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Our study analyzes the religious union at Alexandria between the Imperial

Church and the Theodosian Monophysites. On June 3, 633, Patriarch Cyrus of
Alexandria succeeded to unite Theodosians (the moderate faction of the Egyptian
Monophysites) with the Chalcedonian Melkite Church, based on the formula of one
single energy of Christ. Cyrus issued a Pact of Union in the form of a confession of
faith which represents the dogmatic basis of this union. The Pact of Union drawn
up by the Alexandrine Patriarch represents the main premise of Monoenergism. We
attempt herein an in depth theological commentary on the Pact of Union. At the
same time, our study presents how the text was perceived in the Chalcedonian and
Monophysite circles, as well as its theological consequences.

Religious union, Pact of union, the Imperial Church, Theodosian Monophysites, energy,
Monoenergism, Patriarch Cyrus, Alexandria.
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During the first decade of the 7th century, the disputes between Chal-
cedonians and non-Chalcedonians (Monophysites and Nestorians) were
dominating Byzantium’s political and religious scene. The non-Chal-
cedonian churches in the Byzantine Orient, who had refused to accept
the rulings of the Council of Chalcedon (451), tended to separate from
the Imperial (or Melkite') Church, which had approved the Chalcedonian
dogma and recognized the authority of the Byzantine Emperor; moreover,
these separatist tendencies were flamed by political rivalries and older
aspirations of independence, especially in Syria and Egypt, where the
population had gradually reached the conclusion that their separation from
Byzantium was imperative. Monophysite churches in Syria and Egypt
suffered violent persecutions at the hands of the Byzantine authorities,
who tried to coerce them to adopt the official Chalcedonian doctrine.
The persecution against Syrian and Egyptian Monophysites completely
annihilated their desire to resist against the Persian attacks®. That is why
the Persian conquest of the Byzantine East® was considerably facilitated by
the old theological dispute between Constantinople and the Monophysite
population from the eastern provinces of the Empire (Palestine, Syria and

Egypt).

' The term “Melkite” derives from “melek” - king, emperor. Monophysites (Syrian
Jacobites and Egyptian Copts) used the generic term Melkite Church for any church
which had approved the resolutions of the Council of Chalcedon and recognized the
authority of the Basileus of Constantinople.

2 For instance, the conquest of Syria by the Persians was welcomed by the Jacobite
patriarch of Antioch, Athanasius the Camel Driver (595-631), who wrote to his col-
league in Alexandria: “Know that the world today rejoices in peace and love, because
the Chalcedonian darkness has passed away”, SEVERUS of AL’ AsHMUNEIN (Hermopo-
lis), History of the Patriarchs of the Coptic Church of Alexandria, Part 2: Peter I -
Benjamin I (661 AD), Arabic text edited, translated, and annotated by B. EVETTs, in coll.
Patrologia Orientalis, 1, Paris, 1904, X1V, p. 482,

(http://www.tertullian.org/fathers/severus_hermopolis_hist alex patr 02 part2.
htm#ANASTASIUS).

* Within the span of approximately ten years, between 608/610 and 619, the Persians
conquered Armenia, Mesopotamia, Syria, Palestine and Egypt, succeeding in rebuild-
ing the great empire of the Achaemenids; see Cécile MorrissoN (coord.), Le Monde
Byzantin, vol. 1. L’Empire romain d’Orient (330-641), Presses Universitaires de
France, Paris, 2004, pp. 40-42; Stelian BREZEANU, Istoria Imperiului Bizantin, Editura
Meronia, Bucharest, 2007, p. 95; Georgije OsTrROGORSKI, Histoire de [’Etat byzantin,
traduit de 1’allemand par J. GouiLLARD, Payot, Paris, 1996, p. 124.
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In 622, Emperor Heraclius launched a military campaign against the
Persians, which resulted in the liberation of former Byzantine territories
(Armenia, Mesopotamia, Syria, Palestine and Egypt) from under the
Persian occupation (January 628). Even from the times of the military
expeditions against the Persians, the Basileus desperately attempted to
reestablish the religious unity of the Empire by settling the theological
disputes between Chalcedonians and Monophysites. The religious
policy of Emperor Heraclius was fully and unconditionally supported by
Patriarch Sergius of Constantinople (610-638), who drew up the formulas
of dogmatic compromise that helped the Basileus bring Monophysites
back into the Imperial Church. Patriarch Sergius came up with the idea of
formulating Monoenergism as a means of bringing together Monophysitism
and the Chalcedonian Dyophysitism. Monoenergism, although recognizing
the existence of two natures in the person of Jesus Christ the Saviour,
admitted that their energy (évépyeia) remained one®. Since the beginning of
the military campaign against the Persians (622), the emperor negotiated
personally with Monophysite hierarchs from the reconquered territories.
By means of their joint actions, the Basileus and the Patriarch wished to
rally the Chalcedonians and the Monophysite communities in Armenia,
Syria, Palestine and Egypt around a formula of faith that recognized the
existence of two natures in Christ, but only one energy (uia évépysia).
More precisely, Heraclius was hoping to accomplish the religious union
of Chalcedonians and non-Chalcedonians based on the formula of Christ’s
single energy.

The Basileus’s religious policy of union was successful in Alexandria.
In 630/631, Heraclius appointed Cyrus®, former Bishop of Phasis, as

4 Pompiliu Nacu, Ereziile primelor opt veacuri crestine si ddinuirea lor la inceputul
mileniului trei, Editura Partener, Galati, 2010, p. 270; Vladimir Lossky, Introducere
in teologia ortodoxd, translated by Lidia and Remus Rus, preface by Priest Professor
Dr. Gh. Popescu, Editura Sophia, Bucharest, 2006, p. 139.

> Sfantul Maxim Marturisitorul (580-662) si tovardsii sdi intru martiriu: papa Martin,
Anastasie Monahul, Anastasie Apocrisiarul. “Vieti” — actele procesului — documen-
tele exilului, translated and presented by Deacon Ioan 1. IcA Jr., Deisis Publishing,
Sibiu, 2004, chap. 8, pp. 66-67 (hereinafter referred to as Sfantul Maxim si tovardsii
sai), cap. 9, pp. 67-68. The city of Phasis (currently Poti, in Gruzia) was situated in the
province of Lazica, on the Eastern coast of the Black Sea, at the outfall of River Pha-
sis (currently Rioni) into the Black Sea. The eparchy led by Bishop Cyrus of Phasis
is given the rank of metropolis in the documents of the Seventh Ecumenical Council,
see Vasile IoniTA, “Sinodul al VI-lea Ecumenic si importanta sa pentru ecumenismul
actual”, in: Studii Teologice, XXX (1978) 5-8, p. 378.
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Patriarch of Alexandria; he had been converted to Monoenergism after a
series of talks with Heraclius in the Lazica province (626), and because
of the insistent pleas of Patriarch Sergius®. On June 3, 633, Patriarch
Cyrus accomplished the religious union of the Chalcedonians and the
Theodosian Monophysites, based on the formula of one single energy of
Christ’. At the same time, Cyrus promulgated a confession of faith entitled
the Alexandrian Pact of Union or Nine Chapters®, which represents the
dogmatic basis of this union. The Pact of Union drawn up by Alexandria’s
Melkite Patriarch is the object of the study herein. More specifically, we
aim to accomplish a detailed theological commentary of this document,
which has not been analyzed in depth in the specialized literature. At
the same time, we wish to present how the Pact of Union promulgated
by Patriarch Cyrus was perceived in the Chalcedonian and Monophysite
circles, as well as its theological consequences.

I. Emperor Heraclius’s religious policy of Union in Egypt

In Egypt, same as in the other eastern provinces of Byzantium, Emperor
Heraclius did not wait too long to enforce his plan for unifying
Monophysites with the Imperial Church based on the Monoenergistic
doctrine. Immediately after being appointed Patriarch of Alexandria (in
the fall of 631), Cyrus tried to enforce Constantinople’s religious policy
of union. In addition to authority within the church, Patriarch Cyrus had

® In the letter sent to Patriarch Sergius, Cyrus writes that, immediately after his discus-
sion with Heraclius in Lazica, he himself had ceased to confess two distinct energies
into Christ after the unification of the natures in the person of Saviour, see Cyrus,
First Letter to Sergius (Document 1), in Pauline ALLEN (ed.), Sophronius of Jerusalem and
Seventh-Century Heresy. The Synodical Letter and other documents, Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 2009, pp. 160-162; Venance GRUMEL, Les Regestes des Actes du Patriarcat
de Constantinople, vol. I: Les Actes des Patriarches, Fasc. I: Les Regestes de 381 a
715, Socii Assumptionistae Chalcedonenses, Constantinople-Istanbul, 1932, nr. 283, p. 114.
(hereinafter referred to as, GRUMEL, Regestes...).

" Charles Joseph HErELE, Histoire des conciles d’apres les documents originaux, vol.
I1I/1, trad. par Dom. H. LECLERCQ, Editions Letouzey et Ané, Paris, 1909, p. 339.

¥ In Greek, “Toov tijc yevousvng minpogpopios uetald Kipov 1od yevouévov mémo
Alelavipeiog kai t@v Tij¢ pepioos t@v Ocodoaioavdv, (The "Announcement” which
was agreed between Cyrus, then Pope of Alexandria, and those of the Theodosian
Party).
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been vested by the Emperor with extended civilian and military powers;
especially during the last years of Heraclius’s rule, his authority in Egypt
was comparable to that of an Augustal Prefect’. Also, it is known that the
Patriarch of Alexandria was the most powerful and influential among all
eastern patriarchs. To believers, he represented the supreme authority,
being perceived as the ruler of the country!®.

Patriarch Cyrus used force against Monophysites, with spells of
attempts at reconciliation and theological compromise. He launched a
terrible persecution against Monophysites, in an attempt to force them to
accept their religious union with the Melkite Church!'. The Monophysite
Patriarch of Alexandria himself, Benjamin (626-665), was forced to flee
the city; he took refuge to Upper Egypt (631/632) in order to escape the
violence of Patriarch Cyrus’s persecution'?. Menas, Patriarch Benjamin’s
brother, as well as other dissident Monophysites were tortured and
executed".

II. The Pact of Union Drawn Up by Patriarch Cyrus of Alexandria:
Translation and Commentary

Immediately after the cessation of the persecutions against Monophysites
(633), Patriarch Cyrus attempted to reconcile with them; he tried to have
Monophysites return to the Imperial Church by persuasion and theological

? Jean, évéque de Nikiou, “Chronique”, texte éthiopien publié et traduit par H. Zo-
TENBERG, In: Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque Nationale, XX1V,
1™ partie, Imprimerie Nationale, Paris, 1883, 120, p. 455; see also Louis Bréhier, Le
Monde Byzantin, vol. 11: Les institutions de I’empire byzantin, Editions Albin Michel,
Paris, 1970, pp. 96-97, 361; Georgije OSTROGORSKI, Histoire de I’Etat byzantin, traduit
de I’allemand par J. GouiLLARD, Payot, Paris, 1996, p. 143.

10 Jean MEYENDOREF, Unité de I’Empire et divisions des Chrétiens. L’Eglise de 450 a
680, traduction de I’anglais par Frangoise Lhoest revue par I’auteur, Les Editions du
Cerf, Paris, 1993, p. 365.

' MIcHEL LE SYRIEN, Chronique, vol. 11, éditée pour la premicre fois et traduite en fran-
cais par J.- B. CHaBot, Ernest Leroux Editeur, Paris, 1901, X1, 3, p. 411 (hereinafter
referred to as, MICHAEL THE SYRIAN, The Chronicle).

12 Jean, évéque de Nikiou, Chronique, 120, p. 464: ”Avva Beniamin, Patriarch of the
Egyptians, returned to Alexandria 13 years after fleeing to escape the Romans, and
visited all our churches”.

13 J. MEYENDORFF, Unité de [’Empire..., pp. 366-367.
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compromise. Cyrus initiated religious union negotiations with the Severine
Monophysites'* of Alexandria, also known as Theodosians". On June
3, 633, Patriarch Cyrus succeeded to unite Theodosians (the moderate
faction of the Egyptian Monophysites) with the Chalcedonian Melkite
Church, based on the formula of one single energy of Christ'®. The union
was officially proclaimed in the patriarchal cathedral of Alexandria, at a
solemn Divine Liturgy officiated by the Alexandrine patriarch. In the letter
addressed to Patriarch Sergius of Constantinople, Cyrus writes that the
entire Theodosian clergy took communion from his hand'’.

The dogmatic support of this union is a union agreement, written in
the form of a confession of faith, made up of nine articles (kepdiaia) or
anathematisms; this union agreement was read by Patriarch Cyrus from
the ambo of the patriarchal church, in the presence of numerous clergymen
and officials from the two groups — that of the Chalcedonians and that of the
Theodosian Monophysites. In the following, we include the original text
and the translation of the union agreement drawn up by Patriarch Cyrus of
Alexandria; this document had been attached to the letter that Cyrus sent
to Emperor Heraclius'® in order to inform him in depth on the strategy used
in order to bring Theodosians into the Imperial Church:

“Tod deomdtov Xpiotod ToO AANOvod Beod MUY TAVTOV
TPOAGUTOVTOG KOl TAvVTOG €I TV oTPLov Kol dAnfwv adtod
ToTV 1BVVOVTOG Kol €1G piay KoL TV a0 TV Ayl aTod EKKANGIoV

4 The Severines, whose name derives from that of their leader, Patriarch Severus of
Antioch (512-518), represented the moderate wing of the Monophysites, see MEYEN-
DORFF, Unité de I’Empire..., p. 236.

15 Starting with the first half of the 6th century, Severines were named Theodosians,
which again, derives from the name of their leader, Theodosius, the Monophysite
Patriarch of Alexandria (535-566). Theodosius was a friend of Severus of Antioch;
in 535, he had been elected Monophysite Patriarch of Alexandria with the support
of Empress Theodora, the protector of Monophysites, see MICHAEL THE SYRIAN, The
Chronicle, vol. 11, IX, 21, pp. 192-193; see also MEYENDORFF, Unité de |’Empire..., p.
245, 276.

16 Cyrus, Second Letter to Sergius (Document 4), in ALLEN (ed.), Sophronius of Jerusa-
lem..., pp. 174-175; see also HErELE, Histoire des conciles..., vol. 1II/1, p. 339.

17 Cyrus, Second Letter to Sergius (Document 4), pp. 174-175.

8 J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, vol. X1, Graz-Aus-
tria, Akademische Druck-U. Verlagsanstalt, 1960-1961, col. 562 (hereinafter referred
to as MANSI).
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“Since Christ the Master, true God of us all, is shining forth and
directing everyone towards the saving and true faith in him, and
summoning them to one and the same church of his, we have made
the present announcement on the occasion of the union of the holy
churches of God, in the month of Pauni (June) in the sixth indiction.
An announcement made by Cyrus, bishop by the mercy of God,
who, by the divine sanction of our good and victorious Masters,
holds the office of the apostolic throne of this Christloving city of
the Alexandrians.

Article of Faith I

If someone does not confess Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit,
consubstantial Trinity, one Godhead in three hypostases, let him
be anathema.

Article of Faith II

If someone does not confess that one of the Holy Trinity, God the
Word, before the ages was timelessly begotten of the Father, and
descended from heaven, and was made incarnate by the Holy
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Spirit, and became human from our Lady, the holy, glorious
Theotokos and ever-virgin Mary, suffered in his own flesh, and
died and was buried, and rose on the third day according to the
Scriptures, let him be anathema.

Article of Faith III

If someone does not confess both the sufferings and miracles of
our same and one Lord, Jesus Christ, true God, but [says they
are] of one and of the other, let him be anathema.

Article of Faith IV

If someone does not confess that from the very moment of the
union God the Word, in the womb of the holy Theotokos and
ever-virgin Mary, hypostatized with himself through the union
a flesh from the same holy Theotokos which is consubstantial
with us, ensouled with a rational and intellectual soul, in a union
that was both natural and hypostatic, and came forth from her
being one, without confusion and without division, let him be
anathema.

Article of Faith V

If someone does not confess that our holy Lady and ever-virgin
Mary properly speaking and in truth is the Theotokos, in that
she conceived and bore God the Word incarnate, let him be
anathema.

Article of Faith VI

If someone does not confess one Christ, one Christ, one Son,
from two natures, that is, from both Godhead and humanity, ‘one
incarnate nature of God the Word’, according to Cyril [now]
among the saints, without confusion, without change, without
alteration, or rather one composite hypostasis, which is our same
Lord Jesus Christ, being one of the holy, consubstantial Trinity,
let such a person be anathema.

Article of Faith VII
If someone, in saying that our Lord, Jesus Christ, is discerned
in two natures, does not confess that the same is one of the holy
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Trinity, God the Word begotten eternally from the Father, that in
the last times of the age (cf. Heb. I: 2) the same became incarnate,
and was born of our Lady, the all-holy and undefiled and ever-
virgin Mary, but knows him to be this one and another, and not
as one and the same, according to the most wise Cyril, the same
being perfect in Godhead and perfect in humanity, and in that
respect and in that alone discerned in two natures, the same one
suffering and not suffering in two distinct respects, as the same
Cyril, [now] among the saints, said, suffering in human fashion
in the flesh as a human being, but remaining impassible as God
amidst the suffering of his own flesh, and that one and the same
Christ and Son performed things befitting God and things human
by one theandric activity, according to Dionysius [now] among
the saints, distinguishing in contemplation alone the elements
from which the union came about, and mentally considering
these as remaining without change and without confusion after
their natural and hypostatic union, and recognizing in these the
one and the same Christ and Son without confusion and without
separation, as he mentally considers the two to be brought
together mutually without confusion, holding the contemplation
of them as a matter of reality and not of lying illusion, but he
does not separate them in any way, since the rending into two
has already been undone because of the union which is ineffable
and unconfused and inconceivable, saying according to holy
Athanasius: ‘At the one time there 1s the flesh of God the Word;
at the one time there is flesh ensouled and rational, at the one
time there is the flesh of God the Word endowed with a rational
soul’; but takes such an expression as dividing into parts, let him
be anathema.

Article of Faith VIII

If someone does not anathematize Arius, Eunomius, Macedonius,
Apollinaris the heretic, Nestorius, Eutyches of ill-repute,
and Cyrus and John of Aigiai, and all who, in whatever way,
contradict the Twelve Chapters of the most holy Cyril, and do
not repent, but die in such error, and those who thought or think
like them, let him be anathema.
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Article of Faith IX

If someone does notanathematize the writings of Theodoret which
are contrary to the right faith of Cyril [now] among the saints,
and the so-called Letter of Ibas, and Theodore of Mopsuestia
and his writings; and if someone does not accept the writings
of holy Cyril, especially against Theodore, and Theodoret, and
Andrew, and Nestorius, and those who have thought or think
like them or one of them, let him be anathema”"°.

The Pact of Union includes nine articles of faith (kepdliaia); each
article is formulated as an anathematism; it states the doctrine in positive
terms, after the negative form of the verb, “does not confess”, to which the
final anathemastism refers.? The nine articles of faith express the Christology
of Saint Cyril of Alexandria (370-444)*' and the Chalcedonian Christology
inspired by him.

The first article confesses faith in the Holy Trinity: “... motépa
Koi viov kol dylov wveduo, Tpéda opoodvolov, piav Bedtmra &v tpioiv
VTOCTACESY. .. .

Articles II, IIT and IV express the official Chalcedonian Christology.
Jesus Christ is the Self-same Perfect in Godhead and the Self-same Perfect
in Manhood, consubstantial with the Father according to his divinity and
consubstantial with us according to his humanity. He was before the ages
begotten of the Father as to the Godhead (“...t0v ®gdv Adyov, TOV PO
aldvev dypdvmg yevvnbévta €k 100 matpdc...”’) and was made incarnate
from Virgin Mary, in the last days, as to the Manhood (“...xoil capkoBéva
€K ... TG deomoivng MUdV Tii¢ ayiag EvodEov BeotdKkov kal deumapBEvon
Mapiag”). Jesus Christ became man and suffered with His own body for us
and for our salvation (“...xal E&vavOponncavta, Tabdvia Tf) idig capki”)?.

Article V summarizes the Orthodox beliefs on Virgin Mary: Virgin
Mary is the Mother of God (*“...tNVv ayiav déomotvav U@V kol detrdpbevov
Maopiov kupiog kol kotd aAifeioy Osotokov elvar, ¢ TOV Ogdv Adyov

19 The text in Greek and the translation into English were taken from ALLEN, Sophronius of
Jerusalem..., pp. 168-173.

20 F. X. Mureny, P. SuErwooD, Constantinople 11 et Constantinople 111, Editions de 1’Orante,
Paris, 1974, pp. 149-150.

2! Saint Cyril was the Patriarch of Alexandria between 412 and 444.

22 Joan G. Coman, “Si Cuvdntul trup S-a facut”. Hristologie si mariologie patristicd,
Editura Mitropoliei Banatului, Timisoara, 1993, p. 192.
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CECOPKMUEVOV KuNoacov Kol tekovdoav...”); this is an old Orthodox
doctrine, researched in depth by Cyril of Alexandria®.

Article VI summarizes the Cyrilian Christological doctrine, underlining
the unity of Christ’s hypostasis. According to Cyril, the union of the two
natures, divine and human, in the person of Jesus Christ the Saviour is a
real, physical or hypostatic union, expressed by uio pvoic 100 Ocod Aoyov
oeoopkwusvn®. By pvoic (nature), Saint Cyril means person or hypostasis.
This formula was kept by the Monophysites, but was not accepted as fully
“Orthodox” by the Council of Chalcedon (451). The text goes on to talk
about one composite hypostasis of the Word (piov dmdotacty cvvbetov), a
phrase coined by Severus of Antioch®.

Article VII repeats and develops the contents of the prior article. It
exposes clearly the Monoenergistic doctrine: “One and the same Christ and
Son performed things befitting God and things human by one theandric
activity, according to Dionysius [now] among the saints” (““... TOv adTOV Eval
Xp1otov kol viov vepyodvta T Oeompeni] Kol avOpomva wid Gsovipixii
évepyeig.” Koto TOV €v ayiolg Atovdoiov”).? The object of Article VII is the
interpretation of the Chalcedonian doctrine, summarized by “in saying that
our one Lord, Jesus Christ, is discerned in two natures” (“tov €va Kvpiov
Nuadv ‘Incodv Xpiotov év dvol Bewpeicbon”). In other words, Article VII
tends to reconcile Monophysitism with the Chalcedonian doctrine of the two
natures in the person of the Saviour Jesus Christ.

In order for the Chalcedonian doctrine to be understood in the sense of its
Cyrillian interpretation, the doctrine of One Christ who performs both what
is divine and what is human by means of a single divine-human activity is
proposed (Monoenergism). Here, Chalcedonian doctrine is sacrificed, being
given a Monophysite orientation. The importance put on the unity of Christ’s
energy appears to view Christ as the sole agent of the entire redeeming work;
according to the reasoning and the statement of the unification agreement,
this sole agent can only have one single divine-and-human energy. Therefore,
the energy (évépyera) becomes a characteristic of the person of Christ rather
than of his nature; in other words, the évépyeia belongs to the person or the
hypostasis of the Saviour, and not to the nature of Jesus Christ. The followers

2 ComaN, “Si Cuvdntul trup S-a facut”..., p. 192.

2 ComaN, “Si Cuvdntul trup S-a facut” ..., p. 106.

23 Severus rejects the idea of a combination of natures into Christ; he talks about a com-
posite hypostasis, see CoMaN, “Si Cuvantul trup S-a facut” ..., pp. 212-213.

26 See supra.
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of Monoenergism believed that the human energy was passive and entirely
subordinated to the divine energy of Christ, which they connected to the
Word incarnate. Itis therefore evident that there is no distinction made between
the energy coming from the person (action) and the energy as a characteristic
of nature. Yet Saint Cyril not only fails to establish this distinction, but in fact
excludes it altogether when saying: “One and the same Christ who does his
divine and his human work by means of a single divine-human energy.”

Patriarch Cyrus succeeded in convincing some of the Theodosian
clergy to accept the unification with the Chalcedonian Church based on the
formula uio Oeavopixn evépyera (“a single theandric energy”), wrongfully
attributed to Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite. In reality, Pseudo-
Dionysius the Areopagite does not talk about a single theandric energy —
as interpreted by Patriarch Cyrus in a false and tendentious manner?’ — but
about a certain new theandric energy of God incarnate (611 ovopwBevroc
Ocod, korviy uva v Gsovopikiy evépyeiav)®®. Patriarch Cyrus was
rightfully accused of distorting Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite’s text in
order to make it seem like they were of the same opinion. In the opinion
of Saint Maximus the Confessor, 77 kaivy) Oeavopixn evépyera refers to the
cooperation between Jesus’s two energies, human and divine®. For this
reason, Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite is not talking about one energy,
but about a new energy. This “novelty” conveys the aspect of unity, but the
unity he is referring to is not an issue of arithmetic, as clearly pointed out
by Saint Maximus the Confessor*®.

21 Cyrus, Pact of union. Nine Articles of Faith (Document 3), in: ALLEN, Sophronius
of Jerusalem, pp. 170-172: “kai Tov owtov &va Xpiotov Kol Y1wov €vepyodvta Ta
Ocompenti Kol avOpomvo ‘g Beavopikii Evepyeig’ Katd TOv &v ayiolg Atoviciov”;
Jaroslav PELIKAN, Tradifia crestind. O istorie a dezvoltdrii doctrinei, vol. 11: Spiritul
crestindtdtii rasaritene (600-1700), translation and notes by Priest Professor Nicolae
Buaga, Ed. Polirom, 2005, p. 93; Lars THUNBERG, Antropologia teologica a Sfantului
Maxim Marturisitorul. Microcosmos §i mediator, translated from English by Anca
Porescu, Ed. Sophia, Bucharest, 2005, p. 48 and n. 74.

28 PseuDO-DIONYSIUS THE AREOPAGITE, Epistula IV ad Gaium, in: Jacques-Paul MIGNE
(ed.), Patrologia Graeca, Patrologiae cursus completus, series graeca, 3, Paris, 1857,
1072 C (hereinafter referred to as PG); PELIKAN, Traditia crestind..., vol. 11, p. 93.

2 SAINT MaxiMums THE CONFESSOR, “Ambigua”, in: Ambigua. Tdalcuiri ale unor locuri cu
multe si adanci intelesuri din Sfintii Dionisie Areopagitul si Grigorie Teologul, coll. Parinti
si Scriitori Bisericesti, (PSB), vol. 80, translation from Greek, introduction and notes by
Priest Professor Dr. Dumitru StAniLoAE, EIBMBOR, Bucharest, 1983, 5d-e, p. 61.

30 SaiNT Maximus THE CONFESSOR, Ambigua, p. 62.
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The union agreement is concluded with two anathematisms. Article VIII
casts anathemas on Arius, Eunomius, Macedonius, Apollinaris, Nestorius,
Eutyches and all those who rejected the 12 anathematisms of Saint Cyril®!;
they include Bishop Cyrus of Tyre*? and priest John of Aigiai®.

Article IX reiterates the damnation of the Three Chapters: the person
and the works of Theodore of Mopsuestia, the writings of Theodoret of
Cyrus against the true faith and against Saint Cyril of Alexandria and
the letter of Ibas of Edessa against the same Cyril**; the three Nestorians
were considered feral enemies of the Monophysites and had been damned
repeatedly by Emperor Justinian. The damnation of the Three Chapters
was confirmed by the Fifth Ecumenic Council (553). They were probably
hoping that by damning people who died at peace with the Church, they will
determine Monophysites to return to “Orthodoxy.” The damnation extends
to those who reject the writings of Cyril of Alexandria against Theodore
of Mopusuestia, Theodoret of Cyrus, bishop Andreas of Samosata®> and
against heretic Nestorius.

31 Cyrus, Pact of union. Nine Articles of Faith (Document 3), in: ALLEN, Sophroni-
us of Jerusalem, p. 172: “Ei tig o0k avaBepoatilel Apetov, Evvouiov, Makeddviov,
Amolvaplov tov aipetikov Neotdplov, Evtvyéa tov dvodvopov kai Kdpov kai
Todvvny Todg Aiyedtag Kol TavTog ToVS GvIslpnKoOTag Kab’ olov dNmote TpOToV Toig
dmdeka KePaAiolg Tod ayiwtatov Kvpiddov kol un petovonoavrag, (...) avadepa
E0Tm”.

32 Bishop Cyrus of Tyre was one of the supporters of Bishop John of Antioch. He was
sworn in by Cyrus of Alexandria at the Ecumenical Council of Ephesus (431), see
SOPHRONIUS OF JERUSALEM, The Synodical Letter, in: ALLEN, Sophronius of Jerusa-
lem...,2.6.1,p. 139 and n. 156.

33 According to Patriarch Photius of Constantinople, John of Aigiai was a Nestorian.
He was sworn in by Cyril of Alexandria at the Ecumenical Council of Ephesus (431),
similarly to Bishop Cyrus of Tyre, see SOPHRONIUS OF JERUSALEM, The Synodical Let-
ter, in: ALLEN, Sophronius of Jerusalem...,2.6.1, p. 139 and n. 156.

3 Cyrus, Pact of union. Nine Articles of Faith (Document 3), in: ALLEN, Sophronius of
Jerusalem, p. 172: “Ei 11¢ 00k dvabepatifel ta cvyypapupota @godmpitov td Kotd
TS 0pOf|g miotemg tod v dyiolg Kvpiddov, kai v Aeyopévny “Ifa émetolv, Kol
Beddmpov 1oV Mopyoveotiog Kol T cuyypappata tod owtod (...) avadepa Eotm”.

> Bishop Andreas of Samosata is the author of a treaty against the 12 anathemas of
Saint Cyril. He also refused to sign the unification agreement of 433 establishing the
reconciliation between Alexandrines and Antiochians, disagreeing with the damna-
tion of Nestorius - see Remus Rus, Dictionar enciclopedic de literaturd crestind din
primul mileniu, Editura Lidia, Bucharest, 2003, pp. 48-49 (s.v. Andreas of Samosata).
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The analyzed document reveals Patriarch Cyrus’s attempt to reach a
consensus with the Theodosian Monophysites regarding the teachings of
faith. Cyrus is trying to formulate the articles of faith so as to please and
accommodate Monophysites. That is why, in order to express the mystery
of the embodiment of Christ, he uses a series of Cyrillian and Severine
phrases well-liked by Monophysites: évwaic gvowi®®, éx dbo pioewv,
uio pvoig 100 Osod Aoyov cecopkwusvy si uia vrootaois ovvhetog’’; it is
known that the Severine Monophysites were attached to the Monophysite
language of Saint Cyril of Alexandria®®, whom some of them considered “the
father of Monophysitism.” In fact, it was this strict adherence to Cyrillian
terminology in matters of Christology that prevented the Monophysites
to accept the confession of faith formulated in Chalcedon®. That is why
Cyrus diplomatically avoids formulating theological explanations that
would not be tolerated by the Monophysites. At the same time, Patriarch
Cyrus places an anathema Nestorius and his followers, who had rejected
the 12 anathemas of Cyril*,

In order to avoid leaving the impression that the text of the unification
agreement gives privilege to the Cyrillian Christological terminology agreed
by Monophysites, Cyrus combines it with Chalcedonian terminology.
Therefore, as opposed to the Cyrillian phrase éx dvo pvoewv used in article
VI of faith and approved, among othes, by Dioscorus*' and Severus of
Antioch, in article VII he uses the Chalcedonian phrase &v dvo gvoeorv,

36 See, supra, Article of Faith IV: ...évdoer pvoiki].

37 See, supra, Article of Faith V1. Severus of Antiohia talks about a composite hypostasis
(uio vrooraoic ovvletog), see also Hefele, Histoire des conciles..., vol. 111/1, p. 341.

38 The leader of Severine Monophysites, Patriarch Severus of Antioch, had been a fol-
lower and a defender of Cyrillian Christology. His Christological teachings are based
on the 12 anathemas of Saint Cyril, see Diac. loan RAMUREANU, “Posibilitatea into-
arcerii Bisericilor monofizite la ortodoxie. Consideratii istorice si dogmatice asupra
pozitiei lor fata de ortodoxie”, in: Ortodoxia, 4 / 1951, pp. 588-589 (hereinafter re-
ferred to as RAMUREANU, Bisericile monofizite).

39 MEYENDORFF, Unité de I’Empire..., pp. 212-213.

* In the memory of various Monophysite factions that remained loyal the theological
language of Cyril of Alexandria, the Council of Chalcedon was known as “the cursed
council.” The damnation of Eutyches by the Council of Chalcedon was perceived by
certain Monophysites as a return to Nestorianism, see Bernard SesBoUE, Joseph Wo-
LINSKI, Histoire des dogmes. Le Dieu du salut, vol. 1, Editions Desclée, Paris, 1994,
p. 414.

4! Patriarch Dioscorus (444-451) followed Saint Cyril on the patriarchal see of Alexan-
dria. He defended Cyril’s memory and theology.
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stating that “Jesus Christ is discerned in two natures™*?. Also, at the end of
Article VII he proclaims the Chalcedonian idea of theopaschism: ... the
same one suffering and not suffering in two distinct respects, as the same
Cyril, [now] among the saints, said, suffering in human fashion in the flesh
as a human being, but remaining impassible as God amidst the sufferings
of his own flesh™®.

II1. The Reception and Consequences of the Religious Union between
the Imperial Church and the Theodosians

In the letter sent to Patriarch Sergius of Constantinople, Patriarch Cyrus
describes enthusiastically the unification with Theodosians; he praises
Emperor Heraclius and Patriarch Sergius; in his opinion, they had a
determining role in the unification*. At the same time, Cyrus informs
Sergius that most members of the Theodosian clergy of Alexandria had
accepted the unification with the Imperial Church; also, all civilian and
military officials, as well as a few thousand Alexandrian citizens received
the holy communion from the hand of the Patiarch himself:

“For this  make clear that all the clergy belonging to the teaching of
the so-called Theodosians in this Christ-loving city of Alexandria,
together with those who are illustrious in public office and in the
military, and in addition those, running into thousands who pay
public tax, on the third day of the month of June were united to
our most holy, catholic church of God, and partook with us of the
undefiled mysteries of God™*.

# Article VII of Faith: “... éva Kbdprov qudv Incodv Xpiotov &v dval Oewpeiolou ...
@pvoeoty”; “... Kol KAt TODTO Kol LOVoOV ‘gv ovo ewpovuevov ‘pioeot...”. The phrase
&v ovo gioeorv is used by Pope Leon I in his letter to Bishop Flavian of Constanti-
nople, see ComaNn, “Si Cuvdntul trup S-a facut” ..., pp. 155-158.

# Article VII of Faith: “...tov a0t0v ndoyovta Koi ui tdoyovto Kot AAo Koi AL, (G
0 av1og €v ayiotg Epnoe Kopilhog, mdoyovta pev avlpomtivag capki kabod dvopwmrog,
pévovrta 6¢ g Oeodv amadij &v 101G Tii¢ idiag ocapkdg nabeot...”.

44 Cyrus, Second Letter to Sergius (Document 4), in: ALLEN, Sophronius of Jerusa-
lem, pp. 174-175.

¥ Cyrus, Second Letter to Sergius (Document 4), p. 174: “AfjAov yap mO0DpHOL, O
amavtes ol Tod 3OYUATOG TOV AeYOEVEV BE0d001avdY Katd Ta Ty TV Ale&avipémv
QdypLoTov TOAY KANpKol, Gpa kol toig v a&iog kol otpateiong dtaddpmovoty, €Tt
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Atleast two bishops, Victor of Fayoum and Cyrus of Nikiu, accepted the
unification with the Melkite Church: “So that even Cyrus, bishop of Nikiu,
and Victor, bishop of the Faiyum, and many others denied the orthodox
faith, because they had not obeyed the injunctions of the blessed Father
Benjamin, and had not hidden themselves as the others did.”*® Cyrus writes
that the event brought joy not just to Alexandria, but to the entire region: ...
but throughout the entire Christ-loving city of Alexandria and its districts
even to the very clouds, and to those ranks of heaven beyond, rejoicing in
the peace of the most holy churches and in those who are returning to it™’.

The religious union ofthe Theodosians with the Imperial Church ignited
the protest of Palestinian monk Sophronius, who was in Alexandria at the
time. Sophronius disagreed with the Monoenergist doctrine formulated
in the 7th article of the unification decree. The honorable Palestinian
monk threw himself at the feet of Patriarch Cyrus, begging him tearfully
not to publish the union agreement that proclaimed Monoenergism*.
Saint Sophronius’s gesture marks the beginning of the fight against
Monoenergism®. Sophronius traveled to Constantinople to warn Patriarch
Sergius about the erroneous doctrine hiding behind the Monoenergist
formula. He asked the Patriarch of Constantinople to eliminate from the
union agreement drawn up by Cyrus the sentence referring to a single
energy into Christ>. Sophronius insisted on the acknowledgement of two

0¢ Kol 101G €1g OTjLov TEAODOY €1G YIMAdAG GVVTEIVOVTES, KaTd TV TpitnVv oV Tovviov
UNVvog Evebévteg T Kab’ Nuds ayltotdtn tod Ood KaToAK | EKKANGIQ TAV AypavTmv
100 B0 oLV MUV puotnpiomv petédafov’.

46 SEVERUS OF AL’ AsHMUNEIN (Hermopolis), History of the Patriarchs, in: Patrolo-
gia Orientalis 1, p. 491.

4 Cyrus, Second Letter to Sergius (Document 4), pp. 174-175: ... dAha xato ooy TV
ALeEAVOPEDMY PLAOYPLETOV TOAY KO TAG VT’ 00TV EVOpiag LEYPL TAV VEQEADY aOTMV
Kol TOVTOV EMEKEVO TAV 0VPOVIOV TAEEMV Tf| TOV AYIOTATOV EKKANCIAV PV Kol
TOIG TPOG ATV EMGTPEPOUEVOLG EVPPUVOUEVAV...” .

8 In the letter sent to Peter the Illustrious, Saint Maximus talks about the meeting between
Cyrus and Sophronius, see MaXIME LE CONFESSEUR, Lettres, introduction par Jean-Cla-
ude LARCHET, traduction et notes par Emmanuel PoNsoYE, coll. Sagesses chrétiennes,
Les Editions du Cerf, Paris, 1998, XIII, pp. 150-164; see also Christoph VON SCHONBORN,
Sofronie al lerusalimului. Viata monahala si marturisirea doctrinard, translated by
Matriuca si Adrian ALEXANDREscU, Fundatia Anastasia Publishing, Bucharest, 2007, p. 95;
HEeFELE, Histoire des Conciles..., vol. /1, p. 342.

* vON SCHONBORN, Sofronie al lerusalimului..., pp. 95-96.
30 SERGIUS, First Letter to Honorius (Document 6), in: ALLEN (ed.), Sophronius of Jeru-
salem..., pp. 186-188.
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energies or activities into Christ and not one, the activity being situated
at the level of his natures, and not his person®'. After a long period of
deliberation, Patriarch Sergius promised Sophronius that he would not
preach about a single energy into Christ, “in order not to disturb the peace
of the Church.” After a series of heated discussions related to the doctrine
on a single energy into Christ, Patriarch Sergius reached an understanding
with Saint Sophronius; the two agreed that the stress should not be placed
on the action, activity-energy, but on the operating subject, meaning a
single operating subject for both human and divine activities into Christ™.

These objections of the honorable Palestinian monk were partially
retained within the works of the permanent council that Patriarch Sergius
summoned in Constantinople in order to conclude the discussion on this
topic; in August 633, the Council issued a Dogmatic Decree (wijpog) whose
contents are replicated fully in the letter that the Patriarch of Constantinople
sent to Pope Honorius in year 634. The Psephos states that Patriarch Cyrus
of Alexandria was recommended not to allow anybody to talk about one or
two energies of Christ, but about a single operating subject, Jesus Christ,
in the energies of each nature>. Therefore, the Psephos does not nullify the
union agreement of Alexandria, but rather annotates it, stressing the unity
of the operating subject (meaning Christ) and not the activity or the energy
itself>. Also, in the letter sent to Patriarch Cyrus of Alexandria in August-
September 633, Patriarch Sergius approves the unification between the
Melkite Church and the Theodosians®>.

Immediately after his installation on the patriarchal see of Jerusalem (at
the beginning of year 634), Saint Sophronius sent a synodal letter, known
as Sinodikon, to Patriarch Sergius of Constantinople, Pope Honorius and
all the other patriarchs and bishops of the pentarchy. The Sinodikon is the
first official Orthodox reaction against Monoenergism. Saint Sophronius
talks about the unity of the person of the Saviour and the duality of Christ’s

SI Manst X1 481 C.

52 SERGIUS, First Letter to Honorius (Document 6), in: ALLEN (ed.), Sophronius of Jerusa-
lem..., p. 188; HEFELE, Histoire des Conciles..., 111/1, p. 343, 345.

>3 Sergius, First Letter to Honorius (Document 6) in ALLEN, Sophronius of Jerusalem..., p.
188; Hefele, Histoire des Conciles..., I1I/1, p. 345.

* SErGIUS, Second Letter to Cyrus (Document 5), in: ALLEN (ed.), Sophronius of Jeru-
salem..., p. 178.

5 SErGIUS, Second Letter to Cyrus (Document 5), in ALLEN (ed.), Sophronius of Jerusa-
lem..., p. 178.
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natures. According to him, the duality of natures results in the duality of
Christ’s energies, each nature having its own natural energy*.

Patriarch Sergius tasked his friend, Hegumen Pyrrhus®’, with
presenting to Saint Maximus the Confessor the Psephos council decree; it
was from the decree that the latter found out about the union between the
Imperial Church and the Theodosian Monophysites and, implicitly, about
the Monoenergistic doctrine formulated by Patriarch Cyrus. Hegumen
Pyrrhus asked Saint Maximum to take a stand in relation to the formula of
a single energy into Christ. In spite of a his reticence, Maximus approves
the Psephos because this document refuses to talk about a single energy
into Christ; more precisely, he says he is satisfied with the Psephos, as it
annuls the heretic innovation introduced by the Alexandrian Pact of Union
(June 633) and, therefore, saves the Orthodox faith inherited from the Holy
Fathers in its entirety®®. It is evident that Saint Maximus disagrees with
the Monoenergistic allusions of the Psephos. The Holy Father refutes the
erroneous doctrine formulated by Cyrus, showing that the energy pertains
ontologically and primordially to the nature. The existence of two natures
into Jesus Christ implies that the Saviour has two natures - the human and
the divine. By means of their union into a single hypostasis, each nature
keeps its natural energy, unchanged and unadulterated™.

According to Coptic sources, a large part of the Egyptian population
had accepted the Chalcedonian faith in its Monoenergistic interpretation; the
same sources admit that the union of Alexandria caused a deep tear amongst
non-Chalcedonians. Regarding this, Severus of AI’ Ashmunein writes that:

“These were the years during which Heraclius and Al-Mugaugas
(i.e. Cyrus, the "Caucasian”) were ruling over Egypt: and
through the severity of the persecution and the oppression, and
the chastisements which Heraclius inflicted on the orthodox [i.e.

36 Epistola Synodica, in: ALLEN (ed.), Sophronius of Jerusalem...,2.3.7.,p. 96; see also vON
SCHONBORN, Sofronie al lerusalimului..., p. 118, 226.

37 Pyrrhus followed Patriarch Sergius on the patriarchal see of Constantinople (638-641).

38 SAINT Maximus THE CONFESSOR, “Epistola 19 catre Pyrrhus”, in: Scrieri, partea a doua.
Scrieri si epistole hristologice si duhovnicesti, coll. Pdrinti si Scriitori Bisericesti
(PSB), vol. 81, translation from Greek, introduction and notes by Priest Professor
Dumitru StAniLoaE, EIBMBOR, Bucharest, 1990, pp. 200-201.

9 SAINT Maximus THE CONFESSOR, Epistola 19 cdtre Pyrrhus, in PSB, vol. 81, pp. 155-
156; MurpHY, SHERWOOD, Constantinople 11 et 111, p. 158.
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the Monophysites, J.M.] in order to force them to adopt the faith
of Chalcedon, innumerable multitudes were led astray, some by
tortures, others by promise of honors, some by persuasion and

guile”®.

In reality, the unification of Melkites with Theodosians in Alexandria
was inconsistent. Theophanes the Confessor calls it “the watercolor
unification” (zjv vdpofapij éxeivyy évawow)®'. Also, The Greek Life®*, a
biography of Saint Maximus the Confessor, underlines the inconsistency
of the union calling it “the watercolor union.”® It is very likely that on
June 3 633, Patriarch Cyrus imposed on the Theodosians the union with
the Imperial Church, against their will. This is why no Coptic document
alludes to Cyrus’s attempt to impose the Monoenergistic formula, and the
union agreement is not mentioned anywhere. Besides, in the tradition of the
Coptic Church, Patriarch Cyrus left a very bad impression. He remained
known as the great persecutor of Monophysites, and that is why, in Coptic
literature, he is associated with the Antichrist®.

Both The Chronicle of Theophanes Confessor, and The Greek Life
state unanimously that Patriarch Cyrus prepared the union of Alexandria
in collaboration with Bishop Theodore of Pharan®, Patriarch Sergius’s

% SEVERUS OF AL’ ASHMUNEIN (Hermopolis), History of the Patriarchs, p. 491; see also
MEYENDORFF, Unité de I’Empire..., p. 379.

" THeoPHANES, The Chronicle, an English translation of anni mundi 6095-6305 (A.D.
602-813), with introduction and notes by Harry TuRTLEDOVE, University of Pennysl-
vania Press, Philadelphia, 1982, 330, p. 32: “He [i.e. Cyrus] joined with Theodore the
bishop of Pharan to celebrate this union, though it was not durable”.

82 The Greek Life is a biographic compilation drawn up in the second half of the 10th
century by Studite monk Michael Exabulitis see Sfantul Maxim si tovardsii sdi..., pp.
16-17.

83 Sfiantul Maxim si tovardsii sdi... (Viata greacd), chap. 9, p. 68: ““... And naturally,
Cyrus, speaking with Theodore, the Bishop of Pharan, who was an important sup-
porter of the Monothelites, resolved to enact a so-called ,,watercolor union,” meaning
pigment mixed with water, which gets diluted, remains blended and indistinct and
does not preserve the brightness of either of the original colors...”.

6 ToNiTA, Sinodul al VI-lea..., p. 380.

% During the second half of the 6th century, Theodore of Pharane, identified as Theodore
of Raithu, activates as a monk at the monastery of Raithu (at-Tur), a port town on the
south-western coast of Sinai peninsula. During the first half of the 7th century, Theodore
became bishop of Pharan in Arabian Petraea; he got in contact with Patriarch Sergius of
Constantinople. It seems that Theodore of Pharan died around the year 638.
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advisor®. Theodore of Pharan was the first theologist to bring arguments in
favor of the Monoenergist formula proposed by Patriarch Cyrus as a basis
for the Alexandria union®’. Also, The Chronicle of Theophanes Confessor
talks about how the union between Melkites and Theodosians discredited the
Council of Chalcedon so much that Jacobite and Theodosian Monophysites
were boasting, saying: “Not we to Chalcedon, but rather Chalcedon has
accomodated itself to us. Through His one energy (1a tiic pidg évepyeiog),
it agrees Christ has one nature (piov evowv Xpiotov).”s®

IV. Conclusions

Despite the lack of popularity of Patriarch Cyrus in Egypt, the union of
the Theodosian Monophysites with the Imperial Church was the crowning
achievement of the religious politics of union advanced by Emperor
Heraclius and Patriarch Sergius of Constantinople. Heraclius attempted to
return the Monophysites to the Imperial Church by theological concessions
regarding the Dyophysite doctrine, formulated during the Council of
Chalcedon (451). In other words, the Monoenergist dispute was simply
a fight for the “cause” of Chalcedon’s dogmatic formula, with the aim of
making it acceptable to non-Chalcedonians. The Tomos of Faith drawn up
by Patriarch Cyrus does not recant the Chalcedonian doctrine: the union of
the two natures in the hypostasis of the Saviour is unequivocally reaffirmed,
the document enounces the Christology of Saint Cyril of Alexandria with a
Dyophisist meaning covered in a Monophysist language. From a doctrine
point of view, the Tomos of Cyrus represents an attempt to align Severan
Monophysitism with the Chalcedonian doctrine. The ecclesiastical policy
of Patriarch Sergius, enforced by Patriarch Cyrus in Egypt, proved that
combining theological initiative with military pressure could still represent
a useful strategy for reconciling Christians from the Byzantine Orient within
the imperial system.

5 THEOPHANES, The Chronicle, 330, p. 32; Sfantul Maxim si tovardsii sdi... (Viata
greaca), chap. 9, p. 68.

7 Theodore of Pharan says that the energy is an attribute of the hypostasis or person of
Christ, and not of his character or nature, see PELIKAN, Traditia crestind..., vol. 11, p. 94.

8 THEOPHANES, The Chronicle, 330, p. 32.
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