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HOWARD EVANS.

“ Above all, the Kingdom of Christ has no sacerdotal system.
It interposes no sacrificial tribe or class between God and man, by
whose intervention alone God is reconciled and man forgiven. . . .
The officers are called stewards or messengers of God, servants or
ministers of the Church, and the like; but the sacerdotal title is
never once conferred upon them.”’—BisEOP LIGHTFOOT.

“TIt ought always to be remembered that ecclesiastical, and not
merely papal encroachments, are what civil government and the
laity in general have had to resist ; a point which some very zealous
opposers of Rome have been willing to keep out of sight. But the
true enemy is what are called High Church principles, be they main-
tained by a pope, a bishop, or a presbyter.” —HaLranm.
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This book, which I have been impelled to write by the
Education Act of 1902, I dedicate to the Convocations

of Canterbury and York, who were the real authors of
that measure.
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THE PRrICE OF PRIESTCRAFT.

Introductory.

Tais book has been written to supply a need.
Its brevity is due to the desire to appeal to a
popular audience, for in these days comparatively
few people will read a serious book of any length.
The battle of the Reformation is being fought
over again ; but too many citizens are indifferent
to great questions, or only concern themselves
with bread-and-butter politics. A revival of
priestly power is one of the greatest dangers of
the age ; it is perilous alike to civic liberty, to social
progress and to the Kingdom of God.

The Church of Rome ardently cherishes the hope
of the re-conquest of Britain. It demands the
removal of the legal guarantees that the thronme
shall be occupied by a Protestant Sovereign ; it
seizes every opportunity to quarter itself upon
the rates and taxes; it exerts its subtle power to
influence the Press ; it builds its schools on a scale
far greater than its needs ; it has made this country
the dumping-ground of alien monastic orders. In
France these orders threatened the very life of
the Republic, so that the Government, in sheer

% :



6 TrE PRICE OF PRIESTCRAFT.

self-defence, had to cripple the revolutionary
activity of ‘‘ the Black International.”

In England the Established Church is honey-
combed by Romanisers who teach almost every
Romish dogma except the supremacy of the Pope ;
and whose leader, Lord Halifax, openly avowed,
at an annual meeting of the English Church Union,
which has 4,000 clerical members, that his ulti-
mate object is reconciliation with Rome. Most
of the English bishops are patrons, protectors,
and promoters of the Romanisers, and treat the
respectful complaints of laymen with indifference,
sometimes, indeed, with rudeness and contempt.
Four years ago the House of Commons, by an
almost unanimous vote, expressed its disapproba-
tion of the Romeward movement, but the Govern-
ment continued to promote Romanisers; and
when at length the discontent of Protestant lay-
men was disagreeably manifested at by-elections,
the Government sought to hang up the whole
subject by the customary device of a Royal
Commission.

Parliament has neither the time nor the capacity
for dealing with ecclesiastical questions; yet
Parliament alone has the right to make laws for
an Established Church. High Churchmen groan
under the authority of a legislature largely com-
posed of men who have no connection with their
Church ; their impatience is natural and praise-
worthy. But Parliament is not likely to surrender
or delegate its powers, seeing that the Anglican
clergy owe their exclusive enjoyment of the ancient
national endowments for religion to the Acts of
Supremacy and Uniformity. Equitably these
endowments belong to the whole nation, and the
Anglican Church does not include one-half of the



INTRODUCTORY. 7

worshipping population. The Bishop of Norwich
sorrowfully admits that among the Anglican laity
there is an increasing distrust of the clergy ; and,
for obvious reasons, the English Church Union
resolutely opposes any scheme of Church reform
which would concede to the laity any real powei
in matters of dogma or discipline. It holds that
the priestly class should enjoy absolute power :
it is enough for the laity to pay and obey.

Meantime a reactionary (Government, which in
1900 retained office by false pretences and by an
immoral §combination of vested interests, passed
an Education Act at the bidding of the Anglican
and Roman priesthood, which threw their schools
entirely on public funds, but shielded them from
local public control—the only public control which
can be effective. At the same time the Act
destroyed the School Boards in the expectation
that the new authorities would be more easily
subject to clerical influence. To defend this Act
and to secure permanent exemption from half their
rates, the Anglican clergy will more than ever
become a wing of the Tory party ; and if that party
should retain power they will make yet further
demands.

The time has come to frame an indictment of
priesteraft in a brief popular form. Therefore it
is not overloaded with references, though every im-
portant statement of fact contained therein can be
verified and justified by chapter and verse from
those who have studied history at first-hand. The
resurgence of the priest in matters of education
should compel attention to his position. Although
the majority of English citizens are not formally
connected with any Christian Church they are not
hostile to Christianity. Their children are sent to our
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Sunday-schools, and the propaganda of materialistic
Atheism finds very small response. In England, as
yet, Christianity and priesteraft are not regarded
as identical, as they are in Roman Catholic
countries. But the indefatigable industry of priests,
and their humanitarian labours, are calculated to
disarm suspicion, and to lead men to forget the
intellectual and political serfdom which is involved
in priestly domination. Such a book as this may
help to correct the tendency.

The Church of Christ, using that term in the
widest possible sense, has been a beneficent power
in the world throughout its existence, even in the
darkest ages ; but its usefulness has been constantly
impaired and crippled by priestcraft. In the most
corrupt Churches there have always been a multitude
of good priests; they have been good, not because
of their priestly claims, but in spite of them. Such
were St. Francis, Thomas & Kempis, Fénelon, Pascal,
St. Vincent de Paul, Father Damien, in the Church
of Rome; such were Hooker, George Herbert,
Leighton, Ken, and William Law in the Anglican
Church. Their memory is hallowed not as priests,
but as saints. True saintship is not confined to
those Churches which boast of a manipulated
Apostolical Succession. When Pope Leo XII1., like
his predecessors, rejected the validity of Anglican
Orders, Lord Halifax rightly made appeal to
Christian experience. The Free Churches can do
likewise. Howe and Bunyan, Wesley and White-
field, John Howard and Elizabeth Fry, Carey and
Knibb, Williams and Moffat, and Calvert and
Chalmers, and a multitude of others demonstrate
that the Divine Spirit is trammelled by no arbitrary
human limitations.

The great majority of priests have always been
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poor men, and are so still, even in the Anglican
Church, which is now the richest Church in
Christendom, and which shows the most scandalous
inequalities of all, though the Ecclesiastical Com~
mission has been at work for more than half a
century. At the top there are prelates with seats
in the House of Lords, where they never do any
good service for righteousness and freedom ; at
the bottom are a multitude of holders of small
benefices, worse off than an average skilled
workman, and assistant curates who can hardly
find employment after the age of forty. No
wonder that candidates for Holy Orders are
constantly diminishing in numbers, and that
bishops, lapped in luxury, fail to persuade the
youth of the great public schools to take service
in the Church unless they have family livings or
family influence.

The majority of priests in any Church where
priesthood is recognised should be regarded with
profound pity. In the Roman Church they are
devoted to the priesthood at too early an age to
enable them to give an intelligent consent, or to
understand what are the obligations of a priest.
They are trained in seminaries where they are
kept in ignorance of the outside world; and
when once they have taken priestly vows,
emancipation is almost impossible, for they are
unfit for secular life. Their minds have been
trained to such habits of blind obedience that
they are simply parts of a vast machine. We
must always remember that these men are victims
of a system, condemned in the very morning of
life to poverty, celibacy, and intellectual slavery.
Notwithstanding the unnatural conditions in which
they are placed, large numbers of them are models
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of piety and devotion to the poor and needy. No
one but a demented anarchist would dare to say
that a man is necessarily bad because he is a
priest.

Probably many of the most headstrong champions
of priestcraft believed that they were in the right
and that they were doing God service. So did
the prophets of Baal on Mount Carmei; so did
Annas and Caiaphas, who condemned our Lord ;
80 did the Sanhedrim, who ordered Stephen to be
stoned to death. We may allow that Hildebrand
and Becket, Whitgift and Laud were thoroughly
sincere, and were ready to die for their opinions ;
but their sincerity does not sanctify their cause.
We must admit extenuating circumstances on
their behalf ; but, all the same, we must pronounce
judgment against them.

Exceptional circumstances sometimes demand
exceptional rules of conduct on the part of those
who would keep themselves unspotted from the
world. The shameless profligacy of the stage in
the days of the Stuarts justifies the rigid abstinence
of the Puritans from the theatre, as in our own day
the cankerous vice of betting justifies the rigid
abstinence of evangelical Christians from the turf,
although Oliver Cromwell himself enjoyed a horse-
race. So in times of deep unrest and fierce perse-
cution it was better for a Christian to deny himself
the purity and sweetness of family relationship,
while the pioneer missionaries to barbarous tribes
sometimes found it needful to become as eunuchs
for the kingdom of heaven’s sake. But the holy
enthusiasm of self-denial and self-surrender is no
justification for the iron yoke of life-long vows
enforced under threats of eternal damnation.

Finally, it must be remembered that this book



INTRODUCTORY. 11

is a history of priesteraft, not a history of priests.
The world owes a deep debt of gratitude not only
to the secular or parochial priesthood, but to the
monks and f{riars before they became corrupted
by luxury and superstition. The men who were
the pioneers of Christianity and civilisation ; the
men who reclaimed the waste places, and made
the wilderness to rejoice and blossom as the rose,
by their constant daily labour ; the men who sent
out from Cluny and Clairvaux, and Bec and
Jumiéges, scholars and statesmen and leaders of
the world ; the men who planned the stately fanes
of Gothic architecture in medieval Europe; the
men who spent their time in the scriptorium,
writing and illuminating copies of the sacred books
before the art of printing was invented ; the men
who, at the call of St. Francis and his like, devoted
their whole lives to the ministry of the poor and
the afflicted, are worthy of all honour for their
beneficent labours. All this is freely acknowledged,
while the right of priesteraft to claim these men as
the necessary and exclusive product of the sacer-
dotal system is as strenuously denied.

It is the fashion of certain High Church writers
s0 to bring into prominence the resistance of English
sovereigns, and even of some English bishops, to
the ever-increasing encroachments of the papacy
for two or three centuries prior to the Reformation,
as to convey the impression that the Church in
England enjoyed a position of semi-independence.
This is a fiction which cannot be sustained ; indeed,
it is usually propagated by insinuation and the
suppression of material facts rather than by direct
assertion. From the time of the first Archbishop
of Canterbury till the quarrel of Henry VIII. with
the Pope, the spiritual authority of the Papacy
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was never called in question. It is ridiculous to
pretend that the Church in England was not of
Roman origin. The North of England was, indeed,
largely evangelised by missionaries from the ancient
Celtic Church ; but the successors of these mission-
aries were soon brought under the Roman yoke.
The Pope’s supremacy over the Church was firmly
established as early as the beginning of the seventh
century, and successive occupants of the papal
chair enlarged their claims until Boniface VIII.,
who became Pope in 1294, issued a Bull in which
he said: “We declare, state, lay down, and
pronounce that it is an indispensable article of
faith for every human being that he is subject to
the Roman Pontiff.” Every Archbishop of
Canterbury and York owned allegiance to the Pope
from the time of Augustine to the time of Cranmer,
and dared not exercise his office till he had sworn
allegiance to him and had received from him the
sacred pall. It is a falsification of history to
describe the pre-Reformation Church in England
as a separate entity ; Archbishop Arundel and other
prelates knew nothing of the Church of England ;
they spoke of ‘“the Holy and Universal Church
of Rome.” As Lord Halifax truly said in a speech
at Bristol (February 24, 1898): ‘““ When for
controversial purposes it is attempted to discover
an origin for the English Church other than that
of Rome, or to prove that England {rom the earliest
times was not united to Rome by the closest ties
of an external union and a common faith, those
who are acquainted with the facts are tempted to
doubt our honesty, or at least the trustworthiness
of our historical methods.”

Readers of this book who are attached to the
*“ Church of England ” are invited to keep in mind
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the broad distinction between a Church and a
Church Establishment. As the Archbishop of
Canterbury has sadly acknowledged, an increasing
number of Churchmen would welcome Disestablish-
ment because they see that the State-connection
is a great hindrance to the work of the Church
as a spiritual force. The ‘ Church of England ”
has always contained a small minority of enlightened
clergy, like Stanley and Maurice and Robertson,
who, in spite of the trammels of the Act of Uni-
formity, have strenuously and bravely striven to
reconcile their Church with the modern spirit. It
has contained a large minority of both clergy and
laity who have devoted themselves mainly to the
evangelisation of the masses, and to missionary
enterprise abroad. How they can reconcile their
position with the canons of their Church, and with
certain portions of its Prayer-book, outsiders find
it difficult to understand. But there can be no
question as to the fact. In their ranks are included
some of the most learned of scholars and theologians,
to whom Free Churchmen owe a large debt of
gratitude. Such men as Hort and Hatch and
Lightfoot have dealt in such a candid and impartial
spirit with priestly pretensions that their conclusions
go far to establish the Free Church position. In
proof of this it is only necessary to cite the words
of Dr. Lightfoot, a former Bishop of Durbam :
¢ Above all the Kingdom of Christ has no sacerdotal
system. It interposes no sacrificial tribe or class
between God and man, by whose intervention alone
God is reconciled and man forgiven. Each indi-
vidual member holds personal communion with
the Divine Head. The sacerdotal title is never

once conferred upon the servants or ministers of
the Church.”
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In dealing with priestcraft it is necessary to take
into account the history and pretensions of the
Church of Rome, and to accentuate the fact that
it is now Ultramontane through and through. The
author of this book, so far from sharing the views
of those alarmist Protestants who see a Jesuit in
disguise at every street corner, has repeatedly
declared in the columns of the Press that the marriage
returns of the Registrar-General demonstrate that
Roman Catholicism does not grow with the increase
of population. The Roman Catholic priesthood
are adepts in the arts of advertising and political
wire-pulling. They assiduously work the Press,
they know how to make imposing effects with bricks
and mortar, they turn the sacerdotal proclivities of
the dominant party in the Anglican Church to the
best advantage. But their successes are rather in
the direction of influence than of numbers. Yet
we cannot afford to treat their persistent efforts
with indifference, seeing that a large and increasing
number of the clergy of the Established Church
are aiding their work, while too many Liberal
politicians steadily shut their eyes to the danger
of priestly ascendency. Except in the United
States and our self-governing colonies, where
democracy is all-powerful, the Roman Church is
essentially anti-Liberal and anti-democratic. As
Mr. Gladstone said in his ‘‘ Vatican Decrees > :
‘“ No one can become her convert without renouncing
his mental and moral freedom, and placing his civil
loyalty and duty at the mercy of another,” that
other being a Church whichhas ‘‘ equally repudiated
modern thought and ancient history.”

Certainly priestcraft is less corrupt, less greedy,
less arrogant than in the Dark Ages, or in the days
of our own Tudors and Stuarts. But the change
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is not so much due to the desire of the priestly class
to reform itself, as to the existence of Christian
Churches which have more or less thrown off the
priestly yoke. The Council of Trent effected reforms
of no small value, but it was the Reformation
which made the Council of Trent a necessity. The
Anglican Church has practically abandoned the
slavish doctrine of Passive Obedience which in the
time of Laud and Sheldon was held to be one of
the primary articles of the Christian faith; but
this has been mainly due to the formation and growth
of Nonconformist Churches. If Protestantism and
Nonconformity were wiped out to-morrow, and
Christianity were only presented to men in a
sacerdotal form, the ancient audacious claims of
the priest would certainly be revived. As far as
women and children and the illiterate are concerned,
such claims are still urged with unabated zeal.

H. E.



Priestcraft and the Pious Founder.

NotHiNG can be more absurd than the assertion
of Church Defence writers that at some remote
period, nobody knows exactly when, every landlord
in every parish of his own free will determined
that one-tenth of the produce of his lands for ever
should be devoted to the service of the Church.
Such an event has never happened since. Who
were these alleged ‘‘ pious founders” ? For the
most part they were men of savage instincts and
unbridled passions, whose religion was mainly
composed of selfish fear, and who were led to
believe that whatever their crimes, they could buy
off eternal damnation by enriching the priesthood.
Such writers as the late Lord Selborne were well
aware of these awkward facts, but they carefully
ignored them. The ancient ecclesiastical endow-
ments consist mainly of tithes, and grants of land
by kings and great landlords. Lord Addington’s
Return of 1891 shows that the annual value of
these ancient endowments is £5,469,171; this is
exclusive of modern private benefactions, which
amount to £284,000 a year.

Tithes.

The origin of tithes in this country is stated by
Freeman as follows :—‘ The Church preached the
payment of tithe as a duty, and the State gradually

16
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came to enforce the duty by legal sanction.” Sir
Walter Phillimore, the greatest living authority
on ecclesiastical law, puts the matter more clearly :
“ There was no giving of tithe except by some early
Saxons during their lives ; all subsequent tithe is
a tax imposed by the State for the benefit, in the
first instance, of the Church.” Sir L. T. Dibdin,
another eminent ecclesiastical lawyer, says that :
“ The payment of tithe having been first taught as
a Christian duty, came next to be also a matter
of Church law ; that the clergy then claimed the
tithes as their right, and, finally, that this right
became a part of the law of the land.”” Anyone
can see that whenever the payment of tithes was
first enforced by law, tithe became a tax. Even
Lord Selborne was virtually compelled to admit
this, for he says in his * Defence of the Church of
England ** that, * the payment of tithe originated
in the acknowledgment of a moral or religious
obligation, supposed to be incumbent on Churchmen
generally, which, after acquiring first the force of
custom, and afterwards the sanction of ecclesiastical
law, passed, with the rest of that law, into the
national jurisprudence of our own and other
Christian countries.” The bare truth is here
concealed in a cloud of words; but substantially
Lord Selborne is compelled to agree with the
eminent authorities above quoted. Milman and
Stubbs and other ecclesiastical historians take the
same view. In fact, all who have studied the
subject are substantially agreed on the main facts
—tithe was at first a voluntary gift, then it became
a custom, then payment was enforced by law.
Dates are of no importance in this matter ; when-
ever the law began to enforce payment of tithe
it converted it into a tax.

2
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The so-called grants of tithe by landlords to
particular churches, which are sometimes cited,
are not original deeds of gift by a voluntary donor,
but donations of tithe, which was already enforced
by law, to some particular church or monastery.
The land-owner had the privilege of paying his
tithe to the particular Church which he favoured,
but the obligation to pay somewhere existed before
he came into possession of the estate.

In Wales the payment of tithes was unknown
until the irruption of Norman invaders. These
marauders were under the law of our Norman
kings, and whatever territory they conquered was
subject to the payment of tithes. The vanquished
Welshmen had the poor satisfaction of knowing
that one-tenth of the booty stolen from them had
to be handed over to the Church of the robber.
The “pious founder” in Wales was simply an
armed brigand, who had not the poor merit of
making a free gift ; the law of his sovereign com-
pelled him.

Under the common law of England all land was
titheable as soon as it was brought under cultivation.
It would be hard indeed to discover a pious founder
in the case of land which for a thousand years had
been of no value. As a matter of fact about
three-fourths of the cultivated land in England
and Wales have been brought into cultivation
since the Reformation, and nine-tenths have been
brought into cultivation since the payment of
tithes was first enforced by law.

Tithe included not only the tenth part of the
harvest, but milk and eggs, fruit and garden herbs,
furze, honey, and the young of domestic animals
were also titheable. ‘

Though the priests had at length secured com-
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pulsory payment of the tithe of produce, they were
not satisfied. They actually claimed a tenth of
the profits of trade and labour. The ingenious
special pleaders for Church Establishments who

eny that tithe is of the nature of a tax, cannot
conjure up pious founders of personal tithes with
a right to dispose of a tenth of the labour of their
successors to all time. It was ordered that all
traders and workmen should pay a tenth of their
clear gains, and in some places the very fish of the
sea were tithed when they were caught. Here is a
canon of 1250 :—‘ We ordain that personal tithes
be paid of handicrafts and merchants, and of the
gains of negotiation ; as also of carpenters, smiths,
weavers, masons, and victuallers ; that is, let tithes
be paid of their wages unless they are willing (with
the rector’s consent) to make some certain (fixed)
payment for the benefit of the Church.”

It was not easy to enforce such a demand,
especially as it was only supported by ecclesiastical
law, and how far payment was made is doubtful ;
but that these personal tithes were paid in some
places is shown by the fact that in the reign of
Edward VI. a law was passed ordaining that where
for forty years past traders and handicraftsmen
had paid such tithes, they should continue. Only
common day-labourers were exempt. Unless there
was a clear custom to the contrary, the tithe of
fish taken in the sea was payable to the parson of
the parish where the fishermen resided. Who were
the pious founders who possessed the fish of the
sea, and had a right to dispose of one-tenth of the
fish to all time ?

Grants of Land.

Vast grants of land were made to the bishops and
cathedral clergy by various Saxon kings. The
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lands thus granted were for the most part folcland,
i.e., national property. Thus we read in the history
of the diocese of Winchester that Ine, King of the
West Saxons, gave to the church at Winchester
30 hides of land at Yaverland, 50 at Brading ;
and that his successor, King Cuthred, gave 40
hides at Muleburn, 25 at Ranewad, and 32 at
Whippingham. As a hide was about 33 acres these
few gifts amount to nearly 10,000 acres. As Dr.
E. A. Freeman says:—“ A very large proportion
of the landed estates of the archbishops, bishops,
and capitular (cathedral) bodies was given out of
national property by Anglo-Saxon kings and their
respective witenagemots.”” He vainly endeavours
to show that these are not now national property,
but he ridicules the cry of “ sacrilege,” and reminds
us that ““the right of disendowment is inherent in
the supreme power.” In our own country it has
been exercised over and over again in all ages, but
most notably on the greatest scale in the reigns of
Edward II., Henry V., Henry VIIL., Edward VL,
Elizabeth and Victoria.

“ Sordid Fraud.”

Hallam, who has the reputation of being one of
the most impartial of historians, says in the first
chapter of ‘“ Europe during the Middle Ages’ :—
“Many of the peculiar and prominent character-
istics in the faith and discipline of those ages
appear to have been either introduced or sedulously
promoted for the purposes of sordid fraud. To
these purposes conspired the veneration for relics,
the worship of images, the idolatry of saints and
martyrs, the religious inviolability of sanctuaries,
the. consecration of cemeteries, but, above all, the
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doctrine of purgatory, and masses for the relief of
the dead. A creed thus contrived, operating upon
the minds of barbarians, lavish though rapacious,
and devout though dissolute, naturally caused a
torrent of opulence to pour in upon the Church.”
Yet further he says that the clergy  failed not,
above all, to inculcate upon the wealthy sinner, that
no atonement could be so acceptable to heaven as
liberal presents to its earthly delegates. To die
without allotting a portion of worldly wealth to
pious uses was accounted almost like suicide,
or a refusal of the last Sacraments.”

Rich men and women were often persuaded to
enter monasteries, and on doing so to surrender
all their property. Others became ° corrodiers,”
and gave away their lands for a life-pittance, to the
wrong and detriment of their heirs. Others were
induced to make gifts of their estates to take effect
after their death. Crusaders were urged to go on
warlike expeditions to the Holy Land, and to
make over their property to the Church before they
started. According to Hallam the clergy at one
time possessed nearly half the land in England, and
a still greater proportion in some other countries.
Bishop Stubbs, whose ecclesiastical bias is con-
spicuous, states that on one occasion when the King
of England demanded a subsidy, the clergy had
to contribute one-third ; this shows how large a
portion of the property of the country was in their
hands. The consequences of such an enormous
accumulation of wealth by the priesthood was
inevitable ; Freeman, whose attitude towards the
clergy is certainly favourable, declares that * the
Church of the fifteenth century had become
scandalously corrupt.”
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Forgery.

Not unfrequently monks fabricated forged char-
ters and other documents in favour of their monas-
teries ; in ages when very few save clerics could
write this was comparatively easy. Dr. Jessopp,
an Anglican writer very favourable to the monastic
orders, says: “ The intense esprit de corps of a
convent of monks went beyond anything that we
can now realise, and led to grave sins against truth
and honesty. The forgeries of charters, bulls and
legal instruments of all kinds for the glorification
of a monastery by its members was at least con-
doned only too frequently. It can hardly be
doubted that the scriptorium of many a religious
house must have been turned to very discreditable
uses by unscrupulous and clever scribes, with the
connivance, if not with the actual knowledge, of
the convent, for such things were not done in a
corner. If the forgeries succeeded—and that they
often did succeed we know—the monastery got all
the advantage of the rascality ; no inquiry was
made, and it was tacitly assumed that where so
much was gained, and the pride of ‘ our house ’ was
gratified, the end justified the means.”

The Dead Hand.

Church Defence champions protest that it would
be a sacrilegious act to devote these ancient endow-
ments to any useful public purpose in which all
citizens may share. That has not been the view
of English monarchs and English parliaments even
in pre-Reformation times. If it is sacrilegious to
alienate such property from the Church, it is equally
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sacrilegious to forbid such property to be bequeathed
to the Church. Yet Magna Charta provided that if
any from henceforth give his lands to any religious
house, the gift shall be utterly void. As far back
as the year 1279 the acquisition of such vast landed
estates by ecclesiastics, who never bore their full
share of the burden of taxation and the defence of
the country, became such a public peril that the
statute of Mortmain was passed to curb priestly
rapacity. It was frequently evaded, and the law
had to be strengthened in consequence to counteract
artful clerical evasions.

The Plantagenet kings, though devout Catholics,
had no scruples about the alienation of ecclesiastical
property. The religious order of the Knights
Templars was rich and powerful, but it was sup-
pressed in the reigns of Edward I. and II., and its
property confiscated to the Crown. That highly
orthodox monarch, Henry V., though ready and
willing to burn heretics, did not hesitate to seize the
property of over a hundred monasteries because
they were of foreign origin.

Cardinal Wolsey, a prince of the Roman Church,
early in the reign of Henry VIII. arranged a further
alienation of Church property in order to found a
great school at Ipswich and a new college at Oxford,
now known as Christ Church. He saw nothin
sacrilegious in such an act. When Henry VIIL
had broken with the Pope the remaining monas-
teries and chantries were dissolved, and their
property was devoted to secular uses. Too often
these lands were granted or sold at nominal prices
to greedy courtiers, but a large portion was devoted
to the foundation of grammar schools. Henry VIII.
was as staunch a Catholic as Lord Halifax or Mr.
Athelstan Riley, his only quarrel with Rome being
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on account of Papal supremacy ; yet he saw nothing
sacrilegious in such an act.

Let us pass on to the Reformation settlement
under Elizabeth. In the first year of her reign
Parliament passed two great Acts which completely
changed the conditions under which Church bene-
fices were held. Prior to the Reformation all
priests who held benefices were subject to the Pope,
and had to officiate at the Mass. It was a capital
crime to deny the dogma of Transubstantiation,
t.e., the belief that in the Mass the bread and wine
are changed into the Body and Blood of our Lord.
The Act of Supremacy made it impossible for any
priest to hold a benefice unless he repudiated the
authority of the Pope. The Act of Uniformity
made it impossible for any priest to hold a benefice
unless he agreed to use only the Book of Common
Prayer, which had been compiled by Cranmer and
other Reformers. All the bishops living at the
accession of Elizabeth refused to comply with the
law and were deprived in consequence. Thus the
ancient ecclesiastical endowments by the authority
of the Crown and Parliament were taken from one
set of persons in favour of another set of persons.
The Romanisers in the Anglican Church ingeniously
attempt to explain away these awkward facts;
but their quibbles are futile, seeing that the Act of
23 Elizabeth, cap. 4, makes the performance of Mass,
or even attendance thereat, a criminal offence.
Protestant defenders of the Church Establishment
are in an equally unsatisfactory position. Their
Church, as separated from the Church of Rome, is
compelled to rely upon a Parliamentary title.
Such a title is strong and good so long as it exists ;
King Edward VII. holds his crown by the same
title. But what Parliament has a right to do, it
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may equally undo, and no Protestant Churchman
can question the authority of Parliament to deal in
any way it pleases with the ancient endowments.
In recent times the Anglican Church never had a
more loyal son than Mr. Gladstone; yet he was
the author of the Act by which the Irish Church
was disendowed, and in his later years he sup-
ported the disendowment of the Anglican Church
in Wales. He saw nothing sacrilegious in such an
Act. The surplus funds, after providing for life
interests, would be used for old-age pensions, the
advancement of education, the support of hospitals,
in which all who need might share; and the service
of humanity is truly the service of God.

Why should we make a fetish of the superstitions
of the dark ages ¢ The so-called pious founder was
taught that he could buy an entrance into heaven
by impoverishing his children for the enrichment
of the priests, and to make assurance doubly sure he
very frequently directed that a certain portion of
his wealth should be used in paying priests to say
masses for the repose of his soul. Who will dare
to maintain that if the property is hereafter alien-
ated to public uses the pious founder will become an
outcast from heaven ? Certainly, since the Reforma-
tion the Established Church makes no claim to
‘“ the power of the keys ” ; on the contrary, it con-
demns the sacrifice of masses as ‘‘ blasphemous
fables and dangerous deceits.” The sacro-sanctity
of superstition and selfishness is a flagrant absurdity



Priestcraft and the Death Bed.
Bequests to the Church.

AccorpinGg to the Apostle Paul it is an essential
qualification for the Christian ministry that a man
shall ““ not be greedy of filthy lucre.” So long as the
Church was persecuted it preserved its primitive
purity, but when it became tolerated and at length
patronised by the State, men were attracted to its
service who made a gain of godliness, and even
clerics who were not covetous for themselves became
covetous for their order. The evil was early
recognised, and the clergy were forbidden to inter-
fere in the making of wills. In 370 the clergy were
prohibited from even visiting the houses of widows
and wards, because women are peculiarly susceptible
to clerical influences. Dr. Hatch, in his “ Bampton
Lectures ”’ (p. 149), says :  The merit of bequeathing
property to the Church was preached with so much
success that restraining enactments became neces-
sary.” But as the Church became more powerful,
and also more covetous and corrupt, these salutary
precautions were swept away, and priestly greed was
not only unrestricted, but was sanctioned and
abetted by the laws of the Church. Thus a canon
of 734 provided that the priest who visited a dying
man should take with him two or three persons,
¢ lest the kindred of the deceased, out of covetous-
ness, contradict what is said by the ecclesiastics.”
26
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The clerics who framed this canon evidently re-
garded covetousness asa sin peculiar to laymen. To
make sure that the priest should not miss his
opportunity a canon was enacted in 1229 which
forbade a doctor to exercise his skill till the priest
was called in, the acquisition of gain to the Church
being, of course, much more important than the
preservation of life.* A little later the cord was yet
more tightly drawn, for in 1236 another canon
provided that a priest must be present when a man
made his will. Here are the exact words:—‘We
charge that laymen be often forbid to make their
wills without the presence of a parish priest.”

As not a few persons died without making any
will at all the cord had to be drawn still more tightly,
and a canon of 1261 provided that * the Church have
her right out of the estate of the deceased,” in the
case of a layman who left no will behind him.
That which was at first preached as a duty, step
by step became a legal claim. Later still, a canon
of 1343 denied Christian burial to any man who did
not leave a share of his goods to the Church. This
canon was expressly framed to prevent obstructions
against the laws and customs of the Church, and the
evident injury of ecclesiastical right. If a lunatic
died, his lands and tenements were to be used for
the benefit of his soul. So carefully was the net cast
at last, that it became almost impossible for any
man who possessed property to escape from the
exactions of the priests. According to Lyndwood,
the great English legal authority of the period, the

* This regulation was revived by Pius V. in 1566, and still
more recently by Pius IX., who required the physician to cease
attendance when the patient neglected after three days’ warn-
ing4Z% :;end for a confessor. (Lee’'s Studies in Church History,
o A
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Church seized everything, except land, when a man
who died without making a will left neither wife,
nor children, nor parents ; when he left a wife, it
took one-half; when he left wife and children it
took one-third. “ These are they that devour
widows’ houses, and for a pretence make long
prayers.”’

To make assurance doubly sure every will had
to be proved in the court of the bishop, who was
sure to take care of the interests of the Church.
The bishop himself distributed the property of
those who had made no will, and he took the portion
of the Church, even though the creditors were left
unpaid. This shameful robbery of the living was
checked by a statute of Edward I., which provided
that the bishop should pay the creditors whenever
sufficient property was left. A later statute of
Edward III. compelled the bishop to allow the next
of kin to administer the property, but the next of
gindwas charged to “ dispend for the soul of the

ead.”

It is a shameful misuse of words to speak of wealth
thus acquired as “ voluntary” gifts. Men only
submitted to such extortion because they had
been taught to believe that the priests held the
keys of the kingdom of heaven, and could shut
them out unless they paid tithe and toll to the
Church. To this day many English children in
the Anglican Church are taught that the priests
have the power of ““ binding their sins upon them.”
This belief was universal in the dark ages. Men
supposed that if they died without priestly absolu-
tion they would be outside the pale of salvation,
more_especially if the Church refused Christian
burial. Sometimes this awful penalty was imposed
for what we should regard as very trivial offences.
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By a canon of 950 a man was denied Christian
burial if he married the daughter of his godfather
without leave of the Church; and by a canon of
1378 a man incurred the same penalty if he
neglected to take the Sacrament at Easter. Such
men were as hopelessly doomed as an unbaptized
baby, who dies “a heathen ” as a canon of 963
declares.

The superstition is of yet older date. A canon of
740 runs thus: ‘Let the parent whose child is
dead without baptism, through his neglect, do
penance one year, and never live without penance.
If the priest whose duty it was neglected to come
though asked, let him be chastised by the law of
the bishop for the damnation of a soul. Nay,
it is commanded that all men should snatch a soul
from the devil by baptism.” Could human language
be plainer ? The lack of a few drops of water
and a formula of speech involved the perdition
of the innocent soul of an infant, and the devil
himself gathered all such lambs into his fold !

The Anglican Church still countenances this
superstition as far as it dare. The Burial Service
of the Prayer-book must not be read over an
unbaptized infant. The chief inspector of Church
schools in London teaches that “the child is put
into the water a child of wrath and is taken out
a child of grace.” Very recently, in an official
magazine of the Anglican Church (under the
patronage of the two Archbishops and all the
bishops), a mother was represented as crushed
with grief because her baby had died unbaptized,
and therefore the Burial Service could not be read
over its body. She cries out: ‘“Oh! what does
the Bible say about the burial of a dog?”—a
question which all the bishops, Concordance in
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hand, would be unable to answer. Of course,
no Roman or Anglican priest, in discussing such
matters with intelligent people, would seriously
maintain that anything that he did, or left undone,
would necessarily result in the salvation or
damnation of any human soul ; but priests allow
ignorant people to believe such degrading notions,
and circulate many pernicious books of devotion
which sanction and enforce such teaching. A
Church cannot thus play fast and loose with truth
except to the grievous loss of moral influence.

Mortuaries.

The laws of the Church very properly prohibited
the clergy to take money for the burial of the dead,
but priests are adepts in the art of evading laws
which are irksome and inconvenient to themselves.
In our days the Church Association has spent
about £80,000 in endeavouring to restrain the
ritualistic extravagances of a section of the clergy,
and yet has practically obtained nothing for its
money except a few judgments which have not
been enforced. In the dark ages the priests
evaded the provisions for free burial by exacting
“ mortuaries.” The history of mortuaries is very
similar to that of tithes ; at first they were voluntary
gifts, then they became customary, and at last the
custom was enforced by law. In the reign of
Edward I. an Act was passed which empowered
the bishop to punish those who refused to pay
mortuaries in places where it had been customary
to give them. The character of these extortions
may be seen by a canon of 1367, which provided
that if the deceased had possessed three or more
animals, the best should be taken by the lord of
the manor, the next best by the Church, while the
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family were allowed to retain the remainder. If
the man only left two animals the Church mercifully
forbore to plunder the widow and the fatherless.
No wonder that our fathers had a saying, “Two
things are boundless—the love of God and the greed
of a priest.” An Act of Henry VIIIL. put a curb
on such exactions. Those who died possessed of
less than ten marks were exempt. Ten marks
equalled £6 13s. 4d., which should be multiplied
by twelve to get at their present purchasing power.
A little later in the same reign another Act was
passed which, like the former Act, regulated the
payment of mortuaries on a sliding scale, and it
recited that when a man died the clergy sometimes
took the ninth part of all his goods, and sometimes
even the third part. Is it surprising that men
readily lent an ear to the teachings of Wyeclif,
who wurged that the clergy should voluntarily
surrender their possessions and return to their
original poverty ? Men who, under the influence
of his ““ poor priests,” had reverted to the primitive
simplicity of the Gospel, and no longer based their
hopes of heaven upon ceremonial incantations,
naturally revolted against mortuary exactions as
superstitious and cruel. ‘‘ Pure religion and un-
defiled is to visit the widow and the fatherless in
their affliction ”’—but not to fleece them.

Masses for the Dead.

The Thirty-Nine Articles of the Anglican Church,
to which all its priests must express their assent at
their ordination, declare the sacrifices of masses
to be dangerous, blasphemous fables and deceits.
In former_times it had been customary for rich
'‘men to bequeath property so that masses should
be continually said for the repose of their souls.
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The ‘ chantry priests,”” as they were called, who
discharged this office for a bare pittance, were an
utterly useless section of society. Their purchased
prayers for men and women, whom in most cases
they had never known, were such palpable ab-
surdities that the chantries were swept away at
the Reformation; whether the founders of these
eccentricities of selfish religiosity suffered in con-
sequence has, of course, never been ascertained.
Where the Reformation did not prevail the country
swarmed with priests. In France, for example, at
the beginning of the eighteenth century, with pro-
bably half its present population, there were 160,000
priests, most of them very poor no doubt, but most
of them as useless to the country as the paupers in
a workhouse. Of course, this observation does not
apply to the parish priests of whom Rousseau’s
¢ Savoyard Vicar *’ was largely a {air representative.

The Corpse Tax.

Lord Stowell says that ‘‘very ancient canons
forbid the taking of money for interment, upon the
notion that consecrated grounds are among the
res sacre, and that money payments for them
were, therefore, acts of simoniacal complexion.”
Apparently burial fees were only charged in this
country subsequent to the Reformation. The
parson’s burial fee is not enforced by canon or
statute law, but by custom; and the same may
be said of fees for the erection of monuments, &c.,
which are often exorbitant. There is some show
of reason for the exaction of a fee for the burial of
a non-parishioner, or where the officiating clergyman
has to travel some distance to a cemetery, but not
otherwise.

The clergy made much profit by the churchyard,
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and in great towns by the church itself. A canon
nearly a thousand years old provided that no man
should be buried in a church unless he was deemed
worthy of such special honour, but in modern
times the odious and dangerous practice of inter-
ment within the vaults of the parish church, or in
the ground beneath the floor, was simply a matter
of extra payment. In the vaults the coffins of the
dead were sometimes piled up a dozen deep, and
not unfrequently of late years sanitary considera-
tions have compelled the removal of these human
remains to a safe distance at the cost of a special
rate levied on the parishioners.

By a series of Acts of Parliament, from 1852
onwards, Burial Boards were created for the
formation of parochial cemeteries. The ratepayers
had to purchase and lay out the ground, which was
divided into consecrated and unconsecrated portions,
and in the former part the burial fees of the clergy
were still to be levied. The old churchyards were
full, but the vested interests of the clergy were
maintained in the new consecrated cemeteries ;
thus the legislature provided a new endowment for
the parochial clergy at the expense of the rate-
payers. Even in the proprietary cemeteries around
London the vested interests of the clergy were
carefully preserved.

Burial Boards in many cases strongly objected
to consecration, and sometimes successfully. Their
resistance was not due to any objection to con-
secration as a religious ceremony, not even when
there was a Nonconformist majority on the Burial
Board, as is shown by the fact that in a few
cases where a bishop was willing to perform a
“ dedication ” ceremony, no opposition was offered.
Nonconformists were quite willing that a bishop

3
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should “ dedicate’ the whole cemetery. Conse-
cration was simply a question of money. The fees
of the bishop’s officers amounted to only about £20,
but wherever the legal ceremony of consecration
was performed it carried the right of the parochial
clergy to levy a corpse tax. A single illustration
from a great London parish will suffice. Lambeth
had four or five churchyards which were full, when
the parish acquired a large new cemetery at Tooting.
A chaplain was appointed for the consecrated part
at a salary of £150 a year, little enough for such a
lugubrious office ; but the fees amounted to about
£400 a year, and the balance was regularly divided
among certain parochial clergy, who rendered no
service at all for the money they received.

It was only in 1900 that an Act was passed,
abolishing fees in new cemeteries, except for service
actually rendered; and in parochial cemeteries
then in existence the fees without service are still
continued for a term of years. In the churchyards
the clergy still levy fees for interments and for the
erection of monuments, even when Nonconformists
are buried and the service performed by their own
ministers.



Priestcraft and Greed.

FroM the coming of Augustine to the time of
the Reformation the spiritual authority of the Pope
was never questioned in England. It is true that,
in the Saxon period, appeals to Rome were few and
far between, the journey being long, difficult, and
dangerous ; and the country, often desolated by civil
war and barbarian invasion, being too poor to
make it an object of Roman cupidity. Dishonest
attempts have been made to show that the Church
in England during the Saxon period was practically
independent, but it is a sufficient answer that every
Archbishop of Canterbury had to obtain his pall
from Rome, and that on one occasion the Pope
appointed one Archbishop who had never been in
England before. The Norman Conquest certainly
brought England and Rome into closer relations
with each other. But Peter’s Pence, the Pope’s
tax of a penny from every household in the kingdom,
was levied even in Saxon times, and continued to
be paid with more or less irregularity from the
eighth century to the sixteenth.

Under the Plantagenet kings, Peter’s Pence was
the smallest of the papal exactions. In the reigns
of Henry III. and the first three Edwards, the
Pope collected for himself a tenth of the ecclesiastical
revenues of England. It may be said that so long
as these revenues were enjoyed by the priests the

85
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people were not much concerned in the division of
the spoil ; but the Pope’s share was a drain on
the limited resources of the country; the English
clergy at least spent their money in England, the
Pope’s share was so much clear loss.

The next encroachment of the papacy was to
claim first-fruits, the first year’s profits of every
benefice. Like tithe, this was at first a voluntary
offering, but it was soon treated as a legal claim.
In the reign of Henry VIII. it was stated in the Act
transferring these payments from the Pope to the
King that between 1486 and 1531—a term of forty-
five years—they amounted to £160,000. Taking into
account the difference in the value of money at the
present time, it was as though the Pope drew
£40,000 a year.

An artful device of the Court of Rome was the
systemjof translation from one benefice to another.
When a rich piece of preferment became vacant,
a man was promoted who held a less profitable post,
which in turn became vacant; so a third and a
fourth man or more was shifted from one post to
another, and each displacement was a gain to the
Pope’s coffers.

Perhaps the most mischievous and exorbitant
demand of the Popes was their claim to appoint
to a large number of dignities and benefices, thus
dumping down upon the country a multitude of
Ttalian ecclesiastics who were ignorant of the
language and the manners and customs of the
English people. Thus in 1240 Pope Gregory IX.
directed the Bishops of Lincoln and Salisbury to
provide for 300 foreign priests, and Pope John XXII.
reserved to himself the right to appoint to the
majority of English bishoprics. The Popes also
claimed the right to appoint successors to any
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English bishops dying in Rome. It was an aggrava-
tion of the grievance that the bishops and mitred
abbots who sat in the House of Lords actually
outnumbered the lay peers, so that the Popes
introduced a foreign element into the English
legislature. Frequently, however, the Italians who
were appointed to English bishoprics were absentees,
who contented themselves with drawing the revenues,
and alppointed deputies at a small salary to do the
actual work.

The Popes derived, also, large profits by the
system of Appeals to Rome, which has been ex-
plained in another chapter. These appeals were
very frequent. Between 1215 and 1264 no less than
thirty disputed elections to ecclesiastical offices
were carried to Rome for decision. A French
historian has truly said that, ‘“ in the capital of the
Christian world neither law, nor principle, nor
morals were recognised; ecclesiastical dignities
were sold like merchandise exposed in the open
market.”” This testimony is fully confirmed by
Bishop Stubbs, who says in his “ Constitutional
History of England ” (Vol. IIL., p. 379): ‘ Every
bishop had his accredited agent at Rome, and by
presents and Fensions had to secure the good offices
of the several cardinals and other prelates.”

The papal power in this country was largely
increased by the appointment of Legates who were
the direct agents of the Pope. Sometimes the
Archbishops of Canterbury claimed that if the Pope
appointed a legate at all, they had a prescriptive
right to the office; sometimes the entrance of a
foreign legate was stoutly resisted by the monarch ;
but not unfrequently the legate of the Pope made
his appearance. A legate had the power to call
Synods, to fill up vacant dignities and benefices,
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to absolve the excommunicated. Moreover, legates
of a particular kind could hold councils, promulgate
canons (Church laws), depose bishops, and even
issue interdicts.

The taxation by the PO}ie of both the clergy and
laity, the presence of papal legates in England, and
the presentation by the Pope to English benefices
are a complete answer to those audacious champions
of the English Church Establishment who, in order
to maintain its claim to the national endowments,
apart from any parliamentary title, seek to hide
papal authority and jurisdiction, and pretend to
treat that which Archbishop Arundel called * the
holy and universal Church of Rome * as a separate
entity.

An old Act of Henry VIII. forbids the people of
England to obtain from Rome licences and other
documents ‘ by which the Bishop of Rome, of his
covetous and ambitious mind, with the intent to
enrich the See of Rome, did extort great sums of
money from the people of this realm.” That is
the naked truth, and what the Pope did in England
he did in every other country which acknowledged
his authority.

The rapacity of the Popes and their Italian
followers was as great a burden in France as in
England. Louis IX., otherwise known as St.
Louis—a man who well deserved the unique title
of ““Saint” among the kings—loyal son of the
Church as he was, published in 1268 a Pragmatic
Sanction, directing that the exactions by which
the Court of Rome ruined France should no longer
be levied. Pasquier declared that at this period
the legates of the Pope appeared to come into
France to sweep away all the kingdom. A little
later Philippe IV., being in need of money, put
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a tax upon the clergy. The Pope denounced}ex-
communication against anyone who paid such
taxes without his consent, and the quarrel only
ended with the death of the Pope. A little later
the Pope demanded that the clergy should pay a
tenth of their incomes to himself. The French
King (Charles le Bel) refused to allow this, but
ultimately it was agreed that they should divide
the money between them.

When the prolonged struggle against royal and
episcopal tyranny which lasted for the century,
in which England was ruled by the Stuarts was
terminated by the accession of the House of Hanover,
the Established Church, though greatly shorn of its
power, sat down rich, infamous and contented.
Canon Molesworth, in his ‘“ History of the Church
of England ” (p. 296), rightly says: ‘ Never,
perhaps, had any religious Communion sunk so low
as had the Church of England at this conjuncture.
Rich in the world’s wealth, probably beyond any
other religious Communion in the world, in spiritual
gifts it was miserably poor. Great multitudes of
the bishops and higher clergy were non-resident
and utterly careless of their duties, which they
delegated to curates, who were often miserably
remunerated for the services they rendered. ;
Men were often appointed to important positions
in the Church by means of bribes given to the
king’s mistresses or others who had influence at the
Court. The highest places in the Church were
filled by furious -controversialists or corrupt
nepotists, who loaded their relations with rich

referments often held in plurality.”” These evils
asted throughout the eighteenth century, and in
the earlier part of the nineteenth. Less than a
hundred years ago Bishop Sparke and his relatives,
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most of whom he had appointed, held preferments
to the value of nearly £40,000 a year, and a son-in-
law of Archbishop Sutton was appointed to eight
preferments valued in all at £10,000 a year. Arch-
bishop Vernon and his five sons drew over £37,000
a year. These are only samples from the sack.
In Ireland the scandal was even worse than in
England. Over 3,000 ecclesiastical preferments
were shared by about 850 persons, who drew from
that poor country nearly £1,500,000 annually.

When the first Reform Bill was passed the
demand for some reform became irresistible. A
Royal Commission was appointed, and reported
that the Archbishop of Canterbury received £22,000
per annum, the Bishop of Durham £21,000, the
Bishop of London £15,000, the Archbishop of York
£13,000, while 153 beneficed clergy received from
£1,000 to £7,000 per annum. At the other end
of the scale were nearly 2,000 beneficed clergy
receiving £100 per annum or less, and the average
pay of a curate was only £81.

In 1836 the Ecclesiastical Commission was
appointed, by Act of Parliament, with large powers.

nhappily too many of the Commissioners were
dignitaries of the Church, and, as Lord John Russell
declared, they largely wasted their resources, for
in the first twenty years of their existence they
spent £170,000 upon bishops’ palaces. In more
recent years the Commissioners have expended the
funds with greater advantage to Church extension
and to the provision of additional clergy.

Greed of gain is certainly not a prevalent clerioal
vice in the twentieth century, The vast majority
of Catholic priests are poor. In France, for example,
the salary of a priest is from £40 to £60 a year,
usually with a house; even if fees are taken into
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account, a French priest only gets a living wage,
and a bishop with his salary of £300 cannot afford
to live a luxurious life. Probably the Catholic
Church in France is all the stronger, because its
ministers are no longer gorged with wealth as they
were before the Revolution.

In England the bishops are sometimes taunted
with their large salaries, but they no longer amass
great fortunes out of the Church. They have to
live on too large a scale. Some of their episcopal
palaces are veritable white elephants, and bishops
are expected to subscribe largely to diocesan
organisations because of their large salaries. It
would be better for the Church, and for the bishops
themselves, if there was a big reduction all round.
As for the parochial clergy, most of those whose
poverty is distressing are located in parishes with
a mere handful of population. On the other hand,
a considerable number are scandalously over-paid,
and will continue to be so as long as the patronage
system exists. In the City of London, for example,
fifty-five rectors and vicars divide amongst them
about £45,000 a year, without reckoning their par-
sonages, though the whole resident population is
only 26,923, a large proportion of whom are Jews.



Priestcraft and the Inquisition.

TaE story of the Inquisition is the foulest chapter
in human history—a chapter which the modern
champions of priestcraft, as far as possible, ignore.
When they are compelled to deal with it they plead
that the Inquisitors were, at any rate, sincere in
their belief that the eternal interests of human
souls required that heresy should be ruthlessly
extirpated. Such a plea is equally valid for the
authors of the Armenian massacres. Such a plea
would amply justify those who use it in reviving
the horrors of the Inquisition if they had the power.
Such a plea might be urged in favour of the priests
who condemned Jesus Christ to death, and who
stoned the first preachers of His Gospel.

The unspeakable atrocities of the *“ Holy Office ”’
are so widely known that it seems hardly necessary
to dwell upon them, yet they cannot be wholly
ignored in this indictment, more especially as the
Inquisition never was an English institution, and
too many Englishmen have but a slight acquaint-
ance with the history of any country but their own.

The Reformation was not only a revolt of reason
against superstition, and of honesty against greed,
but of humanity against torture. The ‘ Holy
Office ” had never taken root here, but it had come
into dangerous proximity to our fathers. In the
days of the Stuarts the greatest dread of English-

42
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men was the restoration of Popery; its cruelties
were feared even more than its dogmas. The
grandfathers of the men who sat in Parliament at
the time of the Gunpowder Plot had seen men and
women roasted alive in a score of English towns ;
the fathers of some of them had talked with English
sailors who had been stretched on the rack in the
dungeons of the Spanish Inquisition; the older
among them had seen some of the ships of the
Armada which bore engines of torture as part of
their cargo. Therefore they hated Rome and
all its works. Many Englishmen of to-day
have never heard of the appalling crimes of the
“ Holy Office,” and very few have any clear idea
of the devilish ingenuity of the saintly vivisectors
of human flesh.

It may be a debatable question whether priest-
craft would again resort to such methods if it
possessed the power, but every dispassionate
observer will agree that in such a matter we had
better run no risks. This much is certain, that while
priests have sometimes tried to ignore the crimes
of the Inquisition, and have sometimes tried to
explain them away, they have never repudiated their
authors. How could they ? They teach people
that outside of their Church men can only expect
everlasting damnation, and the logical consequence
of such teaching is that heretical opinions should
be stamped out like the rinderpest. = Every human
creature tainted with this moral <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>