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prevaricator Liberius” Time compels me to omit another
letter of Liberius, still more miserable, in which he puts him-
self expressly in communion with the whole Arian and semi-
Arian party in the East and West, even with the worst of the
Arians, out of communion with all who rejected the Arians,
speaks of Athanasius as one who was bishop of Alexandria,
and entreats his own restoration to Rome through the heads
of the persecuting Arian party.* '

There has been some dispute as to which of the three
creeds known as Sirmian it was that Liberius signed. For
myself, I think that it is of no importance which he signed,
and that his signing means no more than communicating with
the Arians, which it is certain he did. You will remember
that the Arians were struggling for comprehension, and that
they were willing to use extremely high language concerning
our Lord’s dignity. The worst of their formula did not
assert anything untrue, but merely omitted the phrases which
the orthodox used to exclude the Arians. For instance, if
Liberius signed the worst of the Sirmian formulz, he would
only have had to say that we do not worship two gods; that
our Lord said, ¢ My Father is greater than I,” and that the
word ‘homodusios’ is not in Scripture.

* A fine specimen of controversial courage was exhibited by the Jesuit
Stilting, who (Bolland. 44. SS., Sept. vi., 598 seq.) did not scruple to
-deny the fall of Liberius, condemning as forgeries all the passages of early
writers which asserted it. However, he has not succeeded in convincing
<andid men of his own communion; and Hefele, for example &)H:'stary of
Councils, v. 81), satisfactorily disposes of the difticulties raised by Stilting
against accepting the testimony of Athanasius (Hist. Arian. ad Monachos,
€. 41, Apolog. cont. Arian. c. 89) and of Jerome, who, in his chronicle, has
¢ Liberius taedio victus exilii et in heretica pravitate subscribens Romam
quasi victor intraverat,” and in his Catalogue condemns Fortunatian
because ¢Liberium Romanx urbis episcopum, pro fide ad exilium per-
gentem, primus sollicitavit, ac fregit, et ad subscriptionem hxreseos com-
pulit,” Hefele makes no doubt that Liberius agreed to the two things on
which the Emperor insisted, namely, that he should join in the condemna-
tion of Athanasius, and that he should enter into communion with the
bishops who refused the Homodusion. But he rejects the letters of
Liberius, transcribed by Hilary, from which I have given an extract in the
text. The question of the genuineness of these lettersis a very subordinate
one, affecting as it does, not the question of the fall of Liberius, but only
the amount of humiliation with which that fall was attended. However,
I believe them to be genuine. The fragments of Hilary which contain
them are accepted as gecnuine by the best Roman Catholic critics,
Tillemont, Fleury, Ceillier, Montfaucon, Mohler, &c. The arguments for
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Imagine that the anti-supernaturalist party got complete
ascendency over the English Crown and Parliament ; that they
struck out of the English Prayerbook every assertion of the
divinity of our Lord ; that they made bishops of Mr. Voysey
and some of the leading Unitarians ; deposed and imprisoned
the most formidable of the orthodox bishops, not on a charge
of heresy, but of riot and sedition; that they put the arch-
bishop of Canterbury into prison, and required his subscrip-
tion to the Unitarian creed ; suppose that after a couple of
years’ imprisonment, finding that a leading Broad Church
clergyman was about to be permanently fixed in his see, he
yielded so far as to acknowledge Voysey as his dear brother
bishop, and to disavow all connexion with the orthodox
bishop who had been deposed; would it make much differ-
ence more or less whether he at the same time signed a
formula declaring that our Lord was perfect man, that his
life had been a model of excellence, and his doctrines un-
surpassed in purity—but saying nothing about his divinity ?

This consideration that the fault of Liberius was not so
much the ‘ assertio falsi’ as the ¢suppressio veri,” demolishes

the genuineness urged by the Benedictine editors seem to me quite con-
vincing, and dispose by anticipation of the very weak objections raised by
Hefele. There remains the question, may not Hilary have been mistaken,.
and been imposed on by Arian forgeries in the name of Liberius? I do
not think this likely ; and it appears to me that Jerome also accepted the
letters as genuine; for I believe that it was from one of them he learned
the share taken by Fortunatian in the lapse of Liberius. But I believe
that if these letters had been Arian forgeries they would have claimed far
more countenance from Liberius than these letters give. They only
represent him as signing the first Sirmian creed, a formula so near ortho-
doxy that the difficulty is, if this were all that Liberius had done, why
should Hilary be so angry with him for doing what he treats tenderly in the
case of others? But to this the Benedictine editors make a perfectly good
answer, viz. that we judge very differently of the same words if spoken by
an adversary who seems to be approaching the truth, and if spoken by a
former defender of the truth who now seems to be making defection from
it. The letters in question though they give a humiliating picture of the
broken courage of Liberius, yet do not represent him as doing anything
that a man orthodox in heart might not under pressure bring himself to.
The formula he signed stated nothing false; and the guilt or innocence of
Athanasius, he might persuade himself, was a merely personal question.
I take it that it was in consequence of the letters written from Bercea
announcing the willingness of Liberius to comply with the conditions in-
sisted on by the emperor, that Liberius was summoned to what is called.
the third Sirmian Council.
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We come down now a little later, to the Pelagian contro-
versy, and have to inquire whether it was the bishop of
Rome who, on the questions then at issue, taught the Church
how to believe. She had much need of guidance, for she had
been perplexed by contrary decisions. An African council
had condemned Pelagius; but he had been pronounced
orthodox by another council at Diospolis in Palestine. The
African bishops appealed to Rome, and obtained Pope Inno-
cent’s approval of their decisions. But aletter and confession
of faith, which Pelagius sent to Rome, did not arrive until after
Innocent’s death, and the question came for further hearing
before his successor, Zosimus. Celestius, the doctrinal ally
of Pelagius, appeared in person at Rome, and, having made
his profession of faith, was carefully cross-examined by the
Pope. It is possible that there may have been something in
the early training of Zosimus to dispose him favourably to the
accused ; for his Greek name suggests that he may have been
of Eastern extraction; and the Fathers of the Eastern Church
have always accentuated man’s freewill more strongly than
St. Augustine taught the West to do. Whether this be so or
not, Zosimus arrived at the conclusion that Calestius and
Pelagius had been unjustly accused ; and he wrote to the
African bishops two letters expressing this opinion—the first
after his interview with Celestius, the other after receiving
the letter of Pelagius. He strongly censures the two bishops,
Heros and Lazarus, who had played the part of accusers,
describing them as turbulent mischiefmakers, whose own elec-
tion to the episcopate had been annulled, and whom he had
excommunicated. He lectures the African bishops on the
duty of not being hasty in believing evil of their neighbours :
he tells them that they need be no more ashamed of retracting
a condemnation hastily pronounced than those who had con-
demned the chaste Susanna were of acquitting her after her
innocence had been established by Daniel : that if there was
joy in heaven over one sinner that repenteth, there ought to
be still more joy on discovering that one who had been sup-
posed to have sinned had not sinned at all. He only wishes
they could have been present to hear the professions of
Celestius and Pelagius. Those who had been there had
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been moved almost to tears that men of such perfect ortho-
doxy (‘absolutz fidei’) should have been so unjustly defamed.
Notwithstanding, the African bishops stood firm, and in full
council passed canons condemning anew the Pelagian errors.
Nor did they rely on spiritual weapons only; for an inter-
ference of the civil power was obtained, subjecting Pelagius
and his adherents to severe penalties, including that of
banishment. Then the Pope gave way, and by timely
yielding has escaped the stigma of heresy. The accepted
Roman Catholic theory is that Zosimus was an orthodox
man who, although he fancied he had fully examined into
the question, had allowed his simplicity to be imposed
on by the cunning of the heretics, until the clear-sighted
African bishops set him straight. Suppose we accept this
view, yet still we must ask the question, Who then fulfilled
the office of guide to the Church? Was it the pope who
taught the African bishops, or they who taught him ? When
I observe how they refused to accept the voice of the oracle
until the oracle had given the answer they desired, I am
reminded of having heard of a man who never trusted his
judgment when he had to make a practical decision, but
always tossed up. If the result agreed with his own in-
clinations he acted on it confidently, feeling that he was not
gratifying his own wishes, but obeying the guidance of the
lot. If the result was not what he liked, he tossed again.
The only one of the great controversies in which the pope
really did his part in teaching Christians what to believe was
the Eutychian controversy. Leo the Great, instead of waiting,
as popes usually do, till the question was settled, published
his sentiments at the beginning, and his letter to Flavian was
adopted at the Council of Chalcedon. This is what would
have always happened if God had really made the pope the
guide to the Church; but this case is quite exceptional,
resulting from the accident that Leo was a good theologian,
besides being a man of great vigour of character. No similar
influence was exercised either by his predecessors or his suc-
cessors; and I have already remarked that Leco failed to settle
the question. In the West, indeed, his authority was dccisive;
but in the East his opinion was accepted only by those who
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the emperor and his Western brethren—and with the usual
result of pleasing neither. It was not until after his name
had been struck out of the diptychs by the council that he
yielded a tardy and undignified assent. I have so little
sympathy with the trial of men for heresy a hundred years
after their death that I have never cared to form an opinion of
my own whether the writings condemned by the fifth council
deserved the censure passed on them. But as the acts of
the council received the confirmation of the pope, and are
now recognized by the Roman Church, we must assume that
the council was in the right all through. What respect can
we have then for Vigilius, as guide to the Church, who
resisted the council as long as resistance was possible ; who
held the same relation to it of late and reluctant assent
as Eusebius of Casarea held to the Council of Nicaa, or
Theodoret to that of Ephesus?

It might seem that the claims of the pope to be the guide
of the Church could hardly fall lower than at the fifth
council ; but lower they did fall at the sixth. In the acts of
that council, after anathematizing other Monothelite heretics,
they proceed : ‘ with these we likewise provide that Honorius,
who was bishop of Rome, should be cast forth from the
Church of God, and anathematized ; because we find by his
writings to Sergius that he followed his mind in all things,
and confirmed his impious dogmas.’ In another part of
the proceedings, where the heretics and their patrons are
anathematized by name, we have: ¢ Anathema to the heretic
Theodorus: anathema to the heretic Cyrus: anathema to the
heretic Honorius;’ and this anathema is repeated in two or
three other parts of the proceedings. Further, there is an
epistle of Pope Leo II. confirming the acts of this general
council, in which, after anathematizing Theodore, Cyrus,
Sergius, and others, he adds, ‘also Honorius, who did not
illuminate this apostolic see with the doctrine of apostolic
tradition, but permitted her who was undefiled to be polluted
by profane teaching.” This condemnation is repeated in the
second Council of Nicea, counted by Roman Catholics as
the seventh general; and the adversaries of images are
classed with Arius, Macedonius, Apollinarius, Nestorius,
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he defines a doctrine concerning faith or morals to be held by
the universal Church.’ The condition here indicated is
derived from Bellarmine, who makes it a condition for an ex
cathedra decree that it should be addressed to the whole
Church, or that it should proclaim a moral law to the whole
Church. All these conditions are generally invented in
order to save the Church from being bound by some pal-
pably erroneous papal decisions. Thus, Eugenius IV., in his
instruction to the Armenians, to be found annexed to the
Acts of the Council of Florence, explains the doctrine of the
Seven Sacraments. Now, not to speak of other points in
which his teaching is now owned to be erroneous, he lays
down that the matter and form of the sacrament of Orders is
the delivery of the vessels, together with certain words. But
as this rite and the words in question were never used in
the Church for the first thousand years and more, it would
follow, if this were correct, that the Church for so long a time
had no valid Orders—a consequence which makes it necessary
that the doctrine of Eugenius shall in some way be taken out
of the category of ex cathedra decisions. Yet it is obviously
a most unfair limitation to papal infallibility to maintain that
the appointed guide to Christians collectively is unable to
conduct them safely if they consult him individually. Really
believe that the Pope is an infallible guide, and nothing but
the controversial exigency of relieving yourself from assent to
certain erroneous papal decisions could induce you to put
such a limitation on the office entrusted to him by Christ.
But, further, this measure of relief to weak consciences is
altogether too sweeping in its application. For over a
thousand years of the Church’s history no single decree of a
pope addressed to the universal Church is known. The Bull,
¢ Unam Sanctam,’ of Pope Boniface VIII., in 1303, is the first
addressed to the whole Church. I told you how a Jesuit
writer urged it as an unanswerable reply to Dr. Pusey’s theory
of infallibility, that his condition that the Church should be
undivided makes it necessary to maintain that the gift has
been dormant for the last 1200 years—that is to say, for two-
thirds of the lifetime of the Church. And surely the objection
is just as fatal if it was for the firs/ 1200 years the gift was
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would have been equally ready to assent. There is a sense
in which Monothelism is certainly inconsistent with the truth
of our Lord’s twofold nature; and we must therefore rejoice
that Sophronius of Jerusalem prevented the adoption of a
formula which might have tended to undermine the doctrine
of the Incarnation ; but whether the heretical sense was that
in which the doctrine was held by Sergius and other leading
Monothelites is more than I will undertake to say. I have
no harsh inclination to repel any excuses that may be offered
for any of them; but I see no reason for making any special
exemption in favour of Honorius, or separating his case from
that of other Monothelites. One cannot do so without directly
contradicting the sixth general council, which declared that
Honorius ‘in all things had followed the opinions of Sergius
and had sanctioned his impious dogmas.’

But the truth is, we have no interest whatever in debating
the personal orthodoxy of Honorius, or in trying him for
heresy twelve centuries after his death. The question which
has importance for our times is not whether this or that pope
was a heretic, but whether it is possible for a pope to bec a
heretic. The case of Honorius shows that as late as the
seventh century no suspicion had entered the mind of the
Church that it was not. e need not go behind the accla-
mations of the council,  Anathema to the heretic Sergius,
anathema to the heretic Honorius.” If these anathemas are
not conclusive against the individual, they are conclusive
against the pope. They prove to demonstration that whether
Honorius personally deserved condemnation or not, his official
position was not regarded in men’s minds then, either as
securing him against the possibility of falling into heresy, or
as protecting him against condemnation if he did.

For another reason, the question concerning the personal
orthodoxy of Honorius or any other pope is one with which
we have the very slightest concern.  When it was suggested
that we might content ourselves with the guidance of the Holy
Scriptures, Romanist advocates have replied, that though the
Bible may be infallible it is not an infallible guide: that is to
say, it does not protect those who follow it from danger of going
wrong. Surely now we may say as much for the pope. Let
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him be infallible if you please ; let him be in his heart of the
most admirable orthodoxy, still he is not an infallible guide if
by his public utterances he leads Christian people wrong. If
a guide misconduct us, it is not the least comfort to us to be
told that this man has really a most thorough knowledge of
the passes, and before being admitted as guide had passed a
most brilliant examination. Now, it is beyond controversy
that cases have occurred when Christian people would have
gone wrong if they followed the guidance of the bishop of
Rome. Liberius may in his heart have had infallible know-
ledge that Athanasius was in the right and his opponents
vile heretics; but the Christian world was not concerned with
the thoughts of Liberius but with his acts; and they who
were guided by zkem would find themselves ranged against
Athanasius and on the side of his opponents. And not to go
through a host of other cases, at which I have glanced already,
where the Christian world avoided heresy by following some
guidance different from that of the bishop of Rome, Honorius
may have had in his heart, if you choose to say so, the most
orthodox abhorrence of Monothelism. But all this supposed
internal orthodoxy does not alter the fact that in his capacity
of guide he did all that in him lay to lead the Christian world
into that heresy. So it remains proved that even if it were
possible to demonstrate that no bishop of Rome had ever
entertained sentiments that were not most rigidly orthodox,
still the pope is not an infallible guide.



