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tory, that Lord CainiH liinisolf in liis speech in the Houko

of Lords said, that not a h»ynien oidy 'nt even a lawyer

would find it so impo.ssihh! to reconcile tiuin, thut thou^di

professedly final, they could not in n'ality l»e so. After

they might have known and ought to have known HiHlutp

Gray's struggles with this most uidia]»py Court of liniil Ap
peal, whose blunders and crimes have at last compelled the

issue of a Royal Oommission, they nevertheless unanimouMly

agreed to urge the Synod which was, and is (tliMuk (lod)

free from its jurisdiction, to place itself under the domina

tion of this most unhappy and incompetent trihumil.

But even this does not exhaust the ])roof of the imminent

peril of allowing hasty legislation on exciting matters, ev i,

by the House of Bishops. If we had not the certified re-

port before us, it would be impossible to credit th(} Itlunders

which were niade. L(!aving the guidance of " Her Majesty's

Highest Courts," and the que.stions before the Privy Coun
oil, the Bishops venture to propose a resolution of their own
motion, and at the very first step plunge headlong into an

inconceivable mistak?. They actually base their resolution

on a plain and imdeniable misquotation of the Pmyer
Book, in which mistake they " unanimously agree." Their

exact words are as follows :
" Whereas, the Rubric at tlm

end of th( Communion OfKce enacts that the bread .shall be

such as is usual to be eaten, the use of wafer bread is hereby

forbidden."

Of course, any one who can read his Prayer Book and

understands plain English, can aee in a moment that they
failed to do one on else the other. The Rubric at the end

of the Communion Office makes no such enactment as theii-

Lordships assert it to do. It says, that in the want of

something better, " if, shall tiuffi,ce that the bread shall l)e

sucli as is \isual to be eaten." That did not mean adulterated


