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ANGLICAN ORDERS.

Questlous as to Thelr Validity,

Tie Hintorien) Aspect,

I'his secrns to bo an nge of progress
and ambition. Lveryone who thinks
himse!f of some importanco scems to
be anxious for notoriety and to cotne
to tho front in the battle of life, some
oven at the sacrifice of truth, some.
times of honor.  Not to be behund the
times I notico of lnte u strong doterm.
ination on tho part of cortain mwmnbers
of tho Anglican body to attempt to
resurreot from the pust proofs for the
validity of Anglican Orders, and on
the strength of those proofs they come
forward as clanmants to the honors of
the Catholie priesthood, and usk to be
recognized ns true priests who have
inherited the priesthvod by unbroken
succession. \When taken to tesk, s
they have been time and ngain, and
confronted by the cold and stern facts
of history, they recedo o step and say
‘wa are eatisfied that our Orders are
valid.”

It is one thing to fecel eatiefaction,
another thing to give proof. A man
for instance, may be quite satisfied
that he hasa right to plead as a lawyer,
but dues this private conviction confer
the right upon him to go befora the
bar? Certainly not. lle must first
prove his 2lann by producing proofs
that he has a night to wear the gown
and practice law to the satisfaction of
those amongst whom he aspires to
rank. If everyone who would be a
Lord, is to be acknowledged ns such
because he is satisfied, that he is one,
the House of Lords, bad as it is now,
would then present a far wcrse
spectacle to all concerned.  They have
a tribunal to pronounce upon all such
pretentious claims. and no amount of
satisfaction on the part of individuals
can supply the defect if there is suffi-
cient reason for with holding its recog-
nition.

So it is with the priesthood. Facts
are very stubborn things, and swhen
sought for in the hight of history, un-
fortunately for the Anglican claims,
facts do not bear them out. From
the one great fact of the old English
rite for adnnnistering sacraments being
mutilated, and for doctrinal purposes,
almost destroyed by the so-called Re-
formers, on them lies the onus pro-
oxndi to show that thns mutilation has
not mnvaliduted the sacraments. Ior
the last threo hundred years they bave
been making feeble attempts to hold
their ground, but, I tlink it must be
admitted, so far they have hopelessly
failed. The fact of their claims being
practically rejected by the combined
voice of the Lastern and Western
churches who aro acknowledged to
have atrue and valid priesthood, should
have sufficient weight with the Angh-
cans to suggest a prantical doubt as
regards the validity of their Orders.

Putting the case squarely before the
miuod of every conscientisus person it
seems hard to consider it short of a
sacrilege to exercise 8 ministry when
thero are weighty reasons for thinking
that such exercise is & mere travesty
on the most solemn acts of Christian
worship. Canour Anghean friends be
over convinced thnt to attempt to ad-
minister sacraments, lo take upon
themselves the charge of souls with-
out examining the etability of their
claims to vahd Orders, which they
must know, do not stand the test of
reliable history,is o responsiblity of the
greatest importance to themselves and
may be followed by fatal consequonces
to others? So far, the only means
wo bave of forming an opinion and
coming tv a practical couclusion on
this important subject, 13 by appeshing
to history, which 1s open to all. But
care must be taken to distincuish be-
tween true and falso lustory. What
does history say in this matter even in
the mouth of Protestant historians ?

The following are a few historical
facts which are pertinent to the sub-

jeot. As the validity of Anglican
olnims is based upan the valid conso-
eration of Parkee, tho first Anglican
Archbishop of Canterbury, by Barlow,
until they clear away the doubts that
hang over tho latter's conseoration,
und establish their cluims fully boyond
all doubt, the validity of the Snglican
priesthood must be disallowed. When
Queen  Elizabeth appeared on  the
suone, sho imnediately set to work to
draw up a new rule of fuith under tho
titlo of the tinrty Nine Articles, and
a now liturgy und r the name of the
Book of Common Prayer, both of
which were nnde compulsory by luw,
tho Saortfico of the Muss being forbid-
den under fine and imprisonment and
130ked upon ns a * blasphemous fable
and dangerons deceit.” A now rulo
also for consecrating bishops and m:n

isters, was dovised by Cranmer and
adopted, which had to be changed in
1662, because even according to the
Anglicans, it was cousidered insufti.
cient to make a bishop. Lo show
their disapproval of the Queen’s mter

ference with their sacred nights, the
clergy in Council, 1554, drew up an
act of faith in which they declared
their belief (1) in the Buchanst; 2)
transubstantiation ; 18) Sucrifice of the
Muss; (1) Divinely appointed suprem:
acy of Peter and his successors over
the Church ; (5) the authority to deal
with matters of faith and discipline
belonged to the pastors of the Church
and not to laymen. (Stryes Annals,
p. 56.)  Archbishop Meath, almost in
the words of tho venerable Bishop
Fisher before bim, sprike strongly in
the name of the whole episcopacy
against the act of supremacy they were
asked to take by the Queen. They all
refused, with the exception of Kitchen
of Llandaff, and were summoned before
the Council, imprisoned and deposed,
by the civil power.

** The whole number of the clergy
deposed stands thus : fourtcen bishops
already mentioned, three bishops-clect,
one abbot, four priors and one abbess;
twelve deans, fourteen archdeacons,
gixty canons or prebendaries, one hun-
dred priests, well-preferred. fi'teen
beads of colleges in Oxford and Cawm-
bridge, to which may be added about
twenty doctors in different faculties.”
(Collin, Eccl. History, vol. v1.) The
Queen had successfully pulled down,
now she began to butlu up. But how
was a now Primate to be mnstalled into
the vacast seo of Canterbury? Let
us see.

According to the law of the land an
Archbishop and two bishops, or at the
very least, four bishops were required
to make the consecration of a bishop
legal. According to the law of the
Church, at least three consecrated
bishops were required for valid conse-
cration, and for a lawful appointment,
tureo Enghsh bishops acting in accord
with the whole beuch. Martene says,
+  highop is ordained not by one, but
by all the bishops of the province. It
18 acknowledged that tlus rule 1s laid
down upon account of heresies, lest the
tyranmeal authority of a stngle vrdained
bishop should attempt somethiny against
the faith of the Church (Ecel., Rtit.
ii., ¢. i., art.; Now ig it on record in
the handwnting of Cecil, the Queen’s
Minister, that * there is no archbishop
and no four bishops, therefore what i3
to be done?® What was done, or
what could be done under existing
circumstances 2 As not ono single
bishop from the racks of the old £ng-
lish bishops, could be induced to lay
consecraiing hands upon Parker, the
Queen was forced to have recourzo to
another expedient, fall back apon her
Sopremacy and seek her way out ¢
dithicuity as best she could. She lm&
alseady deposed all the Catholic bish
ops, Kitchen excepted, who also refused
to bave anytling to do with Parker.
Thero were scattered over the country
a certain number of ccclesiastics, sos-
pended, and Rishops, excommunicated,
mostly on the grounds of immorality.
Four of this class named DBarlow,

Beory, Covordalo and Hodglyns, sho
induced to como to her assistauce to
hand down to Puarker apostolis sue.
cossion. Not ono of those men bo it
Jknown, had chargo of o bishopric at
the time, for all four liad mourred
oxcommunication according to the law
of tho old English Church for their
immoral life. (Mombers of religious
Orders who attempted to marry mcur
oxcommunication by the 10th Can.
Gen. voun. Chaleedon. Theso four
liad been members of religious Ordors.)
That Barlow was bishop elect thero
geemns to bo sufticient proof, but was
ho ever consecrated ; if 8o, by whom?
From that day to thie not a fragment
ot documentary ovidence has turned up,
to show the day, the place or the fuct
»f i cousceration, but on the con-
trary the more research is made, the
stronger the evidenco becomes ngainst
tho supposition that ho was ever &
congeerated bishop.  Scory and Oover-
dule beyond all question, had never
been consecrated according to the rite
of the old English Church, but ac-
cording to Cranmer's Oalvinistio
rite which later on Anglicans
themsslves thouglit well to have re
casted. Hodgkyns was a real bishon,
but was only an assistant at Parker's
consecration. History tells us that
Barlow was elected Bighop of St. Davids
in April, 1586, and on the 21st of the
game month s election was confitined
by Cranmer. On the 27th he was
summoned to the llouse of Peers as
bishop, and on May the 1st was
enthroned in his Sce. Not a word
hero about his consecration. That he
was nct consccrated before his instal-
lation is further proved by the fact of
his being styled Bishop elect of St.
Davids on the 12th of June in an
official document by Cromwell, tho
King's Vicar-General, who was in a
position to know Barlow's oflicial
address. It was never the custom to
style a congecrate bishop in possession
of his see, as Barlow was, Bishop elect.
In tho Register is found an entry of
Barlow’s confirmation by Cranmer
with a blunk space left for his conse-
cration. That blauk space has never
been filled up. \What reason can be
assigned for the ommssion of such an
important entry if the consecration
took place? According to the entry
made 1n the Lambeth Register, Parker
had four {ull-ledged bishops conse-
crating Lim instead of being conse-
crated by Barlow alone, which goes to
prove that an uttempt was made to
dispenee with Barlow as theconnecting
link in the Anglican succession.
Hadden, Barlow’s great defende.,
fixes the 11th of June, 1536, as the
latest Jdato that his consecration could
bave taken place, but e have secn
Cromwell alluding to him on the fol-
lowing day as Bishop elect. Why
was Le not referred to by his proper
title by the worthy sire if he were
consecrated bishop the day before?
Stubbs in his Registrum Sacrum An.
glicanum, who Lias produced ducument-
ary evidence in 8 number of difficult
cases, Bonner'sincluded, supplies none
for Barlow. Ho refers to ¢ [adden
on Branshall,” who makes the gratui-
tous assertion that Barlow must have
been consecrated on the 11th of June
with the Bishop of Norwich, and that
thoy took their seats togetber in the
House of Lords, Barlow taking the
lower place. But if both were conse-
crated together would Barlow not be
entitled to take the Aigher place by
virtue of his scnior appointment.
Cromwell's decument,dated June 12th,
to the Garter King at Arms, in which
he described Barlow as Bishop elect,
has sincebeen discovered, which clearly
proves that the consceration of Parker
could not have taken place on the 11th
and that Haddan's assumption is
withont foundation. We know, fur
thermore, that Lancaster, anotber re-
former conferred orders on the strength
of his clection without being conse-
crated, and they were not calied into

question. Cranmer, Barlow's Pri-

mato, whoso duty it was to sca that ho
wns conseorated, lins laid down tho
following rules as valid for consacea-
tion, and upon which no doubt he was
prepared to act: ** In tho New Testa.
ment ho that is to be appointed Bishop
or priest ncodeth no consecraiion by
tho Soripturo, for election or appointing
thoroto is sufliciont,” (Collier, vol.
ii., p. 49.)

But we have scen that in 1662 tho
Anglicans congidered these rules in-
suflicient for the conscoration of a
bishop and had them altered. Theoro-
fore if DBarlow were consecrated
according to Cranmer'e Calvinistio
rite, oven from an Anglican point of
viow, the consccration would to say
tho lenst, bo questionable. Recogniz
ing the fact, then, that there were not
three real bishops to consecrate, and
that the old English nte for conso-
cration was not used, but that in 1ts
stead Oranmer'’s Celvinistio rito whish
afterwards the Anglicans rejected on
tho grounds of insufliciency for valid
consccration, our Anglican friends
must not be surprised if those who
have retained the Apostolic succes-
sion, the Greeks the Russians as well
a3 the Roman Catholics look upon the
Parkerite succession as open to ro-
proach, and not having the true and
inviolable scal of the priesthood
stamped upon it in the beginning.

Dr. Stapleton, a contemporary
writer, sumns up the case with the fol-
lowing trenchant remarks ; * Now the
pretended Bishops of Protestantism,
whereas the whole number of our
learned and reverend Pastors for con-
fession of the truth were displaced of
their rooms, none being left in the
realin having authority to consecrate
Bishops or make priests, that being
the oftice of only Bishops, by what
authority do they govern Christ's
flock? Who laid bands upon them ?
. Whither went they to be con-
seerated, into France, Spain or Ger-
many, seeing at home there was no
number of those that might and would
serce their turn’ . . . . I say. there-
fore, by the verdict of Holy Scripture,
and practice of the Primuive Ohurch
“hose men are no Bishops. I speak
nothing of the laws of the realm; it
hath been of late sufliciently proved
they are no Bishops if they be tried
thereby. But let them be tried by
Seripture. . . . . Your pretended
Bishops bave no such ordination as
the ancient Bishops hied, no authority
to make true priests or ministers, and
therefore neither are ye true ministers,
neitber are they any Bishopsat all.”

Great as the historical difficulties
are, the theological ones are more
glaring; to touch upon them now
would occupy too much space. 1 may
turn to them another time.

Josepuus.

Mr. G. H. Jenkings, brother of the
late Louis J. Jenkings, the well-known
member of Parliment, is dead.

One of the most remarkable bsts
that were made in the result of the
recent clection in New York atate was
that between two cluzens of Bingham-
ton. The wager was offered $100 to
one cent, that Morton would Cefeat
Hill, with this proviso, that for every
Morton received in excess of ilill, the
Democrat should pay one cent to th
Republician. Thus; if Morton were
elected by 10,000 plurality, the loser
would pay $100, but ar Morton’s plur-
ality is now over 150,000 theae is due
81,500. The $100 and the one cent
wero put up, and the winner insista
upon cxacting the full conditions of
the wager.

So rapidly does Jung irritation spread and
doepen, that often in a fow weeks & simplo
coagh culminates in tuberculer consumption.
Give hecd to a cough, thero is always dan-

cr in delay, get a bottlo of Bicklo's Anti-
pxamplive SyTup, ard cure yoursalf. it
is a medicine unsarpassed for all throat and
lung troubles. It is compounded from sev
cral herbs, each one of which stands at the
head of the list aa exerting a wonderful in-
flueaco in curing consumption and all long

diseascs.



