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they assuredly will not be contented if they are
“brought to such an issue us tho Bishop's proseca-
tors desire, An Established Church in_ which
" guoh men a8 Pusey and Xeble and Drs. Liddon
and Church and Bishop King could find no
place would mot hold together a twelvemonth,
and I may venture to suy would not be worth

preserving.”

EPISCOPAL ORDINATION.

Tue STaToTE OF 1571 AND AcrioN TaxkN
Unper It

(From the Church Eclectic).

——

In the course of the late discussion concern-
ing the admission of Orders other than those
ministored by Bishops, a great deal has been
said abont a Statuto passed by Parliament in
1671, ontitled *“ An Act for the Ministers of
the Church to be of sound religion.” This
Statute contained the following passago :

Every person, under the degrco of a Bishop,

which doth or shall pretend to be a Iriest or
minister of God's Holy Word and Sacraments
by reason of any other form of institution, con
socralion or ordering, thun the form ret fortb by
Parlinment in thetime of the late King Edward
VI. or now ured, #hall, in the presence of the
Bishop or Guardian of the Spiritualities of
some ono diocere whero he hath or shall have
ecclesinstical living, declure his assont and
snbsorihe to all the Articles of religion which
only concern the confession of the true Chris-
tinn Faith, and the doctrine of the Sacraments.

Qo the one hand it is ussumed and then as-
perted, that this Statute was pasred to enuble
those who had been ordained on the Continent
of Europe or in Scotlund to bo admitted to
gervice in the Church of lpgland without or-
dination by a Birhop. It ixnot clasimed s0 by
sny Bishop in Eogland  Icdeed, asno such or-
dinations had, probably, occared at the time
when tho Statuto was enacted, it is difficult to
soe how such a cluim could be advanced,

On the other band, it is held that the Act
was intended 1o apply to those of the clergy
who bad been ordained by the Roman Ponti-
fieal in the reign of Mary, and that no reference
was intended to the perrons above meationed.
What aro the grounds for this interpretation of
the Statute ?

1. Archdeacon Huardwick shows that sub-
scription to tho Articles of Religion wus ** aban-
doned for & poriod of eighleen yeurs; " 4, e
from 1553, the your of Mury's accession, till
1671, tho date ot the Stutnte in gquestion.
Before the lust named date, ‘‘1he clorgy on
ontering their benofives very generally aceepted
a tost of doctrine embodied in tho ** Eleven
Aaticles,” set forth by the Bishop in 15659. Bat
this appears to have boen ull ‘*‘that was re.
quired.”

2. But was there uny reason for requiring
subsoription in 15671 from persovs ordaived in
Mary's reign, which does not apply before that
date ? In April, 1670 Pius V. bad issued his
bull ¢ Regnum in Excelsis,” by which Kiizabeth
was excommunicated, and her subjects absolved
from their alliegianco and forbidden ‘1o obey
her, or her mouitions, mandates and laws,”
This bull was formally published in England in
1571 ; and from this duate thero were “daily
successions from the Church st tho beok of the
Roman Pontift.”” Naturally then, at such a
time attention would be directed to deacons
and priests ordained in Mary's reign, and it
would be an cqually natural proceeding 1o sub-
jeot them to spmething more stringent than
what bad hitherto been imposed.

8. The Puritan party locked with no favour
on this Statute, as \hey surely would havedone
had it been regurded as opening & door for
bringing into Englund persons ordained
abroad ; and thus increase their own numbers
and inflaence. In their first ‘‘ Admonition to

Parlisment,”in 157 2, they make greatcomplaint
of the Act of 1571, and beg thatsomething may
be done for those who are unwilling to sub-
scribe. If the action invoked by them may
seem strange in view of the fact that it would
favor the Marian clergy, to whom they were
specially antsgonistic, it may be well to re-
member, thut if this was the firat it certainly
had not been the Jast time that Puritanism has
been ready to favor Popary 8o long as the
Charch of England was harmed.

4. A document, writter by one Percival
Wyburn, describing the ¢ State of the Church
of Bogland,” is extant and may properly be
referred to here. This person had been an
exile in Mary's time, had returned to England
und been ordained by Bishop Grindal in 1559,
und was deprived for non-conformity in 1664.
Daring the summer 1566 he was on the Contin-
ent of Burope, and placed, as he himsolf states,
in the haods of Bullinger * two schedules.” In
one of these he says, *The Hnglish clergy con-
sists, partly of the popish priests, who still
retain their former office, and partly of ministers
lutely ordained by some Bishop there, at his
pleasure.”

Hud there beer, at this time, persons of
foreign ordination holding cures in England, is
it likely that a persor of Wyburn's symputhies
would have failed to note it ?

5. But, it muy be said, this Statute of 1571
wan intended to change the condition of things,
48 Wyburn describes it, in 1566, and to" admit
to service those who were previously excluded.
This theory is ingenious, no doubt, but it will
not bear exaumination,

In the first place, if such were the intention
of the Statute it went directly in the teeth of
not only the law of the Church bat the law of
the Reslm; and that withont any intimation of
4 parpose to repeal either.

The law of the Church, as contained in tho
prefuce to the Ordical was, that “ no man (oot
being atthis present Bishop, Priest or Deacon)
shull execute any ot [the functions of these
Orderr] except he be called, tried, examined,
and asdmitted, aceording to the form hereafier
following ;" and that form required ordination
by a Bishop.

What was thus the lsw of the Church was,
ulso, the lnw of the Realm. For the Prayor
Book of 1559, had, by the Aet of Uniformity
of that year, beocme part of such law. And
when tho unreal objection was raised that the
Ordinal was not spucifically mentioned in that
Act, another Act was pussed in 15666, by which
the O:dipal, specificully mentioned, was
dectured to be a part of the law of the Realm.
Is it at ull likely that the Act of .57l counld
bave been intended to contradict and annul
the virtual enactment of 1559, and the specific
one of 1566 ?

But, secondly, we are not left to conjecture
ov balancing of probabilities In this muatter.
Thero are adjudicated oases which interpret the
Stutute in gquestion; sod that not in the way
now so contidently claimed.

1. The cuse ot William Whittingham, Dean
of Durham, who had been gudained sabroad.
A commission was appointed in 15783— a pro-
vioas one having affected nothing—to consider
his case ; and smong other things charged was
‘ that he was neither deacon or minister, but
a mere layman—mere lagcus.”

The Statute of 1571 was not pleaded as cover-
ing his cuse. He died, howover, while the
process was pending.

2. In 1581, Rubeit Wright, a domestic chap-
lain to Liord Rich, who had been ordained by
the Antworp Presbytery, was cited before Ayl-
mer, Bishop of London, who *‘ refused 1o allow
his Orders, and pronounced him a lsymen, and
incapable of holding auy living in the Chureh.”
Aguin there was no appeal to the Statutes of
1671.

3. The case of Walter Travers was mention
ed in the lust number of the Helectic. Arch-
bishop Whitguft refused his consent to making
him Master of the Temple, on tho ground of

the insufficiency of his ordination by the Pres-
bytery of Antwerp. Later on he was breught
before the High Commissioner which inhibited
him from preaching; and the first reason given
for the inhibition was, * that he was no lawful
orduined minister according to the Charch of
Esgland.”

Travers appealed to the Privy Council, and
pleaded the Statute of 1571, as covering his
case. His appeal was not sustained ; Ais inter-
pretation of the Statute not accepted ; and the
decision of the High Commission was not re-
verged.

If all this does not show that the Statute of
1571 cannot be fairly interpreted as the attempt
is now made to interpret it, it is difficult to
zeo what proof could do it.

No doubt the law was sometimes violated or
sometimes evaded, by persons who, for politi-
cel purposes, or opposition to the Churah,
would have been glad to have biotted it out.
Bat to roasou from violations or evasions of a
law to its non-existence is, to say the least, a
curious sort of logio.

CANNON MEYRICK ON THE
EUCHARIST.

Canon Meyrick's treatise on the Holy Com-
munion is introduced to the reader by Bishop
Harold Browne in a highly laudatory preface
and is in the Theological Honour course in T.
C. D.: (Trinity College Dublin). He sums up
the mystery of the Eucharist in its several as
pects a3 follows,

“The Holy Communion is & Remembrance,
a Sacrifice, & means of Feeding, a means of In-
corporation, a Pledge.

“It is s Remembrance in so far as its objeot
is to recall to the minds of Christians the love
of Christ as exhibited in the saorifice of His

deatb, in 80 far a8 it commemorates by an oat-
ward aot that divine sacrifice, and in so far as
it is a memorial of Christ and His death before
man and before God.

Tt is o Sacrifice, inasmuch as it is an offer-
inz made to God as an sot of religions worship
—sp.ritual sucrifice, as being a sacrifice of
prayer and praise to God for the benefits receiv-
ed by the sacrifice of the death of Christ; &
material sacrifice, in 80 far as the bread and
wine are regarded as %ifts of homage to God in
acknowledgement ¢f His creative and sustain-
ing power ; a commemorative sacrifice, inasmuch
as it commemorstes the great Sacrifice of the
Cross; the words commemorative sacrifice
meaning, in this acceptation & Jommemoration
of the sacrifice. But it is not a sacrifice of
Christ to His Father, whereby God is propiti-
ated and man’s sins expiated.

“Itis & means ot Feeding upon Christ; bat
this feeding is not affected by the elements to
be osten being changed into Christ—an hypoth-
osis which gre.v up in the ninth centary among
a rude and uninstrocted populace, forced its
way into the theology of the Western Church
in tho eloventh century althongh opposed to
the tradition of the Church, the true interpre-
tation of Seripture, and the tenets of philosophy
—un hypothesis which has led to the practises
ot Rescrvation, Procession of the Sucrament,
Elevation, Adoration, Communion ip oOne
kind, Fasting Reception (when imposed as of
necessity), svd the behalf that Christ’s Body is
eaten by the wicked.

“ Nor is our Feeding on Christ effected by
our ecating His material Body, together with
tho bread and wine, which is the theory of Con-
substantiation. ’

‘But it is effected by the spiritual Presence
of Christ, and the benefits of His bloodshedding
on the Cross being conveyed to the soul of the
humblie recipient qualified by faith and love to-
wards God and maun.

“It i 2 means of Incorporation, inasmuch
a8 by it we are more and more made part of the



