






















































































8 Origin and Nature of Monothelism.

ture.” And unquestionably all the early heretics who
had held the doctrine of one operation and one will in
Christ had either implicitly or explicitly denied the
two natures. This was the case in the instances
above given of Beron, the Arians, and the Apollinar-
ists; for human nature deprived of all its powers, and
animated and moved as a material and inactive in-
strument by the Logos, cannot be truly termed a
human nature, much less a distinct and perfect hu-
man nature; that kind of union would result either
in the total destruction of one nature, or in a coali-
tion of both into something compounded of the two.
Therefore the Monophysites, and especially Severus
with his partisans, deprived Christ of a double na-
tural will and operation, in order that they might
deprive Him of His human nature. Severus did
not deny the essence and the reality of manhood in
Christ, but held the doctrine of a substantial change
in its qualities from the in-flow of the Word of God
into the sacred humanity.® Consequently he anathe-
matised the dogmatic letter of St. Leo and the con-
fession of Chalcedon, because these taught two na-
tures and two operations in Christ after the hypo-
statical union of His Godhead with His humanity.?
Theodosius of Alexandria, the leader of the Theodo-
sians, laid down the same doctrine in his address to

7 See Petavius, op. cit. 1. viii. ¢. i. n. b seq. p. 336 seq. ce. viii.
ix. pp. 350-357.

8 S. Maximus, Opuscula ad Marianum, p. 39 seq. 50 seq. Op.
t. ii. ed. Migne. ~

9 Cone. (Ecum vi. act. iv. Epist. Agathonis Papz. (Labbe, t. vii.
p. 691.)




































20 Honorius' two Leiters to Sergius.

still we do not consider it necessary to prove this
point against the author of the Defensio Declarationis
Cleri Gallicani,® because this at least is certain, that it
was forwarded to all the Patriarchs and Bishops of
both Churches, Latin and Greek, and signed by them
as a symbol of faith, before any dogmatic decree had
been agreed on by the Council of Chalcedon.?* The
same writer adduces two other alleged exceptions to
the synodical character of papal utterances ez cathe-
drd, namely, the letters of Innocent I. to the African
councils, and that of St. Celestine to St. Cyril. As
to these, we will remark briefly, that the letter of St.
Celestine to St. Cyril, in which a definitive sentence
was pronounced against Nestorius, was truly a syno-
dical letter,3? as was that of Siricius against Jovinian,3
and that of Zosimus against Celestius.?* Moreover,
we say that the letters of Innocent I. to the Councils

held by Flavian against it, and of his dogmatic letter destined to
be read in the Synod of Ephesus; especially as, after the miser-
able end of that council we see no less than three Roman synods
held by Leo against Dioscorus, and in the cause of the Eutychians.
(Labbe, t. iv. pp. 747-751.) Besides which, St. Leo’s letter to
Flavian, read in the second session of the Council of Chalcedon
(Labbe, 1. ¢. p. 1214), bears the title of Epistola Synodica,and in
the Greek translation of 'Emsrony éyxdxiiog Ayouy cuvodixd. In-
deed, according to the practice of that time, the circular letters of
the Pope were always considered to be written in council.

30 Defensio Decl. Cleri Gallicani, t. ii. I xii. cap. xxii. p. 185.
ed. Basilee.

81 Vide Ballerini ~Admonitionem in Epist. xxviii. S. Leonis.
(8. Leonis Ep. t. i. p. 794.)

82 Labbe, t. iii. p. 551 seq.

% Siricius, Epist. vii. (Coustant. p. 663 seq.)

3 Zosimus, Tractatoria. (Coustant. p. 994 seq.)




































































































































































































































96 The Sixth Synod and the

the rest. The three former passages are to be found
in the Decree of Condemnation, in the Prosphonetic
Letter, and in the Imperial Edict.?” The others may
be seen at the end of the thirteenth session, in the
Definition, and in the Synodical Letter to Pope Aga-
tho; to these the first part also of the Decree may
be added.?® Now it is clear that the latter class of
passages ought to be explained by the former, be-
cause, among other reasons, it contains the actual
Decree of Condemnation, on which is founded what-
ever else is said concerning Honorius.

Let us first examine this important document.
In a note we give the decree in the Latin version,

27 Labbe, L. c. pp. 977, 1089, 1121.

28 Tb. pp. 1005, 1057, 1109, 977.

29 « Retractantes dogmaticas epistolas, que tanquam a Sergio
quondam Patr. hujus a Deo conservandze regiee urbis scripte sunt,
tam ad Cyrum, qui tune fuerat episcopus Phasidis, quam ad Hono-
rium quondam papam antiquee Romee : similiter autem et epistolam
ab illo, id est Honorio, rescriptam ad eundem Sergium ; hasque
invenientes omnino alienas existere ab Apostolicis dogmatibus, et
a definitionibus sanctorum conciliorum et cunctorum probabilinm
Patrum, sequi vero falsas doctrinas heereticorum, eas omnino abji-
cimus et tanquam anims noxias execramur. Quorum autem, id est
eorundem impia execramur dogmata, horum et nomina a sancta
Dei Ecclesia projici judicavimus, id est Sergii . . . . qui aggressus
est de hujusmodi impio dogmate conscribere, Cyri Alexandriz,
Pyrrhi, Petri et Pauli, qui et ipsi prassulatu functi sunt in sede
hujus a Deo conservandz civitatis, et similia eis senserunt, ad hzc
et Theodori quondam episcopi Pharan, quarum omnium supraserip-
tarum personarum mentionem fecit Agatho sanctissimus ac ter bea-
tissimus Papa antiquee Rome in suggestione, quam fecit ad piis-
simum et a Deo confirmatum Dominum nostrum et magnum im-
peratorem, eosque abjicit, utpote contraria recte fidei nostre sen-
tientes, quos anathemati submitti definimus. Cum his vero simul
projici a sancta Dei eatholica ecclesia simulque anathematizari pree-






































































































130 The Sixth Synod and the

not only that no heretical tenet is contained in the
letters of Pope Honorius, but also that the Sixth
Synod did not condemn him either for any erroneous
ex cathedrd teaching, or for any heresy whatever.
With regard to the Seventh and Eighth Councils, we
again remark, in answer to Mr. Renouf, that even if
those Synods had condemned Honorius for heresy,
it would not follow from this that the doctrine of
Papal Infallibility is untenable, unless it is first
shown that Honorius was anathematised for having
taught heresy ex cathedrd. Mr. Renouf is quite un-
able to prove this point, especially when we consider
that both these Synods solemnly acknowledged the
doctrine of Papal Infallibility ; when the Seventh
submitted itself unreservedly to the letter of Pope
Adrian I, in which that maxim was enforced, and
perfect adhesion to it was imposed;* and when, in
the Eighth, the profession of faith of Pope Adrian II.
was unanimously received, in which the previous for-
mulary of Honorius was inserted, declaring that the
Catholic doctrine had always been preserved in its
integrity in the Roman Apostolic See.” We abstain
from commenting on these facts, which we shall
fully explain in our work upon Papal Infallibility.
For the present we limit ourselves to examining
whether it is true that the two Councils mentioned
really condemned Honorius for heresy. Certainly

89 Adriani I. Epistola ad Tarasium. In act. ii. Cone. vii, Ni-
ceeni ii. (Labbe, t. viiil. p. 771 seq.)

9 Libellus fidei Adriani II. ad Synodum viii. In act. i.
Cone. Const. iv. (Beum. viii. (Labbe, t. x. p. 497.)
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