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The Catholic.

| conlerred on individuals previously or-
"dained in the Inglish Church, just as
; unconditionally us if that Church advan.
Ha:ilton, G. 1. ,ced no claims to Episcopal succession,™
WEDNESD-\\T{PR]L a6, 1843. i The cditor of the Churck, then, may
e o e e FCPEAL 8 often as e pleases,—what o
wlne FooLenries of Poprry.”—This, M8 stated in bis reply tomy former lete
ter (Church Journal, April 7.) that the
validity of Euglish ordinatious has been
aldmitted by some leanned persons in com.

THE CATHOLIC.

compliment paid to the worship of our:
Church by n Yankee wiseacre, who can
assert nothing without guessing——the reck- ! g P
less Editor of the Preshyterian, in Phila. UM with the Catholic Chur¢h—as of
delphia—might pass unnoticed, were it: this hr may rest assured, that the Catho-

S, .. . lie Church i Cr YeCOTnts -
not that this ipse dixit of a poor unin., lic Churcl will never vecognise suck or
ders 3 neverthwless, * whether Angliean

farmed individual, of the John Knax east, ! |
orders be valid or not, does not involve

who stcers in bis corner atwhat he knows i . S
nothing of, might pass current as a rea- 0¥ dogma or principle of Catholic faith,

sozable retort upon us for our frequent
exposure of the fooleries of Protestantisn.
What this seetirian seribbler calls ¢ fools
cries ol Popery™ has, nevertheless, been
admiced and venerated for eigiteen huns:
dred and forty veurs, by mitiions ol wiser, .
n:ore educated, betier i greater men,
than any, or ail the discordant secianies of
Yrotestantism put together from the le.
giuning.—3at why should not tins sparl-

Greelk and other schismatic Churches,
which bave been, forages, separated from

were their validity sustained by the faets
of the ¢ase."~11e shoald remenmber theres
fure, what it <ecns he s determined not
tr remember, in the maticions enmity
which be bears tonwands our tlaly Mother,
that it s aet ** frum any principle she
hold<, or any apparent ndvantage the de-
aial might be supposed to afford her, that
the Catholie Church bas constantly reject.
ed the ardinations of the Anglican Church
as invalid, Lt werely beeause the fucts of
the case do not warram her coming to
{Bp. Kenrick on

er at religions cesemuonies varn his sneer
against what ke may as justly eall + the
fooleries of Judaiom,™  though wmutely
presenbed, according to his bible, by Gud
hameel! ¥ and winch,we are sure, it would
puzale him to explain. - Why ot niock at
what, in Protestant slang, ke might eall
the mummeries,or foolerics, of Jesus Christ
humself, at hismaking ctay with his spittle,
annointing with it the eves of the man'
bora blind, and sending him to wish in
the poal of Siloc 1—ut his touching with
his spitile the tongue of tne one deaf and
duinb, and puning his fingers imo his
cars 1—nat his breathing on his Apostles
when he gave them the Holy Ghost. These, |
o him, must appear downright foolerics,
Liecause his homely kit conki neverteach
him to ketow and appreciate their meaning. .
But when nest he gives us occasicn,, never within arms<lengih of one Alasox,
and when we are less ensaged, we shall, 15 has Leen on his trial fur forgery the

H eth . o} eri Vet .
show forth seme of the foolcries of Pro- 'y, 1o hundsed years and more. Unless
s he can do this ;—we make ns promise :

testanism,—ihe mad religious freaks and)
we would remind bim however, that i it

ravings of the benighted humnn mind.
(7~ We counot help expressing our deep was really cstablisiied that Parker was

reeret at the disbanding of that fine corps, the ' e s .
1st Batallion of the Incorporated Militiaunder | CPRTAINLY coasecrared,—it must secend-

the comand of their worthiyColonel GFourley 5, Iy be shewn that Rardasw, his ¢ said® con-
whose excellent disaplme and training had yeerstor, wae humseli cERTAIMLY conses
made them as cfficient and exciaplary & body
of men as may be founlin Her Majesty’s ser
vice. tthe othier : and thirdly, that the form used
110 Parker’s consecration was cRuTAINLY
s vahid,—afier which it must be shiewn that

,stch ordnation was not ouly valid but

any other conclusion,™
Angl. Oddin. p. 1520
A goad deals asserted in the ¢ Churcl’
relative to the Nag's Head Consecranon.
This was to be expected, as it was necess
sary to make some amends for the miser-
able attempt 1o shew proof of the Lam-
beth conseeration.  We assure the eduor
we are quile open 1o conviction upon the
latter point if he will but «atisfy us that
the * documentary evidence? produced was

crated,—which 1s as doubtful almost as

Tu the Editor of the Catloi'c.

PARKER'S CONSECRATION
AGAIN.

Waterworth, (Hste seet vij **have nes iy ny clasm 10 aposivheal successwn.

Iy or Episcopal character.  Whether irom | spiritual erders of our Church, it was ut-
doubting the fuct of Parker's consecration, serly  impossible for him to traasmitd its
or its vahdity, as comravemng the;juisdiction—~and that we maintain 100 the
canans, and adinisiesed according to an . uter absurduy of any thung like apostoli-
ordinal considered deficient i masiers es-;cal succession, wahout adentity of rels
scatial to the coliatiwn of Holy Orders,— , gious pranciples oz uniformizy of fith.

a defect acknowledged and remedied, as, With regard 10 the ¢ Nag's Head' con-
far as it could be at a ler period, by the seeration which the Church takee up so
cstablished churchye-0r whether from“slmrp}y.—\!ason himsell is witness that
these and other reasons united, there i, the story was generally belicved lung be-
zo insiance on record of the orders of fore histime 3—thus the very tale of his
the Anghican Church having heen admit- work promises to clear the Bishops of the
ted as valid by the Catholic and Episcopal, Chnich of England «* from the slanders
Church of Chiristendom 3 whilst there are{and odious imMputations of Bellurmine,

. ) ¢
‘The Church vecognizes the ovders of the

her communion 3 nor would she hesitate’
ta admit those of the Anglican Chureh,

Ameful; all shis and more must be estabe
Rev. Sia.—aAnglican erdinations, SA¥S lnhed before the Anghean Church cm;
“to prove their succession from the last
wer been recugnised in guy portion of the ) Phyg noam we farther remind hum, that |
Catholic Church, us conferning the priest- though Barlow had reatly transmitied the |
_ant bhhops at the Nag's-head, in Cheap-

sundry examples of orders having been” Sanders, Bristow, iHerding, Allen, St

ploton, Parsons, Kellison, Eudemon, Be.
canus, and other Romanists,”  In the de-
dication of his book, speating of iho En-
glish crders ho says he long wished
“ fromthe bottom of his heart that some
learned men would have vouchsafed....
to scotter those  popish mists, and to st
the truth in a clearer light,” Here,by the
way, wo have evidence of the silence of
the Protestant Clergy upon the subject.—
Again, continugs Mason,  1f any have
formerly made seruple to enter our orders,
outof ignorance,how the odious and scan-
dalous imputatians, blazed iu Popish
Looks, might be truly answered, and the
point cleared by record, [Oh that myste.
rious vecord ! which now for tlic first
time, was publicly referred to]....who
knoweth whateficct God wmay work in
them, when they shall plainly sce how
they have been deluded with Popish strata-
gems.! .

“1tis now 4 century of years, says
the author of *the Nullity of the I'relatic
Clergy of Englaml,® ¢ since the Naug's
Head story huppened, 1t has constantly
heen related and credited by wise men,
as a cestuintruth ever since the yearl339:
[the year it was acted in;] it was never
contradicied by any, until it was imagined
by our adversaries that the new Regis-
ters [Mason’s] might contest with our an-
cicnt tradition, and make the Nag's Head
story seem improbable in the year 1613,
ot which o man doubte for the space
of fifty-two years before.”

In the year 1604, Holliwood published
an answer made by Bishop Baneroft to
Mre. W Alabaster,who asked him “how
Parker and his colleagues were conseerat-
ed Bishops 7 Bancroftieplied : *¢1 hope
that in case of uecessity, a priest may
ordain bishops,”  «The allusion,” says
Holiiwood,” * was evidenly intended for
Scory,the concecrator atthe Nag’s-Head:"
The work was published during Banerolt's
life : but net 4 word of denial or disclaim«
crever proceeded from him.  (Nature of
Catholic Faith and Hercsy.—-Roven,
1657.)

“ Upan occasion of a certain baok_
brought into the Paliament by some Pres-
byteran lords, proving that the Protestant
bishops hatt no succession or consceration,
and thesefore were no dishaps, and con-
sequently bad no right 1e sit in Parlia-
wment, Di. Mortton, bishop of Darham,
made a fpeech against tie said boolk in
hehallZof himsclf and alt the bishops then
preseat. In which speech be endeavoured

catholic bishops, who, says he, by imposis
tion of hands, ordained 1he, first Protest-

side.as was notarious to all the world, This
was reported by an ancient Peer, then pre-
sentin the house { id. ch. 2 p. 9.)

According to Fuller, * Sanders ( who
died in 1583) lewdly lies, that these new
clected bisheps, out of good fellowship,
mutually consecrated each other.” (Fuller
tib. 9, p. 60.) .

¢ Not only," says Champrey, *the Cas
thohics ... are wilnesses of this solemn
meeting at the Nag'ssllead, but also
John Stowe, that wiost famous chrono-

grapher of England, a professor of the
reformed religion, bore witness to it ; not,

indeed,” in his writings, for he dared not,
but by his word, to some of his acquains
tances, men of the most undoubted faith,
some of whom me yet living, und attest
tho same?

That the principal witness, Mr. Neal,
was a competent one, will be seen from
the sketch of his life piven by the lenrned
historiographer of Oxford, Anthony Wood,
(Athenee  Oxonicnses, vol. 1, p. 149).
Besides the testimony of Mr. Neal, wo
have the declaration made by Faircloth,
one of the priesis to whom the Lambeth
Registry,was submitted who objected ta i,
beeause he had often heard from his' fuher,
who was a Calvinist, that the first hishops
of the established ** ¢church had been con-
secrated at the Nag’s-Head tavern in
Cheapside, of which fact he assested that
his father had been witness” {Kenrick p.
103:—(Lo Quien T 1. p. 201)

With respect 1o the Royal Commission
ol 20th  Qct. 1359 ; wherein Parker is
called  Airchbishop of Cauterbury,” the
only way, says Lishop Kenrick, *of c¢lu.
ding the testimony it aftords, that Pasker,
Girindal and Coxe were ther considered
to be bishops, is, that this word ¢ bishop’
is taken ina vague sense, and only indi-
cates® bishops clezt,’  This plez is inads
missible.  Firstly, because such an as-
sumption is centrary o the general rule
for iyterpreting official documents....
and if once admitied, weuld reader nuga-

tory all arguments derived from the lans
sunge of documentary evidence. Bishops

elect are siaied snch umil they aro consc-
crated ; and <o not reccive the absoluie
title of the Sees for which they have been
clected, until they arein actual possession
of them,? Lesides, *the title of most Rever.
end Father in Christ, given 1o Parker,
and that of Reveread Fathers in Christ?
supposes 1hem to have beea consecrated,
or regarded as consecrated, otherwise it
could not have been applied to them, in
an official document, without departing
from the received customn of speech.”

And * secondly 5 the object of the com-
mission proves, that Parker and the other
bisheps named in it were considered as
hisitops, or at least were 2o be considered
as such.” This is evident from the ease of
Bishop Bonner, which shkews that *¢ nore
but a bishop could valildly tender the oath
of supremacy 1o a bishup in his purely
spiritnal character.” Thus, as Mr. Ward
narrates the matter 3 * By the first session
of that parlinment, (5 Eliz. 1) power
was given to any bishop in the realm, to
teader the oath of supremacy, enacted 1st
Eliz., toany ecclesiastical person within
his diocese ; and the refluser was to incura
premunire, By virtue of this stawte, Mr.
Robert Horn, pretended bishop of Wine
chester, tenders the oath to Dr. Bouner;
vishop of London, but Ceprived by Queen
Elizabeth, 1nd thea a prisoner in the
Marshalaca, which was within the diocese
of Winchester. Boaner refuses to tako
it. Horn certifies his refusal to the King’s
Bench : whereupon Bonner was indicted
upon the stawie. He prays judgment,
wheilier he might not give in cvidence on
this issue: that he was not culpable, be
cause the said Horn, called bishop of Win-
chester, was not hishop when he tendered

the oath?  And it was resolved by ail the



