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230 CANADIAN CLIURCIDMMAN,

[April 15, 1897.

ANGLICAN ORDERS.
THE ARCHBISHOPS' RFI'LY To THE POPE, _
To the Whole Body of Dishops of the Catholic Chureh,
from the drchinshops of England, Greeting
(Concluded from last week).

That the Pope should also have been unaware of
this change is no matter of wonder: but the fact is
worthy of your attention. For we note that he
shows some hesitation in this part of his letter, when
be suggests that the form of 1662 ought perhaps to
be considered sufficient if it had ouly been a century
older (3 7). He also seems to adopt the opinion of
those theologians who believe that the form does not
consist of one prayer or benediction, whether ** pre-
cative,” as they call it, or ** imperative,”” but in the
whole series of formulas which are bound together
by a moral union. For he goes on to argue about the
help which has been * quite recently” (as he be-
lieves) sought for our case from the other prayers of
the same ordinal ; although this appeal on our part
is by no means recent, but was made in the seven-
teenth century when first the argument on the
Roman side about the additional words was brought
to our notice (4). Nor do we sappose tbat the Pope
disagrees with Cardinal John De Lugo in his teach-
ing that the whole ordination service is a single
action, and that it makes no difference if the matter
and form are separated from one another (as is the
case in the Pontifical), if what intervenes makes up
a moral whole (5).

XVI. The argument, however, which the Pope
appears to consider of chief importance and stability
is not that which concerns the sddition of any words
to our form, but that which lays to our charge the
removal of certain acts and prayers from the rest of
the rite. His letter says (3 7) :(—

For, to put aside other reasons which show these
(prayers) to be insufficient for the purpose in the An-
glican rite, let this argument suffice for all (1) : from
them has been deliberately removed whatever sets
forth the dignity and offices (2) of the priesthood in
the Catholic rite. That form consequently cannot
be cousidered apt or sufficient for the Sacrament.
which omits (3) what it ought essentially to signify.

And a little later he adds words which are in one
way untrue and in another very likely to mislead
the reader, and are unfair to our fathers and our-
selves :—

In the whole Ordinal not only is there no clear
mention of the sacrifice, of consecration, of the Sa,
cerdotium (4), and of the powers of consecrating and
offering sacrifice, but every trace of these things . .
was deliberately removed and struck out ({ 8).

In another passage he speaks (with great ignor-
ance of the facts, we regret to say) of —

That small (5) section of the Anglican body, formed
in recent times, whose contention is that the said
Ordinal can be understood and interpreted in a
sound and orthodox sense.

Next he declares that we deny or corrupt the
sacrament of order, that we reject (viz., in the
Ordinal) all idea of consecration and sacrifice, until
at last the offices of presbyter and bishop are left
*“ mere names without the reality which Christ in-
stituted.”

The answer to these harsh and inconsiderate
words has already been partly made when we gave
the warning that he who interprets the acts of our
Church by mere conjecture and takes it upon him-

self to issue a new decree as to what is necessary in

XV. (4) See Burnet. Vindication, pp 8, 71, who writes
that the additional words are not essential to ordination,
but are merely expl-nations ** of what was clesr enough
by the other parts of these offices beforc ” ; and Priteaus,
Eccl. Tracts, p. 147, who quotee the prayer Almighty God
in full. and argues from it. Bramhall had written +imi-
larly in 1658, Works, A.C.L , iii., pp 162-9, Oxf 1844,

XV. (5) On the Sacraments in General, diep. ii sec v,
sec. 99, t. iii. p. 293-4, Paris, 1892,

XVI. (1) Latin instar cmnium.

XVI. (2) Latin officia. The English version inac-
curately has * office.”

XVI. (3) Latin reticet,

XVI. (4) This word is left un‘ranslated.

XVI. (5) Latin non ita ma_na.

the form of Order, condemning our lawful bixhops in
their government of the Church in the sixteenth
century by a standard which they never knew, is
entering ou a slippery and dangerous path. The
liberty of national Churches to reform their own
rites may not thus bo removed at the pleasure of
Rome. For, as we shall show iu part later, there is
certainly no one ‘* Catholic rite,” but even tho forms
approved by the Roman Charch vary much from
one another.

The Pope says nothing, however, of the well:
known intention of our Church set forth in the pre-
face to the Ordinal, and nothing of tbe principle
which our Fathers always set bafore themselves and
which explains their acts without any adverse in-
terpretation.

XVII. Now the intention of our Church, not mere-
ly of a newly formed party in it, is quite clearly set
forth in the title and preface of the Ordinal. The
title in 1552 ran, * The fourme and manner of mak-
yoge and consecratynge Bishoppes, Priestes and
Deacons.” The preface immediately following be-
gins thus :(—

It is evident unto all men, diligently readinge
holye Scripture and auncient ancthours, that from
the Apostles tyme there hathe bene these ordres of
Ministers in Christ's Church : Bishoppes, Priestes
and Deacons: which Offices wegs eunermore had in
suche reuerent estimacion, that no man by his own
private aucthoritie might presume to execute any of
them, except he were first called, tried, examined,
and knowen to have such qualities as were requisite
for the same; and also, by publique prayer, with
imposicion of hauds, approued, and admitted there-
unto. And therefore, to the entent that these orders
should be continued, and renerentlye used and
estemed, in this Church of England; it is requysite
that no man (oot beyng at thys presente Bishoppe,
Priest nor Deacon) shall execute anye of them, ex-
oepte he be called, tryed, examined and admitted,
accordynge to the form hereafter followinge.

Farther on it is staied incidentally that ‘‘ euery
man which is to be consecrated a bishop shal be fally
thyrtie yeres of age.” And in the rite itself the
‘ consecration "' of the bisbop is repeatedly men-
tioned. The succession and continuance of these
offices from the Lord through the Apostles and the
other ministers of the primitive Church 1s also clear-
ly implied in the ‘* Eucharistical "’ prayers which
precede the words, ‘ Receive ye the Holy Ghost."
Thus the intention of our Fathers was to keep and
continue these offices which come down from the
earliest times, and * reverently to use and esteem
them,” in the sense, of course, in which they were
received from the Apostles, and had been up to that
time in use. This is a point on which the Pope is
unduly silent.

XVIIL. Bnt all this and other things of the same
kind are called by Pope Leo ‘‘ names withoat the
reality instituted by Christ.” Bat, on the coutrary,
our Fathers' fundamental principle was to refer
everything to the authority of the Lord, revealed in
the Holy Secriptures. It was for this that they re.
scinded ceremonies composed and added by men,
even including that best known one, common to the
modern Latin and Eastern Churches, though un.
koown to the ancient Roman Church (1), of holding
a copy of the Gospels over the head of one about to
be ordained bishop during the utterance of the
blessing and the laying on of hands.

Thus, then, our Fathers empleyed one matter in
imprintirg the character, viz., the layibg on of
bauds, one matter in the commission to minister

XVIIL. (1) See dpost. Const. viii. 4 and Statutes of the
dncient Church, can. 2. which appear to be of Galiic
origin from the Province of Arles, al'hough thev are
sometimes published with the false title of the Fourth
Council of Carthage. That this rite was foreign to the
Church of Rome is clearly 1estified by the writer of g
book, On the Divine Offices, which is included in the works
of our Alcuin, and is perhaps of the eleventh century
" (The rite) is not found in either authority, whether ol(i
or new, nor in the Roman tradition’ (ch. xxxvii
Migne’s P. L., vol 101, p. 1237 ; and so Amalarius. On
the Offices of the Church, ii. 14, P. L., 105, p. 1092}. On
its use in the consecration of a Pope, see Ma.bill(ni, Ord
1% 9.
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publicly and exercise powers over the tlock entrusted
to oach, viz., the delivery of the Bible or Gospels.
This last they probably borrowed from the oftice of
inaugurating a uew bishop, and similar rites; thus
in the Pountitical the Gospels are still delivered to
the bishop after tho ring isgiven. Other ceremonies
of somewhat later date and imported into the an
cient Roman Ordinal from sources for the most part
foreigu and especially Gallican, such as the delivery
of the instruments and ornaments, the blessing and
unction of hands and head, with the accompanying
prayers, they cut out as they had a full right to do.
The porrection of the instruments came, a8 is well
known, from the formularies of minor orders, and
was unknown to any Pontifical before the eleventh
century, which appears to be the ecarliest date of its
mention in writing. When it was reformed, the new
formula, * Receive the power of offering sacrifice to
God and of celebrating Mass (or, as in the Roman
Pontifical, masses) on behalf of both the quick and
dead,” was likewise dropped. The prayer for the
blessing of the hands could be said or omitted at the
discretion of the bishop even before the sixteenth
century. The anoiuting is a Gallican and British
custom, not Romau at all. Not only is it absent
from the '* Leonine' and ' Gelasian " Sacrament.
aries, but also from Mabillon's Eighth and Nioth
Ordinss and those of St. Amand, which apparently
represent the custom of the eighth and pinth cen-
turies.

Farthermore we find Pope Nicholas I. writing in
the ninth century (874) to Rudolf of Bourges that in
the Roman Cburch the hauds neither of priests nor
deacons are anointed with chrism (2). The first
writer who mentions anytbivg of the kind is Gildas
the Briton (3). The same may be said of the anoint-
ing of the head, which clearly came, in compaby
with much else, from an imitation of the consecration
of Aaron, aud makss its appearance in the ninth and
tenth ceaturies outside Rome (4), as may be gathered
from Amalarius (on the oflices of the Church, bk. ii., 14)
and our own Pontificals.

There remains to be mentioned the Gallican Bene-
diction, Devs sanctificationum omnium auctor, which
was added supeirluously to the Roman Benediction
(oap. xii.) and was rejected like the rest by our
Fathers. This prayor, which is manifestly corrupted
by interpolation as 1t stands in the Roman Pontifical,
svemed to favour the doctrine of transubstantiation,
rejected by us, and is in itself scarcely intelligible,
8o that it was singularly inappropriate to a liturgy
to be said in the vulgar tongue for the edification of
our own people. And yet t his very prayer, whatever
it may imply, teaches nothing about the power to
offer sacrifice.

XIX. What wonder then if our Fathers, wishiong
to return to the simplicity of the Gospel, eliminated
these prayers trom a lit urgy which was to be read
publicly in a modern langnage? And herein they
followed a course which was c ertaiuly opposed to
that pursned by the Romans. For the Romauns,
starting from an almost Gospel simplicity, have 1e.
lieved the austerity of their rites with Gallican
embe.lishments, and have gradually, as time went
on, added ceremonies borrowed from the O.d Testa-
ment in order to emphasize the distinction between
people and priests more aud more. That these
cercmonies are ‘' contemptible and harmful,” or that

they are uselvss at their proper place and time, we .

do by vo means assert—we declare only that they
are not necessary. Thus in the seventeenth century,
(Continued on page 23:.)

XVIIL (2) Migne . L, vol. 119, p. 884, where the
letter is numbered 66 Cf. also Martenne On the Ancient
Itll_es of the Clurch, bk. i, c. viiii, art. ix., §§ 9 aud 14.
'.l'hA)s reply of Nicholas, beginning ** Praeterca sciscitaris,
15 in=erted in Gratian's Decree, dist. xxiii., ¢. 12.

XVIII (8) Letter § 106, p. 111 (Stevenson's edition,
1?338).. He mentions ** the biessing by which the hands
of priests or ministers are dedicated  (initisntur), The
anointing of the hands of presbyters and deacons is or-
dered in Anglican Sacramentaries of the tenth and
eleventh centuries. ;

XVIIL (4) Cp. Council of Trent, Sess. XXIII,, On the
Sacrament of Order, can. v. which, though it apparently
admits ;lmt unction is not requisite in ordination, an:
uLllep}thlzes those who shall say that this and other cere-
monies of order are ** contemptible and harmful.”
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