its ‘two natures’ formulas was developed as a
marginal opposition to the Nestorian Christology. Although the representatives
of this non-Chalcedonian tradition heavily criticised Nestorianism, they to some
extent retained its belief in the single energeia and will in Christ. However, this
belief became more important for the anti-Chalcedonians than for the
Nestorians. In addition, it was built on different theological presuppositions.

The chief representative of this tradition was Severus of Antioch (465-538).!

3.1. SEVERUS AND HIS DISCIPLES-ADVERSARIES
3.1.1. MONENERGISM OF SEVERUS OF ANTIOCH

The available testimonies allow us to say that Severus was the first
among the major teachers of Monophysitism who in a direct way dealt with the
issue of activities in Christ. This is not strange, insofar as he was the first in

many other fields of theological research.2 He was compelled to deal with the

1 See W. A. Wigram. The separation of the Monophysites. London: Faith Press, 1923; Joseph Lebon.
‘La christologie du monophysisme syrien.” In Das Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und
Gegenwart, edited by Aloys Grillmeier and Heinrich Bacht, 425-580, 1951; W. H. C. Frend. The
rise of the Monophysite movement: chapters in the history of the church in the fifth and sixth centuries.
London: Cambridge University Press, 1972; Roberta Chesnut. Three monophysite christologies:
Severus of Antioch, Philoxenus of Mabbug and Jacob of Sarug, Oxford theologlcal monographs. London:
Oxford University Press, 1976.

2 According to A. Grillmeier, ‘He became the challenger for the entire sixth century.” Christ 112 19.
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issue by his adversaries either from the camp of the Monophysites or from the
Dyophysite party. Among his main opponents were Julian of Halicarnassus and
Sergius the Grammarian from the side of the Monophysites, and John the
Grammarian and Nephalius from the Chalcedonians. The problem of energeia as
such, however, was not Severus’ target. He solved it within the wider
problematic of Christ’s essence(s) and property(ies). However, the conclusions
he came to became a pattern to be followed by later generations of ‘Severans.’
For Severus, the energeia of Christ was primarily single: ‘There is only one
single activity, only one single operative motion.”! Any duality in regard of it
should be avoided, as he clarified in the surviving Greek fragment from his
third epistle to John the abbot: ‘We understood and understand the one
composite (activity); it cannot be interpreted other than as a rejection of every
duality.”? Severus explored the oneness of the energeia as an argument in favour
of the oneness of the Christ’s nature. Oneness of the energeia was for him more
evident than the oneness of the nature. He ascribed the single energeia of Christ
exclusively to Christ as an acting subject. It was no wonder, therefore, that he

condemned Pope Leo who linked the energeiai to the natures?:

' contGram 111 38 (CSCO 102) 175%/Grillmeier, Christ 112 163.

2 adloan 3092022,

3 Severus refers here to the famous formula from the Tomus of Leo: ‘Agit enim utraque forma
cum alterius communijone quod proprium habuit, Verbo quidem operante quod Verbi est, carne

autemn exequente quod carnis est, et horum coruscat miraculis, aliud vero subcumbit iniuriis.’
adFlav 281214, '
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If he (=Leo) in spirit were to hold and confess the hypostatic union, he could
not say that each of the two natures keeps its property without detraction, but
he would say, like Cyril, that the Logos now and then permitted the flesh to
suffer what is proper to it and to operate according to the laws of its nature.
Thus the Logos would bear that as its own which is of the flesh, and still not
relinquish what he has according to his essence (ovoin), also not the superiority
to suffering and his highest nobility.!

By ascribing the energeiai to two natures, Leo, for Severus, was
introducing two subjects of activity and thus splitting Christ. One energeia was
for him therefore an inevitable condition of the unity of Christ. Concerning the
single energeia, it is not only its subject, which is divine, but the energeia itself is
mostly divine as well.2 A. Grillmeier characterizes it as an activity, which ‘flows

from above.”? Severus stated concerning this:

In fact when the God-Logos in his august union with humanity ... allowed this
to change, even transformed this, not indeed into his own nature - for this
remained what it was — but into his glory (06£a) and into his own power
(évépyewr), how then can you refer to the teaching of the Synod of Chalcedon
and the Tome of Leo.., which have distributed (the operationes, the activity of the
évépyeuxi) to the Logos and the human being in Christ?

1 contGram 111 29 (CSCO 102) 79'%%/Grillmeier, Christ I1? 162.

2 As Grillmeier remarks, ‘The Logos is always conceived be Severus as agens, as évepynoac,
always involved in the works mentioned. He is not only the final, bearing subject, to which
according to the law of the communication of idiomata even purely human acts are ascribed,
while the ability (facultas), which releases them from itself, would be the human nature.
According to Severus, in every activity of the Emmanuel, that is, the incarnate Logos, the
divinity participates as facultas, as nature principle, and not only as final, bearing subject.
Grillmeier, Christ 112 165.

3 Grillmeier, Christ 112 163.

4 Philalethes (CSCO 134) 266%-267'/Grillmeier, Christ 112 83; also adOecum 184%. In this way
Severus interpreted the following passage of Cyril: ‘Now we say that the coal represents for us
the symbol and the image of the incarnate Logos ... One can see in the coal, as in an image, the
Logos who has proceeded from the Father and has been united to the humanity; but he has not
ceased to be that which he was; rather he has transformed into his doxa and power (eic v
Eavtov do&av Te kal évépyewrv) what had been assumed, ie. united to him. Just as the fire
informs the wood and expands itself in it as it takes possession of it, without at all causing the
wood to cease being wood, rather allowing it to blend into the appearance and power of the
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The question here is what should be the place of a human ‘component,” if
any, in this activity. The humanity of Christ, which Severus designated as ‘flesh
endowed with a rational soul,”? is an dgyavov through which the Logos acts.?
This ‘instrument’ must not be considered separately from its consummate unity
with the Logos. It is not detachable from the Christ’s single nature, but
constitutes an integral part of it. Severus made this clear in the following
passage:

The incarnate has done and said this, for it is united hypostatically to the body
and through adhering together (cuuguvia) it had this as an organ for the deeds,
as the soul too, which is peculiar to each one of us, has chosen its own body as
organ; the Logos does not act through an extrinsically (united) God-bearing
human being, as the ravings of Nestorius would have it, nor in the way in
which an artisan uses a tool and thus completes the work and (not) like the way
a cithara player strikes the cithara.?

fire, as this (= the fire) effects in it (= the wood) what is proper to the former and thus appears to
be completely one with it, so, also, represent to yourself the things with Christ! For God has ...,
in an ineffable way united with humanity, retained what this was but also what he was; once
truly united, it (the humanity) is one with him. For he has made his own what is its
(humanity’s) and now pours out into it the power of his own nature (éunomoag dé kai avtog
avth g iag puoews v évépyewav).” Scholia 154 {f./Grillmeier, Christ II? 82.

¥ contGram 111 33 (CSCO, 102) 134.
2 See contGram 111 33 (CSCO, 102) 136!7-2; gdSerg I (CSCO 120) 6252,

3 contGram 111 33 (CSCO, 102) 135%1%/Grillmeier, Christ 112 168. Severus based his conception of
flesh as dpyavov on the teaching of Athanasius: ‘Oedg wv, dlov éoxe oWpa, kai TOVTW
XOWHEVOG 0pYavew, Yéyovev avBpwmnog & Muas. Kat dux to0to & pev dux tavtg avtod
_ Aéyetay, émedn) év adT MV, old €oTL TO mewvT]v, O dupijv, 1O TTAOXELY, TO KOTUAVY, Kal T&
Suowx, wv ot 1) oapé dextua} ta d¢ avtod To0 Adyovu dix égya, olk oty T Eyeigewv
VEKQOUG, kail TUPASDG TOLETV avaPAénery, kal v alpogdooboav ixoBat avtdv, dux tad idiov
oWHATOg aUTOg Enoier kal 0 pév Adyog tag T gapkog EBdaotalev aoBevelag, we Wblag
avTtob yap fv 1] 04l kal 1) oaeé d¢ DovpyeL toig g Bedmtog £gyolg, 6t év auth) éyéveto
Beob yao v owpa.” contArian 389*®; see contGram III 33 (CSCO, 102) 1352 see also in
Athanasius: ‘A0td¢ yag duvatdc Qv kol dMUouEYos @V SAwv, Ev T magfévy
KATAOKEVALEL £QUTQ VAOV TO CWMA, Kal DWOTIOETTaL TODTO OTEQ OQYaVOV, €V 'm’)tqb
Yvwoildpevog kai Evowav.” delncarn 8.371°,
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This clarifies the place of a human aspect in the activity of Christ, which
can be regarded as a vehicle of the dominating divine energeia helping it to be
manifested in the world. This ‘vehicle’ is an integrated part of the single activity,
though not as significant as the divine one. Severus illustrated this by referring

to the Gospel story about the healing of the leper:

While the incarnate God spoke with human tongue and said with human and
clear voice to the leper: ‘I will, be clean” (Matt 8, 3), he showed through the
effect that the voice, in keeping with the mixing worthy of God, has gone forth
from the incarnate God; for the healing of the leper went together with the
heard word.!

This is an illustration of how Severus understood the process of Christ’s
action, which was reconstructed by A. Grillmeier: ‘The activity starts from the
divinity as the real source; it mixes itself with the human voice (or as well with
the touch of Jesus’ hand) and produces the miraculous effect in the sick person.
The human voice is only the vehicle of the divine flow of will.”?

Anticipating the later Monenergists, Severus built his conception of the
single energeia upon the famous formula from the fourth epistle of ps.-

Dionysius to Gaius:

For, even, to speak summarily, He was not a man, not as ‘not being man,” but as
‘being from men was beyond men,’ and was above man, having truly been born
man; and for the rest, not having done things Divine as God, nor things human
as man, but exercising for us a certain new theandric energy of God having
become man.3

U eontGram III 32 (CSCQO 102) 9477-32/Grillmeier, Christ 112 163-164.
? Grillmeier, Christ 112 164.

* CorpDionys 11 161; PG 3, 1072></Transl. by John Parker (modified), The Saint Pachomius
Library http://www.ocf.org/OrthodoxPage/reading/St.Pachomius/diolet4.html [23/07/2003].
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Severus was the first theologian who interpreted the formula in the
Monenergist way. He wrote some scholia to this text. In one of them, which is

found in the letter to John the abbot, he stated:

As we have already developed in full breadth in other writings, we understood
and understand the statement of the utterly wise Dionysius the Areopagite,
who says: ‘Since God has become a human being, he performed among us a
new theandric activity,” of the one composite (activity); it cannot be interpreted
other than as a rejection of every duality; and we confess the incarnate God,
who operated in this new manner, as the one theandric nature and hypostasis
and also as the one incarnate nature of the God-Logos. Because the reason of
salvation, which has established new natures, together with them has
established new appellations. So that if Christ is one, than we ascend, so to say,
to a high mountain and profess one — because he is one — nature, hypostasis,
and energeia, (which are also) composite; also we anathematize all those who,
concerning this (question), teachs about a dyad of natures and activities after
the unity.!

This passage provides rich material for conclusions.? Firstly, Severus once
again repeated that the energeia of Christ is single, and this is because Christ is
one. It is single also because the nature-hypostasis® of Christ is single. Apart
from this, he showed us that the energeia is closely linked to the nature-
hypostasis. The mode of their unity and their existence after the Incarnation are

identical. Therefore, they can be characterized in a similar way.* For instance, as

v adloan 309-310.

2 For a theological interpretation of the text see A. Grillmeier, Christ I1* 170-171; ]. Lebon, Le
Mongphysitisme 319-320, 451-453; ‘Le pseudo-Denys’ 893-895.

3 As it is known, Severus considered the terms ‘nature’ and ‘hypostasis’ in application to Christ
as synonyms (see, for instance, Grillmeier, Christ 112 150-152).

* See another fragment from the epistle to John the abbot: ‘AxdéAovBov oDV €01l cLUVBéTou
VOOUMEVT|G UV Kal pikg Thg Beavdowkic évepyeiag, Towxttny eival te kai AéyeoOat wai tv
oD tavtnv meodégovtog pvowv te kat véotaow.” adloan 31081, J. Lebon comments on these
passages: ‘La nature et I’hypostase du Verbe incarne sont dans les mémes conditions que son
activité: si l'on dit que l'activité est unique, théandrique et composée, il est logique de donner
ces qualificatifs a la nature et a I’hypostase.” Le Monophysitisme 320.
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the single energeia of Christ is ‘theandric’ so is the nature-hypostasis: ‘We
confess one theandric nature and hypostasis.”” On the other hand, the single
energeia of Christ is one and composite, as is the nature-hypostasis. Thus, what
Severus meant when speaking about the single composite nature and
hypostasis can help us to reconstruct his idea about the single composite
activity of Christ.

The usage by Severus of the term cvOvBeoic with respect to Christ had
been formally justified by Cyril of Alexandria? and Gregory of Nazianzus® to
whom he refers. However, the expression ‘one composite nature and
hypostasis’ had never been used before.* The expression is ‘synonymdus - at
least for Severus - with the classical formula ‘one incarnate nature of the Word.’
The theologian opposed the oOvBeoic to the ‘mixing” (uifg) and made it
synonymous with the ‘unity’ (évwoig). By using the expression, he wanted to
avoid two extremes, that of a division and that of a mixture in Christ. As
A. Grillmeier remarks, ocUvOeowg for Severus was ‘not so much a static

ontological end result, as rather the characterization of the historical process of

1'"Miav 6uoAoyovuev oLy kol Vedéotacwy Beavdown)v’ adloan 3092,
H K¢

2 Severus, ad Sergium 11 (CSCO 120) 80. He refers to the following works of Cyril: adSuccen II;
QuodUnus 689,

3 See Severus’ adSerg I1 (CSCO 120) 84-86.
* This is the conclusion of J. Lebon: ‘En somme, Sévére est le seul témoin de la formule: pia

dvolg (kai Undéotacgig) ovvBetog, qu’il emploie dans une passage de sa 3¢ lettre a Jean
I'higoumene.” Le Monophysitisme 319.
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exists detached of the acting subject. It has no an independent existence,
because it is just a movement or a motion: ‘Activity is something in the middle,
| that is, an active movement, between him who acted and that which was acted
upon.” Severus formulated the ‘ontological’ status of activity as ‘being not a
hypostasis.” On the other hand, the results of the activity, being concrete things,
are hypostases: ‘(Activity) is not a hypostasis, but the things which are enacted,
which are brought to completion as a result of this and exist, (are hypostases).’
In this, Severus follows ps.-Basil’s fourth book Contra Eunomium?, in which the
same distinction was employed.* Both Christ and his activity for Severus are
single. The latter could be attributed neither to the Godhead nor to the
humanity, but to the single Christ. The results of the activity, however, are

diverse and can be classified either as divine or human works:

There is one who acts (évepynjoac), that is the Word of God incarnate; and there
is one active movement which is activity (¢vépyeix), but the things which are
done (¢veoynOévta) are diverse, that is, (the things) accomplished by
activity ... And it is not that, because these things which were done were of
different kinds, we say that conceptually there were two natures which were

! adSerg I (CSCO 119) 82/Torrance, Christology 152-153.

2 adSerg 1(CS5CO 119) 81/Torrance, Christology 152.

3 About the authenticity of the books 4 and 5 see Clavis Patrum Graecorum (CPG) 2837.

¢ The author of the 4% book contEunom writes: ‘Ei 6 Yiog évégynua, kai o yévviua, oUte O
EVEQYNOQG, 0UTE UMV 10 éveQpynBEv avtog EoTiv ETeQoV Yag NV 1) éVEpYElx TR TAUTR, GAAX
xai avunéotatog oLdepia yop £vépyewa évumdotatoc. El 8¢ 10 évegynOév, toitog éx

Mateog, kai obk aueoitevtog. ‘O évepynoas yag nmowtos, elta 1) évépyeawr, kai oltw To
EveQyn0év.’ contEunom 689°.
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effecting those things, for as we have said, a single God the Word incarnate
performed both of them.!

In order to illustrate how Christ acted, Severus used the model of man.
He said that there are intellectual and corporeal human works that can be
clearly distinguished. Each sort of works corresponds either to body or to soul.

However, the activity is still one:

Therefore godless are those, who with regard to Christ teach two natures which
act; for it is necessary that each nature has an action which is proper to it.and
different, that is, an acting movement/motion. If we confess Christ as one from
two, and as one person, one hypostasis and one single incarnate nature of the
Logos, consequently it will be one who acts and one movement which bears
him in action, although the works are different, that is, the completely
performed deeds which come from the action. For some fit God, others the
human being; but fhey are performed by one and the same, by God who
without alteration has become flesh and a human being. And this is not
surprising, (but) similar to the works of a human being, of which some are
intellectual, the others visible and corporeal ... It is, however, a single human
being, composed of a body and a soul, who does this and that, and there is only
one single working movement. Hence, when Christ is concerned, we recognize
a change of words. Some suit God, others the human being ... But on this
account we do not say that there they belong to that nature and here to this
nature. For they were expressed indistinguishably of the one and the same
Christ.2

Thus, the activity and its results, deeds, do not always correspond to
each other. The unity of the activity, from which neither purely divine nor
purely human energeiai can be extracted, becomes dispersed into multiple deeds

that could be described either as divine or as human.

! adSerg 1 (CSCO 120) 60%3-61%/Grillmeier, Christ II? 165. He repeated the same idea in contGram:
‘There is only one single activity, only one single operative motion, as there is also only one
speaking of the incarnate Logos, be it that the actions and the words have been different.’
contGram 111 38 (CSCO 102) 175%7. ]. Meyendorff remarks about this point of Severus: ‘The
agent’s unity (Christ’s single hypostasis-nature) entails the unity of energeia, without making it
impossible for the works, corresponding to the natural qualities of the human and divine
natures, to be distributed into various categories, divine and human.” John Meyendorff. Christ
in Eastern Christian thought. 2" ed. Crestwood, N.Y: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1975, 43.

2 Hom 109, 758-760.



Another important question, which is closely linked to the issue of
energeia, is that of Christ’s natural property(ies). Severus developed a special
‘and quite innovative conception of the natural properties. This conception was
articulated mainly in his correspondence with Sergius the Grammarian.!
Severus used the word ‘property’ both in the singular and the plural. In both
cases, he called them ‘natural.” In the case of properties-in-the-plural, he alsb
spoke of ‘properties of the flesh,’ ‘properties of the humanity,” and ‘properties of
the divinity of the Word.”? In respect to the property-in-the-singular, he asserted
its oneness. He condemned the idea of two properties coexisting in Christ, as
well as of two energeiai. He probably referred to the corrésponding teaching of

his opponents among the Dyophysites:

If someone should wrongfully divide Emmanuel with a duality of natures after
the union, there also occurs a division at the same time, along with the
difference of the natures, and the properties are divided in every respect to suit
the (two) natures.? ‘

Two natures of Christ would necessarily introduce two properties. This is
because his property (property-in-the-singular) corresponds to the nature. In
another part of the same letter, Severus spoke of a complete fitting of the
property to the nature: “Those natures attract their own activities and properties

which are divided along with the natures completely and in everything.”

! See a special research of Torrance, Christology; see also A. Grillmeier, Christ I 111-128.
2 adSerg 1 (CSCO 119) 77-79/Torrance, Christology 150.
% adSerg 1 (CSCO 119) 77-78/Torrance, Christblogy 150.

* adSerg 1 (CSCO 119) 80/Torrance, Christology 151.
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However, the property-in-the-singular is not monolithic. It reflects the
wholeness of Christ's nature, which includes divinity and humanity.! The
Godhead does not turn into the humanity, and the humanity does not become
divinity. The single Logos retains both of them unchangeable as his natural
characteristics and natural properties:

We are not allowed to anathematize those who speak of natural properties: the
divinity and the humanity that make the single Christ. The flesh does not cease
to exist as flesh, even if it becomes God’s flesh, and the Word does not abandon
his own nature, even if he unites himself hypostatically to the flesh which
possesses a rational and intelligent soul. But the difference is also preserved as
well as the identity under the form of the natural characteristics of the natures
which make up the Emmanuel, since the flesh is not transformed into the
‘Word'’s nature and the Word is-not changed into flesh.?

These special characteristics of divinity and humanity, which are retained
by the single nature of the Logos, were called by Severus ‘particularities.” The

natural property that remains single reveals these two “particularities”:

We are obliged to acknowledge as well the particularities of the natures from
which Emmanuel is. And we call this a particularity and name it: (this is,) that
which (lies) in difference of natural quality, which (definition) I will not cease
repeating many times, and not that (which lies) in (independent) parts, and
natures in independent existence are implied.

Moreover, the two particularities should be ascribed primarily to the
property of Christ and much less to his nature. In such a way, Severus found an
effective solution to the antinomy which he was always facing: how is it

possible to speak simultaneously about the unity and a certain duality of

! Severus remarked: ‘Natural quality is the principle of how (a thing) is.” adSerg 1 (C5CO 119) 77-
78/Torrance, Christology 150.

2 adOecum 2V¢17[Meyendorff, Christ 40-41.

3 adSerg 1 (CSCO 119) 80/Torrance, Christology 152.
8 8y

46



Christ’s nature? To him, it was possible because the duality is retained mainly in
the property of the nature. By ascribing particularities to the property, Severus
withdrew them from the single nature and so protected it from being split by
particularities. In addition, the fact‘ that Christ's single nature-hypostasis is
composite could be explained by the dual character of the natural property.!

It is now possible to conclude that the duality of the property for Severus
was stronger than the duality either of the nature or of the energeia. This means,
in turn, that the property did not correspond as closely to the nature, as, for
example, the Chalcedonians bélieved. Thus, Severus allowed certain
incoherence and a ‘gap’ between the nature and its property. Such a ‘gap’ also
exists between the property and the activity, which is more closely related to the
nature than the property. However, even so the property remains single. In
order to prove this, Severus implied an argument that later would be used by
the Monehergists. He said that if one accepts two properties, then a multiplicity
of them must be assumed, because both the divinity and the humanity of Christ

have various properties:

How is it not absurd to speak of two properties or two activities? For there are
many properties and not just two, of each nature. For example, of his humanity
there is perceptibility, and visibility, and mortality, and being subject to hunger
and to thirst and to other things like it. And there are many properties of the
divine nature: invisibility, intangibility, being before the ages, being unlimited.

! See Meyendorff: ‘These two categories or qualities, divine and human, within the single
nature (or concrete being) are undoubtedly what makes this “composite nature” inevitable.’
Christ 41.
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The things which are done are similarly many and various, and all these are as
many as the human and divine actions that a man can recount.’

Severus used in this passage the word ‘property’ in the plural. He made a
clear distinction between the single property and the multiple properties of
Christ’s single nature. He placed the properties-in-the-plural on the same scale
as the deeds of Christ. They are, so to speak, ‘deeds’ either of the single
property or of the single nature. The multiplicity of the properties-in-the-plural
can be grouped into two categories: divine and human. éome properties retain
their divine character, others the human one. However, this distinction between
the properties is conditional. Because of their unity in one Christ, they can be
characterized neither as purely divine nor as purely human. The divine ones

can also be named human and vice versa:

When a hypostatic union is professed, of which the fulfilment is that from two
there is one Christ without confusion, one person, one hypostasis, one nature
belonging to the Word incarnate, the Word is known by means of the properties
of the flesh, and the properties of the humanity will become the properties of
the divinity of the Word; and again the properties of the Word will be
acknowledged as the properties of the flesh, and the same one will be seen by
means of both (sets of properties), both touchable and not touchable, and
visible and not visible, and belonging to time and from before time, and we
shall not attribute the properties of each nature, dividing them up.?

3.1.2. MONOTHELITISM OF SEVERUS
Severus did not pay as much attention to the conception of will in Christ

as he did in the case of the energeia. We have a few general outlines of his views

' adSerg 1 (CSCO 119) 86-87/Torrance, Christology 155.
8 8Y

2 adSerg 1 (CSCO 119) 79/Torrance, Christology 151.
8 Y
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on the question of will. Deacon Olympiodore’, an Alexandrian exegete ordained
by the Patriarch John II Nicaiotes (505-516), tells us that Severus taught about
one will of Christ.2 Indeed, Severus allows a researcher of his views to conclude
that he preferred to speak of the single will in Christ. Severus linked will to
activity. An activity is an impetus of a will (in other passages, however, he
implies that, rather, a will is the impetus of an activity). In Christ there is no gap

between willing and acting — he wills and immediately acts:

He who acts is he who is impelled towards doing something, but the activity
(is) like an active movement and impetus of the will which is directed on and
indicates doing something, and is set in motion at once. In the case of activity,
that which wills (it) remains complete and momentarily impelled to action.?

As it was mentioned above, Severus explained the process of acting, in

which the will is involved, using the Gospel story about the lepef:

While the incarnate God spoke with human tongue and said with human and
clear voice to the leper: ‘I will, be clean’ (Matt 8, 3), he showed through the
effect that the voice, in keeping with the mixing worthy of God, has gone forth
from the incarnate God; for the healing of the leper went together with the
heard word.*

It appears from the passage that there is a mediator between the
incarnate God and the energeia, which can be identified as a will. The will is

apparently single, because it is attributed to the subject of the activity and

! See Grillmeier, Christ 11* 105-106.
2 The testimony is contained in the only surviving fragment from his contSever.
% adSerg 1 (CSCO 119) 81/Torrarice, Christology 152.

4 contGram 111 32 (CSCO 102) 9477-2/Grillmeier, Christ 11> 163-164.
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because it is linked to the energeia, which is single.! However, Severus seems to
be not as categorical about oneness of the will, as he was about the energeia. He
admitted a certain duality in it. He accepted such a duality in the unity of body
and soul, which he used as an analogy of Christ’s unity. Severus recognized two
wills in a man. One is attributed to the flesh and another to the soul. Their

coexistence, however, does not split one human nature into two parts:

Do we not see in the human being, as we are, who is one nature and hypostasis
from body and soul, how he can now spontaneously demand nourishment ...,
but then also can reflect on that and despise the material food, and in its place
surrender himself to heavenly thoughts in desiring likeness to God? Thus there
are two wills in the human being; one wills what is of the flesh, the other what
is of the soul which is created according to the image of God. Should we for this
reason divide the human being and consider it as two natures and hypostases?
By doing this we would make fools of ourselves.

This analogy can be fully applied to Christ. Thus, two wills can be
distinguished in him: one divine and another human. The former wishes to save

people through sufferings of the flesh, while the latter accepts this will:

Even less is Christ divided into two natures. He is indeed one from two, from
divinity and humanity, one person and hypostasis, the one nature of the Logos,
become flesh and perfect human being. For this reason he also displays two
wills in salvific suffering, the one which requests, the other which is prepared,
the one human, the other divine. As he voluntarily took upon himself death in
the flesh, which was able to take over suffering and dissolved the domination of
death by killing it through immortality — which the resurrection had shown
clearly to all — so in the flesh, whose fruit he could take over — it was indeed
rationally animated — he voluntarily took upon himself the passio of fear and
weakness and uttered words of request, in order through the divine courage to

U A. Grillmeier: ‘The human voice is ... the vehicle of the divine flow of will; for without a doubt
Severus ascribes the “1 will” to the volition of the divinity. The human will of Christ clearly
does not need to be active.” Christ II? 164; he adds: ‘In fact Severus finds it difficult to recognize
and appreciate the genuine activity of the human willing of Christ.” Christ II> 166.

2 contGram 111 33 (CSCO 102) 132*-1337/Grillmeier, Christ I1? 167.
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destroy the power of that fear and to give courage to the whole of humanity, for
he became after the first Adam the second beginning of our race.!

Severus continues:

The teacher of divine dogmas? has characterized very well the request (of
Christ) to avert suffering as “will’; in this way he shows that it occurs for us
against the inclination and will to have fear and trembling in the face of danger,
but Christ took this over voluntarily. Thus there was really a will present, no
involuntary suffering. He (Ps. Athanasius) immediately showed that he
acknowledges the one Christ from two and does not divide up into two wills
what belongs to one and the same, namely the incarnate God, by adding this
after the passage cited: (Athanasius) ‘He suffers from weakness, but he lives
from the power of God’ (2 Cor. 13,4). The power of God is, however, the Son
who suffered from weakness, that is from interweaving (cuunAoxn)® with the
flesh, as a human being he prayed to be freed from suffering; he lives, however,
through his (the Son’s) power (PG 26, 1024).

The Word of God was thus united to the flesh, which was endowed with a
rational soul and was not divided after the union through the doubling of the
natures. For that word “union’ (cupmAokn) ... denotes one being existing from
two in unmingledness, a formula which expresses essential union, but is
rejected by the Council of Chalcedon. Thus one and the same prayed as a
human being to avoid suffering ... and as God said: the spirit is willing, and
voluntarily proceeded to suffer. Hence let us apportion neither the wills nor the
words (voces) to two natures and forms.*

! contGram 111 33 (CSCO 102) 13372 /Grillmeier, Christ 112 167.

2 Severus referred to ps.-Athanasius’ work De Incarnatione et contra Arianos, which in fact
belongs to Marcellus of Ancyra (see M. Tetz, “Zur Theologie des Markell von Ankyra.” Zeitschrift
fiir Kirchengeschichte 75 (1964), 217-270; A. Grillmeier, Christ II' 284-287). The ps.-Athanasius’
text says: “Otav Aéyrn Tlatep, el duvatov, 10 motrelov T0UTo TaReABéTw AT’ éuolr ATV un)
16 €udv BéANua Yévntal aAAa 10 odv- kai, To pév Tlvedua mpdBuuovy, 11 8¢ oapf aobevig:
dvo BeAnpata éviavBa deikvuoy, T pév avOpwnivov, 6neQ 0Tl TG OoEKrog 1O dE Beikov,
OmeQ BOeov.” delncarnContArian 1021%<. This text was misinterpreted, as Severus thought, by
John the Grammarian who ‘had heard that the teacher (= ps.-Athanasius) speaks of two wills, of
one (will) of fear, the human, which has its cause from the flesh, and the other, divine, prepared
to suffer.” contGram 11 33 (CSCO 102) 132%-3/Grillmeier, Christ 1I? 166. This allowed John to
affirm that Christ has two natures.

3 The translators of A. Grillmeier’s monography (Christ in Christian Tradition) unsuccesfully
translated this word as ‘union.’

4 contGram 111 33 (CSCO 102) 133*-1342 /Grillmeier, Christ II? 167.
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Another mention of the human will in Christ occurs when he interprets a
verse of Isaiah: ‘He (= the Emmanuel) will eat butter and honey until the time in
which he understands how to reject evil and to choose good’ (Isa 7, 15). Severus

refers to this verse in his Homily 83:

With respect to him (the new Adam) the prophet Isaiah says: ‘Before he knows
or chooses evil, he will choose good’ (7, 15). For before the child recognizes
good or evil, he spurns evil in order to choose good. None of us, who is tested
as a child, already has knowledge of good and evil. Only with the advance of
time, it (the child) begins to distinguish them. But because the Emmanuel is by
nature also God and goodness itself, although he has become a child according
to the oixovopia, he did not await the time of the distinction; on the contrary.
From the time of swaddling clothes, before he came to an age of distinguishing
between good and evil, on the one side he spurned evil and did not listen to it,
and on the other he chose good. These words ‘he spurned’ and ‘he did not
listen’ and the other ‘he chose’ show us that the Logos of God has united
himself not only to the flesh, but also to the soul, which is endowed with will
and understanding, in order to allow our souls, which are inclined towards
evil, to lean towards choosing good and turning away from evil. For God as
God does not need to choose good; but because for our sakes he assumed flesh
and spiritual soul, he took for us this redress.

The role of the human will in both cases (accepting sufferings and
choosing the good) is rather passive. It accepts and subjects itself to the divine
will, which, like in the case of the energeia, dominates over the human one. The
two wills are united in one volitional impulse, when Christ voluntarily takes
upon himself death or spurns evil and chooses good. This duality by no means
destroys the unity of Christ.

A certain inconsistency may be seen in the conception of Severus. On the
one hand, the will is one, and it is overwhelmingly divine. On the other hand,

however, there are two wills. Severus did not limit himself by stating that the

1 PO 20, 415'5-416%/Grillmeier, Christ II? 168-169.
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single will is from two wills and Christ for him manifests two wills after the
Incarnation. This obvious contradiction can be resolved if we suggest that
Severus implied here the same distinction as he did regarding the single energeia
and multiplicity of deeds, as well as one property-in-the-singular and
multiplicity of properties-in-the-plural - a distinction between the single initial
impulse of will and its volitional results. This distinction may be noticed in the
passages quoted above. Indeed, Severus spoke about two wills as
manifestations of the volitional impulse (he also displays two wills in salvific
suffering). The human will ’is‘ prepared’ to accept sufferings. Thus, we see a
result of such a preparation, but not the preparaﬁon as a process. Such a
realization of the volitional impulse, a deed, is the Christ's ‘request to avert
suffering.” Again, Severus did not speak of a process, but of a volitional action

that has already been performed.

3.1.3. JULIAN OF HALICARNASSUS

One of Severus’ major opponents and simultaneously disciple among the
Monophysites, Julian the bishop of Halicarnassus (died after 527)', developed
his own version of Monenergism. He was doing this in the wider context of
arguments concerning the corruptibility of Christ’s body. Julian, in drawing his

own picture of Christ’s activity, was to a significant extent inspired by Severus.

! See the bibliography in H.-U. Rosenbaum, ‘Julianus von Halikarnassus,” BBK!
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/j/Julianus v hal.shtm] [10/06/2002].
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As a starting point, he took Severus’ idea of the dominating divine energeia' and
developed it into his own conception of uncorruptedness of Christ’s body.?
Julian widened the initial Severan conception of the single energeia. The
line of Julian’s thmkmg seems to be as follows. Only if Christ's body is
uncorrupted, it is possible to speak of the single property of the incarnate
Logos. Otherwise, the assumed corruptedness of the body cannot be united
with the opposite uncorruptedness of the Godhead. Once the property is single,
either the passions or the actions of Christ’s single nature constitute a single
energeia as well. Christ’s total uncorruptedness, which includes uncorruptedness
of the body, implies a single natural property, which is free of any duality. This
was the major point of disagreement between Julian and Severus. Severus
admitted such a duality in Christ’s property. In particular, he defended the
body’s corruptibility, which was out of the properties of Christ together with the
incorruptibility of the Godhead. For Julian, however, this would imply two

natures:

If anyone divides up the one nature of the human being into what is unbodily
and what is in the flesh and says: this (the flesh) is corruptible according to

1 See Grillmeier, Christ 112 84.

2 An incentive for him to develop this doctrine may have been provided by the following phrase
of Severus from his Philalethes: ‘For in many cases it is apparent that the Logos did not permit
the flesh to move according to the law of the nature of flesh (Severus refers to the Christ’s
walking on the water, events before his crucifixion and after the resurrection) ... How does (all
this) belong to the flesh if it was not endowed with the power (évépyewa) of the Logos, an
entitlement of the Godhead, if it was not to be regarded as one with him, corresponding to the
holy word of the holy Cyril?... This all the more so as this (flesh) was indeed material and
touchable with the hand, thus did not cease to be flesh, whereby it stood above corruptibility.’
Philalethes (CSCO 134) 2671%/Grillmeier, Christ 112 83; see Grillmeier, Christ II? 82-85; 98-111.
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nature, even if it has not sinned, the soul in contrast escapes the condemnation
to death; (whoever calls upon this analogy) in order to represent the Lord as
‘naturally corrupted’ according to the flesh and as ‘incorrupt’ according to the
spirit (i.e. the Godhead), introduces by this means a duality of the Christs, the
natures, the properties, and the sons: the one is (son) by nature, the other only
in the applied sense.!

Thus, Julian closely linked the single nature of Christ and its property.
He did not admit any ‘gap’ between them and so denied accepting any duality
in both of them. He also closely linked with them a single activity. In particular,
he established a strong correspondenée between the p-roperty and the activity.?
One energeia implied for him one property, and vice versa. Because the energeia in
his opinion was mainly divine (as was said above, he was basing this on
Severus’ conception that‘ the divine activity infuses into the human body of
Christ and dominates over it), the property was divine as well. Hence the
uncorruptedness of the body. While defending a strong correspondence
between the nature, the property, and the energeia of Christ, Julian was
following the presuppositions which were accepted by the Chalcedonians and
rejected by Severus.® Of course, this doesi not mean that both Severus and the
Chalcedonians would accept his views on the uncorruptedness of the body of
Christ. These views implied for them that Christ’s sufferings and manifestations

of his humanity were not real enough. Both the Dyophysites and Severus

! Julian, Anath 7, 62,' Severus, adviul (CSCO 302) 27432,

2 See Grillmeier: Julian ‘placed the persisting static qualities on the same level as the one
energeia.” Christ 11 86.

3 Grillmeier: ‘“The stronger ... the unmingledness of the properties was put in relief, all the more
one appeared to approach the two-natures teaching of Chalcedon.” Christ I? 94.
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agreed in condemning Julian’s views on this topic. Severus, for example,
declared him a follower of Eutychius and Manes.! He condemned this kind of

Monenergism:

The phantasiasts, however ..., (= to whom Severus also ascribed Julian) were of
the opinion that it is sufficient to say the following: If the Logos of God really
transformed the assumed body into his own d6&a and évégyewx and infused
into it every which is his, then this (body) would be elevated above suffering
and be immortal from the first moment of the union.?

3.1.4. SERGIUS THE GRAMMARIAN

Another Monophysite theologian of the epoch, Sergius the Grammarian?,
who was, like Julian of Halicarnassus, simultaneously a disciple and an
adversary of Severus, developed his own conception of Christ’s single energeia.
Like Julian, Sergius disagreed with Severus on Christ’s property. This property
is single and cannot contain any duality within it. To speak about two
properties means to introduce two natures: ‘Every property belongs to an
underlying nature, and if we speak of two properties, we are obliged also to
speak of two natures.”® Sergius insisted on the single property, because he did

not recognize any duality in Christ’s nature. There cannot be any duality,

! See Severus, censlul (CSCO 245) 125%1-12612,

2 Severus, dpolPhilal (CSCO 319) 34'%2/Grillmeier, Christ 112 85.

® The origins and biography of Sergius remain unknown. It is only possible to guess that he was
a philosopher and a private scholar who stepped in to the field of theology. Grillmeier calls him
‘the amateur theologian.’ Christ II? 111. See Lebon, ‘La christologie’ 429 no. 14, 445, 474-476, 495,
520f., 537f., 548-554; Frend, The Rise 206 n. 2, 209; Torrance, Christology 6-7; Grillmeier, Christ II?
111-126.

4 adSerg (CSCO 119) 71-72/Torrance, Christology 38.
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because the very essence (ovoia) of Christ for Sergius was one. The teaching
about one essence in Christ was a special point of Sergius’ picture of Christ.! He
identified the notions of nature (¢pvoiwg) and essence (ovoia) and denied
accepting any diversity in them:

The words ¢pvog and ovoia mean the same as far as we are concerned, the one
being derived from nepukévar and the other from eivar and you, O
Theologian, agree with me (on this). For you have said somewhere in (your)
letter, “Where composition and natural coming-together of ousiai or of natures is
constituted.” Therefore, if we teach ‘from two natures (¢pvoeig), one nature
($pvoig) of the Word incarnate,” how do we sin against the mystery, if, by means
of words with the same meaning, we fulfil the same doctrine, (in saying) that
from two ousiai there is one ousia of the Word incarnate? But this ‘incarnate’ |
have omitted, in as much as it is frequently declared, but I do not dissolve the
composition because of this ... I urge you, O Father, to endure for a little my
presumption with regard to the precision of the philosophers; even if they are
outside our fold, we shall greatly clarify the explanation. Among these
“philosophers, Aristotle, who is called voig, said these words somewhere ...:
‘But ousia is, if one will speak with an example, such as man, horse.”? But it is
not the case that he does not acknowledge the composition of the living
creature because of this. For everything which is simple is understood, rather
than falling under the senses. Therefore how do I defraud the truth, when I call
the incarnate Word ‘ousia,” and understand this (ousia) (to be) incarnate??

One nature-essence of Christ implies one property and one energeia,
which therefore are also free of any diversity.* The single energeia of Christ is
qualitatively new and could not be identified either with purely divine or

purely human energeia. He writes in his Apologia:

You see how some natures receive their (properties) and activities not cut apart
or separately recognized, but the divinity and humanity of the Word who has
incarnate appeér together. Let them show me what was done after the
Incarnation (which) was purely human. And 1 will not say a tear, for that came

1 See Grilimeier, Christ 112 111-126.
2 Aristotle, Cat 4, 1b.27: CSCO 120, 115 n. 4.
3 adSever I (CSCO 120) 103'277/Grillmeier, Christ 117 117.

4 See Torrance, Christology 38.
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divinely, for he was immediately summoning Lazarus whom he pitied, and,
though he was putrefying, the dead man became alive and made haste to run.
They speak of sweat and perplexity in relation to the passion? But these things
also (happened) divinely, and surpass our reasoning, so that by means of
human passions he might lead men (to) impassibility. But what will they say
about (his) death? Will he await this utterly human thing, which takes
possession of the body? We are persuaded: thus God is he who preserved even
the properties of the divinity, and suffered humanly. For because of this he also
became a complete human being that he might bear our weakness, and giving
(his) back on our behalf to scourging, he conferred honour upon the wound
which the ancient (serpent) set against our soul.!

Therefore, Sergius appears to be a Monenergist. His Monenergism was
inspired by Severus. In its developed form, however, it is stricter than that of
Sergius’ teacher. The teaching of Sergius about one essence is believed to be
inspired by the Categories of Aristotle.2 However, it is possible that this was not
the only source of his views. It is known that Sergius in his native town was in
touch with some Dyophysites that had converted to Monophysitism. He taught
them the basic principles of the anti-Chalcedonian dogma.? Maybe in
conversations with the converts he adopted a strict correspondence between the
nature and its property and activity? Indeed, this ‘zealot of the unity,” as he was

characterized by Grillmeier?, and a faithful Monophysite, in his consideration of

' adSerg (CSCO 120) 140%-141%/Torrance, Christology 232-233.

2 Sergius recognized this himself, as it can be seen in the fragment from his third letter to
Severus mentioned above; see A. Grillmeier, Christ II? 111).

3 See Torrance, Christology 6-7.

4 Christ I 113.
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the triplet nature-property-activity was closer to the Orthodox party than

Severus.!

3.1.5. CONCLUSIONS

After what has been said, we may conclude that Severus’ ultimate aim
was to protect the unity of Christ. What makes him different from other
Monophysite theologians of his epoch is that he was obliged to defend the unity
not only in the terms of ‘nature-hypostasis,” but also in the terms, scarcely
known by his time, of energeia, ‘will,” and ‘property.’ He was very categorical
about the unity of energeia, but more relaxed about will and even more about
property, admitting in them some duality. Again, he recognized some diversity
in the single energeia. Thus, he clearly distinguished divine and human sets in
the results of the energeia (deeds, works) and manifestations of the volitional
impulse (wills).? He also made a distinction between the single property
(property-in-the-singular) and multiplicity of properties (properties-in-the-
plural). The natural property of Christ as such could be.considered as a ‘result’

or a manifestation of the nature. Hence its extended diversity. It is possible to

draw up the following scheme of how Severus considered the nature, the

! As L. Torrance correctly remarks, ‘One can see the presupposition (of Sergius) that a property
implies a nature, and that two properties, even if undivided, imply two natures, in the
Dyophysite sense of two natures with their own activities.” Christology 39.

2 This alloWed A.Theodorou to draw the incorrect conclusion that ‘6 Leffjgoc dév

EnayyéAAeTatl TOV HOVOEVEQYTTIOUOV kal povoBeAnuoudv.” A Beodwgov. H xprotodoyiki)
opodoyia xai dibaoxalia Leprpov 1ov Avtwoxeiac. ABvay, 1957, 19 n. 3.
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property, the will, and the energeia of Christ. This is an approximate draft,
because Severus was far from constructing strong and consistent schemes. His
discourses contain inconsistencies and contradictions. Nevertheless, his views

on the topic can be summarized as follows:

one nature-hypostasis

Y

one property (‘property in singular’)

one property with some duality

U
multiplicity of properties (‘property in plural’)
one will (volitional impulse)
U
results of willing Y
one energy
U

results of the ‘energy’, deeds

For Severus it was of less importance to maintain the vertical links
between the categories, and more important to maintain the horizontal unity
within the categories. He tried to avoid as much as possible an excessive duality
within the categories and allowed it as far as the duality was not dangerous for
the unity of the single nature. His opponents within the Monophysite party,
however, observed the vertical links more garefully. This was one of the main
grounds of disagreement betweén_ them and Severus. The same accordance
between the categories was carefully observed by the Dyophysites of the epoch

(as for example John the Grammarian). This attitude was inherited by the
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following generation of the Monenergists and Monothelites, as well as by their

opponents from the Dyenergist-Dyothelite camp.

3.2. THEOPASCHISM

‘Theopaschism,” as discussed both in the western and in the eastern parts
of the Roman Empire in the first half of the sixth century, should not be
considered as a distinct sort of Monenergism or necessarily as Monenergism. It
was rather a manifestation of the doctrines, which had been already shaped by
that time. Therefore, there were two ‘theopaschisms: a Severan and a
Chalcedonian one. The former was Monenergist, whereas the .latter was
Dyenergist. They were two different (non-Chalcedonian and Chalcedonian)
interpretations of the formula unus ex Trinitate passus r(and/or mortuus,
crucifixus). It should be said in the beginning that neither of them acceéted any
suffering of the Godhead. The term ’theopéschism,’ therefore, at least in the case
under our consideration, is rather technical.

Chalcedonian ‘theopaschism’ was initially supported and promoted by
the Orthodox circles of the Near East. In 520, for example, the Orthodox monks
and clergymen from Jerusalem, Antioch and Syria Secunda sent to the Emperor
Justin a confession of faith, in which the formula unus ex sancta et unius essentiae

Trinitate was suggested as an interpretation of the Chalcedonian faith.! The

! See Avellana. Epistulae imperatorum, pontificum, aliorum inde ab a. CCCLXVII usque ad a. DLIII
datae Avellana quae dicitur collectio. Recensuit, commentario critico instruxit, indices adiecit Otto
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major Orthodox authority who the Chalcedonian ‘theopaschites’ were referred
to, was Patriarch of Constantinople Proclus (434-446)." Indeed, Proclus used the
formula unus ex Trinitate incarnatus (not passus or crucifixus!) in his Tome to
Armenians® and in the epistle to the Western bishops®. The formula occurs also
in the Second tome to the Armenianst* The formula wunus ex Trinitate
passus/crucifixus cannot be found in the surviving genuine works of Proclus.
However, there is a series of testimonies by other authors to the fact that Proclus
used this phrase. For example, John Maxentius in Ahis libellus of faith® cites three
passages from Proclus’ work ‘To the Armenians,” in which the formulas unus ex
Trinitate est, qui crucifixus est®, then unus est de Trinitate, qui passus est’, and finally

unus ergo de Trinitate est crucifixus® occur. These formulas are ascribed to Proclus

Guenther, [Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum. vol. 35.]: Vindobonae, 1895 (CorpAvel),
ep. 2322 7055-706'¢. ) '

! See Marcel Richard. ‘Proclus de Constantinople et le theopaschisme.” Revue d’histoire
ecclésiastigue 38 (1942): 303-331; Grillmeier, Christ 1I? 317-318. About Proclus see the article of
A. Lumpe in BBKI http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/p/proklos p v k.shtml [12/06/2003).

2 adArmen: "Tov éva Touidog, cegagk@oBal” ACO1 IV2 1927,

% epUniformis: “Unum ex Trinitate ... Deumn Verbum factum hominem.” ACO: IV2 66617,

* Tomus secundus ad Armenios ACO1 V2 7233 Eduard Schwartz believs that this tome is not
authentic (Konzilstudien, Schriften der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft in Strassburg; 20. Strassburg:
K.J. Trubner, 1914, 43-44).

5 LibFid X719,

& Maxentii 16%>.

7 Maxentii 172,

8 Maxentii 1775,
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also by Innocent of Marona, who refers to the Patriarch’s third Book of Faith.!
Severus of Antioch? in the East and Facundus of Hermiane?® in the West ascribe
to Proclus the confession of unum ex Trinitate carne crucifixum, referring to his
fourth epistle to John of Antioch!. M. Richard, however, insists that Proclus
never used the ‘theopaschite’ formula and the above-mentioned witnesses are
not sufficient to support such a suggestion.> Whatever truth of the matter, the
Orthodox communities of the Near East regarded the formula as a heritage of
Proclus. Having been confirmed by his authority, the formula was spread ‘as
the core-word and password of Orthodoxy,” as V. Schurr remarks.5

Apparently, the Scythian monks Maxentius, Achillius, John, Leontius,

and Mauritius’, who came to Constantinople in 518 with the object of defending

! See De his qui unum ex Trinitate lesum Christum dubitant confiteri (CPG 6847), ACOn [V2731-11.16,
2 contGram III (CSCO 102) 247.
3 proDefens 11° (CCL902) 5¢'-6%.

4 CPG 5901. This fragment was placed in the Doctrina Patrum (DoctPatr 48) under the name of
Cyril of Alexandria; other manuscripts ascribe the fragment to Basil and to Pamphilus of
Abydos: ‘Aéyovteg d¢ Bedv maABNTOV TOUTEOTL TOV XQLOTOV OHOAOYODUEV GVTOV OV TOVTE
naBévia @ v dAA’ @ yéyove tovtéoTt ) oikeix cagkl. kai obtw knEUTTOVTES 00O SAWGS
oPaAAdueDa, Enelnep kai tov éva g Towadog kata odokra ¢otavedaba opoAoyolpuev kai
Oedma nadnTv ov cukopaviovuev.

5 See ‘Proclus de Constantinople’ 323-31; also Grillmeier, Christ 112318 n. 9. ’

¢ Viktor Schurr. Die Trinitditslehre des Boethius im Lichte der ‘skythischen Kontroversen', Forschungen
zur christlichen Literatur- und Dogmengeschichte; XVIII. Bd., 1. Hft. Paderborn: F. Schoningh, 1935,
149. See on ‘theopaschism’ in general Henry Chadwick. Boethius : the consolations of music, logic,
theology and philosophy. Oxford: Clarendon, 1981. ' ’

7 See Berthold Altaner. ‘Der griechische Theologe Leontius und Leontius der skythische Monch.
Eine prosopographische Untersuchung.” Theologische Quartalschrift, no. 127 (1947): 145-65; ‘Zum
Schrifttum der “skythischen” (gotischen) Monche.” Historisches Jahrbuch der Gorres-Gesellschaft,
no. 72 (1953): 568-81; Fr. Glorie. Maxentii aliorumque Scytharum monachorum necnon loannis
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Chalcedonian Orthodoxy, were under the influence of these circles.! In the
capital city, they gained the protection of the general Vitalian, who was a
relative of Leontius. Vitalian was one of the most influential politicians of that
epoch. ‘His protection allowed the monks to reach the highest political and
ecclesiastical spheres of the capital and pursue their aims there. According to A.
Grillmeier, they ‘wanted to protect the Council of Chalcedon, probably in the
face of Severan opponents, against the reproach of Nestorianism by producing a
greater synthesis between the Cyril of the mia-physis formula and the unification
christology of Proclus.”? The Scythian monks believed that the formula Christus
unus ex Trinitate incarnatus et passus would be more emphatic about the identity
and unity of Christ than the Chalcedonian definitions.? They presented a libellus
with an exposition of their views to the Patriarch and to the Pope’s legates who
had come td Constantinople in order to eliminate the Acacian schism. Their
views, however, were rejected, and they were advised, apparently by Vitalian,
to go to Rome and present their faith to the Pope. So they' did. In Rome,

however, they failed to win the Pope’s favour and appealed to the senate and

Tomitanae urbis Episcopi opuscula, Corpus Christianorum. Series Latina, 85A. Turnholti: Brepols,
1978. They were monks from the region between the mouth of Danube and the Black Sea.

1'V. Schurr, ‘Die Trinitatslehre des Boethius’ 149.

2 Grillmeier, Christ 112 321.

3 Because of this, they were accused of considering the Chalcedon as an insufficient rejection of
Nestorianism. Thus, the deacon Dioscorus in his Report to Pope Hormisdas (CorpAvel ep. 224 n.
7, 686) accused the Scythians: ‘May Your Beatitude (Hormisdas) know that these Scythians say

that all who accept the Synod of Chalcedon are Nestorians, and say “the Synod is not sufficient
against Nestorius”, and one ought to accept the Synod as they themselves have expounded (it).”
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the people of Rome. A strict-Chalcedonian senator, Faustus, in reply to the
appeal of the monks, appointed the presbyter Trifolius to examine their
teaching. The result of the investigation' was negative for the Scythians. Their
‘theopaschism’ was ranked together with the corresponding doctrines of the
Arians and the Apollinarians. Accordihg to Trifolius, the Scythian formula is
absent from the acts of the four ecumenical Councils, and in addition it implies
suffering by the divinity, whereas the flesh remains untouched by passio. This
decision and the generally unfavourable position of Rome, however, did not
stop the monks, and they proceeded further. They turned to the African
bishops, who had been exiled by the Vandals to Sardinia and wrote to them a
letter? which was delivered by the deacon John. The confession contained in the
letter was a revision of the libellus fidei presented by the monks to the Pope’s
legates in Constantinople in 519. Fulgentius of Ruspe, on behalf of the exiled
African bishops, apprdved the Scythian formula, with the alteration of unus de
Trinitate crucifixus est into una de Trinitate persona crucifixa est? Generally,
however, the efforts of the Scythians to gain the confidence of the West failed.

They came back to Constantinople and then returned to Scythia.

! Trifolius, adFaust (CCL 85) 137-139; E. Schwartz. Publizistische sammlungen zum acacianischen
schisma, Abhandlungen / Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-historische Abteilung;
n. F,, Heft 10. Munchen: Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, in Kommission
bei der C. H. Beck'schen Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1934, 115-117.

2 adEpisc (CCL 85%) 157-172; English translation with introduction: ]. A. McGuckin, ‘The
“Theopaschite Confession”’ 239-255. ’

3 deIncarnGrat ep. 17, 451-493.
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The doctrinal experiments of the Scythian monks and their attempts to
win the favour of Rome are not so important to this story, as the practical
application of the Scythian ‘theopaschite’ formula made by Emperor Justinian.
When the monks emerged in Constantinople for the first time (518) and, with
the support of Vitalian, presented their views at the court and to the Church
authorities, Justinian’s initial attitude to their views was sceptical. When
reporting on the mission of the papal legates who came to Constantinople in
order to annul the Acacian schism, Justinian also wrote to Hormisdas about the
Scythian monks who intended to visit him in Rome.! He in particular wrote that
the Pope should receive them, listen to them, and then send them far away.
With their empty chatter, the Scythian monks introduce novelties, which can be
found neither in the acts of the four ecumenical Councils nor in the letfefs of
Pope Leo. The monks therefore should be correspondingly punished and
dismissed. These ‘restless people’” should not be allowed to disturb the unity
and peace, which has been recently achieved after the Acacian schism. The
letter was sent on the 29t of June 519.

In a few days, however, Justinian suddenly sent another letter?, with
entirely different evaluations of the Scythians. Now he asked the Pope to satisfy

the inquiry of the ‘pious monks” as quickly as possible and send them back to

! Justinian, adHormisd (CorpAvel ep. 187, 644-645; Mario Amelotti and Livia Migliardi Zingale.
Scritti teologici ed ecclesiastici di Giustiniano, Lequm lustiniani imperatoris vocabularium: Subsidia; 3.
Milano: A. Giuffre, 1977, n. 3, 8).

2 Justinian, adHormisd (CorpAvel ep. 191, 648-649; Amelotti-Migliardi Zingale, Scritti no. 4, 9).
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Constantinople. He wrote that a positive answer by the Pope was crucial for the
unity of the Church. Justinian wanted the Pope to receive the monks before his
letter sent on the 29th of June arrived in Rome. He was afraid that his initial
evaluations might impel Hormisdas to make a negative decision about the
monks. Justinian was so eager to obtain the approval of the Pope that on the
15th of October 519 he sent another letter. In it, he again asked the Pope to
answer the questions of the Monks as soon as possible and accept the
‘theopaschite” formula.! Soon after this, in a report sent on the 19* of January
520, he again touched on the topic. This letter has not survived, but from the
reply of the Pope, it is possible to conclude that Justinian’s main point was again
the ‘theopaschite’ formula.? On the 9% of July 520, Justinian once again
promoted the theopaschite formula. In order to dissipate the fear of Rome that
the formula unus ex Trinitate passus/crucifixus implied sufferings of the Godhead
of Christ, Justinian interpvreted unus as persona, and added that Christ suffered
in the flesh.?On the 9 of September 520, he again sent a letter to Hormisdas*, in
which he requested a complete answer that would leave no doubts about the
formula. To secure the Orthodox interpretation of the formula, Justinian once

again inserted into it the conception of persona: ‘Recto dicitur unus in Trinitate

! Justinian, adHormisd (CorpAvel ep. 188, 645-646; Amelotti-Migliardi Zingale, Scritti no. 5, 10).
2 Hormisda, adlust (CorpAvel ep. 206). See F. Glorie, Maxentii (CCL 852) XXXIV n. 68.

* See Justinian, adHormisd (= Hormisda, CorpAvel ep. 196, 656).

* Justinian, adHormisd (CorpAvel ep. 235, 715; Amelotti-Migliardi Zingale, Scritti no. 8, 14).
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cum Patre Spirituque sancto regnare, maiestatisque eius personam in Trinitate
et ex Trinitate non infideliter credimus.”’ Despite all these efforts, the response
of Rome to the letters was not satisfactory for Justinian. The Pope evaded giving
evaluations of the formula.

In this story one of the puzzles is what made Justinian so quickly (only a
few days after his letter on the 29" of June!) and so radically ch;elnge his mind
about the Scythian monks and why he so insistently asked the Pope to approve
the theopaschite formula? The answer can be given from the general context of
the Justinian’s attempts to re-establish ecclesiastical unity with the
Monophysites of the eastern and north-African regions of the Empire.? In this
context, he tried to find common points and formulas, which could be used as a
basis for re-unification of the imperial Church. In doing so, he tried to avoid the
mistakes of his predecessors, Zeno and Anastasius. He did not try to solve
contradictions between the two parties sindply by banning discussions, and he
did not call in question the decisions of Chalcedon. On the other hand, it was
obvious to him, as it was obvious to his predecessors, that it was extremely
difficult to reach any theological consensus on the basis of either the ‘one

nature’ or the ‘two natures’ formulas. The solution was to find other points of

! Justinian, adHormisd (CorpAvel ep. 235, 715225 Amelotti-Migliardi Zingale, Scritti no, 8, 141416,

2 See Eduard Schwartz. Zur Kirchengeschichte des vierten Jahrhunderts, Zeitschrift fiir
neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der dlteren Kirche [Offprint]. Berlin: Tolpelmann, -
1935; A. Gerostergios. The religious policy of Justinian I and his religious beliefs, 1974, in which also
a review of the relevant research is provided.
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approach, which on the one hand would not contradict Chalcedon and on the
other hand would be more or less acceptable to the two opposing groups. Such
a point was found in the theopaschite formula.

Indeed, on the one hand the formula unus ex Trinitate passus/crucifixus
was harmless for Orthodoxy, if understood in the sense of communicatio
idiomatum and with the reservations made by Justinian in his letters to
Hormisdas. Its Orthodoxy was approved by the authority of Patriarch Proclus.
On the other hand, the non-Chalcedonians also accepted it. By the time of
Justinian, they already had an established tradition of utilization of the formula.
Thus, as early as the time of Chalcedon, a Eutychian monk Dorotheus presented |
it at the fourth session of the Council (17 October 451).* Peter the Iberian (453-
488) was taught about it in a vision.? Emperor Zeno in the Henotikon (§ 7) used a
variation of the formula: ‘One of the Trinity ... became incarnate.”” Emperor
Anastasius I also confessed: ‘I confess that one of the persons (hypostases) of
the Trinity, God the Word ... became incarnate... was crucified.* It was
approved by the great teachers of the Monophysitism, Philoxenus of

Mabbough, and Severus of Antioch.>

TACOn II*; 1201620 23,

2 Cf. John Rufus, Plerophofiue (from 515) ch. 37 (PO 8, 86-87).

3 See A. Grillmeier, Christ II' 253.

4 confFid (CSCO 88) 302,

® contGram 111, 29; see John of Beth-Aphthonia, VitSeveri 236-237. At the request of Severus an

imperial delegation was sent to Patriarch Macedonius with an inquiry about his position
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The formula was quite acceptable to Justinian, because it allowed him to
avoid the issue of the natures of Christ. Thus, with the theopaschite formula a
new issue was added to the theological dialogue. It was the issue of the
activities or energeiai of Christ. Justinian himself, however, did not explore the
issue of the energeiai in a pure form. He focused on the passions. If he
consciously avoided exploring the issue of the energeiai, it was because he did
not want to irritate the West and because he was, at least at the later stage of his
theological career, a Dyenergist.! Therefore, he did not consider the issue of the
energeiai to be prpmising in the dialogue with the Monenergist Severans. In
addition, the formula unus de Trinitate passus/crucifixus could easily satisfy both
Monenergists (Monophysites) and Dyenergists (Chalcedonians). Indeed, on the
one hand, it perfectly fitted the non-Chalcedonian conception of the single

energeia. The Monophysites could see in it the following logical consequence:

concerning the formula unus de Trinitate incarnatus. Macedonius rejected the formula. Severus,
however, considered it as a criterion of the true faith.

! Much later, in his epistle to Patriarch of Alexandria Zoilus (541-551), Justinian confessed his
adherence to the Tome of Leo and to Dyenergism: ‘BAénovteg yap 1ol Xgoiotol T Oavuata,
KNEUTTOHEV avToD TV Bedmrtar 6QwvTeg avtod T mAdn, ovk dovodueda avtod v
avBpwndmtar ovte dE & Bavpata xweis capkosg, ovte ti nddn xweic g Bedmntog. kal
¢ot mapadobov Gt avtog NV 6 MACYXWV kal ur) ndoxwv: Taoxwv pév, 6tL 10 dov avtod
EMQOXE OOHA, Kal &V aUTQ TQ owpatt v ur naoxwv dé, 6t Ppuoel Beds wv 6 Adyog
anadng v xai abTOg pév 0 ATWPATOG AV &V ¢ TadNTP cwuaty, o dE ohua elxev év Eavte
OV anabiy Adyov, adavifovia g aoBeveiag avtod ToD OWUATOG. évepyel YaQ Exatépn
popdn petd tg Batégov xotvwviag, émep dov éoxnker Tob pév Adyov kategyalopévov
tobto 97meQ éoti 100 Adyou, 10D 8¢ opatog ékteAodviog dmep éoti 10D owpatos.” Amelotti-
Migliardi Zingale, Scritti 58%°.
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one subject of sufferings
U
one subject of activities

U

one activity

On the other hand, it was acceptable to the Chalcedonians, because it
was not necessarily implying one energeia and therefore left space for two
energeiai to be inserted into its framework.

The theopaschism employed by Justinian was not identical with its initial
form proposed by the Scythian monks and then promoted by them in the West.
The Scythians insisted that unus ex Trinitate must not be changed into una ex
Trinitate persona. For example, the leader of the Scythian group Maxentius in his
Dialogue against Nestorians ascribes to a Nestorian the confession of ‘one person
of Christ from the Trinity’ instead of ‘one from the Trinity." This issue became a
point of disagreement with the deacon Diéscorus whom the Scythians accused

of confessing a heresy:

Here it is the right place for us to show how and why the heretics, of whom
Dioscorus is one, proclaim Christ as one person of the Trinity, but do not
condescend to confess Christ as one from the Trinity. They assent that Christ
has the prosopon of the God-Logos, but is not himself the God-Logos ... In this
wily way they indeed admit that Christ is a person of the Trinity; however, in
no way do they want to confess him as one of the Trinity.2

' “Non, unum ex Trinitate, sed, unam personam Christum ex Trinitate, melius arbitror confiteri.’
contNestor (CCL 852) 10510021003,

2 Respons (CCL 85?) 134348-135%8,
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In such a way, they shifted the focus from the crucifixus est to the unus ex
Trinitate. Justinian, on the contrary, was still focused on the crucifixus/passus. He
easily admitted the substitution of unus ex Trinitate with una persona, in order to
reassure Rome that nothing from the old heresy of the Theopaschites was
implied.!

Neveftheless, neither his version of the formula nor the version of the
Scythian monks was approved by Hormisdas. This, however, did not prevent
Justinian from seeking an acceptable compromise with the Monophysites on the
basis of the ‘theopaschite’ formula. He returned to the formula after he became
the sole ruler of the Empire in 527. Then the ‘theopaschite’ confession was
implemented into the text composed probably in 527 and included in the Codex
Iustinianus.? Justinian made a special promotion of the formula in the dialogue
with the Monophysites. Thus, according to the information of Innocent of
Marona about the Orthodox-Monophysite negotiations held in 532, the
Severans accused their opponents of refusing ‘that God suffered in the flesh or
that he (Christ) was one of the Trinity and that the miracles and the sufferings
did not belong to the one and the same person.” This accusation was used as an

opportunity to promote the theopaschite formula. At a special audience of the

! See above the passages from his epistles to Hormisdas sent on the 9" of July and 9" of
September 520.

2 Justinian, cumRecta (Paul Kriiger. Corpus iuris civilis. Ed. stereotypa 10a ed. Berolini: Apud
Weidmannos, 1929, 6-7).

3SACO1IVZn. 82, 183,
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participants of the dialogue with Justinian, the latter asked the Patriarch of
Constantinople Epiphanius (520-535) and archbishop of Ephesus Hypatius
(531 — ¢. 538), whether they believe that both the suffering and the miracles
belong to the same person of Christ, that he is God who suffered in the flesh,
and one of the Trinity. Hypatius gave a satisfactory answer to all the points
raised by Justinian.! |

To show to the Monophysites how serious he was about the formula,
Justinian issued on the 15%" March 533 an edict addressed to the citizens of
Constantinople, Trebizond, Jerusalem, and Alexandria.? The text contained the
formulé ‘one of the Trinity, the God-Logos, became flesh’®: ‘Our Lord Jesus
Christ, the Son of God and our God, who became flesh and a human being and
was fixed to the cross, is one of the consubstantial Trinity.* Simultaneously,
with the election of the new Pope John II (533-535), Justinian attempted again to
win the support of the Roman see. On the 6™ June 533, he sent a letter to the
Pope®, whb was asked to recognize the confession of the Scythian monks. John

complied with the request of the Emperor and approved the theopaschite

! See ACOn IV? ns. 83-86, 183.

2 Justinian, cumSézlvator 11, 6 (Kriiger 7>-8%, Amelotti-Migliardi Zingale, Scritti 32-35).
3 cumSalvator (Kriiger 7°; Amelotti-Migliardi Zingale, Scritti, 35>%).

* cumSalvator (Kriiger 8% Amelotti-Migliardi Zingale, Scritti, 35!*19).

5 Codex fustinianus, Kriiger 11°; CorpAvel ep. 84 (see also ep. 91 ns. 8-22).
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confession.! He did so, however, after having received the additional
clarification of some points of the formula, which sounded dubious to Rome.?
The approval of the Pope secured Justinian’s rear against accusations from the
strict Chalcedonians and allowed him to take further steps in approaching the
Monophysites. He tried to reach reconciliation not only in the field of doctrinal
confessions, but also of worship. He ordered a specially composed hymn to be
sung in the church of Constantinople, which became an integral part of both

eastern and western liturgical traditions:

Only-begotten Son and Word of God, who, being immortal, accepted for our
salvation to take flesh from the holy Mother of God and Ever-Virgin Mary, and
without change became man; you were crucified, Christ God, by death
trampling on death, being one of the Holy Trinity, glorified with the Father and
the Holy Spirit: save us!

The hymn, into which the theopaschite formula was inserted, was
acceptable equally to the Severans and the Chalcedonians. Finally, Justinian
convinced the fifth ecumenical Council (553) to approve the formula. The tenth

anathema of the Council condemns those who do not accept it: ‘If anyone does

1 See adSenat 111 204; 214; 224,

2 Justinian in his letter of the 6* June clarified these points and confessed: ‘Dominum nostrum
Jesum Christum unigenitum Filium Dei et Dominum nostrum incarnatum de sancto Spiritu, et
ex sancta atque gloriosissima semper Virgine Dei Genitrice Maria hominem factum atque
crucifixum, unum esse sanctae et consubstantialis Trinitatis, et coadorandum et
conglorificandum Patri et Spiritui sancto, consubstantialem Patri secundum divinitatem, et
~ consubstantialem nobis eumdem ipsum secundum humanitatem, passibilem carne, eum
demque ipsum impassibilern deitate.” PL 66, 15*. John in his letter to the senators of
Constantinople expressed his satisfaction with the explanations received: ‘Justinianus siquidem
imperator filius noster, ut ejus epistolae tenore cognovistis, de his tribus quaestionibus orta
certamina fuisse signavit, utrum unus ex Trinitate Christus et Deus noster dici possit: hoc est
una de tribus personis sanctae Trinitatis sancta persona. An Deus Christus carne pertulerit
impassibili deitate. An proprie et veraciter Mater Domini Dei nostri Christi Maria semper virgo
debeat appellari.’ PL 66, 20<. '
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not confess that our Lord Jesus Christ, who was crucified in the flesh, is true
God and Lord of glory and one of the holy Trinity, let him be anathema.”
Justinian did his best to create all possible conditions to regain the
Monophysites. Their response, however, was a poor and inadequate return for
the Emperor’s efforts. His promotion of the theopaschite formula, together with
a series of other measures undertaken by Justinian, did not gain the confidence
of the Monophysites. Even the most moderate Severan party refused to evaluate
accordingly the theopaschite concession of the Orthodox. The theopaschite
project of Justinian failed.? It was brought back to life, though in a significantly
modified form, by another great unifier of the Church and the Empire,

Heraclius.

3.3. A SPECIAL CASE OF SEVERAN MONENERGISM: AGNOETES‘

Severus took the oneness of the energeia of Christ for granted and did not
feél himself obliged to prove it. He rather used it as a ready argument in his
disputes concerning the oneness of Christ’s nature. Nor did his followers make
much effort to verify the issue of the single energeia. They inherited it from their

teacher without further discussion and used it as a common basis for resolving

! Act 8, can. 10 (ACO; IV? 218, 242).

2 See Gerostergios, The Religious Policy 250.
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other theological questions with which they were challenged. One such
question was the case of so-called ‘Agnoetes’ (Ayvontat).!

The controversy was started by the Alexandrian deacon Themistius (ca
536-540), who was a follower of Severus.? His starting point was the doctrine of
Julian of Halicarnassus about the incorruptibility of Christ’s body. In order to
defend the opposite point, Themistius asserted that the corruptibility of the
body implied an incomplete knowledge of Christ as a human. According to
Liberatus, Themistius claimed that ‘si corpus Christi corruptibile est, debemus
eum dicere et aliqua ignorasse; sicut ait de Lazaro.” The deacon presented his
new doctrine to the Patriarch Timothy of Alexandria (517-535) who
disapproved it. As a result, Themistius, together with his supporters, separated
from the rest of the community and set up his own sect.*

The basis of the doctrine developed by Themistius was Severan and
Monenergist. The majority of Greek witnesses to his views téstify primarily to

his Monenergism. Although these testimonies come from the later Monenergist-

! See A. Vacant. ‘Agnoetes ou Agnoites.” Dictionnaire de théologie catholique 1: 586-596.
2 See E. Amann, ‘Thémistius.” Dictionnaire de théologie catholique 15 (1946): 219-222.

3 Breviarium, 19 (ACO1 IP° 134). This information is confirmed by the Syriac sources. Thus,
Patriarch Theodosius ascribes to Themistius the following statement: ‘In the same way as we
say the same person is passible and impassible, that he was hungry and was not hungry, we
speak about other blameless passions.” adTheodoram 12. See also Constantine of Laodicea,
adTheodoram 34-39.

4 '"Hoc Timotheus negavit dicendum, a cuius communione Themistius descisens schisma fecit,
et ab ipso dicti sunt in Aegipto Themistiani.’ Liberatus, Breviarium 19, ACO: II° 134'%2,
According to deSectis (1232), however, the doctrine was introduced only after 536, when the
deposed Patriarch of Alexandria Theodosius arrived at Constantinople..
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Monothelite controversy and therefore do not necessarily reflect the real
theological priorities of Themistius, it is still clear that the question of the
energeia remained important for Themistius. He in particular says in a fragment

from the epistle to Marcellinus the presbyter and Stephan the deacon:

For the activity of Christ which proceeds through all divine and human (things)
is not one and another, but one and the same, because it belongs to one and the
same (Christ); therefore, Dionysius the Areopagite called it theandric.'

In his teaching about the single energeia, Themistius followed the lines
drawn by Severus. In particular, he inherited Severus’ reference to the ps.-
Dionysian concept of ‘theandric energeia’?, as is obvious from the passage above.
The “theandric energeia’ for Themistius was neither purely divine, nor of course
purely human. It retains its divine and human characteristics, though always

remains one. In this Themistius also referred to Severus:

That the blessed Severus similarly desired to confirm the theandric energeia (not
only the divine energeia) in that he says of Christ that ‘the Same does some
things divinely and others humanly.”

Thus, some actions of Christ were done divinely and some humanly. But
the activity itself always remained the same and single. This is because Christ as

an agent is one:

! This fragment is preserved in the acts of the Lateran Council: ACO2 ] 144340,

2 ‘Themistius was defending his use of ‘theandric energeia’ by reference to Severus’ statement
that Christ does some of His deeds divinely and others of them humanty.’ Paul Rorem and John
Lamoreaux. John of Scythopolis and the Dionysian corpus: annotating the Areopagite, Oxford early
Christian studies. Oxford; New York: Clarendon Press, 1998, 12.

3 ACO21146%’/Rorem & Lamoreax, John of Scythopolis 12.
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Although the activity in Christ sometimes was fitting for either divinity or
humanity, it remained simply one — because the incarnate Word of God who
acted in all (things), was one.!

The will of Christ for Themistius was also one. Although some of its
manifestations can be distinguished as divine and human, it is still single,
because the subject of willing, Christ, is single. Themistius repeated the
argument of his teacher, Severus, that two wills would necessarily clash with
each other.? As energeia and will of Christ are single, so the knowledge is single
as well.? Themistius established a close conformity between these faculties of
Christ’s nature. Sometimes he even identified the energeia énd the knowledge.*
He extended the characteristics of the energeia to the knowledge. As a result, the
knowledge of Christ for him was single and theandric: ‘As we have said many

times, the activity and knowledge of the Logos is single.”®

TACO21328%%,

2 In his evaluation of Christ’s will, Themistius referred to the same passage from ps.-Athanasius’
work About the Incarnation and against the Arians (delncarnContArian 1021%<), which was quoted
by Severus: ‘OU yap éneitol 6 tepdg ABavaoiog “dvo BeAnjpata” éopn “tov Xplotov derkvivat
Kotk Tov Tob Tdbouvg kapov,” 1N kal dvo BeAfoeg avTd meQBrjoopev kal TAvTAC
poxopévas GAARAXIS KaTd TOUS 00UG TOUTOUG TLAAOYIOHOUS, GAA’ eiobueBa eboeBdg TV
wg évog plav BEANOY oD EppavouiA, i pév avBownivawg kwveloBal, nify d¢ Beompendg’
ACO:z1326%-3,

3 See: "Mia pév yap 1 yvwowg émti Xpuotov, kabdmep kai 1) BEANog kai 1y évégyewx. kal yag eig
NV O yivaokwy, Womeg apéAet tol kai OéAwv kai évegywv’ ACO: I 328112 see also ACO: 1

32847 (fr. 19); 3281677 (fr. 21); 328%7% (fr. 25); 330%S (fr. 26).

* He wrote in his epistle to Markellus and Stephan: ‘Tov avtov Xpiotov wg Oeov xal
avBpwmnav plav kai TV abThv £xewv yv@ow fjtot évégyaav. ACO: I 33043, '

5 ACO21146'; see also ACOz I 3287%.
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The conception of theandric knowledge, together with his teaching about
the corruptibility of Christ’s body, became the basis for Themistius’ doctrine of
incomplete and limited knowledge of Christ as man. In the single knowledge of
Christ, Themistius distinguished two ‘parts”: divine and human. The former
was complete, whereas the latter was incomplete and limited. It meant that
Christ as man did not know everything which was known to him as God.
Themistius and generally the Agnoetes found proofs for their views in Holy
Scripture. In particular, they referred mainly to three passages. The first is when
Christ asked about Lazarus: “Where have you laid him?" (John 11, 34). The
second: ‘But of that day or that hour no one knows, not even the angels in
heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father’ (Mark 13, 32; Matt 24, 36). And the
third was: ‘And Jesus increased in wisdom and in stature’ (Luke 2, 52).
Sometimes the Agnoetes also referred to Mark 5, 9: ‘And Jesus asked him,
“What is your name?” He replied, "My name is Legion; for we are many”’;
Mark 11, 13: ‘And seeing in the distance a fig tree in leaf, he went to see if he
could find anything on it. When he came to it, he found nothing but leaves, for
it was not the season for figs’; Luke 8, 45: ‘And Jesus said, “Who was it that
touched me?”’; Matt 20, 32: ‘And Jesus stopped and called them, sayihg, “What
do you want me to do for you?’”; John 18, 4: ‘Then Jesus, knowing all that was

to befall him, came forward and said to them, "Whom do you seek?”’! Anti-

1 See A. van Roey and Pauline Allen. Monophysite texts of the sixth century, Orientalia Lovaniensia
Analecta; 56. Leuven: Uitgeverij Peeters en Departement Orientalistiek, 1994, 9-10.
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Agnoetes considered these ‘passages as manifestations of the wconomia. Christ
was showing his ignorance only in order to emphasize the reality of his
humanity. In fact, however, he knew everything. Themistius, on the contrary,
considered the ignorance of Christ demonstrated in the passages as real. He
believed it to be one of the blameless passions of Christ." It was very difficult to
accept simultaneously the single activity and the human ignorance of Christ. It
seems that Themistius rather mechanically joined these two conceptions.? This
was one of the main points of his adversaries who accused him of introduciné

dangerous divisions in Christ.?

3.4. THE REFUTATION OF THE AGNOETES BY THE SEVERANS
3.4.1. THEODOSIUS OF ALEXANDRIA
The chief figure in the refutation of the Agnoetes and one of the most

influential Severan theologians of the sixth century was the Patriarch of

! See the above-mentioned testimony of Theodosius: ‘In the same way as we say the same
person is passible and impassible, that he was hungry and was not hungry, we speak about
other blameless passions.” adTheodoram 12. See also Constantine of Laodicea, adTheodoram, 34-39.
The question of whether Christ’s ignorance is blameless or blameful was raised by Theodore the

“monk (see his Short Refutation edited and translated from Syriac into Latin by Van Roey and
Allen, Monophysite texts 78-102). The point of Theodore was that ignorance is blameful, and
therefore it must not be ascribed to Christ.

2 As Van Roey and Allen remark, ‘Patently this doctrine is more easily accommodated by a two-
nature christology.” Monophysite texts 11. See also Amann, ‘Thémistius’ 220.

3 See, for instance, a passage from the Address to the Emperor Justinian by Anthimus of Tribizond:
‘For to say that the God-Logos, insofar as he is God—Logos,' does not know the last day and the
(last) hour (cf. Matt 24, 36; Mark 13, 32), is full of Arian, or rather Judaic impiety. (To say that he
does not know it) in his humanity makes a division of the one Lord into two persons, two Sons,
two. Christs, two natures and two hypostases, and into their separate activities and properties
and a complete (division).” Roey & Allen, Monophysite texts 65*1°,
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Alexandria Theodosius (535-566).! The teaching he articulated had an impact
upon the Monophysite communities to the extent that the Monophysites of
Alexandria were sometimes named after him. In particular, the communities
involved in the attempt of Alexandrian union (633), were identified as
Theodosians. Therefore, it is important for the further history of the
Monenergist-Monothelite controversy to research the relevant teaching of
Theodosius.

He was above all Severan. According to the evaluation given by A.
Grillmeier, what Cyril was to Severus, the latter was to Theodosius.? However,
in some points their positions were different. Sémetimes Theodosius stood
closer to, and sometimes further from, the Chalcedonian doctrine. In particular,
Theodosius occasionally used the formula ‘one incarnate person (parsopd) and
one hypostasis (qnoma) of the God-Logos’ instead of Severus’ favourite ‘one
incarnate nature of the God-Logos.”® Another expression used by Theodosius,
which also sounds more Chalcedonian, was .the formula ‘one out of the Trinity,
the hypostatic Word of God the Father.* On the other hand, while the single
energeia of Christ for Severus was ‘theandric,” for Theodosius it was strictly

divine. He emphasized this point in order to show his disapproval of

I About sources on his life see Grillmeier, Christ II* 53 n. 2. About his works see CPG 7130-7159.
2 See Grillmeier, Christ II* 53.
3 Grillmeier, Christ II* 57. See Theodosius of Alexandria, adSever (CSCO 103) 5415,

* adSever (CSCO 103) 4202,
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Themistius, who on the basis of ps.-Dionysius’ formula built his doctrine of the
ignorance of Christ’s humanity. Not only the energeia of Christ, but also his will
was for Theodosius single and divine.! In this Theodosius was stricter than
Severus and, as a result, stood further from the Chalcedonian faith.

Theodosius made a distinction between the blameless passions of Christ
and the rest of the Christ’s activity. To him, it is possible to say ‘in alio et in alio’
as regards the hunger, thirst, or tiredness, but not concerning either activity or
knowledge.? At the same time, the Patriarch characterized the blameless
passions as divine (Ozongenr)). He partly associated them with the rest of the
divine energeia®, though simultaneoﬁsly reserved a significant difference
bet;veen the former and the latter. Thus, he avoided calling them energeiai. To

him, they rather signified lack of activity which was fulfilled with the divine

! See, for example: ‘Miav 8¢ elvat Tv Beongenn évépyelav te kat OEANOWV katk TV avToD
feotta kal katax ™V avtov avOpwndémrta ol dyior kai codoi matépeg €Enpviav.
adTheodoram (ACQO2 1 3262+%),

2 'Relate enim ad passiones naturales et inculpabiles dicimus eundem esse passibilem et
impassibilem, in alio (autem) et alio, sicut sancti pateres dixerunt i.e. passibilem in humanitate,
impassibilem autem in divinitate. Et rursus eundem dicimus simul mortalem et immortalem,
mortalem in humanitate, et immortalem in divinitate; (et dicimus eum) esurivisse et non
esurivisse, sitivisse et non sitivisse, fatigatum esse et non fatigatum esse; et de omnibus aliis
passionibus naturalibus similiter dicimus. Relate autem ad activitatem — activitas est enim
cognitio et non minus praecognitio futurorum - quia tradiderunt nobis sancti patres unam esse
hanc (activitatem, nempe activitatem) divinam in Christo composito, non iam traditum est
dicere eum in alio et alio operari et non operari, cognoscere et non cognoscere ... Relate autemn
ad passiones naturales (quae dicuntur) de Christo, traditum esse dicere ‘in alio et alio,’
nequaquam autem relate ad activitatem et sapientiam eius divinam, nequaquam indigeo multis
sermonibus, quia omnes sancti patres nec una vice haec dixerunt in suis scriptis.” adTheodoram
55, 476-496.

3 See, for instance: “Qg Aowndv kai évégyewrv elval tod cvvapdotégov Oeonpent] piav, émeldn
&vog eival kal tod avtod ¢apev ta Beompenh navia kal adukPAnta nadr).” adTheodoram

(ACO2 1 32615%9),
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energeia. Therefore, we may conclude together with A. Grillmeier that
Theodosius in his picture of Christ ‘cannot grant to Christ’s human, intellectual
faculties an active role, but only a passive, purely instrumental one. All energeia
and dymzmié in Christ are from the divine side of Jesus and flow from above
down below. In this way the “unmingled and undivided” of christology in
general, even of the non-Chalcedonian type, is endangered and glossed over. In
this picture of Christ, the divine activity is almost as powerful as in
Apollinarianism, even if the human soul is always stressed.”” Theodosius
insisted that the energeia is strictly divine. In such a way he wanted to underline
the divine character of the knowledge of Christ, given the knowledge is one of
the activities.?

Theodosius agreed that the human nature as such is subject to ignorance.
This ignorance was appropriated by Christ, together with the rest of the
humanity.? As a result, the human ignorance vanished, and the animate flesh
acquired ‘all divine holiness, efficacy and also wisdom and omniscience.” Since

then, it is possible to distinguish between the two knowledges only

! Grilimeier, Christ 11 374.

2 See, for instance: ‘Kai piov elvat kai v avtv tov évog Kvpiov Tnood Xpwotod tod @eod
AUV kal v Beonpemh} codia, Yvow te TV SAwv kal eidnov katd 10 cuvapdoTegoy,
TOUTECTL KaTa THV avtob Oedtnta kal kata v avtod avBownotta, énel kat évégyeuxv
uiov dpoAoyovuev Oeomoent, wg N1 nooAéAewtar.” adTheodoram (ACO: II' 106%%).

3 See: 'Dicimus ergo eum sibi appropriasse etiam imperfectionem ignorantiae nostrae

quemadmodum dignatus est sibi appropriare nostram servitutem et ignominiam et ungi,
rogare et accipere.” adTheodoram 50, 311-313.
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theoretically, exactly as in the case of the Christ’s nature.! As for the passages of
the Holy Scripture, in which Christ seems to be ignorant about certain things,
Theodosius interpreted them as manifestations not of real ignorance, but of the

ceconomia of salvation. He referred to the authority of Cyril, who says the same:

The ‘Father’ (Cyril) shows clearly that the Emmanuel did not have ignorance in
reality, not even according to his humanity; only through appropriation did he
hide himself in accordance with the economy of salvation.?

3.4.2. ANTHIMUS OF TREBIZOND

Another Severan theologian who was among the first to react to the new
teaching was a bishop of Trebizond, Anthimus, who for less than a year served
as a Patriarch of Constantinople (June 535 — March 536), before he was deposed
by Justinian® John of Ephesus places him among the forefathers of the

Monophysites, alongside with Severus, Theodosius, Sergius, and Paul.*

! See: ‘Sed quia non simpliciter merus homo erat sicut nos - licet homo factus sit sicut nos, cum
maneret quod erat i.e. Deus, — non dicimus eum in veritate orbatum esse eis nec in sua
humanitate, si quidem caro eius animate obtinuit per unionem Verbi Dei ad se omnem divinam
sanctitatem, efficacitatem et etiam sapientiam et omnium scientiam.” ad Theodoram 50-51, 318-
323. A. Grillmeier remarks: ‘Theodosius applies to the domain of the energeia precisely Cyril's
and Severus’ linguistic rules with regard to physis: as one can speak of two natures before the
union in theoria, and after the union, however, only of one, so too this holds true with regard to
Christ’s knowledge. It is only in theoria that I may speak simultaneously of Christ’s omniscience
and ignorance, as long as I consider the natures in themselves.” Grillmeier, Christ 112 373.

2 adTheodoram 51, 336-339. Theodosius refers here to the Thesaurus (377%%). ‘Christ acts in
accordance with the economy of salvation, when he says that he does not know the hour,
although in reality he does.’

3 Ernst Honigmann. ‘Anthimus of Trebizond, Patriarch of Constantinople (June 535 - March
536)." Studi e Testi 173 (1953): 185-193,

4 Vitae 684, 686.



Anthimus, in agreement with Theodosius, spoke about one hypostasis,
one incarnate nature of the God-Logos, one will, one energeia and because of

this, of one wisdom and one knowledge in Christ:

If there is only one hypostasis, one nature of the incarnate God-Logos, then
without doubt there is also only one will, one activity, one wisdom and one
knowledge for both (v BéAnua kai pia évégyewx, dAovoTL kai pio cobia kai
pia yvwoig tod ovvapgotégov).!

He admitted a distinction between the divine and human knowledge of
Christ only theoretically. He in particular referred to the theological speech on

the Son of Gregory of Nazianzus*

See how this wise teacher explained the word of the Gospel, saying: ‘if one
separates the visible from the intelligible,” and taught us that we can attribute
ignorance to him (Christ) when we make use of a division in theoria about the
one composite Christ and ask about the content of the substance of his
animated flesh.?

In reality, however, the knowledge of Christ is single and divine,
similarly to the energeia:

Because we also know that the property of the divine intellectual activity
(voepag Beonpemotg évegyeing) consists in the knowledge of all things, we are
taught that there is only one and the same divine activity; how should we also
not confess that there is in the one Christ only one and the same knowledge of
all things (as we have already said) according to his divinity and according to
his humanity?*

We should conclude here with the words _of A. Grillmeier: ‘Anthimus

thus presents a picture of Christ conceived totally from above. As the order and

!V adlustin, ACOz IT' 37225,

2 "H naotv ebdnAov, 610 ywvwokel pév, ag Bedg, ayvoeiv 8¢ dnow, wg dvBpwnog, &v T td
darvopevov xwelor ol voovpévov;’ deFilio 15214,

% Van Roey & Allen, Monophysite texts, 65'*17.

4 adlustin, ACO: IT' 3721721,
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sole power to raise the dead proceeds from the Logos, mediated by the
simultaneous corporal contact, so too the one knowledge, the divine

omniscience, comes from the Logos into Christ’s humanity.”

3.4.3. COLLUTHUS

The set of doctrinal views and arguments developed by Theodosius was
readily adopted within his congregation and led to the emergence of some
theological replicas. One was produced by a certain Colluthus?, who after the
death of Theodosius (566) wrote an apology in defence of his views.? Colluthus
in particular spoke about the single and exclusively divine energeia of Christ,

referring to the authority of Theodosius:

In this sense, our blessed Pope Theodosius, having implied not the difference in
results (twv dnoteAovuévwv duadopav), but praising the same energetic
power {(autnv TV évegynuknv dvvauwv) of the Saviour, also declared one
divine activity in Christ.!

It should be remarked here, that Colluthus made a distinction between
the energeia as such (¢vegyntkr) dOvapig) and its results (anoteAovpeva).® The

former is strictly one, whereas in the latter may be observed a certain duality:

T Grillmeier, Christ 112 368.

2 See Hans Georg Beck. Kirche und theologische Literatur im Byzantinischen Reich, Handbuch der
Altertumswissenschaft; Abt 12. Munchen: Beck, 1959, 395.

3 CPG 7298.
* ACO21330%-2,

5 See also ACO2 1 33235,
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some deeds may have the characteristics of divinity, whereas others may be
attributed to the humanity of Christ. In another fragment preserved in the acts
of the Lateran Council, Colluthus distinguishes between the activity and its
results, as between ‘e¢végyewa’ and ‘évegynuata.’’ He also spoke about one will
of Christ, which, however, sometimes moved divinely and sometimes humanly.
Colluthus took the single will as a matter of fact and used it in order to prove

one knowledge of Christ:

There is one will of Christ, although it moves sometimes divinely and
sometimes humanly. In the same way and not otherwise, Christ had one
knowledge.?

3.4.4. CONSTANTINE OF LAODICEA

Another follower of Theodosius, Constantine the bishop of Laodicea?,
used the same arguments as Theodosius in his address to the Empress
Theodora®. For instance, he repeated the statement of the Alexandrian Patriarch
that only in regard to the passions of Christ can we say in alio et in alio, but not

in regard to the one activity or one knowledge, which remain strictly one.® He

TACO21330%
T ACO213307%8,

3 See Ernst Honigmann. Evéques et évéchés monophysites d’Asie antérieure au Vle siécle, Corpus
scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium; v. 127. Louvain: L. Durbecq, 1951, 36-38.

4 adTheodoram 68.

> See: ‘Pulchre ergo et prudentissime dicunt patres de passionibus (Christi) eurn “in alio et in
alio” passum esse et non passum esse. De operatione autem et scientia non amplius possumus
invenire eos dicere “in alio et in alio.” Unam est enim et eadem operatio et scientia utriusque,
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also confirmed that only a theoretical distinction between the two knowledges
of Christ is acceptable. In saying this, he followed Anthimus and referred to the

speech on the Son by Gregory of Nazianzus.

Concluding, the Severan adversaries of Themistius accused the latter of
deviating from the doctrine of their common teacher Severus. They built their
arguments on the basis of one divine energeia. If the energeia (together with will)
is single and divine, the knowledge, which is just a kind of the energeia, is also
single and divine. The human nature aé such is indeéd subject to ignorance.
However, after the hypostatic union the omniscience of the Godhead was
spread through the whole composite nature of Christ. Henceforth only a
theoretical distinction between the two knowledges was possible. The Scripture
passages which the Agnoetes referred to (John 11, 34; Mark 13, 32; Matt 24, 36;
Luke 2, 52; Mark 5, 9; Mark 11, 13; Luke 8, 45; Matt 20, 32; John 18, 4), were
explained as examples not of real ignorance, but of ‘economic’ ignorance. They
do not really mean that Christ was ignorant of what he was asking, but that he
just wanted to emphasize his real humanity.

However, the conception of the single divine energeia of Christ developed

by the opponents of Themistius was not quite Severan. Severus, as was shown

licet diversa sint quae facta et dicta sunt ab uno Domino, sicut convenit fini economiae eius
inhumanationis.” adTheodoram 713+%, '

1 See adTheodoram 7052, deFilio 151214,
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earlier, considered the single activity within the context of Dionysian formula of
‘theandric energeia.’ In this sense, Themistius was more Severan than his
opponents. As for the rest of the arguments concerning the siﬁgle knowledge of
Christ and the inferred omniscience of Christ's humanity, the accusations
against Themistius that he had deviated from the path of the thought of Severus

seem to be just.

3.5. MONOPHYSITE MONENERGISM ON THE EVE OF AND DURING THE
CONTROVERSY

The Monophysite circles of Egypt, whose doctrinal basis was formed
mainly under the influence of Severus, inherited from him belief in the single
energein of Christ. This belief became a feature of their self-identity, which was
never doubted. Thus, we meet a confession of the single energeié in the works of
the later Monophysite hierarchs of Egypt. For example, Theodore, who was;
elected Monophysite Patriarch of Alexandria in 575, nine years after the death
of Theodosius', reproduced in his letter to the Patriarch of Antioch Paul (adPaul)
the issues of the Severan-Theodosian theology and in particular anathematized

the Tome of Leo, confessing the single energeia of Christ.2 Another Monophysite

! See more details about him: Grillmeier, Christ 11* 71.

2ACO:1386".
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Patriarch of Alexandria, Damian (578-605)', in his letter to Jacob the Baradeus

(adBarad) also proclaimed ‘one energeia’ of Christ:

We proclaim not two Christs nor two sons nor two natures nor two activities,
but one single Son and one single nature of the incarnate Word, one singie
hypostasis, one single person, and one single activity.?

So did another important figure of that period, the Patriarch of
Alexandria Benjamin (626-665).> Among the surviving fragments of his
writings®, there is a set of excerpts from his homily on the wedding at Cana,
which represents his ideas concerning the problem of the energeiai of Christ. On
the one hand, Benjamin recognized human activities in Christ: ‘I believe that
everything that human beings do, my Saviour himself did, except only sin.’®
The Patriarch speaks of the real hunger, thirst, and joy of Christ.® On the other

hand, these activities constitute one energeia. In his sixteenth paschal letter” (end

! See R. Y. Ebied, ‘Peter of Antioch and Damian of Alexandria.” In A Tribute to Arthur Vidbus:
studies in early Christian literature and its environment, primarily in the Syrian East. Chicago:
Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago, 1977; Jean Maspero et al. Histoire des patriarches
d’Alexandrie: depuis la mort de l'empereur Anastase jusqu’ a la réconciliation des églises jacobites (518-
616), Bibliothéque de 1'Ecole des hautes études, IVe section, Sciences historiques et philologiques; 237.
Paris: Librairie Ancienne Edouard Champion, 1923; Martin Jugie. Theologia dogmatica
christianorum orientalium ab ecclesia catholica dissedentium. Parisiis: Sumptibus Letouzey et Ane,
1935, 456, 592 ff.

2 adBarad 11 327",

3 See K. Pinggéra, ‘Benjamin 1,” BBKI
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/b/benjamin i p v_k.shtml [03/12/2002].

4 See Grillmeier, Christ TI* 83.

5 Miiller, Die Homilie 118.

6 See Miiller, Die Homilie 118-120.

7 See in Caspar Muller. Die Homilie iiber die Hochzeit zu Kana und weitere Schriften des Patriarchen

Benjamin I wvon Alexandrien, Abhandlungen der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften.
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643 - beginning 644), Benjamin confessed one nature, one hypostasis, and one
energein of Christ. In order to prove this statement, he mentioned four
paradoxes which occurred at the marriage in Cana. He, who invites everyone to
his true marriage, is invited himself; he, who created men according to his
image, sits at the table with them; he, who created wine, drinks it himself; he,
who created bread, eats it himself.! What Benjamin wanted to stress by
introducing these paradoxes was the oneness of Christ as a subject of all
activities. It is interesting that Benjamin counts among other heretics Cyrus of
Alexandria.?

An important point of Benjamin’s discourse was his polerﬁic against the
‘Theopaschites.” He touched on this issue in the sixteenth paschal letter and
used an ‘astonishingly un-Monophysite’® image. According to Benjamin, the
way that the flesh of Christ was suffering whereas his Godhead was not, can be
illustrated by the image of iron and fire. When a hammer strikes an iron, the

stroke does not affect the fire. Because of this, Benjamin was accused of

Philosophisch-historische Klasse. Heidelberg: Carl Winter - Universitatsverlag, 1968, 302-351.
According to Graf, the fragments of the letter are contained in two Coptic florilegia: Priceless
Pearl (Georg Graf. ‘Zwei dogmatischen Florilegien der Kopten.” Orientalia christiana periodica 3
(1937), 68 n. 30) and Confession of the Father. (G. Graf, ‘“Zwei dogmatischen Florilegien der
Kopten’ 394 n. 208).

1 See Miiller, Die Homelie 86-88.

2 See Miiller, Die Homelie 82-84.

3 See Grillmeier, Christ I1* 85.
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admitting a compromise with the Chalcedonians." Benjamin replied to these
accusations that the fact that the Chalcedonians say the same things does not
mean that this is necessarily wrong. Thus, Benjamin accepted some particular
views of the Chalcedonians.2 However, he did not of course accept the teaching
about the two natures of Christ.

In conclusion, by the time of the Alexandrian union, the Monophysite
Monenergism had been maturedi and became a cornerstone of the Monophysite
doctrine. It was Severan Monenergism, with significant influence from, and
some corrections made by, Theodosius. The wide circles of the Theodosians —
the anti-Chalcedonian community of Egypt— confessed one single energeia of
Christ. This energeia was not composite but entirely divine, as Theodosius
stressed. The Theodosians did not reject the human activities and passions of
Christ. They, together with their teachers, condemned those who ‘godlessly’
insisted that the body of Christ was incorruptible. They also believed that the
manifestations of Christ’s humanity were rather weak and passive and therefore
were absorbed by the overwhelming activity of the Logos. Of course, these
manifestations could not introduce any diversity to the monolith of the single
energeia. The Theodosians also believed in the single will and single knowledge

of Christ, which were entirely divine, similarly to the energeia.

! Miiller, Die Homelie 346.

2 Miiller, Die Homelie 346-348.
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4. HISTORY

4.1. HISTORICAL PREMISES

When Heraclius ascended the imperial throne in 610, he had to face a
complicated tissue of internal and external crises caused by the poor condition
of the economy, the dissatisfaction of the populace after the unhappy years of
Phokas’ reign, civil war, and the invasion launched by the Persian king Khusrau
II Parviz in 609.” The Persians achieved significant success in their campaign
against the Romans, and soon after the launch of their campaign became a
serious threat to Byzantium. In 609-612, they broke the Byzantine defence in
Caucasus, captured Byzantine Armenia, and pushed on into Cappadocia. They
also advanced on the Mesopotamian front, where they captured Tella, Amida,
Edessa, Ra’s al- ‘Ayn, and then passed into the Anatolian plateau. Soon a new
outbreak of Persian attacks followed which significantly worsened the situation.
In 613-614, the Persians invaded Syria, Palestine, and Egypt, so that such key
cities as Antioch, Damascus, and Jerusalem fell into their hands.? The city that
probably suffered most, and which was certainly the greatest loss to the

Romans, was Jerusalem. The Persians ruined it and took away to Persia some

! In my description of the events of civil and above all military history I prefer the chronology of
the most recent research of W. Kaegi, Heraclius.

2 Nicephorus, maybe exaggeratedly, describes the Persian army as having ‘devastated the entire

oriental part of the empire. Short history, Dumbarton Oaks texts; 10. Washington, D.C.
Dumbarton Oaks, Research Library and Collection, 1990, 6, 44-45.
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relics of special value for the Romans, among them the Holy Cross. In 615-616,
the Persians penetrated deeply into Asia Minor and reached the walls of
Constantinople. In 619, they captured Alexandria. Before that Pelusium, Nikiu,
and Babylon (Old Cairo) fell into their hands. In the past, the Persians had
undertaken raids into depths of Byzantium. Their most notable invasion was in
540. However, at that time they acted as temporary intruders who came to loot
and to retire. Now they understood that they had a real chance of conquering
the Byzantine territories and remaining there for a long time.! As Theophanes
reports, the Persian king hoped ‘to seize the Roman Empire completely.”? Other
enemies of Byzantium immediately took advantage of Heraclius’ defeats and
opened new fronts against him. Thus, the Avars accompanied by the Slavs
invaded Illyricum. John of Nikiu tells us of the devastation of this territory and
the enslavement of a significant part of its populace, with only Thessalonica
having survived.® Also the Visigothic king Sisebut in 615 occupied several
important Roman cities in Hispania, such aé Malacca and Assido.* Byzantium
had not faced such serious threats for a very ilor.lg time. The very integrity of the

Empire was jeopardized.

! See Kaegi, Heraclius 74.

2 Chronographia A. M. 6105, 6109 (de Boor 300, 301).

3R. H. Charles. The chronicle of John, Bishop of Nikiu. [S.1.]: Williams & Norgate, 1916, 109.18, pp.
175-176. According to Isidore of Seville, Slavs took ‘Greece’ away from the Romans (]. Fine,

Early Medieval 62).

# This information is provided by Isidore of Seville, HistGoth 291-292; Fredegarius, Chron 4.33.
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The Persian occupation on the eastern front was facilitated by the
Monophysite population, who often preferred Persian to Byzantine supremacy:.
Khusrau had favoured the Monophysite Church in those regions within his
dominion, where they constituted a majority. This encouraged the Byzantine
Monophysites to favour the Persian invasion. Heraclius, who personally
commanded troops in the East, had many opportunities to observe the
vulnerability of the Monophysite masses. It is quite possible that it was during
the Persian campaigns that he realised the urgent necessity of the reconciliation
of Chalcedonians and non-Chalcedonians. At the first opportunity, after having
recaptured the occupied eastern territories in 624-628, he started the realisation
of this task. Apart from the urgent political necessity, he was apparently moved
to accomplish such a mission by the increase in religious enthusiasm, which
accompanied the victorious stage of his anti-Persian campaign in 624-6282, as
well as by a series of events, which he considered to be signs of divine
benevolence towards him and his undertakings during this campaign. Among
these events was the miraculous salvation of Constantinople during the joint

Avaro-Persian siege of 626, when about 12,000 defenders of the city® resisted

! For example, the Monophysite Patriarch of Antioch, Athanasius the Camel-Driver (595-631)
reported of the Persian occupation of the Byzantine territories: “The world rejoiced in peace and
love,” because the ‘Chalcedonian night’ had passed away (Severus of Asmounein, Hist 481).

2 On the religious dimension of the Persian campaign, see John Meyendorff. Imperial unity and
Christian divisions: the Church 450-680 A.D, The Church in history; v.2. Crestwood, NY: St
Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1988, 333-335.

3 See Kaegi, Heraclius 134.
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about 80,000 Avars' and an undefined number of Persian soldiers commanded
by the general Shahrbaraz. Soon after that, a series of shattering defeats of the
Persian army followed, with the consequent reconquest of occupied Byzantine
territory. It was accompanied by the liberation of the Christian population and a
great number of relics, among which were the Holy Sponge, the Holy Lance
(returned in 629) and the Holy Cross (returned in 630). Heraclius triumphed as
the liberator of Christians and Christian relics and as a mediator of divine
Providence.? Therefore it is no wonder that he extended his role as a mediator
of divine Providence from the military campaigns to solving the old and painful
problem of divisions among Christians, given of course that this was also an

urgent task for the political consolidation of the Empire.

4.2, SETTING UP THE NEW DOCTRINE
The project of reconciliation of the Monophysites with the Chalcedonians
on the basis of the formula two natures — one activity (energeia) was designed by

the Emperor Heraclius and the Patriarch of Constantinople Sergius. They came

! See Kaegi, Heraclius 135-136.

2 Among numerous panegyric topoi that were composed to mark Heraclius’ victories, I would
like to mention an eloquent comparison provided by Theophanes (apparently borrowed from
George of Pisidia), in which the six years of Heraclius’ campaign are equated with the six days
of the creation of the world: “The emperor in six years fought and conquered Persia and, in the
seventh year, he returned to Constantinople, having achieved all of that in the mystical sense. In
effect, God fashioned all of creation in six days and he named the seventh day that of rest. So
the emperor also accomplished numerous works during six years, then, in the seventh, having
returned to the City in the midst of joy and peace, he rested. (Theophanes, Chronographia A. M.
6119 (de Boor 327-328).
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to power, political and ecclesiastical respectively, almost simultaneously in 610.
Sergius ascended the Patriarch’s throne a bit earlie_r, on 18" of April, when the
Emperor Phokas was still in power.! On the 5% of October, Sergius crowned the
next Emperor, Heraclius, with whom he shared political and ecclesiastical
views and collaborated in their realisation during approximately the next thirty
years. They died also nearly simultaneously, with the difference of just over two
years.” The coexistence and collaboration of the two powers, political and
ecclesiastical, during these three decades was smooth and close to the Byzantine
ideal of ‘symphony.” Sergius and Heraclius were allies who trusted one another
and had significant mutual influence on each other. For instance, in 614/615,
when the Emperor faced one of the most difficult moments of his reign, after
Khusrau captured huge eastern parts of the Empire and a humiliating peace
was necessary, Heraclius, before starting negotiations with the Persians,
consulted the Patriarch Sergius.* When, because of permanent defeats of the

Roman army, Heraclius decided to move the capital from Constantinople to

! See about Sergius an article of K.-H. Uthemann in BBKI

http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/s/s2/sergios i.shtml [29/05/2003], in which there is a detailed account
of his life, and an extensive bibliography; see also Van Dieten 1-56; Winkelmann, Der m.-m.
Streit, pp. 258-260.

2 Sergius died on 9" of December 638, and Heraclius on 11* of February 641.

3 See Kaegi, Heraclius 6, 60; also K.-H. Uthemann, BBKI

http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/s/s?/sergios i.shtml [29/05/2003): ‘Zwischen Sergios und dem neuen
Kaiser (= Heraclius) entwickelte sich schnell ein in der Politikk ungewdhnliches
Vertrauensverhaltnis.’

4 See Chronicon Paschale (Ludwig Dindorf and Charles Du Fresne sieur Du Cange. Chronicon
paschale, Corpus scriptorum historiae Byzantinae; [t.4-5]. Bonnae: impensis Ed. Weberi, 1832, 707);
Van Dieten 7; Kaegi, Heraclius 84.
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Carthage, it was the Patriarch who convinced him to abandon these plans.
Sergius endowed, when it was needed, the military campaigns of Heraclius
with ecclesiastical treasures. He allowed the Emperor to take away arﬁcles of
worship which contained precious metals to smelt them into coins.! It was an
unprecedented step, because normally gold and silver in liturgical vessels was
only sold for the redemption of Christian prisoners, and not for military
campaigns.? During the campaigns, when the Emperor was away from the
capital for years, the Patriarch shared (with the patrician Bonos) responsibility
for political affairs of the Empﬂé. In particular, it was with his significant
involvement that Constantinople was saved from an attack by Avars, Slavs,
Bulgars, and Persians in 626. This almost idyllic conformity of the two powers
had its downside. Thus, without noticeable hesitation Sergius blessed the
incestuous marriage of Heraclius to his own niece Martina (622/623).> Much
greater concession to the imperial power was made by the Patriarch in the
project of union with the Monophysites on the basis of the single energeia (and
later will) formula.

It remains unknown by whom and how the project was initiated. Both

the Emperor and the Patriarch were particularly concerned about the issue of

! See Theophanes, Chronographia A. M. 6113 (de Boor 302-303).

* See Judith Herrin. The formation of Christendom. Princeton, N.].: Princeton University Press,
1987, 193.

3 See Van Dieten 5-6.

99



reconciliation because of their similar background. Indeed, the origins of
Sergius, according to testimony of Anastasius of Sinai, were Syriac and Jacobite:
‘Lugoyevng Lmagxwv, ws d¢ Adyos, kal yovéwv TakwButwv éxyovoc.t That
he was Syrian is quite possible, whereas his Jacobite background is rather
dubious and could be a slander.? His assumed Syriac origins might make him
sensitive to the task of reconciliation and aware of the theological tendencies
and beliefs within the non-Chalcedonian camp. Perhaps, owing to his
background he understood quite well how important for the Monophysites was
the issue of the single energeia and was therefore impélled to construct the union
on the basis of the Monenergist formula. Heraclius also had in some sense a
‘Monophysite’ background. He was of Armenian origins® and spent some of his
early years in the East and in particular in Armenia together with his father,
Heraclius the Elder, who in 585 and later served as a general in the East and in

595 was a supreme regional commander of Armenia (magister militum per

! Opera 2 11 1454,

2 See K.-H. Uthemann, BBKI http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/s/s2/sergigs i.shtml [29/05/2003].

’

3 See W. Kaegi, Heraclius 21. The majority of contemporary historians agree on Heraclius
Armmenian background: Theophylact Simocatta, Hist 3.1.1; 2.3.2; 2.5.10; 2.10.6; 3.6.2; John of
Nikiu, Chron 109.27; Theophanes, Chronographia A. M. 6078, 6100, 6101, 6102. Only two sources
call Heraclius Cappadocian. The early one, that of John of Nikiu, refers to Cappadocia (Chron
106.2, 109.27); and much later, in the 12 century, Constantine Manasses proclaims that ‘his
- fatherland was the thrice-blessed land of the Cappadocians, his race of distinguished men, and
with an abundance of hair.” BrevChron 1.3664-5 (Lampsides 197). However, as Kaegi remarks,
‘that is not irreconcilable with being Armenian.’ For instance, Heraclius’ mother, Epiphania,
may have been of Cappadocian descent. Also the term ‘Cappadocian’ can be applied to all those
who lived up to Euphrates (see Heraclius 21).
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Armeniam).! By 602, Heraclius the Elder was appointed an exarch to North
Africa, with his residence at Carthage. His son followed him and spent about
ten years there, from the age of 25 to 35 approximately.? During his Persian
campaigns and afterwards, he travelled a lot in thev East and spent most of his
time there. As W. K.aegi remarks, “Heraclius had acquired a richer perspective
on his contemporary world than any emperor since Theodosius 1. As a result,
he knew the Monophysite regibns very well, and was aware of local
ecclesiastical and theological trends from first hand. To this knowledge and
experience, should be added a heightened sensibility to the Monophysite
population, provided by his Armenian origmé. He was generally sensitive to
religious matters and appeared to be a pious Emperor.*

The main reason for the Monenergist undertaking however remained
apparently neither the origins nor the piety of the Emperor, but political
expediency. This expediency prevailed over other motives. As mentioned above,
it remains unclear who initiated the project. However, given the extraordinary
difficulty of the political situation as a result of the Persian invasions, it is
possible to suggest that Heraclius asked Sergius to find ways of reconciliation

with the Monophysites. It is hardly believable that he himself elaborated the

! See Kaegi, Heraclius 21-22.
2 See Kaegi, Heraclius 26.
% Kaegi, Heraclius 210.

4 See Kaegi, Heraclius 59.
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single-energeia formula. Although on the one hand he was reported to be a very
learned person, on the other hand, as W. Kaegi remarks, ‘there is no information
on what kind of education he received as a child or during his teenage years,
including when, where, and how he became literate.”” He was pious, but not
theologically or philosophically advanced. That the author of the new formula
was not Heraclius also appears from the fact that when discussing
Christological issues, and in particular that of the energeiai in Christ, with both
Chalcedonians and non-Chalcedonians (Paul the -Monophthalmus, Cyrus of
Phasis, Syrian and Armenian Monophysites), the Emperor always referred to
Sergius. Heraclius himself testified that such a crucially important Monothelite
document as the Ecthesis, which was formally issued by him, in fact was
composed by Sergius.? Therefore, the theological elaboration of the Monenergist
formula was undertaken not by him, but by Sergius.?> Obviously, Sergius was

not the only author of the formula. In the Chalcedonian camp, his main co-

! Kaegi, Heraclius 22.

2 He wrote in his letter to Pope John IV: ‘The Ecthesis is not mine, and I have not recommended
its promulgation, but the Patriarch Sergius drew it up five years ago, and on my return from the
East petitioned me to publish it with my subscription.” Giovanni Domenico Mansi. Sacrorum
conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio. Graz: Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt, 1961, 11, 9/
Karl Joseph von Hefele and R. Clark William. A history of the Councils of the Church: from the
original documents. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1895, v. 5, 61. Nevertheless, by writing this,
Heraclius could be simply trying to avoid responsibility for Monothelitism and impose it onto
Sergius.

% See Meyendorff, Imperial unity 338.
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author was Theodore the bishop of Pharan.! Their correspondence has been
reported in the sources. In particular, as Maximus informs us, Sergius sent to
Theodore a letter? asking him to present his opinion concerning the conception
of single energeia and will in Christ. He attached to the letter a libellus allegedly
sent by Patriarch of Constantinople Menas (536-552) to Pope Vigilius (537-555),
which became one of the méjor testimonies referred to by Monenergists.?

Theodore reportedly approved the conception and told Sergius about this.*

! Lived first half of the 7* c. There is still a problem over whether he is identical with Theodore
of Raithu. See Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, pp. 271-272; BBKI
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/t/theodor v p.shtml {13/10/2002]. According to Beck, Theodore of
Pharan was if not the initiator then the first important representative of Monenergism (Kirche
430). The following writings of Theodore are reported: a) Sermon to Sergius of Arsenoé (frag. in
ACO: I 120%%; ACO: II? 6024-6043; CPG 7601; Winkelmann 8); b) Sermon about interpretations of
Father’s testimonies (frag. ACO2 1 1223-1247 = ACO: II' 604>-606*; CPG 7602; Winkelmann 82). See
also the general research of A. Nixa, @edbwpoc tr¢ PaiBob 87-100.

2 See Maximus, Disputation 332; Winkelmann 10.

3 Two Syriac fragments of the libellus survive in the Cod. Brit. Mus. Add. 14535, foll. 3* and %,
edited by Sebastian Brock. ‘A Monothelite florilegium in Syriac.’ In After Chalcedon: studies in
theology and church history offered to Professor Albert Van Roey for his seventieth birthday, edited by
A. Munitiz Joseph, van Rompay Lucas, Carl Laga, and van Roey Albert. Leuven: Uitgeverij
Peeters, 1985, 37ff. The fragments in particular say: ‘Of the holy Menas, patriarch of
Constantinople; from the libellon which he proffered to Vigilius pope of Rome in the palace in
the presence of Justinian the emperor: Because some people mistakenly say that in our Lord
Jesus Christ the will of his divinity is different from that of his humanity, thereby
demonstrating that Christ is in opposition to himself, dividing (him) up into God the Word
separately and the man separately, we fittingly, being advocates for the truth, are demonstrating
by means of testimonies of the holy fathers how, just as Christ is one, God and Man, one and
the same, so too his will is one ...;” “Of the holy Menas, patriarch of Constantinople, from the
libellon which he gave to Vigilius patriarch of Rome. After providing the testimonies of the
fathers he said as follows: Menas: See now, by means of the teaching of the holy fathers we have
shown how the catholic church of God correctly and in piety preaches one will and one
operation full of salvation, just as our Lord Jesus Christ is one.” S. Brock, ‘A Monothelite
florilegium’ 37-38. Also a short fragment is contained in the Chronicle of John of Nikiu
(R. H. Charles, The chronicle of John, Bishop of Nikiu, 149). The authenticity of this document has
been thoroughly examined and eventually rejected at the sixth ecumenical Council; see CPG
6934; Winkelmann 1.

4 See about the letter of Theodore to Sergius: Maximus Disputatio 3325, Winkelmann 11.
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Apart from Theodore, who represented the Chalcédom'an camp, Sergius
consulted Monophysites, m particular the bishop of Arsenoé (in Egypt) Sergius
Macaronas, and the theologian George Arsas.! According to Maximué, Sergius
asked George to provide him with a florilegium in favour of Monenergism
(xonoe ... el pag évepyeing). From George the letter fell into the hands of
the Melkite Patriarch of Alexandria John the Almsgiver (late 610/611 — 619):
‘Blessed John, the Pope of Alexandria, seized this letter with his hand from
Arsas, and wished, because of it (= the letter), to interdict him.”? Thus, when
John read the epistle of Sergius to George, he was outraged by its content and
decided to interdict ... The question is whom? The phrase itself is unclear. Its
last word, avtov, can be applied both to George and to Sergius. As Bolotov
suggests, it is more likely that Maximus meant Sergius, because George was
Monophysite and therefore already condemned.* This suggestion sounds
plausible. Patriarch John, however, had no time to fulfil his intention because of
the Persian invasion and hié death, which followed soon afterwards. Possibly
Sergius also contacted other theologians and hierarchs from both camps, but
there are no testimonies about this.

Apart from referring to the opinions of modern theologians and

ecclesiastical figures, Sergius and Heraclius could also rely on the experience of

! See Maximus, Disputation 333% Winkelmann 9. See Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit p. 206.
2 Maximus, Disputatio 3332,
% Boaotos, Aexyuu 448.
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Justinian who was the first who tried to use Monenergism in order to bridge the
gap with the Monophysites. Justinian however did not dare to proclaim a single
energeia of Christ and limited himself to the theopaschite formula. His attempt
appeared to be more or less successful and blameless from the doctrinal point of
view, and was approved by the fifth ecumenical Council. This precedent might
have inspired Heraclius and Sergius to do the same, but in a more explicit and,
as they apparently believed, a more effective form. Whether this suggestion is
true or not, ‘theopaschism’ was implemented in the Monenergist documents,
such as for instance the Pact of the Alexandrian union.! They coulci also have
been inspired by the larger theological undertaking of Justinian in the form of
‘neo-Chalcedonianism’ or rather ‘Cyrilline Chalcedonianism.”

Monenergism was not designed as a new self-standing doctrine, but
solely as a broader interpretation of the Orthodox faith designed to bring about
the reconciliation of the dissident groups, in other words as an ecclesiastical
oikovopia. Such an understanding of the sense of the project can be found in

the letter of Sergius to Honorius, in which the Patriarch writes:

Many other times our holy Fathers appear and use, following the God-pleasant
economia ... in order to obtain the salvation of many souls.?

! See Meyendorff, Imperial unity 347.
2 See Meyendorff, Imperial unity 337.

3 ACO2 112 5381715,
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Later the initial interpretation, which was allowed xat’ oikovopiav,
turned into a precise doctrine (axkpifewx), which excluded Dyenergism-
Dyothelitism, and thus became a full-bodied heresy.

In the initial period of conceiving and designing the Monenergist project,
it was Sergius who was the main player, whereas Heraclius seems to have been
behind the scenes. He made his appearance when the newly designed dogma
was to be applied. In fact, the new doctrine was still being shaped, when the
first attempts at its application were undertaken. Thus, up ito 633 it appears to
be Heraclius who negotiated with the Monophysites, pushing them into union
on the basis of the Monenergist formula. It sounds quite strange that an
Emperor played the role of mediator and negotiator on ecclesiastical méttefs
~and did this not at his palace in the capital, but in the ‘field.” However, we
should not forget that it was not unusual for him to lead his army in person
during the Persian, and later the Arab campaigns. He considered such
immediate involvement and presence to be of crucial importance. So it was,
apparently, in the case of ecclesiastical dialogue. The Emperor preferred to be
present on the field of ‘battle,’ to lead the campaign in person. The first
recorded action of Heraclius undertaken in the framework of the Monenergist
project occurred during his short stopover in Theodosiopolis in Armenia. There

he had a dispute with a Monophysite theologian, Paul the One-Eyed
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(MovédBaApog), who had arrived from Cyprus.! This Paul was well instructed
in theological matters.? He was a leader of rthe Monophysite community in
Cyprus.® One of the topics touched on during the discussion was that of the
energeiai of Christ. As a result of the discussion, Heraclius sent Sergius a letter
asking him to provide theological arguments in favour of Monenergism. In
reply, Sergius sent a letter with the libellus of Menas and the opinion of
Theodore of Pharan concerning the issue of one energeia.* After Paul
familiarized himself with the documents, he had another discussion (or maybe
discussions) with the Emperor. He eventually rejected the Monenergist
compromise and as a result was condemned by Heraclius, who issued on this
occasion a special imperial decree (kéAevoig)®, which was sent to the
Archbishop of Cyprus Arcadius.® In the decree, Paul was condemned for his

Monophysite views. Apart from this, however, the issue of the energeiai of

! See the letter of Cyrus of Phasis to Sergius (ACO: II2 588202), the reply of Sergius to Cyrus
(ACO: 112 528%7), and the letter of Patriarch Sergius to Pope Honorius (ACO: II? 534), Synodicon
Vetus 128; Winkelmann 12. See Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit p. 248.

2 See boaotos, Jexyuu 451.

3 See Van Dieten: ‘Daf8 Paulos monophysitische Gemeinden von Zypern vertrat, kann man aber
mit ziemlicher Sicherheit daraus erschliefen, daf die erfolglose Diskussion Herakleios zu
einem Dekret an den Erzbischof der Insel veranlafite.” Geschichte der Patriarchen 28, 93.

4 See Maximus, Disputatio 332<; Winkelmann 13.

5 See the letter of Cyrus of Phasis to Sergius (ACO: II? 58812, the reply of Sergius to Cyrus
(ACO: II, 2, 528, 4-7), and the letter of Patriarch Sergius to Pope Honorius (ACO: II? 534),
Synodicon Vetus 128; Winkelmann 14.

¢ Archbishop of Cyprus from about 625 to 641/642; see Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit pp. 196-
198, where there is also a full bibliography.
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Christ was touched on. In particular, the document forbade discussions
concerning two energeiai of Christ.!

At this stage, the Church of Cyprus was involved in the development of
Monenergism. As far as we can trust the Syriac Vita of Maximus, Arcadius
complied with the decree and at least initially backed the Monenergist project.
This can be concluded from the Vita’s information that in 633 or 634 he, having

been persuaded by Sophronius? convoked at Cyprus a synod with forty-six

! As Sergius reports in his letter to Cyrus, the decree ‘prohibited talk about two energeiai of
Christ our God’ (k€Agvatv ... D0 kwAbovoav éni XpLotob tob Beol MUV Aéyety €vepyeing).
ACO: II? 5287. Cyrus in his letter to Sergius mentions a certain reference (avadopa) of the
Patriarch, which he characterizes as ‘mavrtiuov avadogav twv Geomvevotwv Vu@v (= of
Sergius).” ACO: II? 590¢. According to V. Grumel, this is a replica of the Emperor’s kéAgvoig
against Paul the Monophthalmus (Reg 283; Winkelmann 15). The scholar dates the document
623.

2 The Syriac Vita of Maximus reports about quite intensive correspondence between Sophronius
and Arkadius:

a) Letter of Sophronius to Arkadius (Cod. Brit. Mus. Or. 8606, fol. 1272-140°, Micheline Albert
and Christoph von Schonborn. Lettre de Sophrone de Jérusalem & Arcadius de Chypre: version
syriaque inédite du texte grec perdu. Turnhout: Brepols, 1978; see S. Brock, ‘An Early Syriac Life of
Maximus’ 322, 345; CPG 7636; Winkelmann 29). S. Brock asserts that the text “clearly antedates
the main period of the monoenergeist controversy.’

b) Letter of Arkadius to Sophronius: ‘Arkadios the archbishop of Cyprus showed you
contempt.” S. Brock, ‘An Early Syriac Life of Maximus’ 315 n. 7; Winkelmann 30. Brock suggests
that the letter might be an answer to the previous epistle.

c) Letter of Sophronius to Arcadius (see S.Brock, ‘An Early Syriac Life of Maximus’ 315f;
Winkelmann 31). Sophronius invites Arkadius to ‘send to the holy Kyros of Alexandria and to
Honorios patriarch of Rome and to Sergios patriarch of Constantinople, (saying) that there
should be a synod and gathering of bishops wherever they liked, and they should make trial of
these things (Trishagion), saying, It is not pleasing to the Lord that we should consume the
revenues of the sheep and of the church, while there is an upheaval of dissension in our midst;
why should we come to destruction on behalf of the flock which the head shepherd has
entrusted to us?’ The letter was written between the summer/autumn of 631 and 634. Arkadius
sent the requested letters, as the same Syriac Vita reports: “When the holy Arkadios received the
letter from Sophronios’ notary and from the deacon John, who was going round the churches of
Mount Sinai, and when he had read it, he did not delay from carrying this out, and he wrote off
sending (letters) to the above mentioned patriarchs.” S. Brock, ‘An Early Syriac Life of Maximus’
316; Winkelmann 32.
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participants, including Cyrus, Gaius, the deacon of Pope Honorius, archdeacon
Peter, George, the author of the Syriac Vita, eight bishops from Sophronius’
jurisdiction, and Anastasius, the disciple of Maximus." The council reportedly
supported Monenergism and condemned the stand of Sophronius and
Maximus. Its decisions were summarized in a corresponding letter sent to
Heraclius.? That Arcadius was on the side of Heraclius can be also concluded by
implication from the fact that Heraclius during or immediately after his visit to
Jerusalem in 630 donated a considerable amount of money for the construction
of an aqueduct at Cyprus, which constantly suffered from drought, aé it does
even today? Perhaps this money was granted to express the gratitude of the
Emperor and encourage the Cypriots in their support of Monenergism.* It
would appear to be no coincidence that Maximus addressed his dogmatic
~ treatises in favour of Dyenergism-Dyothelitism to the Cypriot deacon Marinus.

Maybe the persuasion of Sophronius or other factors unknown to us convinced

! See S. Brock, ‘An Early Syriac Life of Maximus’ 316'%; Winkelmann 33. According to S. Brock,
‘the precise date of this gathering is not clear.’ However, the scholar suggests that ‘the synod in
Cyprus took place c. 634, around the time that Sophronios came to the patriarchal throne.’

2 5. Brock, ‘An Early Syriac Life of Maximus’ 316; see also Winkelmann 34.

3 A relevant inscription, which probably dates to 631, has survived in Salamis/Constantia:
‘These seven arches have been made with the help of God and also thanks to the generosities of
Flavius Heraclius, our master crowned by God, from the Hippodrome, the sixth month,
indiction four.” ].-P. Sodini. ‘Les inscriptions de I'Aqueduc de Kythrea & Salamine de Chypre.’ In
Eupsychia. Mélanges offerts a Hélene Ahrweiler. Paris, 1998, 624-625 n. 1.

4 See Sodini, ‘Les inscriptions’ 208.
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Arcadius to change his mind. His successor Sergius' claimed in his letter té
Pope Theodore that Arcadius was with the Dyothelite party.

During his anti-Persian campaign, in 627 Heraclius passed through
Lazica at the head of his troops. When staying in the Lazic port of Phasis, he
had a theological conversation with local bishop, Cyrus.> Amongst other topics,
the Emperor spoke of his meeting with Paul the One-Eyed in Armenia and
about the doctrine of one energeia. Cyrus was puzzled by this doctrine and sent
a letter to Patriarch Sergius asking him to elucidate the issue.* Cyrus is doubtful
in his letter. Behind the rhetorical figures of his speech lies confusion. It seems
that he, as a normal Chalcedonian, implicitly believed in two energeiai of Christ.
He apparenﬂy was not prepared for such a challenge. Sergius replied® to Cyfus
that there was indeed a single activity in Christ. He tried to dissipate his doubts
by saying that none of the ecumenical or other Orthodox Councils had
mentioned the issue of the energeiai. Among the testimonies of Fathers he ‘kat’

éfaipetov’ refers to writings of Cyril and to the libellus of Menas.® Synodicon

! See Ralph-Johannes Lilie and Friedhelm Winkelmann. Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen
"Zeit: 1. Abt. (641-867), Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit. 1. Abt. Berlin: de Gruyter, 1998,
(PmbZ) 6532; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit p. 261.

2 See ACO: 1! 62%; CPG 7628; Winkelmann 83.

3 See Winkelmann 18; see about Cyrus PmbZ 4213; Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire I: 641-
867 [CD]. Ashgate; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit pp. 227-228.

4+ ACOr I12 58875924 see CPG 7610; Winkelmann 19.
5 ACO» 112 528-530; see CPG 7604; Winkelmann 20.
¢ ACO» I12 5281519,
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Vetus reports that before sending his reply, Sergius convoked a synod
endemousa, that is, which consisted of bishops who at that moment resided in
Constantinople, which confirmed his position.’

Active involvement in his military campaigns did not allow Heraclius to
promote Monenergism on a larger scale. When the eastern front had become
more or less stable, he spent a short time in Constantinople, and then again
departed for the East. Now his main destination was ]erusalgm and his declared
purpose the restoration of the Holy Cross, which was offered to him by the new
Persian king and Heraclius’ protégé, the former general Shahrbaraz. Apart from
this formal reason for coming to the East, Heraclius was also seeking to
‘promote union with the schismatic groups.?

It was not only the Monophysites who Heraclius tried to approach, but
the Nestorians as well. He usied the same tactics in dealing with both parties,
whjch consisted of reaching an acceptable doctrinal compromise, and then |
sharing communion with a dissident ecclesiastic leader. Initially these tactics
were applied to the Nestorians. On 9% of June 630 the Persian king Shahrbaraz

was slain, and the daughter of Khusrau Boran II took up the vacancy. She

1 See Synodicon Vetus n. 128; Hefele, History 5, 15-18; Winkelmann 212
* As Kaegi remarks, ‘Heraclius utilized this time to try to consolidate his empire by reasserting

imperial authority in lost provinces and in attempting to find ways to end religious dissidence.’
Heraclius 210.
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requested the Nestorian Catholicos Ishoyahb II (628-643)' to take a message to
Heraclius proposing to renew the truce with the Romans. Probably Ishoyahb
and Heraclius met at Aleppo (Berrhcea) in the summer of 630.2 Apart from
discussing the political issues, they also touched on doctrinal ones. After the
Catholicos set out his beliefs, Heraclius asked him to celebrate the liturgy and to
give him communion. In exchange Ishoyahb demanded the removal of the
name of Cyril of Alexandria from the Orthodox diptychs. Then he professed his
faith in written form and gave Heraclius communion.? In his negotiations with
the Catholicos, Heraclius apparently made use of the Monenergist formula. As
was indicated above, Antiochian theology in interpreting Theodore of
Mopsuestia presupposed a union or rather manifestation of the two particular
natures of Christ in the single energeia. So the idea of two natures and one
energein promoted by Heraclius was familiar to the Nestorians. Therefore, if the
Monenergist formula was indeed used by Heraclius in his conversations with

the Nestorians, it would have been be quite acceptable to them.* Ultimately,

! See William McCullough. A short history of Syriac Christianity to the rise of Islam, Scholars Press
general series; no. 4. Chico, Calif.: Scholars Press, 1982, 162-164; R. Tenberg, ‘Isho’jahb I’ BBK!
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/i/Ischo II.shtml [10/06/2002].

2 See Bernard Flusin. Saint Anastase le Perse: et I'histoire de la Palestine au début du VII siécle. Tome
Second, Commentaire: Les Moines de Jérusalem et 1’'invasion perse, Le monde byzantin,. Paris: Ed. du
C.N.R.S, 1992, 321; Kaegi, Heraclius 212-213. :

3 Addai Scher. Histoire nestorienne inédite: (chronique de Séert), Patrologia Orientalis. Turnhout,
Belgique: Editions Brepols, 1973, 557-559. ‘

4 See ]. Meyendorff, Imperial uvnity 338. As J. Pelikan remarks, ‘Ironically, Monoenergism, the
notion of one action in Christ, was able to claim the support of both christological extremes, the
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nothing significant came of this act of union. The initiative of the Catholicos,
after he returned home, was severely criticized in his Church.

The major targét of the unionist attempts of the Emperor, however, were
the Monophysites. On his return from Jerusalem in the spring of 631, Heraclius
stayed for a while at Hierapolis (Mabbug, Mambij). Here he had a meeting with
the Monophysite Patriarch of Antioch Athanasiué the Camel-Driver? and twelve
of his bishops.? They reportedly discussed Christological issues for twelve days
and came to some compromise. The theological basis of the discussion is
reflected in the letter addressed by Heraclius to Athanasius.* This basis is a
confession of two natures which have one operation.® The abrupt death of

Athanasius in July 631, however, did not allow the alleged decisions to be

Nestorian and the Monophysite: the former taught that the two hypostases in Christ concurred
in a single action, while the latter taught that there was “a single, individual action of one
hypostasis”.” The Christian Tradition 11 64.

1 See McCullough, A Short History 162-163.

2 Jacobite Patriarch of Antioch from 593/4 — 630/631. Was respected by both Jacobite and
Orthodox communities. In 609-610, with the assistance of the Byzantine state, he managed to
unify Syrian and Egyptian Jacobites. He also took care to strengthen links between the
Byzantine and Persian Jacobites. See Theologische Realenzyklopidie 16 (1987) 476-478, in which
there is also an extensive bibliography (481-485). See about Athanasius Winkelmann, Der m.-m.
Streit p. 198.

3 See Van Dieten 219-232;, Winkelmann 242,

4 See Winkelmann 24.

5 Jean Baptiste Chabot. Chronique de Michel le Syrien Patriarche Jacobite d’Antioche (1166-1199).
Bruxelles: Culture et Civilisation, 1899, IT 402f.
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implemented.! Nevertheless, some communities, including monastic ones,
complied with the Emperor’s faith. Those however who refused to accept
Chalcedon of their free will were forced into union by violence. Thus, the

Monophysite author Bar Hebraeus reports:

When the Emperor went to Mabbough (Hierapolis), he was approached by
Patriarch Mar Athanasius and twelve bishops, from whom he asked a
declaration of faith which they gave to him. After having read it, the Emperor
spoke to them with praise. But he pressed them hard to accept the Council of
Chalcedon. Since they would not consent, Heraclius was irritated and sent out a
decree to the whole Empire: ‘Anyone who will not adhere (to the Council), will
have his nose and ears cut off and his house pillaged.” And so, many converted.
The monks of Bét(h) Maron, of Mabbough and of Emesa showed their
wickedness and pillaged a number of churches and monasteries. Our people
complained to Heraclius, who did not answer them.?

The communities that either deliberately or under duress accepted
Monenergism-Monothelitism retained the dogma even after it was rejected in
Byzantium. They became known as Maronites.?

Somewhat greater success attended Heraclius’ efforts in Armenia. He
managed to convince the Armenian Catholicos Ezr to accept the compromise
Christological formula containing the Monenergist insertion and to share Holy
Communion with the Emperor. Supposedly, Ezr yielded to pressure after
having received in exchange one third of the town of Kolb and revenues from

its salt mines, and after Heraclius warned him that he would set up a parallel

! See L. McCoull, ‘George of Pisidia, Against Severus: In Praise of Heraclius.” In Roger Dahood.
The future of the Middle Ages and the Renaissance: problems, trends, and opportunities for research,
Arizona studies in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance; 2. Turnhout: Brepols, 1998. 69-79.

2 Chron 1271-274.

3 See about Maronism a chapter below.
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hierarchy, if Ezr refused to comply with the compromise formula.! The union
based on the Monenergist formula was accepted and signed at the synod of
Theodosiopolis (Karin, Erzurum) convoked in 631-633, at which Heraclius was
present.? However, the acceptance of Chalcedon was rather evasive and not
sincere enough. The faith of the Emperor was hardly agreed with by the
Armenian hierarchy and even less by the populace.3 Chalcedonianism accepted
at the synod of Theodosiopolis was kept by Ezr’s successor Nerses III the
Builder* until the council of Dvin in 648-649, at which the union was rejected

together with the subjection of Armenia to Byzantium. However, when the

! See Yovhannes Drasxanakertc’i, History of Armenia 18.6-14 (K. H. Maksoudian 98-99); Narratio
de rebus Armeniae (Garitte 310); Sebeos, Hist 41 (Robert'Thomson and Tim Greenwood. The
Armenian history attributed to Sebeos, Translated texts for historians; vol. 31. Liverpool: Liverpool
University Press, 1999, 91-92).

2 See boaoros, Jdexyuu 453 and especially a note of his editor A. Brilliantov (n. 2, p. 453);
Winkelmann 25. The council was mentined by bishop Sebeus (Hist (Thomson 91f)).

3 See, for instance I'éCvik Tletgoawdv. H Béon thc Apueviknc ExkAnoiag évavtt 1av iepav
eixovwv. Abaxtopixny duatpifn, "Exdoon tov KaBoAwkdtov trc Apuevikne ExxAnoiac, Ay.
EviCultliv, ABrva, 1987, 66.

4 See the testimonies of Narratio des rebus Armeniae (Garitte 46); Sebeos, Hist (Thomson 113-142);
see also Winkelmann 1312 Sebeos, who was in opposition to Nerses, noted: ‘He (= Nerses)
firmly agreed with the Council of Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo. But he revealed his impious
thoughts to no one until he reached the episcopate in that land, from which he was called to the
throne of the Catholicosate. He was a man virtuous in conduct, fasting, and prayer. But he kept
the bitter poison hidden in his heart, and he planned to convert Armenia to the Council of
Chalcedon. Yet he did not dare to reveal his intention until king Constans came and stayed in
the residence of the Catholicos, and the Council of Chalcedon was proclaimed in the church of
St Gregory on a Sunday. The liturgy was celebrated in Greek by a Roman priest; and the king,
Catholicos, and all the bishops took communion, some willingly, some unwillingly. In this way
the Catholicos perverted the true faith of St Gregory which all the Catholicoi had preserved on
a solid foundation in the holy church from St Gregory down to today. He muddied the pure
and clean and crystalline waters of the springs - which the Catholicos from early on had
intended, but had not been able to reveal until that day. Then, when he found an opportunity,
he carried out his desire. He betrayed one by one the bishops, and demoralized them through
fear, so that from terror of death they all carried out the orders to communicate; especially
because the blessed ones who were more firmly based, had died.’
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Roman dominion over Armenia was restored by the Emperor Constans 11, the
union was revitalized as well. Constans came to Dvin in 654 and shared
communion with the Catholicos Nerses, who again complied with Chalcedon.
The Arab conquest of Armenia, however, reversed the position, and the union
was abandoned for good.

Heraclius’ efforts at restoring ecclesiastical unity were also reported in
Georgia. A Georgian historian of the eleventh century, Sumbat Davitidze, in his

account on Life and Time of the Georgian Bagratids' relates that the Emperor

despatched priests to Tp'ilisi and Mc'xet’a and Ujarma so that all Christians
would be united in the Church (= the Orthodox Church), and all the magi and
fire-worshippers who would not receive baptism were exterminated.?

The doctrinal concessions made by Heraclius in Mesopotamia and
Armenia can well be compared with those made later in Egypt. The question is
why they were not rejectéd by Chalcedonian hierarchs and theologians (if we
overlook the alleged protest of John the Almsgiver in Alexandria), as had
happened in Alexandria. I think there are two possible answers. First, in
Hierapolis and Theodosiopolis it was the Emperor who acted immediately,
while in Alexandria the imperial policy was implemented by an ecclesiastic
hierarch, Cyrus. In the former case, the involvement of the official Church was

minimal, with only Sergius distantly supporting the Emperor’s efforts. Few

! Published by S. Kaukhchishvili in the first volume of the History of Georgia in Tbilisi, 1955. I
referred to the Russian translation of the text: Cym0art Aasutic-ase. Mcmopus u nosecmeosariue o
barpamuonax (nepesoa, seeaenne u npumedanue M. A. Aopaxkunanuase). Touancy, 1979.

% Kaegi, Heraclius 220 (/lopaxunannase 30).
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would dare to blame such a pious Emperor as Heraclius for his undertakings,
especially after his glorious victories over the Persians and his direct
involvement in the liberation of so many important relics. Secondly, there was
no second Sophronius in the East who would protect the purity of the faith

regardless of the exalted rank of the promoter of the new doctrine.

4.3. UNION AT ALEXANDRIA

Although previous attempts at reconciliation in Asia had not brought as
many fruits as he had hoped, Heraclius did not give up. In 631, the bishop of
Phasis, Cyrus, was elected to the Patriarchal throne of Alexandria. He was also
invested with the power of prefect of Egypt. One of his major tasks was
achieving reconciliation with the Monophysite grdups in Egypt on the basis of
the Monenergist formula. The local Monophysite populace met him with
hostility. Their Patriarch Benjamin fled from Alexandria to Upper Egypt, where
he remained in hiding for ten years. However, during the two years that Cyrus
had spent in Alexandria before 633, he had managed to set up more or less
regular contacts with the leaders of the Monophysite communities' and
convinced some of them to be ready to accept the Chalcedonian faith with the

Monenergist formula inserted. Formal union on the basis of a written

! According to the information given by Sergius in his letter to Honorius, the proclamation of
the union was preceded by extended discussions: ‘Meta noAA&g daAééelg kai kapatoug, obg
petd mAeiomg GPROVIOEWG KAl AUCLTEAECTATNG OlkOVORIaS €V TQ MEAYHATL KXTEPAAETO ...,
YeYOvaor neta&d [HéQoug EKaTéQov doypaTika Tva keddar.” ACO: 112 536212,
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confession,’ composed apparently by Cyrus himself, was proclaimed as a basis
of common faith on the 3 of June 633 in the Casareum, the cathedral of
Alexandria. Then the Chalcedonians and Theodosians shared Holy

Communion. Cyrus immediately reported his achievements to Constantinople:

All the clergy of the Theodosian party of this city, together with all the civil and
military persons of distinction, and many thousands of the people, on the 3 of
June, took part with us, in the Holy Catholic Church, in the pure holy
mysteries.?

The act of union was apparently confirmed by a local synod of the
Alexandrian Church, as reported in Synodicon Vetus (no. 130). The theological
and ecclesiastical arrangements were enforced with persecutions that Cyrus as
a prefect of Egypt applied to local Monophysites who rejected the union. Here
are only two examples. Under Cyrus’ government the brother of the
Monophysite Patriarch Benjamin, Menas was tortured and executed.® Moreover,
the Romans were still mutilating the Monophysites even when in 641 they
themselves were besieged by the Arabs in Babylon (modern Cairo). The
persecutions of the Monophysites initiated by Cyrus were reportedly very

harsh. In the historical memory of the Copts Cyrus is remembered as ‘one of the

! The text can be found in the protocol of the 8" session of the sixth ecumenical Council (ACO:
112 596-600). The 7* chapter of the Pact, which contains the Monenergist confession, is included
in the protocol of the Lateran Council (ACO:1134'¢%); see CPG 7013; Winkelmann 27,

2 ACOz II? 5927-59415/Hefele, History 5, 18; see CPG 7611; Winkelmann 28. In reply, Sergius sent
to Cyrus an approval letter (ACO: IT' 134%-138%; see CPG 7605; Winkelmann 70).

3 See Severus, Bishop of Ushmunain. History of the Patriarchs of the Coptic Church of Alexandria...

Arabic text edited, translated and annotated by B. Evetts. Arab. & Eng, [Patrologia Orientalis. tom. 1.
fasc. 2, etc.]: Paris, 1907, 489-492.
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worst oppressors of the Copts’ who ‘inaugurated one of the fiercest
persecutions of the Copts in history.”! In the Coptic sources, only violence and
blood remained associated with the memory of Cyrus, and not his theological
approaches.

It is difficult to ascertain how many Monophysites in reality converted to
the Chalcedonian faith. Probably, most of the Alexandrian urban clergy and
some bishops yielded to the actions of Cyrus. However, if a really significant
number of Monophysites did join the Catholic Church, that number soon fell
dramatically.? When the Arabs invaded Egypt in 639, the local population, if it
did not help them openly, at least refrained from resistance and avoided
helping the Romans.? It is noteworthy that in Egypt no Monothelite
- communities have survived, as they have in Syria ‘(Maronites). This signifies
that hatred and rejection of the Monenergist Chalcedonianism in Egypt was

stronger than in the East. Thus, the attempts at reconciliation undertaken by

! Aziz S. Atiya. ‘Cyrus Al-Muqawgqas.” Coptic Encyclopedia v. 3.

2 According the History of the Patriarchs, the converted Copts were brought back to the
Monophysite Church by the painstaking pastoral care of the Patriarch Benjamin: ‘He induced
them to return to the right faith by his gentleness, exhorting them with courtesy and
consolation.” Severus Bishop of Ushmunain. History of the Patriarchs of the Coptic Church of
Alexandria, 497.

* An account on the response of the Monophysites to the Arab invaders can be found in the
chronicle of Michael the Syrian: ‘“The God of vengeance ... raised up from the south the children
of Ishmael to deliver us from the hands of the Romans ... It was no light benefit for us to be
freed from the cruelty of the Romans, their wickedness, anger and ardent cruelty towards us,

“and to find ourselves in peace (Chabot 11 412). See also Walter Kaegi. Byzantium and the early
Islamic conquests. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992, 213-218. However, the
collaborationism of the Monophysites should not be exaggerated. They supported the Arabs
passively rather than actively. See J. Moorhead. ‘The Monophysite response to the Arab
invasions.” Byzantion 51 (1981), 580-591.
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Cyrus on the basis of the Monenergist formula failed. The crowds who
reportedly joined Orthodoxy in 633 eventually vanished, failing to come to the
aid of the Empire which so needed their assistance in 639. The Arab ‘Abd al-

Hakam has left an interesting report of the Arab assault on Egypt:

The Mugawgis (= ‘the Caucasian’ that is Cyrus) who was the foremost among
the Byzantines until he wrote to the king of Byzantines, informing him what he
did. And ‘Amr (= commander of Arab troops) accepted that and he agreed and
allowed them to leave. And he wrote a document about it. And Muqgawqis
wrote to the king of the Byzantines informing him about the reason for the
affair in all detail. The king of the Byzantines wrote to him, denouncing his
opinion as shameful, called him impotent, and replied to him about his actions.
He said in his document: ‘Indeed 12,000 Arabs reached you while there are
innumerable Copts (= Monophysites) beyond counting in Egypt and the Copts
loathe killing and like to contribute jizya (= head tax) to the Arabs and they
prefer them to us. You have in Egypt Byzantines of Alexandria who together
with auxiliary troops number more than 100,000 and the strength of the Arabs."

Indeed, in the face of inevitable defeat by the Arabs, Cyrus decided to
pay a sizeable tribute to their commander ‘Amr bin al-‘As, This decision of the
Patriarch caused Heraclius major dissatisfaction, and deprived Cyrus of the
Emperor’s trust. What is interesting in the report of ‘Abd al-Hakam, and makes
it different from other similar reports, is that Heraclius blames Cyrus for the
collaboration of the Copts with the Arabs. Whether this information is true or
not, Heraclius was apparently irritated by Cyrus’ failﬁre to reconcile the
Monophysites of Egypt. The money that Cyrus paid to the Arabs also failed to
work for a long time. On the 28 of November 641, Egypt fell into the hands of

the Arabs.

! Tbn ‘Abd al-Hakam, Futih misr wa akhbaruha, ed. Charles Torrey, New Haven, Yale, 1922,
71/Kaegi, Heraclius 286-287.
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The unionist attempts in Alexandria, unlike similar actions in Asia, faced
internal opposition. Before having the text implemented, Cyrus had consulted
Sophronius, a widely respected abbot, who was a refugee who had escaped the
Persian occupation of Palestine.” Sophronius immediately comprehended the
dangers and theological consequences of the new doctrine and tried to

persuade Cyrus to abandon it. Maximus reports that:

Sophrony therefore, the great and divine, arriving then at Alexandria,
immediately on the first reading (for Cyrus had given him those nine impious
chapters for revision) dolefully, plaintively cried out, shedding fountains of
tears, fervidly begging, beseeching, expostulating with him, prone at his feet,
that he pronounce none of these things from the pulpit against the Catholic
Church of God .2

Cyrus, however, did not yield to the persuasions of Sophronius and
proceeded to implement the formula. Then Sophronius took the decision to
appeal to the Patriarch of Constantinople. He arrived at the capital and had an
audience with Sergius.® Sergius quickly anticipated the potential danger of
divisions within the Chalcedonian camp, which could be céused by the
Monenergist insinuations. In the absence of the Emperor, who was in the East,
he on his own authority issued an ‘authoritative statement’ called a Psephos

(Wndoc), which prohibited the usage of the language of one or two energeiai

! See Winkelmann 26. See about Sophronius Christoph von Schonborn. Sophrone de Jérusalem: Vie
monasitque et confession dogmatique, Théologie historique; 20. Paris: Beauchesne, 1972; Winkelmann,
Der m.-m. Streit pp. 261-262.

2 From the letter to Peter Illustris, PG 91, 143<.

3 See Winkelmann 262,
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and instead promoted speaking of the single subject of activities in Christ.!
Apparently, the document was formally confirmed by the endemousa synod.? In
effect, by issuing the Psephos, Sergius suspended further promotion of the
unionist project. Why Sergius did this, and did it so quickly, remains puzzling.
That the Patriarch could suspend the project on his own authority and without
preliminary consultations with the Emperor probably means that he and
Heraclius were prepared to face possible negative consequences and at the
preparatory stage discussed what they would do if the project went wrong.
Whether this is true and escape routes had been drawn up ér not, this
immediate reaction, which in effect stopped any further realisation of the
project, means that it was not conceived as a dogmatic issue, but rather as a
matter of ecclesiastical eeconomia.

After Sophoﬁﬁs protested against the formula, Sergius had two choices:
either disregard the protests and cérry on with the implementation of
Monenergism, or suspend the unionist attempts in order to prevent further
dissent within the Church. He decided to take the latter course. It is not quite

clear why he made this choice. He could have taken into consideration the fact

T 'Mnxétt oD AoLmob Tive oUYXwEEV piav 1) do nodépetv évegyeing emi XpLotov tov.@eod

ROV GAAX HEAAOV, KaBdTeg al dyiot kail oixovuevikal Tagadeddraot avvodol, éva kai

OV abtdv Yiov povoyevi] tov Kogov fiudv Toodv Xguotov tov aAndwov Oeov évegyeiv

buoAoyeiv T Te Belax kal avOewmva kai acav Beonpen xal avBownongeny evépyelav

L €vOg Kol oD alToL 0e0aPKWEVOL BeoD AGYou ddurétwe Eoiéval kal eig va xal ToOv
" avtov avapépecBal” ACO: 112 54227,

2 The very title of the document — Y1jdoc (from ymoilw - vote) — indicates that it was voted by a
council.
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that the attempts at reconciliation undertaken by that time on the basis of the
Monenergist formula had not brought significant results. He also could bear in
mind the unhappy consequences of other unionist attempts, such as that of the
Emperor Zeno and Patriarch Peter Mongus who unsuccessfully promoted the
Henoticon (482). Sergius did not want to abuse the Emperor’s authority in order
to persuade the strictly Chalcedonian establishment to accept the new formula.
The major reason, however, appeared to be an emerging danger of Arab
invasion.! In the face of the Arab threat, it was urgently necessary to preserve
the unity of the Church. Thus, Sergius preferred the unity of t}’:e Church to the
more ephemeral task of reaching unity with the Monophysites. However, the
extent of the suspension of Monenergism should not be exaggerated.
Monenergism was not abandoned altogether but conserved, in order probably
to preserve the fruits of the project in the East and Egypt. Sergius’ decision was
épproved by Heraclius, who sent from the East a keleusis, which confirmed the

Psephos.?

' As Kaegi remarks, Heraclius realized the severity of the Muslim threat as early as 632 or 633
(Kaegi, Heraclius 230).

2 The Emperor was immediately informed by Sergius about the development of events around
the union. The Patriarch sent him a letter through his sacellarius Basilicus, which is mentioned in
his epistle to Honorius (ACOz II? 546 see Winkelmann 39). The Emperor’s decree (kéAevoLg)
is mentioned in: ACO: II? 546'7; Theophanes, Chronographia (de Boor 330); George Cedrenus.
Corpus scriptorum historine Byzantinae; [t.13-14]. Athenai: Spanos, 1838, I 737% John Zonaras,
Epitomae historiarum, Corpus scriptorum historige Byzantinae. Bonnae: impensis E. Weberi, 1897
1" 17; see Winkelmann 37.
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At the end 633 or at the beginning 634 Sophronius was elected Patriarch
of Jerusalem.! According to custom, he issued an enthronement letter, which
had the character of an encyclical addressed to all the Patriarchs.? He used this
opportunity to promote his Dyenergist views. In the letter he virtually
confessed two energeiai, omitting however the usage of the number two in
regard to them. He thus formally complied with thé Psephos and simultaneously
promoted the Orthodox doctrine. The epistle was addressed primarily to
Sergius and Honorius.? According to Synodicon Vetus, the content of the epistle
was confirmed by the synod of bishops of Jerusalem.* Also, as Photius reports,
the epistle was supplied with a florilegium in favour of two energeiai.’

Sergius foresaw that Sophronius would not stop protesting. His major
concern was that Rome received ‘correct’ information about what had happened
in Alexandria. Sophronius, however, might send to the Pope -a report which
would not favour either Sergius or Cyrus. Having learnt that Sophronius had

been elected Patriarch of Jerusalem, Sergius decided to send to Rome his own

! See Schonborn, Sophrone 85.

2ACO: 1T 410%3-494° = PG 87, 3148-3200; see CPG 7635; Rudolf Riedinger. ‘Die Epistula synodica
des Sophronios von Jerusalem im Codex Parisinus Graecus 1115." Byzantiaka 2 (1982): 143-154;
Winkelmann 45. '

3 See Schonborn, Sophrone 100. In particular, Photius read the letter addressed to the Pope
(Bibliotheca 6413-65%).

* ' Lwdedviog dE 6 peAlyAwooog e aAnOeing moduaxos aoxiepels TegoooAVuwY yevduevog
Belav oOvodoVv Kai legav momoauevog, dVo BeANaelg kai évegyeiag Teavaoas, anéotelAey
Ovwpi (sic!) 1@ nana Poung kal Legyiw KwvotavivoundAews tax ovodud avtov.’
Synodicon Vetus 131, 110. ’
5 Bibliotheca 65%-67.
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account of events, because he knew that the newly elected Patriarch had to send
to all the Patriarchal sees his traditional enthronement letter with a profession
of Orthodoxy. Sergius understood that for Sophronius this was an excellent
opportunity to criticize Monenergism.! Thus, soon after the election of
Sophronius, Sergius sent a letter to Pope Honorius.? In this letter, he exposed
the history of the unionist attempts undertaken by Heraclius. He emphasized
that it was the Emperor who had initiated the unions. He also referred to the
theological basis of the unions. Here Sergius had to be very cautious. He
touched on the issue of the single energeia having stressed the distinction of two
natures, communicatio idiomatum, and Leo’s Tome. Honorius in reply?® approved
the position of the Patriarch and went even further, confessing a single will in
Christ: “Whence we recognize a single will of Lord Jesus Christ, because our

nature is truly assumed by the Divinity.”* Monothelitism could exist in embryo

! Such a motivation of Sergius was suggested by B. B. boaotos (Jexyuu 462-463).

2 ACO: II* 534%-546%; see CPG 7606; Winkelmann 43. The years of Honorius’ pontificate (27*
October 625 - 12 October 638) were happy for the Roman Church. He successfully coped with
the Lombards, Rome’s political rival Ravenna, built many churches in Rome, promoted mission
in Britain etc. See Anton Thanner. Papst Honorius I (625-638), Studien zur Theologie und Geschichte;
4. Bd. St. Ottilien: EOS Verlag, 1989; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit p. 213; M. Tilly, ‘Honorius I
BBKI http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/h/honorius i p.shtml [10/06/2002).

3 ACO: II? 5483-5588%; PL 80, 470-474; Georg Kreuzer. Die Honoriusfrage im Mittelalter und in der
Neuzeit, Péapste und Papsttum; Bd.8. Stuttgart: A. Hiersemann, 1975, 32-47 (critical edition); see
CPG 9375; CPL 1726; Winkelmann 44. There was another letter of Honorius to Sergius. Part of it
was included to the protocol of the sixth ecumenical Council (ACO: II? 62120-625'%; PL 80, 474-
476); critical edition: G. Kreuzer, Die Honoriusfrage 48-53; see CPG 9377; Winkelmann 47. In this
letter Honorius informs Sergius that he has sent exhortative letters to Cyrus and Sophronius.

4 ‘Unde et unam voluntatem fatemur domini lesu Christi, quia profecto a divinitate assumpta
est nostra natura,” ACO: II2 551416,
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in the preceding | Monenergist documents, but for the first time it was
proclaimed by Honorius. It is quite possible that Honorius, unintentionally of
course, triggered off a new phase of the controversy, when Monenergism was
left aside and Monothelitism emerged instead.! History does not know a
conjunctive mood. Thus, we will never know if Monothelitism would ever have

emerged if Honorius had not explicitly professed it in his letter.

! See ]. Meyendorff, Imperial unity 353-354; K.-H. Uthemann, BBKI
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/s/s2/sergios i.shtml [29/05/2003].
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4.4. THE ECTHESIS

Heraclius had only a short time to be occupied with the question of
ecclesiastical reconciliation. It lasted from 628 to 633 that is the period of peace
between two campaigns against the Persians and the Arabs. In 634 Muslim
Arabs invaded Byzantium and started their swift advance into its heart. In 636,
the Romans were destroyed at Yarmuk. As a result, they were forced to
abandon Syria, which was filled with Arab troops. The latter rushed further into
Upper Mesopotamia. As a result, Byzantium lost huge territories, including the
Holy Land. In late 639 Arabs invaded Egypt and in 641 conquered it. All these
events forced the Emperor and his ecclesiastical allies to cease promotion of the
union throughout the Empire. However, in the last years of his life Heraclius
came back to his Monenergist project and attempted to revitalize it. In 638, he
issued the Ecthesis.! This was a document issued by the Emperor’s chancellery
and had the character of an obligatory law. It was posted in the narthex of
Hagia Sophia. The main point of the document was the strict prohibition of any
debate on the question of the numbers of the energeiai in Christ.2 However,

instead of the single energeia, a single will of Christ was openly confessed.!

T ACO:1156%-16213; see CPG 7607; Winkelmann 50; Boaotos, Jexyuu 475-476.

2'O0dAHWG CUYXWQEODVTEG TIVL TV MAVIWV iy 1) d0o Aéyewv 1) dDidAoK eV EVEQYEIXS ETL THG
Belag 00 kvEioL EvavBpwnnuews, dAAG pAAAOY ... Eva Kal TOV avTOV VIOV HOVOYEVT], TOV
KUotov NU@V Toodv Xewotdv, tov aANBvOV Bedv évegyfoat dpoAoyelv & Te Beinx kad T
avBpwmuva, kai nacav Beongent] kai avBpwnomngent| évégyeiav € Evog xai oD avtod
oegaokwHéVoL Oeol Adyou aduxétws kal aoLyxDTwg TEOEvat Kal eig éva kal Tov avtov
avadégecBat dux TO TV pév TG pug €vegyelag pwvily, el kai TIOL TOV ratéQwv AéAekTal,
Suwe EeviLerv kal BopuBelv Tdg TIVWV Akods, DrtoAapBavoviwv én’ avawéoel tavtnV
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The Ecthesis as a state document, which concerned ecclesiastical affairs,
had to be confirmed by ecclesiastical authority. In the last months before his
death in December 638, Sergius convoked a synod, which confirmed the
document.? The next Patriarch Pyrrhus (20t December 638 — 29" June 641; 9*
January - 1¢ June 654)° repeated this ecclesiastical ratification of the Ecthesis at a
synod which he convoked soon after his enthronement.* Pyrrhus issued an

encyclical letter® about the rulings of the synod.

npopégecBat Twv £v XpLot® 1o Oem MUV kaB' dTéoTacy Nvwuévwy dvo pvoewv.” ACO:2 1
160413,

1 "Taov d00 évegyewov @Natv MoAAOUG okavdaAIley, we HNTE Tl TV ayiwv kai Eykpitwy
s EkkAnoiag puotaywyav eignuévny, arda yao kal énecBat tavt) t0 kai Hvo
npecBevety GeAnuata évavrtiwg mMEoc &AAnAa £xovia, wg Tov pév Geob Adyov To
owtrjelov B€AovTog ExmAnowdnvatl dbog, e B¢ kat’ avToV AvBPWNOHTNTOS AVTLTIMTOVOTS
@ avtod BeAdpatt kai évavtovuévng, kai évtebBev dvo 100 tavavtia BéAoviag
elgdyecOai, 6mep dvooeBés vMGOXEL kai aAASTOOV TOD YQoTWKaVKoD doyuatos ... TIdg
duvatov Tovg TV 00TV dpoAoyolvrag miotv kat éva Yiov tov Kigov fjpudv Inoodv
Xpiotov 10V aAnbivov Beov dofaloviag, dVo kai tadta évavria BeAnpata €1’ avtod
- tapadéxecOay,... "Ev OéAnua tov Kuvgiov Auav Inogod Xgwotov tob dAnBivod Oeov
OUOAOYOUHEV, WG €V UNdEVE KAUQY TG VOEQRG EYLXWHEVTIG aUTOD TaQKOG KEXWORLOMEVWS
kai €€ oikelng Ogun¢ EvavTins ¢ velpatt o fvwpévov avt kad’ imdotaoty Oeod Adyov
Vv Puowrv avtig momoacbat kivnotv, &AA’ dmdte kat olav kat Gonv avtog 6 Oedg Adyog
fipovAeto.” ACO: [ 1601419 22:24.2529,

2 A fragment of a decree issued by the council was included in the protocols of the Lateran
Council (ACO: II' 1642-166%). Grumel dates the council November 638 (Reg). See Winkelmann
51; Hefele, History 5, 65.

3 See Van Dieten 57-75, 104-105; PmbZ 6386; Winkelmann Der m.-m. Streit 257-258; article of
E. Reichert in BBKI http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/p/pyrrhos.shtml [29/05/2003].

4 Fragments of its acts are preserved among the documents of the Lateran: ACO: I 1683-170".
Grumel dates the synodal decree end 638 ~ beginning 639; see CPG 7615; Hefele, History 5, 65;
Grumel, Reg 294; Van Dieten 59-61; Winkelmann, 55.

5 Its text does not survive, but was mentioned in the letter of Pope John IV to the Emperor
Constans (PL 80, 603%; ACO: IT' 168'%); see Grumel, Reg 295; Van Dieten 61; Winkelmann 56. As
Grumel suggests, this letter is probably identical to the doypatikog T6p0g mentioned by Pope
Agatho (ACO: II' 108% ' = PL 87, 12039). According to the scholar, the document was
promulgated in 639.
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According to the suggestion of B. Pheidas, this document was supported
by all five Orthodox Patriarchs, namely by Honorius of Rome, Sergius of
Constantinople, Cyrus of Alexandria’, Macedonius of Antioch?, and Sergius of
Jerusalem?®. They probably convened local synods in order to confirm the
imperial document.* This actually was an attempt to implement the authority of
the concordance between the five Patriarchs (pentarchy). This implementation,
however, put in danger the authority of the ecumenical Council. In the case of
the Ecthesis, the pentarchy was called to substitute for an ecumenical Council ®
This policy, however, would be abandoned by Constantine Pogonatus.

What were the reasons for the Emperor’s decision? It is widely accepted
that the Ecthesis was a response to Sophronius’ encyclical letter.® If so, why was

it not issued in 634, but five years later? The reason should be sought elsewhere.

! Sergius sent a letter to Cyrus with the attached Ecthesis. The letter does not survive, but is
mentioned in the reply of Cyrus to Sergius (ACO2 1 172'% Winkelmann 52). According to
Grumel, the letter of Sergius was sent in November 638. This was one of Sergius’ last letters,
and he died soon afterwards. In his reply to Sergius (ACO: II' 172; see CPG 7612; Winkelmann
53), Cyrus enthusiastically approved the Ecthesis.

2 Patriarch from 639 to after 649; see PmbZ 4678; Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire 1: 641-867
[CD]. Ashgate; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit 235.

3 See PmbZ 6575; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit 260.
4 See B ®ewdag, ExxAnoiaotixn lotopia A’ 738-739.
5 See B. ®ewdac, ExxAnaiaotixn Totopia A’ 750.

® See, for instance, Hefele, History 5, 61, who refers to Pyrrhus’ reply to Maximus: ‘Lwdviog, O -
UKQG TEOCOEV MaTEUAQXNS YeVOpevos TegooaAUpwv, ToUto NUas kal mapd medbeaiv

nea&ai TETOMKE, TOV Tepl EveQyeuwv AGyov ovk év eDBETw ko kivijoas.” (Disputatio 332%).
However, this sounds like an attempt of Pyrrhus to relieve himself of responsibility.

130



Maybe Heraclius wanted once more to attract the Monophysites!, or expected
the implementation of the new formula in future, given that the Romans had by
that time not lost hope of recapturing the occupied territories? Or maybe he
wanted to sum up and reconfirm the achievements of his ecclesiastical policy
before leaving the political scene?? Or maybe at the end of his life he really
believed that Monenergism-Monothelitism was true Orthodoxy which must be
unanimously confessed throughout the Empire? Perhaps by issuing the Ecthesis
he was leaving to his successor his last will for ecclesiastical policy? I think we
cannot answer any of these questions with certainty. Heraclius’ motives remain
obscure and it is probably one of the major puzzles in the history of the
controversy. What can be said more or less certainly is that there were no strong
reasons to issue such a document.

The Patriarch Sergius, faithful companion of Heraclius for almost thirty
years; died on the 9th of December 638. The Emperor was also old and wanted
to see in the place of Sergius somebody similar to the late Patriarch, similar in
character, in policy, and in methods. Pyrrhus appeared to be the right person to
replace Sergius. He continued the implementation of the policy of

Monothelitism. He was also amenable enough, as can be seen in his

! See J. Haldon, Byzantium 301.

2 As W. Kaegi remarks, ‘there were various motives for the publication of the Ekthesis. Heraclius
hoped to settle remaining issues before his death, including the thorny problem of the imperial
succession, theological disputes, and the Patriarchate. He probably also wished to show that he
and his government could still do something. He may have timed its issuance for the centenary
of Severos of Antioch’s death in 638." Heraclius 269.
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vulnerability during the dispute with Maximus. Soon Pyrrhus became one of
only a few persons in whom the old Emperor confided.! It is significant that
Heraclius, feeling his death approaching, entrusted to Pyrrhus a significant sum
of money, for the support of the unpopular empress Martina, ‘so she would not
be lacking funds if she were driven out of the palace by her stepson, the
Emperor Constantine.”? Pyrrhus, however, did not fulfil Heraclius’ hopes. After
the death of the Emperor, he yielded to pressure from the Emperor’s treasurer
Philagrius, and surrendered the sum to him. He, in his turn, used the money to
fight Martina and her sons. In this episode, the conformism and vulnerability of
Pyrrhus became apparent once more. Before and during his patriarchate,
Pyrrhus composed some theological treatises in support of Monenergism-
Monothelitism, among which the sources mention the following:

a) Encyclical letter.

b) Tomus dogmaticus, of which only a fragment survived.* Here Pyrrhus
admits that the phrase of ps.-Dionysus was deliberately changed from ‘a new
theandric energeia’ to ‘one new theandric energeia.” He affirms that this does not

affect the sense of the phrase.

! See Kaegi, Heraclius 275.
2 Nicephorus, Short History 29, 79.
3 Testified in Mansi 10, 6832 = PL 80, 6032; ACO: II' 168'*3; see Winkelmann 56.

4+ ACO211527-%%; ACO: IE 606'9-608%; see Winkelmann 57.
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c) Epistle to Pope John IV. Its fragments were quoted at the sixth
ecumenical Council.?

d) Six books, which were mentioned at the thirteenth session of the sixth
ecumenical Council.? Here Pyrrhus, apart from general theological topics,
referred to the issues of energeiai and wills in Christ. Some texts were written by
the hand of Pyrrhus.

After Heraclius’ death on 11* of February 641, two hostile factions
started a struggle for succession. Initially the faction of the Heraclius’ second
wife, Martina and her son Heracleonas gained the upper hand. Soon, however,
they were deposed by the faction which supported Heraclius’ successors from
his first wife, Eudocia. The eleven year-old grandson of Heraclius, Constans II
(641-668)° became Emperor. As a result, Pyrrhus, who supported the party of
Martina, was deposed, and Paul II (1st October 641 — 27" December 653)* took

his place.

VACO: I1? 626%%; see CPG 7616; Grumel, Reg 296. According to Grumel, it was sent in 641.

2 ‘TlagetéBarov de ex g PiPAwdniKne kai €tepa BPAia €€ EEéxovia ocuvidypata
ITYggov ... & MOAAX BLGXEWQa aUTOL TUYXAVOVTA 7EQL BeATjuatos kal évegyeiag kal étégwv
tvewv.” ACO: II? 5868, According to Winkelmann (n. 58), the books were written between 638
and 641.

3 See PmbZ 3691; Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire 1. 641-867 [CD]. Ashgate; Winkelmann,
Der m.-m. Streit pp. 221-224.

4 See Van Dieten 76-103; PmbZ 5763; Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire I: 641-867 [CD].
Ashgate; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit 247-248.
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4.5. MAXIMUS AND THE WEST: STRATEGIC ALLIANCE

Pyrrhus, after having been deposed from the patriarchal throne, came to
Carthage, where he expected to gain the support of the exarch Gregory, who
was opposed to Constantinople.! Gregory had made Dyothelitism part of his
political agenda, and a motto for his resistance to Constans I1.2 In this context,
he gladly harboured Dyothelite refugees from the East and supported
ecclesiastic initiatives for the refutation of the imperial doctrine. In Carthage
Pyrrhus met Maximus, whom he had by then known for some years. In late 633
or early 634 Pyrrhus, then an abbot at the monastery of Chrysopolis, asked
Maximus to express his opinion concerning the Psephos. In reply?, Maximus
endorsed the document as suspending any further advance of Monenergism.
He praised Patriarch Sergius as a new Moses for issuing the Psephos, and
complimented Pyrrhus.’ Twelve years later Maximus would express his regret

for what he had written in this letter about the Psephos.® Although at the initial

! See Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit p. 208.

2 See Averil Cameron. ‘Byzantine Africa: the literary evidence.” In Excavations at Carthage
conducted by the University of Michigan, edited by ]. H. Humphrey, 29-62, 1978; esp. 38-51.

3 See Polycarp Sherwood. An annotated date-list of the works of Maximus the Confessor, Studia
Anselmiana, philosophica theologica; fasc. 30. Rome: 'Orbis Catholicus’, Herder, 1952, 42;
Winkelmann 41. According to Sherwood, ‘with this he (= Maximus) must have received a copy

of Sergius’ sentence (Psephos).’

4 Ep 19 PG 91, 589-597; see Sherwood 42; Winkelmann 42. Sherwood dates the epistle end 633,
early 634.

> Ep 19 PG 91, 592<,

¢ See OpuscThPol 9, 129=-132¢,
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stage of his theological activity Maximus obeyed the Psephos and avoided open
confrontation with Monenergism, he occasionally touched on the issue of
energein and will in Christ. As early as his reply to abbot Pyrrhus, he
emphasized two wills in Christ and poséd the question of distinction between
notions of évégyewx and évégynua. Of relevance to the issue of energeiai and
wills were the early works of Maximus, such as Definitions of unions', Answer to
the arguments of the Monenergists?, Letter to George, very revered priest and superior

who asked by letter about the mystery that is in Christ3, Various definitions* etc.>

! OpuscThPol 18, 213-216; see Sherwood 22; CPG 7697; Winkelmann 17. The third type of unions
considered by Maximus, the habitual one, refers to the notion of will: “H xata oxéowv évwoig
eni TV yvwuowv eig &v BéAnua.’ This definition, according to Sherwood, ‘would seem to place
the whole group in the early period of ep. 2 and Ambigua 11, i.e. before 626.

2 OpuscThPol 5, 64; see Sherwood 40; CPG 7697° Winkelmann 35. According to Sherwood, the
treatise was written ‘by 633 ... Clearly this belongs to the Monoenenergistic stage of debate;
probably also before the Psephos (634) as there is no hesitation in speaking of 1 and 2
operations.’

3 OpuscThPol 4, 56-61; see Sherwood 48; Winkelmann 48. According to Sherwood, it was
published between 634 and 640. Here Maximus touches on the question of conflicting wills in
Christ (602). As Larchet remarks, ‘C'est dans cet opuscule en tout cas que 1'on trouve la premiere
position de Maxime contre le monothélisme.” (Jean-Claude Larchet. Opuscules théologiques et
polémiques, Sagesses chrétiennes. Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1998, 27).

* OpuscThPol 14; see Sherwood 50; CPG 7697"; Winkelmann 61. This is a collection of various
definitions relevant to Triadological and Christological terms. The definitions of energeia and
‘will’ were placed at the end (PG 91, 152>-153% C. /.-Enmudpanosuy, Mamepuarvt k¥ usyueruro
KusHu u meopenuil npen. Maxcuma Ucnogednuxa. Kues, 1917, 68-70; DoctPatrum 256'%). As
Sherwood suggests, ‘it may be that the definitions of energeia and will were added to a series
already formed for Monophysite controversy.” According to the scholar, it is highly improbable
that these definitions were composed after the Ecthesis became known to Maximus.

5 Sherwood indicates some other treatises in which the distinction of gnomic and natural wills
was made: OpuscThPol 2 and 3 of the year 645 (PG 91, 44" and 489), OpuscThPol 7 of the year
642 (PG 91, 81¢), OpuscThPol 20 composed by 640 (PG 91, 233), and OpuscThPol 16 written
before 643 (PG 91, 1854, 188°, 192%).
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Maximus launched his criticisms against Monenergism and
Monothelitism probably around 640." Among his openly anti-Monenergist and
anti-Monothelite writings composed before 645 should be mentioned letter to
bishop Nicandrus?, Dogmatic tomes to the priest Marinus®, letter to abbot Thalassius®,
That it is impossible to say one will of Christ’, Ten chapters on the two wills of our Lord
and God and Saviour Jesus Christs, A comment on the passage of Matthew: Father, if it
be possible let this cup pass from me (Matt 26, 39)”, From the things asked by the monk

Theodore®, letter to John the Chamberlain®, On the two wills of the One Christ our

1 Gee A. Louth, Maximus 48.

2 OpuscThPol 8, 89-112; see Sherwood 61; Winkelmann 63. According to Sherwood, its date
‘must be about 640."

3 OpuscThPol 7, 69-89; see Sherwood 73; CPG 76977; Winkelmann 59 and OpuscThPol 20, 228-245;
see Sherwood 49; CPG 76972%; Winkelmann 60.

* Only a fragment survives: Mansi 10, 677-678, which was translated into Latin by Anastasius
Bibliothecarius (PL 129, 5839-586%); see CPG 7702; Sherwood 60; Winkelmann 62. Sherwood
dates the letter 640, after Maximus received a copy of the Ecthesis.

5> OpuscThPol 24, 268; see Sherwood 62; Winkelmann 64. This letter is addressed to an uncertain
person, who shared the Monothelite views.

¢ OpuscThPol 25, 269-273; see Sherwood 63; Winkelmann 65. Addressed to an Orthodox and
composed ca 640. Maximus defines various terms relevant to will.

7 OpuscThPol 6, 65-69; see Sherwood 64; Winkelmann 66. The text, according to Sherwood,
‘would date ... at least from the first period of open opposition, 640-2.’

8 OpuscThPol 26, 276-280; Enudanosuu, Mamepuarv 67; DoctPatrum 261%-262'%; see Sherwood
65; Winkelmann 67. The text contains definitions of nature, ousia, individual, hypostasis followed
by a brief florilegium of twelve texts, among which two belong to Maximus.

% Ep. 12, PG 91, 460-509; see Sherwood 66; Michel Diehl. L'Afrique byzantine: histoire de la
domination byzantine en Afrigue, 533-709, Burt Franklin Bibliographical Series, 15: New York, 1959,
543-547; Van Dieten 68; Winkelmann 71; sent in November-December 641. It provides almost no
information about theological aspects of the controversy, but mostly about its historical
background.
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God', Solution of the Theodore’s questions?, letter to Peter the Illustris®, Definitions of
the will*, Definitions of the energeia® etc.

Thus, by the time Pyrrhus arrived at Carthage and met Maximus, the
latter had developed an active opposition to Monothelitism and Monenergism.
A clash between them was ihevitable. In 645, they held a formal theological
debate under the auspices of the exarch Gregory.? Pyrrhus was defeated and
departed to Rome with intention of accepting Orthodoxy from the Pope.
However, as subsequent events would show, he was moved to Orthodoxy
mainly by a desire to gain the political support of the exarch Gregory and the
West, in order to regain the Patriarch’s throne.” When he learnt in 647 that the

exarch Gregory had been murdered and his chances of using his political

! OpuscThPol 16, 184-212; see CPG 7697'¢; Sherwood 74; Winkelmann 84. Sherwood suggests
that it was composed ‘when first the controversy became openly Monothelite. Some time
therefore after 643 seems indicated.” This is the most extensive treatise of Maximus on the
energeiai and wills in Christ.

2 OpuscThPol 19, 217-228; see CPG 7697'%; Sherwood 75; Winkelmann 86. According to Beck, the
text was composed after Paul was elected Patriarch (641-653) (Beck, Kirche 433); Sherwood: ‘642
or after.” This is an answer to two theological aporias posed by deacon Theodore.

3 The fragments were copied by Anastasius Bibliothecarius with the main point of interest the
views of Maximus on the Roman see (OpuscThPol 12, 141-146; PL 129, 573-576; see CPG 7697;
Sherwood 76; Winkelmann 88). According to Sherwood, ‘the letter must be dated not only after
Pyrrhus’ deposition (Sept. 29, 641) but after Pope John’s death (Oct. 11, 642) ... -~ in 643 or 644.

* Enudanosuy, Mamepuarot 72-75; see CPG 7707*; Winkelmann 90.

5> Enudpanosuy, Mamepuarn 76; see CPG 7707%; Winkelmann 91.

¢ Disputatio PG 91, 288-353/ Marcel Doucet. Dispute de Maxime le confesseur avec Pyrrhus: intro.,
texte critique, tr. et notes par M. Doucet: [Montreal], 1972; see CPG 7698; Sherwood 78; Van Dieten
84; Winkelmann 92; boaotos, Aexyuu 479-482.

7 See boaoTos, Aexyuu 479.
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support had vanished, he went to Ravenna and made his peace with the
Monothelites. As a result, he was excommunicated by Pope Theodore who
pointedly signed the decree with a pen dipped in a Eucharistic chalice.
Meanwhile Maximus continued his activities against Monothelitism. He
wrote treatises and organized resistance in North Africa and Italy. During this
period he composed the following texts relevant to the controversy: Letter to the
Cypriot Presbyter Marinus!, To Marinus the very pious priest?, Chapters from the
treatise about energeiai and wills®, Chapters about properties of two natures of Christ?,

13 chapters about wills®, 10 chapters about wills and energeiai®, and To the Christ-

! OpuscThPol 10, 133-137; Latin excerpts from the letter were copied by Anastasius
Bibliothecarius (PL 129, 577-578); see CPG 7697'%; Sherwood 79; Winkelmann 93. It was
composed, according to Sherwood, in 645-646: ‘The time of the debate with Pyrrhus, or the
month before departure for Rome, seem most probable.’

2 OpuscThPol 1-3, 9-37, 40-45, 45-56; see CPG 7697'3; Sherwood 80-82; Winkelmann 94. It is a
collection of excerpts from some letters of Maximus to Marinus written, according to Sherwood,
in 645-646.

* Chapters 8, 50, 51 from the OpuscThPol 3: Enudganosua, Mamepuaavt 72-75, PG 91, 40-56; see
CPG 9697%3; Sherwood 81-82; Winkelmann 842,

* Winkelmann gives this common title to the three chapters published by Emmndanosiy,
Mamepuarvt 62. The chapters were taken from the Cod. Mosq. gr. 247 and have the following
titles: 1. Of the same, of the properties of the two natures of Christ, ch. 58 (OpuscThPol 32); 2. Of the
same, from that on the wills and self-determinations of Christ, ch. 59 (OpuscThPol 3°); 3. Of the same,
from ch. 92 (OpuscThPol 3°). On the text see CPG 7707'; Sherwood 83-85; Winkelmann 95.
Ermudanosnu suggested that the chapters were an elaboration of Maximus’ texts, which was
accomplished by John of Damascus. Sherwood, however, disagreed with this suggestion: ‘The
authorship of these three pieces can ... be finally determined only by a careful study of the
relations of Maximus and the Damascene. A prima facie supposition, however, would seem to
favor Maximus.” Sherwood 54. The collection should be attributed, according to Sherwood, to
645-646.

> Enudanosuy, Mamepuaawvt 64; see CPG 7707'¢; Winkelmann 96.

¢ Enndanosny, Mamepuarot 66; see CPG 7707"; Winkelmann 97.
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loving Fathers, superiors, monks, dwelling here in Sicily and the orthodox people'. This
activity soon brought results, and a series of local councils in Western Europe?
and North Africa® was held against Monothelitism.

After the death of Honorius, Severinus succeeded to the Roman see.? His
pontificate lasted about two months. However, he had time to oppose the
Ecthesis. His successor John IV (24 December 640 — 12 October 642)° convened
a synod, which condemned Monenergism-Monothelitism and anathematized
Sergius, Cyrus, and Pyrrhus.® The definition of the council was sent to the

Patriarch of Constantinople and to the Emperor. Heraclius sent a reply” to John,

! OpuscThPol 9, 112-132; see CPG 7697%; Sherwood 86; Winkelmann 102. This is an apology of
Maximus to the accusation that he professes three wills and three energeiai in Christ. It is
addressed to the people of Sicily. Before submitting his apology, Maximus defended his faith
orally. The text was written in Sicily ‘from 646 or after; and doubtless before the Lateran
council.” Sherwood 86.

2 Councils at Orlean (Hefele, History 5, 69-70) and Rome (Hefele, History 5, 92-93).

3 Councils at Numidia, Mauritania, Byzacene, and probably Carthage (see Hefele, History 5, 89-
93). These councils issued the following documents which were read out at the Council of
Lateran: 1. synodal epistle of the Church of Byzacium to Emperor Constans I (ACOz 1 74-76; see CPG
9394; CPL 976; Winkelmann 99); 2. letter of Victor, the bishop of Cartage, to Pope Theodore (ACQO2 1
98-102; PL 80, 637-644; PL 87, 85-92; see CPG 9396; CPL 874; Van Dieten 86; Winkelmann 100); 3.
letter of bishops of the Archdiocese of Proconsularia to Patriarch Paul (ACQO2 1 81-95; CPG 9395; CPL
877; Winkelmann 101); 4. synodal epistle of three African bishops (ACO:2 1 67-71); see CPG 9393;
CPL 875; Winkelmann 98.

4 See about him an article of E. Pulsfort in the BBKI
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/s/s2/severinus p.shtml [29/05/2003].

% See PmbZ 2689; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, p. 220; an article of W. Schulz, BBK!
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/j/lohannes IV.shtml [10/06/2002].

® Libellus Synodicus (Mansi 10, 607-610); Theophanes, Chronographia (de Boor 331); see Hefele,
History 5, 67, Winkelmann 67°.

7 A fragment is published in Corpus Christianorum Series Graeca 39, p. 41 = PG 90, 125 = PL 129,
6154, The letter was sent in the beginning of 641 but before the 11'* of February, when Heraclius
died; see CPPG 9382; Winkelmann 68.
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in which among other things he shifted responsibility for the Ecthesis onto
Sergius. After the death of Heraclius on the 11t of February 641 Constantine, his
son from his first wife, became the new Emperor (from 11* of February 641 to
24™ of May 641). The West expected that the new Emperor would change his
policy concerning Monothelitism. These expectations were expressed in the
letter of Pope John to Constantine’, in which the Pontiff tried to justify Honorius
and condemned the efforts of Pyrrhus towards promotion of the heresy.
Constantine, however, was soon dead, having been poisoned by his stepmother
Martina, or so it was believed. The new Emperor was proclaiméd Constans II.
Two of his letters addressed to Pope John survive in Arabic translation.? Here
the newly elected Emperor expresses his intention to be reconciled with Rome
and to abandon whatever innovation had been adopted during the years that
had passed. He had fulfilled his promise, but only in part and six years latter, by
issuing the Typos. Simultaneously Pyrrhus was replaced as Patriarch of
Constantinople by Paul, who was a conscious Monothelite. This can be
concluded from his epistles® and the collection of his writings examined at the

sixth ecumenical Council.’

! Mansi 10, 682-686 = PL 129, 561-566; see CPG 9383; Winkelmann 69,

2 1) CSCO 50, p. 335; Latin translation PG 111, 11112, 2) Cod. Vat. syr. 130, fol. 80b; Latin
translation A. Mai, Nova Patrum Bibliotheca V1, 511. See CPG 9385; Van Dieten 79; Winkelmann
75.

3 See his synodic letter to Pope Theodore mentioned by Pope Martin at the Council of Lateran
(ACO2 1 18%1%); see Grumel, Reg 299; Winkelmann 76. According to Martin, Paul not only agreed
with the Monothelite policy of his predecessors, but eagerly supported it and probably added
some fresh arguments in defence of the doctrine. There is also another letter of Paul to Pope
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Meanwhile, in November 642, a new Pontiff, Theodore was elected, a
Greek refugee from Palestine? His contribution to the rejection of
Monothelitism was huge. On the one hand, he tried to convince the East to
abandon the wrong doctrine.? On the other hand, he started preparations for a
major Council, where he wanted Monothelitism to be condemned with strong
arguments. In preparing the basis for such a Council, he collaborated closely
with Maximus, who arrived at Rome in 646. There Maximus, probably with the

assistance of the Pope, worked on the preparation of florilegia in favour of the

Theodore (ACO: [ 196-204; PG 87, 91-99; see CPG 7620; Grumel, Reg 300; Van Dieten 90;
Winkelmann 104). It was sent in reply to the request of the apocrisarii of Pope Theodore. Paul
here once again appears to be a consistent Monothelite. According to Grumel, the letter was
sent in 646 or 647, while in the CPG the May 645 is suggested.

1 ACO: IR 586'%17: ‘péyiotgov duadépwv émiotoAdv TavAov ... év @ dépetal ETUOTOAN
voadeloa naxoa ot avtod TlavAov npog oV év dyiowg Oeddwpov TOV YEVOUEVOV TtV
Padung mept évog BeAnpatog kai neoodwvnticols 1ol avtod ITavAov Tépoug TEEIE TEOG TOV
£v &yloig yevouevov pv Pacgidéa ... mepi OeAnuatoc kai évegyeing.” See Winkelmann 73,

2 24 May 642 — 14 May 649; see PmbZ 7769; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit p. 274; G. Kreuzer,
‘Theodor 1, BBKI http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/t/theodor i p.shtml [13/10/2002].

3 He sent a series of epistles to the Emperor, the Patriarch and the eastern bishops persuading
them to abandon Monothelitism: a) letter to Constans II, which survives in two Arabic
translations (1. Acta Romanorum Pontificum 521-524; Latin transl. A. Mai, Nova Patrum bibliotheca
VI, 510; 2. CSCO 50 336-339; Latin transl. PG 111, 1111--1112%; see CPL 1731; CPG 9386; Van
Dieten 80-82; Winkelmann 77). It was sent at the end of 642 or in the beginning of 643 (CPG
9386). b) letter to Patriarch Paul (Mansi 10, 702-705 = PL 87, 75-80 = PL 129, 577-582; see CPL 1732;
CPG 9387; Van Dieten 80-82; Winkelmann 79). Here Theodore condemns the policy of Pyrrhus
and appeals to Paul urging him to abandon it. According to Caspar, the letter was sent before
the 29% of May 643 (Caspar, Geschichte 11 544). c) Propositio (Mansi 10, 705 = PL 87, 80-82 = PL
129, 581; see CPL 1732; CPG 9388; Winkelmann 80). d) Letter to bishops who consecrated Paul of
Constantinople (Mansi 10, 706-708 = PL 87, 81f = PL 129, 581-584; see CPL 1732; CPG 9389; Van
Dieten 80-82; Winkelmann 81). Here the Pope again condemns Pyrrhus, According to Caspar,
the letter was sent before 29t of May 643 (Caspar, Geschichte II 544). See also a mention of
another letter of Theodore to Patriarch Paul (Liber Pontificalis 1 333; Winkelmann 107).
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Dyothelite doctrine.! As Jean Pierres has shown, 27 out of 161 testimonies
presented to the Lateran Council occur in the works of Maximus. He also
designed the theological outlines and even the speeches of the prospective
participants. As will be shown later on, many of the arguments and theological
points expressed by the different speakers repeat the theses contained in the
Maximus’ writings. Moreover, as R. Riedinger has convincingly shown, the
initial text of the Council's acts was Greek and probably composed by

Maximus.?

4.6. THE TyPOS

Because of the active resistance of the West, which eventually led to a
break of communion between the Churches of Rome and Constantinople,
Constans Il was threatened with the loss of control over this region, in addition
to the loss of the eastern provinces and Egypt to the Arabs. He was therefore
forced to revise and soften his policy over Christological issues. As a result, the
Ecthesis was removed from the narthex of Hagia Sophia, and in 648, a new

regulating document — the Typos — was issued.?

! On the Pope’s involvement see Erich Caspar. ‘Die Lateransynode von 649." Zeitschrift fiir
Kirchengeschichte 51 (1932): 75-137.

2 See Rudolf Riedinger. ‘Aus den Akten der Lateran-Synode von 649.” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 69
(1976): 17-38.

3 ACO21208-211; see CPG 7621; Van Dieten 92-95; Winkelmann 106.
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According to western sources and information from Stephan of Dora,
Constans was persuaded to issue this document by the Patriarch Paul. As with
the Ecthesis, the Typos prohibited all the controversial formulas. Now, in
addition to energeiai, the formulas of either one or two wills in Christ were
prohibited:

We declare to our orthodox subjects that, from the present moment, they no
longer have permission in any way to contend and to quarrel with one another
over one will and one energy, or two energies and two wills.!

The Typos approved only those expressions which were approved by

Church tradition;

We should follow only the Holy Scriptures and the five deliverances of the five
holy (Ecumenical Synods and the simple utterances and confessions of the
approved Fathers.2 )

Thus, as Bolotov remarked, the differénce between the Typos and the
Ecthesis consisted only in the fact that the former ‘had the character of an edict,
while the latter was a dogmatic treatise.”®> The Typos did not promote either
theological formulas or arguments.

Meanwhile Constans, though he withdrew active support from
Monothelitism, did not abandon it altogether. He still made use of it, as for
example in his reported attempts to reconcile the Armenian Church. In 648 or

649, he issued an order that the Armenian Church must accept the

1 ACO21208'"2/Hefele, History 5, 95-96.
2 ACO21208-28/Hefele, History 5, 96

3 boaotos, Jexyuu 482-483.
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Chalcedonian dogma, which the Armenians eventually refused to do at the
synod of Dvin (649). In addition to this decision, they concluded a treatment
with the Arabs that Armenia should break off with Byzantium and come under

Arab authority.

4.7. THE LATERAN COUNCIL

After the death of Theodore, Pope Martin was elected his successor.’
From the very beginning of his pontificate, Martin appeared to be an
irreconcilable adversary of Monothelitism, more so than his predecessors. Thus,
he ignored the confirmation of his election from both the Emperor and the
exarch in Ravenna. Soon after having been elected, in October 649 he convened
a Council in the Lateran basilica of Rome. This was the Council prepared by
Pope Theodore, although he died before he could convene it. One hundred and
five bishops took part in the Council, representing mainly Italy and Africa. The

East was represented by the Palestinian bishop Stephan of Dora?, whom

! See Martino 1 Papa (649-653) e il suo tempo: atti del xxviiiconvegno storico internazionale: Todi, 13-16
ottobre 1991. Atti dei convegni dell’Accademia tudertina e del Centro di studi sulla spiritualita
medievale. Nuova serie; 5. Spoleto: Centro italiano di studi sullalto medievale, 1992; PmbZ 4851;
Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire I: 641-867 [CD]. Ashgate; G. Kreuzer, ‘Martin 1, BBKI
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/m/martin i p.shtml [10/06/2002]; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, pp.
236-237.

? See PmbZ 6906; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, pp. 267-268; K.-H. Uthemann, ‘Stephan von
Dor,” BBKI http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/s/s4/stephan v dor.shtml [27/09/2002]. Stephan addressed
a letter to the Council (ACO: 1 38-46), in which he condemned Monothelitism and provided
important information about the ecclesiastical situation in Palestine. According to Van Dieten,
the letter was sent not long before the death of the Pope Theodore (14.05.649); see Caspar,
Geschichte I1 553; Van Dieten 96; Winkelmann, 82.

144


http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/rn/martin
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/s/s4/stephan

Sophronius of Jerusalem had earlier appointed as his apocrisarius to Rome. In
addition, ‘many pious abbots and monks, from among the Greeks’ were
present.!

The synod followed theological outlines drawn by Maximus and
possibly some other Greek monks. R. Riedinger has proved that originally the
acts of the Council were composed in Greek and then translated into Latin.? I
think this scholar went too far in suggesting that because of that the Council as
such was a fiction.? If it were true, neither Martin nor Maximus would have
been condemned and exiled. In addition, it would be certainly uncovered by the
Monothelites and used as a very persuasive argument against the ‘forgeries’ of
the Dyothelites. The reality could be that the bishops were helped and given
well-elaborated arguments in form of a draft composed previously by Maximus

in Greek and then translated into Latin.* Whatever is true, the fact is that in

! See a testimony in ACO: I 208%2%8; see about them Jean-Marie Sansterre. Les moines grecs et
orientaux a Rome aux époques byzantine et carolingienne: milieu du Vle s.-fin du IXe s. Bruxelles:
Academie royale de Belgique, 1982, 9-30, 117-119. They submitted their own libellus (ACO2 I 48-
54; see Caspar, Geschichte I1 556; Van Dieten 92; Winkelmann 108).

2 See the bibliography on the acts in Winkelmann 110.

3 ‘Die Lateransynode von 649 ist gewif§ kein Konzil, dessen Geschichte und Lehrinhalt man
allgemein als bekannt voraussetzen konnte.” R. Riedinger, ‘Die Lateransynode von 649 und
Maximus der Bekenner.” In Felix Heinzer and Christoph von Schénborn. Maximus Confessor:
actes du Symposium sur Maxime le Confesseur, Fribourg, 2-5 septembre 1980, Paradosis; 27. Fribourg,
Suisse: Editions Universitaires Fribourg Suisse, 1982, 111.

4 See Herrin, The Formation of Christendom 253. This theory refutes Riedinger’ objection that the
western particpants of the Council could not deliver their speeches because they simply did not
speak Greek (‘Flr die Lateransynode von 649 bedeutet das, daf8 wir zwar ihren Aktentext
besitzen, ebenso aber auch die GewiSheit, daf8 sie so, wie es dieser Aktentext nahelegt, nicht
stattgefunden haben kann, denn die italischen Bischofe haben gewiff keine Reden in
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defiance of the Typos, the Council explicitly confirmed the doctrine about two
energeiai and wills in Christ, condemned the Ecthesis and the Typos, and
anathematized Theodore of Pharan, Cyrus of Alexandria, Sergius, Pyrrhus, and
Paul of Constantinople. After the Council finished its work, copies of its acts
and concluding encyclical letter were dispatched to the Emperor, eastern
Patriarchs, and other bishops and monastic communities in the West, East, and
North Africa.! Soon after the Council Maximus composed a letter?, in which he
seems to have counted it among the ecumenical Councils.?

In ecclesiastical terms, it was a triumph of Orthodoxy. In political terms,

however, it was a rebellion, which had to be punished accordingly. The exarch

griechischer Sprache gehalten.” Riedinger, ‘Die Lateransynode von 649 und Maximus der
Bekenner’ 118).

I See the epistles of Pope Martin: a) encyclical (ACO: 1 404-421; see CPG 9403; CPL 1733;
Winkelmann 111); b) to the bishop of Traiectum (Maastricht) Amandus (ACOz I 422-424; see CPL
1733; CPG 9404; Winkelmann 112); c) to Emperor Constans 1I (Mansi 10, 789-798 = PL 87, 137-146;
see CPL 1733; CPG 9405; Van Dieten 99; Winkelmann 114); d) to the Church of Carthage (Mansi
10, 797-804 = PL 87, 145-146; see CPL 1733; CPG 9405; Van Dieten 99; Winkelmann 114); e) to
John of Philadelphia (Mansi 10, 805-814 = PL 87, 153-164; see CPL 1733; CPG 9407; Van Dieten 99;
Winkelmann 116); f) to Theodore of Esbus in Arabia (Mansi 10, 815 = PL 87, 163-166; see CPL 1733;
CPG 9408; Winkelmann 117); g) to Anthony of Bacatha (Mansi 10, 817 = PL 87, 165-168; see CPL
1733; CPG 9409; Winkelmann 118); h) to George the Archimandrite of the monastery of St Theodosius
(Mansi 10, 819f = PL 87, 167; see CPL 1733; CPG 9410; Winkelmann, 119); i) to Pantaleon (Mansi
10, 819-824 = PL 87, 169-174; see CPL 1733; CPG 9411; Winkelmann 120); j) to Peter the Illustris
(Mansi 10, 825-826 = PL 87, 173-176; see CPL 1733; CPG 9412; Winkelmann, 121); k) to the
Churches of Jerusalem and Antioch (Mansi 10, 827-832 = PL 87, 175-180; see CPL 1733; CPG 9415;
Van Dieten 99; Winkelmann 122); 1) to Paul of Thessalonica (Mansi 10, 833-844 = PL 87, 181-192;
see CPL 1733; CPG 9414; Winkelmann 123); m) to the Church of Thessalonica (Mansi 10, 843-850 =
PL 87, 191-198; see CPL 1733; CPG 9415; Winkelmann 124).

2 Only a fragment of the letter survives: OpuscThPol 11, 137-140; see CPG 7697*!; Sherwood 8§;
Winkelmann 113.

3 He speaks about six ecumenical Councils. Combefis suggested that the sixth one is the
Lateran. This interpretation was accepted by some scholars (Grumel, Sherwood, Winkelmann).
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Olympius, who resided in Ravenna, went to Rome in order to arrest Martin for
treason. The resistance of the populace, however, and Olympius’ own
reluctance prevented Martin from being arrested at this time. The next year a
newly appointed exarch Theodore Kalliopas successfully accomplished this
task. Martin was arrested and brought to Constantinople for trial. In the court
the Pope was charged with treason and as a result deposed, defrocked, and
exiled to Chersonese in the Crimea, where he died on the 16t of September 655.

Maximus was also heavily punished. He was arrested in Rome and
brought to Constantinople for trial. Initially he was accused of treason,
including support for the rebellion plotted by the exarch Gregory in Carthage.
Such accusations probably comforted the Byzantine authorities, because in the
person of Maximus they could find a scapegoat for the defeats of the Byzantine
army in Egypt.! Apart from the accusation of treason, Maximus was also
indicted of denying the Emperor’s right to trespass into the realm of
ecclesiastical authority and define dogmas of the Church. Eventually he was
sent to Byzia in Thrace. In 656 Maximus was once more called to
Constantinople for trial and eventually accused, tortured, had his right hand
and his tongue cut off, and exiled to Lazica, where he died on the 13 of August

662. In the same year Patriarch Peter (8" June 654 - ca 12" October 666)?

! See Kaegi, Heraclius 295; Byzantium and the early Islamic conquests 217-218.

2 See Van Dieten 106-116; PmbZ 5941; Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire I: 641-867 [CD].
Ashgate; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit pp. 249-250.
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convened a council in Constantinople, which anathematized Maximus, Martin
and Sophronius.’ He issued a Psephos containing the results of the council.?
Meanwhile in Rome, after Martin was dethroned, a new Pope, Eugenius I
(10 August 654 — 2" June 657) was elected.? Eugenius appeared to be more
accommodating towards Constantinople. In particular, he was ready to comply
with the Typos. Only the resistance of the populace and the clergy of Rome
prevented him from reaching a compromise with Monothelitism. He and his
successor Vitalian (30% July 657 — 27t January 672)* restored communion with

the Monothelite Patriarch Peter.

4.8. THE SIXTH ECUMENICAL COUNCIL

After Constans II was murdered on the 15% of September 668, his throne
was taken by Constantine Pogonatus (668-685).° The difficult military situation
and permanent threats from the Arabs he inherited from Constans did not

allow him to occupy himself with ecclesiastical affairs. By 670 the Arabs had

! See the summary in Mansi 11, 73-76. See also a mention in the confession of Patriarch
Macarius (ACO: II' 230); Van Dieten 114; Winkelmann 1482,

? Testified in: Gesta PG 90, 1699-172* = PL 129, 6554; see Grumel, Reg 306; Van Dieten 114;
Winkelmann 149.

3 See Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, 202-203; F. W. Bautz, 'Eugen I,” BBKI
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/efeugen i p.shtml [10/06/2002).

4 See PmbZ 8582; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, 278-279.

> See PmbZ 3702; Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire I: 641-867 [CD). Ashgate; Winkelmann,
Der m.-m. Streit, 225-227.
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captured Cyprus, Rhodes, Cos, and Cyzicus. In 672, Smyrna fell into their
hands. Their ultimate goal was Constantinople, which eventually underwent an
Arab blockade for five successive summers. Byzantines however managed to
contain the Arabs and even to defeat them in several important battles. As a
result Constantine in 678 forced them to sign a truce for thirty years. He used
this breathing space to turn to his internal affairs, including ecclesiastical ones.
The main point of his policy was to let the Church herself make a decision
concerning her doctrine. The best means for this would be an ecumenical
Council. As B. Pheidas remarks, during all fifty years of the controversy the
erroneous tactic of the substitution of an ecumenical Council with the authority
of the pentarchy of the Patriarchs was implemented. Constantine with his
decision changed this tactic and restored the authority of the institution of
ecumenical Council.! However, to implement this decision under the conditions
of the time was not an easy task, given the Arab occupation of the eastern
territories and of Egypt. Churches under occupation were unable to send their
representatives to Constantinople. Therefore, a decision was taken to convoke a
‘conference’ of bishops. The Emperor addressed Pope Donus (2"¢ November

676 — 11 April 678)? a letter (sacra) inviting him to send his representatives to the

! B. ®ewdag, ExxAnoiaotixky Totopia A’ 570-571.

2 See Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, p. 201; F. W. Bautz, ‘Donus,” BBKI
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/d/donus_p.shtml [10/06/2002].

149


http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/d/donus

‘conference.’! By the time the letter reached Rome, Donus had died (11* of April
679), and the newly elected Pope Agatho (27" June 678 — 10™ January 681)2
entirely supported the initiative of the Emperor. However, he first decided to
enlist the support of the Church of the West. For this purpose, he initiated local
councils in different western provinces, as in Milan and at Hatfield in Britain.
Also a local synod of the Roman Church was convoked with 125 bishops
participating in it.} Its decisions Were set out in two ‘suggestions’ (dvadogad)
addressed to Constantine; one was sent by the Pope* and another by the
council®. These letters were read at the fourth session of the Council and then
referred to in its Horos.

Meanwhile the political situation in the East changed, and the Churches
on the territories occupied by Arabs could send their representatives to the
Council. The newly elected Patriarch of Constantinople George I (December

679 — February 686)° persuaded the Emperor to turn the proposed ‘conference

into a fully-fledged ecumenical Council. The Council commenced its work on

! Mansi 11, 196-201 = PL 87, 1147-1154; see CPG 9416; Van Dieten 127; Winkelmann 156.

2 See PmbZ 129, Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire I. 641-867 [CD). Ashgate; Winkelmann,
Der m.-m. Streit, pp. 186-187; F. W. Bautz, ‘Agatho,” BBKI
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/a/agatho p.shtml [09/06/2002].

3 See Hefele, History 5, 140-142.

4 Mansi 11, 234-286 = PL 87, 1161-1214; see CPG 9417; CPL 1737; Van Dieten 132-134;
Winkelmann 157.

5 Mansi 11, 286-315 = PL 87, 1215-1248; see CPG 9418; CPL 1737; Winkelmann 158.

¢ See Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, p. 204.
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the 7% of November 680 and it lasted until the 16% of September 681, with 18
working sessions.! The Monothelite party was hgaded by the Patriarch of
Antioch Macarius? and his disciple Stephan®. Although formally Stephan was
called a disciple of Macarius, it was rather Macarius who was under the
influence of Stephan.*

In its first three sessions, the Council examined the acts of the third,
fourth, and fifth ecumenical Councils correspondingly. When revising the acts
of the fifth ecumenical Council, the authenticity of the libellus ascribed to the
Patriarch Menas was thoroughly investigated, together with two letters ascribéd
to Pope Vigilius and addressed ‘allegedly to the Empress Theodora and thé
Emperor Justinian. The documents .v;fere found inauthentic. Generally speaking,
the Council was much occupied with the examination of the authenticity of

various texts. Because of this characteristic feature, A. von Harnack called it ‘the

! See the bibliography in Winkelmann 161.

2 Little is known about Macarius. He inherited the see of Antioch from another Monothelite
Patriarch, Macedonius, in November or December 669 and was eventually condemned at the
sixth ecumenical Council. See PmbZ 4670; Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire I: 641-867 [CD].
Ashgate; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, 231-234. Some of his writings survive in fragments:
Adyoc mpoopwvnTikég addressed to Constans II (ACO: II' 508'% see CPGaupp 7626%
Winkelmann 128); letter to the African monk and presbyter Luke (ACO:z II' 610*%; see CPGsupp! 7626%;
Winkelmann 129); a third sermon (ACO2 II' 508%7; see CPGsuppl 7626'; Winkelmann 130); Libellus
to Constans II (ACOz II' 500315, 504%; see Winkelmann 1302). See also a dissertation on theology
of Macarius: J. Rissberger. ‘Das Glaubenskenntnis des Patriarchen Makarius von Antiochien.
1940.

* See PmbZ 6920; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, pp. 263-267.
* For example, in the letter addressed by the Council to Constantine, Stephan is characterized as

an instructor of Macarius: ‘Ztédavov 1ov To0TOL (= Makapiov) padnujv pariov de Aéyew
kaBnynuiv.” ACO: II2 816+ See also the letter of Pope Leo to the Council (ACO: IT12 878°).
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Council of antiquaries and palaeographists”, while Fr. ]. Meyendorff remarked
of it that, ‘unlike the early councils which tended to debate theological issues
for their own sake, the assembly of 680-1 focused on the issue of Tradition. The
only question discussed was whether the earlier conciliar decrees and the
writings of the Fathers could be used to justify the doctrine of “one energeia”
and “one will” in Christ.”? At the fourth session the two ‘suggestions’
(avadopai) issued by Pope Agatho and the local council of Rome were
analysed. From the fifth and up to the tenth sessions two sets of florilegia, the
first in favour of single energein and will, and the second in favour of two
activities and two wills in Christ, were thoroughly examined with the object of

establishing the authenticity of the former set.? At the eighth session the bishop

! Adolf von Harnack. History of dogma. New York: Dover Publications, 1961, vol. IV, 261.
2 Meyendorff, Imperial unity 371.

3 The following florilegia were either reported or examined during the controversy.

L. Dyothelite florilegia:

a) Florilegium compiled by Sophronius of Jerusalem. See the report of Stephan of Dora:
‘nagaocyduevog év dual BiPAlow kai EE éxatovtddag matEk@v XQNOEwv elg EAgyxov Thg
aocefeing kal niotwowv Thg aAnBeing.” ACOz2 1 40%. According to the testimony, it thus
consisted of two books and contained 600 quotes.

b) Florilegium mentioned in the OpuscThPol 26 (PG 91, 276-280; see Winkelmann 68). This
contained the definitions of Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Alexander of Alexandria,
Eustathius of Antioch, Athanasius of Alexandria, Gregory of Nyssa, Diadochus, Anastasius of
Antioch, Nemesius of Emesa concerning the notions of nature, essence, individuum, hypostasis.

c) Florilegium concerning the energeiai and wills in Christ (Maximus, OpuscThPol 27, 280-285; see
CPG 7697%; Sherwood 77; Winkelmann 89). It is commonly accepted that the florilegium was
composed by Maximus. According to Sherwood, it might have been composed between 640
and 646.
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of Melitene Theodore read out a document (xagtiov), which contained the

d) Spiritual and dogmatic tome addressed to Stephan the most holy bishop of Dora (OpuscThPol 15, 153-
184; see CPG 7697'5; Sherwood 87; Winkelmann 1052). This florilegium is the most extensive one
among composed by Maximus, whose task here was to show that the Ecthesis is contrary to the
Fathers and in agreement with the recognized heretics. Sherwood attributes the text to 646-647.

e) Florilegium of Maximus and his school (ACO: I 425-436; Cod. Vatic. gr. 1455, fol. 165%-176"; see
Winkelmann 1127).

f) Testimonia Patrum of Maximus and his school (ACO:z I 258-31413; see CPG 94022, Winkelmann
112b).

g) Florilegium of Maximus and his school (ACO2 [ 84-90%; see Winkelmann 112¢),

h) Florilegium of heretics collected by Maximus and his school (ACO: I 320%-334%; see
Winkelmann 1129).

i} DoctPatrum.

j) Christological florilegium in support of Dyothelitism (ed. F. Diekamp. ‘Ein christologisches
Florilegium aus dem codex Athous Vatopedianus 507." Analecta patristica (1938); see
Winkelmann 131).

k) Florilegium of Pope Agatho (ACO: IT' 85-95%; see CPG 9423; Winkelmann 1572).

1) Dyenergist-Dyothelite florilegium (ACO: II' 288'-308'¢; see CPGsuppt 9429'; Winkelmann 1612).
m) Florilegium from the Cod. Ochrid. Musée nat. 86 (see Winkelmann 174).

IT Monothelite florilegia:

a) Florilegium composed by George Arsas on request of Patriarch Sergius (see Winkelmann 92).

b) Catens composed by Macarius of Antioch (see ACO: II' 2322%-260'%; 2682-274%; Winkelmann
127).

) Monothelite florilegium of Macarius (see ACO: II' 168+"; Winkelmann 1272).

d) Another Monothelite florilegium of Patriarch Macarius (see ACO: II' 176'3%; see Winkelmann
127%).

e) Florilegium of Patriarch Peter (see Corpus Christianorum Series Graeca 39, 101; Winkelmann
1452).

f) Monothelite florilegium (ACOz IT' 370'-390%; CPGsuppt 9429%; Winkelmann 161%).

g) An untitled florilegium in Syriac (Cod. Brit. Mus. Add. 14535, foll. 1%-207; see S. Brock, ‘A
Monothelete Florilegium in Syriac’; Winkelmann 170b).

153



main points of the Typos that neither one nor two wills should be confessed in
Christ. Among those who allegedly shared these theses, Theodore named Peter
of Nicomedia, Solomon of Cleneus, Anthony of Hypapa, monk Stephan, and
five clerics of the Patriarchate. All of them, except Stephan, rejected this
accusation and presented their confessions, which were considered at the tenth
session. Also at the eighth session, Macarius was called to profess his faith. In
response, he presented two confessions: one oral, another written. These
confessions are probably the richest source for the credo of later Monothelitism.
At the ninth and tenfh sessions, passages of approved Fathers and proved
heretics were read and analyzed. At the eleventh session, the synodic letter of
the Patriarch Sophronius was read out. Also at this and the next session,
writings and compilations composed by Macarius were presented to the
Council and examined. This resulted in the condemnation of Macarius. A new
Patriarch of Antioch, Theophanes, was elected to replace him. At the thirteenth
session, the Council examined the documents found in the library of the
Patriarchate and composed by Theodore of Pharan, Pope Honorius, Patriarchs
of Constantinople Pyrrhus, Paul, Peter, Thomas, John, and Constantine. Also the
Pact of the Alexandrian union was studied. At the fourteenth session, the
fathers were occupied with the investigation of how the libellus ascribed to the
Patriarch Menas and two letters ascribed to Pope Vigilius were interpolated into
the acts of the fifth ecumenical Council. They concluded that the forgery was

committed by Paul, Macarius, and Stephan. At the fifteenth session, the Council
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dealt with the case of a fanatic hieromonk, Polychronius,’ who presented a book
with a Monothelite confession, which he claimed God had revealed to him. He
asked the Council that the book be placed on a dead body, which he believed
would be resurrected. A dead body was brought to the public baths of
Zeuxippus (Zev&inmov), where Polychronius put his book on the corpse and
‘whispered’ for ‘many hours,” as the acts report. The corpse did not revive. After
his public failure, Polychronius was given a chance to change his mind about
Monothelitism. However, he refused, and was anathematized. At the sixteenth
session, another particular case of Monothelite confession was investigated.
This time it was a certain priest, Constantine, from Apamea. He could hardly
speak Greek and presented a confession comprised of popular beliefs with
Monothelitism as the central point. In particular, he admitted two natures and
two energeiai in Christ and simultaneously a single will, which belongs to the
‘person of Christ.” The human nature of Christ, according to Constantine, also
had its own will, which however was stripped away together with ‘flesh and
blood,” when Christ resurrected. Constantine failed to explain his faith in detail
and was condemned by the Council. At the end of the session the teaching
about a single energeia and will of Christ was condemned, and Pope Honorius,
the Patriarchs of Constantinople Sergius, Pyrrhus, Paul, ‘Peter, Patriarch of

Alexandria, Cyrus, Theodore bishop of Pharan, Macarius, Stephan,

1 See PmbZ 6318; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, 255-257.
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Polychronius, and Apergius of Perge! were anathematized.? Patriarch George
proposed that they should not anathematise the Patriarchs of Constantinople,
but only condemn their teaching. His proposition, however, was rejected.
During the last two sessions, the final definition (Horos) was adopted. After the
Council, as usual, a series of formal documents was issued, including the

Emperor’s Edict®, which was posted in the narthex of St Sophia.

4.9. MONOTHELITISM AFTER THE COUNCIL

Macarius, Stephan, and Polychronius, who were judged and condemned
at the Council, asked the Emperor to allow them to go to Rome to be sentenced
by the Pope.* As B. Pheidas remarks, this should not be considered as an appeal
to the See of Rome, because the decision of an ecumenical Council could not be
revised by any authority. Also such a practice was not allowed by the legislation

of that epoch.> Apparently, the Emperor gave them one more chance to change

! This person is apparently identical with the Metropolitan of Perge Constantine who in 653
participated in the discussion with Maximus. See W. Brandes. ‘Apergios Von Perge - Ein
Phantomharetiker.” Jahrbuch der 0Osterreichischen Byzantinistik 48 (1998): 35-40; PmbZ 3706;
Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire I: 641-867 [CD]. Ashgate; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit,
227.

2 ACO: I1? 580.

3 ACO: II? 832-856; sce CPG 9438; Winkelmann 165. See also the epistle of Constantine to Pope
Leo I (Mansi 11, 713-717; see CPG 9439; Winkelmann 166); Sacra of Constantine to the Roman
council (ACO: II? 856-867 = PL 96, 399-412; see CPG 9440; Winkelmann 167); the epistle of the
Council to Pope Agatho (Mansi 11, 683-696 = PL 87, 1247-1260; see Van Dieten 142; Winkelmann
164).

* In the sacra of Constantine to Pope Leo II (ACO2 IT? 896!).

° B. ®ewvig, ExxAnowvotixr Totopia A’ 758,
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their mind concerning Monothelitism. They, however, did not take advantage of
the opportunity and were enclosed in one of the monasteries of Rome.

Dyenergism-Dyothelitism was restored as an official doctrine, which had
to be kept throughout the Empire. In February 687, Emperor Justinian II' (685-
695, 705-711)! gathered in éonstantmople all the chief provincial governors. The
acts of the Council 680-681 were read alqud to them. The governors had to
listen to the acts, sign them, and then promote the decisions of the Council in
their regions. Before this, the same procedure was conducted with the palace
officials, soldiers, and imperial guards.”

The issue of Monothelitism, however, did not disappear for good after
the sixth ecumenical Council. At the end of the seventh and beginning of the
eighth centuries, the Empire passed through some severe crises, both external
and internal. Frequent changes of Emperors who often usurped power
dramatically reduced the authority of this institution.? When in 711 Philippicus
became an Emperor?, he set as one of his major tasks the restoration of the

Emperor’s authority. The most potent name associated with this authority was

! See PmbZ 3556; Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire I: 641-867 [CD]. Ashgate; Winkelmann,
Der m.-m. Streit, 218-220. :

2 See the letter of Emperor Justinian to Pope John V (ACO: II? 886-887 = PL 96, 425-428; see CPG
9442; Van Dieten 146-148; Winkelmann 169), in which he says that he ordered the acts of the
Council to be kept in the archives and to be read to the higher ranks of the civil and
ecclesiastical hierarchy. The epistle was sent on the 17% of February 687.

3 See e.g. the testimony of the deacon Agatho, Mansi 12, 1922

* See PmbZ 6150; Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire I: 641-867 [CD]. Ashgate; Winkelmann,
Der m.-m. Streit, pp. 253-255.
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that of Heraclius. This apparently impelled Philippicus to restore
Monothelitism as an official doctrine of the Empire. His Armenian background
probably also affected this decision.! He first informed the Pope about his
intention to reinstall Monothelitism by issuing a sacra.? In 712, he convened a
council in Constantinople, which condemned the sixth ecumenical Council and
reconfirmed Monothelitism.? On the results of the council a Tomus dogmaticus by
Patriarch John VI (December 712 — July 715)* was issued, of which only some
testimonies remain.® Trying to erase the memory of the Council, Philippicus
ordered its representation in the imperial palace to be destroyed, together with
the commemorative inscription on the Million gates of the palace. In place of
the inscription, he placed his own portrait and the image of the Patriarch

Sergius.®

! See ]. Haldon, Byzantium 78-79.
2 See Winkelmann 176. It was sent soon after December 11, 711.
3 See Hefele, History, 5, 257-259; Winkelmann 177.

* See Van Dieten 166-173; PmbZ 2954; Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire 1. 641-867 [CD].
Ashgate; Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, p. 214.

5 Mansi 12, 192¢-1932; Theophanes, Chronographia (de Boor 382); Cedrenus 784'>%; see Van
Dieten 167-169; Winkelmann 177. See also the letter of Patriarch John to Pope Constantine,
which was sent in the first four months of 712 (Mansi 12, 200t = PG 96, 1420¢-14217; see Grumel,
Reg 321; Van Dieten 169-171; Winkelmann 178). In the letter the Patriarch insists on the
Monothelite doctrine.

¢ See André Grabar. L'iconoclasme byzantin: le dossier archéologique. 2e éd. rev. et augm ed, Idées et
recherches. Paris: Flammarion, 1984.A. Grabar, L’Iconoclasme byzantin: dossier archéologique, 48 ff.
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The restoration of Monothelitism caused energetic resistance in the West.
Pope Constantine (25" March 708 — 9% April 715)' returned Philippicus’ portrait,
which the Emperor had sent to Rome, and rejected his Monothelite profession
of faith. Philippicus’ name was excluded from commemoration. In addition,
Pope ordered the pictures of the six ecumenical Councils to be painted in St
Peter’s cathedral. On the 3 of June 713, Philippicus was deposed by the army
and blinded. Anastasius II became his successor. One of his first actions as
Emperor was the restoration of Orthodoxy and the rejection of Monothelitism.
He immediately informed the Pope of this by special sacra.? The Patriarch John
VI was forced to apologize for his support of Monothelitiéxﬁ. He wrote a letter®
to the Pope assuring him that he had always been Orthodox. According to }ﬁs
words, it was the Emperor who had forced him to restore Monothelitism, and
he yielded to his authority only o’LKovopucd)g.

In 715 Germanus ascended the Patriarch’s throne.* He convoked a
council which condemned Monothelitism and the council of 712 for good. It

reconfirmed the definitions of the sixth ecumenical Council.5 After the council a

! See PmbZ 1170, Prosopography of the Byzantine Empire I: 641-867 [CD]. Ashgate; Winkelmann,
Der m.-m. Streit, 199-200; A. Breukelaar, ‘Konstantin I,” BBKI
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/k/Konstantin I.shtml [10/06/2002).

2 Mentioned in the Liber Pontificalis 1392"7).

® Mansi 12, 196-208 = PG 96, 1416-1433; see CPG 8000; Grumel, Reg 322; ]. Pargoire. Histoire de
I'Eglise Byzantine de 527 a 847. Paris, 1904, 167; Van Dieten 171; Winkelmann 180.

4 Patriarch from 11% August 715 to 17 January 730. See Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, 207-208.

5 See Hefele, History 5, 259.
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formal letter was issued!, in which the Patriarchs Sergius, Cyrus, Pyrrhus, Paul,
Peter, and John were anathematized, and the faith in two natures, two wills and,
two energeiai proclaimed.

Having been abandoned by the state by which it was initially
propounded, Monothelitism survived in the former eastern territories of
Byzantium occupied by Arabs. Dyothelitism and the sixth ecumenical Council
were rejected there, as some surviving texts in Syriac testify.? Communities of
Maronites, Chalcedonian Monothelites, preserved their identity up to the

present day. This identity gradually turned from a doctrinal into a national one.
Although during the Crusades the Maronites were absorbed into a union with
“the Roman-Catholic Church and gradually stripped of Monothelitism (some

centuries later however!), they retained their national identity.

4.10. CONCLUSIONS
It is possible to conclude from the description of the historical context of
the controversy that the motives of the imperial and ecclesiastic authorities

towards promotion of the Monenergist-Monothelite doctrine were pragmatic.

! Testified in Synodicon Vetus 146; see Grumel, Reg 325; Winkelmann 1804

? See an untitled Syriac fragment on the sixth ecumenical Council published by Sebastian Brock.
‘A Syriac fragment on the Sixth Council.” Oriens Christianus 57 (1973): 64-67; Questions to
Maximians: S. Brock, “Two sets of monothelete questions to the Maximianists.” Orientalia
Lovaniensia periodica 17 (1986); Monothelite florilegium: S. Brock, ‘A Monothelete Florilegium in
Syriac’; Syriac Vita of Maximus: S Brock, ‘An Early Syriac Life of Maximus the Confessor’; see
Winkelmann, Der m.-m. Streit, p. 44. :

160



Their goal was to gain the confidence of the Monophysites in Egypt, Armenia,
Syria, etc. However, they did not create but recruited the energeiai-wills
problematic, which existed before Heraclius launched his campaign of
reconciliation with the Monophysites. As it has been shown in the chapters
above, the confession of the single energeia in Christ was a shibboleth among the
Monophysites. The topic was also discussed in Chalcedonian circles. When
Heraclius launched his campaign, its main initiators, including Sergius and
Cyrus, were not convinced Monenergists or Monothelites. They could easily
accept both Monenergist-Monothelite and Dyenergist-Dyothelite conceptions.
Their choice was determined mainly by political expedience and the wish to
heal the rupture with the Monophysites. At some stage, however, Monenergism
and especially Monothelitism turned into a self-standing quasi-Orthodox

doctrine within the Chalcedonian camp, opposed to Dyenergism-Dyothelitism.
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5. IMPERIAL' MONENERGISM-MONOTHELITISM VERSUS

DYENERGISM-DYOTHELITISM

In the present part, I will be examining, as far as existing sources allow,
the “imperial’ or ‘Chalcedonian’” Monenergism-Monothelitism in its different
phases. The doctrine of Dyenergism-Dyothelitism will be examined in parallel,
in order to make clear what the two antagonistic doctrines had in common and

in what they differed.

5.1. KEY NOTIONS
5.1.1. THE ONENESS OF CHRIST

The oneness of Christ was a starting point for followers of both
Monenergist—Monothehte and Dyenergist-Dyothelite doctrines, owing to their
common neo-Chalcedonian background. The Monenergists-Monothelites,
however, laid more emphasis on it. Thus, in the relatively brief Alexandrian
pact, the oneness of Christ is referred to more than 20 times. The statements
about single energeia and will were normally preceded by confessions of the

oneness of Christ.! At the first stage of development of Monenergism-

' For example, the symbol of the Alexandrian union confessed ‘éva Xpiotov, éva Yidv, piav
tob Oeol Adyouv GUOWV TeoaprwHéVTV Kata OV €v dyiog Kvgirdov.” ACO: II? 5985, and
Patriarch Sergius in his Letter to Pope Honorius wrote about ‘macav Oeompent] kai
avBgwrongernt] évépyelav €5 Evog kal tob altod oeoagwpévov Oeob Adyov daduapétws
npoiévau kai eig éva avadégeabar” ACO: I12 54267, The Ecthesis stressed the oneness of Christ
with a series of synonymous terms: “Ex d00 ¢pooewv éva Xoiotov ouoAoyobpev, éva Yidv, éva
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Monothelitism, when it was simply a permissible interpretation of the issue of
the energeiai and wills of Christ, its adherents applied the Cyrillian language of
unity and oneness of Christ not because they felt any need for it, but in order to
gain the confidence of the Monophysite groups. At the second stage, when
Mbnenergism—Monothelitism turned into a self-sufficient doctrine, the oneness
of Christ became an integral part of it and a major reference point in support of
the single energeia and will.

As for the Dyenergists-Dyothelites, they never argued against the
oneness or wholeness' of Christ. On the contrary, they often began their
expositions concerning energeia and will by postulating the oneness of Christ,
though not so frequently and insistently as their opponents. For instance, in one
of the earliest Dyenergist-Dyothelite texts, the encyclical of Sophronius, his
exposition of faith concerning energeiai and wills begins with a reference to the

oneness of Christ.?

Kvgov, &v mpbdownov, piov drootaowv ovvBetov, kai piav ¢vowv tod Oeod Adyov
ceoapkwUévNV ok, EPvxwpévnv voepws.” ACO: 1 158253,

! However, wholeness for them was associated mainly with the hypostasis, as Maximus stated:
‘10 d¢ 6Aov 1) avToD 0Ty URGoTaos.” Disputatio 3334,

270 altog pévwyv elg XpoTog kai Yiog kai povoyevig aduatuntog év éxatépais kadopatal
taic pvoeol’ ACO: I 4401718,
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5.1.2. ONE HYPOSTASIS AND TWO NATURES

Although the Monenergists-Monothelites emphasized the oneness of
Christ, they made a clear distinction between the notions of hypostasis and
nature. They also distinguished between the two natures in Christ.! In so doing,
they did not exceed the framework of Chalcedonian theology. Thus, the
Monenergists-Monothelites considered the two natures of Christ to be united in
the hypostasis of Logos unconfusedly, immutably, indivisibly, inseparably.2
Christ had two births: one, eternal, from the Father, and another, temporal, from
the Yirgin Mary.? He is consubstantial with the Father accordipg to his divine
nature and with us according to his humanity.* He is like us except in sin. The

Monenergists-Monothelites confessed the completeness of both natures of

! Regarding the terms ‘nature’ and ‘hypostasis’ see the letter of Patriarch Sergius to Pope
Honorius (ACO: II? 542'%); Ecthesis, (ACO:2 I 158202); the confession of Patriarch Macarius (ACO2
II' 226221 etc. For the distinction between the two natures see, for exampie, the Ecthesis (ACO2 1
158%1-%2), Pyrrhus spoke clearly about this. When Maximus asked him: Christ ‘eic tf) Onootdoe,
A ) PpUoel £otiv;’ he answered: ‘Tf) Omootdoer T yap ¢voet dimAodg tuyxavet.” Disputatio
340°.

2 See the letter of Sergius to Honorius (ACO: II2 5421%); Ecthesis (ACOz II' 2228); the confession of
Macarius: ‘OpoAoy® tov Kogov fuav Tnoovv Xgtotov éva g ayiag Touddog elvar, xkai
HETA TV OARKWOLY v duoi TeAeiaig hpvoeov aovyxDtwe kal adiongétws.” ACO: IT! 222,

3 See the confession of Macarius ACQ: 1! 2221317,

* Ecthesis confesses Christ ‘opoovoiov 1@ e kai INatol xata v Bedtra kat Gpoovoov
ULV 1OV abToVv katd v avBowndmta.” ACO:2 1 15887, See also the confession of Macarius
(ACO; II' 222141%), These beliefs of the Monenergists-Monothelites are contained not only in
their own texts, but also appear in other Orthodox authors, for example Anastasius Sinaita:
‘Toivuv téAglov mpeoPevete 1OV XQLoTOV €V BdTNTL Kl Opoilwg TéAeov v avOowroTnTL, Kal
opoovowv T TaTEL katax TV BedTra, WoAVTWS Kai OpooLoOV MMV KAt THV
dvBpwndtta (Opera 2 VII 33%),

® Ecthesis confesses Christ ‘kata mavta dpow fjuiv xwels apagtiag.” ACO:z I 158510,
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Christ' and their immutability.? Sometimes they spoke of ‘one incarnate nature
of God the Word" (pla ¢voig 100 Oeov Adyov oceoagkwuévn). They
understood the expression, however, in a strictly Cyrillian sense.® They also
made use of other Cyrillian expressions, such as single Christ ‘contemplated in’*
and coming ‘from two natures’ etc.

Although the Monenergists-Monothelites fully accepted the terminology
of Chalcedon, the expressions they used were not identical with those usually
employed by their Orthodox opponents. Both parties had their own
preferences. In particular, regarding the human nature of Christ, the
Monenergists-Monothelites favoured the expression ‘flesh endowed with a

soul’ (épvxwpévn oapl)’, which they borrowed from Cyril.! The expression

! See Ecthesis (ACOz 1I' 5987-8).

2 See, for example, Ecthesis: ‘OvdE yap 1) BedTrg peTaKeXWONKEV EiG Udpkx, OVdE 1) okeE eig
Oedtnra peTeBANON, GAA’ év DO T katx GUOWV Kai peta ™MV kad’ vméotaow évwory
éxdregov éperve.” ACO:2 1 158%%, Also the Patriarch Paul wrote to Pope Theodore that the two
natures of Christ did not mix and did not change, despite the fact that Christ had only one wilt:
‘Ovk éni ouvaAodr) mavroiws, 1§ ouyxUoeL Tawv d00 GUoEwY TV €v avt@ Bewgovpévwy TV
oY o0 évog BeArjpatog mpoodégovies Gpwvry, Ny Eni avawéoel Batépag povnv v
étépav elvau mpeaPevovrec.” ACO: I1? 608171, See also the confession of Macarius (ACO: II'
2225%8).

3 See, for example, the text of the Alexandrian pact: "‘Miav @eod Adyov GvOW oeTagkWpHéVIV
xata tov v ayiog KoptAdoy,... dmeg éotiv avtog 6 Kogiog fuav Tnoode Xototdg.” ACO: 112
5985%; also the letter of Sergius to Cyrus (ACO:z 1 138%3).

4 ACO: II% 5982 “¢v duoi Bewpeloban Aéywv taic pvoeoL.’

5 ACO: IP 598%: “Ei 1t oUx oOpoAoyet €k dUo ¢voewv, tovtéott Bedmmroc te kal
avBpwnotTog, Eva XpLotov.'

¢ There were several variations on this expression: ‘Aoyik@g e kai voepag éPpvxwuévn odol’

{letter of Patriarch Paul to Pope Theodore ACOz II? 608%), and ‘o&Q& épuxwpévn Puxn Aoy
e kai voepd’ (letter of Sergius to Cyrus ACO: 1 136%).
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more adequately represented their understanding of the human nature of
Christ, which lacked its own will. The Orthodox also accepted this expression.?
However, they used it in a somewhat different way. When quoting it, they
emphasised that the human nature of Christ had its own will. As for the
terminological preferences of the Orthodox, their favourite phrase regarding the
two natures of Christ was ‘forma’ (popdm)).® By using it, they wanted to
underline the succession of their theology to the Christology of Pope Leo and

his famous formula:

Each nature (forma) functions in communion with the other, as is fitting, with
the Word truly doing what belongs to the Word and the flesh carrying out what
belongs to the flesh. The one shimmers with miracles, the other succumbs to the
injuries.*

In conclusion, the usage of basic Christological notions and formulas by
both Monenergists-Monothelites and their Orthodox opponents was almost

identical, and did not exceed the boundaries of Chalcedonian and Cyrillian

! See, for example: ‘AAA’ 611 odpka EYUXWHEVIV voepdg iav momoduevog, napadoiwg
ngonABev avBowmnog nmapa g aying IapBévov.” RespTiberium 5891215 "HOéAnoe ydo, we
®edc, TV Bavate xal AHAQTIR KATEXOUEVIV OAQKA, Kal BavAaTtov kal apagtiag anodivatl
kpeitTova, kal dvarxopioBal mEdg T év apxais, iav abTV TomMoauevos, Kai ovk apuxdv
Ye katd tvag, EPpuxwpévny dé uaAiov Ppuxn voeoa.” Quodlinus 718%32,

2 See, for example, the speech of Pope Martin at the 5* session of the Council of Lateran, in
which the Latin word natura (ACO: I 359%) corresponds to the Greek phrase ‘Eujuyoc xai
navayio oapl.” ACO:2 13583, See also Maximus, ep 12 (PG 91, 496°), ep 13 (PG 91, 5252).

? See Pope Agatho: ‘forma id est natura.” ACO: IT! 7715,

4 ‘Agit enim utraque forma cum alterius communione quod proprium est, Verbo scilicet operante

quod Verbi est, et carne exequente quod, carnis est. unum horum coruscat miraculis, aliud
subcumbit injuriis.” adFlav 28274,
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theology. At the same time, they put different emphases on the common

formulas, in order to make them more fitting to their beliefs.

5.1.3. NATURAL PROPERTIES

Throughout the course of the controversy, the issue of wills and energeiai
was considered in immediate conjunction with the question of the natural
qualities or properties (ai ¢pvowkal dOTTEC or T Pvowka WDwuata). The
Monenergists-Monothelites detached both the energeia and the will of Christ
from his natural qualities, whereas the Orthodox included them in the range of
the properties. The Monenergists-Monothelites and their Orthodox opponents
did not, however, disagree with each other significantly as to the properties qua
properties, though each still had their own preferences.

In particular, the Orthodox emphasized the invariability of the properties
of each nature. The natural properties for them were immutable because they
were attached inseparably to the natures. This was stated, for example, in the

ninth anathema of the Lateran:

If one does not properly and truly confess, according to the Holy Fathers, the
natural properties of Christ’s divinity and humanity, which are preserved in
him without omission and decrease (aveAAlmos kai auewdtws) and truly
“ensure that the same is perfect God and perfect man according to nature, let
him be condemned.!

Although the properties were firmly linked each one to its nature, they

interlaced with one another so closely that Sophronius named the same Christ

1 ACO21574'8; 57518,
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visible and invisible, in the same way created and uncreated, bodily and
unbodily, touchable and untouchable, circumscribed and uncircumscribed,
earthy and heavenly, the same is the flesh endowed with an intellectual soul
and divinity.!

In other words, the unity of the natures caused a so-called communicatio
idiomatum. Maximus was more comprehensive in his analysis of this

phenomenon.? In particular, when Pyrrhus asked him:

What? Do the Fathers, whose doctrines constitute the law, the rule, the glory,
and the pride of the Church, do they not say ‘that from which comes the
common glory (tfjc d4ENG kowvdv) is one thing, and that from which comes the
common humiliation (16 ¢ DPeews) is another?” —

he explained that this was possible owing to the exchange of the natural
properties. The exchange, however, does not mean that the natures or the
properties underwent any alteration. He also noticed the logical_ consequence or
rather precondition of the exchange, that it is possible only between two things,

which moreover are not equal to each other:

That holy Father said this in reference to the mode of exchange of attributes (t¢
TG avTdéoews TeoTw). As is clear from the previous statement, the exchange
(1 dvtidooig) does not concern one, but two, things, and different kinds of
things. According to the exchange, the natural attributes (1& mpoodvia) of the
two parts of Christ are exchanged according to the ineffable union, without a
change or mixture of the natural principles.? :

The Report of Pope Agatho, which was sent to the sixth ecumenical

Council, contains some interesting supplements to the picture of communicatio

PACO: IT' 43819-4403.
2 As L. Thunberg remarks, ‘At this point (= communicatio idiomatum) he (= Maximus) seems to
some extent to have made a pioneering contribution.” Microcosm 22. Here see also a brief history

of the notion communicatio idiomatum.

3 Disputatio 2964-297*/Farrell, The Disputation 15-16.
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idiomatum. The Pope wrote: ‘We recognize that each of his natures has a natural
property.”! Agatho used the term ‘property’ in the singular and not thé plural as
it was usually used. This means that for him, the qualities of the same nature
constituted a single property, within which a variety of particular qualities was
contained. Additionally, Agatho applied to the natural properties of Christ a
Chalcedonian definition, which was normally ascribed to the natures. He wrote
that the two properties of Christ (divine and human) were united unconfusedly,
inséparably, and immutably:

And we recognize that each one (= of the two properties) of the one and the
same incarnated, that is, humanated (= humanati) Word of God is in him
unconfusedly, inseparably and unchangeably, intelligence alone discerning a
unity, to avoid the error of confusion.?

This was not the only Chalcedonian definition applied to the natural
properties. Another Chalcedonian expression called for during the controversy
states that each nature preserves its own property and that the properties are

united in the hypostasis:

The peculiarities of neither nature being lost by the union but rather the
proprieties of each nature being preserved, concurring in one Person and in one
subsistence.? :

! “Unamquamgque ejus (= Christi) naturam proprietatem naturalem habere confitemur.” ACO: II!
615°.

2 ACO: II' 61'2/Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers (NPNF), http://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-
14/6const3/letaga.htm [23/07/2003).

3 Horos ACO1 2 1293-3/NPNF, http://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-14/6const3/faith.htm
[23/07/2003].
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The keyword in this phrase is cuvteéxw (concurro), which here can be
translated as ‘to run together so as to meet’.! Therefore, the natural properties
run together without being mixed and meet each other in the hypostasis. This
Chalcedonian definition was reproduced in the acts of the Lateran.? Pope
Agatho also referred to it again later, in his Report.?

The Monenergists-Monothelites also believed that each nature of Christ
possessed its own properties, which remained immutable in their union with
one another* By the virtue of this union, the natures had communicatio
idiomatum.> The Monenergists-Monothelites did not miss an opportunity to
emphasize that the exchange of natural properties between the natures was
possible because of the oneness of Christ. The Ecthesis, in particular, illustrated

this idea by a series of antinomies, which are similar to those used by

! Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott. A Greek-English Lexicon. New [9th] ed. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1940.

2See ACO:21240%5, 24124,
3 See ACO: 12 811314,

* See, for example, Ecthesis: ‘puAdrtel pev (= 0 Xpuotde) ékatégag puoews v dwwmta.” ACO:
1 158%; confessions of Macacrius: ‘cwlopévng d€ u&AAov Tig WDWTNTOg ékatépag Ppuoews.’
ACO: IT' 21615 “‘OvdapoD yag dux TV évwoy 1) duxdogd v dpvoewv adaviletat, owletal
O¢ paAAov 1] dLOTG Exatégag GUoEwS év Evi TEOoWTW Kai UooTdoet k.’ ACO: II' 22272,

5 For example, Patriarch Paul wrote to Pope Theodore: “Evog ¢ xai avtod @eob Adyou
OeTOQKWUEVOD TA T& Bavpata KEUTTOEY kal & tadn yvwoilopev, dneg cagkl dt Muag
éxovoiwg rtépevev. 60ev kail Oeog Aéyetal nabeiv kai Yioc avOgwnov éx tov ovpavod
xateAnAvBéval.” ACO:2 1 20072,
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Sophronius: the same Christ is eternal and temporal, impassible and suffering,

visible and invisible.!

5.1.4. ENERGEIA
5.1.4.1. NOTION
One of the puzzling things about the controversy over Christ’s activities
is that the notion of energeia remained virtually untouched by discussion,
although it played an important role in theological and polemical reasoning.
Maximus alone tried to apply his penetrating analytic skills in deepening the
common understanding of the notion, whereas the rest of the polemicists, both
Monenergists and Dyenergists, used the notion as if they were already agreed
upon a common understanding. It is even more puzzling given that the
controversy proceeded against the background of a boosted interest in the
categories of Aristotelian logic, which was in turn mainly induced by the
Christological controversies of the epoch.? Aristotle’s categories were
commented on at that time by representatives of the Alexandrian Neoplatonic

school, Elias® and David!, who adapted them for scholarly use.? They were

! “Eva igpev Yiov tov Koglov fjpov Tnootv Xguotov ..., tov avtov meoauviov te kai an’
goxatwv, anadf kat tadntov, dpatov kat ddpatov’ ACO: 11587,

2 Thus M. Roueché links the Syriac commentaries on the Isagoge of Porphyry to the context of
the Monoenergist-Monothelite quarrels (Mossman Roueché. ‘Byzantine Philosophical Texts of
the Seventh Century.’ Jahrbuch der dsterreichischen Byzantinistik 23 (1974), 64).

3 Little is known about Elias. He belonged to the school of Olympiodorus, was Christian, lived
and worked perhaps in Alexandria in the second half of the 6% century. See L. G. Westerink.
‘The Alexandrian commentators and the introductions to their commentaries.” In Richard
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followed by Stephan of Alexandria, the latest known philosopher of the school,
who in 612 moved to Constantinople and was offered the position of professor
at the imperial academy (oixkovpevikog OwAokaAog) by the Emperor
Heraclius.? Stephan might, according to John Moschus, have been a teacher of
Sophronius in Alexandria.* The distinctions and definitions applied by the three
philosophers to various categories, including that of activity, constituted a
background to the theological controversy of the seventh century’, given that
Elias and David composed popular manuals in logic, Stephan might have
taught Sophronius, and that all three worked in Alexandria, where

Monenergism was promoted more than in other places. They in turn were

Sorabji. Aristotle transformed: the ancient commentators and their influence, The Ancient commentators
on Aristotle. London: Duckworth, 1990, 336-339; Ch. Wildberg, ‘Elias,” The Stanford Encyclopedia
of Philosophy (Spring 2003 Edition), E. N. Zalta (ed.)
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2003/entries/elias/ [17/06/2003].

! About David even less is known. He was also Christian and worked in Alexandria in the
second half of the 6" or in the beginning of the 7% century. His works were translated into
Armenian and became very popular in Armenia. See L.G. Westerink, ‘The Alexandrian
Commentators’ 338-340. On Armenian translations of David, see the publication of the Hebrew
University of Jerusalem http://micro5.mscc.huji.ac.il/~armenia/repertory/david.html
[17/06/2003].

2 See M. Roueché, ‘Byzantine Philosophical,’ 64.

3 Stephan of Alexandria (6/7 c.) was apparently a disciple of Elias. It is noteworthy that in 582 he
reportedly disputed with Probus, initially a Monophysite and later the Orthodox metropolitan
of Chalcedon. The point for Stephan was that the properties of the natures in Christ can remain
unchanged only if they are considered through the prism of the Chalcedonian theology of two
natures. See L. G. Westerink, ‘The Alexandrian commentators’ 340-341; A. Lumpe, ‘Stephanos
von Alexandria,” BBKI, http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/s/s4/stephanos v a.shtml [27/09/2002], in
which an extended bibliography is provided.

4 See John Moschus, PratSpirit 2929¢,
% See M. Roueché, ‘Byzantine Philosophical’ 63-64; A. Louth, St John Damascene 42-44.
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dependent, both on Aristotle himself, and on his earlier commentators,
primarily Porphyry. They paid significant attention to the notion of activity, and
there was much in common in their interpretation of the notion and in what
occurred during the controversy.

The first of them, Elias, preferred to call the activity moinoig. To him, it
was contrary to a passive acceptance of activities or passivity (t0 maoyxewv)! and
included the aspects of a process and of a result: ‘For the energeia and the result
(dmotéAeopa) are called moinoic.”? He called it ‘movement,” in a remarkable
reference to Plato: ‘Plato called the existence (Umag&iv) of every (=being) the
essence (obo’wcy), the communication he called identity (tavtomta), the
difference (6Laq)bQo‘(v) he called étepomnta, and the energeia, movement
(xivnow).”® Thus, following Porphyry, he employed Plato’s distinctions together
with those of Aristotle.* Elias put activity (together with passivity) in the

category of qualities.> Energeia for him was strictly a property of nature. He

! See inAristotCat 160°f. The opposition évégyewn-naBog has in fact occurred since the time of
the Presocratics (see E. Pascher. ‘Energeia.” Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum 5: 4).

2 inAristotCat 240712,
3 inPorphyr 53%5.

4 On the issue of integration Platonism and Aristotelianism in neoplatonic tradition see
- A.H. Armstrong. The Cambridge history of later Greek and early medieval philosophy. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1967, 53-85; John Dillon. The middle Platonists, 80 B.C. to A.D. 220.
Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1977, 248-256; Philosophia antiqua. A series of monographs on
ancient philosophy. Edited by W. ]. Verdenius and ]. H. Waszink. vol. 2, 3, 6, etc. Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1947,

5 ‘Luyyevig TO MOLELV KAl TACKEWV T oIy 0Tt Kal T dx g Moo URAQXEL TQ
TIOLEWV Kal TtaoXew.” inAristotCat 240732,
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spoke about nature which acts (évegyel 1) Vo) and about natural energeia (T7)
kata pvowv évegyeia)?’. The human body to him was passive and moved by
soul.® Elias also touched on the problem of the confrontation that occurs
between the different parts of man. To him, the parts as such do not cause any
opposition, which occurs exclusively on the level of energeiai.* Following
Aristotle, Elias drew a distinction between potential and actual beings: )
duvapel— M) évepyeia.’ The former corresponds to the category of power
(d0vauig), the latter to the category of weakness (Gdvvauia).s This distinction

was fundamental to Aristotle’s understanding of energeia.” It was, however,

VinAristotCat 1121112,
2 inAristotCat 11215,

3 “H Yuxr) xoenyet aioBnoiv xat xiviow twp odpatl’ inPorphyr 1225%; see also inPorphyr 43%:
“DovEYT) T0 oW Talg g Puxns Evegyeiang.’

4 ‘Anopia 4Tt i T) o0Tig 0VdEV Evavtiov Eoti, TaXE 6 Adyog kat & Gupog payxovtat aAAGAOL;
ovoiat yap tavter toia yap péon e Yuxns Adyog, Bupdc kai émbvpia, kai paxetal O
BuMOG Kad & Adyog, g dnowv 1) MAdewa Bupdg B¢ KQEIToWV T@V Eudv BovAevudtwy. kai
Aéyopev &1L 0D katd TG 0UOIAC 1) HAXT), GAAX katd TAG Evepyeilng BUpos Yag kai Adyog
ovoiay 0 d¢ BupoboBal kat AoyileoBan evégyelat el B¢ énamopel Tig Aéywv &1L al évavtint
évégyewat UTIO Evavtiwy duvanewv mpofdAAoviar ai dE évaviiar dvvapeg Ut Evavtiwv
oVOLGIV, KaK@WG Aéyer 1) yag avth) ovoia évavriag noofaAietal évegpyeiag.” inAristotCat 180>
17

5 See, for example, inPorphyr 83ff.

¢ Auxdpégel Toivuv 1} divapig kai aduvvapia Tv Aom@v eidGV, 6TL tabta Pév dUVANEL EkeElva
Ot évepvyeiq.’ inAristotCat 223%7,

7 As is known, Aristole developed the concept of energeia in response to an aporia of the Eleatic
school. The aporia emerged from the presupposition that every being (10 6v) can come into
existence either from what already exists or from non-existence. Both options, however, appear
to be impossible, because existing things already exist and because something cannot come
from nothing. Hence, the origin (yéveois) of things turns out to be impossible and the world
therefore cannot exist. In reply to the aporia, Aristotle elaborated a distinction between
potential and actual beings (duvaper év and évegyeia ov). The origin, therefore, becomes
possible owing to the passage of beings from the state of potentiality to the state of activity or
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ignored by the theologians‘ of both the Monenergist and the Dyenergist camps,
who identified force and activity.

Another commentator on Aristotle, David, added some interesting
features to the previously mentioned picture of energeia. He paid much
attention to the relation of energein and knowledge, having been apparently
impelled to do so by the controversy provoked by the Agnoetes. He spoke in
particular about the energeiai of the soul (Yuywkai évégyewat)’, among which he
counted knowledge.? Knowledge is not a mere energeia, but prevails over the
other activities, which are performed according to knowledge.* David applied
to knowledge Aristotle’s distinction between potential .and actual beings.* He
agreed with Elias that the body as such is motionless. Whatever feeling and

motion it has is given to it by the soul.®* He followed Aristotle in linking nature

functioning (The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi (ed.), Cambridge
University Press, 21999, 264). 1 found the following works on Aristotle’s conception of energeia
helpful: David Charles. Aristotle’s philosophy of action, Paperducks. London: Duckworth, 1986;
A. @. /loces. ' AHTUYHBIN KOCMOC U COBpeMeHHas Hayka,” especially chapter Yuernue Apucmomeas
0 nbmeﬂuuu u anepzuu, in buimue Mma Kocmoc. Mocksa: Meicas, 1993; “AkT u norennusa’ in
@moco@ﬁcxuﬁ anuuxaoneduveckut caoéapv. Mocksa: Coserckas sHUuKAOMmeaws, 1983, 17;
E. Pescher, ‘Energeia,” RIACh, V.

VinPorphyrlsag 1012

2 “Evégyewx yaQ ™g Yuxnc N yvwolg éotl’ Proleg 71'%13; see also Proleg 15%%: ‘6 avBownog
€0TL VoD Kal EmoTiung dextucds kal yap pavOdve v kat’ évégyewxv yvawow.’

3 'Katx v yvaiv tig évegyel.’ Proleg 7113,

4 “Tdov Yo TO VEWOTL TIKTOHEVOV TtadIoV OLDEV YIVWOKEL Evegyela dAAX duvapel Aéyetan
yivwokewy.” Proleg 361718,

5 “Xognyel 1 owpatt 1) Yoy aiobnow kai kiviow, kab’ fjv dnavtes Copev.’ Proleg 311
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and energeia.! The former to him is a source of both movement and
motionlessness.? However, nature as source of movement and movement itself
are not identical.?

As for Stephan, he thoroughly analyzed different cases of actions,
especially in relation to their subjects. He also paid special attention to the verb
évepyéw and researched its Vérious usages. To Stephan, energeia is an active
action contrary to the passive one - m&8oc.* It is an action of essence. To him,
whatever has the same activities also has the same essence.® The former could
be manifested by a verb, while the latter by a noun. Essence prevails over
energeia as a noun does over a verb.s Finally, Stephan made a distinction

between actual and potential actions (17} évegyeiax — i) duvapet).’

! See inPorphyrlsag 114263,
2*®vo1g EoTiv ApXT) Kivi|oews kai neepiag.” inPorphyrisag 182%7-%,

3 'Olte yag ¢nowv a1 PUoIg Neepia Eo0ti kai Kivnoig, dAA’ dpxT) Noepiag kai kivioews.
inPorphyrlsag 1823031,

" 4 See inAristot 732 ‘T y&o TONTEW Kl TO TUTTTECOAUL TIROG TT) TOLADE EveQyein kail 1§ TowdEe
naBel onuaivel’; also: inAristof 25, 131435 efc.

5 Qv B¢ al évégyeal ai avtal, dAov 61t kai at ovoial ai avtal. inAristot 35.

& ‘To pév dvopa g vndplews kat ¢ ovoiag éotiv onuavtkdv, 10 d¢ Ofpa Th¢ ovaing
Evépyeixv oMpaivel, TEOTEQEVEL DE 1) ovoiln THG EvegQyeiag, EikdOTwg kal TO Gvoua ToD
oMuatog npotaxOnoetal’ inAristot 3%12%; see also: ‘To Ofjpa cUUPBOAGY E0TtvV Kal ONHAVTIKOV
TV kKad’ ETéQov Aeyopévwy olov évegyeiag kal maBous.” inAristot 13134 etc.

7 ‘M) 10 pév duvapet o d¢ Evegyein: el yag tovTo, TAAY oUkéTt Eotat avTihaols, aAA’ 1
audoTegul al MEotAcels aAnBevoovow 1) auddrtegar Pevdeic éoovial, wg O AoV
YoaUUaTIkOV E0TL, TO A0V YOARUHUATIKOV OUK ETTLV EVEQYELX HEV YOAUMATIKOV OUK E0TL,
dUVApLEL DE YOOUUATIKOV DTAQXEL. UT] €V AAAQ Kal GAAQ: duvatov Y& év &AAWw pév xedvy
Lwkgdm Uylaivewy, €v AAAw b€ vooely, kai €av einw Lwkedtns Uylawvev, Lwkodtng ovy
Uyiawvev, v avtibacwv ov moww.” inAristot 23162,
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Apart from commentators on Aristotle, the theologians of the seventh
century also relied on the patristic tradition, especially that of the Cappadocian
Fathers. For instance, Maximus', Anastasius Sinaita?, and John of Damascus?
employed a fragment from the Gregory of Nyssa’s letter to Xenodor?, in which
Gregory speaks about energeia as power and movement of a nature.’ Such a

definition became the most popular in both Monenergist and Dyenergist texts.

5.1.4.2. "A NEW THEANDRIC ENERGEIA’

On the 3 of June 633, a pact of ecclesiastical union was signed in
Alexandria between the Orthodox, with the recently elected Patriarch Cyrus at
the head, and a group of Monophysites called ‘Theodosians.” The union was

based on the common conciliatory confession known later as ‘the nine chapters.’

1 OpuscThPol 28148,
2 VigeDux 11 4768, Opera 2 VII 3716,
3 deVol 34, 13-14 p. 218.

* Of the entire treatise, only this fragment is preserved. It was published by F. Diekamp,
Analecta patristica: Orientalia Christiana analecta 117. Rome: Pont. Institutum Orientalium
Studiorum, 1938 (repr. 1962): 14-15. '

5 "Evépyewav yap NHEG elval papev TV GuOLkTV EkdoTrg ovoiag dvvapiv Te kat kivnow, fig
Xwoig oUTe EoTiv 0UTE Yividoketal PUOIG. VOEQWV YAQ 0Tt vinais, alocbntdv alodnoig kad’
v abtai e 1OV ektds EPantovial GLOKAG Kal Tolg EKTOg VMOTMTOVOL TTVAV TTHOL,
wktwv Vi, éormotikwv  EQPig, Padotkav  fadwo, PAactav  BAdomo.  kal
TEEQUAT|TTTIRGIG ELTELY, TO OTJHAVIWOV EKACTNG Wiwpa POoews évégyewnv Aéyopev GOV
fic pévov éotégnral T pr) Sv. 10 YaQ oVoIag Tvog HETEXOV Kai THG dNAODOTG abTHV PLOIKGG
ueBéer mavrwg duvduews. Qoug Y TWV oLOLDY TAS PLTLKAS AUTWV Evegyeing O aAndrg
éniotatal Adyoc.” adXenodor 4-13. '

Aristotle first considered energeia and movement together (see, for instance, Metaph 8.3.7
[10472]). This idea was inherited also by the Stoics (see E. Pascher, ‘Energeia’).
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The author of the document was Cyrus. However, it remains unknown whether
he had co-authors from either the Chalcedonian or the Theodosian camp.
However, there must surely have been consultations with the Monophysites.
The author(s) of the document employed chiefly Cyrillian language: ‘one
incarnate nature of the Word,” single Christ ‘contemplated in’! and coming
‘from the two natures”? etc. Among other Cyrillian expressions, the
‘theopaschite’ formula that refers to Christ suffering according to his flesh and

not suffering according to his divinity was used:

If anyone, using the expression, “The one Lord is contemplated in two natures,’
does not confess that he is ‘one of the Holy Trinity’ (éva ti)g Ayiag Touddog),
i.e. the Logos eternally begotten by the Father, who was made man in the last
times;... but that he was ‘étegog kai €tegog,” and not ‘one and the same’ (éva
xai Tov al’)'tbv), as the most wise Cyril taught, ‘perfect in Godhead and the
same perfect in manhood,” and therefore contemplated ‘in two natures,” ‘the
same suffering according to one (nature) and not suffering according to the
other (nature) (T0v avTOV nacxovta Kai pr} ndoxovia kat’ &AA0 kat dAA0),
as the same Saint Cyril said, i.e. suffered as man in the flesh, so far as he was
man, but as God remained incapable of suffering in the sufferings of his own
flesh; and that this one and the same Christ and Son worked both the divine
and the human (10v altov éva Xototov kail Yiov évegyoDvia Tk Oeompeni
kat avBpdmva)...?

The author(s) of the document then passed from speaking of Christ as a

single subject of all actions to a statement that had never occurred in Cyril:

... that this one and the same Christ and Son worked both the divine and the
human by one theandric energeia, as Saint Dionysius teaches,... let him be

1 ACO: II? 5982 *év duoi Bewpelobou Aéywv taic pvoeat.”

2 ACO: II? 598%% ‘Ei ¢ oUx OuoAoyel €x dvo ¢UOewv, Toutéott OedmTog Te Kal
avBpwmnomrog, Eva Xgotov ...

3 ACO: I 5982, In Cyril: “Iva kai Xootov cgagkl nacxovia vowpev Uno Tovdaiwv, kai
amaff katd v OeotnTa peivavia.” inPsal 69.11484041, '
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anathema (tov avtov éva Xpotov xai Yidov évegyovvia ta Beompenty kai
avOpwiva LA BeavdQLkT) Evepyeiq Kot TOV év aylog Alovioiov).!

With this addition, which attributed to Christ a ‘single theandric energeia’
(nux Oeavdokr) évepyein), a controversy began that lasted for almost a century.
The formula ‘single theandric energeia’ was borrowed from the fourth epistle to

Gaius, which is included in the Corpus Areopageticum:

For, even, to speak summarily, He was not a man, not as ‘not being man,’ but as
‘being from men was beyond men,” and was above man, having truly been born
man; and for the rest, not having done things Divine as God, nor things human
as man, but exercising for us a certain new theandric energy of God having
become man.?

The initial Dionysian text is not identical with the Monenergist formula
of the Alexandrian pact. The Dionysian ‘a new theandric energeia’ was turned

into the ‘one theandric energeia’® and in such a form was used henceforth by the

! ACO» II2 598'82/Hefele, History 5, 20 (modified).

2 CorpDionys 11 161; PG 3, 1072></Modified transl. by John Parker, The Saint Pachomius Library
http://www.ocf.org/OrthodoxPage/reading/St. Pachomius/diolet4.html [23/07/2003]. The word
Beavdpidg was virtually unknown in antiquity and occured only in Christian writers, though
quite rarely in the time before ps-Dionysius; see, for instance, Epiphanius of Cyprus:
‘Leoagkwtar Bedg Adyog' oU pnv avdpdg €k mabeiag, aAAa Beavdowws ék Mapiog
émipaveic.” inPalm 43.432.40.

3 The works of ps-Dionysius were edited in the middle of the sixth century by the Chalcedonian
theologian John of Scythopolis. The Greek manuscripts that survived (73 codices were
examined in the critical edition of the letter to Gaius (see CorpDionys Il 161)) go back to this
edition of John, who could have changed the “one theandric’ into ‘a new theandric,” in order to
‘Chalcedonize’ Dionysius (see A. Louth, Maximus 28-29, 54-56).

However, there are some testimonies that the initial text contained ‘a new theandric energeia’
and was not altered by John of Scythopolis. The earliest survived variant of the text is its Syriac
translation accomplished in the beginning of the sixth century by Sergius of Reishaina (see
Polycarp Sherwood. ‘Sergius of Reishaina and the Syriac Version of the Pseudo-Denys.” Sacris
Erudiri 4 (1952), 174-184). This translation, however, is not reliable, because it is in fact a remote
paraphrase of the original Dionysian text. See, for instance, a relevant passage from the codex of
the 7/8 c. Cod. Sin. syr. 52, fol. 119:
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Monenergists.! This induced the later Orthodox opponents of the Monenergists
to accuse them of deliberate alteration of the Areopagite’s text. For example, at

the third session of the Council of Lateran, bishop Deusdédit accused the

N wo rllme hiuie oo woumnr dus o LAy odosan xariae
mode 2\ o 3 < \omhn ,modurd hlay cmr oaaa r(k\.-.\k\:m% \omk\mw

P Ja du iamo wiso om P A e pIm

hodurd haalas o) Qam aivord AT o hend hom\ hax.d e Liam arem
s verd o i ve o s vu o il vad & han), hasm
> Llx e & ook ) ) e ohasaral |\ wean pim o wer? ook o
mla R ia\a P e Madurdy Lo /e \rdn( KirLmanim o oouded il ala
awordo Kiaree Chasiho hlwo @mo haho A Mo hivo oo s

Ahiono il wuin W\ . Kamao hotse v ilara uao

A more reliable testimony is the Armenian translation which was performed approximately in
the same period by Stephan, later Metropolitan of Siunik’. The Armenian text reads: ‘So that we
may sum up, he was not man - not as non-man but as from mankind beyond mankind, and
supreme man he truly became man. Then he did not work things divine as God, nor things
human as man, but God having become man he performed for us some new divinely-human
activity.” Robert W. Thomson. The Armenian version of the works attributed to Dionysius the
Areopagite, Corpus scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium; vol. 488-489, Scriptores Armeniaci; t. 17-
18. Lovanii: In Aedibus E. Peeters, 1987, 166. Another important witness is Severus of Antioch.
The scholarship owes to him the earliest dated testimony about the Corpus Areopageticum (528),
when his treatises against Julian of Halicarnassus, in which he refers to Dionysius, were
translated into Syriac. Severus was apparently the first theologian who interpreted the
Dionysian phrase in the Monenergist sense: “Hueig, kaBawg 1dn ¢pOaoavieg év dAAowg dux
MAGTOUG Yeyoadnkapev, TV wvny Tob mavoddov Alovuoiov tod Ageomayrtouv TV
Aéyouvoav: “GAN avdpwBévrog BOeod kaviiv Tva TV Beavdounv  évégyswav MLV
nenoArtevuévoc”, plav évonoauev olvOetov kal vooDpev, &tépws TMuiv vonbival ur
duvvapévnv.’ adloan 17-22. Thus, Severus as early as in the beginning of the 6t century read ‘a
new theandric energeia.” The text implies that ‘one energeia’ is just Severus’ own interpretation of
the Dionysian expression. Concluding, there are many testimonies that the Dionysian text in its
initial form contained ‘a new theandric energeia’ and no witnesses that the ‘one theandric
energeia’ was used instead. These testimonies are provided not only by interested persons, but
also by those who would prefer to read in the Dionysius’ epistle ‘one theandric energeia.’

! See, for instance, the letter of Sergius to Cyrus of Alexandria: ‘Kai tov avtov éva Xpiotov
évegyelv tax Beomoent] kai avOowmiva pa évegyeia.” ACO:2 T 1363,
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Patriarch Pyrrhus of having ‘inmutavit dictionem beati Dionysii.”! The same
accusation was brought against Cyrus and Sergius by Pope Martin.? The
Monenergists did not argue against this accusation, nor did they deny that they
had made an alteration. On the contrary, they persuaded their opponents that
the phrases ‘a new theandric energeia’ and ‘one theandric energeia’ were
interchangeable.? The Dyenerg;ts, however, refused to accept their identity. The
Council of Lateran particularly examined this question. However, if one
disengages from this contest and judges the formula from the point of view of

theological rigorism, it seems to be more close to the Monenergist interpretation

than to the Dyenergist one.* The Orthodox, however, chose not to criticize

P ACO:21153%223,

2 ACO2 I 142%-145% “O pev Kipog év 1 £Bdouw avtob kedaiaip ‘v kawvi)v’ UnaAAalag
kol ‘piav’ avtt g ‘kauvis’ ‘Beavdony évépyewav’ aldtov eipnkévar dprjoag 6 d¢ Légylog év
) 7tepl Tovtou TEog TOov Kigov €motoAl] v te TH¢ kawvng UmaAAaytv oUv Ekeivw
KLQWOKS, KAl 0V TOUTO HOVOV, AAAX K&l AKUQWOXS TIAVTT) TOU didaokaAov v ‘Beavdgikmv’
ofow kal ‘plav’ anAag éni Xpwtod 100 Beol doyuatioag ‘évégyewxv,” momoavrteg ddAov
waoet Eupov nrovnpuévov.” (Et Cyrus quidem in suo septimo capitulo ‘novam’ inmutando et
‘unam’ pro ‘nova’ asserendo ‘deivirilem operationem’ quasi dixisse doctorem perhibens,
Sergius autem in epistola de huiusmodi quaestione ad Cyrum scripta tam inmutationem
‘novae’ cum illo confirmans, et non solum hoc, sed et doctoris [et] ‘deivirilem’ amputans
penitus vocem et ‘unam’ absolute in Christo Deo dogmatizans ‘operationem,” facientes dolum
quasi novaculam acutam.)

3 See, for instance, the Dogmatic Tome of Patriarch Pyrrhus: “Evog 8¢, w¢ Ei@ntm, kai pévou
eneAdpeto kepaaiov Zwdodviog ¢ OeopAéotatog, ws xenow Awvuoiov tod Beoddgou
TAQATIOMOAVTOS dWDAOKAAOL “uiag” Gwvilc v apeifel, eikdta o Aédywv €v toUtw dé
HAALOT& O v kai acPoAeiag EXOHEVa: €V oig POV ékeivog “aAA” avdpwbévtoc Beob
KAV Tiva TV Beavopikny evépyelay Tty meRoALTEVHEVOS.” “uiav” yap 1ol aAnBeixg
GVTL TOD “Kavijv” MEQLEIXEV O XAQTNG. OV KAKOUQYWS HXAAOV, UT| YEVOLTO, KATA Ye TOV €UudV
Abyov, dAA’ g OUK Av GAAwg voeioBar TG “kaviic” § “piag” duvapévng mapd oD
aywtgrov Kvgov g touxode dwvig évreBeions.” ACO:2 1 152%%.

* See ]. Pelikan, ‘'The Odyssey of Dionysian Spirituality,” in Colm Luibhéid and Paul Rorem.
Pseudo-Dionysius: the complete works, The Classics of western spirituality. London: SPCK, 1987, 20.
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Dionysius, but to defend him and to interpret his formula in the Dyenergist
way. Apparently, Maximus was the chief promoter of this approach.!

This was not something completely new and unknown before Maximus.
The tradition of Dyenergist interpretation of the formula seems to be quite old.
It is possibly older than the tradition of its Monenergist interpretation. Indeed,
the earliest known Monenergist interpretation of the Dionysian formula was
undertaken by Severus in his letter to John the abbot. Here the theologian
remarks that he cannot ihterpret the expression of Dionysius otherwise than in
the sense of the single energeia: ‘We understood and understand ... one
composite (= activity); it cannot be interpreted otherwise (étépwg Mpiv
vonBnvat un duvapévnv).’2 As Lebon remarks?, Severus could be responding
to the information provided by John that there were some other, Dyenergist
interpretations of the formula in circulation. The earliest known Dyenergist
interpretation of the phrase was provided by John of Scythopolis in his scholia to

the Corpus Areopageticum.* John speaks of a ‘compound’ or ‘mixed” activity of

! As J. Pelikan remarks, ‘It had been the historic accomplishment of Maximus the Confessor to
purge Dionysian spirituality of the interpretations that would have connected it to one or
another heresy. The special status of Maximus as a saint and hero of the faith for both West and
East lent his aura also to the Dionysian writings.” The Odyssey 23. The influence of Maximus
could be seen, for instance, in the fact that Pope Martin called Dyonysius ‘Doctor.” ACO: 1 146%;
14730, 150¢; 1515

2 DoctPatrum 3091722,

3 See ].Lebon, ‘Le Monophysitisme’ 320 n. 1; ‘Le pseudo-Denys I'Aréopagite et Sévere
d'Antioche.” Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique 26 (1930), 894-895; A. Louth, Maximus 29.

! See Beate Regina Suchla. Die sogennanten Maximus-Scholien des Corpus Dionysiacum
Areopagiticum, Nachrichten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Géttingen. 1, Philologisch-historisch
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the Godhead and the manhood in Christ and simultaneously clearly

distinguishes between the two energeiai:

Something new: Let no one foolishly say that he calls the Lord Jesus
Oeavdopitrc. For he did not speak of a Oeavdgrtikr (energeia) — the adjectival
derivative of 0 Oeavdoitng — but of a Beavdguk] activity, in some sense a
compound activity of God and man. Whence he also speaks of God as
‘humanized,” which is to say, God who had become a human being. He called
this mixed activity alone a Oeavdgukry (activity). For he acted as God alone
when he, although absent, healed the centurion’s child; but as human alone
although he was God, in his eating and passion. He accomplished other
miracles as a mixture, as when he healed the blind through an anointing and
stopped a flow of blood by his touch.!

In the seventh century, the first person who offered an Orthodox
interpretation of the Dionysian formula was Sophronius. He distinguished three
kinds of energeiai in Christ: divine, human, and ‘theandric.” He ranked the latter
between the two former ones (péoww twva Ta&wv éméxovowv)? In his
interpretation, this was not a single activity, but a composition of two different

and unconfused activities:

We speak also about a new and so-called theandric activity (kowvrv wai
Beavdoiknv Aeyopévny évégyeunv) of this power, which is not one, but has
different origins and various (components) (o0 piav Umapxovoav AAA
éteQoyevi kai dukdogov).?

The Orthodox interpretation of the Dionysian formula was developed

further at the Lateran Council. Thus, Pope Martin interpreted it in a sense that

Klasse; Jahrg.1980, Nr.3. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980, 31-66; CorpDionys 1 38-54;
P. Rorem & ]. Lamoreaux, John of Scythopolis.

! Rorem & Lamoreaux, John of Scythopolis 253.
" 2ACO: 11! 456213,
3 ACO: II! 4561%15,
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virtually means not a single energeia, but two activities, which are united in the

same way as the natures of Christ:

The holy Dionysius did not wish to profess a single energeia, as they say, but a
dual energeia of the one who is dual in nature, and so he used a composite
expression (JIMANlV ToD OmMAOD TV PvOv cuvBétw dwvi) €xonoato),
denoting his two activities, according to (their) unity (0o 100 avtob ka@’
Evwawy évegyeiag).!

Pope Martin tried to give his explanation why Dionysius spoke of this
double energeia as a single one. For him, it was possible because of communicatio
idiomatum and the unity of the natures of Christ in his hypostasis. In
contradiction to Sophronius, Martin did not speak about purely divine or
human energeiai. All energeiai of Christ are theandric and retain features of both

natures:

Therefore, he (= Dionysius) wisely said that (Christ) performed neither divine
(things) according to the Godhead, nor human (things) according to man (ov1e
katx ®eov ta Beix dowv, ovte T avBowniva kata avBpwmnov), in such a
way declaring to us a complete unity — (the unity) of both the natures and his
activities, according to the nature (domep Twv ¢UCEWV OUTW Kal TGOV TOD
avtod katx $pvowv évegyewwv); because it is a property of this consummate
unity that the same (Christ) acts supernaturally in the both ways, according to
the exchange (10 xat’ énaAdaynv drepduds Evegyelv & Exatepn), i.e. the
divine (things) humanly, and the human (things) divinely. He does not perform
the divine (things) by divinity alone (o0 yag yvuvi) Oedtt t Oeix), nor does
he perform the human (things) by the mere humanity (oUte YAf) dvBgwnréTnTL
T avBgwrva), but, on the one hand, he performs miracles in an unusual
manner through the flesh, which is endowed with the intellectual soul and
united to him according to the hypostasis; on the other hand, he deliberately
accepted, through his almighty power, the trial of his life-giving sufferings, for
our sake. In such a way, he revealed the above unity and presented the
difference; the unity he revealed by the putting together of the proper activities,
by exchange (1) kat’ énaAAaynv mgooffoAl kai cuudvia T@v oikeiwv
évegyewwv), and the difference — through preserving the natural property.

TACO:1148%-149%2,

2 ACO21148%-1515
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Behind the Orthodox interpretation of the Dionysian formula at the
Council of Lateran obviously stood Maximus. In his own works, he paid much
attention to the Dyenergist interpretation of the formula. In particular, m his
fifth Ambiguum he wrote that the Dionysian ‘new theandric energeia’ in effect
does not imply a single activity, but unity of the two energeiai.! To him, the
Dionysian formula signifies that the energeiai become known in and through
each other (év dAANAaug Te xai O dAAAwV).?2 In such a way, the ineffable
mode of disclosure (éxpavaig) of the two energeiai was denoted.®

Maximus interpretéd other passages of the Fathers in which the
reference to a single activity was made in the same sense. For instance, he
explained in the Dyenergist sense Cyril's expression pia ovyyevng évégyein,
which was applied to Christ’s activity of resurrecting the daughter of the ruler
of the synagogue.* According to Maximus, the single energeia mentioned by
Cyril was neither hypostatic, nor natural, but indicated the unity of the Logos
and the flesh in Christ, as well as a mutual coming together (ovudvia) and

neQuxwEnols of the two energeiai.® In his Dogmatic tome to Marinus, Maximus

! Ambig 5, 10562-1060¢.

2 OpuscThPol 8, 100¢.

3 See Disputatio 345°-348¢; OpuscThPol 8, 100°-101>.
4 inloan PG 73, 577<4.

5 OpuscThPol 7, 882,
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analysed a passage from the treatise of Anastasius of Antioch against the

‘Arbitrator’ of John the Philoponus’, in which the Patriarch of Antioch stated:

Therefore, we speak about a single energeia of Christ, but not about a single
property, let it be not, because the properties (id16tng) of the divinity and the
humanity are not same.?

According to Maximus, Anastasius virtually implied two activities,
because he recognized the difference of the properties of the two natures. In
interpreting Maximus, Anastasius, by speaking of a single energeia, indicated an
indissoluble union of the activities and unity of works accomplished by Christ.?
In his interpretation of ‘single-energeia’ expressions, Maximus went even further.
He to some extent equated the ‘single-energeia’ and ‘two-energeiai’ expressions,
because, in his opinion, they describe different aspects of the same reality. The
former expressions indicate the unity of Christ, the latter ones the diversity.*

The lack of any of them would lead to a distortion of the true picture of Christ:

He who does not accept equally and appropriately both (= one-nature-energeia-
will and two-natures-energeiai-wills expressions), applying the former to the
union, and the latter to the natural difference, falls inevitably, as is normal, into
either division or confusion.”

Now it is possible to draw some conclusions about the character of the

Alexandrian union. The ‘single theandric energeia’ promoted by the author(s) of

! contraloanPhilop, of which only a few fragments survive. The fragment which is analyzed here
is preserved only in the Dogmatic tome of Maximus.

2 OpuscThPol 20, 232°,
3 See OpuscThPol 20, 229>-233b.
* See OpsucThPol 7, 88°>-894.

5> OpuscThPol 8, 105,
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the pact was primarily one and related to Christ as the single subject of
activities, but also retained some duality and relation to the two natures. This
duality can be traced in the very word ‘theandric,” which means ‘divine-human,’
but also must be observed by any follower of Cyril. Therefore, for the author(s)
of the pact, Christ suffered according to his human nature and remained
untouched by sufferings according to his divine nature.!

The initial Monophysite Monenergism elaborated by Severus, as set out
above, also presupposed some duality of the single energeia. The siﬁgle energein
for Severus was not only divine, but rather retained both divine and human
features. This initial cohception, however, was altered by Theodosius, who
preferred to consider the single energeia as entirely divine. Apparently, it was
the Theodosian version of Monenergism which by the time of the union was
widely accepted in the Monophysité circles of Egypt, though it remains
unknown whether it was the only interpretétion of the single energeia
circulating in the region. Most likely, this was the version that the Melkite
author(s) of the union used. Therefore, the Severan variant of Monenergism,
which was implemented in the Alexandrian pact, was a compromise between
the radical Theodosian Monenergism and Dyenergism. This means that the

author(s) of the union did not blindly copy the Monenergism of the circles

1 See ACO: II? 5981821,
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whom they tried to approach by means of the union, but admitted just a partial
concession to their interpretation of the single energeia.

The Monenergism of the Alexandrian pact was rather coherent with the
approach of Theodore of Pharan, who spoke of the single activity of the divinity

and humanity:

Whatever the Lord has said or done, he said and did by means of the intellect,
the senses, and the organs of sense. And therefore as of him, whole and one, is
everything to be spoken of — the one energeia of the Logos, of the mind, and of
the sentient and instrumental body.!

It is noteworthy that Theodore considered the sinlge energeia to be
created by the Logos: “We must recognize ... a single energeia and its artificer
and creator, God.”? Pope Martin remarked concerning this statement at the

Lateran Council:

If, as it was stated, God Logos is its artificer and creator, then, according to him
(= Theodore), it (= energeia) is created; for whatever originates from the Logos
through the creation, is created.?

Theodore was not limited in freely expressing his theological views by
any political expediency and therefore at the initial stage of Monenergism
openly confessed a single will of Christ, which, like the energeia, was for him
completely divine: ‘As for the divine will, it belongs to the same Christ, for his

will is one and divine.”®

' ACO: II2 6024

2ACO21124%5,

3ACO:1124%2%,

4 ACOz 112 604>5.
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When the falsification in the Dionysian formula was revealed and
heavily criticized by the Orthodox, the Monenergists abandoned the expression
‘one theandric energeia’ and came back to the initial ‘a new theandric energeia.”
What did the Monenergists imply at this stage by speaking of the ‘theandric
energeia’? As has been said, the adjective ‘theandric’ presupposes a certain
relation of activity to both the divine and human natures of Christ, and this
relation was acceptable to the Monenergists at the early stage of the controversy.
In the later Monenergiét texts, however, the relation was not mentioned
anymore. Macarius of Antioch was most explicit in this sense and openly stated
that Christ acted neither according to his divine nature, nor according to his

human nature:

(Christ did) neither divine (things) according to Godhead, nor human (things)
according to man, but we confess, according to Saint Dionysius, that God
Logos, who became man, had a certain new theandric energeia.?

One can see here an inconsistency between the early and the latf:r
interpretations of the theandric formula. At the early stage, some accordance
between the theandric activity and the natures was admitted, whereas at the
later stage it was rejected or at least neglected. Probably, however, it is not an

inconsistency, but a further development of the distinction between activity as

! See, for instance, the oral confession of Macarius: ‘O0te yaQ ta Oela kata Gedv ovte
avopdmiva kata avBowrnov dAA’ avdpowBévios o0 Oeol AdGYOU KAIVAV TV TRV
Oeavdoiknyv évégyeiav menoArteveaBat OuoAoyobuev katd TOV aywov Atovooiov.” ACO: II!
216%28, He repeated this belief in his written confession: “Evav@pwntioag ®edg AdYog kauviv
. Twva v Beavdguenv évégyelav kai avTnv SAnv Lwonowov érdeikvutal” ACO: IT' 2222021,

2 ACO2 I 216%28; see also ACQO: IT' 2222021,
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such and its results. Activity for the Monenergists remained single, whereas its
results could have some diversity and bear either a divine or a human character.
This distinction was obviously implied in the Alexandrian pact (‘the same
single Christ did divine and human (things)).! Divine things (T 8eomenn) and
human things (t& avBowmva) performed by the same Christ were considered
here to be results of the single activity. Macarius in the aforementioned passages
went further and denied any attribution of the single energeia to the natures.
Instead, the results of activity could have either a divine or a human character.
Macarius spoke about energeiai in two senses. Firstly, about ‘simple energeia’
(amtAdg évépyewrn), which can be either divine or human. These ‘simple
energeini’ seem to be identical with Christ’'s deeds, among which are miracles
and passions. Secondly, it is ‘theandric energeia,” which is a strictly single activity
of Christ. Thus, a distinction between activity and its results helped the
Monenergists to defend a single energeia in Christ and to avoid the accusation
that they denied either a divine or a human quality to Christ’s actions.

Maximus also made a distinction between energeia and its result, which
he called anotéAeopa.? This distinction was basic for him. In order to rebut the
Monenergist argument, which was based on the distinction between activity

and its results, he asserted that the result is always correspondent to the activity.

1 ACO» I12 5982021,
2 Disputatio 341°.
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Therefore, in Christ the results of his natural energeiai were not confused. To

illustrate this idea, he uses the metaphor of a burning knife:

Different actions have different effects (&AAng dAAo medéews anotéAeopa),
not one effect, as was demonstrated by the example of the sword being
hardened by fire. If the operation of the sword and that of the fire are both
mutually united, and yet we observe that the fire’s effect is burning and the
iron’s effect is cutting.

As has been mentioned, when the Orthodox accused the Monenergists of
having changed the initial Dionysian ‘a new theandric energeia’ into ‘one
theandric energeia,” the Monenergists came back to the original variant of the
formula. In such a way, they adopted one more characteristic of the single
‘theandric energeia.” They accepted that it is new.? It is difficult to find in the
surviving texts what the ‘new energeia’ really meant for the Monenergists. It is
only possible to assume that the ‘new energeia’ in the Monenergist
interpretation, ranked between a purely divine and a purely human energeia
and could not be identified with either of them. The Monenergists turned to the
conception of ‘a new energeia,” because it perfectly fitted their understanding of
what the single energeia should be. Indeed, a single energeia of Christ must be
nothing else but new and quite different from either divine or human ones.

Somewhat different was the Monenergism promoted by Pope Honorius.

In reply to the letter of Patriarch Sergius, in which the lattér informed him about

! Disputatio 341%/Farrell, The Disputation 61-62.

2 See the confession of Macarius ACO; II' 2222021
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the history of unions with Monophysites, he agreed that it was preferable to

avoid speaking either of one or of two activities in Christ:

And if some who, so to speak, stammer, think to explain the matter better, and
give themselves out as teachers, yet may we not make their statements to be
Church dogmas, as, for example, that in Christ there is one energy or two, since
neither the Gospels nor the letters of the apostles, nor yet the Synods, have laid
this down.!

However, he came to this conclusion not from a mere Christological
agnésticism of the Psephos, but from a belief that the activities of Christ were
neither one nor two, but multiple. Every action of Christ was to-him an energeia:
‘For we have not learnt form the Bible that Christ and his Holy Spirit have one
or two energies; but that he works in manifold ways.”? Therefore, the
Monenergism of Honorius was rather Polyenergism. However, even so,
following the logics of the Monenergists, he preferred to ascribe activities to

their single subject:

We must assert neither one nor two energies in the Mediator between God and
men, but must confess that both natures are naturally united in the same ,
Christ.?

The humanity of Christ rather served as a passive mediator through

which the Godhead acted:

Lord Jesus Christ, the Mediator between God and man, worked the divine
works by means of the manhood, which was hypostatically united to him, the

' ACO: 112 555%¢.
2 ACO: I1? 555'¢18/Hefele, History 5, 31.

3 ACO: I1? 625/Hefele, History 5, 50.
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Logos, and the same worked the human works, since the flesh was assumed by
the Godhead.!

This led Honorius to exclude from Christ any human volitional activity

and consequently to simple Monothelitism: ‘We recognize one will of our Lord

Jesus Christ.”2

5.1.4.3. TWO ENERGEIAI

When speaking of either the oneness of Christ who does both divine and
human things® or ‘theandric energeia, the Dyenergists always made a clear
distinction between the two energeiai. In the course of their polemics with their
opponents, they developed a range of classifications of both divine and human
energeiai. The classifications varied from a simple enumeration of divine and
human energeiai to more complicated and categorized sub-classes within these
two groups. For example, bishop Deusdedit at the Council of Lateran
developed a distinction between similar energeiai belonging to the different
natures of Christ. For example, Christ speaks as God and as a man. Although
the two energeiai of speaking in this case seem to be similar, on closer

examination they appear to be quite different:

1 ACO: I1? 549'¢*%/Hefele, History 5, 28-29.

2 ‘Unam voluntatem fatemur Domini nostri Iesu Christi.” ACO: II? 551,

3 See, for instance, Sophronius in his encyclical letter: “O 8¢ Eppavouna, eig wv.., kat’ GAAo kai
aAAD évegywv Ta RATTOUEVA, KaBO pév Bedc 6 avtds Th Beilx, kabo d¢ dvOpwnog 6 avTog

i avBpwmva (ACO: [T 44247),

193



For he speaks as man and as God, and in both he has a power. As man he said:
‘Now my soul is troubled’ (John 12, 27); as God he said: ‘I have power to lay it
down, and I have power to take it up again’ (John 10, 18). To be troubled is a
property of the flesh, while to have power to lay down and then take up the
soul is a work of the faculty of the God Logos.'

Sophronius was more detailed and more systematic in his exposition of
different kinds of energeiai. To him, human energeiai can be divided into two
categories. The first contains those human activities which proceed from human
nature. They are active energeiai. Among them Sophronius enumerated birth
‘according to flesh,” breast-feeding, growth of the body, becoming adult (or
passing from one age to another, as Sophronius calls this process), hunger,
thirst, and tiredness.? Another category comprises those human energeiai which
were accepted by Christ as man. These energeiai, in their turn, may be grouped
into two sub-categories. The first sub-category contains those performed by
Christ as both their subject and object (middle energeiai, as in ‘middle voice’).
- Sophronius enumerated among them sitting, sleeping, and slaking hunger and
thirst.> Another sub-category contains those energeiai which Christ accepted
from somebody or something else (passive energeiai), as, for example, being

conceived in the incorruptible womb of the Virgin, reclining in it, being carried

1 ACO:21356%7; ACO:21357%¢,

2 ‘Tékov texBeig tOV Muétegov yaAaxtotgodeitat kal avfetal kal TAG OWUATIKAS
uebnAdoeic drégxetal, &xolg ob mEodg TO The avlownivie NAkiag ddiketo TéAelov, Kal
netvay T Nu@v kai dipav ngoodéxetat kat kémov kab’ Nuag tov €8 ddonogiag vTéuevev.
ETIOLELTO YOQ KOL TV TIOQEVTIKTV TjHiV Opoiwg Evépyeinv, YTig avOpwnivwg évepyovpévn kai
ka1t ovolav v avBpwmneiav mgopaivovoa Thg avOpwneing avtob GLOEwWS ETUYxaVEV
évdeilic.” ACO: IT' 4481520,

3 ‘Aux TOUTO MEV@V dLETEEDETO, dix TOUTO duprv €MOTILeTo kai wg AvOQwWTMog Emwve ... dx
TobT0 KOTUDV Ek@életo kai Untvov xolwv éxaBevdev.” ACO: IT' 450¢,
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by the parents and embraced by the mother!, feeling pain from blows and
sufferings from flagellation and crucifixion?®. Finally, Sophronius considered the
very fact that Christ had a body that can be depicted as a kind of suffering, or
passive energeia. Christ was limited by the form of the body and this was a sort
of pejorative energeia.3

Along with human activities, whether they proceeded from human
nature or were accepted by it from outside, Christ performed the actions that
proceeded from his divine nature. Among them Sophronius enumerated his
conception with;)ut semen, leaping in the womb of Elisabeth, his incorruptible
birth (in which the divine activity was directed upon the Virgin), the preserving
of the virginity of Mary before, during, and after the birth, the revelation given
to the shepherds on Christmas night, conducting the Magi by the star, bringing
the gifts and worship, knowledge without learning, the changing of water into
wine at the marriage in Cana, the heaiing of the ill, blind, lame, paralysed,
leprous, the filling of the hungry, making the persécutors embittered, the

taming of the wind and of the sea, walking on the sea, exorcizing the evil spirits,

' “Ev pitea cvAANGOeic dlemémAaoto kal fjv &lg del dlet)onoe kai eig aidva duxtrpel OV
amégavtov ... dux toUTo MA@ EPacTalero AykdAas nagbevikais émoxovpevos Kal
KOATIOWK pnTowols avakeipevos.” ACO: II' 450%¢,

2 'AAAG kat T)Ayel TURTOUEVOG Kol MACTILONEVOS EMAOXE KAl MOVOUS UTENEVE OWHATOS
XERAG Kt TOdAG T oTave@ mepovovuevog.” ACO: IT' 45075,

* “OBev kai tomov wg Muelg €k TOMOU peTéBarvev, €mel kal katd dAnBewav yéyovev
dvBownog kal oV TV NUGV Eoxev apelwtov Kal meQryQadnc NVECXETO OWHATOS, Kai

oxfua 10 ULV GEuOlov TedOQNie. CWHATIKT] YAQ, TOUTEOTL CWUATOS, KAl 1) LOQdT) TUYXAVEL
o0 oxnpartog.” ACO: II' 4482-4502,
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earthquake, solar eclipse, opening the tombs, his resurrection after three days,
the abolition of corruption and death, coming out of the tomb with the stone
and seals untouched, coming through the closed doors, and his ascension ihto
Heaven.! In contradistinction to human energeiai, God was not a passive object
of any activity, but always their active subject. The system set out above is only
an attempt to reconstruct what was implied by Sophronius, who himself did not
go as far as to name and to describe the categories and subcategories of
activities. However, he implied them by putting the energeiai of the same kind
together.

Although the Orthodox made a clear distinction between the human and
divine activities of Christ, they considered them to constitute a certain unity. To
them, this uhity was of the same character as the unity of the two natures. It
could therefore be expressed by the Chalcedonian formula dovyxvtws,
ATQEMTWSG, df)uxtéé’tcog, and dxwoiotws.? The Horos of the Council 680/681
applied this formula to the energeiai of Christ. Thus, the human and the divine
energeiai are united inseparably, immutably, indivisibly, and unconfusedly:

We glorify two natural operations indivisibly, immutably, inconfusedly,
inseparably in the same our Lord Jesus Christ our true God, that is to say a
divine operation and a human operation.?

PACO: II' 45212-4548.
2 ACOn 12 1293031,

3 ACO: 112 776'-3/NPNF http://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-14/6const3/index.htm [23/07/2003].
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The natural energeiai of Christ, owing to their inconfusable unity, have a
communication, which in preceding Christological tradition was ascribed
mainly to the natural properties. As Pope Leo all but introduced the idea of
communicatio operationum, let us so name it by analogy with the communicatio
idiomatum.! During the controversy, Leo’s statement was employed first by

Sophronius who gave it his own explanation:

The Logos truly did what belongs to the Logos in communication with the
body (petx ¢ xowvwviag tob cwuatoc), while the body carried out what
belongs to the body, with which the Logos of the action (T moedfews)
communicated.?

Thus, Christ acted as God with participation, communicatio, of the body
and as a man with p‘articipation in the divine nature. After Sophronius, this idea
was developed further at the Lateran Council. A speech attributed to Pope
Martin contains a more explicit description of the communicatio operationum.?
Whatever Christ performed, he did both as man and as God. All his divine
activities were done with the participation of the human nature and vice versa.
In particular, in the miracles, which are divine energeiai, the human nature was
involved together with the divine nature. In addition, the divine nature

accepted the sufferings in unity with the human nature.

! ‘Agit enim utraque forma cum alterius communione quod proprium est, Verbo scilicet operante
quod Verbi est, et carne exequente quod carnis est. unum horum coruscat miraculis, aliud
subcumbit iniuriis.” adFlav 281214,

2 See ACO: II' 4421618, Dependence of Sophronius on Leo manifested itself also in the usage of
the word forma (nopdm) for the natures: ‘Avo 1ag KoV Evegyovoag nopdag doyuartiCopev.’
ACO: IT! 444,

3 ACO:1148%-1515 ACO:21149%-1515.
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5.1.4.4. CREATED AND UNCREATED ENERGEIAI

In the course of the controversy, the issue of createdness and
uncreatedness of Christ’s energeiai was touched on. It was employed mainly by
the Dyenergists, who used it for polemical reasons. They emphasized that
divine activity is uncreated and human activity is created. This statement was
taken for granted and apparently had no need to be defended or proved, given
that there are no traces of polemics about it in the surviving texts. The statement
was used as an argument in favour of two natural energeiai in Christ. The
reasoning was as follows. Christ had both divine and human energeiai. The
former was uncreated, the latter one created. The two energeiai could not be
united or mixed into a single activity because it is impossible to mix a created
and an uncreated thing. The eventual product of such a mixture would be
impossible. Such an argument, in particular, was employed by Pope Martin in
his exploration of the Dionysian conception of ‘theandric energeia.” The text
ascribed to the Pope states that Dionysius implied two energeiai and not one,
because otherwise it would mean that a created thing can be turned into an
uncreated one, and vice versa, or they can be mixed together. In both cases, the

changeability of either one or both natures of Christ becomes possible:

Dionysius used his phrase ‘not in order to prove that two energeiai i.e., divine
and human, are one and the same, as they claim, because this would imply
their changeability and full disappearance (toom) kal adpaviopos), and not to
show that what is naturally uncreated became created, or what is naturally
created became uncreated, or what is created and uncreated became by
confusion one thing () TV &kTIOTOV KAt OOV KTIOTHYV, T} TV KTIOTV KT
dvonv AKTIOTOV, T} KTIOTV K&l AKTIOTOV THV ATV Katd oUyxuaw
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nagaotoacBat yevouévny), but to prove that one (activity) occurred without
confusion through the other (fva dux g étégag v étégav aovyxvtwg
anodeifn mooegxopévnv).!

Apparently, Martin articulated the idea of Maximus who first employed
the argument of created-uncreated activities during his disputation with
Pyrrhus. Maximus stated, first, that there could be no middk status between
being created and uncreated. Second, the very fact that a nature is created
means that its energeia is created as well, and if it is uncreated, its energeia is

uncreated too:

You are also forced to state whether this energy be created or uncreated, since
in general nothing exists between the created and the uncreated natures (néoov
KTWOTAG kai dictiotov obdepia Umtaoxet O ovvolAov). If you say it is created,
then it will reveal only the created nature. Conversely, if you say uncreated,
then it characterizes only the uncreated nature.?

Later the sixth ecumenical Council confirmed that Christ had a created
human and an uncreated divine activity. These activities remained unchanged
and could not be turned into each other or mixed. Otherwise, this would cause

the changing of human nature into divine, and vice versa.?

1 ACO21150%". This argument was also applied with the reference to the formula of Leo: “Omneg
Kal 0 TG kad’ Muag AMOoToAKNG ékkANoIag Yevdpevos mpdedpog Aéwv 6 doidiuog oodag
évvonjoag veypadnkev ‘évegyel yap éxatépa popdr| petx i Batépov kowvwving Toito
Omep dov Eoxne,” kai ovk elnmev ‘éxpetol’ iy ‘éktoénel 1} ‘ouyxel 1 ‘éfapveital TobTo Grieg
dlov Eoxnkev Exatéga HoEdn’ TV &V @ avT kal évi Xpuot@ kad’ dmdoTacy Hvwnévewy.’
ACO21150%%,

2 Disputatio 3412/Farrell, The Disputation 61.
8 ACO: I2 776'°. In support of this idea, the fathers of the Council referred to Leo and to Cyril:
‘OU yap 1M mov piav eivar pvonv Ty évépyewav dwoopev Oeob kai mompatog: tva pnte

10 momnBiv eig v Oeiav dvaywuev ovoiav, pufte pnv g Oelag Gpvoewg 10 éEaipetov eig
TOV TOLG YEVNTOIG Teémovia katdywpev tomov.” Thesaurus 4537731,
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5.1.5. WILL
5.1.5.1. NOTION
As with the notion 6f energeia, the notion of will as such remained hardly
touched by analysis from either Dyothelites or Monothelites, with the sole
exception of Maximus. On what, however, did the disputing parties rely, when
they employed the notion of will? Neither ancient nor contemporary
philosophical tradition could be helpful for them. The former virtually ignored
fhe will as an independent faculty. As for the contemporary commentators
Elias, David, and Stephan, they also passed over the issue in silence. The only
source for the theologiax%s could be a preceding theological tradition, which,
however, remained quite poor concerning the issue. In this tradition, the word
‘will' (BéAnoig, BéAnua) was attributed mostly to God in a sense of his
commandments and desire to save humankind.? In obedience to the Father’s
will, Christ became man and underwent sufferings.> Men were also considered |

to be endowed with will. Thus, for Irenaeus, it is a free force of the human soul.*

! See about this Albrecht Dihle. The theory of will in Classical antiquity, Sather classical lectures; v.48.
Berkeley; London: University of California Press, 1982. This issue is analyzed in the chapter
‘Will-nous. .

2 See, for instance, Ignatius, ep 1 p 1+%: “év BeAnjuatt o0 Iatpog kat Trood Xpwtov’; Clement
of Rome, adCorinth 1 20.4% ‘kata 16 BéAnua avtod’ (= God); Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus
12.120.4%5 ‘10 QéAnua o0 INatedc’ etc.

3 See, for instance, Melito, dePascha 551: “QQ Aéomorta, €l xai €deL gov 1OV Yiov mabeiv kal
10016 000 €0Tv 10 BéANua’; Justin the Martyr, Apologia 63.10%5: ‘Aux OeAfjpatog Beod VT
Tob avBowmneiov yévoug avBpwmnog yevouevog (= Christ); Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus
1.2.4.1% ‘Tlatowg BeArjuatt didkovog, Adyos Oedg.’

* ‘@éAnois éotL G voepag YuxTg ... avteEovol0g avtig DnGoxovoa duvauig.’ Fragm 5.6°.
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For Didymus, it precedes any of our actions.! A deeper insight into the notion
was achieved in the context of the Arian controversy. Gregory of Nyssa
attributed it to the common nature of the Holy Trinity and ranked it together
with such aspects of the nature as activity, strength, force, and purpose.? To him,
it is a ‘movement’ (xivnoig)® or ‘deliberate movement’ (aUte£ovolog kivnog).
So it was to Augustine, whose statement ‘ipse animi motus, cogente nullo,
voluntas est’® was mentioned once in the Report of Pope Agatho® and twice
during the sessions of the Council 680/681.7

These and other definitions were referred to during the controversy and
developed further by Maximus. In this thesis I shall not analyze in detail the
distinctions of will which were providgd by Maximus, first because they were
seldom employed by other Dyothelites and secondly because this work has

been already well done by other researchers.? I only want to indicate here that

V'Tov Y MEakTéwv MWV TIEoTyeltal BovAr) kat 8éAnows.” adRoman 512,

2"Mia yaQ kai Spoia 1) évégyeia Tlatpog, kat Yiov, kat ayiov ITveduartog, pin ioxve, kal pia
duvauic, pix BéANoL, uia yvoun.” adlmag 44.13441013,

3 adAblab 3,1.48%0-497; see adverMaced 3,1.100711,
4 inEcclesiast 5.407",

5 adverfulian 1475; see also: "Voluntas est animi motus cogente nullo.” Retractiones PL 32, 609;
Liber sententiarum PL 40, 729; De duabus animabus PL 42, 104.

6§ ACO: 1T 7925,
7 ACO: IT' 248%2; ACO: II' 350,
8 See, for instance, Frangois Léthel. Théologie de I'agonie du Christ: la liberté humaine du Fils de Dieu

et son importance sotériologique mises en lumiére par saint Maxime le Confesseur, Théologie historigue;
52. Paris: Beauchesne, 1979; Joseph Farrell. Free Choice in St. Maximus the Confessor. South
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Maximus drew nine definitions of will and some basic distinctions related to
the issue. Firstly, he distinguished between the will as faculty of nature‘ and
objects of volition.! He called the former 8éAnoic or BéAnua, and the latter
BeAntov or OeAnBév. Maximus illustrated this distinction by the example of
God and the Saints, who have the same object — the salvation of the world.
However, their wills remain different. The difference is that the divine will is by
its nature saving, whereas human wills are by their nature saved.? Maximus
developed this distinction in order to show that the fact that the human and
divine wills of Christ are tafgeted onto the same object does not confuse them
into one will3> Another distinction introduced by Maximus was between the

common and particular will, which was denoted by expressions anAdc 6éAev!

Canan, Pa.: St Tikhon's Seminary Press, 1989, based on the author’s DPhil thesis at the
University of Oxford: Free Choice in St. Maximus the Confessor: University of Oxford, 1987; a PhD
thesis at the Yale University by Thomas Anastos. ‘Essence, Energies and Hypostasis: An
Epistemological Analysis of the Eastern Orthodox Model of God. 1986, where a special
emphasis on the theology of Maximus is made; a PhD thesis at Fordham University by Michael
Butler. ‘Hypostatic Union and Monotheletism: The Dyothelite Christology of St. Maximus the
Confessor.” 1993; a PhD thesis at King’s College, London, by Dimitrios Bathrellos, Person, Nature
and Will in Ancient Christology with Special Reference to Saint Maximus the Confessor. London:
University of London, 2001; A.Ilocrieaos. ‘Ilpenoaobustit Maxkcum Mcenoseanmk kak
ucTopmdeckoe Auno u 6orocaos,’ in Jucnym ¢ TMuppom. TMpn. Makxcum Hcnosednux u
xpucmorozuseckue - cnopvt VII cmoremus. Zudoaydog Prokaiing. Mocksa: Xpam Codun
[Tpemyapoctu Boxueis, 2004, esp. 67-93.

! This was, according to J. Pelikan, an important contribution of Maximus to the development of
the conception of will (The Christian Tradition 2, 74). This distinction, however, occurred as early
as in the works of Irenaeus: ‘@éAnoic 0Tt vOUG 0REKTIKOG, kKal duxvortikn 6peic, EdS TO
BeAnOev émvevovoa.’ Frag 5.6%. '

2 OpuscThPol 1, 21¢-282.

3 Disputatio 292¢.

4 Disputatio 292°.
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or mepukévat BéAerv! and nwg B€Aev.? 1 will dwell on this distinction in the

chapter ‘Will - One-Who-Wills.’

5.1.5.2. ONE OR TWO WILLS

As has been previously remarked, a favourite Monothelite expression for

the human nature of Christ was ‘flesh endowed with a soul’ (éYvxwpévn

o0dpé). The Monothelites preferred this expression because it could sound as

though it excluded a will from human nature. Indeed, they deprived Christ’s

human soul of a will, which, in their belief was replaced by the divine will. This

point of Monothelite doctrine was testified to in particular, by Anastasius of .
Sinai:

They (= the Monothelites), defining his (= Christ’s) one simple and completely
uncomposed will (drAoDV kat mavt acvvOetov OéAnuan), say that the will of
Christ was not theandric, common, or mixed, but simple, unmixed, and nothing
participated in it (oUte Beavdoikdv, ov KOLVOV, OV pKTOV, 00 gOvOeToV, GAA
AMAODV kal &utyég kai tavtn akowdvntov). They do not think, know, count,
or at all imply that his intellectual and immaculate soul had a certain power,
habit, and property, which was rational (Aoywkr)), volitional (BeAnTikrv), and
related to desire, will, thought, power, cultivation, reasoninig, and wisdom
(EmBuptikny §) PovAevTIKNV T} DLAVONTIKNV 1] E£0VTLACTIKTV T] YEWQYT)TIKTV
f évBuvunuatuav 1) copwomir)v), but say that the divinity and its will
replaced all the mentioned faculties of our intellectual soul in Christ.?

Thus, the Monothelites believed that Christ had a single will, which was

entirely divine and lacked any human element. They did not consider the will

' OpuscThPol 3, 48?; Disputatio 2932.

2 Disputatio 292¢-2932.

3 Opera 2X 158 See, for instance, Macarius: ‘To0 d¢ @eob v évégyewav, el kai dux g
avOwmdtnTog avTol — TOVTEOTL GAOV TOD THETEQOL HLEAUATOS — TAvTNV EMATPWOEVY €vi

kal péve Beiy BeAfuaty, we ovk Gvtog év avt® kol dAAov BeAfjuatog.” ACO: IT' 24479,
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as a mixture or a composition, as they did in regard to the single energeia. They
never called it ‘theandric.” For them the will remained plain and unmixed. The
divine will enriched the human nature of Christ with what the latter was

lacking — its own will, as summarized by Patriarch Paul:

His (= Christ’s) flesh endowed with a rational and immaterial soul was through
the same consummate unity enriched with divine (things), for it (= flesh)
obtained the divine and invariable will of the Logos who united it with himself
according to the hypostasis, and it was constantly led and moved by him.!

Because it lacked its own will, the human nature of Christ was led and
controlled by the divine will or command (veﬁpa), as it was sometimes called
in-the Monothelite texts from the time of the Ecthesis.2 To the Monothelites, the
very fact that the human nature was led by the divine commands excluded any

possible conflict between the humanity and the Godhead in Christ. If there were

T ACO21200%%3,

? Ecthesis: “Ev 0éAnua 100 Kugiov fjuav Tnood Xetotod tob aAnBwvod Oeod OoA0YyoUpEY, WG
&v pndevi kap@ TG VoeEmg EPUXWHEVTIC AUTOD 0aQKOg KEXWRLTHEVWS Kal €€ olkelag dpuis
Evavtios T VEDHATL T0D MVWpévoy avTi) kad’ Hiéotacty Beod AGYov, TV GLOIKTV aTHS
niomjoacBa kivnow, aAA’ dméte kai olav kai Sonv avtog 6 Oedg Adyog NNPovAeto.” ACO: |
160>, Later Patriarch Paul reproduced this point of the Ecthesis in his letter to Pope Theodore.
He wrote that the human nature of Christ was ‘év undevi kawQ® ... kexwELOopévws Kal €
oixelng 6QUTG Evavting T¢) VeVpaTL ToD vwpévov avt) kad’ Uméataoty Beod Adyov Thv
dvownv avtig momoapévng kivnow, dAA” ondte kai olav kai donv avtog 6 Oede Adyos
nPovAeto.” -ACO:2 1 200%%. See also the Disputatio, in which Pyrrhus asked Maximus: ‘O0
vevpatt o0 evwbévtog avti) Adyouv 1 odef éxiveito;” Disputatio 297> The same point was
articulated in the confession of Macarius: “H ¢ owtrjglog T@v Beodpdowv natépuwv
dudaokadia évagydg éxmadedel tOV undénote v voepws épuxopévny tob Kugiov odoka
KEXWEOpEVWS Kal €& oikelag OQuAG Evavtiwe T¢ vebpatt To0 Nvwuévov avt) kad’
vnéotaocty ®eod Adyov TV Puoknv avthc noujoacdat kiviowv, GAA” omdte kal olav kai
6omv avtdg 6 Oedg Adyog BovAeto.” ACO: IT' 224'1¢. Anastasius Sinaita expressed this belief
of the Monothelites in a more eloquent way: ‘AAA’ éxaAwvaywyeltéd ¢pnow 6 Vo g BednTog
00 Adyov 6 Mvwpévog abty avBpwnog: kal UMékelto kal fjyeto o) Gomi) kai évegyeia kai
BovArioeL tob Aeamdtou 1) ToD dovAov popdn).” Opera 2 V1 15861,
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a human will, however, such a conflict would be inevitable.! This was perhaps
the most popular argument in support of the single will occurring in almost

every Monothelite text, from the Ecthesis onwards.?

According to the Monothelites, the human will would conflict with the
divine one because of its by definition liability to sin and corruption.® They
tended to identify a human will with a ‘fleshy’ (caokik6v) one, as they often

called it. Such a characteristic occurs, for instance, in the confession of Macarius:

For we confess that our one Lord Jesus Christ is in a new image (év eixdvt
kawvotntog) ie, without fleshy wills (capgkie@v BeAnudtwv) and human
thoughts (Aoyopdv avBownivwv).?

Anastasius of Sinai provided a testimony that the Monothelites
characterized an alleged human will of Christ as ‘cosmic’ (xoouikév)s, ‘evil’

(movnea)s, and even ‘diabolic’ (dLaxfoAikov)!.

! See ‘the principle of non-contradiction’ in J. Farrell, Free choice 72-81.

2 See Ecthesis ACOz 160, 13-29; also Patriarch Paul in his epistle to Pope Theodore: ‘Aux To0t0
kat &v B€Anpa 1o Kuglou kai Aegmidtou fjuwv Tnood Xgiotod voobuev, tva un évavtiwow 1
dapopav BeAnuatwv évi xai @ avt® TEoownw Tov Kugiov Wpwv Tnood Xpowotov
neQupwpey, 1) abtov éavt duapaxopevov doypatiowpev.” ACO: 1 200%%; Macarius of
Antioch: ‘Tob 8¢ ®eob v évépyelay, el kai dix T avBowndTNTog AvToD — TovTéotv 6Aov
TOU T|UETEQOV HURAHATOS — TAVTNV EMANQWOEV évi kai povw Oei BeAnpaty, ws ovk dviog
£v ot kal AAAOL BeAT|HATOS 1) AVILTINTOVTOG Kal AvTikelpévou 1@ Bei avtod kat dvvatp
gxelvy OeAnuaty’ ACO: 12 244711,

* Anastasius of Sinai, for instance, ascribed to the Monothelites the following statement: ‘AAAX
TRQETEATN $1oiv 6 avBpwnoc. Kal névta & tod dvBgwnov maviws, é0odot mEodg NUAs ol
QUQETIKOL, Kal TOUTOU XAQLy AAAGTOIOV kKal ava&idv éotL 10 Aéyewv éni Xowotob avBowmivov
OéAnua 1) avBowmnivnv évégyewav.” Opera 2 111 4828,

+ACO: II' 21678,

5 Opera 2 scholia longiora, sch. 16 p. 52.

¢ See Anastasius Sinaita, Opera 2 III 218,
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The Dyothelites agreed with the Monothelites that a corrupted human
nature, together with its will and energeia, would be contrary to the divine one.
In Christ, however, neither his human nature nor its will and energeia were
corrupted. It was Maximus the Confessor who offered a convincing explanation
as to why. For him, no volitional impulse and action of man, providing that it
finds itself in accordance with nature (xata ¢pvo1v) and is not impelled by sin,
can be opposite to the Will of God: “Whatever is natural and blameless, is not in
opposition to each other.”” Only what is against nature (naga ¢vowv) actually
opposes the will of God. Christ, who as man willed and acted in accordance
with nature, could not have any épposiﬁon of wills. This argument was
reproduced at the Lateran by Maximus of Aquileia, who claimed that neither
nature as such, nor will and energeia in their natural state, can cause any

dissension in Christ, but only sin:

We recognize that confession of his natures or his natural wills and activities is
not productive of dissension (dtxovoiag), but only sin, of which the Lord was
entirely free by his nature (fic navt kaBapog ¢pvoet). He redeemed us from it.
He was free from the dissension, which is common to us.?

It is not Christ’s, but our will, which was corrupted by sin and as a result
- conflicted with the divine will. In order to be healed, it had to be adopted by

Christ. Thus, the Dyothelites placed the issue of human will into the

! Opera 2 III 2#+¢: ‘Ot d00 BeAnpata Aéyovteg év 1o XQLotq navtws 1o &v dyadov Aéyovol, 1o
d¢ Etepov ovnEOY, 10 &v Beikov, 1o d¢ étegov duxPoAkdv.’

2“El 1t pvowov kai dduaPfAntov, ovk évavtiov.” OpuscThPol 20 PG 91, 2362,

3 ACO:2134681; 347510,

206



soteriological context and used it as an argument in support of Christ’s two
wills. They applied to the human will the principle initially offered by Gregory
of Nazianzus in his letter to Cledonius and which became a classic of Christian
theological tradition: ‘the thing which is not assumed is not healed, and that
thing is saved, which is united with God." Thus, if the human will was not
assumed through the Incarnation, it fell away from salvation. Consequently the
salvation of the whole of human nature cannot be completed and becomes an
illusion, as Maximus warned.? Thus the entire mystery of the Incarnation loses

its meaning.? If the Monothelites were right, then

he (= Christ) either condemned his own creation as something that is not
good ..., or he begrudged us the healing of our will depriving us of complete
salvation and showing himself to be subject to passion, because he either did
not want or could not save us completely.*

Moreover, according to Maximus, will is a human faculty that must be
saved in the first place, because it was through the will that sin penetrated
human nature, when Adam first wished to eat, and then ate, the forbidden fruit.
Therefore, if Christ did not assume the will of Adam, men remain under the

power of sin:

1 “To yap anpdoAnntov, abepamnevtov: 6 d¢ fjvwtal @ Oe®, o010 kai owletar” epTheol
101.32%3,

2 Disputatio 3052,
3 See Disputatio 316°.

* Disputatio 325°/Dimitrios Bathrellos. Person, Nature and Will in Ancient Christology with Special
Reference to Saint Maximus the Confessor. London: University of London, 2001, 151.
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If Adam ate willingly, then the will is the first thing in us that became subject to
passion. And since the will is the first thing in us that became subject to
passion, if, according to them (=the Monothelites), the Logos did not assume it
along with the nature when he became incarnate, I have not become free from
sin. And if I have not become free from sin, I was not saved, since whatever is
not assumed is not saved.!

Similar ideas, maybe not as developed as in Maximus, can of course be
found in the acts of the Lateran Council. Pope Martin in his speech particularly
dwelt on this question. To him, Christ had to have all the blameless passions in

order to eliminate them from our nature:

Such was, according to the teaching of the Fathers, the reason of his
incarnation, which was inspired by love to humankind. He allowed these
entirely blameless passions (t& 7d0n Té& dixa ppov MAvVTdS) to move in him
according to his will (¢v Zavt kata BéANOV KivNOfval tagaxwefoat), so as
to eliminate them totally and to liberate from them our nature.?

The opposite approaches, which the Monothelites and the Dyothelites
had to the problem ‘will-sin,” were reflected in their different stands against the
question of what kind of will the first Adam had. This question was crucial,
because on it the solution of the major problem, what was the will that Christ
had, depended, as was remarked at the sixth ecumenical Council: ‘If the first
Adam had a natural will, so did the second Adam our Lord Jesus Christ, our

true God who became like him (= the first Adam), except sin.”

! Disputatio 325%/Bathrellos 152. As V. Lossky has remarked, ‘If the will of the Son is identical
with that of the Father, human will, which becomes that of the Word, is His Own: and in this
His own will, resides the entire mystery of our salvation.” V. Lossky. Orthodox Theology: An
Introduction. Crestwood, N.Y.: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1989, 107.

2 ACO:21360%8, 36157,

3 ACO: IT' 2488,
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The Monothelites, in their approach to this question, proceeded from the
assumption that the natural will is identical to the ‘fleshy wishes’ and therefore
refused to accept that Adam had his own will before the Fall. As Macarius
stated, the only will that Adam had in Eden was the divine one. He, therefore,
was ‘co-willer” with God (ocuveBeAntng 1 Oe@).! After the Fall, however, he
obtained his own will, which Macarius characterized as deliberate and self-
governed (TIQOXIQETIKOV KAl ab’ce&cﬁbmov 0éAnua).? Also Pope Honorius
identified the will of Adam with the sin that was in his nature as a result of his
transgression of God’s commandment: “We confess one will of our Lord Jesus
Christ, since our nature was plainly assumed by the Godhead, and this being
faultless, as it was before the Fall.”3 This point put forward by the Monothelites
was analyzed and subsequently refuted at the sixth ecumenical Council. Thus,
Dometius, the bishop of Prusiade remarked that if Adam was the co-willer of
God, then he was also co-creator.* Moreover, as the representatives of the West
added, he would have had the same essence as the Holy Trinity. In support of
this point, a passage from Cyril of Alexandria was cited: ‘As he (= Christ) is

homoousios, so he is co-willer with his Father, because one essence

TACO, I 24415,

2ACO: IT' 244,

3 ACO2 112 550'¢%!/Hefele, History 5, 29.

¢ "Eav ouvBeAn g v 6 Addap ¢ O, 0Uk0UV kai ouvdnuiovgyds.” ACO: II' 2441718,
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undoubtedly has one will”? Another unacceptable consequence of the
identification of Adam’s and God’s will was that either Adam did not
transgress, because it would be impossible for the divine will, or the divine will

allowed him to commit sin:

If Adam had divine will before the Fall, then he was homoousios to God and
the will of Adam was unchangeable and life-giving. How then did he change
(his mind), transgress the commandment, and become subjected to death?
Because whoever is a co-willer (cuvBeAntg), is always homoousios.?

Before the Council 680/681, the question of Adam’s will was examined at
the Lateran Council, primarily in a soteriological perspective. Christ had to. pass
through all our weaknesses, including sorrow, confusion, fear etc., in order to
deliver us of them, precisely as he allowed death to come over him, in order
then to trample on it.? Because Adam committed sin with all the faculties of his

nature, including will, all these faculties had to be assumed by Christ:

He (= Christ) adopted and hypostatically united with himself everything. He
healed whatever belongs to our nature: body, soul, mind, energeia, and will,
through which Adam deliberately transgressed the commandment. (Adam) as
a whole had committed sin and had been convicted to death. Therefore, he as a
whole had a need to be healed by him who firstly created and then renewed
our nature.*

1 "Qonep €otiv 6p00V010¢ oUW kai ouVBEANTNE 1@ 1Bl yevvijtopr piag yaQ ovoixg &v
oMmov 10 BéAnua.’ ACO: IT' 24612,

2 ACO, IT! 2442325,
3 ACO: 13601119, 3671018,
1 ACO2136237,
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The same reasoning was also employed in the later Dyothelite texts, as,
for instance, in the Pope Agatho’s Report!, and the Emperor’s Edict.

The Dpyothelites emphasised not only the salvific aspect of the
assumption of the human will by Christ, but also the aspéct of its deification
(Oéwoic). This issue emerged from the discussions of the controversial quote

from Gregory of Nazianzus' treatise About the Son:

Let them quote in the seventh place that the Son came down from Heaven, not
to do His own Will, but the Will of Him that sent Him. Well, if this had not been
said by Himself Who came down, we should say that the phrase was modelled
as issuing from the Human Nature, not from Him who is conceived of in His
character as the Saviour, for His willing cannot be opposed to God, seeing it has
altogether become divine; but conceived of simply as in our nature, inasmuch
as the human will does not completely follow the Divine, but for the most part
struggles against and resists it. For we understand in the same way the words,
Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from Me; Nevertheless let not what I
will but Thy Will prevail. For it is not likely that He did not know whether it
was possible or not, or that He would oppose will to will. But since, as this is
the language of Him Who assumed our Nature (for He it was Who came
down), and not of the Nature which He assumed, we must meet the objection
in this way, that the passage does not mean that the Son has a special will of His
own, besides that of the Father, but that He has not; so that the meaning would
be, ‘not to do Mine own Will, for there is none of Mine apart from, but that

' "Eav mpo¢ v oikovopiav Tig avOpowrdmrtog avtol, kaf fjv 10 TAnNEWOV TpGV
npocéAaPev, anodobn), mavia ta Thg Oeiag avToL peyoAwoUVNG HAaTTwHéva TEOS TV
avBgwnodTTa avTob avikewv yvweilel, v teAeiwg mpoocéAafe xwoic Tvog apagring, va
TavTV Kal TeAeing owor ‘10 Yo ag’ avtod pur) eocAnBev ovdt owletal’ kabdg Npas O
oVOTATIKOS ThG aAndeing kfové Tonydolog 6 Naluxvlod meoedgog édwdiaae. Toryagodv &l
10 magd Tob avBpdmvov BéAnua kaBawg kat 1) GO MEoCEANPON kal EoWbn, kai Greg
naa Tob EocAafopévov 0w, ovk NdUvato elvatl avtod évavtiov: ovdEv yag évavtiov
Eaxut O dMuoLEYOs TAv 6Awv ExTioev 1§ dux ToD upvomeiov TS évavipewnroewg
ngooéAafe.” ACO: II' 74%8-765,

2“Ei oUv téAe10¢ dvBowrog Yéyovev 0 ZwTrp &v TeAeldm T pelvag T Belk), ovte dvoug ovte
AaBéAnToc v. ol ¢ g dvBpwrtivig o Kuplov Puxis 0 katd GOV AVaQelv TEQWHEVOL
BéAnua avonTov uév abTV wg SvTog avorToL duarypadovoty, £l Ty anadn d¢ Gpvowv td Te
ntaBn kat 1ov Bdvartov dvadégovary, Nuag 8¢ ur) TeAeins cwbnval kataokevdlovow, d v,
wg Aéyouotv, oUk aveAAITag 6 Adyog TV NueTégav ovaiav aveiAndev. el yag 6Aog AT )
avOpwniviy uoeL un fvwral, ovdE GAoc wg GAog 6 &vBowmoc céowral ‘TO Yoo
angdoAnmrov abBegamevTov, 6 B¢ fivwtal Be@, Todto kai oletal’ katd tov ¢ BecAoylag
¢ncovupov Fonydglov.” ACO: 112 8402-8425.
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which is common to, Me and Thee; for as We have one Godhead, so We have
one Will.

The crucial phrase here is ‘for His willing cannot be opposed to God,
seeing it has altogether become divine’ (10 yap éxeivov BéAewv ovdE
vmevavtiov Oew, BeoBév 6Aov), which to the Monothelites denoted the single
divine will of Christ.2 For the Orthodox, however, this was a testimony about
two wills: one divine and another human, which was deified (8e08¢v). If the
will, which in the phrase of Gregory was denoted as 6£06é§, is divine, as the
Monothelites thought, than it leads to an absurdity, because the divine cannot
be deified more than it is® According to Maximus, this would also mean that
the human nature of Christ either could not be deified or must undergo

unacceptable changes:

Otherwise, if the deification of the human will opposes the belief that there are
two wills, as they say, the deification of the nature will oppose the belief that
there are two natures.*

This point was repeated in the Horos of the sixth ecumenical Council,
which stated that deification of the human will does not imply that it undergoes

any change similar to human nature:

1 deFilio 12’18 (or. 30)/modified transl. Browne-Swallow,
http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/310231.htm [05/09/2003].

? See, for instance, florilegium of Macarius and Stephan: “O dytog T'onyoploc 6 @eoAdyos év @
mtegl Yiod devtégw Adyw davepds mapota &v BéAnpa éni tob Kupiou 1udv Tnood Xeiotov
ddokwv “To yao ékeivov BéAety ovdE Dmevavtiov Oed Oewbév 6Aov”.” ACO: I 270416,

3 See the speech of Maximus of Aquileia at the Lateran (ACO:z I 350'7®); Maximus the Confessor,
OpuscThPol 3, 48>; 20, 2362; 4, 61=<; 6, 65°-68%; 7, 81<9; 15, 1609-1612; 20, 233>-237<; Disputatio 316~
4; Pope Agatho, Suggestio (ACO:z II' 842%); Edict (ACOz II2, 8441822),

4 Disputatio 3164
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For as his most holy and immaculate animated flesh was not destroyed because
it was deified but continued in its own state and nature (¢v 1@ bl avTig dow
te kol Ady diépewvev), so also his human will, although deified, was not
suppressed, but was rather preserved.!

According to Anastasius of Sinai, the Monothelites could accept that both
the human will and the human energeia of Christ were deified. However, for
them deification meant something essentially different from what it did for the
Orthodox, namely that the will and energeia have undergone radical change that

does not allow speaking about distinctive human energeia and will anymore:

The human will and energeia of Christ became divine (¢0ew)On); therefore, after
the divinization (petx v Béwowv) it is impossible to speak of two wills or
energeiai.? ' '

As Anastasius aphoristically remarked, for fhe Monothelites ‘the theosis
is a decrease of the number of the will.’3 This causes, however, an elimination of
human nature.*

Moving in accord with one another, the two wills of Christ remained
unconfused. The Horos of the Council 680/681 applied to the method of their

coexistence and unity the formula of Chalcedon and confessed ‘two natural

P ACO: 117 774332/NPNF http://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-14/6const3/faith.htm [23/07/2003].
The text of the Edict published after the sixth ecumenical Council stated that Christ has turned
our empassionate nature to the state of impassionability: “Tva év éavtg peTactorxewosn 1o
éunabeg Npav eig andabewav.” ACO: II2 840"

2 Opera 2 VI 31115,
3 “H 0éwoic tob BeAnuartog tob agiBpuob ot peiwos.” Opera 2 VI 32021,

* See Opera 2 VI 3212,
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wills and two natural operations indivisibly, inconvertibly, inseparably,
unconfusedly.”

The Monothelite model of the human nature lacking its own will and
because of this being moved by the divine will, was contested by the Orthodox.
For instance, Maximus in replying to the remark of Pyrrhus, ‘How? Was not the
flesh moved by the decision of the Word who is united with it?"? accused him of
improperly dividihg Christ®. However, the general model of the human nature
being moved by the divine will could be acceptable for them. Thus, Maximus in
his Ambigua used a picture of a body being ruled by the soul, in order to
illustrate Christ’s humanity being moved by his divinity.* The Orthodox aﬁd
Maximus in particular understood this model in a different way from the
Monothelites. To them, the fact that the humanity of Christ was moved by his
divinity does not deprive the former of its own will, but implies that the human
will was wholly submitted to the divine one. In particular, Maximus in his
disputation with Pyrrhus replied to the above-mentioned remark of the ex-

Patriarch that Moses and David were also moved by the divine command. This,

' ‘Avo duokdag BeAnoeig 1jrol OeAfjpata év avte kal dvo Guowkag évepyeing adwupétwg
ateéntwg dueplotws dovyxvtws.” ACO: II2 7742021 /NPNF
http://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-14/6const3/faith.htm [23/07/2003].

2 Disputatio 297%/Farrell, The Disputation 16.
$ Disputatio 297°.
* See Ambig 10499; 10562,
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however, did not deprive them of their own will and activity. The humanity of

Christ also retained its own will, which was in full accord with the divinity:

For Moses and David, and as many as were susceptible to the influence of the
divine energies (6oot Tiic Oelng évegyeinc xwentikol), were moved by his
command (vebpatt avtob éxiveito) and laid aside human and fleshy
properties. But, following all the holy Fathers in this as in all things, we say:
since the God of All has himself become man without change, it follows that the
same person not only willed appropriately (katoAAnAwg) as God in his
godhead, but also willed appropriately as man in his humanity.!

During his dispute with Maximus, ex-Patriarch Pyrrhus proposed as a
dogmatic compromise the conception of ‘composed will.” When in the course of
the argument Pyrrhus accepted that the wills could belong to the natures of
Christ and not to his hypostasis, he suggested considering them as a single
composite will. His suggestion contained an old neo-Chalcedonian trick - to

consider a single will to be composed from two natural wills:

Just as we say that it is possible for there to be one synthetic nature from two
natures (¢k tawv 600 Gvoewv €v Tt oUVBeTOV), so it is also possible for there to
be one synthetic will from two natural wills (ék T@v dvo dvoudv BeAnudtwv
év TLovvBetov).?

This was probably just a suggestion which emerged during the dispute,
which did not represent the ‘real’ Monothelite doctrine. Nevertheless, even as a
suggestion it is quite interesting, because it indicates that the Monothelites were
disposed to search for theological compromises with the Dyothelites and what
sort of compromise formulas they were prepared to admit. Thus, it is clear that

they were ready to appeal to the compromise formulas elaborated during the

! Disputatio 297*%/Farrell, The Disputation 16.

2 Disputatio 296*/Farrell, The Disputation 14.
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Monophysite controversy. There were also some other compromise expressions
acceptable to the Monothelites, which were mentioned during the disputation.
In contrast to the previous one, they were not just a suggestion of Pyrrhus, but
were shared by some Monothelites. In particular, as Maximus informs us, some
of the Monothelites were ready to accept the human will of Christ under
condition that it was adopted by Christ by ‘relative assimilation’ (oxetikn
oixelwoig)! or ‘assimilation in a mere relation’ (oixelwoig év YA oxéoel)?. This
assimilation is similar to when we feel what others do or undergo, but do not
do or undergé it ourselves: ‘We appropriate in a friendly manner something
otherwise foreign to us, neither suffering nor effecting any of these things of
ourselves.” As ]. Farrell remarks concerning this conception, ‘The refusal (= of
Christ to accept sufferings) truly belongs to a real human will, contrary to that
of God, but this will is that which is really in us and not in Christ."* According
to Léthel,r ‘the final interpretation of Sergius is therefore inverted: for Sergius,
this refusal was in Christ, but it was not a true human will. In this new
perspective the refusal is a true human will, But is not in Christ.’®> The

Monothelites, by introducing the notion of relative assimilation, apparently

! Disputatio 304",
2 Disputatio 3052,

P DAk T aAAAwY oikewobueba kal otégyopey, undév Tovtwv alTol | Taoxovtes, 1
évepyobvteg’ Disputatio 304%/Farrell, The Disputation 24.

4 1. Farrell, Free choice 80.

5 Léthel, L"Agonie 50; transl. Farrell, Free choice 80.
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wanted to avoid a contradiction between the two wills. By doing that, however,
as Maximus remarked, they unwillingly jeopardized the salvation of human
nature and implied two persons in Christ.!

The suggestion of ‘relative assimilation’ was linked to another
compromise formula, which was probably offered by the Monothelites in their
polemics with the. Dyothelites. They were apparently ready to admit two
natural wills in Christ on condition that these wills were controlled by a single
‘gnomic” will (yvwuikov 0éAnua), which for them would be associated mainly
with the hypostasis? and free choice® of Christ.

This assumption, however, was afgued against by Maximus, who in
order to refute it developed a detailed theory about ‘gnomic will,’ which
constitutes one of the most disputable in his theology. I am not here going to
examine how Maximus’ conception of gnomic will was understood or
misunderstood by various scholars, because others have done this work.“‘I will

content myself only with what the most recent research has found about this.

! Disputatio 305b.

2 See Farrell, Free choice 119, n. 66: ‘The gnomic will thus corresponds rather closely to the
hypostatic will of the Monotheletes’; also Free choice 123.

3 See Farrell, Free choice 119.

* See, for instance, Thunberg, Microcosm; Louth, Maximus; V. Lossky, Orthodox Theology: An
Introduction; The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church. Crestwood, N.Y.. St. Vladimir’s
Seminary Press, 1976; NikdAaoc Matoovkag, Aoyuatikr kei Zvupodixr Beoloyia B': éxBeon
1] 0pB6boéne mioTne o¢ dvrinapdBeon pé TR Svtikn XpioTiavootvn. Oegooiovikn: Excd.
IT. Tlovgvaga, 1992; Farrell, Free Choice; Butler, ‘Hypostatic Union and Monotheletism;’
Bathrellos, Person, Nature and Will.
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Thus, Maximus refuted in Christ a gnomic will, which would dominate the

natural wills, as he clearly stated during his disputation with Pyrrhus:

It is not possible to say that this (= assimilated will) is a gnomic will, for how is
it possible for a will to proceed from a will? Thus those who say that there is a
Yvawun in Christ, as the inquiry demonstrates, teach him to be merely a man,
deliberating in a manner proper to ourselves, having ignorance, doubt, and
opposition, since one only deliberates about something which is doubtful, not
concerning what is free of doubt. We have by nature an appetite for that which
is good in a particular way, this comes about through inquiry and counsel.
Because of this, then, the gnomic will is fitly ascribed to us, being the mode of
the employment (of the will), and not its principle of nature: otherwise, nature
itself would change innumerable times.!

Here Maximus has indicated several objections against an alleged
gnomic will in Christ. First, this will cannot be a source for othér, natural wills,
because no one will can proceed from another will. Secondly, it is associated
mainly with hypostasis, because in men it constitutes ‘the mode of the
employment of the will.”

Finally, a gnomic will would turn Christ into a mere man in the
Nestorian sense.? Christ would be vulnerable and able to err, because the
gnomic will in men is usually a result of ignorance, doubts, and an opposition

of opinions and evaluations.* Indeed, yvwun for Maximus, as D. Bathrellos

! Disputatio 308<<; Farrell, Free choice 123.

2 As D. Bathrellos remarks, ‘For Maximus, it is not natural will that introduces a human person.
Natural will, as the term itself implies, is related to nature, whereas the gnomic or proairetic
will is related to the human person.’ Bathrellos 176.

3 See Disputatio 3084-309>.

* See B. ®edag, ExxAnoiaatixn Totopia A’ 745-746; NcodAaoc Matoovkag, doyuatikh xai

Zvuporixyy Oeodoyia B® 341; L. Thunberg, Microcosm 215; Farrell, Free choice 123; A. Louth,
Maximus 61-62; St John Damascene 168.
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articulates, is ‘a disposition of the appetite towards what deliberation has
shown to be the most appropriate thing to choose.”? Evaluation of what is most
appropriate, however, is often limited and even distorted by sin? and therefore
can be erroneous and misleading. Gnomic will, thus, as a function of selecting
or choosing, is imperfect.? Therefore, it cannot be ascribed to Christ, who unlike
mere men had no necessity to choose between good and bad, because his
natural will was always directed to good. He did not hesitate or doubt, but
always knew, willed, and did what is ultimately good.

It was in the polemical context that Maximus refused in Christ gnomic
will. However, he accepted that the notion as such, could be applicable to Christ
under certain conditions. At least in his early works he admitted in Christ
yvaun. For instance, he wrote about the human nature of Christ: ‘He preserved
the yvwun passionless (&mabn) and not opposing (dotaciaotov) to the
nature.”* However, he used this word as a synonym of ‘will.” Thus, whereas in

his early works he spoke of yvdun?, in the later ones he preferred 6éAnoic.6 In

! Bathrellos 172.

2 As C. A Enudanosuu remarks, it is sinful and egoistic (‘rpexosHas u sromucruueckas’;
Bonpocoomsemut 105).

3SeeT. B. ®aoposckuin. Busanmuuckue omywvt V-VIII éexos. Tapux, 1933, 215.
4 OratDomin 8779 see also adThalas 313¢.
5 ep 2 3969, 400-.

6 OpuscThPol 4, 60°.
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addition, as C. . Enundanosuu remarked, by using the word yvoun he

intended to underline the free character of all blameless passions in Christ.!

5.2. RELATIONS BETWEEN MAIN CATEGORIES
5.2.1. ENERGEIA — ONE-WHO-ACTS

The approaches of the Monenergists and their Orthodox opponents to
the relation between the energeiai and their subject (One-Who-Acts) had some
common points and simultaneously retained their differences. In particular, as
has already been shown, a starting point of the Monenergist-Monothelite
doctrine was the oneness of Christ. The Orthodox undoubtedly accepted this
too. In addition, both parties agreed that the oneness of Christ is connecteci to
his hypostasis. A characteristic illustration of their er-nﬁndednegs on this
point is the confession made by Patriarch Pyrrhus. When the Patriarch was
asked by Maximus: ‘This single Christ... Is he single according to the hypostasis
or according to the nature?” he replied: ‘According to the hypostasis.”? Oneness
of Christ for both parties meant that there is only one subject of all actions - the
single Christ. Thus, on the one hand, as early as the eve of the controversy

Patriarch Sergius in his letter to Patriarch Cyrus professed ‘the same one Christ,

! Bonpocoomsemur 108, n. 1.

2 Disputatio 340°.
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who worked the divine and human things.”? On the other hand, in

approximately the same period Sophronius produced a similar statement:

Emmanuel, who was one ..., acted ka1’ &GAAo kai &AAo; as God, he the same (6
av1og) (worked) the divine (things), while as man, he the same (worked) the
human things; in such a way he wished to show himself to everybody as God
and as man ... And it is not (true) that one, on the one hand, worked the
miracles and another, on the other hand, worked the human (works) and
suffered, as Nestorius wants.?

However, from the commonly recognized fact that there is one who acts
(i.e. Christ), the two groups drew different conclusions. The Monenergists, in
particular, concluded that Christ has only one energeia, as for instance Pyrrhus
stated: ‘If he who acts is single, then the energeia is single too, as belonging to
the single (= Christ).”® In another place Pyrrhus defined a link between the
oneness and the energeia with more precision: the energeia is single because the
person is one — dwx TO povadikov tob nmoowniov.t These statements can be
summarized in two conclusions:

First: there is one who acts (i.e. Christ).

1'Tov avtov éva Xplotov évepyetv 1 Oeonpeni) kal avBpwniva.” ACO: 1 136337,

2 ACO: II' 442419 see also Maximus: ‘ei¢ wv 6 avtog eviigyel” Disputatio 3405 Horos of the
Council of Constantinople: “Evog yd&o kai tob avtod ta te Qadpata kal ta 1don
Ywvawokopev.” ACO: 112 7768°.

3 Disputatio 340°; see also the letter of Sergius to Cyrus, in which it is stated that each of the two
energeiai of Christ comes from one single Word (¢£ évog kai Toh avtoU gecagkwuévov Beod
Abyov aduxgétwe motévan) and always refers to him (kai eic éva xai 10OV avtov
dvadégeaBat) (ACO: II? 542¢7); see also Ecthesis: ‘Tlacav Oeiav kai avOowrniviv évégyeuav
Evi kol 1@ avty) cecapkwpévy 1@ Adyw meoovépouev.” ACO:z 1 158%-160%; the letter of
Patriarch Paul to Pope Theodore: “Evog 8¢ kai to0 avtoh Oeob Adyov ce0apkwpévou td te
Bavuata knpvttopev kat Ta dbn yvweilopev.” ACO: II? 6081112,

4 Disputatio 3362,
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Second: Christ has only one energeia.

The Monenergists easily passed from the first conclusion to the second
one. There are no indications that they tried to prove the passage. The third
conclusion, which usually followed, was the assertion of a single will. The first
two conclusions were so closely linked that the Monenergists-Monothelites
sometimes irhmediately passed from the first to the third, omitting the second
one. For instance, Patriarch Paul in his epistle to Pope Theodore passed from the

fact that

we preach the miracles and recognize the sufferings of one and the same God
Logos who became flesh and deliberately suffered for our sake through the
flesh,’ —

to the conclusion:

for this reason we imply one will of our Lord and Master Jesus Christ.?

The single energeia of Christ for the Monenergists-Monothelites was not
related to the One-Who-Acts (0 Evegydv) as closely as the single will was
related to the One-Who-Wills (6 ®éAwv). Although oneness of the energeia was
dependent on oneness of Christ, the energeia was not entirely divine, as the will
was. It had a certain relation to both human and divine natures. As noted
before, the one ‘theandric energeia’ of Christ was, for' the Monenergists, a new
activity. It could not be identified either with the divine or with the human

energeia, but consisted of divine and human actions confused into a single

PACO: IT2 608112,

2 ACOz IT? 60815,
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energeia. The synthesis of the actions of Christ was possible owing to the
oneness of the subject. This was the decisive role of the single subject (One-Who-
Acts) in making the energeia single as well.

The Orthodox, however, did not conclude from the fact that there is one
who acts that Christ had only one activity. For them one and the same One-Who-
Acts acts not “monadically,” but ‘doubly,” according to Maximus the Confessor.!
This point was not as easy for logical perception as that proposed by the
Monenergists. In order to explain it, the Orthodox referred firstly to the fact that
a subject of activities cannot act on his own. To be revealed as a subject of
activities, he needs to have a nature. This idea was articulated by Maximus of

Aquileia at the fifth session of the Lateran Council:

Although the will belongs to him who wills (tov 0éAovtog) and the energeia
belongs to him who acts (tob évegyobvtog), they (belong) not to him who
simply wills (antAdx o BéAovtog), but who wills according to the nature, and
not to him who simply acts (drAdg tob évepyoivtog), but who acts according
to the nature.?

To prove this point, he added that energeia and will have an appellation
(ovopaoia, appellatio), which characterizes them as. belonging to a certain
nature: human, angelic, or divine:

Every (activity and will) has as its appellation the nature of those who act and
will. Thus, we call human the will and energeia of man, angelic we call the will
and energein of Angel, and divine we call the will and energeia of God.

! Disputatio 340P.
2ACO21344%-346'; ACO21345%-3472,
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Therefore, the teachers of the catholic Church ascribe each one, I mean divine
and human (energeia and will) to the same who is God and man.!

As with many other arguments expressed throughout the acts of the
Lateran Council, this one also occurs in the works of Maximus, who seems to be
its real inventor. To Maximus, the alleged single will cannot be given any proper
name.? If the single will were called theandric or composite, it would be not
identical with the will of the Father and the Holy Spirit. If it were called natural,
this would confuse the two natures of Christ. If it were named hypostatic, then
the Holy Trinity would be divided into three parts by three different wills. If it
were called relative, this would split the person of Christ and would lead to
Nestorianism. If the will were disposed against nature (mapa $pvowv), it would
destroy Christ. Finally, if it were left without a proper name, this would be
absurd. This argument can be traced back to Aristotle and his Categories. The
philosopher, in particular, spoke of things called from substances
synonymously. These synonymous things have the same name and the same
definition:

But synonymous things were precisely those with both the name in common
and the same definition. Hence, all the things called from substances and
differentiae are so called synonymously.’

TACO:21346%7 ACO2 I 34726,
2 See, for instance, OpuscThPol 1, 25¢-29¢; 3, 53¢-562; 8, 1002*.

3 Cat 3b™%/]. L. Ackrill. Categories, and De Interpretatione, Clarendon Aristotle Series. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1971, 3.
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Some things are called by paronymy and take their names from other
things to which they are related:

When things get their name from something, with a difference of ending, they
are called paronymous. Thus, for example, the grammarian gets his name from
grammar, the brave get theirs from bravery.!

In order to prove that a single subject does not necessarily comprise only
one activity, the Orthodox tried to clarify how the energeiai relate to their subject,
i.e. hypostasis of Christ. For this purpose, they elaborated some formulas, the
most famous of which was an application of the following definition of

Chalcedon:

The difference of the natures is not destroyed because of the unjon, but on the
contrary, the character of each nature is preserved (cwlouévng d¢ uaAiov g
PomTog Exatépag Ppuoews) and comes together in one person and one
hypostasis (eic &v medowmnov kai piav véoTActy oLVTEEXOVOT|C).?

What is said here concerning the natural properties, the Dyenergists-
Dyothelites applied to the energeini and wills of Christ, which they placed
among the natural properties. Thus, to the Orthodox the energeiai and the wills
‘concur’ and meet each other in the hypostasis, as was stated in the Horos of the

Council of Constantinople:

We confess two wills and two operations, concurring most fitly for the salvation
of the human race.?

! Cat 1a'*'®/Ackrill, Categiries 3. Similar definitions can be found in Porphyry: inCat 4,1.68>%
{concerning synonymous things); inCat 4,1.69'*-70% (concerning paronymous things).

2 Horos, ACOn I2 129333/ Richard Norris. The Christological controversy, Sources of early Christian
thought. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980, 159. '

3 ACO: 112 776'7-18/NPNF http://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-14/6const3/faith.htm [23/07/2003].

225


http://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-14/6const3/faith.htm

Sophronius clarified the role of the hypostasis in processes of acting and
willing in more detail. He determined the hypostasis of Christ as the ‘seat’
(8doa) of the natures' and therefore of the energeiai and wills. In the link
hypostasis-energeiai, the hypostasis played not only the static role of a place or a
seat, where the activities ‘meet each other,’ but also a dynamic role of
distributing, controlling, and ruling. Such a role was implied again by
Sophronius, who characterized the hypostasis, in his relation with the energeiai,
as ‘tapiag’ and ‘movtavig’”:

He (= Christ) was a tapiog of his human sufferings and deeds, and not only a
taping, but also a mgutavig.?

It is worth analysing the two words more precisely, because they are
shed a good deal of light on the role of the hypostasis in the process of acting.
The noun ‘tapiag’ originates from the verb tépuvw - ‘to cut, hew, divide, bisect’
etc. In the classical tradition, it was primarily associated with the occupation of a

priest?, a treasurer of sanctuaries?, or a secular treasurer®. It also signified those

TACO: IT' 4425,
ZACO: 11" 45235,

3 Pindarus wrote about a tamias of Zeus (taping Awog) (Olympia 6°); Plato mentioned a tamias of
a goddess - ‘tapiog g OcoD.” Leges 774b%

4 Euripides referred to a tamias who was a gold-keeper in the temple in Delphi: ‘AeAdoi o’
£€0evto xouoodVAaka Tob Beob Tapiav Te Taviwy Totov.” lon 46355 Aristotle wrote about a
tamias of sacred money (tapiag twv legwv xonuatwv) (A8nviloAit 30.2%); see also AOnvIloAtt
4.23; AOnvIloAit 7.35 8.17-8.21; AOnvIloAit 49.45 ABnvIloAwt 60.3'; ABnvIloAit 60.3% AOnviloAit
61.7'. In the same treatise Aristotle explained who were tamiai and how tamiai of goddess
Athena in Athens were elected (AOnvIToAiT 47.1'-47.17).

5 Also called ‘hellenotamias’ that means someone responsible for public money. Aelius
Herodianus explained: “"EAAnvotauiag, 6 twv EAAfvwv taping.” Partitiones 30114, This word

226


http://A6tjvIIoA.it

who supply somebody with goods' or have something stored?. Since the fifth
century B.C., the word had been attributed to gods and emphasized firstly their
function as distributors of different goods, but also their power, might, and
superiority.? Among the Christian authors, Clement of Alexandria characterized
God as a tamias - holder and provider — of eternal life.* For Eusebius God was a

tamias and a ‘giver’ (xopnyoc) of life, light, truth, and all goods®, and Christ — a

occurred as early as in Thucydides: ‘Kai ‘EAAnvotapinl tote nodtov Afnvaio katéotn
aQx, ot €déxovto OV POEoV: 0UTW Y&Q WVORATOTN TV Xonudtwy 1) $pogd.” Historiae 1.96.213;
see also Antiphon, deCaede 69° Andocides, dePace 38%; Aristotle, A@nvIloAtr 30.27; AGnviToAit
30.21%; Plutarchus, VitOrat 841.B3.

! Thus, Aristippus, in Lives of philosophers of Diogenes Laertius, mentioned that the first
Athenians were tamiai of Socrates and provided him with essentials of life (VitPhilosoph 2.747%).
Also Athenaeus wrote about certain QOulpianus who provided dinners: ‘tv deinvwv tapiag
OvAruavds.” Deipnosophistae 2.5112.

2 Pindarus, for example, used the word to denote a person who had a store of crowns: ‘tapiog
otepavwv.” Nemea 6%. ‘

® The word was linked particularly to Zeus. Thus, for Euripides Zeus is tamias i.e. distributor of
many things, also a ruler, judge, and controller at Olympus: ‘moAAGV taping Zevg év
OAvune.” Medea 1415. The functions of Zeus as distributor and provider of different things,
both good and bad, were emphasized in Plato’s Respublica: ‘Taping juiv Zevg dyabov e
kak@v Tétuktal’ 379.e!2. Isocrates wrote about Zeus: ‘“Twv yag SpPowv kal TV aUXp@V Toig
LéEv dAdoig 6 Zevg tapiag éotiv, ékelvwv 8 Exaatog apdotéowy ToUTwv avTog alTd KOQLOG
kaBéotnrev.” Busiris 137%. Here he used the word tamias as synonymous to x0QLog - master.
Aelius Aristides in his treatise Eic Aix put on the same level such characteristics of Zeus as
tamias, ‘father,” ‘benefactor,” ‘overseer,” ‘defender,” ‘ruler’ (moUtavig), and ‘lord.” EicAia 81014,

*'Tov @edv OV ayadov kal mewTtov kal povov fwng aiwviov tapioy, fiv 6 Yiog didwow fpiv
naQ’ éxelvov Aafwv.” QuisDives 6.4*5. What is remarkable here is that the Son is a mediator -
he gives us what he takes from the Father; therefore, he is not a tamias.

* ‘Kai Camg avtog kai Gpwtog kal aAnbeiag kai ndvtwv ayabov tapiag te kat xogrnyos Toig
naotL kabéomkev.” PraepEvang 1.1.4%% see also: ‘O naviwv ayabav taping Geds, Lwns av
TAQOX0G Kai avUTG AQETAG TNYN) TV TE TEQL OWHA Kal TV €KTOS &MAvVIwv XoEnyods
Unagxwv.” PraepEvang 11.4.3%-11.4.4"; also PraepEvang 3.6.6'3.
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tamias of his own prototypes, which were attested in the Old Testament'. For
Gregory of Nyssa God was a tamias of our lives?, and Christ, a tamias of wisdom
and knowledge®. Gregory of Nazianzus named God tamias of unexpected
things.* He implied that God often does things that nobody could expect. Tamias
in this case means somebody who has a power to do something he wants or
decides to do. Christ for Gregory was a tamias of the Holy Spirit.> He possesses
and supplies us with what we need.® In addition, Christ for Gregory was a
tamias in the sense that he has power over everything which is related to him.
G’eneraliy, the word to Gregory meant anybody and anything that contains or
possesses. In particular, hell is a tamias of what is belonging to it’, and hunters
have a power over their prey and can distribute it, as they want®. Basil the Great
also spoke of God as a giver and a tamias.’ In conclusion, by the time of

Sophronius the word tamias had a quite wide range of meanings. It signified,

1'Tov Lwtioa kai Kogiov fuav Tnoodv 10v XgLotov tob Beob, kai tapiov tav nepl avtod
émwvoldv.” Gener 2323,

270 g Lwhig Np@v Tapiag Oebs.” inCant 6.131815,

30 tav i) ooding kat TS Yvwoews Bvoavedv tapiog Xowotdg.” deOccursy 46.1177525,

* TloAAGV taplag éotiv aéAntwv Oedg.’ ChristusPatiens 1130.

5 ‘Kai INMvevuarog tapiag.” CarmDogm 5122,

& "Omnwg dv, olpat, T texvitn Adyw doki, kal tapia twv Nuetéowv.” contralulian 2, 35.6721%2,
7*Tapiag &drc veptéowv.” ChristusPatiens 1926.

8‘Avtol Tov qudpamoé ﬁ(IJav tapial’ inBasil 8.1'2,

% ‘Xopnyov kai tapiav @edv.” TempFamis 31.309'718,
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first, somebody (rarely something) that distributes, provides, and supplies; then
that contains, keeps stored, preserves, guards; and finally regulates, controls,
and rules.

The meaning of the word prytanis was not as varied as that of tamias.
Primarily, it meant a public figure that performed different administrative
functions. In particular, in Athens, where the term appeared first, it signified a
representative of a tribe in the council (¢xkAnoia), whereas in other states it
referred to a chief magistrate. Later it was attributed to a president of the
council.! However, before the term obtained the meaning of a public service, it
was applied to gods. It was attributed mostly to Zeus, who was a prytanis of
lightning?, of the blessed? the common king, master, father, and prytanis of gods

and humans*, of everybody and everything without exclusion®. Thus, by this

! Hesychius Lexicographus offerred in his Lexicon the following synonyms to the word:
Baoels, agxwv, xoonyds, tapiac. doumtc (pi4130). See also Thucydides: “ExkAnoiov d¢
MOMOavIag TOUG OTQATIYOUS Kal ToUG TIQUTAVELS TEMTOV TEQL TG  ElNvIg ...
BovAesvoaoBa ABnvaiovs ka®’ dt av éoin 1) meeoBeia megl TG kataAloews ToD MOAEpOL.
Historiae 4.118.14%4; see also Historiae 5.47.9'3, Historiaze 6.14.1%, Historige 8.70.1%7; Isocrates,
dePac 15%5; Trapez 34°, Aristophanes, Ach 173; Andocides, Myst 12% Xenophon, Hell 1.7.15'3;
Plato, Apol 32.b%7; Prot 319.¢>7; Prot 338.a7%; Gorg 516.e!; Leges 755.e*5; Leges 760.b"; Leges 766.b%
Leges 953.c!; Lysias, Or 6 293 Demdsthenes, Cor 377; Aeschines, FalsLeg 53%; Aristotle: ‘KaAovot
d’ ol pév &gxoviag tovtoug ot 8¢ Pacideis oi d¢ moutdveig (Pol 1322b%%). Here prytanis is
synonymous to ‘ruler, ‘king.’ See also AOnvIIoAwt 4.2% ABnviioAwt 29.4% AOnviloAr 41.3%
AOnvIToAit 43.6% AOnvIToAT 44.1'; AOnvIToAwt 44.2; ABnvIToAit 44.22%; AGnviloAtt 45.4%,

2 Pindarus: ‘kepauvav 1e tgUtaviy.” P 6232,
3 Aeschylus: ‘paxdowv medtavig.” Pr 169.

* Dio Chrysostom: ‘OUtog yag 81 kowvog avBownwv kal Oewv Baohels te kai doxwv xal
noUtavig kai natr|p.” Orationes 12,2212, ’

® Aelius Aristides characterized Zeus: ‘ZeUg mavtwy atQ kai ovgavoD kal yig kai ecv kal
avBednwv kai MoTap@V kal GUT@V, kal dux ToDTOV 6PWHEV Kai Exopev OTdoa EXOpEV.
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word the ancients wanted to emphasise suprémacy, domination. The word also
meant that somebody or something had certain properties to a larger extent
than others. For example, for Athenaeus an ode is a prytanis of hymns.! Among
the Christian authors, Clement of Alexandria in his Hymn to Christ
characterized Christ as a prytanis of wisdom?, of the boundless life’. In the
treatise Exposition of the right faith ascribed to Justin the Martyr, the Logos is
praised as a prytanis.* Synesius in his hymns named God a prytanis of stars® and
of ‘nous’s. For Gregory of Nyssa God the Father is a prytanis of truth.” Eusebius
wrote that Christ is a prytanis of peace® and God is a prytanis of all the world’

and good'’. For Gregory of Nazianzus ‘nous’ is a prytanis of soul.! Athanasius

00UT0C ATV TWV eVEQYETNG Kal EOQOC kai MQEOOTATNG, 0UTO¢ MEUTAVIS Kal TJYEpwv kai
Tapiag dvtwv kai yryvopévav anaviwv, ovtog dote andavtwy.’ EicAia 8115,

VTag @dag yAvkutatwy mpvtaviv Duvwv.” Deipnosophistae 14.33°.

2 Loding movtavis.” HymnChristi 14.

3 *Anelpov mpUtavey Cwig.” QuisDives 25.81.

4 ‘MaAAov d& TOV X0pNyNoavia Vv VIKNV QVUUVAOWHEVY, TOV Bedtatov Adyov, 10 Gag 1o
GANOWEY, 10 dwrtilov navia &AvOpwov EQXOHEVOV EIG TOV KOTUOV, TOV dI' 0U TA AV, TOV
év @ Lopev kal kwvoLpeBa kal éopév, OV 8 0D 1ag towtag TV AGYwv OTQodag
dxAvopev, TOV kndepdva, 1OV mETavLy, OV evegyEtnv.” Expositio 390°-390P.

5 “Agtowv moUtavig.” Hymni 134,

¢ ‘Noov moutavig.” Hymni 2181

70 1ov ayabav anaviwv Oedg, 6 e aAnBeiag movtavig, kai tod Lwrhipog Iame.’
adEvagr 1108101,

8 ‘Eigrivng movtavis.” inlsaiam 2.481%.
% See VitConst 1.24.1%,

10'@edg 6 mavtog ayafod npvtavig.” VitConst 4.52.412,
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spoke about philosophers who could not provide people with peace of mind
and harmony of opinions — they were incapable of becoming prytaneis of like-
mindedness.? In this case the word obtained a nuance of ‘providing’ or
'supplying.” Also, God for him is a prytanis.*> Consequently, the word prytanis
meant somebody or something superior, dominant, and even almighty. The
closest Greek word was kUg1og, which also meant somebody or something that
rules and controls. Prytanis had also a meaning of the capacity to provide and to
keep things together.

From the analysis of the two words, it is possible now to conclude what
Sophronius meant when he characterized hypostasis as tamias and prytanis of
the energeiai. Thus, the hypostasis for him was an ultimate source of the
energeiai, from where and by which they are distributed and provided, as well
as directed and controlled, evaluated and judged. In acidition, the hypostasis
was a master, superior, head, and simultaneously a guard. To some extent, it
was also a container and a holder of the energeiai.

Fr. D. Bathrellos in his research has suggested that there is a difference

between the Leonine tradition and the seventh century’s Dyothelite teaching on

1 "Wuxnc 8¢ émdetv adiwpa, xai moBev EANALOe, moog 6v te kai mol toentéa. ‘Hrg 1
ta0nG 1) kKat' eDAoyov dpopd; Enel yao éotwv, dg éyw tekpaipopar, Lodpav te axobw, Bela
TG petagoor. Avwdev fuiv goxopévn, i’ obv 8An. Eif’ 6 moitavig tadtng kupeoviymg e
vovg.” CarmMoral 6857,

2‘Kal 6povoiag avtoig yévowto ngutavels.” contraGen 293,

3 See inPsal 27.160™.
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the issue of whether the hypostasis or the natures of Christ are the subjects of
his activities. The scholar asserts that Leo in his famous formula considered the
natures of Christ as the two subjects of actions. In particular he says: ‘The
principal problem with Leo’s formula is not that it uses divine-like expressions
to refer to the divinity of Christ and human-like ones to refer to his humanity,
but that it turns the natures of Christ into subjects of action.”? In contrast to Leo,
fhe Dyothelite theologians and Councils of the seventh century did not consider
the natures as the only subjects of actions.? ‘Sophronius at times regarded Christ
as the subject of the human and the divine actions, and at others regarded the
natures as the subjects of their proper actions.”? As for Maximus,
Fr. D. Bathrellos concludes that ‘even when nature “wills” or “acts,” it is the
person who is the ultimate bearer and so, indirectly, the subject of willing and
acting.”* The scholar is right in his latter suggestion. However, he seems to be
oversimplifying in opposing the later Dyothdites to Leo and by ascribing to the
latter the belief that the natures of Christ are the only subjects of activities. I
must agree with the scholar that the Leo’s phrase ‘Agit enim utraque forma cum
alterius communione quod proprium habuit, Verbo quidem operante quod

Verbi est, carne autem exequente quod carnis est, et horum coruscat miraculis,

1 Bathrellos 205.

2 See Bathrellos 207-212.

3 Bathrellos 207-208.

4 Bathrellos 217.
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aliud vero subcumbit iniuriis,” means that the two natures are the subjects of
activities. The phrase, therefore, should be translated: ‘And so each nature
functions in communion with the other, (performing) whatever belongs to each
one." However, the preceding and the following sentence suggest that Christ to

Leo was also a subject of actions:

The same one (= Christ) who is a genuine human being is also genuinely God,
and in this unity there is no deception.!

For there is one and the same — as we must say over and over again — who is
genuinely Son of God and genuinely Son of man. He is God by reason of the
fact that “in the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the
Word was God’ (John 1, 1). He is human by reason of the fact that ‘the Word
was made flesh and dwelt among us’ (John 1, 14).2

Concluding, the whole phrase implies a double activity and a double
subject of actions. On the one hand, it is primarily Christ who acts. On the other,
however, the divinity operates (Verbo operante) and the humanity executes (carne
exequente) what is belonging to each nature. The phrase also implies a hierarchy
of subjects of activities. The person of Christ appears to be a primary subject,
whereas the natures are secondary ones. This Leonine tradition was fully
adopted by Sophronius, Maximus, and their confederates in the Dyothelite

camp.? Sophronius, for instance, sometimes regarded Christ as a person to be

1 '/Qui enim verus est Deus, idem verus est homo. et nullum est in hac unitate mendacium.’
adFlav 28%'9/R. Norris, The Christological Controversy 149.

2 ‘Unus enim idemque est, quod saepe dicendum est, vere Dei Filius et vere hominis filius, Deus
per id quod in principio erat Verbum et Verbum erat apud Deum et Deus erat Verbum, homo
per id quod Verbum caro factum est et habitavit in nobis.’ adFlav 28'¢'%/R. Norris, The
Christological Controversy 150.

® Therefore, Moeller is right in saying that the formula of Leo is absolutely orthodox and
“assures the realism of each nature and their indissoluble union.’ ‘Le chalcédonism’ 716-717.
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the subject of the human and divine actions!, and sometimes he ascribed such a
role to the natures.? As for Maximus, he also spoke of both the single Christ?

and the natures* as the subjects of activities.

5.2.2. WILL — ONE-WHO-WILLS

From the fact that there is a single Christ who wills, the Monothelites
concluded that his will is single as well, and belongs to his hypostasis.® This
logical deduction reproduced the logic which had earlier led to Monenergism.
However, the two deductions were not identical. The relation between the
single will and the single subject of willing was not the same as the relation of
the single energein and its subject, because the Monenergists-Monothelites
attributed the single energeia not only to the hypostasis, but also to the natures

of Christ, while the single will they ascribed only to the One-Who-Wills. Any

1 See ACO: IT! 44017-20; 44212 414, 444571415 448810,
2See ACQO: [1' 44224 1518, 442724442, 444410111618

% See, for instance, OpuscThPol 15, 1682 “év ékatépa d& popdr).” According to Ducet, however,
initially the phrase here could be used in the nominative and was later turned by the copyists
into the ablative (Dispute de Maxime le Confesseur avec Pyrrhus, 417).

* In Migne: “Evegyel yao éxatépa pogdn) ueta e Batégov kowvwviag.” Disputatio 352°. Ducet,
however, in his critical edition remarks that initially Maximus used ékatépa pogdr in the
nominative, which was later turned into the ablative. This can be concluded from the
continuation of the phrase: O yap einwv, “Evegyel yap éxatéoa popdn petx thc Batégov
kowvwviag”, Tl étegov menoinkev; | O einwv- “Kai yaQ tegoagakovta fjpégag anooitog
duapceivag, otegov Eneivaoev” Edwke yap Ti) $voel, 61e NOEANOE, T dux évegyfoay’ So,
Christ allowed his nature to act what was fitting to it. Therefore, a subject of energeia here is
nature. '

5 See the ]. Farrell’s 2" Monothelite principle that the will is hypostatic, Free choice 81.
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relation between the single will and the natures was rejected, at least to be as
noticeable as the relation between the energeia and the natures. In result, two
wills would necessarily introduce two persons!, while they never said that two
energeiai would also presuppose two acting subjects. Macarius of Antioch was,
as in other cases, the most consistent in his understanding of this idea and
called the single will of Christ "hypostatic’: ‘I confess ... one hypostatic will in
our Lord Jesus Christ.”?

As has already been shown, the Monothelites refused the idea of two
wills in Christ, because the two wills would necessarily oppose each other. This
opposition would be owing to the very essence of the wills. Indeed, for the
Monothelites, as we have seen, will belongs to hypostasis. Therefore, it takes the
same characteristics as hypostasis. The most important of them is to be
‘particular’ (10 idlov) and not ‘universal’ or ‘common’ (to kowvév). Thus, will is
‘particular’ and not ‘universal.” This means that every given will is unique and
there are no two similar wills, just as there are no two similar hypostases.
Therefore, two identical wills would be nonsense.

An entirely different approach was taken by the Orthodox, who

attributed will as a faculty not to hypostasis, but to nature. Will was in that way

! This chain of logic can be found in the reasoning of Patriarch Paul, who wrote in his letter to
Pope Theodore: “Ev 0éAnua tod Kupiov kal Aeomdtov fjudv Inood Xglotod voovuev,’
because otherwise ‘d00 Tovg OéAovtag eigaydywpev.’ ACO:21200%%,

2 "OpoAoy@ ... &v BéAnua vootatucdv €mti Tob évog Kugiov fjuav Tnood Xewotov.” ACO: I
21612, 24—15.
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regarded not as a ‘particular,’ but as a ‘universal’ or ’commoﬁ.’1 Thanks to this
attribution, two wills could easily coexist in Christ in full agreement, subject
only to the condition that the human will is not corrupted by sin. The
Monothelites, however, refused this approach and still insisted that the will of
Christ was hypostatic.?

The indissoluble link between the hypostasis of Christ and his natures
should presuppose that anything related to the hypostasis must have some
relation to the natures, and vice versa. Consequently, the Monothelites who
ascribed one will to the hypostasis of Christ had to acknowledge at least some
minimal relation of the will to the natures. However, we cannot find any
indication of such acknowledgement in their texts. The surviving sources only
establish a connection of the will to the hypostasis and keep silence concerning
its relation to the natures.

The Orthodox meanwhile ascribed the wills of Christ not only to his
natures, bﬁt to his hypostasis too. For Maximus, for instance, not only the
natures, but also one and the same Christ was ‘volitional’ (OeAntucdc) and

‘energetic’ (¢veQyntikdc).? Although there was one and the same Christ who

! See Maximus: ‘To uév yag 0éAsrv, domep kai 10 6pav, HPUOEWS: Kal TACL TOIG OUOPLETL kAl
opoyevéot meooov.” Disputatio 2932

? The Monothelites were aware of the Orthodox conception concerning the wills of Christ. The
Typos, for instance, referred to those who teach about ‘600 BeAnfjuata kai évegyelag dvo ..., dux
06 AdXIQETWS &V T aVTY Kal évi MEooWny cuveABovoag $UoE kal ToD TV avTwV
owleoBal katl pévey dadogdv, KATAAAAWS Kail TEOTHLAE Tais PVoETL TOV aVTOV kal éva
Xouotov évegyetv & te Bela kai ta dvOpwmva.” ACO2 1 208814,

3 Disputatio 289c.
236



willed, he willed not ‘monadically’ (novadikwg), but ‘doubly’ (dvikdc) that is as
God and as man.! Maximus has developed further the language of ‘monadic’
and ‘double’ willing and generally of the unity and diversity of the natures,
activities, and wills in Christ. To show the difference between the notions of
hypostasis and nature, he applied to the particular being the term ‘mode of
existence’ (1p0mog TN UmAREewc) that is the concrete way of realisation of a
nature, whereas to the Conunoﬁ being — ‘logos,’ i.e. nature’s principal, meaning,
or definition.? Maximus could have inherited this distinction from Sophronius?,
who, in turn, might have borrowed it from earlier authors, such as Diadochus
of Photice.* Maximus applied the definition to both tiie Holy Trinity and to
Christ.®> In applying this to Christology, Maximus used the distinction to
describe the balance between the unity and diversity of the natures in Christ,
together with their activities and wills. Thus, according to Maximus, energeia

belongs to the logos of the nature, but its trbpos is determined by the person:

The coming together of these (= natures) effects the great mystery of the nature
of Jesus who is beyond nature, and shows that in this the difference and the
union of the energeiai are preserved, the (difference) beheld without division in

! Disputatio 289
2See A. Louth, Maximus 51.

8 As Ch. Schonborn remarks, ‘Saint Sophrone connait done, en substance déja, la distinction
entre logos et tropos que saint Maxime développera fortement.’ Sophrone 193.

4 See Ch. Schonborn, Sophrone 193 n. 97.

5 See, for instance, Ambig 1.
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the natural logos of what has been united, and the (union) acknowledged
without confusion in the monadic mode of what has come to pass."

The same is also applicable to the wills:

The ability to will (medukévar OéAewv) and the willing (0éAewv) are not the
same, and the ability to speak (nedurévar AaAeiv) and speaking (AaAetv) are
not the same either. For the ability to speak (AaAntikdv) exists always in man
by nature, but man does not speak always, for the former belongs to essence
and is held by the logos of nature, whereas the latter belongs to deliberate
desire (BovAn), and is modelled by the gnome of him who speaks; therefore the
ever-existing ability to speak belongs to nature, but the mode of speaking (ncg
AaAciv) belongs to hypostasis, and the same goes for the ability to will
(mepurévan OéAerv) and the willing (0éAewv). And since the ability to will and
the willing are not the same (for, as I said, the former belongs to essence,
whereas the latter to the deliberate desire of the willer), the enfleshed Logos
had as man the ability to will (mepuxévar BéAewv), which was moved and
modelled by (or according to) his divine will (¢ avtov Oeikg OeArjpatt
KIvoUpEVOV Te kal Turovpevov). For his willing (0éAewv), as the great Gregory
says, does in no way oppose God, because it is wholly deified.”

Therefore, as Fr D. Bathrellos remarks, the human will of Christ, which
belongs to the nature, ‘was modelled, moved and actualised in particular acts of
human willing by the divine person of the Logos in obedience to the Father ..."
For Maximus, the human will is common to all people and characterises human
nature. However, its way of actualisation depends upon and characterises the
person. This insight is related to Maximus’ Christological vision, which points
to the Logos as the personal subject who, in virtue of having a human natural
will and energeia, was capable of willing and accomplishing our salvation not

only as God but also as man.”* Therefore, the unity of two energeiai and two

! Ambig 1052%/A. Louth, Maximus 55; see also OpuscThPol 10, 1364-1372.
2 OpuscThPol 3, 48"’"&
3 Bathrellos 185.

4 Bathrellos 219-220.
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wills was in effect an identity of their tropoi, whereas the difference between
them was preserved in their proper logoi. The language of tropos-logos not only
denotes the unity and diversity of the natures, activities and wills, but also
elucidates how they can exist and manifest themselves without intersection and
contradiction. This language, however, was not adopted by the wider
Dyenergist-Dyothelite tradition, which contented itself with the Chalcedonian
language. Thus, according to the definition of the sixth ecumenical Council, the
human will of Christ bélonged to his hypostasis to the same extent as his

human nature did;

For as his flesh is called and is the flesh of God the Word, so also the natural
will of his flesh is called and is the proper will of God the Word, as he himself
says: ‘I came down from heaven, not that I might do mine own will but the will
of the Father which sent me!” (John 6, 38) where he calls his own will the will of

his flesh, inasmuch as his flesh was also his own.!

Some other aspects of the relationship between the wills of Christ and his
hypostasis were elaborated by the Orthodox in the context of discussions
concerning the prayer of Christ in the garden of Gethsemane (Matt 23, 36-46;
Mark 14, 32-42). The Monothelites interpreted the agony of Christ as imaginary
and not feal. For them, it was rather a moral lesson and é pattern to f(;llow,
which was given to believers. Christ represented our human nature, and not his

own. In particular, Pope Honorius interpreted the Gethsemane prayer merely as

1 Horos, ACOz 112 774262 /NPNF http://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-14/6const3/faith.htm
[23/07/2003].
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a moral lesson.! Another Monothelite, Patriarch Paul rejected the idea that the
human will of Christ could really wish to avoid the cup of sufferings and the
words of Christ in Gethsemane must not be understood as a manifestation of a
human will.?

For the Orthodox, however, these interpretations were unacceptable.
Thus, Maximus of Aquileia claimed at the Lateran that one and the same Christ
in a mysterious way combined the willings to suffer and to avoid suffering. His
willing to accept sufferings belonged to his divine nature, and his willing to
avoid them belonged to his human nature. These willings did not contradict
each other, but coexisted in a mysterious way — the same way as God comprises
the power of creation and power of dispensation. The willing of Christ to
assume human nature is similar to creation, whereas his willing to undergo
sufferings in order to redeem fallen nature is similar to dispensation.? This topic
was also touched on by another speaker at the Lateran — bishbp Deusdedit. To
him, Christ accepted voluntary sufferings, because he willed to save
humankind. These sufferings, which as such were undesirable to him, he

turned into desirable ones, because he wished to offer us salvation.*

TACO: I12 5521519,

2 ACO21200%-2027.

3 ACO:21346%-3488.

4+ ACO:21356.
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Maximus the Confessor took a somewhat clearer approach to the issue.
He explained during his disputation with Pyrrhus that it is natural for any
created being to aspire ‘mpog T cvotatikd’ and to avoid ‘tax pBagTkd.’ In
Christ, therefore, his human will in a natural way tried to avoid ‘ta $pBagTika.’
It was a manifestation not of disobedience to God’s will, but of the full
accordance of his human will with the laws given by God to nature. The fear
(delAia) that Christ felt was quite different from the sinful fear, which dwells in
our fallen nature. It was natural (kata ¢vowv), and as a result opposed to
everything that threatens nature, whereas sinful fear conflicts with nature
(maga Pvowv). The natural fear of Christ was not caused by any natural

necessity, but was deliberate, as with any other ‘blameless passions’:

He verily did hunger and thirst, not in a mode (1pdm) similar to ours, butin a
mode which surpasses us (1¢ UéQ fjpig), in other words, voluntarily. Thus, he
was truly afraid, not as we are (xa®’ fjuig), but in a mode surpassing us (Umtég

uac).!

In his analysis of the prayer in Gethsemane, Maximus remarked on
another feature of it. The prayer was addressed to the Father from the humanity
of Christ, and not from the divinity, as the Monothelites asserted. Indeed, if the
divine nature and, correspondingly, the divine will were the source of the

prayer, than the divine will of Christ would be different from that of the Father.

! Disputatio 297¢/Farrell, The Disputation 18.
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In the prayer, Christ showed that his human will was fully obedient to his

divine will, in spite of its natural fear and aversion to death.!

5.2.3. WILL —‘NOUs’

In classical antiquity, the mental and volitional faculties of a man were
considered virtually identical. Or, rather, the volitional activity was dissolved in
the reasoning and was regarded as one of the aspects — not a very noticeable
one - of the intellectual activity. It was not given much significance among the
human virtues and was in no way considered as an independent faculty.
According to A. Losev, ‘will in its pure form is not at all an antique notion.”
A. Dihle has thoroughly researched this issue and come to the conclusion that
‘The Greeks had no word ... in their language to denote will or intention as

such.”® The same approach was inherited by the early Christian authors. As the

! See OpuscThPol 6, 65°-692.

2 A. @. Aoces, Ucmopust anmuunoil scmemuxu (pannas xaaccuxa). Mocksa: Bricrmas mxoaa, 1969,
I' 87. Recent research has indicated some embryonic conception of the will in Aristotle, though
still not a distinctive one; see Anthony Kenny. Aristotle’s theory of the will. London: Duckworth,
1979.

3 The Theory of Will 20. The scholar continues: ‘During the period when the two verbs BovAopat
and (£)0éAw were still different in meaning, the first signified primarily the planning and
reflecting which precedes action. The second only meant “to be disposed, to be prepared” ...
On the other hand, many words for cognition or thought inevitably imply the semantic element
of decision or intention which results from intellectual activity. This applies to yryvdoxw,
duxvoéopal, voéw, and other words ... Ilgoaigéopat, which comes very close to our concept of
will, clearly refers to the choice which the-intellect makes out of several possible objectives of
action. Tlpoaipeoig — literally “prediction” or “preference” — denotes the act of intellectual
perception rather than intention itself, the general direction which action takes, or the strength
of the impulse towards action.” The Theory of Will 20-21. See also Gerhard Jaeger. ‘Nus’ in Platons
Dialogen. (Dissertation.), [Hypomnemata. Hft. 17.]: Gottingen, 1967.
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same scholar remarks, ‘Most of the arguments by which man’s free decision was
corroborated were taken (=by early Christian authors) from philosophical
'doctrines. So, for example, both Justin and Irenaeus derive the faculty of free
choice from man’s endowment with reason, that is to say from his intellectual
forces ... Clement of Alexandria, too, follows the philosophical tradition in
attributing free decision on which moral responsibility rests to man’s
intellectual perception and judgement (mpoaipeoig) which leads to the view
that human action is the consequence of cognition.”

The situation has dramatically changed, however, since the fourth
century. The faculty of will, which was then examined mainly in the context of
research on the notion of the divine will, started to be considered as more or
less independent from reasoning.? The first theologian who broke through the
ancient tradition of identification of the volitional and intellectual faculties was
Athanasius, who was impelled to do so by the Arian controversy.? Indeed, Arius
confused the Father’s activity of creating and giving a birth to the Son. This
confusion led him to the wrong conclusion that the Son is created, like the rest

of the world. Athanasius, in order to refute Arius, introduced a distinction

! The Theory of Will 107-108. As for Origen, Dihle remarks: ‘According to him (= Origen), the will
of man proceeds from his reason without becoming separated from it.” The Theory of Will 111.
This statement can be illustrated by the following passage from Irenaeus: ‘@éAnoig éotL g
voepag Puxng 6 €' Muiv Adyog, wg avteLodoog avtine vriagxovoa duvaps. OéAnoic ottt
VOUg OREKTIKOG, Kai diaxvontikt) dge&ig, Ttpog TO OeAnBév éntvevovoa.’ Fragm 5ve.

% See Dihle, The Theory of Will 113.
3 See Dihle, The Theory of Will 116.
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between the two activities. Athanasius defined volition as a major factor that
denoted the difference between them. Therefore, it is the will that is involved in
the process of creation, whereas giving birth is realised without will.! |

Thus, in the context of the Arian controversy, the will of God was
comprehended and identified as a distinctive power. The human will, however,
was still considered as an aspect of the intellect. Gregory of Nyssa followed an
idiosyncratic line in examining the human will. On the one hand, he faithfully
followed the ancient tradition of intellectualism. For instance, he claimed that
‘thoughts are the fathers of the will’.? On the other hand, he laid a Cerfain
emphasis on the human: will as an independent faculty. In particular, the
voluntarism of Gregory emerged from the conception that the perfection and
full cognition of truth, which man seeks for, remains unattainable. In spite of
this, man is still moved by the unquenchable desire to reach the truth. This
desire thus emergés as a self-standing volitional power.? In the East, the human

will developed into a fully-fledged faculty owing to the Christological

! See, for instance, contArian 26.72: ‘To noinpa éEwBev tov owvVTdg éoTv, Momeg elpnrtal 6
d& Yiog diov g ovoing Yévvnud €ote d1d kat td pév nolnua ok &vdaykn el elvar te yag
BovAetal 6 drjutovgyds, épydletar 0 d¢ yévvnua oL BovAnoel Unoketrtal dGAAG T ololag
gotiv ididmg.’

2 See VitMos 2.
* See Dihle, The Theory of Will 120-122 and in particular: ‘If man was told to proceed, in the
moral and religious conduct of his life, towards the cognition of something which was

imperceptible by its very nature, the admonition had to be made explicit with the aid of an
anthropological notion of will.’
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controversy.! I will not analyse this development here, but limit myself to the
statement that by the beginning of the Monothelite controversy, the human will
of Christ was considered as a relatively independent and self-sufficient faculty,
though it had not lost its ties with intellect. Indeed, the very fact of the
emergence of such a heresy as Monothelitism was possible because the two
faculties (volitional and intellectual) were regarded as quite distinctive.
Otherwise, the Monothelites would never dare to confess one will without fear
of being convicted of Apollinarianism.

Although the Monothelites considered the will and the intellect to be
separate notions, they did not omit to emphasise the link between them and
used this link for polemical purposes against the Dyothelites. Thus, two wills,
according to their logic, would necessarily lead to disorder in Christ’s mind
(duxovour-dissensio).? The Orthodox polemists also used the link between the
will and the intellect as a weapon against the Monothelites, as, for instance,

Maximus did in the following passage:

They say that natural will (pvowkov 8éAnua) or volition (BéAnoig) is a faculty
desirous of what is in accordance with nature, a faculty that holds together in
being the attributes that belong essentially to a being’s nature. The essence,
being naturally held together by this, desires to be and live and move in
accordance with perception (aioBnowg) and mind (vog).3

! In the West the situation was somewhat different. Here the conception of human will emerged
from the Pelagian controversy and was developed mainly by Augustine; see Dihle, The Theory of
Will, ch. 6: 5t. Augustine and his concept of will. :

2 See ACO2 1 34%811; 347610,

3 OpuscThPol 1, 12:-132.
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Maximus insisted that beings that have no rational will are deprived of
reason and intellect (dAoyov and avonrtov).! The same ideas were repeated in
the Councils’ documents in support of Dyothelitism. In particular, the Edict
linked the intellect and the will, so that we cannot speak of the intellect without

speaking of the will and vice versa:

Intellect is an indication of the human perfection. Owing to it, we will, think,
and differ from the mindless animals. Nothing which lacks a mind has a will
(ovdEv yap dvouv BeAntinév), while everything which has a will is intellectual
(rtaev B¢ OeAnTucov voeov). For where is an intellect, there always is a will.2

That is why Monothelitism was considered a sort of Apollinarianism:

Those who try to abolish the natural will of the human soul of the Lord regard
it (= the soul) as mindless, being in fact mindless themselves.?

5.2.4. ENERGEIA — NATURE

As mentioned above, the Monenergists made some distinction between
the divine and the human activities of Christ. It would be an exaggeration to say
that they did not attribute them to the natures, though to a significantly lesser
degree than to the hypostasis. For instance, Patriarch Sergius wrote in his letter
to Honorius that the activities of Christ are united ‘apepiotwe kat adixipétws™,

precisely as the natures are. However, the Monenergists did not ascribe the

! OpuscThPol 8, 97°.

2 Edict, ACO:2 I1? 8401820,
3 Edict, ACO: 112 84213,
4+ ACQO: I12 5461415,
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energeini to the natures to the same extent as the Orthodox. This expression of

Patriarch Pyrrhus on the point is quite characteristic:

When we assert a single energeia of both the Godhead and manhood of Christ,
we do not ascribe it to him by reason of nature (A0yw ¢pvoewc) but in the mode
of union (évaoews TEOMW).!

It is evident from the passage that the activities of Christ for Pyrrhus
belonged to both divine and human natures. At the same time, they constituted
one energeia, because of the union of the natures. In another passage, Pyrrhus
specified that the energeia of Christ is one because the prosopon is one (dwx 10
povadikov tov poownov).2 The Orthodox polemicists in their consideration of
the energeiai of Christ, as was shown above, proceeded from the same premises
as the Monenergists. Thus, they accepted that it was one and the same Christ
who acted and that he acted humanly and divinely. However, these premises
did not lead them to the conclusion that the energeia of Christ is one. Maximus,
for example, claimed that one and the same Christ acted not ‘monadically,” but
‘dually’3, because of the double character of his nature (dux 10 dimAovv g
¢voews). Thus, the Orthodox ascribed human and divine energeiai of Christ to
his human and divine natures respectively. As early as the moment when

Sophronius wrote his synodic epistle, it was remarked that the difference of the

! Disputatio 3404,
2 Disputatio 3367,

3 Disputatio 340P,
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activities of Christ is possible because of the difference of his natures: ‘For this
causes the difference of the energeiai in Christ, as well as ... of the natures.”
Sophronius could have learned the direct dependence of energeia on its
nature from Stephan of Alexandria?, who touched on this issue in his
commentaries on Aristotle and virtually reproduced the Aristotelian approach
to the relation between energeis and nature. He stated that whatever has the
same activities has also the same essence.? Sophronius developed the idea
further, asserting that energeia cannot exist on its own and is indissolubly related
to its nature. Because of this, the Patriarch called it ‘essential’ (ovowwdNG),
‘natural’ (¢puvowr}), and ‘correspondent’ (katdAAnAocg).t The following
statement of Maximus is quite characteristic as well: ‘For the energeia, provided
it is natural, is a constitutive (ovotatucog) and innate (épuduvtog) character of

the nature.’s

1 “Touto y&o wai t@wv éveQyewwv €nl Xpotob moel 10 diddogov, WOmeQ dN kai... TWV
dvoewv.” ACO: II' 446>,

2 See John Moschus, PratSpirit 29294,

30 b al Evégyew al avtal, dRAov 6TL kal at ovoiot al avtal.” inAristot 35.

4 “Evégyeuav, v ovouwddn Aéyw kai GUOKNV kal katdAAnAov, aduxigétwe € ExAotmg
nigoloboav obolag kal GpUoEWS kAt TV Eépnedukviav avty GLokTV Kai ovouwdn nowtmta.’
ACO: II' 444%1-446%. See also a scholion to contEunom attributed to Basil of Ceasarea, PG 87,
4012AB.

> “H vao évégyewr, ot ovoa, GUOEWS UTAQXEL CLOTATIKOG Kai Eudutoc XxaeaktrQ.’
Disputatio 3482,
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The link between energeia and its nature was so close for the Orthodox
that one energein would necessarily mean for them one nature. Thus,

Sophronius remarked characteristically:

Christ worked naturally what (belongs) to each nature according to the
essential quality (oVowOdn owtnta) or natural property (Guouc|v WO TA)
attached (mpooovoav) to each (nature).’

This argument was reproduced and developed further by other
polemicists. For Pope Martin, for example, the reality of nature depended on
whether it possésses its own natural energeiai and wills. Consequently, if the
natural properties, among which tﬁe Pope lists the will and energeia, are
abolished, then

the nature is necessarily abolished together with them (ocvvavaipeitat
navtwe), because it cannot be perceived (yvwoilopévn) anymore through the
natural property, which essentially characterizes it (oUowwddxg
xaoaxtmeiovong avtnv).?

Thus, if nature has not its own energein and will, it cannot stand in
existence:

Whatever exists without participating in any will or energeia (ndomg &poigov
vnagxov BeAfjoews kai évegyelag) also lacks essential existence (ovoundoug
vnapéews).?

The same idea occurs in Maximus the Confessor. To him, a nature

without its own energeiai cannot be considered as a nature: ‘A nature can neither

TACO: IT' 440820,

2 ACO21406'%15; 4071214,

3 ACO214067%; 40757
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be conceived nor can it exist without the energies proper to it.”" The fathers of
the sixth ecumenical Council have placed this idea in a soteriological
perspective. The lack of human energeia in Christ would mean for them
incompleteness of the human nature and therefore incompleteness of salvation
for the human race: ‘For can we call him perfect in humanity if he does not
suffer or act anything human?'? The link between a nature and its activity was
considered so close that the former can be perceived only through the latter.
Nature itself, if imagined. stripped of its activities, is non-cognizable. In the
Dyenergist camp, this idea was clearly expressed as early as soon after 610 by
Sophronius.® In his Narration of the miracles of SS Cyrus and John, he wrote, with
reference to John 10, 37 ('If I am not doing the works of my Father, then do not
believe me’):

The Saviour gave us ‘an infallible and sure cognition (&dnAavi] kai BeBaiov
dudvolav), as well as a judgement that never errs (undémote Pevdopévnv
diukkplow) to cognize those who act (1ol évepyobvrag) from their deeds
(Eoya)."

This issue was discussed again in the fourteenth century, in the context of
the so-called ‘hesychast’ controversy. Then the idea of the cognoscibility of a
nature only through its activity was applied to the Holy Trinity. The point of

Gregory Palamas and his confederates, who represented the party of

! Disputatio 341</Farrel, The Disputation 62-63.
2ZACO: 112 81413,
3 See Schénborn, Sophrone 105.

4 Narratio 29, 3509¢,
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‘hesychasts’” was that the essence of the Holy Trinity can be cognized only
through the diﬁe energeiai. Their opponents, initially the Calabrian monk
Barlaam and later Gregory Akindynus first destroyed the correspondence
between the divine essence and its energeiai by claiming that the energeiai are
created, and secondly, affirmed that the essence can be cognized by itself,
without any mediation of the energeiai. Unfortunately for them, they had
ignored the theological results of the Monothelite controversy, while, as
Christopher von Schonborn rightly remarks, ‘le “palamisme” et les
développements du VII¢ siecle autour de la question des “énergies” sont
profoundément dans la méme ligne, celle d'une théologie économique et
mystique.’!

In his refutation of two natural energeiai, Pyrrhus has articuiated the
objection that if the energeia should be ascribed not to the hypostasis, but to the
natures of Christ, this would eventually introduce a multiplicity of activities,
given that human nature is composed of two major parts, soul and body, which

have their own distinctive activities:

If you say there are two energies on account of the distinction (dux T0
diadpogov) of the two natures in Christ, and not one energy on account of the
singularity (d1x 10 povadwov) of the Person, then you must also discover two
energies of humanity because of that distinction between the soul and the body,
which is an essential distinction (dux 10 kat’ ovoiav dukdopov). And if this be
s0, then there will be three energies of Christ, and not two.?

1 Schénborn, Sophrone 211.

2 Disputatio 336*/Farrell, The Disputation 56.
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Actually, Pyrrhus recalled an argument, which in the sixth century was
used by the Monophysites, namely, that if there are two natures in Christ, then
they are more, because the human one is not simple, but itself composite.! This
argument was successfully challenged by Leontius of Byzantium, who, in order
to refute it, applied to Christ and his natures the Aristotelian category of species
(eidoc). According to Leontius, all humans have one nature, though composite,
because they share the same species. As far as Christ is concerned, it is incorrect
to speak of one nature because there is no species he could share. As Leontius
put it, there is no species of ‘Christs’.?

Maximus, in reply to the aporia of Pyrrhus, used the same idea, though
somewhat modified and developed further. First, however, he remarked that if
the logic of Pyrrhus was followed, then Christ should have not two, but three

natures:

The very point which you do allege as a negation of the natural properties also
stretches out to engulf the natures in the same negation ... If you say, as we do,
that there be two natures of Christ in the one hypostasis by means of the
distinction between soul and body, which are also two natures, then there shall
be three natures of Christ and not two. And if you say as we do that there are
two and not three natures of Christ, how can you maintain that there are two

' 'Ti obv daotv; Ov Aéyopev piov Ppvowv avBpdmov, kaineg dukdopoa T oUVEABSVIQ
Yivwokovteg; Ti o) obv Aunel, Womep Wde oUk ' avepéoet TG DWTNTOC TV pHeQV, PLoV
KaAOUHEV TG GUOELS, el kal €l XptoToD 1o Spoiov moovvres davopeda; AAAG AowogeioBe
Nuiv kai duxovpete, wg oUyxvow Emvooboy émi Xouotod, Emewdr) ta pégn ) tod SAov
onuaivouev ovouaaoia.” contNestEutych I PG 86!, 1289®. '

2 Kata Ti pla kai d0o ¢ooeg 6 GvOpwmnog Aéyetar 1O pév yag éxel da v tod eidoug
Kotvwviav, to 8¢ kékmral dux v TV Hepdv dteevinv. Eni Xolotod d¢ ovk dvtog eidoug,

nws &v pia ai d0o Aéyorto;’ contNestEutych 1 PG 86!, 12925
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energies on account of the distinction of natures, for shall there not then be
three energies united in the hypostasis?!

After that he passed to the argument involving the category of species.
He called man a species (¢idog), but his soul and body merely essences (ovoix).
Oneness, which is related to species, appears to be stronger than oneness, which
is related to essence. Thus, the former makes all individual men unchangeable
as men. The latter, however, has a tendency to vanish when essences separate
from each other. Thus, every man, because he shares the same species with
other men, has an oneness, which is stronger than the onenesses of his parts,
such as soul and body. Therefore, the human energeia of Christ, here called by

Maximus évégyewx kat' €idog, is one:

But we said that this unity is not proper to the species of man (16 kat’ eidog
Tob avBpwmov év), but is the unity proper to the essence of body and soul (10
kat’ ovoiav Puxne kal owpatog év). If the unity be proper to the species of
man on the one hand, then the indistinguishability of the nature is proven, in
spite of the particular energies of body and soul. It is for this reason that we
said of man that he has one energy, and we did so not without support, rather,
we adduced support for it. Contrawise, you would mishandle the unity of body
and soul, and push it into complete non-existence. If this unity which is proper
to the essence of body and soul be not proper to him, then it is, of necessity, not
proper to us. Thus, one must say either that the one energy of humanity is
proper to the species, and is therefore hypostatic, or else that there are three
energies because the energies are proper to nature.

Anastasius Sinaita also touched on the problem of the wholeness of
activity of a human nature, though his analysis is rather poorer. Anastasius

merely affirmed that the human soul has one whole energeia. All its parts,

! Disputatio 336>Y/Farrell, The Disputation 56.

2 Disputatio 336>/ Farrell, The Disputation 56-57 (modified translation).

253



namely soul, logos, and nous operate in interaction. This interaction is an image

and likeness of the one energeia of the Holy Trinity.!

5.2.5. WILL-NATURE

As mentioned before, the Monenergists-Monothelites attributed the
single energein of Christ to his person and, to some extent, to his natures,
whereas the single will they ascribed only to the person of Christ, not
mentioning — at least in the surviving texts — that the will has any relation to the
natures. For the Orthodox, on the contrary, the pattern of relations of the two
energeiai to the hypostasis and to the natures of Christ was applicable to the
wills. Some points of this pattern were already examined above. I shall repeat
the most important of them. The two wills of Christ belong primarily to his
natures, but also to his hypostasis. Thus, Maximus of Aquileia at the fifth
session of the Lateran Council characterized Christ as ‘volitional (OeAnTdg,
voluntaries) according to each of his ﬁatmes.2 The wills and the natures are
linked indissolubly, as was declared, for instance, in the letter of Pope Agatho:
“The human will is natural, and who refuses the human will in Christ, without

only the sin, does not recognize that he has a human soul.”® Each nature, for the

! Opera 2, 1510,

2 ‘KaB' éxatépav d¢ ¢uowv alvtod OeAntukdv dvia ov Xouwotév. (Per utramque autem
eiusdem naturam voluntarium Christum.) ACO: 1 344'%; 345”'_‘2.

3 ‘Naturalis est humana voluntas, et qui voluntatem humanam in Christo abnegat absque solo
peccato eum nec habere humanam animam confitetur.” ACO: I! 77267,
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Pope, can have only its own will, which is able to follow some other will, but

never to be substituted by it:

For an angelic nature cannot have a divine or a human will, neither can a
human nature have a divine or an angelic will. For no nature can have anything
or any motion which pertains to another nature but only that which is naturally
given by creation.!

The energeiai and the wills are linked to their proper natures so closely
that the way of their unity reflects the way of unity of the natures. Thus, human
and divine energeiai and wills are united in such a way that they undergo ‘no
confusion, no change, no division, no separation,” as was stated in the Horos of
the sixth ecumenical Council, which professed ‘two natural wills and two
natural operations indivisibly, inconvertibly, inseparably, unconfusedly.”? In this
verbatim Chalcedonian way, the sixth ecumenical Council declared that there is
a unity and a diversity of two energeiai and wills in Christ. The balance between
the unity and the diversity was carefully observed by the Dyenergist-Dyothelite

Authors and primarily by Maximus, who, for instance, stated:

As the number of natures of the one and the same Christ, correctly understood
and explained, does not divide Christ but rather preserves the distinction of
natures in the union, so likewise the number of essential attributes (twv
oLoWwd@S npoodviwv), wills, and operations attached to those two natures
does not divide Christ either.?

Even so, the main polemical concern of the Dyothelites was to prove that

the wills primarily belong to the natures. Thus Maximus, in his disputation

! ACO: IT' 792 35/NPNF http://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-14/6const3/letaga.htm [23/07/2003].

2 ACO: I1? 77421 [NPNF http://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-14/6const3/faith.htm [23/07/2003].

3 Disputatio 289*</Farrell, The Disputation 4-5.
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with Pyrrhus, offered the following arguments in support of this point. He
started with a classic Aristotelian distinction between three kinds of life:
vegetable (¢pvtikr)), perceptible (aioBntikn), and finally intellectual (voepd).! A
natural feature of the latter kind is the ability of self-determination
(avTe€ovoiog), given that any particular being, which shares the intellectual
life, is endowed with this ability. Therefore, as Maxﬁnus concluded:

If self-determination (1] avte£ovotog kivnolg) be proper by nature to rational
natures, then every rational creature is by nature a creature that wills (¢pvoet
BeAntikdv), for blessed Diadochus of Photike defined the will as self-
determination (16 avtefovolov). So, if all rational natures possess the faculty of
“will by nature, and if God the Word truly became flesh which was rationally
and intellectually animated, then he also became man, possessing the human
faculty of will by virtue of his human essence (ka8 6 avBgwnog, ovoWdAG O
avTog v BeAntcos). And if this be so, then should the natural will ever be
mentioned it will be offensive to the ears, not of the devout, but of heretics!?

In addition, nobody is taught to will, but naturally knows how to will.
Therefore, it is a feature of nature, because men use what belongs to nature

without being taught:

Not only those who have examined the nature of things with their reason, and
thus who have surpassed the multitude, but the usage of the uneducated has
also affirmed that what is natural is not taught (adibaxta elvat T puoikd). So,
if natural things be not acquired through teaching, then we have will without
having acquired it or being taught it (adidaxtov d¢ Exopev 160 BéAewv), for no
one has ever had a will which was acquired by teaching. Consequently, man
has the faculty of will by nature.?

1 See Eudem 1219b%; Nicom 1102a%; Nicom 1102b%; deAn 403b'7; deAn 408a'}; deAn 429a'7; deAn
431b%; deAn 433b%; deAn 415a'7; deAn 433b% De anima (codicis E fragmenta recensionis a vulgata
diversae) 3.421a'%; deGen 736a® efc.

2 Disputatio 301</Farrell, The Disputation 22-23.

3 Disputatio 3045></Farrell, The Disputation 24-25.
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Another argument was taken from the Triadology. Thus, Maximus
remarked that if the energeiai of Christ belong to the hypostasis and not to the
natures, than we must assume that God has either one hypostasis or three
energeiai: ‘Because of the one operation of the holy Godhead there is one
persona as well, or because of its three hypostases that there are three
operations.”” The same argument is applicable to the wills. If they are not
natural, but hypostatic, then God has either one hypostasis or three wills and as

a result, three natures:

If one suggests that a “willer’ is implied in the notion of the will, then by the
exact inversion of this principle of reasoning, a will is implied in the notion of a
‘willer.” Thus, will you say that because of the one will of the superessential
Godhead there is only one hypostasis, as did Sabellius, or that because there are
three hypostases there are also three wills, and because of this, three natures as
well, since the canons and definitions of the Fathers say that the distinction of
wills implies a distinction of natures? So did Arius!?

The Triadological argument was also employed at the Lateran. Maximus
of Aquileia, in particular, asserted that those insisting that the energeia and will
in Christ are single, on the assumption that they belong to One-Who-Acts and
One-Who-Wills correspondingly, split the Holy Trinity, because then each
divine hypostasis must have his own will and energeia.’* Pope Agatho later in his

Report remarked:

For if anybody should mean a personal will, when in the holy Trinity there are
said to be three Persons, it would be necessary that there should be asserted

! Disputatio 3364-3372/Farrell, The Disputation 57.
2 Disputatio 289¢/Farrell, The Disputation 5-6.

3ACO21344%%,
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three personal wills, and three personal operations (which is absurd and truly
profane).!

In application to Christ, this means:

When we make a confession concerning one of the same three Persons of that
Holy Trinity, of the Son of God, or God the Word, and of the mystery of his
adorable dispensation according to the flesh, we assert that all things are
double in the one and the same our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ according to
the Evangelical tradition, that is to say, we confess his two natures, to wit the
divine and the human, of which and in which he, even after the wonderful and
inseparable union, subsists. And we confess that each of his natures has its own
natural propriety, and that the divine has all things that are divine and the
human all things that are human without any sin. And we recognize that each
one (of the two natures) of the one and the same incarnated, that is, humanated
(humanati) Word of God is in him unconfusedly, inseparably and unchangeably,
distinguishing in thought alone what is united, to avoid the error of confusion.
For we equally detest the blasphemy of division and of commixture. For when
we confess two natures and two natural wills, and two natural operations in
our one Lord Jesus Christ, we do not assert that they are contrary or opposed
one to the other (as those who err from the path of truth and accuse the
apostolic tradition of doing. Far be this impiety from the hearts of the faithful!),
nor as though separated in two persons or subsistences, but we say that as the
same our Lord Jesus Christ has two natures so also he has two natural wills and
operations, to wit, the divine and the human: the divine will and operation he
has in common with the coessential Father from all eternity: the human, he has
received from us, taken with our nature in time.?

Although the distinction between hypostasis and nature, together with
the attribution of energeiai and wills to nature was clarified, in application to- the
Holy Trinity, as early as in the fourth century by the Cappadocian Fathers, it
was not automatically applied to Christ when Christological problems
gradually emerged from the fifth century onwards. Thus, concerning the
distinction between the hypostasis and two natures in Christ, the relevant

triadologic language was applied only in the Tome of Patriarch Proclus (434-446)

' ACO: II' 6958/NPNF http://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-14/6const3/letaga.him [23/07/2003).

2 ACO: IT' 61>21/NPNF htip://www.ccel.org/fathers/NPNF2-14/6const3/letaga.htm
[23/07/2003).
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to the Armenians’, whereas on the level of the Church it was approved even later,
at the fourth ecumenical Council. As for the energeiai and wills, their attribution
to the natures of Christ was not taken for granted either, notwithstanding that it
was accepted in the fourth century in regard to the divine nature of the Holy
Trinity,? and although partially Cappadocian language was made applicable to
Christ during the controversies of the fifth century. The Orthodox polemicists,
starting with Maximus, had again to prove that Trinitarian or Cappadocian
language was legitimate in respect to the energeiai and wills of Christ. This
legitimacy was finally approved by the sixth ecumenical Council.

Among the objections that prevented the Monothelites from accepting
natural energeiai and wills in Christ, was that for them whatever related to
nature meant subjection to necessity.> Concerning energeiai, according to

Anastasius Sinaita, they claimed:

! ACOn IV? 187-195 (CPG 5897); see Marcel Richard. ‘L'introduction du mot hypostase dans la
théologie de I'incarnation.” Mélanges de science religieuse 2 (1945): 12-17.

2 See, for instance, Gregory of Nyssa: ‘Mia yap xai opoia 1) évépyewx Tlatpog, kai Yiod, kai
ayiov Tvevpatog, pix toxve, kai pia dovapig, pio BéANoig, pia yvoun. adlmag 44.1344%13;
“Emedn) toivuv ka®’ opowdTTa o0 eignpévov nacav Evégyeuxy ov donpéves évepyel
KT TOV IOV Unootaoewv apBpov 1 ayia Toukg, aAAa pia g yivetat 1od ayaBold
BeAfquatog xivnoic te kal duddoow;, €k tob Ilatpog dux to0 Yiov mEog 1o Ilvedua
deEayopévn, wg ov Aéyouev Toelg Lwomolovg tolg v piav évegyoivtag (whv ovdE Teig
ayaBovg Tovg év i) avth dyaBotnTL Bewpovpévoug oUdE T dAAQ TAVIa NANBLVTKGG
eLayyéAdouev, oltwe oLdE TEelg Ovopdlewv duvapeBa tovg TV Oeiknv Tavmy 1oL
EMONTIKNV dUVApiV Te Kai EVEQYELAV CUVIIHHEVWS Kal AdKEITWS d” AAANAWY éd’ iUV Te
Kal maong TG ktioews €vegyobvtag (adAblab 3,1.48%-49%). Didymus: ‘Kat dux 10010 év
0éAnua, kal piav éEovaiov kat dvvauw e Toukdog eival Aéyouev. Qv b¢ BéAnow, kal
éEovaia, kai év égyewa pia. &oa pio kal 1) Bedtg (deTrinit 39.601121%),

3 This is the third principle of Monothelitism, according to ]. Farrell, Free choice 82-84.
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But, they say, Christ subjected himself to, accepted, and did the human (works)
deliberately (éxovoiwg); and those (things) that happen deliberately and not of
necessity (¢§ dvayxng), do not relate to the laws of the nature.!

As for the wills, the objection was articulated by Pyrrhus:

If you say that the will is natural, and if what is natural is compelled, and if you
say that the wills in Christ are natural, how can you avoid being obliged to take
away all his voluntary motion??

Thus, for the Monenergists-Monothelites, if the energeia and the will were
natural, they would be subject to necessity. This would mean that whatever
Christ acted and willed he did not do so voluntarily, but as compelled by law of
nature. Maximus challenged this aporia by reducing it ad absurdum. Indeed, if
Christ’s natural will is subject to necessity, then God’s will is too. Moreover,
whatever relates to God'’s nature would not be voluntary as well. Thus, God
would be good, Creator and on top of that God by necessity. As for created
intellectual beings, their intellectual capacities, given that they are linked to will

and to nature, would be enslaved by necessity:

Not only does his divine and uncreated nature have no natural compulsion
(ovdev vaykagpévov Exel puowov), neither does his rational and created.
For the rational nature has the natural ability (d0vauwv ¢uokrjv) and rational
appetite (Aoywnv dpe&iv) proper to it. This is called the ‘faculty of will’ of the
rational soul. It is according to this faculty that we consider when willing, and
in considering, we choose the things which we would. And when willing we
also inquire, examine, deliberate, judge, are inclined toward, elect, impel
ourselves toward, and make use of a thing. As has already been stated, if the
rational appetite, in other words, willing and consideration, be proper to our
nature, then so are deliberation, inquiry, examination, choice, judgement,
inclination towards, election, and the impelling of ourselves toward something
the natural actions of rational things, and these are not subject to compulsion.

! Opera 2 VI 1972,
% Disputatio 293°. Also Pope Martin remarked concerning this point of the Monothelites: “Tr) d¢

AvayKn) 1O Guotkd Aéyerv avta (= BeAnuata) unxavavial katanaAxiew.” (Per necessitatem
autem naturales eas (=voluntates) dicere machinantur.) ACOz 1 3481213; 3491112,
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Once this is admitted, your proposition is shown to be most absurd, for
according to it, what is natural is also entirely compelled (10 $puokdv avtws
kai fvaykaopévov). If one were to continue in this line of reasoning, then God,
Who is by nature good, and by nature Creator, must of necessity be not only
God and good, but also Creator. To think, much less to speak, in this manner is
blasphemous.!

The problem of the alleged necessity of natural energeiai and wills in
Christ was also touched on by other Dyothelite authors and in particular by the
fathers of the Lateran Council. Here the ideas developed by Maximus during

his disputation with Pyrrhus, were repeated by Maximus of Aquileia:

Is it not true that man is rational by nature? (Does this mean that he is such) not
voluntarily, but by force (aBovAnitws kai vaykaopévawg)? Tell me, is not the
God of the universe good by nature? (Is he not by nature) light, life, wisdom,
and power? (Does this mean that) he is such also not voluntarily, but because of
necessity (ABoVANTwWG kal g €&’ avaykng)??

The answer of the Dyothelites was: ‘The wills are natural and free of any

necessity.”

5.2.6. ENERGEIA — WILL — NATURAL PROPERTIES
As shown earlier, the Monenergists-Monothelites generally accepted that

the properties of each nature in Christ remain unchangeable.* They also

! Disputatio 293%</Farrell, The Disputation 11-13.
2 ACQO21348%29; 3492528

3 'Puoka ta BeAnuata kal maomg avaykng annAAayuéva.” (Voluntates naturales sunt et
omni necessitate carentes.) ACO2 1 3507; 35167.

4 See, for example, Ecthesis, ACO: I 158%; the confessions of Macarius, ACO: I' 216'+15, ACO: II!
22279,
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complied with the conception of communicatio idiomatum.' Moreover, they used
this conception for their own polemical purposes and in particular to support
their teaching about a single will in Christ. For instance, Patriarch Paul wrote to

Pope Theodore:

We preach the miracles and know the sufferings of one and the same God
Logos who became flesh and deliberately suffered for our sake through the
flesh; hence is said that God suffered and the son of man descended from
heaven...; for this reason we confess one will of our Lord and Master Jesus
Christ.? '

Because for the Monenergists-Monothelites the energeiai and the wills,
unlike properties, did not belong to the natures, they could not be listed among
the properties. The Orthodox thought differen;cly and insistently attributed the
wills and the energeiai to the properties. In such a way they persuaded their
opponents to accept that the energeiai and wills through the properties belong to
the natures. For them, each nature of Christ preserved its energeia and will, as
with any other property. Patriarch Sophronius, in particular, showed this in

regard to the energeiai:

For, as each nature in Christ preserves without omission its property, in the
same way each form (pogdrn) acts in communion with the other whatever is
proper to it (To08" émep idov éoxnke).’

This idea was repeated by Maximus, who attributed to the energeiai the

properties of the natures:

! See, for example, the letter of Patriarch Paul to Pope Theodore, ACO2 120022,
2 ACO: 112 6081415,

3 ACO: IT' 4421416,
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It is surely necessary for natural things to correspond with their appropriate
natures, for how it is possible for the energy of a created nature to be uncreated,
without beginning, infinite, creative, and sustaining? And the reverse: how is it
possible for the uncreated and eternal nature to be created, a thing made, tried
and compelled by other things?'

The same identification was applied to the wills, as, for instance, in the
speech of Pope Martin: “The energeia and will of our essence constituted its (= of

the essence) natural property.’2 A similar statement occurs in Maximus:

The Fathers decreed that ... the same person is visible and invisible, mortal and
immortal, corruptible and incorruptible, touchable and untouchable, created
and uncreated. And according to the same reverent way of understanding, they
also correctly taught that there are two wills of one and the same person.?

Maximus went even further in his attribution of the wills to the
properties. For him, the will was not just a ‘natural power’ (pvowxn dOvapig),
but also an ‘intellectual desire’ (Aoywn 6pefn) of a soul.* Therefore, such
faculties of an ‘intellectual soul” as willing, thinking, etc., are indissolubly linked

to each other so that

we consider when willing, and in considering, we choose the things which we’
would. And when willing we also inquire, examine, deliberate, judge, are
inclined toward, elect, impel ourselves toward, and make use of a thing.’

This statement implies that, first, the listed faculties are to some extent

just different names of the same thing.! Second, all of them have some relation

! Disputatio 3413/Farrell, The Disputation 61.

2 ACO2 II' 406'%13; 4071112, see also Pope Agatho: ‘Quidquid ad proprietates naturarum pertinet,
duplicia omnia confitetur.” ACO: II' 67%-68.

3 Disputatio 300%Farrell, The Disputation 19.
4 Disputatio 293°.
5 Disputatio 293></Farrell, The Disputation 11-12.
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to the will and consequently could be characterized as volitional. Once the will
is one of the natural properties, then owing to the communicatio idiomatum it
would be correct also to speak about communicatio voluntatum. Precisely as in
the case of the natural properties, the communicatio voluntatum does not imply
that the wills undergo any change or confusion: ‘Thus, if you say that there is a
common will by the mode of exchange (1@ ¢ dvtiddoews T0OMW), then you

are really saying that there is not one will but two wills.”?

5.2.7. ENERGEIA — WILL

For both the Orthodox and their opponents, the energein and will in
Christ were closely linked. Sophronius, for instance, stated that Christ acted
only when he wanted to, and not because of any natural necessity. This in effect

means an indissoluble relation between energeia and will:

When he himself willed to suffer, work, and act humanly ..., and not when the
natural and fleshy movements wanted to move naturally towards the
accomplishing of energeia (ai dvowai KIvroew kali cagktkai kKiveloOat
buok@g TEOG EvEQYeLay 10eA0V).3

! Elsewhere in the disputation Maximus characteristically remarked: ‘Tlgoonyégevoav avtrv
kat duvauty, kai évépyeav, kai duxdopdyv, kai kiviow, xal BOTMTA, Kal o, Kol
n&O0G, OV KATX AVTIDIXTTOATV Tig Being: AL g péV oUVEKTIKT|V avaAAoiwtov, dovauy:
W¢ O XaaKTNOWOTIKNY Kal v év n&dl 10lg ouoewéowv anagaAratiov ékdpaivovoav,
évépyelav- g d¢ adoploTk)V, dadogdv- e dE EvdelKTIKT]V, Kiviow: W¢ dE ocuaTATIKYY, Kal
pévn avt) kal ovk AAAY mooooboav, BT we d¢ eldomotdy, mowdTNIAX: wg dé
Kwvovpévny, ndBog. Tlavta yag T ék Geol, kal peta Oedv, maoxel @ Kvelobal, we ur
ovia avToKivNnoLg, 1) avTodUVaUIS: 0 KAT& AVTOROTOAT|V 0DV, (g eipntal, aAA& dux tov
dNpLoLEY GG ADTOIS EvteBévia nmaga e 1O Tav cuoTnoapévns aitiag Adyov. ‘OBev kai
HET& TR Being oLvekdWVOTVTES avtv, évépyewuav nigoonyogevoav.” Disputatio 3525,

2 Disputatio 297%(Farrell, The Disputation 16.

3 ACO: 1T 4501478,
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Maximus of Aquileia considered energeiavand will to be so close to each
other that he called the energeiai ‘volitional” (OeAnTucn, voluntaria).!

As for the Monenergists-Monothelites, they also supported a close
relation between the energeia and the will. For them, Christ suffered voluntarily
(éxovoiwe)?, which means that the energeia of sufferings was accompanied by an
act of willing. Also, Macarius of Antioch in his oral confession determined will
as dbvapuig TEoOg vmopovnv Tovtwv anavtwv.? Then, for the authors of the
Ecthesis, the energein of Christ, which was called natural moving (Pvown
kivnow), was subordinate to the command (vebpa) of the Word that is his
divine will.# Thus, for the Monenergists-Monothelites, the single energeia of
Christ automatically meant the single will, and for the Orthodox two energeiai
meant two wills. However, the relation between the will and the energeia in the
Monenergist-Monothelite doctrine was not so immediate and close as for the
Orthodox. As has been said, the Orthodox established the relation bétwéen the
energeiai and wills of Christ as between the properties of the same nature. For

them, therefore, the energeiai and wills were virtually manifestations of the same

TACO:213341,

2 For example, Patriarch Paul wrote to Pope Theodore: ‘Ta na0n yvwoilopev, &neg oagki d
Nuag éxovoiwg vmépewvev. ACO: 112 6081% see also Ecthesis, ACOz2 11581728,

SACO: II' 2162021,
1 “Ev undevi kap@p) g VoeQws EPUXWHEVNG aUTOD 0apkos keXwoouévwe kai €8 oikeing
OQUNG EvavTicg T@ vedpatL ToD NVwpévoy avt) kaxd’ Undotaoly Beot Adyov v PuoKTV

avtijc tomoacBatl kivnow, dAA' 0néte kat olav kal donv avtog 6 Beds NBovAeto.” Ecthesis,
ACO21160%%,
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thing. The Monenergists-Monothelites treated the link will-energeia in a different
way. They ascribed the single will of Christ to his person, whereas the single
energeia they did not attribute exclusively to his hypostasis. Hence, a certain
‘gap’ between the energeia and the will emerged, which cannot be found in the
Orthodox doctrine. This ‘gap” would probably have disappeared if the
Monenergists-Monothelites had attributed the energeia exclusively to the person
of Christ. As they did not, the relation between the energeia and the will in théir

system was weakened.

5.3. THE CONTRIBUTION OF ANASTASIUS OF SINAI

There is still confusion over the various authors known under the name
of Anastasius of Sinai. Little is known about Anastasius, who participated in the
polemics against Monothelitism. He was born around 640 and died after 700.
He served as an abbot at the monastery of St Catherine at Mount Sinai aﬁd
became famous because of his treatises against Judaism, Nestorianism,
Monophysitism, and Monenergism-Monothelitism." His most renowned work

is 0d1y6s or Viae Dux, published in a critical edition by K.-H. Uthemann?, who

! For an account of his identity and life, see Ltégylov Lakxov, [Tepi Avaotaciov Zwvaitav,
BecoaAovikn, 1964; FE. W. Bautz, ‘Anastasius Sinaita” BBKI
http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/a/anastasius sinaita.shtml [10/06/2002]; PmbZ 268-270; Winkelmann,
Der m.-m. Streit, pp. 194-195. A relevant monograph of Joannes Baptista Kumpfmiuiller (De
Anastasio Sinaita, Dissertatio Maintaining That He, and Not Anastasius 1, Patriarch of Antioch, Is the
Author of the Hodegus. Wirceburgi, 1865), is out of date.

2 Anastasii Sinaitae Viae Dux. Turnhout; [Leuven)]: Brepols; Leuven University Press, 1981.
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also produced a critical edition of Anastasius’ sermons, including his anti-
Monothelite ones.!

Anastasius’ theological heritage unfortunately remains almost
untouched by research.? However, he made a significant contribution to the
development of Christological doctrine in general and Dyothelitism in
particular, which would repay attention by scholars. Anastasius was a brilliant
and eloquent polemicist against Monothelitism and Monenergism, whose
teaching is original not per se, because he remained faithfully Orthodox and
followed the path outlined by his predecessors, but in its form. Anastasius’
purpose was not only to expound and defend the Orthodox faith, but also to
deliver it to his audience in the most comprehensible way. He was a missionary
of Orthodox doctrine rather than a polemicist.

I examine his teaching about the activity and will in a separate chapter
for several reasons. First, it has some original aspects that deserve to be
considered independently from the rest of the Dyenergist-Dyothelite literature.

Additionally, he apparently represented a later post-conciliar period of anti-

! Anastasii Sinaitae Sermones Duo in Constitutionem Hominis Secundum Imaginem Dei; Necnon
Opuscula Adversus Monotheletas, Corpus Christianorum. Series Graeca; 12. Turnhout; [Leuven}:
Brepols: Leuven University Press, 1985.

? See Theophil Spacil. ‘La teologia di Anastasio Sinaita.” Bessarione 38 (1922): 157-178, 39 (1923):
15-44. This research remains practically inaccessible and out of date. See also John Haldon. “The
works of Anastasius of Sinai.” The Byzantine and Early Islamic Near East 1 (1992): 107-147; Otto
Bardenhewer. Geschichte Der Altkirchlichen Literatur. 2e, umgearb. Aufl. ed. Freiburg i. Br.:
Herder, B. 5, 1932, 41-47; Georg Graf. Geschichte Der Christlichen Arabischen Literatur. Citta del
Vaticano: Biblioteca apostolica vaticana, 1944, 375f.; Berthold Altaner and Hiilda C. Graef.
Patrology. Roma: Herder, 1960, 633-634; A.M. Cnaopos. Ilpen.Anacmacuii Cunaum Msbpanrvie
meopenus. M., ITaaomumuk, 2003.
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Monothelite polemic. His contribution to the victory of Orthodoxy at the
Council 680/681 was imperceptible, if it existed at all. Finally, he lived and
moved in the regions that were cut off the Roman Empire by the Muslim
invasion and therefore could not be immediately involved in the mainstream

theological discussions of his time.

5.3.1. WHOM WAS ANASTASIUS ADDRESSING?

Whom was Anastasius addressing? The Sinaita reported his travels to
Syria and Egypt where he had a number of meetings and disputes, sometimes
public, with various local Monophysite factions.! During these travels, he
apparently faced Monenergism and Monothelitism integrated into the non-
Chalcedonian doctrines. Therefore, it was, firstly, in the context of his refutation
of Monophysitism that he touched on the problem of the wills and activities of
Christ. In particular, he referred to this problem in the context of discussions
about ‘Theopaschism’.? As adherents of this doctrine, Anastasius mentioned the
Theodosians and the Gainites®* who he contacted directly and argued with

publicly. Another Christological context within which Anastasius touched on

1 See VigeDux VI 1111-114; TX 288 {f
2 See, for example, VigeDux XIL
3 See VigeDux XI1 233,

4 See: ‘AdAeyopévwv Yag MUV ALY mEdg avtoug Tegl tob gwmpeiov nabouvg kal Tov
otavpov ToL Xoiotov.” VigeDux XII 1224,
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the problem of the activities and wills, was that of the corruptibility of Christ’s
body and its identity with ordinary men’s bodies. He raised this issue in the
description of a dispute between an Orthodox and an ‘Acephalus’.! The latter
articulated the ideas of various Monophysite confessions including that of the
‘Aphthartodocetes’.? In particular, to the Acephalus was ascribed the belief that
the flesh of Christ was uncorrupted.? To Anastasius, this assumption would
eventually lead to Monenergism.* In order to refute the latter, he composed an
extensive list of the activities which either constituted ‘blameless passions’ or
could be ascribed only to the humanity of Christ.

It was not only the anti-Chalcedonian Monothelites and Monenergists
that Anastasius argued with, but also their Chalcedonian associates, for
example the Harmasites.® According to Marcel Richard, ‘les Harmasites étaient
bien monothélites, mais n‘ont pu exister comme secte, sous ce titre, qu'apres le
IIIe cohcﬂe de Constantinople, VI¢ cecuménique, de 'an 681.¢ F. Diekamp also

suggested that this group appeared in opposition to the sixth ecumenical

! VigeDux XIII: ' Avdxouoig 1jtoL gulntnois kai yvpvaoia 0p80d0&ov kal areddiov.’
2 See VigeDux XII1 17,

3 See VigeDux XIII 3%,

4 See VigeDux XIII 452-5'%,

5 See: ‘Tvarte, @ ol e Aguatcig opxnioteac BuvpeAwkol naideg’ Opera 2 X 145 ‘O g
Appatuciic BupéAng naideg.” Opera 2 X 58.

¢ Marcel Richard. ‘Anastase le Sinaite, 'Hodegos et le Monothélisme.” Revue d’Etudes byzantines
16 (1958), 30.
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Council.! This sect was founded or/and led by Harmasius (Aguaoiog) of
Alexandria who was anathematized, according to the Doctrina Patrum, together
with the other leaders of Monothelitism: Cyrus of Alexandria, Theodore of
Pharan, Sergius of Constantinople, Honorius of Rome, Pyrrhus, Paul, and Peter
of Constantinople, Macarius of Antioch, his disciple Stephan, and the
hieromonk Polychronius.? The author of the fragment of the Doctrina Patrum, in
which Harmasius was mentioned, referred to him as his contemporary (uéxot
vOov ) aAnBeiax paxOouevog), whereas the other Monothelites had already
vanished. Anastasius also referred to Harmasius’ followers as his contemporary
interlocutors. The background of this group was. Chal_cedonian. Its members
apparently accepted two natures in Christ, though they denied two wills and
energeiai. There are several testimonies in favour of their Chalcedonianism. First,
in the above-mentioned passage from the Doctrina Patrum, Harmasius was
listed together with the Chalcedonians. Second, the author of a scholion to the
Viae dux presented the issue of Christ’s natures as a main point in the argument
with the Jacobites, whereas he regarded the question of the ‘theandric energeia’

as a main issue in the controversy with the Harmasites. The Harmasites were

! See DoctPatrum LXXIX ff.

2 DoctPatr 271616,

3 ‘Obtwe dowtioate avtove kai Opelg kai oDtwg agudoaoBe mEdg avtolg Katd Tov
npokeipevov owomoév, Tovg pév lakwfitag mept dvoewv, Tobg 8¢ Agpacitag TEQL

Beavdouknc évegyeiag.” ViaeDux XIII 6172,
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probabely the followers of Cyrus of Alexandria, as has been suggested by
Diekamp and Richard.

In the Viae dux, Anastasius was referring mostly to the anti-Chalcedonian
Monothelites, whereas in the chapters against Monothelitism he argued chiefly
against the Chalcedonian Monothelites. Anastasius was not only addressing
conscious opponents of Orthodoxy, but also those who were vacillating about
the issue of the energeiai and wills. In particular, as Anastasius reported, some
people became easily confused by the word ‘natural’ regarding the natures,
wills, and activities of Christ.? Another indication can be found in the scholia to
the works of Anastasius. Their author urged his readers to be cautious in
conversations with their opponents, and advised to avoid if possible using such
formulas as ‘two natural wills” and ‘two natural engrgeiui.’ These formulas must
be referred to with ‘reverence, fear of God, and prudence.”

Whether arguing with the Chalcedonian or non-Chalcedonian
Monothelites, or talking to those who were in doubt, Anastasius was referring
mostly to the later variation of Monenergism-Monothelitism, as can be seen
from his sermons. For example, in his sermon against the Monothelites, known
also as a third homily on the creation of man, he remarked that he was writing

twenty years after the Council of 680/681.2 The Viae dux was also composed after

) ViaeDux 1 2131,
2 See Opera 2 scholia longiora, scholion 1-7, pp. 51-52.

3 See Opera 2 TN 119718
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the ecumenical Council. Although Jean Maspéro thought that this treatise was
written at the early stage of the controversy, before 630!, this suggestion was

convincingly refuted by Marcel Richard.?

5.3.2. HYPOSTASIS — NATURE ~WILL — ENERGEIA

As has been pointed out, Anastasius’ objective was to deliver Orthodox
dogmas to his audience in the most appropriate way. For this purpose, he
sometimes tolérated the theological incorrectness of his opponents as, for
example, when he accepted the Harmasites’ rejection of the ‘blameless passions’
in Christ.?> He followed the principles of ‘neo-Chalcedonianism’ and should be
regarded as a neo-Chalcedonian theologian. In this context, he showed a great
respect for Cyril and distinguished him among the other Fathers of the Church.*
He also used both pin ¢pvoig and d0o Ppvoewg formulas in regard of Christs,

anathematized those who rejected the formula ‘one incarnate nature of God

Logos’ (pia tov Oeov Adyov POl oeoagkwuévn), as interpreted by Cyrils,

!]. Maspéro, Histoire des patriarches 339.

? ‘Anastase le Sinaite, 'Hodegos et le Monothélisme.” Revue d’Etudes byzantines 16 (1958)
(= Opera Minora. Turnhout: Brepols, v. III, 1976, no. 63).

3 Opera 2 X 573,
4 See ViaeDux VII 1192,

5 See M. Richard, ‘Le néo-chalcédonisme’ 156-161; C. Moeller, ‘Le chalcédonisme’ 666 ff.;
A. Grillmeier, Christ 112 431. '

¢ VigeDux 111 2, 10-12.
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and accepted the ‘theopaschite’ formula, though under the condition of its
Orthodox interpretation.!

Anastasius paid special attention to the unity of Christ. To him, the
hypostatic unity of the natures in Christ overcame any other kind of unity
occurring in the world.? At the same time, he did not dismiss the distinctions in
Christ established by the preceding generations of the Fathers. Anastasius
regarded the distinction between nature and hypostasis as crucially important.
He believed that the confusion of these two notions was the main reason for all
heresies, including Arianism, Apollinarianism, Nestorianism, and
Monophysitism. A significant part of his Viae dux was devoted to proving this
point.3

Along wifh the notions of nature and hypostasis, Anastasius thoroughly
inquired into the notion of energeia. To him, it was a power and a movement
inherent in the nature. Everything that exists has its own energeia. Only what
does not exist has no energeia. Energeia manifests the nature. Whatever

participates in a nature, necessarily participates in the nature’s energeia.* This

' "Eyw & Avaotaoiog povaxog tod dyiov 6govg Liva 0poAoyd®, &t avtog 6 Oedg Adyog 0
YevwnBeic ék Beob Tateoc MEO MAVIWY TOV VWV atdg EoTavewdn kxai étddn kal
Enale kal avéorn.” VigeDux X 35740,

2 See ViaeDux I1 5°.

3 See VigeDux VIII-IX.

¢ "Evépyewx toivuv €0Ti... 1] PuOKn ExAoTnG ovoiag dUvauic te kai kivnowg, g pdvov
gotéenTal 10 un ov. To y&Q ovolag Tvog petacxov ovpuefélel raviwe kal g dnAovong

avtVv évepyeing.” VigeDux 11 477, Anastasius referred to Gregory of Nyssa’s ad Xenodorum:
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distinction, as shown above, was widely used by the previous generation of the
Dyenergists-Dyothelites.

Anastasius inherited from them also another distinction, which was
promoted mainly by Maximus the Confessor — the distinction between the
activity and its result. He referred to these two notions as évépyewx and
évégynua correspondingly.! The word évégynua is composed of the verb
éveQyéw and the suffix —n p}x, which normally gives a word the meaning of the
result of an activity. Folléwing the same paradigm, Anastasius used a synonym
to the word évépynua — the word mpayua? that is composed of the verb
mpattw and the suffix —pa and means, in this context, ‘what has been done.’
Both évépyewx and évépoynua were for Anastasius different from the
évepyntkov that denoted a subject of the activity.

Anastasius made another important distinction between the nature and
its activity as regards their cognoscibility. Both the human and the divine
natures, to him, were incognizable per se. As far as human nature was
concerned, Anastasius ascribed this property mainly to the soul, which for him

constituted a principal component of human nature. Thus, the soul is ‘neither

"EvéQyelv Y 1peils elval dapev v Guoknv EkAong ovoiag dvvapiv te kat kivnow, fig
Xwoig ovte éotiv oDte yvawoketal pvow.” Diekamp, “Ein christologisches Florilegium.” 14-15.

! See: "EvéQynua ... 10 anotéAeopua, 6meg amoteAel 1] évégyewn oL évegyoivros.” ViaeDux 11
4178—179‘

2 VigeDux XII1 7%,
3 “EveQyntTikov HEv yaQ eignTat adto 1o 6v, 0 g ovaiag mpaypa.” ViaeDux 11 417717,
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visible, = nor  explainable (Eounvevouévn) and  comprehensible
(mTa}\apBavopévq) according to its nature, species (1 €idet), form (oxjpaty
popdn), quality (mowotnti), quantity (moootnTi), existence (Oma&et),
composition (cvotdoet), or beauty (kaAAet).”! The human soul manifests itself
only through its energeiai. Anastasius linked this fact to the very name energeia:
'Energeia is so called because (the nature) exists (eivat) i.e. appears (paivecOat)
in its works (v €gyoig).”? The human energeiai can be seen in the body, which is
a means of the manifestation of the soul.®> The same characteristics can be
attributed to the nature of God. Like human nature, it is inconceivable* and
manifests itself only through its energeiai. While the body is a means of the
manifestation of human nature, the divine nature appears through the created
world.®> The property of the human soul to be inconceivable per se, and to
manifest itself only through the energeiai, exists owing to the similar property of

the divine nature, provided the human soul is an image of the divine nature.

! Opera 2 1 24%; see also VigeDux II 1%*%: ‘Avcégiotov d¢ 10 KTOTOV kai adQatov, oiov
ayyeAog, Ppuxn, daipwv.’

2 VigeDux 11 4180181,

3 "08ev navia 1 kat’ avmyv (= the soul) ayvoobvieg ék pOVWV TOV €V @ owpa'u TAvTNG
évegyelwv v tmapéy avthic motovueda.” Opera 2 12575,

4 See Opera 2 1 25%¢1,

> Tov Beov &k v €V Ti) dpwHéVT) KTioEL avToD éveQynuatwv v altod Bepalovueba
Oy, Opera 212%%%, Anastasius repeated this point in another passage: ‘Kai navv pév odv,
w avBowme, diux TOVTWV pavBdavouev OV TEOTOV TG ToL oD, MOTEQ &V TIVL OAUATL &V TG
KOO PaveQwoeas Te kal avadeifews.” Opera 2 14202,

¢ Tlaoa d¢ 1) epl avTig axataAnpio kai doddea kai adnAla o0dEV Etegov aivittetar el un)
10 xLElwg kai dANOGK eikdva avTV elvan ToL axataArintov Oeod.” Opera 2 I 255, The same
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Anastasius considered the energeia of the human nature to be composite
(ovotatikn})!, because the nature to which it belongs is composite. The
components of human nature, however, do not act independently from each
other, but always in interaction. Therefore, their activities are not independent
either, but constitute a single energeia. This activity is not fragmented, but whole
and undivided - in the image and likeness of the single energeia of the Holy
Trinity.? Anastasius developed this idea further and introduced a hierarchy of
the energeiai. At the very foundation of this hierarchy is the ‘most
comprehensive’ (meplekTikwtdTn)®, ‘embracing’ (mepUAnmTikn))?, ‘the most

important’ (kvglwtatn)’, ‘the most general’ (yevikwtatn)!, ‘unitary’ (éviaia)?,

idea occurs in the Basil of Caesarea’s homily Ei¢ 10 ITpdoexe ogeavt@: ‘Adpatov tov Beov eivar
ntioteve, v ceavtov Yuxnv évvoroag, Emel kal avT] owpaTkoig 0PpOaApols dAnmtdg
éotv. OUte yap kéxowotai, oUTe EOXNUATIOTAL OUTE TV XOQAKTQL CWMATIKY
neQLeiAnmTaL, GAA’ Ek TAV EveQyeidv yvwoiletan povov.” AttendeTibi 35'82, It was articulated
more explicitly in the [Tepi xataoxevnc avBpwrnov of Gregory of Nyssa: ‘Olkobv émeldn) &v
@V mepl TV Belav oy Dewpovpévwy EoTl TO AKATAANRTOV Tig 0Voilng dvdykn naoa kai
év ToUTE TV elkdva TEOG O agxétunov éxew v piunow. El yao 1 pév g etkdvog dpvoig
KateAauPaveto, 10 8¢ MEWTOTVTOV UTEQ KATAAT YLV T)v* 1] Evavtidtng v émbewpovpévav
16 dmuaQTuévov NG eikdvog diAeyxev. Enmedn d¢ diadedyeL TV YOIV 1) KATA TOV voiv
oV Nuétegov Guol, 6G Eott kat’ eikdva Tob xTiTavtog, et mEog O Umegkelpevov Exet
TV OUOBTTO, 1@ KaO' EaUTOV AYVWoTy Xapakmeilwv v akatdAnnrov ¢uow.” deOpificio
156.

1 Opera 2 TI1 47,

2 "Oner picv Kaf()poiav v évégyelav &v Muiv. Olte yap 1) Puxr dixa Adyouv émutedel 1,
oUte 6 Adyog dixa Yuxfg, ovte pnv 6 voig maAwv kab’ éautov xwolg g Puxns kal Tov
Adyov kategydletai T, dux TV Opodun] kai ouvudun] kai aAAnAévdetov abT@vV KOV
dUvapiv Te kal Evégyewrv TNV kat’ eikdva kal Opoiwow Oeod.” Opera 2 1 5510,

3 Opera 2 VII 13+%,

* Opera 2 VII 1%4.

5 Opera 2 VII 1%.
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and ‘essential’ (ovowwdNC)® energeia. This energeia constitutes a root that sheds
and gives rise (mnyaia kat yevvnuikn oiCa)* to the derivative energeiai that
appear to be the offspring and branches (fAaoTol kai kA6veg) of the former®.
The latter were considered by Anastasius as energeiai® or ‘cooperative energeiai’
(ovvégyewat)’ of the chief energeia. They are particular energeiai (peokai®, kata
pépog’) which were born (dmotiktopévar)'? and produced (npoioboat)! by the
chief one.”? Every nature has a similar hierarchy of energeiai’* Anastasius

illustrated this distinction by the example of fire. The chief energeia of fire is a

1 Opera 2 VII 1%,

2Opera 2 VII 1%,

3 Opera 2 VIL 1%

* Opera 2 VI 13>%.

5 Opera 2 VII 145,

¢ Opera 2 VIL 1%,

7 Opera 2 VIL 1%,

8 Opera 2 VII 1%,

? Opera 2 VII 1%,

19 Opera 2 VII 1655,

1 Opera 2 VII 1%,

2 ‘Obtw pot voeL kai €nl mavtwv eV0EPAG TRV PUCEWV pilav etval TV PUOIKNV EKAOTNG
oV0IaG TEQLEKTIKWTATIV Kal Kupuotdtnv évépyewav, &€ fic domep nnyaiag Twvog kal
yevvnukic ¢ilng mpoioboat kabopdviat kai ai pegal tavtng, V' odtwg elnw, T
TLEQLEKTIKNG Kol 00OW0doVG éveQyeing évégyewxnl.’ Opera 2 VII 1338; see also Opera 2 VII 21124,

13 ‘Evprioet 6 ovvetog kal’ éautov yvuvalwv naoav Guow €xovoav €v éauti kai v
TEQLEKTIKWTATIV AVTHC Kal TTEQIANTTTIKTV EVEQYEIRV, Kal TAAWY v TavTn T Tnyaiq Tog

Kot pégog avthg LR avTi¢ AMoTIKTOUEVAGS Kal poiovoag évepyeing.” Opera 2 VII 16246,
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burning power (kavotikr) d0vapg). At the same time, fire has other powers: it
lights, warms up, revives, cleanses; it is directed up and cannot be touched.!
Another example is that of the moon. The chief activity of the moon is shining.
Among its secondary activities are moving, eclipsing, increasing and
decreasing, causing tides, and changing the size of fishes and trees.
Remarkably, the secondary energeiai can be opposed to each other. For example,
the energeiai of the earth can be both fertile and fruitless; they can both heal and
cause diseases and even death.’

Following the same pattern, Anastasius distinguished between the single,
chief, will of a nature and the multiplicity of secondary wills originating from
the former.® He called the chief will ‘comprehensive’ (megiextikn 8éAnoig)s, ‘the
most comprehensive’ (meplextikwtatov OéAnua)s, ‘the most general’

(vevikwtatov), and ‘the most important’ (kvoutatov)!. Concerning the divine

' ‘Ovkobv woneg pin Adyetal andBou 1) 10D mveods VO kai v avTig Drdpxet 1O GLoKOV
TLEQLEKTIKOV Kal KUQOV DU, TOUTETTIV 1] KAVOTIKT dOVas, dp@viat dE Aotnov v tav)
™) LoD WDISTNTL DoTEe TaRadLAdES TivEC kai ETegat TOD TVEOG DIOTNTES, TOVTEOTL TO
dWTIOTIKOV, TO avwdepés, T0 anAadnTov, o Begpavtikdy, 16 Lwoyovikdv, T0 kaBagTikdv.’
Opera 2 VII 123,

2 See Opera 2 VI 1403,

3 Opera 2 VI1 1737,

* “Ex toUtov toivuv tol megiektikwtatov BeArjuatog duddpooa Oeod DeArjpata ngoeABdvia
éyvwuev.” Opera 2 VII 1'0192; see also Opera 2 VII 21124,

5 Opera2 V1 17,
¢ Opera 2 VI 1%.

7 Opera 2 VII 1%,
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nature, its chief will was referred to by the Apostle Paul when he said: ‘He
wants all men to be saved and to come to knowledge of the truth’ (1 Tim 2, 4).2
Among the secondary wills of the divine nature, Anastasius distinguished the
providential (nmgovontika)?, the spiritual (voepa)!, teaching and correcting
(moudevtikd)®, ordering (mpootaxtika)?, hortatory (magaivetika)’, and
consolatory wills (mapaxAnTika GeAﬁpdTa)S. These secondary wills were
revealed many times in the history of salvation, as e.g. God’s commandments to
Adam, Noah, Abraham, Moses and other prophets, and were finally manifested
in the incarnation of the Logos.*

Anastasius inquired into other properties of will and provided several
distinctions of this faculty. Thus, the will to him was a reaching out of the

rational essence towards what it longs for (ovoiag voepag kai Aoywkng épeoig

! Opera 2 VII 1%8%,

2 See: ‘@FANUA YEVIKWTATOV KAl KUQUOTATOV Kal TEQLEKTKWTIATOV ThG Oelag ¢duoewg
emwotapeda 10 ‘0éAewv maviag avBownovg cwbfval katl eig Eniyvworv aAnBeing EABetv.
Opera 2 VII 19101,

3 Opera 2 VIL 1'%1%; see ps.-Dionysius, deCael 44.20, 49.7; deDiv 213.14.

* Opera 2 VII 1'%; see ps.-Dionysius, deDiv 115.9, 116.15, 131.4 etc.

5 Opera 2 VII 121

¢ Opera 2 VII 1212,

7Opera2 VI 1'2,

8 Opera 2 VII 1'2,

9 See Opera 2 VII 1102105,
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TROS TO kaTaBvpov).! It is an intellectual aspiration of the immaterial essence
(oVoiag voepag voega 6peic).? Etymologically, the will (Bé-Anua) signifies that
the nature aspires (Oé-ewv) after what it longs for, or possesses whatever it
wants.® The will constitutes an integral faculty of the soul. Without its will, the
soul would have neither the internal logos (A6yov évdiaBetov), nor the mental
capacities (vonouwv, dudvowrv), the circumscribed and proceeding activity
(meoryoantnv 1) éxmopevtiknv évépyewxv), or the ability to move in space
(toruknv petdotaov).t It would be deprived of such essential properties as
desiring (émBOuunrtikr)), ruling (é£ovowxotikn), cultivating (yewoyntikn),
thinking (¢vOuunuatkt), and the capacity to argue and know (codprotnkn).® It
would be irrational (dAoyog) and ignorant (&yvowx).6

Following preceding theological and philosophical tradition, Anastasius
closely linked the volitional and the mental faculties of the human soul. To him,
whatever is intellectual is simultaneously volitional” Sometimes he added to

this link the energeia. Thus, whatever the human nature of Christ performed, it

! VigeDux 11 434,

2 VigeDux IT 4188

3 VineDux 11 4%,

4 Opera 2 TI1 49790,
5 Opera 2 X 11315,

¢ Opera 2 111 5'°,

7 'T6 voedv kal AoyoTikoVv Tjtot ovAevutikov kai BeAnTkov.” Opera 2 111 257, see also: ‘[1av
Yo voepov pddnAov 8T kal GeAntikov.” VigeDux 11 445,
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did ‘with a true, rational, volitional, and energetic feeling.”? This means that
Christ acted always with the participation of his intellect and his will.
Anastasius also linked the will to the desiring capacity of the soul, as well as to
love. The love that Anastasius implied included a wide range of the meanings
expressed by the words t66ag, émBupia, ayanm, and éowg.?

Following preceding tradition, Anastasius drew a distinction between
three types of will, according to its relation to nature. These were divine,
human, and fleshy wills. The divine will transcends the laws of human nature
(rép Vo). The human will accords with the laws of the nature (xata
¢vow). Finally, the fleshy will is contrary to the laws of the nature (mapx
¢vowv).? Anastasius thoroughly analysed the notion of will in the context of its
relation to the nature, and the outcome of this analysis can be summarized in

the following table:

! “Ev axioBnjoel aAnOel, Aoyiotki) kai BeArtkt] kai évegynTiky.’ Opera 2 V1 3%¥,
2 Opera 2 111 44550,
3 Opera 2 V14,
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divine will

natural human will

fleshy will

This will is uncreated
(axTiotov BEANUA)!,
ruling (deomotikdv), and
permitting
(¢ruToemTikGv).2 It
transcends the laws of the
nature (10 UTéQ pvow).3 It
is ceaseless (o0
ntavopévn)* and neither
motionless (ov rjpepovon),
nor silent (o0 orywoa).5 It
is unchangeable (ovk
aAdotovpévn)f, not
subjected to the time, body,
life, or death (oUyx OO
X00VOU, 0V DX 0WUATOG,
oV dix Lwng, oL dix
Bavatov).” It is good,
pleasing, and perfect
(dyaBov kai ebdQeatov
kol TéAelov BéAnua).t It

belongs not only to God,

This will is an immaterial
movement of the desiring
part of the soul, being
performed in accordance
with the laws of the nature
and impelling man
towards the desired
(xivnoig voepa Tov
érBuuntikov pépoug g
YPuxne kata GOV TIEOG
10 moBovuevov
ouvwBoboa OV
avBowmov).” It belongs to
the men’s rational soul
(T1g Aoyxng RV Yuxng
0éAnpua).’® It is rational,
wishing, and essential (¢
PYuxnc AoyloTikov kai
gmBuuLTikoV 0VoLWdES
BéAnpa)'s, as well as
volitional and mental

(BéAnoic AoyloTikn),
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This will, unlike the natural
one, is not created by God
and does not function
according to the image and
likeness of God?, but is
contrary to the laws of the
human nature (10 taga
®Oowv)*, It is diabolic and
material (cagkuov fyovv
dLxPoAtkov kai DAtkOV
OéAnua)?, alien and evil
(¢neioaktov kal
TTOVIEOV)Z,

It bends men, makes them
defiled and mired (06 10D
oaQkikov DeArjuatog
KATOKAUTTOMEVOL Kl
poAvvouevol kat
BooPopovuevol)®, forces
them to live according to
the flesh.3 Adultery®,

misuse of God'’s gifts*, and



but to man too. It is
inherent in the human
nature as a spiritual
aspiration after the things
that transcend the nature
(mapa dvBpwmoLs 1) ThHg
EudpUToU voepag 0péEEws
TEOG TO LTTEQ PVOLV €K
00 kata pvow éneilig).’
It is in the possession of
those who despise the
temporary life. Such were
the Christian martyrs.1
Virginity!! and disregard
of all earthy things?,
including one’s parents
and relatives', are among

the fruits of the divine will.

BovAevtikn, dlavontucy)y.
It can be called ‘a volitional
and desiring property and
a power’ (DeAnTikr) kati
grmBounTikr) €€1g kat
dUvapuig).'® It was created
and given to men by God
(BedkTioToV Kl
Beoodotov).” It originates
from God'’s breath. It was
planted in men by God
(Oeddutov). 2 It fqnctions
according to the image and
likeness of God (xat’
eikova kai dpoiwov @Eéi)
vmagxovon)?, and in
accordance with the laws
of the human nature (to
xatd GUow)®. It is
blameless (Gpwpog xai
adaPAnTog). It is
subordinate
(bmotaktikédv) and

obedient (OUnakovotixdv)
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dishonouring the parents

are among its fruits.¥



to the divine will.? It seeks
after the married life? and
aspires after the goods of
the present age.” The men,
who follow this will, love
their parents and

relatives.?®

1 Opera 2 111 234,
2Opera 2 111 672,

3 Opera 2 V4.

4 Opera 2 X 122,

5 Opera 2 X 12223,
¢ Opera 2 X 1%,

7 Opera 2 X 12324,
8 Opera 2 V513,

9 ViaeDux I 41718,

10°To ¢ katadQovelv TAAWV Thg €vBade (wiig, kB kai ot paQETUEES énoinoav, TovTo OeikOv
kai Omég $pvowv 0éAnua.” Opera 2 V3632,

1 Yrtég oo d¢ Oeikdv 0éANUa, 1) magBevia.” Opera 2 V4041,

12 '@elov d& BEAN U TO KATAPQOVELY DIk BEOV TAVIWY TWV TaedvVTwV dyabav.” Opera 2 V-
48

13'To d¢ dux @eov agvelobal avtole kata v Tob Kupiov dwwnv v Aéyovoav 6t “El g

ovk adr) matéga Kal PNTépa kal Tékva Kal akoAovBel Oniow pov, ovk éotL pov &&log,” Tovto
ws dANBag Belov kal dyaBov kai eDGedtov katl téAeov BéAnua.” Operg 2 V51-5%,
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¥ VigeDux 11 41416,

15 Opera 2 TII 2353,

16 Opera 2 111 26-%2; see also Opera 2 III 274 ‘OéAnoiwc Aoylotkr).’

17 Opera 2 11 3%, In another passage Anastasius clearly identifies the volitional and mental
faculties of human soul: “To voepov kai Aoytotikov fj1ol BovAevTikov kai BeAntucév.” Opera 2
10T 4911,

18 Opera 2 VII 19+%,

19 Opera 2 TI1 2%,

2 ‘Ovkodv el ék otdpatog kal mvorc @eod nigonABev i) Puxr|, £k mvorg Beod mponAbov kai
ovpunEonABov mavta ta TG YPuxHg ovoWDdTN BUOUATA, TOUTETTL TO AOYLOTIKOV, TO VOEQOV, TO
BeAnTIKOV, TO EveQYTNTIkGV, TO Lwomotd.” Opera 2 TIT 414,

2 Opera 2 111 28,

22 Opera 2 111 25253; see also Opera 2 111 27477,

B Opera 2 V34,

2 Opera 2 11 2%,

3 QOpera 2 111 676.

2% ‘Kata ooy puowov Béanua, 6 yapog.” Opera 2 V¥,

7' TI&AWY Te ot GUOLY €07l 10 B€Aerv T ayaBd v maQdviwv. Opera 2 V445,

8 ‘Kai 10 Tinav d¢ matéga kai unTépa kai ayanav Tovg ouyyevels duowdv éotv kal
adukPAnTOoV O€ANNA.” Opera 2 V4950,

2 ‘Ovkobv 6te dkovonc ToD aLToD 600V TATEOG 1) £TEQOV TIVOC TV TATéQWV Aéyovtog 6Tt
Ndavioev 6 Xpwotog 10 oapgkikov BéAnua kai katioynoe ta avlooniva BeAnuata, kal
XWEIG &vBoWTivwy AoYIOUDV Kail oagkikwv OeAnuatwv dTAYE, kal 6t mapytoato ThHv
oaQKIKNV Eévégyelav, yvwOt akopis Gt oV mv kat’ eikdva kai kad’ dpolwowv avtod
BéAnoiv te kal évégyelav Thg voepag Puxis TG €k ToU aXQAVTOov Kal ACWHATOV aUToD
otdpatos meoeABovon fiddvioev 1) éEnAenbev § katioynoev: émel evoeBoETaL TX VT
avToD yevvnBévia kai €§ avtod npoeABovia kataAvwv kai adavilwv kal AVATEENWY We
TOVNEQ Kol AoVUbwva kat &vTidika avtod.” Opera 2 111 512513,

3 Opera 2 V4,
3 Opera 2 111 2573; see also Opera 2 111 51,

32 Opera 2 111 25560,
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33 Opera 2 T11 25759,

3 To oapkikws CNv.” Opera 2 V3,

3 ‘Tlapa Vot dE oagkikov BEANUa, 1] Topveia.” Opera 2 V3940,

3 Y.axprcov 08 BEANUA E0TL TO kakdG kexoNoBal Tais tob Beod dwpealis.” Opera 2 V454,

37T B¢ T00T0C ATHALELY CAQKIKOV kal TTOVIeov €otL BéAnua.’ Opera 2 V5051,
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Anastasius applied the same distinctions to the energeiai and classified them in

divine, natural, and fleshy:

divine energeia

natural human energeia

fleshy energeia

This energeia is
uncircumscribed
(&amepiypamntog)! and
unchangeable
(avaAAoiwroc?,
atpemtoc?). It is spread
everywhere throughout the
world (naykoéouiog?,
navtitonog?, 1) tov
Kéopov APovoA Kat
TAVTOG VTIAQXOLOA TOD
Beob Adyov évépyelad,
navti évegyel) and
simultaneously transcends
the world (Omegkdopioc).8
It is uncreated?, immortal®®,
providential (povorntikr)),
creative (drjpovpyikn),

inexhaustible

This energeia was created
(OedrtioTog)'? and given
(Oedodotog) by God.
Alike the natural human
will, it originates from
God’s breath'* and
therefore is ‘Oeryrtvoug’. It
functions according to the
image and likeness of God
(xat’ eikdva kai dpoiwotv
Beob DTapxovoa)®® and in
result is similar to the
energeia of God
(Bedpo10c)."” In contrast to
the divine energeia, it is
changeable. For instance, it
changes from the state of
the corruptedness into the

state of the

287

This energeia is disposed
against the nature (mapa
dUov évéQyein)? and is
‘satanic’ (catavikn)?. It is
external and foreign to the
human nature
(¢mteioaxtog).” It has
simultaneously an active
and a passive aspect. In its
active aspect, itisa
passionate activity of the
sin (1) éunmadnge g
aupaptiag évégyewa).? In
its passive aspect, itis
affected and moved by the

energeia of devil.®



(avéxAelntog), immaterial
(voepa), holy (iega), steady
(axAvic), penetrating
through (dLe£odevtikn),
never-ending
(dTeAevTOC), having as
its source God who rules
through it the world
(Beapxixny), principal
(mowmn), middle (péon),

and last (teAevtaia). !

incorruptedness.'® It is able
to suffer and to be
submitted to the external
activities (rtabnt)).? It is
blameless (&pwpog kat
aduafAntoc)? and
vivifying (Cwomoiog). 2 Tt
keeps the body in life and
brings somatic components
together (Cwtwkn) kai
OLOTATIKT) TOV CWHATOG
évépyewn). 2 It is an agent,
through which the Logos
kept together, vivified and
made grow (ouvekpAatel
kol éCwoToiet kal nOEet)
his body.® It is limited in
the space? and therefore

circumscribed

(mepryoantac)®.

1 Opera 2 VI 233 see also Opera 2 VII 3%,

288




2 Opera 2 V1I 38%7; see also Opera 2 VIII 31217, Opera 2 IX 110104,
3 Opera 2 IX 18

4 Opera 2 11 3%.

5 Opera 2 V123,

¢ Opera 2 V122628,

7 Opera 2 V1 2%,

8 Opera 2111 3%.

9 See Opera 2 VI 32,

10 Opera 2 IX 162,

n Operq 2IX 333,

12 Opera 2 111 25; see also Opera 2 V1 32,

13 Opera 2 111 3%.

14 ‘OvkoUV el £k OTOUATOS Kal TTvorg Beol mEofADev 1) Yux), ék Tvorlc Beod mpofABov kai
ovumnponABov mavta & e Yuxne ovowodn BLwpata, TOUVTECTL 10 AOYLOTIKOV, T0 VoeQdV, TO
BeAnTiov, 10 évegyntkdy, 10 Lwomow.” Opera 2 T 414,

15 Opera 2 111 47,

U Opera 2 111 25253; see also Opera 2 111 27477

17 Opera 2 111 4.

18 Opera 2 VII 38990,

19 Opera 2 IX 154

2 Opera 2 111 253,

2 Opera 2 111 2%; 11 333,

2 Opera 2 111 26263; see also Opera 2 111 3%,

2 Opera 2 11 3323,

2 See Opera 2 VI 225%: “Tfig yaQ QUOews kai EVEQYEIRG TS ayiag avtob oagkdg v udvn i
Tovdaia duxtpBovong.’

25 See Opera 2 V1 2%,

289



2% Opera 2 I1I 26
2 Opera 2 111 5'%.
28 Opera 2 X 4%

2 Opera 2, 111 25,

% Opera 2 T11 25557,
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Anastasius touched on the notion of the gnomic will, which signified to

him a particular choice of man:

There are many gnomic wills in our nature, for one man wants to be different
from others (idwxlewv), one wishes to build, another to cultivate the land,
another to sail, and so on.!

The Sinaita opposed the gnomic wills to the natural will. To him, there
were many gnomic wills in human nature, but only one natural will. The
former was particular, whereas the latter common to all beings that share the
same nature.

Both the natural energeia and the- natural will have many things in
common. For instance, they originate from the same breath of God.? Moreover,
Anastasius sometimes appeared to consider them as a single thing, as in the
following passage in which Christ was described as having a rest ‘according to
his will’ and sleeping ‘according to his energeia’:

When you see him ’sitting after his journey,’ ‘being tired’ (John 4, 6), and having
a rest, do not be frightened to say that he deliberately refreshed himself (by
having a sit), according to the will of the tired body (xatd v avanavotiknv
oD KEKOTAKOTOG owuatos O€éAnov). And when you see him ‘“sleeping on the
cushion’ (Mark 4, 38), do not refuse to say that he deliberately slept according
to the energeia of the body (kata v Tob owuatog évégyeix).

By mixing the notions, Anastasius apparently intended to underline that
the terms ‘will’ and ‘energeia’ express the same reality. This reality is the

property of the nature. In other words, both energeia and will are the properties

! VigeDux 11 48365,
2 Opera 2 111 414,

3 Opera 2 V&7,
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of the nature. Sometimes, in result, Anastasius called them ‘volitional’
(BeAnTucov) and ‘energetical’ (évegyntikov) properties of the soul.! He also
spoke of a volitional power (OeAnTikr) dUvapic) and an essential and vivifying
energeia (0VOWONG, LwTtikn, (wOTOLOG évéQyewn) as rational properties (Aoywai
d1oreg) of men.? To him, the human will and energeia were the heavenly
(ovpavixt) properties (iduwotnteg) of the soul, which were given by God
(OeompoPAnToL).3

The property of the nature is all-comprehensive (neptextikwrtatn).* This
means that it embraces the energeia and will, along with the other faculties and
properties of the nature. In the case of the divine nature, for example, it is
omnipotence and incircumscribability®, whereas in the case of the humanity of
Christ, it is createdness and purity®.

Anastasius extended the characteristics of the natures into the natural

wills and energeiai. For instance, because Christ’s divine nature is omnipresent

! Opera 2 111 4°,

2 Opera 2 VII 33341,

3 Opera 2 X 5%.

4 See Opera 2 VI1 21378,

5 Christ has ‘kata v Qedmra v negekTikwTaTnV ThG Oelng pvoews OeAnuuciv te kal
éveQynTiknv mavtodvvapov kai amnegiypamtov EEwv thg ovowdove BeAnoews kal
évegyeiag.” Opera 2 VII 21275,

¢ "Doavtws kal &nl g kad’ vméoTacy NVWHEVNS avt@ AvOQWTIOTNTOS TV TEQLEKTIKTV
Nuov Ths voepas PYuxng EEwv te kai dvvauwy BeAntnv v Bedktiotov kai kabapdav
avBpwmvov ovoudlopev év Xoworp OéAnua. Opera 2, VII 2, 17-20. See also: Christ
Katedégato petd twv Aoy g GLoEWS THOV BEOKTIOTWY IDwpdtwy Kai 10 Bedputov

¢ Yuxns OéAnipa.” Opera 2 VI 3994,
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and uncircumscribed (ndylcéowog kol aneplypantog), the divine activities are
also omnipresent and uncircumscribed. Similarly, because Christ’s humanity is
circumscribed and limited within tﬁe topos, so are the human energeiai.’ As the
human nature of Christ is consubstantial with our nature, so his powers
(duvdpeic) and characteristic properties (€£¢1g) are consubstantial with ours.? It
is also possible to put things vice versa and to suggest that the properties of the
will and energeia are applicable to their nature: ‘Whatever is the will, such is
always the nature, and whatever is the essential energeia, such is the essence.’
The will and energeia are not only essential elements of the nature, but
also its decoration.* The nature owes to the will and energeia all its value,
honour, and beauty. Owing to the will and energeia, man differs from the
animals®, receives enlightenment from God¢, and obtains divine and human

knowledge’. Man'’s deification is possible thanks to the will and energeia.® They

1 See Opera 2 VI 23X,

2 'OvKoUV W KVgiws kai aAnBdg 6uoovoLog U@y oboa 1 Gxeavtog Yuxt tob Xelotod
OpooVoioUg UV kal aveAAInels kail Tag oixeing duvapels kai éew éxéxmmro.” Opera 2 VI 3%
%, See also: ‘Zopa 10 xal’ uac avédafev 6 Xpwotog 1 avBowmivnv odoka 1) évégyelav 1

B0éANua 1) LTI Tavtoiav opoovoov Nuiv.” VigeDux XIV 2772,

3 ‘Ola 1} BéAnoig, towadtn mAvIwe kal 1) PUow kail olx 1) oLoWddNG évégyelr, ToLadT
dnAovétL kai 1) ovaia.” Opera 2 X 1'2,

* ‘Katakoopovoat ... OV EVTOG NHOV Kal tOV kTdg dvOgwrov.’ Opera 2 X 5467,

5’ Ak TovTwV TG aAdyov xwelldueba ovoing.’ Opera 2 X 5%,

¢ ‘Awx TovTWV TS Beiag anoAadopev EAAGUYews.” Opera 2 X 533,

7' Awx ToUTV Belav kail avBowniviv yvaowy neocAapiBavoueba.’ Opera 2 X 533,

8 Awx tovTwV Beoi kai viol MipioTov avadetkvopeOa.” Opera 2 X 53%,
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make him a king and a master of creation, who enjoys the honour of God.!
Owing to them, the soul has its specific character, form, and beauty? and
rejoices even after having separated from the body.? In the future life, the soul
will worship God through the will and energeia.* Also after the resurrection,
people will follow divine commandments and enjoy spiritual progress through
their wills and energeiai.’

Although consubstantial with the human energeia of Christ and enjoying
the divine honour and glory, the energeia of ordinary men is not identical with
that of Christ.® The_main difference between them is that the human activities
are not free, but subject to the necessity of nature. The activities of Christ, on the

other hand, are free.”

T 'Alx to0Twv 10 BacAkov Kai E5ovoaotikov kai Beotiuntov Nuev yvweiletat afiwpa.’
Opera 2 X 5%%,

2 ‘Aix TOUTLV 6 AXAQAKTNQIOTOS avTHS (= YPuxnc) Xapakte kai popdr kai 0 Umégkaiov
KkA&AA0g kaAAwTiletaL” Opera 2 X 5340,

C 3 'Aux toUtwv kai xwEuopévr Tol oWMatog 1) Tveuuatodogos Yuxn aydAAetal xai
ebdpaivetar’ Opera 2 X 54042,

¢ Tegaiger Oeov dux TG voegag avtis kal apBagTov kai avelaAe(nTov TVEVHATIKAG
BeAfoewg kai Oeagéotou kal el ov kai Oeolwovu Lwomowd évegyeiag.” Opera 2 X 54648,

> ‘O€AeL kal EveQyel kai HETd TNV avaotaowy 1) YuxT) T Bela MTEOTTAYUATR, KAL TIQOKOTIAG
aiwviovs kal avaPdaoeis év i) kaedia tiBetar.” Opera 2 X 5552,

¢ 'AAN Suwg o katd TV THETéQaY OQYMV 1) OgYT| ToD XQLOoTOoU, OU KAt THV THetéoav
aywviov 1) dywvia avToD, 00dE T AoTd T& dvOeWTIVWS Yivopeva 1) AeyOpeva eig adtov.’
Opera 2 V1 35861,

7 “Hueilg pév yaQ €5 davdyxkng vmokeipeBa taic Guokaic avaykaic 100 owuatos 6 dé
Xowotde, Bedg kai dbeondtg kat momtg g pvoews Wv, 6te BovAeto, kabwg 1iBovAeTo,

ExaAvaywyet wx The pvoews.” Opera 2 VI 3625,
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Anastasius inquired into the relations between not only the notions of
energeia, will, and nature, but between them and the acting and willing subject,
i.e. the hypostasis. To him, the ultimate subject of all activities is the person of
Christ who acts and determines how the nature should act. The Logos provides
the soul with the rules, according to which it must act. The soul, therefore, is
also a source or ‘subject’ of the energeiai. However, in contrast to the Logos, it is
not independent in its activities, but acts according to the rules given by the
Logos. It is rather a mediator between the Logos and the body.! To be a
mediator, however, meant to Anastasius to be able to will and act humanly.?
Therefore, the soul must have its own will and energeia. There is also a mediator
between the soul and the energeia — the will. For example, such human energeiai
as sorrow (AVmmn) and trouble (&dnuovia) would be impossible without the
participation of the human will. Anastasius found one more mediator of the
Logos - the flesh (capé&). He opposed it to the ‘divine flesh’ (Beooagéf) — the
word he coined in imitation of Dionysius. With reference to Athanasius’ Against
Arians, Anastasius suggested that sometimes Christ acted through his ‘divine

flesh’ (Oeooagxki), and sometimes simply through the flesh (oagki)3 This

V' Ak 8€ maAw g Lwtkig kai Lwonowd Oe00ddtov avtic, Aéyw b1 The PuxTs T Voepag,
evepyeilag ovvekpatel kal éCwomoiel kai Vel T oikelov o@pa O Bedg Adyog kata tov dgov
kal Adyov Gv dédwie Ti) Aoyt Yuxi) Lwomoielv kai ouykpately kal abfelv kal kivelv v
TGOV owpdtwv Gpvow.” Opera 2 111 3338; see also Opera 2 VII 221-24; VIII 3648, V

2'EiL oUv dBeAng €0t ki &vevégyntog (= the human soul of Christ), mdg dbvatal peciteverv;
To yao peotrebov dnAovott BovAevtikag kai évepyntikag peoitever.” Opera 2 VI 32628,

3 ‘AaPwv (= Athanasius) yap ¢ Oeddpowv kai kopudpaiog 0pBodoliag maga ITétgov tov
kopudaiov Thg evoePeilng 1& onéouata 10D “Xouotod nabdviog gagki” (1 Pet 4, 1), ovtw kai
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signified to him that along with his theandric energeiai, Christ had purely

human ones — Anastasius’ favourite argument in support of the two energeiai.

5.3.3. THEANDRIC ENERGEIA

Anastasius had no doubts about the orthodoxy of Dionysius. He called
him a ‘teacher’ (dddokaAog)' or a ‘divine teacher’ (B¢log ddATKAAOG?,
Beonéolog®). He not only accepted Dionysius’ conception of the ‘theandric
energeia,’ but also developed it further. He applied the term ‘theandric’ to
whatever exists in the two natures of Christ.* In particular, he characterized the
two wills of Christ as theandric. He blamed the Monothelites for they ‘say that
Christ’s will is not theandric, common (kowvév), mixed (pktéVv), or composed

(ovvBetov), but simple (amAovv), unmixed (dpiyég), and foreign to any

_participation (dxolvwvrntov).”®

Christ for Anastasius was theandric in two senses: as a single person and

as one who exists in two natures. In the former sense, he is theandric entirely,

“XploTob mewvaoavtog oapkl,” kai “Xootov difmoavtog oagkl,” kai “Xgotod Invwoavtog
oagki,” kai “XguotoU dakgioavtog gagkil,” kat “Xguotod mgooevyxouévov cagki,” kal
“Xoiotob komdoavtog oagkl” Opera 2 VIII 5412, compare Athanasius, contArian 26.396'%%;
contArian 26,433%-26.433%.

' Opera 2 VIII 17°.

2 Opera2 VI 21

3 Opera 2 IX 34,

4 ‘OeavdQxdV Yap T0 €v tais dvo avtol GVoeoty DTLGoxov Aéyetal” Opera 2 VIII 36465,

5 Opera 2 X 1811,
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whereas in the latter sense only partly, i.e. some of his faéulties are theandric
and some are not. The Sinaita drew this distinction by applying the adjective
‘theandric’ in different grammatical genders. In the former sense, he used the
masculine — Oeavdpoikog, whereas in the latter sense the neuter - Beavdoikda?,
apparently by analogy with the distinction of &AAog and &AAo. He considered
the issue of the ‘theandric energeiai’ in the context of the partly theandric Christ
and followed the concept of the ‘mixed energeiai’ introduced by Sophronius.
Anastasius called these energeiai ‘mixed” (puxtat).? To him, this sort of energeiai
was different from purely human and purely divine ones. To underline this, he
laid stress on _the word ‘mew’ (kawvn}) in the Dionysian formula. This word
meant for the Sinaita that the ‘theandric ehergeia’ is foreign (£€vm), astonishing
(Bavpaotn), wonderful (napadofoc)?, and transcending humanity.* Anastasius
emphasised that Dionysius applied the term ‘theandric’ not to all the human
activities of Christ, but only to those which transcend ordinary human
activities.” Anastasius added some synonymous expressions to the formula of

‘theandric energeia’. Thus, Christ to him acted ‘theandrically, ‘commonly,’

! "Aatobto oDv kal Nueig ov Beavdowa Aéyopev tax avBowrva tod Xpwotod, i kal
Beavdgikog v, adaigetog év ékaoty neaypatt.” Opera 2 VIII 451,

2 Opera 2 IX 38.
3 Opera 2 IX 312

4 See Opera 2 VIII 1'°. Anastasius quoted Dionysius verbatim: “Ymég dvBowmov évegyelv ta
avBowrov.” ep. 4, PG 3, 1072°, ’

5 See Opera 2 VIII 1152,

297



‘composedly’ (Oeavdoikag, kowvawg, ovvlétws)!, and ‘commonly according to
his personal wholeness’ (k0lV@G kAT TV TEOCWTIKTV avTOL OAGTNTA )2 He
also used the word ‘Beoocagf’ in the form of an adverb, Beooapgki, as a
synonym to the word ‘Beavdptkog.”

Anastasius distinguished between the single Christ as an ultimate subject
of all activities, and his natures as their intermediary subjects. He used the
activities as adjectives when referred to the natures, and as adverbs when
referred to the hypostasis. Therefore, by saying that Christ acted ‘theandrically,’
‘commonly,” and ‘composedly,” he implied that the same Christ acted as man
and God.

Although Anastasius shared with the Monenergists the belief that Christ
had theandric activities, the difference between them consisted in whether all
the energeiai are theandric. Anastasius accepted that only some energeiai of
Christ are theandric, while others are either purely divine, or purely human. At
the same time for the Monenergists, as he believed, all the energeiai of Christ

were theandric:

The new disciples of the ancient Manichaeans and Severans in a wrong and
Manichaean way interpret and say that ‘Everything that Christ spoke or did
after the unity is theandric, common to his divinity and humanity, and happens
according to the theandric energeia. It is apparent that they (=the actions)

! Opera 2 V1 2'718; see also Opera 2 IX 3214 “Trjv Beavdow1|v TOUTETTL ... TNV KOG dux TG
BedtrTOC AvTOD KAl THG AVOEWTOTNTOS €V TQ) dua TeaTTOpéVV.

2 VineDux XIII 5118119,

#'To d¢ “Beooapki” buoldv EoTL Tol BeavdokoD, dneg Tag dV0 ToL XQLoToL onpaivel Ppooeis.”
Opera 2 VIII 4131,
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should be attributed commonly to his divinity and humanity, since the divine
energein of God Logos prevailed and turned whatever belongs to the flesh into
the divine energeia, because what is stronger (= the divinity) gains the upper
hand over the flesh.”!

This passage consists of two parts, which seem to be mutually
contradictory. Thus, the first states that the Monenergists believed that all the
activities of Christ are theandric. The second, however, implies that the human
energeia, for the Monenergists, has vanished and turned into divine energeia.
This contradiction, however, should not be explained by inaccuracy on the part
of Anastasius, who actually referred, though only briefly, to two different kinds

of Monenergism: Chalcedonian and anti-Chalcedonian.

5.3.4. ARGUMENTS IN FAVOUR OF TWO ENERGEIAI

~ Anastasius followed two different approaches in support of the concept
of two energeiai in Christ. The first was a traditional one, and consisted in
pérsuading his opponents by means of logical arguments designed in
accordance with the rules of the theological polemics of that time. The second
was artistic rather than logical. In its context, Anastasius preferred beautiful
illustrations of the conceptions, which were to be proved, rather than irrefutable
proofs. They were designed to catch the attention of readers through their

- thetorical beauty and addressed to those who ‘have ears to hear.? These

! Opera 2 VIII 3119,
2 See Opera 2 X 55+65,
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arguments had the persuasiveness of art rather than of mathematics. Anastasius
apparently preferred such ‘artistic’ arguments. Hence the considerable number
of inaccuracies in his arguments and especially in his quotations. But he did not
care too much about accuracy. If he had a choice between the rhetorical beauty
of an argument and its logical consistency, he could prefer the former.

Being so concerned about the ‘aesthetic” aspect of his arguments, he tried
to be an artist even in his strictly polemical approach and avoided the well-
trodden paths. He was innovative in his arguments and did not hesitate to
introduce neologisms such as the words “Ppuxavdoikos’ or ‘ocwuatopvxoc.”?
Even such a ‘routine’ task as classification of the activities, was accomplished by

Anastasius in a specific way, as will be shown in the following chapter.

5.3.4.1. DIVERSITY OF ACTIVITIES

The spectrum of Christ’s ‘activities considered by Anastasius was
manifold, though not set out in a systematic way. The only systematization that
Anastasius applied consisted in putting the similar kinds of activities together,
without further explanation. Anastasius considered there to be three kinds of
activities in Christ: mixed theandric, purely divine and purely human. His aim
was to show that along with the mixed activities, Christ had ‘pure’ ones

associated exclusively with either the divine or human nature. By this means,

1 See Opera 2 I1I 3%,
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he sought to prove the theandric activities to be not ‘monolithic,” but rather
composite of the divine and human energeiai.

Anastasius emphatically considered lack of an activity as an energeia. For
instance, the insensibility of the body of Christ in the tomb constituted for him a
kind of a purely human activity.! So did the speechlessness (apOeyEin), either
when Christ was a baby? or when his body lay in the tomb?®. Another example
of this sort of activity was Christ, when he was wrapped in a linen cloth.* Such
energeiai can be labelled “potential,’ as opposed to ‘actual.’ In fact, Anastasius
applied, in the aforementioned cases, the distinction between the potential and
actual existence (] évepyeia — ) duvaypel), which constituted a characteristic
feature of the Aristotelian tradition, though it was virtually ignored by the
theologians who participated in the Monenergist-Monothelite controversy
before Anastasius. The utilization of the Aristotelian distinction, though in a
modified form, was a characteristic feature of Anastasius’ approach. By
employingl this distinction, he intended to show that purely human energeiai
could by no means be attributed to the divinity. His ultimate goal was to prove

that there were distinctive divine and human activities in Christ.

! See: *Ovte Oeavdpikig TNV VEKQwOV avaloOnoiav ékéktnto.” Opera 2 VIII 33340,
2 VigeDux XIII 7133135,
% See Opera 2 VIII 3%

* Opera 2 VII1 345",
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Anastasius found purely human activities in not only the dead Christ,
but also when he was alive. These activities were both passive and active.
Among the former, Anastasius enumerated the swaddling of the baby Christ in
the manger!, the touching of his body? his piercing by the nails and by the
spear®, and his death upon the cross*. In addition, Christ’'s human nature was
seen by people, but the divine remained unseen.® To be seen by other people
was considered by Anastasius as a purely human energeia.

The passive energeiai could be ascribed, according to Anastasius, to the
Eucharistic body of Christ too. Thus, it can be held by hands (kpateioBat),
broken (xAaoOati, peAileoBar, BUBecBat), bitten by teeth (Vmo ddOVTWV
katatépveoBat), diminished by being consumed (kevoboOat), and changed
from the ordinary bread into the body of Christ (uetafaAAeoBat). Similarly,
the Eucharistic blood of Christ can be shed (éxxeioBat) and drunk (nivscrem).f
Anastasius put in the same category some ‘natural’ processes related to t};le

body of Christ, along with the ‘blameless passions.” In particular, he referred to

! Opera 2 VIII 3%,
2 Opera 2 VIII 3%,
3 Opera 2 VIII 3%
* Opera 2 VIII 39100,

* ‘00 Beavdoax O’ avBownwy éBewpeito 6 Xouwotos — Oedv Yap 0LdE éwpaxe MWnNOTE
(John 1, 18)." Opera 2 VIL 370,

¢ ViageDux XIII 27275,
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the forming of Christ’s body in the womb of the Virgin!, his growing up?, the

forming of his body’s shape?, the strengthening of the nerves, bones, hands, and

legs*, his circumcision®, his seeking his mother’s breast with weeping?, shifting

from milk to solid food’, crying®, emitting inarticulate words and the sounds

that are usual to babies’, creeping, walking and articulating his first words with

the assistance of his mother', having a haircut', the growth of his hairs, nails,

and teeth'?, hunger®, sleep', fatigue', cuttings off, discharging or taking off

related to his body,

as for example making water, spitting, sweating, or

1 Opera 2 VIII 3828,

2 Opera 2 VIII 3%.

3 VigeDux X111 7136137,
* VigeDux XIII 773713,
5 Opera 2 IX 1415,

¢ VigeDux XHI 521-23; 53637,
7 VigeDux X1 714141,

8 VigeDux XIII 76465,

9 VigeDux XIII 5340,

10 VigeDux XIII 5%0-43,
1 VigeDux XIII 7147:1%0,
12 Opera 2 VIII 388,
13 Opera 2 VIII 3%,
 Opera 2 VIII 3%,

15 Opera 2 VIII 3%,
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bleeding'. When Christ’s human soul left the body? and theﬁ returned in it’, for
Anastasius this also signified a human energeia. After the resurrection, Christ
manifested such purely human activities as eating the fish and honey?, and
staying with the apostles until the Ascension?®.

Christ also had purely divine energeiai, both when he was alive and dead.
They were not passive or ‘potential,’ but rather active and ‘actual.” Anastasius
offered an original description of the divine activities of Christ when his body
lay in the tomb. There, he had only divine hearing, but not theandric, as when
he was alive.® He also had only a divine voice, though inexpressible in words
and beyond the reach of a human ear.” He even had divine touch when his body
remained dead and .was unable to have human touch. So Nicodemus, who
touched the body when he buried him?®, in fact was touched by Christ’s
Godhead. This touch constituted a purely divine energeia.® Finally, even when he

was dead, Christ was still alive. His life then constituted a purely divine

1 Opera 2 VIII 3%%,
2 Opera 2 VI1 3%
3 Opera 2 VII 3%
4 ViaeDux XIII 475,
5 ViaeDux XIII 45571,
¢ Opera 2 VIII 35+,
7 Opera 2 VIII 3%,
8 See John 19, 40.

. 9 Opera 2 VIII 3447,
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energeia, but nof a theandric one.! That the dead Christ still had the divine
energeiai, was possible because the Godhead never abandoned his body and
soul after their separation from each other. To illustrate how this was possible,
Anastasius used the example of a house. As daylight fills up a house, whether it
is intact or derelict, so the Logos dwells and acts in his body and soul whether
they are united or separated from each other after death.? Although the fullness
of the Godhead still dwelt in the body of Christ when the soul abandoned it, the
divine energeiai did not replace the human energeiai.?

Christ acted purely divinely not only when his body was separated from
the soul, but also when he was alive. He acted then in common with the Father.*
Among these activities Anastasius mentioned the examples of Christ raising a
star to guide the Mag#®, illuminating the shepherds with a glorious light, beingr
worshipped by the Angels on the night of his birth?, and causing the Virgin to

produce milk’. There was a series of similar activities when Christ was hung on

! Opera 2 VIII 36>64,

2 See Opera 2 IX 15%62; 152104; 21427,

3 Opera 2 X 28188,

* See Opera 2 VIII 533,

5 See Matt 2, 2. 9-10.

¢ Opera 2 VIII 5%3; see Luke 2, 10-14.

7 VigeDux XIII 52021
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the cross. Among them Anastasius listed the coming of the darkness!, the
splitting of the rocks?, the tearing of the curtain of the Temple?, the opening of
the tombs?, the resurrection of the dead®, the earthquake during the crucifixion,$
and the resurrection’. Anastasius also mentioned some miracles performed by
Christ during his life, without the participation of human nature. Among them
was the healing of the servant of the centurion® and of the daughter of the
Canaanite woman®, which were performed ‘at a distance.’

Anastasius remarked that Christ acted as rnan only in Judea, and as God
in the entire universe.!® The absence of Christ at various places was considered
by Anastasius as a ‘potential’ human energeia. Such was his absence in the tomb

after the resurrection!’, and in Bethany when Lazarus died there™. Therefore,

! See Matt 27, 45; Mark 15, 33; Luke 23, 44-45.
2 See Matt 27, 51.

3 See Matt 27, 15; Mark 15, 38; Luke 23, 45.

4 See Matt 27, 52.

5 See Matt 27, 52.

6 See Matt 27, 51-54.

7 See Matt 28, 2; Opera 2 VIII 5343,

8 See Matt 8, 5-23; Luke 7, 1-10.

® See Matt 15, 21-28; Mark 7, 24-30; Opera 2 VIII 5%,
10 See Opera 2 VI 2253,

1 See Opera 2 V1 2517,

12 See Opera 2 VI 25157,
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any activity of Christ limited in space was regarded by Anastasius as human,
and any activity unlimited in space as divine. For instance, such passages of
Holy Scripture as the testimonies of the Angel: ‘He has risen! He is not here’
(Mark 16, 6), and of Christ himself: ‘Lazarus is dead. And for your sake I am
glad I was not there’ (John 11, 14-15), indicated for Anastasius the human
energeiai.! Anastasius applied this conception to the spiritual life of (;hrisﬁans.
Thus, Christ abides in them according to his omnipresent divine energeia, but
not according to his human energeia, because as man he is still limited in space.?
Concluding, Anastasius considered the simultaneous presence and absence of
Christ in topos and chronos as manifestations of the two energeiai, which were
distinctive, because they can be manifested separately from each other.
Anastasius specified changeability as a characteristic feature of the
human energeia. For instance, the human energeia turned from the state of
corruption into the incorruptedness.? In addition, Christ was sometimes able to
see, and sometimes not. This meant that the particular energeia of seeing was not
always in his possession and was therefore changeable. The divine energeia, on

the other hand, was unchangeable (avaAAoiwtog kai &d&PANTOC), as with the

! See Opera 2 V1 25197,
2 See Opera 2 V1 2676,
3 See Opera 2 VII 38,
* See Opera 2 VII 3%2%.

5 See Opera 2 VII 38,
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divine nature, which was invariable, immutable, and not decreased.! Among
the purely divine energeiai, Anastasius found paradoxical ones, as, for instance,
the distress (AUnn) which was mentioned, as he believed, in the epistle of the
Apostle Paul to the Ephesians: ‘And do not grieve the Holy Spirit of God, with
whom you were sealed for the day of redemption’ (Eph 4, 30). This distress was
free of any passion, any humanly understood sorrow, trouble, or agony.?
Anastasius distinguished this kind of distress from the purely human one,
which Christ experienced as well. The human distress, as Anastasius remarked,
was testified in the following words of Christ: ‘My soul is overwhelmed with
sorrow to the point of death’ (Matt 26, 38; Mark 14, 34).

Finally, Anastasius offered a list of the ‘theandric energeiai”’ As indicated
earlier, he defined them as those which Christ performed through his divine
and human natures. Among these energeiai, he enumerated Christ’s birth from
the Virgin, the walking upon the surface of the sea®, healing of the blind by
saliva* and of the deaf man by putting his fingers into his ear®, resurrecting the

daughter of the synagogue ruler by touching her with his hand®, and giving the

1 See Opera 2 VIIL 317,

2 See Opera 2 VI 3474,

3 See Matt 14, 24-33; Mark 6, 47-52; John 6, 16-21.
% See Mark 8, 22-26; John 9, 1-7.

5 See Mark 7, 32-35.

6 See Mark 5, 38-42; Matt 9, 23-25; Luke 8, 52-55; Opera 2 VIII 5465,
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Anastasius also applied another method of classifying the activities.! The

common objects, instruments, or circumstances of the energeiai were chosen as

the main criterion for this classification:

human activity

common objects,
instruments, or

circumstances of activity

divine activity

TEQLEYQADPT) €V UNTEQ WG

avBowmog

baby in his mother’s

womb

0 PLA&TTWV T VT €V

™ unTea we Oedg

6 pkpodung TexBels kata

g&oka

birth and growing up

av&eL ta avra we Oedc

0 &v patvn onagyavwdeig

oaQki

swaddling

v &Bvooov ‘OUiXAn
éomagyavwoev’ (Job 38, 9)

w¢ Oedc

6 OnAdoag nawlomEenwe

receiving and providing

CworTotel Tovg avBpwoug

HaC@V UnTOIKWV life Deomnenwg
0 kaBeVdwWV v T MAoiw sleep EYELQEL TOVUG VEKQOUG
oaQxi é&ovoia Oeikn)
O KEKOTILAKWEG WG fatigue Boa: ‘Agvte TQOG pE

avBpwnog

TIAVTEC Ol KOTUWVTEG,
KAYW avanavow VHAG

(Matth 11, 28) w¢ Oedg

! Opera 2 V719 see also VigeDux XIII 5°%5.
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6 Borjoacg ‘Anpw’

(John 19, 28)

thirst

avtoc Eotiv O Oeog o
Aéywv ‘El tig dupa,
£0xéo0w mEdg pe kai
mvétw’ (John 7, 37) éyw
YaQ eipu 1y myn TS Lwng

(John 11, 25; 14, 6)

O TIELVAOOC £KOVOLWG WG food avTog £0TLV ‘6 APTOG O €k

&vBowTtog TOoL ovavoL katafag’

(John 6, 41.58)

Xpot@ T xAlvavtt yovu genuflection aVTIO ‘KapPeL mav yovo
Kal TEiToV MeooevEiauévy Emovgaviwv kal Entyeiwv
&v 1o nabel kal kataxBoviwv’ (Phil 2,

avOpWMONEENAG 10) wg Be®

o Qamdee‘tg £K0LOWE WG striking oatiCel kxal AOTQATITEL KAl

&vBpwnog

oeleL TV YV wg Oeog

TAVTOdUVAUOG

T ExdVOEVTL YOUVE €V

OTAVEW AVOQEWTRETWS

standing naked in front of

AT TaQLOTAREDx
TIAVTEG Yupvol kal

TETQAXNALOUEVOL WG O

0 e€etaoBeic OO ITiAdtov

Tnooig

examination

‘étalel kapdiag kal
vedolg’ ev Th) kQioEL,
©e0¢ MV, W drkaog

PpoPeds

Ov éAolddgnoav ol

cursing and praising
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Tovdaiol wg avBpwnov

ai oTeaTIAL TWV AYYEAWVY

ws Beov dpLAGVOQwTov

Ot nodeg kal xeipes al legs and hands avToi degurjoovat xeigag
opuxBeloat toig fjAolg Kat todag Tovdaiwv dt'
Tnoov AYYEAWV xal
ntaQané ppovot @ oxdtel
@ ¢&wTtépw’ (Matth 22, 13)
TO TIRWOOTIOV £KEIVO TO face avTo aoteael €€ ovpavou
‘un €xov eidog ovdE kat ‘'oaAevBrijoovtal
K&AAoG” (Isa 53, 2) eni naool al SUVAUELS TV
OTAUQOU ovpavwv’ (Matth 24, 29;
Mark 13, 25; Luke 21, 26)
10 dylov owua o dupnoav body avTo AaAnoel 8te EADT),

avBownivwe v oTavEE

kal tagaxOnoovrat kai
Bponbrnoovatt kati
okotwodiooviat kat
‘caAgvOnoovtal tavta T

népata g YRS (Ps 81, 5)

Anastasius drew his arguments in favour of two energeiai in Christ from

both the aforementioned classifications. The Dyenergist polemicists who

preceded Anastasius preferred, as has been shown, to consider all the activities

of Christ from the point of view of the communicatio idiomatum and communicatio

operationum. Owing to these communicationes, no one human activity, to them,
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its nature. Thus, provided the divine and human natures of Christ are
uncreated and created, circumscribed and uncircumscribed, not having a
beginning and having a beginning correspondingly, the two energeiai have the
same properties. Therefore, according to Anastasius, if the energeia of Christ is
single, as the Monenergists believed, it must be simultaneously divine and -
human, uncreated and created, circumscribed and uncircumscribed, having and
not having a beginning. As Anastasius characteristically put it, it must be

created-and-uncreated (kTloTdKTIOTOV), semi-human and semi-divine (f|puiBeov

Kol NuuvOownov), circumscribed-and-uncircumscribed
(megrypamToameQlyQATTOV), having-and-not-having-a-beginning
(évagxodvagyxov).!

5.3.4.3. IMAGE OF CHRIST

Another argliment in support of Dyenergism was developed by
Anastasius on the assumption that man is created and exists according to the
image and the likeness of Christ. This assumption was particularly inspiring for

Anastasius who dedicated a significant part of his writings to its exploration.

VTE® doa kal mMEooayoQevete TaVINV TV oUVOETOV VPGV év XpIoTQ EVEQYELRV; KTIOTHV
AQQ T} AKTIOTOV T} TAVIWG KTIOTAKTIOTOV, T]HiBeov kai fpuuavBowrov; Tlegiypanthv de avtnv
&oa doypatilete 7 aneglygantov 1 naviws meQrygamrtoanegiygantov; Evagxov 8¢ avtv
avaknovTtete 1) avapgxov; E0dnAov ot évapxodvapxov ... Avaykn naca §j SAnv avtiv
KToTV AéyedBau 1} OANV AKTIOTOV, ] MAOQV TEQLYQATITNV | MATAV ATEQLYQATTOV, T
kaBoAov &vagxov 1) maocav elvar Gvagxov.” Opera 2 VI 3% compare with Maximus: “H
KTIOTAY, 1) dxtiotov Aéyewy tavtnv (= the energeia) avaykaoBrjoeoe émeidn péoov kot
Kai axtiotov ovdepia Undgxet 10 ovvoAov. Kai el pév kot v adtv ¢proete, KToTv kai
pudvnv dnAwoet VoV €l dE AKTIOTOV, GKTIOTOV Kal POV xapaktnoicet ¢pvow.” Disputatio
341e,
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He preferred to consider man as an image of Christ!, though he sometimes
regarded him as an image of Godhead as well.? The conception of man as an
image of Christ goes back to Philo who first suggested that an authentic image
of man is the Logos.> Among the Christian authors, Irenaeus and Origen®
employed this approach, which was especially favoured by Athanasius®.
Anastasius also drew a distinction between being ‘according to the image’ and

‘according to the likeness.” He ascribed the former exclusively to the human

P 'ToAAat pév obv kal duadopot Yviual mepi TovTov toig eEnyntég £00éBnoav. Of pév yao o
agxucov kai é&ovonotikov 100 avBownov T kat’ eikdva kai dpoiwory Beod elnav, Eregot
dE 10 voeQov kal adgatov TG Puxis, dAAoL 10 GdpBapTov kai avapagttov §te yéyove 6
Abay, Etegot moodnteiav avTd eignkav mepl Pantiopatos ... A man reflects domneg év
goontow Tvi kal oxiaygadi Tumkh, OV GUOKT, TAC TELOLTIOOTATOL BedTnTog TO
HMUOTNRIOV, 00 H6VOV D€, AAAA kai TNV Evavewrnaty oD £vog g avTic aying Toukdog eod
Abyov oadag meodiayoadwv.” Opera 2 1 13035 51-%,

2 See, for example, Opera 2 1 2574550 ff,

3 See, for instance: ‘Lkix Oeob d& 0 Adyog avToD 0Ty, @ KaBATeQ O0YAVQ® TEOTXQENUTAMEVOS
éxoopomoiel. avtn b 1) okwx kal 10 woavel anewdviopa £Tégwv E0Tiv AgXETUTIOV: MOTEQ
Yo 6 Oedg mapdderypa TG eloVog, v OKLAV VUVL kKékANKeVY, 0UTws 1] kv AAAWV yivetal
MaRAdEYHa, WG kal Evapxduevog ¢ vopoBeoiag €dnAwoev elndv: “kal énoinoev 6 Bedg
OV avBownov kat eikdva Beod” (Gen 1, 27), wg g pév eixdvog katdk 1OV Bedv
anewovioBeiorg, 100 d¢ avOpWTov Kata TV eikova Aafodoav dvvautv nagadeiypatos.’
LegAlleg 111 962-97'; also Heres 230-231; deOpificio 24-25. See on the conception of man as an
image of God H. C. Graef. ‘L'image de Dieu et la structure de I"ame chez le Péres grecs.” Revue
d'éthique et de théologie morale, no. 22 (1952): 331-39; Jean Kirchmeyer. ‘Grecque (Eglise).’
Dictionnaire De Spiritualité, 808-872, esp. 813-822. Paris: Beauchesne, 1967; Vladimir Lossky. In
the Image and Likeness of God. London: Mowbrays, 1975.

* See, for instance: “Ev 7olg mpdoBev xpdvoig éAéyopev kat’ eikdva Oeob yeyovévar tov
avBpwmnov, ok édeikvuto dé- €T yaQ ddgatog v O Adyog, ob xat’ eikdva 6 &vOowrog
€yeyover dux tovto O kal TV Opolwaw Padiws anéPaiev. Ondte d¢ oagf éyéveto 6 Adyog
o0 Ocol, T audoTEQ EMEKVEWOE" KAl YaQ kai TV eikéva €delfev aAnBag, avtog tolto
Yevouevog 8mep MV 1) eikwv avtov, kat v Opolwov BePaiwe katéotoe ouvelouowdoog
OV &vBownov 1§ dogdrtw Tatol dux 100 BAemopévov Adyou.” advHaeres 151.

® See, for instance: ‘A kai kat’ eikdva yeyovévar avopaotat 1ov Oeotr Eikwv yag tod éni
ot Oeod 6 Adyog Eotiv avtov.” contCelsum 4.8552,

¢ See, for instance, contraGen 2178; contraGen 46% ff.; see Régisr Bernard. L'image de Dieu d’aprés
Saint Athanase, Théologie (Lyon-Fourviére), 25. Paris: Aubier, 1952.
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soul, which therefore appeared to be an image of the ‘bare’ divinity, and
attributed the latter to man in his fullness, who was consequently believed to be
a likeness of the incarnated Christ.!

In the context of the conception of man as an image and likeness of
Christ, Anastasius explored the relations between the body and soul in order to
demonstrate the mode of relations between the natures? and energeiai in Christ
and in particular to prove his point that Christ acted commonly in a theandric
manner and separately in either a purely divine or purely human manner. He
distinguished two kinds of activities of man: those performed by the human
soul in cooperation with the body and the pure activities of the human soul.?

Among the latter, Anastasius listed the love of God, faith, hope, humility* and

P Kai taxa kat’ eixdva pév €ott yopvn 1) YPuxn e yuuvig Oedmtoc. kab’ opoiwowy B¢ g
o0 Adyou gagkwoews 10 auvBetov Nuav ¢ Puxic kat oD owuatos.” Opera 2 1 17457, ‘Tote
¢nol “Tlovjowpev avBpowrov kat'eikdova TMuetéoav kal kB’ dpoiwow,” kal moet CQov,
DOTEY TIVA MIKTOV KOOUOV CUYYEVH] TV dV0 KOOpwY, €£ AOWHATOL kKal aBavatov kai
adBaeToL YuXNS kKal £ VAKOD Kai 6pWHEVOU TETEAOTOLXOV OWpatog ouykeipevov.” Opera 2
1 122-26. :

2 “OpoAoy® Vv mavapwpov avtod (= Xpwotod) the PuxAc kai o0 owpatog oUtw kabd’
VIO0TOOLY TVWHEVNV TH) dXAQVTw avtob Bedmty, domeg 6Arn dU SAou fvwtal 1§ Yuxr u@v
T NpeTéow gapartl’ VigeDux XXI 4610,

3 'Oltw maAv wg &v elkdvi TVl katl TORE Aédyw OpAtal &v T¢ avBpwmw kal duttr Tig
évepyeiag Eudaoic eig eixdva kai TOomov Xpwtod. KabBdmnep yap 1) avtob Oedtng évijoyet kai
Beavdouedg, évrpyet 8¢ xai Beikdg év oLEOVE TEO THS TOU OWHATOS AvaApews g
ameplypantog Kai Ut meprypadeioa €v 1@ owpat, oVTw kai 1) Puxt 1 kat’ eikdva kal
opoiwotv 100 aogatov Beob Adyov UMAQXOVOQ €VEQYEL MéV Kal Puxavdoikds, Toutéatt
owpatoPUxws, £ig TVTOV 100 Deavdous Xowotod, évepyel dé kal Yuyikds pévov mAElota
TV, WT) OLVEQYODVTOG QUTH) TOV OLKEIOL OWHATOG, €l TOTIOV TOL &opdtov Beod Adyou tov
TMOAA& GOQATwS évegyioavtos kai évegyoDviog &v obpavy kai €mi yRg dwx g
QATEQLYQATITOL aVTOV KAl TTXYKOOTHIOL kal rieproopiov Beixtic évegyeiag.” Opera 2 111 3455,

4 See Opera 2 111 35964,
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other virtues which depend on purity of the heart.! Remarkably, Anastasius
spoke only of pure activities of the human soul, not of the human body.
Simultaneously, alongside with the purely divine energeiai of Christ he found
purely human ones. This means that he implicitly reéﬁicted the limits of the
analogy between Christ and man.

In the same context of man as an image and likeness of Christ,
Anastasius distinguished between two other kinds of activities: those which
accord with the nature and those which transcend its laws. For instance, to obey
the commandment of honouring one’s father, the mother, the brothers and all
one’s relatives? is a natural willing of the human soul, whereas to leave them for
the sake of God? is a divine willing.* This distinction, according to Anastasius,
reflects the fact that Christ had two energeiai.®

Anastasius used other images to illustrate how it was possible for Christ
to have two energeiai. Among them, he mentioned the sun that simultaneously

shines and burns®, a burning-hot knife that simultaneously cuts and burns’, and

! See Opera 2 111 36>

2 See Exod 20, 12; Deut 5, 16.
3 See Matt 10, 37; Luke 14, 26.
4 See Opera 2 I11 3713,

® See Opera 2 111 31,

¢ Opera 2 IX 1414,

7 Opera 2 IX 14731,
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a human mind that contemplates the meanings of the Scriptures and leads the
hand that writes them down!. Anastasius employed these images to show the
concordance between the energeini in Christ. Following the preceding
Dyenergist tradition, he insisted that the divine and human activities of Christ
do not fight each other (&piaxot)?, but coexist in peace (eiprjvaiat) despite their
different origins (étepoyeveic)®. They in no way rebel against each other
(ovdapwe mEOg dAANAag otaowklovow)?, but co-operate with one another
(ovvepyol and Opoepyoi).® Anastasius rejected d00 kaTaAANAoLG évepyeing in
Christ. The Greek word katdAAnAoc normally means ‘fitting, suitable,
appropriate, contemporaneous’s, but also ‘located in front of each other’?, ‘set
over against one another’®. Anastasius used it in the latter sense, i.e. he rejected

that the energeiai of Christ could be adversarial to each other.

' Opera 2 IX 16368,
2 Opera 2 IX 1%,

3 Opera 2 IX 15051,
4 Opera 2 IX 15658,
> Opera 2 X 5120121,

¢ See E. A. Sophocles, Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods: (from B.C. 146 to A.D.
1100). 2. ed. Hildesheim; New York: George Olms, 1983.

7 WA. X. Asopenxuit, Adpesnezpesecko-pycckun caosapb. See, for instance, Aristotle: ‘&11 thg pév ot
OOl KATAAATIAOL” Problemata 905b78,

& Liddell & Scott. A Greek-English Lexicon.
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5.3.5. WILL ~ ENERGEIA —SIN

Anastasius said that his oppohents rejected the human energeia and will
in Christ on the assumption that the nature of man, together with its energein
and will, was distorted and corrupted by sin.” Anastasius’ critique of this point
was again quite original. To him, it was the body that underwent corruption,
but not the soul, which remains uncorrupted and immortal. Therefore, the soul
does not need any essential re-creation (ovowddNG avanAaoic), but only a
certain ‘rational correction and confession’ (Aoylotikn T d16Q0wWOIC Kal
¢£opoAoynoig).? This was apparently the reasonr why Anastasius insisted that
the human will and energeia belong mainly to the soul, but not to thé body. On
this point, however, Anastasius contradicted himself, accepting in other
passages that Christ assumed the human will in order to heal it.* Christ also
adopted human activity, in order to enable men to do only what God wants.* In
addition, Anastasius spoke of a cwpatoPv)og activity of men, which should be
considered as being corrupted, provided the corrupted body acts together with

the soul. The contradiction can be minimized, though not resolved entirely, if

1 "AAA& magetpdnT’ ¢dnotv ‘6 avOpwnog.” ‘Kat mavta & tob avBowmov naviwg,” égovot
TEOG UGS Ol XIPETIKOL, “kat TOUTOU XAow AAASTOIOV kKal ava&iov éotL 1o Aéyewy émi Xplotol
avBpwmivov BéAnua ) avOpwnivny évégyelav.” Opera 2 TII 45285,

2 See Opera 2 111 456101,

3 Katedélatw puetd Twv Aom@v g Gpuoews Nuav Beoktiotwy iduwpdtwv kai 10 Oeddutov
e Yuxhe BEéANpa, tva ToDTo idonTal mEdg o ur) BéAewy pnte motely ta ot duxBoAov kat
TG oagkog BeAfjuata.’ Opera 2 V1 392%,

* "Quoiwg xat TNV évégyeav OV TV kat’ elkdva ad1oD OlKELWoaTo elg TO dddEat avtnv
unéTL EVEQYELV Kal moaTtewy T T Oe pr) apéoxovia.’ Opera 2 VI 39%; see also Opera 2 VI
3112-116.

326


http://evEQys.lv

we take into consideration that Anastasius regarded the human energeia and
will as the instruments of salvation, rather than its objects. This can be seen, for

instance, in the following passage:

For only this our will and energeia, which is given by God (0e60d0o10g), is the
reason and the worker (£pydtncg) of all our salvation. For by the deliberate will
(BeAnpatt ékovoiw) of the soul we have believed in God, by the deliberate will
we preserve virginity, by deliberate will we undertake struggle, sleeping on the
ground, and love, by the will we love our neighbour, and in short, all the
spiritual, divine, and necessary (&vayxaint) virtues, which have the image of
God, as well as divine visions, enlightenments, revelations, and progress, are
made, accomplished and brought about by God in our immaterial will and
energeia of the soul.!

In this passage Anastasius touched on another important issue — that of
the synergia of man and God in the salvation of human race. To him, every
virtue, vision, enlightenment, revelation, or spiritual advancement of man was
the common outcome of the human and divine wills and activities. In other

words, God acts within and through the human will and energeia.

5.3.6. FEAR OF CHRIST

One of the major foci of Anastasius’ polemics against Monenergism-
Monothelitism was the problem of the fear of Christ. He approached this
problem in accordance with the thought of his predecessors, though he added
some specific features. He shared with the other Orthodox polemicists the

assumption that man, in his normal ‘natural’ state, loves life and hates death.2

! Opera 2 111 611,
2To cryanav v LanVv Guowov €0t kai adAPANTOV dvBednov BéAnua.” Opera 2 V#67,
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Having this assumption as a starting point, Anastasius characterized the natural
human will as loving life (¢ptAdCwoc) and hating death (uwoBdavatog).! Man
loves life because he loves immortality, which he received at the very beginning
of his existence.? The human will of Christ is life-loving too. It was normal and
natural (xata ¢ovowv) for Christ to love life and to hate death. Anastasius
stressed that the human will of Christ was not afraid of death (was not
¢dopobdvatov?, deldoBdavatov?), but hated it (was pooBavatov) as
something foreign to him¢. Even more than he hated death, Christ loved life
(was prAdlwov).” In order to substantiate this suggestion, Anastasius referred to
the works of Basil of Caesarea and Cyril of Alexandria. However, no known

work of either Basil or Cyril contains similar ideas. Only one relevant excerpt

' "Kata puowy pév yde ot 100 avBpwmnov 10 ayanav v Lwrnv kai pioetv tov Bavatov: ov
patnv 8¢ olte axaipwg Ppvoet 1 Yo 1) avOpwmivi) GAGLwoE 0Tl kai puooBavatos, GAA’
6t anagxhs abavatog kai ddpOagrog yéyovev. Eikdtws obv ayana v abavaciav eig fiv
Yéyove, kai pioel 1ov Bavatov eig 6V o yéyove.” Opera 2 V419, In another passage Anastasius
wrote: ‘@uakov BEANHA GvBRWTOL E0Tiv ... O GLAGLwov Tag YaQ &vBpwmog dvoel dLAel
TV Cwnv Kal 10 60av 10 Gac.” VigeDux 11 46062,

2 ‘DiAet 8¢ v Lwmv 6 avOwTMog oUK &okONWS, aAAQ onpaivovaa 1) GVoL, 61, émeg A’
aQxns eixev 6te yéyovev (fyovv v aBavaoiov avt|v) ayanda kai (ntel’ VigeDux I 46770,

3 Opera 2 V1112,
4 Opera 2 V&.
5> Opera 2 V*,

¢ "Enedn naoca dbavaoio kai {wn) pontas kai évavting meog tov Bavatov didkettal Opera
2 V1820, . :

7 Opera 2 Vh-12,
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from Basil’s ‘homily against Arians’ occurs in the florilegium composed by
Anastasius himself.!

At the same time, Basil used the word ¢uAd6lwov in a different context.
Thus, in his Exhortative homily on the Holy Baptism, he, on the one hand,
suggested that it is a natural property of man to avoid death. Basil called this
property a natural love of life (10 ¢pvoer PrAdlwov).2 On the other hand, in his
homily On the forty martyrs of Sebastea, he used the word in a rather negative
sense of an excessive attachment to life.® Thus, the soldier who left the lake in
order to save his life was characterized as dpLAdlwog.* The same word was
applied to the escaped soldier in the homily on the forty martyrs by Gregory of
Nyssa.> As for Cyril whom Anastasius mentioned, no similar passage can be
found either in his surviving works or in the florilegium composed by
Anastasius.

The issue of the love of life, as it was developed through the centuries

until the era of Anastasius, is worthy of being considered more precisely. It had

1 To prAdlwov BéAua eixev 1) oagé tob Kugiov, wg kowwvog oboa kai oUuBlog Yuxhig
aBavatov kai Oeob Adyov {womnowd navabavatov, kai £ avtov Moneg petaAafoboa tov
)¢ aBavaoiag 60ov.” Opera 2 TV 21619,

2 adBapt PG 31, 441-.

3 inSebast PG 31, 513,

4 inSebast PG 31, 520¢.

5 inMart ii PG 46, 781>
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its roots in antiquity. Thus, Euripides spoke of the love of life' and applied to it
an even stronger expression — €owg [3iov. Mortals have this love inherent in
their nature (épw¢ Pootoiowv éykeltat Plov), together with the fear of death
(tob Oavelv & anewia nag tig doPeitar). The dramatist spoke of this fear
along with the fear of being deprived of sunlight. It is noteworthy that
Anastasius also mentioned man’s innate aspiration after the sunlight. The
affection for life, for Euripides, contains a tragic contradiction, because men,
who love life, are inevitably mortal and seek something unattainable. This
tragic contradiction is hidden in the very phrase ¢pLA6lwor Pootoi — mortals
who love life. Mortals have a foretaste of death in the myriads of misfortunes
they face every day (éxovteg pvoiwv axBoc kakdv). To Aristotle, the word had
a flavour not of an existential tragedy, but rather of moral impurity and
degeneration. Love of life is something antithetical to generosity.? It was listed
among the dubious virtues ascribed mainly to older people, such as being |
positive about nothing, having a lack of energeia, always ’‘thinking,” but
‘knowing’ nothing, being malicious, suspicious, mistrustful, and small-minded,
desiring nothing great or uncommon, having a lack of generosity, being

cowardly and unduly selfish, having an inclination to anticipate evil, living not

1 Q) LAdlwor Pootoi, ot v Emoteixovoav Tpégav delv mobeit’ éxovieg pugiwv &xBog
kacv. o0Twg £pws Pootoiowy Eykertal Piov to (v yap opev, Tob Bavelv & aneia nag g
poPeital pag Atmeiv 100" iAlov.” Fragmenta 81661

2 "Eott 8¢ peyaAoduxog ovl’ 6 1o v mepl moAAoD molovpevog o’ 6 GLAGLwog.” deVirt
1250b383%,
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for the noble, but for the useful, being shameless rather than modest, having the
loquacity and violent outbursts of anger, having slackened desires and being
enslaved to the pursuit of gain, committing injustice due to vice, and finally
being querulous and having neither wit nor fondness of laughter.! Chrysippus,
a principal systematizer of the Stoic philosophy, understood love of life as an
unreasonable desire (émBvpio Cwng aAoyocg).? Philo characterized it as a
property of human nature. He, in parﬁcular, spoke of a life-loving nature
(dprtAdlwoc Pooig).* He also used the word in a negative sense, as an excessive
affection for life.* Epictetus ascribed to Xenophon an assertion that the nature is
life-loving and worthy of admiration.> Marcus Aurelius put love of life on the
same scale as the fondness for embellishments. Té him, men should take
reasonable care of their bodies and must nof love life or embellishments.¢ To

Dion Chrysostom, men normally love life very much and undertake whatever

! Rhetorica 1389b'3-1390a%.

2 frMoral 397%.

% deSpec 2.206.

4 deSacr 32'%; Legatio 369'.

> ‘Bavpaott) 1) GV kai, g dnowv 6 Eevodav, PprAdlwoc.” Dissertationum 23%3,

¢ ‘Kai 10 1o idiov 0wpaTog EMUEANTIKOV EUUETOWS, OUTE WG &V TG PLAGLwog ovte mEdg
kaAAwTopov.” Ta eic éavtov 1.16.545,
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they can to postpone death.’ Simultaneously, he used the word in a negative
sense. A soul, which loves life, is the opposite of a good soul.?

Among the Christian authors, Hermas ascribed the love of life to trees. In
particular, he spoke of the willow as a life-loving tree.> He mentioned the
willow’s tenacity of life in the context of an allegory of repentance. The withered
branches of the willow, which return to life and blossom after having been
watered, are like sinners that repent and spiritually resuscitate.* Therefore, love
of life is likened here to the capacity and willingness to repent. The approach of
Hermas, however, was not common to the early Christian tradition, which
tended to consider love of life as a moral defect that impeded Christians from
giving their lives to Christ and becoming martyrs. Thus, Cornelius of Rome
(251-253) in his letter to Fabius of Antioch mentioned Novatian who during the

persecutions denied that he was a presbyter, because he was affected by a love

1 "Tovg d& avBpwnovg obtwg pév vy dAoloug dviag, TooabTa d¢ pPNXavwpévous mEog
avaPoArjv tob Bavatouv.” Orationes 6.23'2,

2 Orationes 32.50%.
3T dévdgov ToUTOo iTéa éotiv kal PrAGLwov 10 Yévog.’ Pastor 68.72.

4 “The Shepherd said to me, ‘Let us take the branches of all these and plant them, and see if any
of them will live.” I said to him, ‘Sir, how can these withered branches live?’ He answered, and
said, ‘This tree is a willow, and of a kind that is very tenacious of life. If, therefore, the
branches be planted, and receive a little moisture, many of them will live ...

After the Shepherd had examined the branches of them all, he said to me, ‘I told you that this
tree was tenacious of life. You see,’ he continued, ‘how many repented and were saved.’ ‘I see,
sir,’ I replied. “That you may behold,” he added, ‘the great mercy of the Lord, that it is great and
glorious, and that He has given His Spirit to those who are worthy of repentance.” Pastor,
Similitude 8th, ch. I-VL.
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of life.’ Origen condemned the love of life in the same context: ‘We say that it is
good not to love life.”2 In his Exhortation to Martyrdom, he explained that this sort
of love is similar to the fondness for the body. These two loves (of the life and
the body) are the ties that bind a man to the world. The martyrs, however, break
these ties, being moved by the love of God.? Origen distinguished between two
kinds of life. One is given by God and the other originates from matter. The
former is good and worthy of seeking, whereas the latter is bad.* Clement of
Alexandria followed the same line. He accused those who blamed the martyrs
for their readiness to die. Such ‘heretics,” as Clement called them, believe that
the martyrs commit suicide. However, they think so because they have ‘the

impious and cowardly love of life.”’ In another passage, Clement linked the love

O dux dediav kal drolwiov év T kawpd e dudews mpeoBitegov eivar éautov
apvnoapevos.” Eusebius, EcclHist 6.43.16%3,

' AyaBov 0’ eivai dapev kai 10 pr) dprAolwetv.” contCelsum 8.5445-4,

3 "Nonep ol Pacavoug kal MOVOvg VMOUEiVAVIEG TV un év TovTolg E&ntacpévewv
Aapngotépav émedeilfavto TV €V T HAQTLEIW &EETV, OUTWC 0L RS TG PIACCWUATELV KAl
dLrolwelv kail ToUg TO0OVTOUS KOOHLKOUG decuotis duakdPavtes kal diax@oniéavteg peyaAn
T TEOG ToV BedV AyATn) XONOAUEVOL Kol AANBMs aveiindoteg tov Lavta tol @eod Adyov
Kal EVEQYT Kal TOHWTEQOV “Umép maoav paxagav diotopov” dedivnvial ToLg T000UTOUG
dxkdPavtes BeopoUG Kal KATATKEVAOAVTEG £XUTOIS MTEQUYRS (WOTEQ XETOG EmoToédat
“elg TOV 0IkOV TOD TtEoeoTNKOTOS” EovTov.” adMart 15¢4; see also inferem 17.6%; inMatt 12.265.

* With the reference to Ps 20, 5 (‘He asked you for life; and gave it to him - length of days
forever and ever’), Origen wrote: ‘Ztnoov &L 1} pév éotv ano Oeob dedouévr Cam, 1) DE ano
T VANG égxopévr, kai ovykowov 1o “Eveduionoev eig 10 mpéownov avtov mtvony Lwng,”
@ “Efayayétw 1) YR Yoy Looav.” Zonv frijoatd og, 10V o The vooov Blov avtod.” At
the same time, he stated: ‘O faciielc wg ayaBov fuioato v Cwnv and Kupiov, kai
giAndev. AyaBov dé éotv 1} Lam, 6 einwv: “Eyw eip 1 Lom.” Kai taxa 0 d6&ag dprrolwetv
‘Elexing ékeivnv 110eAe v Lwnv, v cupfoAkds édpirolaer.” inPs 12.124922-33.

5 'Trvég B¢ TV alREeTk@V TOD KURIOL TIapaknkootes &oeBds dua kai delA@s dholwovay,
uagtuplav Aéyovieg aAnOn eivar v tob dviwe dvrog yvowv Beod, Omeg kol Tjueig
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of life to love of the self: 'How you can love yourself, when you do not love
life?”! He opposed the love of the self to the love of God and the neighbour, and
the love of life to the love of wisdom: ‘How you can love God and the
neighbour, if you do not love wisdom?? John Chrysostom applied in his
writings all the range of meanings of the word analysed before. Thus, the love
of life meant for him, first, a natural property of the human soul.? It also implied
an excessive attachment to life.* He also used the word as a synonym for love of
the body, whi;h signifies an animosity to the cross of Christ.>

In the philosophical and Christian traditions, therefore, there were two
major trends in considering the love of life. According to one, this love was
regarded as a natural faculty of men and was therefore blameless. According to
the other, it was regarded as vicious, immoral, and shameful. The Dyothelites
preferred to follow the former trend and regarded the fear of Christ as a
blameless manifestation of his natural human will. The Monothelites, on the

contrary, followed the latter trend and refused to concede that Christ had a real

opoAoyovuev, povéa dE elvat avtov Eautod kal atBEévnv Tov dux BavdTov opoAoyioavta.’
Stromata 4.4.16.3'>.

VTag de oeauvtdy ayanas, i pun Pprrolwels;’ Paedagogus 3.11.78.167.
2'Tlaog d& EtL ayamag tov Bedv kal 1OV rAnciov oov Ut} prhocodwv;’ Paedagogus 3.11.78.1%5.
3 “Exet uév yao 1) Ppuxn katx ¢pvow 10 GAGlwov.’ inlean 59.46212

4 "Otav obv xpeia kaAf), kai tavty kataBov. Ei 8¢ PprrAolwels, kat keAevdpevos katabeival
AVTIAEYELS, OUKETL IOTOC Oikovopog el.’ inCor 61.85'3; see also inThes 1 62.448¢.

* "Eav pn Tig QR TOV oTaugov avtol, kal AkoAovOnor por TOUTEOTY, €&V pn g 1)
TIARETKEVAOUEVOG OGS Odvatov. Ovtol dE dyeveig dvieg kai GrtAdlwot kat dprroowpatoy

£x0pol Tob otavpol tuyxavovol.” inPhilip 62277182,
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fear which would mean for them a vicious addiction to life. On this and other
points, Anastasius was fully in accord with the preceding Dyenergist-Dyothelite
tradition and seems to have borrowed ready arguments from his predecessors.
He developed these arguments further in a creative way in order to make them
more comprehensible to his audience. At the same time, he approached some
issues in his own way, especially the issue of the ‘theandric energeia.” He made
of this approach a convincing argument in a support of two energeiai in Christ.
Therefore, his difference with the mainstream Dyothelite tradition was

methodological rather than essential.

5.4. THE MONOTHELITISM OF THE MARONITES

During the sixteenth session of the sixth ecumenical Council held on the
9t of August 681, a central subject of discussion was lthe confession of faith
submitted by a certain Constantine, a Syrian priest from Apamea. The project
he submitted to the Council was the establishment of peace and reconciliation

between the Monothelite and Dyothelite parties.!

Constantine based his confession on the d0o ¢pvoeg formula. He also
recognized two properties of the natures. Although he hesitated to profess two

energeiai, he accepted them conditionally: ‘I say that there are two natures, as

! "HOéAnoa yxQ and agxig eloeABelv eig v glvodov kal nagakcAéoBay, va yévetal
eigrvn, tva Ti tote Evaticov yévetar eig péoov, kai punde éxeivor BAiBwvrar unde éxetvor,
TovTéOTIV Ol AéyovTeg €v OéAnua kal ot Aéyovteg dUo BeAnuata.” ACO: T2 69613,
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was declared at Chalcedon, and two properties. Also I do not reject (two)
energeiai, if you say that they are the properties.”” Having cleared up these
points, Constantine confessed a single will of Christ, which belongs to his

divine person and is shared with the Father and the Holy Spirit:

1 speak about one will of the prosopon (other variant: of the hypostasis) of God
Logos. And if you want me to say the truth about what the hypostasis is - I do
not know. But [ say that the will belongs to the prosopon of God, the Logos after
the incarnation. For the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are a single will.2

Although Constantine professed a single will in Christ, he recognized
that the human nature of Christ had its own natural will.®> Christ, according to
his human will, wanted to eat, drink, sleep, walk etc. After the resurrection,
however, when he had no such natural needs anymore, he abandoned his
human will together ‘with the blood and the flesh.” Thus, Christ had his human
will not always, but only until his death on the cross.* In effect, Constantine
introduced a gradation of the wills. On the one hand, he spoke about the will of
the divine peréon of Christ. This will was the only real one, owing to the fact of
its belonging to the person of Christ. It remained with Christ forever. On the

other hand, he recognized an auxiliary human will, which belonged to the

! “Eyw d00 Ppvoeg Aéyw, worep €040 év XaAknddvy, kai dvo duipata, kal mepl Evegyeing
pAXTIV 0UK EXw, Eav WG Dpata Aéyete avtd.” ACO: 112 6961920,

2 ACO2 IT2 6962023,
3 ACO: II2 6987°.

4 ACO2 112 6982,
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nature and was therefore ephemeral. It vanished together with the flesh and

blood after Christ’s resurrection.

The project presented by Constantine was a syncretic system composed
of the elements of Chalcedonianism, Dyenergism, Monothelitism, and finally of
his views concerning the resurrection of Christ, which were characterized by
the Fathers of the Council as Manichaeism. It is easy to identify the source of
Constantine’s Dyenergism: it was apparently the Council itself. Constantine
accepted two energeiai in Christ in order to gain the confidence of the Council
regarding his conception of the single will. Howéver, it is not so easy to answer
the question, what sort of Monothelitism did Constantine implement. For this
purpose, we should investigate the doctrinal identity of the Christian

communities in the region from which Constantine came.

The region of Apamea and more widely of Syria Secunda® was spiritually
and intellectually dominated by the monastery of St Maron (Béth Maron).2 As

early as in the first half of the sixth century, some monasteries of the region

! Syria as a part of the Roman Empire (since BC 64-63) was divided by Septimius Severus (193-
211) in two regions: Syria Coele and Syria Phoenice. By the beginning of the fifth century, it was
divided again into at least five provinces. Syria Coele was split into Syria I with the capital in
Antioch, Syria II with the capital in Apamea, and Syria IIl called Euphrates with the capital in
Hierapolis. Syria Phoenice was divided into Maritime Phoenicia with the capital at Tyre and
Lebanese Phoenicia with the capital at Damascus.

2 The monastery was found in the time of the Council of Chalcedon. As for the place where it
was situated, the modern scholarship cannot locate it with precision. See Harald Suermann. Die
Griindungsgeschichte Der Maronitischen Kirche, Orientalia Biblica Et Christiana, Bd. 10. Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 1998; a thesis at the University of Athens: G.B. Malouf, ‘H 1otopix xat 1
BeoAoyin twv Mapwvitwv kat 1 oxéon toug pe v Opboddoln ExkAnoia g Avudxeuxc.
2001: 49-54.
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were even under the juridical control of Béth Maron, at least for a period.! The
monastery also had a significant influence over the local Christian communities,
which were called ‘Maronite.”? They shared the same faith and jurisdictional
identity. Therefore, in order to determine the beliefs of the ‘Maronite’
communities of Syria Secunda, from which Constantine of Apamea originated, it

is necessary to establish the identity of the Monastery of St Maron.

Béth Maron had belonged, since at least 629, to the party of the
Chalcedonians. This fact is known from the descriptions of Heraclius’ actions
towards ecclesiastic reconciliation, when the Emperor stayed for some time in
Syria Secunda. The descriptions were provided by two Jacobite chronographers:
Michael the Syrian (1166-1199) and Bar Hebraeus (Bar Ebraja, George Abu'l-
Farag, 1225-1286). Both of them were based on the lost Annals of Dionysius of
Tell-Mahre, the Jacobite Patriarch of Antioch (818-845). Bar Hebraeus, whose
interpretation of Dionysius’ text is more accurate than that of Michael’,

expounded the course of events as follows:

! Thus, at the Council in Constantinople 536, the apocrisary of the monastery of St Maron monk
Paul put his signature before the signatures of the representatives of other monasteries in Syria
Secunda (Mansi 8, 911-912; see also Mansi 8, 881, 929, 940, and 953.) Twice throughout the acts,
the monastery appears to keep a control over the other monasteries of the region: ‘Paul ...
apocrisary of the monastery of the Blessed Maron, the monastery which governs the holy
monastery of Syria II." Mansi 8, 995, 1022.

2 See Arthur V&obus. History of Asceticism in the Syrian Orient: A Contribution to the History of
Culture in the near East, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium; Vol.197. Subsidia; T.17.

Louvain: CorpusSCO, 1960, 251.

3 See Suermann, Die Griindungsgeschichte 190.
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When the Emperor went to Mabbough (Hierapolis), he was approached by
Patriarch Mar Athanasius and twelve bishops, from whom he asked a
declaration of faith which they gave to him. After having read it, the Emperor
spoke to them with praise. But he pressed them hard to accept the Council of
Chalcedon. Since they would not consent, Heraclius was irritated and sent out a
decree to the whole Empire: ‘Anyone who will not adhere (to the Council), will
have his nose and ears cut off and his house pillaged.” And so many converted.
The monks of Béth Maron, of Mabbough and of Emesa showed their
wickedness and pillaged a number of churches and monasteries. Our people
complained to Heraclius, who did not answer them.!

The maijority of scholars believe that the Maronites were Chalcedonians
before Heraclius started his campaign.? This is implied, in particular, by the
description by Bar Hebraeus, who made a clear distinction between two
different Christian groups: the monks of Béth Maron, Mabbough, and Emesa
and the Jacobites, whether they were converted to Chalcedonianism or retained
their Monophysite belief. Some scholars, however, have suggested that initially
the Maronites were non-Chalcedonian and later, under the pressure of the
Emperor Heraclius, accepted the fourth ecumenical Council.? This suggestion,

however, can be disproved by some other testimonies, among which is the

! ]. B. Abbeloos and Joseph Lamy Thomas. Gregorii Barhebraei Chronicon Ecclesiasticum Quod E
Codice Musei Britannici Descriptum Conjuncta Opera Ed. Lovanii: C. Peeters, 1872, 1272-274,

2 See Frangois Nau. ‘Les Maronites inquisiteurs de la Foi Catholique du Vle au VIle siecle.’
Bulletin de ' Association de S. Louis des Maronites, no. 97 (1903), 343-344; S. Vailhé. ’L’Eglise
maronite du Ve au IXe siécle.’ Echos d'Orient, no. 9 (1906), 260; Henri Leclercq. ‘Maron.’
Dictionnaire d’Archéologie Chrétienne et de Liturgie 10, p. 1: 2188-202; Suermann, Die
Griindungsgeschichte 190. The Maronite historians support this idea as well (see, for instance,
Pierre Dib and Seely ]. Beggiani. History of the Maronite Church. Beirut: Imprimerie catholique,
1971, 9-13).

3 See Matti Moosa. The Maronites in History. 1% ed. Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse University Press,
1986, 33; M. Morony, ‘Syria Under the Persians 610-629." Proceedings of the Second Symposium on
the History of Bilad Al-Sham During the Early Islamic Period up to 40 A.H./640 A.D: The Fourth
International Conference on the History of Bilad Al-Sham. (Adnan Bakhit Muhammad Amman ed.):
University of Jordan, 1987, 87-95, esp. 94; BaciAeiog Lredpavidng. ExxAnowxotikr Totopin: An’
apxne uéxpt onuepov, 51 éxd. Athens, 1990, 419.
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information provided by the Melkite Patriarch of Alexandria Eutychius.! He
reported that Heraclius, during his stay in Syria Secunda, paid a visit to the
monastery of St Maron. After having been faced with hostility by the
Monophysites of Homs, the Emperor found a warm welcome from the
Maronites.? Although no other source mentions this fact, modern scholarship
accepts that the information is correct.> Moreover, it is possible to suggest that
this visit of Heraclius to the monastery was not the only one.* Considering all
this, we may conclude that the Maronites were Chalcedonians and supporters
of Heraclius. As a result, they without hesitation adopted the new doctrinal
project of the Emperor and became Monothelites. Of course, they did not
consider Monothelitism as a new doctrine, but adopted it as Catholic
Orthodoxy. Soon the majority of the Chalcedonian communities of Syria Secunda

followed the monastery. Although the role of Béth Maron in the promotion of

! Eutychius was born in 877 in Cairo. His Arab name was Sa‘id ibn Batriq. He was elected a
Melkite Patriarch of Alexandria in 933 and died in 940. His Annals are the world chronicles
written in Arabic and describing the events up to 938. Editions: Louis Cheikho, Bernard Carra
de Vaux, and Hab ib Zayyat. Eufychii Patriarchae Alexandrini Annales, Corpus Scriptorum
Christianorum Orientalium. Scriptores Arabici; Ser. 3, V. 6-7. Parisiis: C. Poussielgue, 1906; Michael
Breydy. Das Annalenwerk Des Eutychios Von Alexandrien. Ausgewihlte Geschichten Und Legenden
Kompiliert Von Sa’id Ibn Batrig Um 935 A.D, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, V. 472.
Lovanii: E. Peeters, 1985. On account of Eutychius’ life see Michel Breydy. Etudes sur Sacid ibn
Batriqg et ses sources. Lovanii: E. Peeters, 1983; Suermann, Die Griindungsgeschichte 42-48.

2 See Annales (Cheikho 7, 5); PG 111, 1088-1089.

3 See Walter Kaegi, Jr., in ‘The Strategy of Heraclius,” Proceedings of the Second Symposium on the
History of Bildd al Sham during The Early Islamic Period Up to 40 A.H./640 A.D. The Fourth
International Conference On the History of Bildd al-Sham (English and French Papers, ed. by
Muhammad Adnan Bakhit), Amman 1987, 104-115, esp. 106; see also Suermann, Die
Griindungsgeschichte 194-195.

4 See Suermann, Die Griindungsgeschichte 195.
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Monothelitism among the local (Maronite) communities was significant, it was
not necessarily the only one. It is highly likely that the imperial propaganda
forced the local communities to accept Monothelitism immediately. Béth Maron,

however, remained at the forefront of the promotion of Monothelitism.

There are some testimonies that the Monothelitism of the Maronite
communities was a classical imperial one. For instance, Eutychius of
Alexandria, while describing the history of the Monothelite controversy,
characterized such main figures of the imperial Monothelitism as Cyrus of
Alexandria, Macarius of Antioch, and Honorius of Rome as Maronites.! Also,
some early Islamic texts identified Monothelites and Maronites.? As for the
doctrinal content of the initial Maronite Monothelitism, one of the earliest
testimonies concerning it, apart from that provided by Constantine of Apamea,
was that of the Patriarch of Constantinople Germanus (715-730). According to

Germanus, the Maronites accepted the fourth ecumenical Council, whereas they

! See Annales (Cheikho 7, 12-13. 27-28).

2 There are three major testimonies about Monothelitism of the Maronites from the Muslim
sources. The earliest is of Mas‘ud (ca. 893-956) (Macoudi. Le livre de I'avertissement et de la
revision. Traduction par B. Carra de Vaux: Paris, 1896, 210-212). The second is of Qadi
<Abdalgabbar who lived three quarters of century later (d. 1025) and mentioned the Maronites
in his sum of the Muslim theology (‘Abdalgabbar b. Ahmad, al-Qadj, al-mugni fi abwab at-
tauhid wa l-cadl (ed. ‘Abdalhalim Muhmid, Sulaiman Dunya, Muhammad Mustafa Hilmi, Aba
1-Wafa’ al-Ganimi, Mahmid Muhammad al-Hudairi) V. al-firaq gair al-islamiya (ed. Mahmud
Muhammad al-Hudairi), Cairo 1958, 83-85. 146). Finally, the Arab historian of the 15" century
Al-Magqrist (d. 1442), while describing the historical topography of Egypt (Al-Maqrizi, Taqi ad-
Din Abul-<Abbas Ahmad ibn A, k. al-mawa‘iz wa I-itibar bi dikri al-hitat wa l-atdr, Impremerie
de Bulaq 1270/1853), characterized the Maronites as those who believe in two natures and one
will of Christ.
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rejected the fifth and sixth Councils.' Another Patriarch, Dionysius of Tell-
Mahre, described the situation in the region at the beginning of the eighth
century.? However, his description can be applied to the end of the seventh

century as well. Thus, he reported:

The monks of Béth Maron and the bishop of this Monastery, and some others,
did not accept this opinion (the two wills), but the majority of the people and
their bishops did. How many anathemas (were delivered), how many fights up
to the present cannot be enumerated or reckoned. In the discussions, the
Chalcedonians of the party of Béth Maron insulted the Maximites: “You are
Nestorians, the companions of the pagans and the Jews. You do not say that
Christ is God, that He was born of the Virgin, that He suffered and was
crucified in the flesh, but that He is an ordinary man, an individual person,
abandoned by God, who feared and dreaded his death and cried: “My Father!
If it be possible, would that the chalice pass from Me, nevertheless your will
and not mine be done,” as if one and another were the wills of the Father and
the Son; that is, there would therefore be in Christ two wills separated and
opposed, or even enemies, and battle one against the other.” :

1 See deHaeres PG 94, 81.

2 Dionysius gave an account of appearance and spreading of Monothelitism in Syria: ‘Although
we have already spoken, he says, of the heresy of Maximus and of the manner in which
Constantinus (= Constantine Pogonatus) introduced it in the churches of the Romans, after it
had been wiped out by his father, Constant, we ought now to take note of the schism which
survived among them (=the Chalcedonians) in this year 727 regarding this heresy and the
expression ‘who has been crucified.” In the Roman territory, this opinion continues since the
time of Constantinus, but in the regions of Syria, it was not admitted. It is being sown now by
prisoners and captives and captives that the troops of Taiyaye (= Arabs) have led into and
placed in Syria. No doubt, because of their esteem of the Empire of the Romans, those who have
allowed themselves to be perverted by this opinion (= Dyothelitism) and accepted it were
especially the bishops and the chiefs. One of them was Sergius, son of Mansour, who oppressed
many of the faithful who were at Damascus and Emese. Not only did he make them remove the
expression “who was crucified” from the Trisagion, but he drew also many of ours into his
heresy. This heresy perverted also the Sees of Jerusalem, Antioch, Edessa and other towns, that
the Chalcedonians had occupied since the time of Emperor Heraclius.” Michael the Syrian,
Chronicle IV (Chabot 457-458)/Dib, History 18. Some modern Maronite scholars have concluded
from this passage that Monothelitism was introduced in Syria after 727 (see Dib, History 19).
This conclusion, however, contradicts the rest of the witnesses about early Maronite
Monothelitism, which were mentioned above.

3 Michael the Syrian, Chronicle IV (Chabot 458-459)/Dib, History 19.
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The text contains a classical set of Monothelite beliefs: the refusal of the
real fear of Christ and of the human will on the assumption that it would be
contrary to God’s will, as well as the accusations of Nestorianism against the
‘Maximites.” Some Maronite historians, however, doubted that the early
Maronite communities confessed the classical Monothelitism and ascribed to
them a certain ‘moral’ Monothelitism.! Initially, such an interpretation was
offered by the Maronite scholars of the seventeenth century, Stephan Duayhy
(d. 1704)? and Faustus Naironus (d. 1711).° Recently, a significant contribution to
this conception was made by the Maronite bishop of Cairo, Pierre Dib.# He
developed his arguments from several medieval texts, as for example the Missal
used by the Maronites in the eleventh century, which in particular contains the

following passage:

The Merciful, who in Mary lived poorly

And, as a human, came from her womb humbly,

Has entered the world by miracle and marvellously,
In the union of two natures truly.

Having one person, He had one will doubly

With the properties of two natures indivisibly.

The natures remain in one hypostasis divinely
Recognized without separation or confusion.

By his Divine nature, He performed wonders divinely.
By his human nature, He endured suffering humanly.

! See Kamal Salibi. Maronite Historians of Medizval Lebanon, American University of Beirut.
Publication of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences. Oriental Series; No. 34: Beirut, 1959, 17, 19-21.

2 Stephan Duayhy. Liber brevis explicationis de Maronitarum origine eorumgque perpetua orthodoxia et
salute ab omni haeresi et superstitione. Edited by P. Fahed. 2 vols. Rome, 1974.

3 Faustus Naironus Antonius. Dissertatio de origine, nomine, ac religione Maronitarum. Romae: Per
Zachariam Dominicum Acsamitek a Kronenfeld Boemum Pragensem, linguarum Orientalem
typographum, 1679, 95-96.

4 Dib, History 19-25.
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Paul has said: ‘He has become like us entirely
Except sin, iniquity, impiety, truly.

This text obviously contains a standard Monothelite formula: there is one
will in Christ, which manifests itself in a twofold way, divine and human. Pierre
Dib, in spite of this evidence, tried to interpret the passage as if it would imply a
human will subjected to the divine will: ‘Christ is at the same time both God
and man; He possesses a double will, but this will is one in the sense that the
human faculty is irrevocably submitted to the divine. Also, according to
Maronite thinking, the unity of wills extended only to the moral sense, for the
authof (of the hymn) did not doubt the existence of a human will insofar as
physical power was concerned ...’? The text also contains a traditional
Monenergist assertion: ‘one and the same acts divinely according to the divinity
and humanly according to the mankind”: ‘By his divine nature, he performed
wonders divinely. By his human nature, he endured suffering humanly.”® Pierre
Dib, however, considered the passage as a testimony to the Dyenergism of the

Maronites*, which is an obvious exaggeration. Another late Maronite text which

! Ms. Vat. Syr. 396, fol. 24; transl. Dib, History 21.
2 Dib, History 21.
3 Ms. Vat. Syr. 396, fol. 24; transl. Dib, History 21.
4 Dib, History 21.
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is found in the Book of Direction’ contains similar standard Monothelite

formulas:

He (= Christ) has one person and two intellectual natures; He is God and
man ... We do not believe however that He is two, two Christs, two persons,
two wills and two energeigi. Far from it!...

The Melkites and Maronites are divided on the question of the will (in Christ),
The Melkites profess two wills, the Maronites one; and each party brings forth
arguments to support its thesis ... The Maronites say (to the Melkites): These
two wills that you profess in Christ ought to be either conformed or opposed to
each other. If they are conformed to each other one ends up with one will; but if
they are opposed to each other, it follows that the divine nature wills what the
human nature does not will, and the human nature wills what the divine
nature does not will. If this is so, there would be division and opposition,
resulting in two (persons in Christ); and therefore the (hypostatic) union would
not exist anymore, the Trinity would become a quaternity and one would find
himself reduced to the point of view of Nestorius and his opinions on Christ.2

This passage, in which the doctrine about two wills and énergeiai is
clearly condemned, contains one of the most popular Monothelite objections
against the two wills: Christ cannot have two wills, because they would be
necessarily opposite to each other. Pierre Dib, however, again interpreted this
classical objection in a sense of ‘moral” Monothelitism: “The two natures, divine
and human, are so closely united in Him that one is unable to imagine the least
discord between them. Thus, the basis of the argumentation is always the
absolute impossibility of an opposition between the two wills, without
considering the speciﬁc question of a human will in Christ. The dogma of the

two physical wills of the Saviour is found in an implicit state, as it had been

1 Known also as Book of the Law or Book of Perfection — a Maronite canonical collection translated
from Syriac into Arabic in 1059. Published by Pierre Fahed in Aleppo in 1935.

2 See Dib, History 22.
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among other Chalcedonians before the Monothelite quarrels. The human will in
Christ would not be denied, since Christ possessed our whole nature, except
sin. What is denied is the possibility of a conflict in Jesus Christ opposing the
human will to the divine will, for if the two wills “are conformed to each other,
one ends up with one will.” In other words, the two wills are so united that one
would not notice an exterior distinction between them.! According to the
scholar, the Maronites of the passage rejected two opposite wills, but implied
the existence of two accorded wills. However, there is no evidence in the text
that such accorded wills are implied. The two wills are rejected, because they
are a priori opposite to each other. Therefore, the passages mentioned above
represent the classical Monothelitism condemned at the sixth ecumenical
Council. If they are examples of a certain ‘moral’ Monothelitism, then the
Monothelitism condemned at the Councils 649 and 680/681 must be interpreted
as ‘moral’ as well. Indeed, Pierre Dib attributed to the ‘moral’ Monothelitism the
distinction between two wills, though there is only one text of those he quoted
(the Missal of the eleventh century), according to which Christ ‘had one will
doubly.” But both Severan and imperial Monothelitism admitted a duality of the

single will of Christ?, which did not prevent their condemnation by the

! Dib, History 23.

% As it was shown, Severus admitted certain duality of the single will in Christ. In particular, he
accepted two wills in man who he often used as an analogy of the unity of Christ. He attributed
one will to the flesh and the other to the soul. Their coexistence, however, did not split to him
the single human nature in two parts; see contGram I (CSCO 102) 132%-1337. As for the
imperial Monothelites, Pyrrhus in the disputation with Maximus accepted in Christ a will
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Dyothelite Councils. On top of that, neither in the seventh nor in the eleventh
centuries was any distinction reported between a ‘moral’ and a ‘standard’

Monothelitism.

As for the case of Constantine of Apamea, Pierre Dib asserted that his
Monothelitism was his personal opinion which he inherited not from the
Maronites, but from Macarius of Antioch. In defence of this point, the scholar
produced the following arguments. Firstly, Constantine did not claim in his
support the authority of the ecclesiastical leaders éf Apamea, but the authority
of Macarius. Secondly, if the Fathers of the Council knew of Monéthelitism in
Syria, they would have asked Constantine about the matter.! These arguments,
however, do not sound sufficient to suggest that Constantine represented either
himself or Macarius. The testimonies that the Maronites at the time of the

Council of 680/681 were Monothelites are stronger.

The point of the ‘moral’ Monothelitism promoted by the Maronite
scholars recently found support from the Italian scholar Filippo Carcione.? He

proposed an original classification of different kinds of Monothelitism and

composed of two natural wills: “Qomep €k T@v dVo GpUoewv év Tt oHVOeTOV Aéyouev, oUtw Katl
£x Twv dvo Ppuokev BeAnudtwy v 1L ovvBeTov Aéyewv.” Disputatio 296. In addition, it was
reported in the same text of Disputatio that some of the Monothelites were ready to accept the
human will of Christ on the condition it is adopted according to the oxeTikn oixeiwoig or the
oikeiwowg év YAl oxéoed (Disputatio 304b, 3052).

! Dib, History 17.

2 Filippo Carcione. La genesi storico-teologica del monotelismo maronita: note per una lettura ortodossa
della tradizione cristologica maronita. Roma: Unitor, 1990.
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distinguished in particular between a ‘real’ and an ‘apparent’ Monothelitism.
The former, to him, originated from the doctrines of Apollinarius and
Eutychius, whereas the latter — di marca cirilliana’ - was promoted by the
followers of Cyril of Alexandria? The monotelismo reale, on the one hand, was
Vpresent in the doctrines which confessed a single nature of Christ3 The
‘apparent’ or ipostatico* Monothelitism, on the other hand, can be found in the
dogmatic system of Severus. This sort of Monothelitism, according to the
scholar, was confessed and promoted by Sergius of Constantinople.® Carcione
also identified a distinctive subdivision of Monothelitism in the teachings of the
Aphthartodocetes and Agnoetes.® The Monothelitism of the Maronites, to him,
was of a very different kind. It originated from Antiochian Christology and was

cognate with the Monothelitism of Theodore of Mopsuestia.

! Carcione, La genesi 31.

2 ‘Sicché, sin dal TV-VI secolo erano andate determinandosi nella cristianith, accanto ad
un’ortodossia fermamente duotelita avente nella cristologia di papa Leone Magno la sua piu
chiara espressione, una corrente realmente monotelita, figlia naturale dell’apollinarismo e del
monofisismo eutichiano, ed una corrente solo apparentemente monotelita, seguita soprattutto da
quegli ambienti alessandrini che erano i pitt genuini custodi della fede di Cirillo (dove si
guardava esclusivamente al soggetto agente in modo da attribuire I’operari unicamente alla
persona di Cristo, prescindendo dalle sue nature).” Carcione, La genesi 23.

3 ‘Dal punto di vista storico, infatti, il monotelismo reale dériva dall’affermazione dell’unicita di
natura nella persona del Cristo.” Carcione, La genesi 26.

* See Filippo Carcione. Sergio di Costantinopoli ed Onorio I nella controversia monotelita del VII
secolo: Alcuni chiarimenti sulla loro dottrina e sul loro ruolo nella vicenda, Ecclesia Mater; 4. Roma:
Pontificia Universita Lateranense, Istituto di Scienze Religiose, 1985, 27; La genesi 31.

® See Filippo Carcione. ‘Enérgeia, Thélema e Theokinetos nella lettera di Sergio, patriarca di
Costantinopoli, a papa Onorio Primo.” Orientalia christiana periodica 51 (1985): 263-276; La genesi
31

¢ See F. Carcione, Sergio di Constantinopoli 29-30; La genesi 31.
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The scholar is right when he distinguishes between Monothelitisms
(though in the current case it would be more correct to speak about
Monenergisms) of Apollinarius, Anﬁochian theologians, Aphthartodocetes,
‘ Agnoetes, Severans, and Maronites. At the same time, he makes some mistakes
in their identification. Firstly he confuses Severan and the imperial
Monothelitism represented and promoted by Sergius. As shown above, the
former was Monophysite and the latter was based on the Chalcedonian dogma.
Secondly, he wrongly identifies Antiochian Monothelitism and the
Monothelitism of the Maronites and considers both of them as a dubious
‘moral’ Monothelitism.

Fina]ly, I want to mention briefly the opinion of the Russian scholar Basil
Lourié. He correctly distinguishes ‘entre la doctrine du monothélisme “classic”
et celle des sévériens de la Syrie de la fin du Vle siecle.”! Simultaneously, he
attributes the Monothelitism of Constantine to the Severan tradition, which is,

as has been shown, incorrect.

Maronite Monothelitism, then, was identical with imperial
Monothelitism. Therefore, the Monothelite confession submitted by Constantine
of Apamea to the sixth ecumenical Council was based on the Monothelitism of
the Syrian Chalcedonians. In its turn, it was different from the Monothelitisms

of the Apollinarian, Antiochian, and Severan tradition.

! Basile Lourié. ‘Un autre monothélisme: le cas de Constantin d’Apamee au Vle concile
oecuménique.’ Studia Patristica 29 (1997), 291, n. 4.
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CONCLUSION

Monenergism-Monothelitism and Dyenergism-Dyothelitism constituted
two complex systems of beliefs. Each of the two parties had its own
interpretation, not only of the notions of energeiai and wills, but also those of
natural properties, natures, and hypostasis. At the same time, they had a
common background, that of neo-Chalcedonianism. Neither of the theological
systems was entirely consistent. In particular, Monenergism-Monothelitism, on
the one hand, had fluctuating opinions concerning the relations of the single
energein and will with the divine nature of Christ and his hypostasis. The
Dyenergists-Dythelites, on the other hand, were not always constant concerning
the character of the theandric energeis. Some of them believed that all the
energeiai of Christ were theandric, whereas some insisted that there were also
purely divine and purely human activities.

The Monenergist-Monothelite party failed to produce remarkable
theologians, who would find original and persuasive approaches in the defence
of their doctrine. Perhaps the only exceptions here were Theodore of Pharan at
the very beginning of the controversy, especially if it is true that he was identical
with Theodore of Raithu, and Macarius of Antioch at the very end of the
controversy. However, it is difficult to evaluate properly their theological
originality since most of their works are lost. The Dyenergist-Dyothelite party
was luckier in this regard and produced a pleiad of remarkable thedlogians, the
most prominent being Maximus the Confessor. His theology constituted an

integral part of Dyenergist-Dyothelite polemics, which in turn was a result of



efforts by many theologians. In particular, his theology is astonishingly close to
that of the Lateran Council, and this is a strong argument in support of the
theory of R. Riedinger that to Maximus and probably to the circle of his
disciples the real authorship of the script of the Council should be ascribed.
Simultaneously, Maximus inherited to a large extent the ideas of his
predecessors, primarily those of his spiritual father, Sophronius of Jerusalem.
Not all the ideas of Maximus and other theologians were reflected in the
acts and decisions of the Councils of Lateran and Constantinople, but only those
related strictly to the Christological problems that disquieted the Church in the
Empire. The Fathers of the Councils, in selecting their arguments and
employing various theological conceptions, followed the principle which I
would call the principle of sufficiency ie., they preferred to apply those
arguments which were necessary and sufficient to prove their points and to
refute their opponents. It might seem surprising that the two Councils hardly
paid atfention to the Apollinarian, ‘Antiochian,” or ‘Alexandrian’ Monenergism
per se, and referred to them only when they wanted to show their similarity
with the Chalcedonian Monenergism-Monothelitism. In addition, they
neglected the Maronite Monothelitism, regardless of the fact that they inquired
into the case of its representative Constantine of Apamea. I think all this can
also be explaihed primarily by the principle of sufficiency of arguments applied
by the Councils. The Councils did not enter into controversy with either

Apollinarian, or ‘Antiochian,’ ‘Alexandrian’ and Chalcedonian Maronite
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Monenergisms-Monothelitisms, because neither of them endangered the inter-
ecclesiastic situation, at least within the boundaries of the Empire.

The controversy was one of the greatest challenges ever encountered by
the Christological tradition of the Church. One would’agree with this assertion
only if one takes into consideration that it lasted almost a century, caused the
convocation of two Councils important for the history of the Church, of which
one was Ecumenical, and produced a pleiad of great theologians, who normally
emerge when the Church has really a need of them. The disputes, however,
immensely enriched the theological tradition of the Church with a more
profound understanding of such principal ‘ontological’ notions as activity and
will, in application both to Christology and to Anthropology. Also, some aspects
of the ‘traditional’ notions of hypostasis, nature, and property were more
precisely determined, given that activity and will are closely related to them.
Although tﬁe controversy concluded the era of Christological disputes, its
theological achievements were largely referred to during the theological
debates in later periods, particularly during the controversy between the
‘hesychasts’ and ‘Barlaamites’ in the fourteenth century, when the issue of the
divine energeiai and their relation to the divine essence was disputed.

The present thesis is in no way exhaustive. The restrictions imposed on
its size did not allow me to touch on some important questions, such as the
genesis and development of Dyenergism—Dybthelitism in the period before the

seventh century and its representation in the works of John of Damascus. This,
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however, could be a good reason that the research be continued, probably
providing corrections to the conclusions of this thesis, as well as developing
them further.

Finally, I want to express my hope that the present work could make a
contribution to a further development of the interconfessional dialogue with the
Eastern non-Chalcedonian Churches. Regrettably, the issue of energeiai and wills
in Christ is often underestimated during interconfessional discussions. In result,
the participants of the dialogues, on the one hand, often achieve a mutual
understanding in many points related to Christology, but, on the other, remain
unaware about the tradition of their counterparts as it regards the issue of
energein and will. I hope that the situation will change in the future and a

mutual understanding of this issue will be successfully achieved.
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