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PREFACE

At the beginning of this year I proposed to my friend
Mr. Charles Longman to publish a pamphlet on the
so-called ¢Crisis in the Church.” ¢Pamphlets are of
no use,’ he said; ‘make a book of it.' I took his
advice, and the result is before the reader. Such
rapid composition is not favourable to graces of style ;
but my statement of facts may, I think, be trusted,
and the conclusions which follow seem to me irre-
sistible. My argument is intended to make for peace :
first, by showing that much of the controversy arises
from mutual misunderstandings; next, by proving that
the agitation is —however unintentional on the part
of the agitators -- really directed against the doctrinal
basis of the Book of Common Prayer rather than
against any particular party in the Church. I think
I have proved that it is against the Reformation
Settlement that the Church Association and its
patrons are waging war. A general recognition of
this fact will reduce to its real proportions a *ecrisis’
which has never touched the masses, and will prob-
ably not decide the issue of half a dozen elections in



iv THE REFORMATION SETTLEMENT

the United Kingdom, and is, moreover, quite as likely
to decide these against the agitators as in their
favour.

One thing I claim to have proved to demonstration
in the following pages, namely, that the decisions of
the Judicial Committee in matters ecclesiastical are
among the most scandalous perversions of justice in
the annals of British jurisprudence. I criticised those
judgments twenty years ago in a volume which con-
verted Mr. Justice Sir James Fitzjames Stephen. ¢I
spent a month,’ he told me afterwards, ‘in the
British Museum, comparing your arguments with
your authorities, and my conclusion is that you have
more' than proved your case. I am sorry for it, for
I regard the Ritualists as a parcel of mischievous
fools. But truth is truth, and law is law.” There
are those among us who claim for the Judicial Com-
mittee’s gross violations of law and history the in-
fallible sanctity which the General Staff of the French
army claim for their precious Chose Jugée. As if
hostility to a monstrous miscarriage of justice were
evidence of disloyalty and lawlessness ! I hold, on the
contrary, that the most loyal citizens are they who
resist, at whatever cost, a miscarriage of justice.
¢ What glory,” says Sir James Mackintosh, ¢ is not due
to those who are ready, for their country, to commit
even their good name to fortune ; who, for the sake
of justice, wear the garb of offenders against law ? !

' Hist. of Eng. i. p. 265.
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It is the duty of every one who loves his country
to beware of allowing his prejudices against an un-
popular party to blind him to the danger of condon-
ing any wresting of the law from the straight line of
justice. I claim nothing for the Ritualists which I
did not, much to my prejudice, claim for Mr. Brad-
laugh, when the law was, in my judgment, perverted
against him.

Lord Salisbury and Mr. Gladstone have been
violently attacked for the alleged unfairness of their
Episcopal appointments. I know that Mr. Gladstone
took infinite pains to have all parties fairly repre-
sented on the Episcopal Bench. He asked me, more
than once, to send him a list of Evangelicals deserv-
ing of promotion, and who would be fair to their
clergy of all schools. I did my best, and the
present Bishop of Exeter is one of the names
which I sent to Mr. Gladstone. 1 believe that
Lord Salisbury has been equally conscientious.” The
following is & complete list of the bishops nominated
by him: London, Chester, St. Asaph, St. Albans,
Salisbury, Ely, Rochester, Truro, Lichfield,
Manchester, Winchester, Bristol, Durham, Bangor,
Worcester, Carlisle, Sodor and Man, Wakefield,
Newcastle, Peterborough, St. Davids, Walsham How
(dead). Of these only eight belong distinctly to the
High Church school, and not one of them is an
extreme man. 8Six belong to the Broad Church
school of various shades. Six belong to the Evan-
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gelical school ; and, of these, three belong to- the
extreme section of Evangelicals—namely, Sodor and
Man, Carlisle, and Worcester. The rest may be
described as indéterminate. Considering that the
Evangelical party, some twenty years ago, claimed at
their Islington Conference only 5,000 out of the 28,000
clergy of the Church of England, they have certainly
got more than their fair share of promotion to the
Episcopate. But it is from the Church Association
that the complaint comes, and it would be an
exaggeration to credit the Church Association with
1,000 clerical representatives, with laity in proportion.
Certainly their claim to more representatives on the
Episcopal Bench does not err on the side of modesty.
It must be remembered, too, that several bishops
whom Mr. Gladstone and Lord Salisbury appointed
as Evangelicals afterwards developed into moderate
High and Broad Churchmen. What is needed on the
Episcopal Bench is not fiery bigots who will favour
their own party and persecute the rest, but men of
equitable and broad minds who will gladly recognise
the good work of all parties and act as real ‘ Fathers
in God’ towards all their clergy. Judged by that
test, it seems to me that both Mr. Gladstone’s and
Lord Salisbury’s Episcopal appointments have been
excellent. Certainly it is not against bishops of the
High or Broad Church schools that charges of perse-
cution and unfairness can be successfully made.
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DEAR SiR WiLniaM HARCOURT,
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years ago in opposition to a political chief whom
you greatly admired ; and now, when a statesman of
your ability, knowledge, and experience must have
foreseen the probable risks to your own political
interests which you are running in this crusade.
That you have looked these risks in the face and
deliberately discounted them in obedience to your
sense of duty is, in my humble opinion, much to
your credit. Nor do I believe that you would alter
your course if I were able to persuade you that the
risks which you are running are even greater than
you realise.

A large portion of the public is always prone to
look with some degree of suspicion on the dis-
interestedness of political leaders in a minority who
start a new cry, and their suspicion is increased if
the cry be of a religious character. In this contro-
versy, however, your loss seems to me so much more
probable than your gain, that I cannot understand
how any one who considers the matter seriously can
doubt your conscientiousness. But a heated con-
troversy is not favourable to reflection, and I will
therefore give some reasons which must, I think,
convince the most sceptical that you can have no
interested motives in the course on which you have
entered with so much zeal and ardour.

I gather from your letter in the ‘Times’ of
December 5 that what you contemplate eventually
is some summary process for depriving of their
benefices all clergy who shall be proved guilty of
persisting in disobeying rubrics. On the probable
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consequences of such legislation I may offer some
remarks later. Meanwhile, I will observe that the
omens do not seem propitious for a policy of Parlia-
mentary repression in the domain of religion. It
has been attempted on three conspicuous occasions
within the last half-century, and the result 'in each
case has been failure of the purpose aimed at, damage
to the authority of Parliament, and disaster to the
party which has appealed to the country for a
mandate to retrench the bounds of reasonable
toleration. Encouraged by the unpopularity of
the very mild Ritualism of that day, and by the
explosion which shook the nation on the establish-
ment of the Roman Catholic hierarchy in England,
Lord John Russell wrote his famous Durham Letter
denouncing Puseyism and Romanism, and followed
it up with his Ecclesiastical Titles Bill, which he
carried rapidly through Parliament by overwhelming
majorities. He was opposed in the House of
Commons by a small band of Peelites and Radicals
led by Mr. Gladstone, and including such names as
Mr. Sidney Herbert, Mr. Cobden, and Mr. John

Bright. But Lord John Russell and Mr. Disraeli |

united their forces, and the second reading was
carried by 438 against 95. ‘We are a minority,’
said Mr. Gladstone in his splendid peroration, ¢ in-
significant in numbers. We are more insignificant
because we have no ordinary bond of union. What
is it that binds us together against you but the
conviction that we have on our side the principle of
justice, and the conviction that we shall soon have
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on our side the course of public opinion?' Mr.
Gladstone’s foresight was speedily verified. Lord
John Russell's Government was soon driven from
office, and it fell to Mr. Gladstone's own lot twenty
years later to repeal the Ecclesiastical Titles Bill
without a dissentient voice.

It is & curious fact that, with all his genius and
Parliamentary skill, Lord Beaconsfield was seldom
able to feel the pulse of the nation. He understood
the House of Commons, and could sometimes out-
manceuvre his great rival. But he never was fairly
in touch with the country. The only election in
which he expected a serious disaster, that of 1874, was
the only election which he won. He expected good
majorities in 1868 and in 1880, and he met on both
occasions the greatest Parliamentary disasters of his
life. He was always mistaking the opinion of
London society and Parliamentary lobbics for the
opinion of the country. I once heard Mr. Glad-
stone say, after listening to great praise of Mr.
Disraeli’s tact during the debates on the Reform
Bill of 1867, My opinion is that he has no tact.
What he has in a rare degree is extremely acute
observation.” It is a true distinction, and in virtue
of his keen observation Mr. Disraeli could sometimes
give points to Mr. Gladstone in the House of Com-
mons. But tact implies touch, and especially the
faculty of placing oneself in moral sympathy with
human beings in the mass in matters which appeal
to instincts common to the race. That gift Lord
Beaconsfield lacked, and Mr. Gladstone possessed in
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a high degree. None but he could have turned the
apparently irreparable disaster of 1886 into the
victory of 1892. And he did it by his constant
appeals to what is best in human nature : its pity,
1ts sense of justice, its generosity, its love of freedom,
its hatred of oppression. I am not discussing here
whether Mr. Gladstone’s Irish policy satisfied those
aboriginal instincts of humanity. I am merely
pointing out that it was his fellow-feeling with these
instincts that gave him his marvellous power over
men in the aggregate.

It was, on the other hand, Lord Beaconsfield’s
lack of this gift that made the consummate tactician
of the House of Commons fail so often to feel the
pulse of the nation. One appealed to the nation’s
fears and prejudices ; the other to its passion for
justice and generous impulses; and when the two
are pitted against each other in this country the latter
will always win. It was because Lord Beaconsfield
did not understand this that he was so slow to learn
from experience. Unprejudiced himself, he believed,
even after repeated failure, that the Protestant cry was
still a potent factor in a general election. And so it
happened that he neglected the lesson which he
ought to have learnt from the ignominious fiasco
that followed the fleeting triumph of the Eccle-
siastical Titles Bill. Hence his futile attempt to
defeat Mr. Gladstone’s Irish policy in 1867-8 by
waving the Protestant flag. He accused Mr. Glad-
stone in the House of Commonsof being at the head
of ‘a band of Romanists and Ritualists’ who were
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plotting against the Church of England, and had
nefarious designs even on the throne. And he issued
a manifesto on the eve of the General Election in
which he declared that the triumph of Mr. Glad-
stone at the polls would mean the ruin of Pro-
testantism, and would be, in fact, a calamity ¢ more
disastrous than pestilence and famine.” Mr. Glad-
stone, on the other hand, made his appeal to. the
Briton’s love of justice, and returned to Parliament
with a majority of 118.

Yet, undeterred by this sharp lesson, Mr. Dis-
raeli repeated his blunder in 1874. He denounced |
‘the Mass in masquerade,’ and announced his
intention to ‘put down Ritualism.” And in his
Mansion House speech at the end of the Session he
put the Public Worship Regulation Act in the very
front of his legislative achievements. So secure in-
deed did he feel in the success of his political strategy
that he thought he could afford to affront the ablest
of his colleagues who had opposed him on this
question ; and he declared that he ‘had Mr. Gladstone
under his feet for the rest of his life.” But it was
all in vain. Again Mr. Gladstone returned from the
constituencies with a majority of over & hundred.

The fact is, the No-Popery cry has ceased to be a
calculable force in a general election. It is quite as
likely to damage as to serve the man or party which
adopts it. The middle classes, where its chief
strength lay, are not the least afraid of falling
under the dominion of Popery in any of its phases ;
and the working classes do not trouble their heads
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about it. When the day of reckoning comes the
vast majority of voters will be thinking of other
things than Transubstantiation and kindred logo-
machies. They will demand the opinions and inten-
tions of candidates on subjects which touch their
hearts and hearths ; as, indeed, you once recognised
yourself when you said : * We are all Socialists now.’
The man who satisfies them on questions which are
related to their daily lives and political aspirations
may, for all they care, worship his Maker how he
pleases ; nor, on the other hand, will Protestantism
of the purest water make up, in their estimation, for
a candidate’s ignorance or languid appreciation of
their hopes and ideals.

Two months after these words were written a
. remarkable confirmation of them appeared in the
‘Sunday Chronicle’ (February 19). This newspaper
is published in Manchester, and is regarded in the
North, I understand, as representing the views of the
great majority of the working classes. It is there-
fore interesting to know what this influential organ
thinks of our ecclesiastical ¢ crisis.” A few extracts
will show : —

The anti-Ritualist agitation of the passing moment is
an excellent instance of that lack of sense of proportion
which is the bane of newspaper editors and the plague of
politicians. To judge by external signs alone, a foreigner
visiting England just now might well be led to believe
that our country was being shaken by the premonitory
spasm of a volcanic religious upheaval; that we were
on the eve of a new Reformation. Every daily paper,
every weekly journal and monthly review, is devoting a

a
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goodly portion of its space to ‘the crisis,’ and scarcely
any member of Parliament ventures to address his con-
stituents without delivering his opinion on the ‘ Roman-
ising tendencies’ in the National Church. And, however
widely the writers in the press and the speakers on the
platform may differ in their theological views, they all
agree as to the ‘seriousness’ of the situation. The
House of Commons has been sitting only a few days,
but it has given up one of those sitlings to a discussion
(a futile discussion, of course) of the enthralling question.

But brawlers of the Kensit calibre are scarce adequate
to the making of even such a stir as this, and it is pro-
bable that the whole thing would have fizzled out in a fort-
night had Sir William Harcourt been on speaking terms
with Lord Rosebery.

Then follows some disparaging criticism on your-
self, which I will not quote, because I do not agree
with it. But here is the writer's opinion of the
agitation :—

The whole thing is as hollow as a company promoted
by Mr. Hooley and directed by the noble lords who
accepted his ‘ presents.” The only curious or interesting
feature of it is that it should have succeeded in persuad-
ing editors and politicians that it has somethinginit. We
wish to cast reflections upon no man’s honesty. We would
always much liefer think a fellow-creature to be a fool
than a rogue. But it does strike us as being a little
suspicious, to say no more, that while agitations that
have been supported by hundreds of thousands of working
people throughout the United Kingdom have been dis-
posed of by editors in a paragraph, and by politicians
in a sentence, this hubble-bubble, got up by a . ..
statesman out of a job, and backed by a handful of shop-
keepers, half a dozen retired colonels, and an inappre-
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ciable number of paid lecturers, should have been raised to
the dignity of a National movement. Against Ritualism
in the Anglican Church ten thousand people can be got
into the Albert Hall. Let us admit it; but what then?
Again and again, to demonstrate in favour of an eight
hours’ working day a hundred thousand London workmen
and their friends have assembled in Hyde Park. And
yet the eight hours’ movement is thought unworthy of a
quarter column in & newspaper, or a division in the
House of Commons! Such is the sense of proportion
of our men of light and leading.

The ‘ Sunday Chronicle’ stands aloof from all
religious denominations, and therefore the following
passage is interesting : —

The High Church party in the Anglican Church is at
present stronger in numbers, more vigorous and vital,
fuller of enthusiasm, more united in sympathy, than it
has been at any time since the days of Laud. We do
not say that the majority of Church-goers are extreme
Ritualists. The majority of Church-goers never are
extreme anything. But that majority is beyond all
question favourable to beautiful music and decorative and
more or less ornate ceremonial. As to the mystic signi-
ficance of that ceremonial, it knows very little and cares
less. The ordinary Church-goer likes what he calls ‘a
good service,’ and he sees that he gets it. If you are
dubious on that point spend the next few Sundays in
looking in at the various churches within easy reach of
your home, and you will find in the ‘ Low’ churches
empty pews, and in the ‘High’ crowded aisles. The
Ritualist movement is not a thing of yesterday; it has
been growing and gathering strength quietly and surely
for the last quarter of a century and more. Nor is it

entirely a religious, a theological movement. It is a part
a2
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of that general raising of the level of taste, of that stirring
of the msthetic sense, of that awakening of the love of
beauty, which, most happily, is characteristic of our
time.

The writer asks whether the result of the agita-
tion is going to be Disestablishment and Disendow-
ment, and here is the answer : -

In point of fact, of course, we are not going to do
anything of the sort. In this matter of ‘The Crisis in
the Church’ we are going to do just nothing at all but
gabble, and write silly letters to the newspapers. The
Ritualist movement will continue, and will flourish ; first,
because it is the outward expression of a real living
tendency in modern religious and social thought; and
second, because its clerical adherents are the most active,
able, and devoted spirits in the Anglican body. Mistaken
they may be; that is neither here nor there; but they
are strenuous and determined, and they swim with the
flowing tide. Against the flowing tide of thought Acts
of Parliament and letters to the ‘ Times ' are as impotent
as children’s sand castles against the oceanic rush of the
Atlantic waves. But we shall not have any Acts of
Parliament. Nor shall we disestablish or disendow just
yet; for our time ie valuable, and we have much more
important things to do.

Political candidates and wire-pullers are under
a serious misapprehension if they imagine that the
*Church Crisis’ moves the great mass of the working
classes to any other feeling than that of indifference
tempered with contempt. That able and well-known
publicist, Mr. W. R. Greg, said, more than twenty
years ago, that the High Church and Ritualist
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clergy were the clergy who had most influence with
our working classes in towns. That is much more
the case now.

To say all this to you is like carrying owls to
Athens. But it is not for your benefit that I say it,
but for the purpose of proving even to those who
differ from you most in this controversy that they
have to reckon with a man who is not likely to be
turned from his purpose by motives of political
expediency. And if any should still question the
disinterestedness of your zeal, there is one argument
which proves it to demonstration. The Liberal
party must face the question of Home Rule for Ire-
land. There seem to be two main currents of
opinion in the party on that question, one of which
would keep Home Rule in the front of the Liberal
programme, while the other would keep it on the

must of necessity wound deeﬁly some of the most
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cherished convictions of the Roman Catholic voters.
It is impossible to conduct an agitation against
Transubstantiation, Auricular Confession, and Sacer-
dotalism without distressing the Roman Catholic
body. I do not forget your conciliatory answer to
Mr. Redmond’s indignant protest in the House of
Commons. But, while entirely accepting the good
faith of your answer, I believe you will find it quite
impossible so to direct your artillery as to hit the
Ritualists without wounding your Roman Catholic
allies. Why do you denounce the Ritualists? Not
merely because the doctrines and practices which
you condemn are in your opinion illegal in the Church
of England, but because you think them irrational
and demoralising in addition. You have yourself
pointed to Italy, and Spain, and France as warning
examples of this demoralising influence. Now, if
even you, with all your dialectical skill and all your
anxiety to spare the feelings of Roman Catholics,
have found it impossible to maintain in practice the
distinction which you have drawn in theory between
the mischief or innocence of certain doctrines and
practices according as they exist in the Anglican or
Roman Catholic Church, much less can the mass of
those who agree with you succeed where you have
failed. The multitude are not skilled in the subtle-
ties of political casuistry; and in the turmoil of a
general election, if the issue is to be a religious one,
Popery will be denounced as Popery, and not merely
because it is alleged to lurk among a small section
of the Anglican clergy. You have doubtless observed
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already that Roman Catholics have been prominent
among the disturbers of Mr. Kensit's meetings.

Nor is this the only risk which you deliberately
face. You are a convinced Home Ruler, and do
not, I am sure, intend to haul down that flag,
whatever tactics you may consider best for the
purpose of winning the goal. But a flag with
‘Home Rule’ on one side and ‘No Sacerdotalism’
on the other would indeed be ‘a banner with a
strange device;’ and certainly a good deal more
likely to bring down ‘the awful avalanche’ than to
earn for its bearer the right to cry ¢Excelsior!’
Your Protestant followers and political opponents
will ask you in imperative tones whether you mean
to hand Ireland over to a priesthood that, on your
own admission in the House of Commons, has an
unhampered right to preach and practise all that
you consider so ruinous to the morals and well-being
of a nation. If what you are so anxious to banish
from the Church of England is so pernicious when
patronised by a comparatively small number of
clergy in positions of little influence, it must be
much more pernicious when flourishing under the
sanction and patronage of a powerful and zealous
ecclesiastical hierarchy.

Now if I, who am no politician, can see these
things so plainly, much more must you, with your
wider experience and better means of information.

And, indeed, an important and influential portion
of your political supporters among the Nonconform-
ists have openly given yvou warning that your
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crusade against Ritualismn, though gratifying to
their religious feelings, disqualifies you, in their
opinion, for the leadership of the Liheral party.
The recognised official organ of the Congregational-
ists is the ‘Independent and Nonconformist,” and
in its issue of November 10 its editor, Dr. Guinness
Rogers, wrote as follows in his editorial capacity : —

I fully appreciate the service which Sir William
Harcourt has done by his most valuable contributions
to the present Ritualist controversy, nor can I believe
that his action has been due to political ambition. For,
in the first place, it is in perfect consistency with his
previous action. In 1874 he risked his position in the
Liberal party by taking similar ground in opposition to
Mr. Gladstone, and defending it with a vehemence which
many of the great statesman’s admirers have never for-
gotten. He is an Erastian, and speaks as such. But
Erastianism will not make him popular as a Liberal
leader,! and there could be no worse policy than any
attempt to commit the party to an Erastian measure,
even though conceived in the interests of Protestantism.
On every ground the intrusion of these religious
questions into the political arena is greatly to be
deprecated. Of course, its first effect would be to make
an entirely new line of party demarcation. Then it would
certainly take sacred things and cast them to the dogs,
and, whatever the result, would be even more objection-
able on religious than on political grounds. We, as Non-
conformists, would assuredly be false to all our principles
were we to lend ourselves to any endeavour to strengthen

! In the Contemporary Review of March, 1899, Dr. Guinness
Rogers says: ‘ Wherever Erastianism is, it is a blight upon all
spiritual life, which sooner or later must rob the Chureh of all
vitality and power.’
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a creed—even though it were one with which we are in
hearty accord-—by Act of Parliament. We shall resist
all attempts to Romanise the Establishment—-that is, we
shall do our utmost to prevent the present compromise
from being altered in a sacerdotal direction. But that
can never be the permanent foundation for a political
party.

I do not approve of your policy in this matter,
for reasons which will appear as I proceed; but
that you should persist in that policy with such
manifest risk to your political interests deserves the
unstinted recognition of all who value sincerity in
our public men. Yet, while freely offering you this
tribute of respect, there is a reason.in no way
connected with the Church of England that makes
me deplore that you should at this particular time
do so much to fan the flames of religious bigotry.
I hasten to acquit you of any such intention. But
men are seldom masters of the consequences of their
actions, nor can they control at their discretion the
tempest which they have raised. Home Rule being
for the present in abeyance, there is all the more
reason why the Imperial Parliament should prove
to Ireland that it is not only willing but zealous to
give Ireland equal justice. Has Ireland equal
justice in the matter of higher education? I answer
emphatically ‘No;’ and I repudiate the shallow
sophistry which would persuade us that the Roman
Catholics of Ireland have equal justice because they
can avail themselves of the education offered them
in colleges not belonging to their own communion.
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Would Protestants who urge that argument agree
to have their children educated in Roman Catholic
colleges even in secular subjects ? Would they not
object, that in history, philosophy, logic, ethics,
physical science, anthropology, a Roman Catholic
lecturer or professor could hardly avoid sometimes
giving a theological bias to his instruction? And is
it justice to be scrupulously tender towards the
Protestant conscience and brutally indifferent
towards the scruples of the Roman Catholic con-
science? How hard it is to do unto others as we
would have them do to us! In truth, the Protestant
conscience, as represented by the Orange faction,
the ‘Junto,’ as Burke with scornful indignation
called it, has been the curse of Ireland.

All the evils of Ireland originated within itself. . . .
English Government has farmed out Ireland, without the
reservation of a peppercorn rent in power or influence,
public or individual, to the little narrow faction that
domineers there. Through that alone they see, feel, hear,
or understand everything relative to that kingdom. Nor
do they any way interfere, that I know of, except in
giving their countenance and the sanction of their name
to whatever is done by that Junto.!

It was with sincere regret that I read the other
day an address, supporting this Protestant bigotry,
by a man whose ability I admire, whose honesty I
respect, and to whom I feel grateful for his zealous
advocacy of justice to the Christians of Turkey: I

! See Burke on Irish Affairs, edited by Mr. Matthew Arnold, pp.
376-423.
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mean Mr. Hugh Price Hughes. Is justice a geo-
graphical expression? I have always thought it my
duty to apply my doctrine of justice all round : to
the Christians of Turkey certainly, but not less
certainly to unjust wars against Zulus or Afghans,
or the denial of just rights to Indian Mussulmans.
And am I to draw the line at the Irish Channel, and
deny to the Roman Catholics of Ireland what I
would concede to the natives of India ? We do not
think that our Christianity is at stake because we
respect the revenues of Buddhist and Mohammedan
institutions in India and Ceylon; yet the cry of
¢ Protestantism in danger ' has been raised whenever
it has been proposed to sanction—yes, even without
a farthing of Imperial taxes—a Roman Catholic
University in Ireland. Lord Palmerston made an
attempt to grant a bare charter to a Roman Catholic
University in Dublin, and even that slight boon was
defeated by the purblind Protestantism of Great
Britain and Ulster.

But, like the Sibyl's books, the demands of
Ireland have always risen with each foolish repulse ;
and now Ireland demands not only a charter for a
Roman Catholic University, but some provision for
the maintenance of its staff. A just demand, as it
seems to me. But leading Nonconformists denounce
the proposal, and blandly tell the Roman Catholics
of Ireland that they are welcome to their University,
but they must pay for it out of their own pockets,
and not expect the British taxpayer to contribute a
farthing towards it. Yet 1 do not find that these
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Protestant zealots object to the imposition of taxes,
for the maintenance of School Boards, on the Roman
Catholics of the United Kingdom.

But there is another answer, and to my mind a
more potent one. This is not a question of justice,
but of reparation to Ireland. Itis to English tyranny
and bigotry that Ireland owes her financial ruin and
educational poverty. Let me recall the means by
which the economic ruin of Ireland was brought
about, in the language of two men of great eminence
—one of them a Protestant Irishman of distinguished
public service ; the other an Englishman who has
certainly given the Irish Roman Catholics no cause
to love him. In a pamphlet published in 1867 Lord
Dufferin writes as follows : —

From Queen Elizabeth’s reign until the Union the
various commercial confraternities of Great Britain never
for a moment relaxed their relentless grip on the trades
of Ireland. One by one each of our nascent industries
was either strangled in its birth or handed over, gagged
and bound, to the jealous custody of the rival interest in
England, until at last every fountain of wealth was her-
metically sealed, and even the traditions of commerecial
enterprise have perished through desuetude.

The owners of England's pastures had the honour of
opening the campaign. As early as the commencement
of the sixteenth century the beeves of Roscommon,
Tipperary, and Queen’s County undersold the produce of
the English grass counties in their own market. By an
Act of the 20th Elizabeth, Irish cattle were declared ‘a
nuisance,” and their importation prohibited. Forbidden
to send our beasts alive across the Channel, we killed
them at home, and began to supply the sister country
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with cured provisions. A second Act of Parliament
imposed prohibitory duties on salted meat. The hides of
the animals still remained ; but the same influence put a
stop to the importation of leather. Our cattle trade
abolished, we tried sheep-farming. The sheep-breeders
of England immediately took alarm, and Irish wool was
declared contraband by Charles II. Headed in this
direction, we tried to work up the raw material at home ;
but this created the greatest outery of all. Every maker
of fustian, flannel, and broadcloth in the country rose up
in arms, and by an Act of William III. the woollen in-
dustry of Ireland was extinguished, and 20,000 manu-
facturers left the island. The easiness of the Irish labour
market and the cheapness of provisions still giving us an
advantage, even though we had to import our materials,
we next made a dash at the silk business; but the silk
manufacturer, the sugar refiner, the soap and candle
maker (who especially dreaded the abundance of our
kelp), and every other trade or interest that thought it
worth its while to petition, was received by Parliament
with the same partial cordiality, until the most searching
scrutiny failed to detect a single vent through which it
was possible for the hated industry of Ireland to respire.
But, although excluded from the markets of Great Britain,
a hundred harbours gave her access to the universal sea.
Alas! arival commerce on her own element was still
less welcome to England, and as early as the reign of
Charles II. the Levant, the ports of Europe, and the
oceans beyond the Cape of Good Hope were forbidden to
the flag of Ireland. The Colonial trade alone was in any
manner open, if that can can be called an open trade,
which for a long time precluded all exports whatever, and
excluded from direct importation to Ireland such im-
portant articles as sugar, cotton, and tobacco. What
has been the consequence of such a system, pursued
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with relentless pertinacity for 250 years? This—that,
debarred from every other trade and industry, the entire
nation flung itself back upon the land with as fatal an
impulse a8 when a river whose current is suddenly im-
peded rolls back and drowns the valley it once fertilised.

Mr. Froude shall continue the tragic tale :—

With their shipping destroyed by the Navigation
Act, their woollen manufactures taken from them, their
trade in all its branches crippled and confined, the single
resource left to those of the Irish who still nourished
dreams of improving their unfortunate country was
agriculture. The soil was at least their own, which
needed only to be drained, cleared of weeds, and
manured, to produce grass crops and corn crops as
rich as the best in England.! Here was employment for
a population three times more numerous than as yet
existed. Here was a prospect, if not of commercial wealth,
yet of substantial comfort and material abundance.

But, alas! the English garrison in Ireland, with
a blind infatuation, completed the industrial ruin
which the English Parliament began. Mr. Froude
proceeds : —

The tenants were forbidden in their leases to break or
plough the soil. The people, no longer employed, were
driven into holes and corners, and eked out a wretched
existence by potato gardens, or by keeping starving cattle
of their own on the neglected bogs.?

Nor did the ingenuity of English misrule, in-
spired and fostered by the Ulster Junto, end there.

‘As far as I can form an idea of the soil of the two kingdoms,
Ireland has much tne advantage.’—Arthur Young's Tour in Ireland,
ii. 12,

The English in Ireland, i. 439.
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It had in its armoury a subtler engine still for com-
passing the ruin of Ireland. It was not enough to
starve the body : the mind, too, must be starved, lest
it should dream of freedom and hope for better things.
Let me give one illustration, again in the language
of Burke’s terrible indictment.  After touching on
the importance of education as an instrument of
civil government, and dwelling on the exclusion of
the Roman Catholics of Ireland from all the avenues
of public instruction, Burke proceeds :—

Lest they should be enabled to supply this defect by
private academies and schools of their own, the law has
armed itself with all its terrors against such a practice.
Popish schoolmasters of every species are proscribed by
those Acts, and it is made felony to teach even in a
private family ; so that Papists are entirely excluded from
all education in any of our authorised establishments for
learning at home. In order to shu’ up every avenue to
instruction, the Act of King William in Ireland has added
to this restraint by precluding them from all foreign
education. This Act is worthy of attention, on account
of the singularity of its provisions. Being sent for
education to any public school or college abroad, upon
conviction, incurs (if the party sent has any estate of
inheritance) a kind of unalterable and perpetual outlawry.
The tender and incapable age of such a person, his
natural subjection to the will of others, his necessary,
unavoidable ignorance of the laws, stands for nothing in
his favour. He is disabled to sue in law and equity; to
be guardian, executor, or administrator; he is rendered
incapable of any legacy or deed of gift; he forfeits all his
goods and chattels for ever, and he forfeits for his life all
his lands, hereditaments, offices, and estates of freehold,
and all trusts, powers, or interests therein. All persons
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concerned in sending them or maintaining them abroad,
by the least assistance of money or otherwise, are involved
in the same disabilities, and subjected to the same
penalties.

Any one unversed in the history of Ireland might
naturally suppose that this would have sufficed to
reduce the Roman Catholics of Ireland to a state of
barbarous servitude. But the resources of tyranny
are not so easily exhausted. There was one more
instrument of torture in the arsenal of the Junto to
break the heart of the Irish people. Laws were
made for the very purpose of dividing Roman
Catholic households into dens of intestine hatred and
strife ; children were set against their parents, wives
against their husbands. ¢ The dominion of children
over their parents,’ says Burke, ‘was extended
universally throughout the whole Popish part of
Ireland.” A child, even a minor, on informing
against his father as a Papist, and proclaiming him-
self a Protestant, could dispossess his father and
enter on his inheritance. And this could be repeated
ad libitum in the event of the father inheriting or
acquiring fresh property. So that, as Burke
observes :—

This Act expressly provides that he shall have no
respite from the persecution of his children but by totally
abandoning all thoughts of improvement and acquisition.
This is going a great way surely, but the laws in question
have gone much farther. Not satisfied with calling upon
children to revolt against their parents, and to possess
themselves of their substance, there are cases where the
withdrawing of the child from his father’s obedience is
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not left to the option of the child himself ; for if the wife
of a Roman Catholic should choose to change her religion,
from that moment she deprives her husband of all man-
agement and direction of his children, and even all the
tender satisfaction which a parent can feel in their society,
and which is the only indemnification he can have for all
his cares and sorrows ; and they are to be torn for ever
at the earliest age from his house and family; for the
Lord Chancellor is not only authorised, but he is strongly
required, to take away all his children from such Popish
parent, to appoint where, in what manner, and by whom
they are to be educated ; and the father is compelled to
pay, not for the ransom, but for the deprivation of his
children, and to furnish such a sum as the Chancellor
thinks proper to appoint for their education to the age of
eighteen years. The case is the same should the husband
be the Conformist.!

Well may Mr. Matthew Arnold speak of ‘that
penal code, of which the monstrosity is not half
known to Englishmen, and may be studied by them
with profit.” Could the ingenuity of man have in-
vented a system better calculated to confuse the
colours of good and evil, to undermine the founda-
tions of morality, to make the sacred name of
religion a weapon for destroying family life and
polluting the sanctities of home, to dissolve the bonds
of civil society, to render the very name of English
law hateful in Ireland, and to turn the gentry of
Ireland into improvident spendthrifts? And this
awful persecution, on which the Spanish Inquisition
would find it hard to improve, existed when a few

! Mr. Arnold's edition of Edmund Burke on Irish Affairs, ch. i.

b
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persons still living were born. Yet men who con-
sider themselves humane and enlightened Protestants
imagine that they are acting generously and mag-
nanimously when they say that if the Irish Roman
Catholics want a University they are welcome to it—
it is not long since even that boon was denied them-—
but they must pay for it out of their own pockets-—
out of the material and intellectual penury, that is,
which Anglo-Ulster Protestantismn inflicted upon
them! Can it be that those who reason thus have
indeed read the history of Ireland ? Can it be that
they are really opposed to Home Rule if they have ?
For of all the arguments for Home Rule none
surely can be more effective than an argument
founded on our refusal, after all that has passed, to
offer a helping hand to the Roman Catholics of
Ireland in building up the educational system of
which we, with more than Machiavellian craft,
deprived them.

But bigotry is always stupid, and its stupidity
takes many forms. Not only do the opponents of
Home Rule undermine their case in resisting all
offers of State aid to the establishment of a University
for Irish Roman Catholics, but they are thereby
doing their best to cherish and perpetuate the very
characteristics which they allege as the justification
of their alarm against the grant of increased power
to the Irish priesthood. A University education
would tend inevitably to diminish, instead of in-
creasing, the power of the priesthood, in the sense
in which it is objectionable. The seminarist must of



INTRODUCTORY LETTER XXXiil

necessity be more narrow-minded and less liberal
than the man of University education. If you want
to open out & man’s mind, to smooth down sharp
angles, to lift himn out of narrow grooves, to pare
away the feeling of professional caste, send him to
a University, where he will be obliged to rub against

b2
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justice to Ireland in the matter of Irish education or
any other question that is likely to disturb their
slumbers. For myself, indeed, I do not believe that
the power of Protestant bigotry in this matter is at
all commensurate with the noise which it makes,
and I have no doubt that a courageous policy on the
part of the Government will prove in the end the
best policy. The great bulk of the Liberals are
bound in honour to support it, and when the battle
is over even Ulster will think twice before it jumps
from the frying-pan into the fire to vex the Govern-
ment. ‘Because barely a dozen grasshoppers under a
fern,’ says Burke, ‘ make the field ring with their im-
portunate chink, whilst thousands of cattle, reposing
beneath the shadow of the British oak, chew the cud
and are silent, pray do not imagine that those who
make the noise are the only inhabitants of the field;
that of course they are many in number; or that,
after all, they are other than the little, shrivelled,
meagre, hopping, though loud and troublesome
insects of the hour.’!

How slow mankind is to learn from experience !
And Ireland is the paramount example of it in the
history of the British Empire. Elsewhere we are
great in the art of government; not greatly loved
perhaps, but admired, respected, appreciated as
loving justice and hating oppression and wrong.
What malign influence is it that has made our
Governments for centuries such failures in Ireland ?
Spu: ser loiig ugo asked that question, and wondered

' Burke’s Works, iv. 220.
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whether this evil destiny came ‘from the stars.” We
have fits of periodical remorse for the sins of our
fathers, and then go and repeat them in another
form. We ‘garnish the sepulchres’ of the past
victims of British rule, and straightway make more
victims of our own; neither governing Ireland
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good faith, I say without hesitation that his evidence
in the bulk crumbles to pieces under cross-examina-
tion. He deals, for instance, at great length and
with portentous solemnity with the ¢Order of
Corporate Reunion’—a society which has been ab
initio insignificant alike in numbers and importance,
having never, I believe, emerged numerically out of
its teens—at least as regards its clerical members ;
denounced by Rome, and treated by Anglicans as a
harmless plaything. Yet this society has been
treated as a formidable conspiracy in secret league
with Rome for the overthrow of the Reformation !
More absurd still is another of Mr. Walsh’s mare’s
nests, ¢ The Order of the Redeemer.” I never heard
of it till I found it in his pages, and I find on inquiry
that it is so shadowy a thing as almost to suggest a
hoax to test the gullibility of some Protestant gobe-
mouches. ¢ Brother Andrew ’ or ¢ Brother Richard’
writes a silly letter in some suburban print, and
this is gravely quoted as damning evidence against
the whole High Church party; not against a few
extreme men, but against the men represented by
the Oxford Movement—Newman, Pusey, Keble,
Church, Palmer, Hugh James Rose, and, of a later
generation, Liddon and the like. Garbled quotations,
pure fiction, silly utterances by irresponsible persons,
and a ridiculous travesty of real facts: this makes
up for the most part the contents of ‘The Secret
History of the Oxford Movement.” Let me give an
illustration of what I mean by ‘ a ridiculous travesty
of real facts.” I have got a sight of the rules of one
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of Mr. Walsh’s: terrible secret societies. Neither
the rules are publicly advertised, nor the list of
members. Why? Because there are, among others,
rules for rising at a certain hour in the morning, for
intercessory prayer, for fasting, and so forth. It
may surprise Mr. Walsh, but there really are people
who, without bheing conspirators, don’t care to
parade their rules of private devotions before the
public. I remember Dr. Moriarty, Roman Catholic
Bishop of Kerry, a most agreeable and cultivated
man, telling Dr. Liddon and myself the following
story at his hospitable table at Killarney. Father
Burke, the eloquent Dominican preacher —as famous
for his humour as for his oratory—began saying
his ¢Office’ one day as he sat on the roof of a
London omnibus. Presently an indignant Protes-
tant sitting by his side began to think aloud. ‘I
can’t abide these Papists,’ said he. ‘They are just
like the Pharisees of old. saying their prayers in the
streets to be seen of men. I obey my master, and
shut my door, and say my prayers at home, knowing
that my Father which seeth in secret will reward
me openly.’ ‘Yes,” said Burke quietly, ‘and then
you go on the top of an omnibus and proclaim it to
the world !”’

Mr. Walsh’s method of proving the existence of
secret societies in the English Church reminds me
of an incident which happened in Constantinople
when I was there five years ago on board Lord
‘Waterford's yacht. Perbhaps Mr. Walsh may like
to use it in his next edition to illustrate the pre-

.
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valence of these dangerous secret societies in all
churches whose Protestantism is not above suspicion.
The story was told at dinner one evening by a friend
of mine who happens to be the doyen of the inter-
national Bar at Constantinople. One day a Greek
gentleman came to my friend in great distress. He
was a member of a Friendly Society of Greeks
resident in Constantinople, who had occasion to
make a few alterations in their little booklet of rules.
As one of the members of the Society was coming
out of the printer’s office one evening with a proof
of the altered rules in his hand, he was pounced
upon by a Turkish policeman and carried off to a
police cell. Some days passed before his friends dis-
covered what had become of him. The charge
against him was that he was a member of a most
dangerous secret society. My friend went straight
to the Chief of the Police, a well-known Pasha,
hoping to get the man out at once on explaining the
facts. But the Pasha shook his head and looked
grave. ‘It’s a very serious matter,’ said he—* a very
serious matter indeed. This man is & member of a
most dangerous secret society.” ‘But I know the
society quite well, said my friend. ‘It has no
political aims whatever. It is purely benevolent,
and its sole purpose is to help poor Greeks who may
be in distress.” ¢ See how clever these Greeks are !’
answered the Pasha. ‘That is the story they tell you.
But T know better. Look at that,’ handing the
proof of the rules to my friend. ¢ Well,’ observed my
friend, ‘T see nothing like a secret conspiracy here.’
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¢ That is because you don’t know all,’ said the Pasha,
pointing to the motto which headed the rules:
¢« Let us do good to all men, especially to them who
are of the household of faith ”’ (Galat. vi. 10), Paulos.’
‘T have been making inquiry,” continued the Pasha,
*and I'll tell you what I'll do: you are a friend of
“mine, and I should like to oblige you. Probably
this man in prison is a harmless tool, so I will let
him out, to please you, on his revealing to me the
hiding-place of the chief of the secret society.’
‘Have you any idea who he is?’ asked my friend.
¢Only his name,’ said the Pasha. ¢ There it is—
Paulos’” My friend burst out laughing, and ex-
claimed, as soon as he could control himself : ‘ But
Paulos is a Christian Apostle, dead and buried more
than eighteen centuries ago.” *There again!’ replied
the Pasha. ¢ So these conspirators tell you. Don’t
you see this Paulos lives at Galata. But the rascals
have given a false number. I have been there and
there is no such number as vi.-10." And my friend
was actually obliged, before he could get the prisoner
released, to produce two witnesses known to the
Pasha, to make an affidavit to show that the incrimi-
nating words were a quotation from St. Paul's
Epistle to the Galatians !

Really that is no bad illustration of Mr. Walsh's
method of proving the existence of his ¢secret
societies.” I no more doubt his honesty than I
doubt the honesty of the Chief of the Police of
Stamboul in the case which I have described. In-
deed, I am inclined to think that Mr. Walsh would
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rapidly rise to high rank in the Turkish service.
His book reminds me on every page of a report by a
Turkish Commission, which invariably proves by
plausible evidence that all the massacres that take
place in Turkey are the work of secret societies of
Christian revolutionists. I do not believe that all
Turkish officials are in every case deliberate liars.
But they are eager to accept, without sifting, any
evidence, however monstrous, that tells against the
Christians; and persons so disposed are sure to
receive any amount of evidence to support their
foregone conclusions. False evidence is a regular
profession in Turkey, and indeed in all Mussulman
lands. I remember that excellent official, the late Mr.
Edward Fairfield, giving me an amusing illustration
of this. It fell to his lot, on some occasion, to
analyse the returns of a rough census that had been
taken of the population in a certain Mohammedan
district in India. Among some curious professions
which the census disclosed was that of a householder
who described himself as ¢ hereditary false witness.’
It was the family trade, practised from generation to
generation till, I suppose, the obligation of veracity,
and even the nature of truth, had been effaced from
the mind. I am almost tempted to think that tra-
ditional prejudice of any kind is capable of so blunt-
ing the mind to the sacredness of truth and the
heinousness of its violation that those who are
slaves of the prejudice become colour-blind as to the
difference between truth and falsehood. A lie is more
than the telling of what we know at the moment to
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be untrue. It is the hungry seizure of an injurious
story just because it is injurious, just because it will
help to injure the person, or party, or creed which we
dislike ; the hope that it is true; the fear thatit may
turn out to be untrue ; the closing of the eyesand ears
to any evidence that serves to discredit it. That is
in its essence the spirit of lying, the diabolic temper,
the opposite of His who prayed for His enemies and
promised His benediction to the peacemakers. ‘For
every idle word that men shall speak(mwav pijua dpyov),
they shall give account in the day of judgment.’
In the original the word is stronger than our ‘idle.’
It includes more ; every word that is aimless, with-
out a purpose, yielding no profit, like the talent of
the unprofitable servant. If heedless words cast
carelessly on the air are thus charged with a regis-
tered responsibility to be disclosed at the day of
doom, what shall we say of envenomed words,
uttered on purpose to wound some victims of pre-
judice, and to poison minds against them ? Poisoning
the wells is as barbarous in civilised controversy as in
civilised warfare.

I have no acquaintance with Mr. Walsh ; but I
have no doubt that he means well, and thinks that
he is doing God service. But good intentions do
not justify violation of the Ninth Commandment.
In a letter to the ‘ Times,’” dated September 6, 1898,
Dr. Sanday, Professor of Exegesis in the University
of Oxford, says of Mr. Walsh’s book that ‘it is the
most really mischievous and misleading element in
the whole of the present situation.’” And he has
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given his reasons in a sermon preached before the
University, and published in & volume of serinons.
Dr. Sanday adds : ¢ Mr. Walsh is quite mistaken in
describing me as a High Churchman.” He is a pro-
nounced Broad Churchman.

With Mr. Samuel Smith I have had some pleasant
and friendly correspondence, begun by himself. Of
his sincerity, and honesty, and love of truth, I have
not a doubt. But both Mr. Walsh and Mr. Smith
must see, on reflection, that it is an imperative
Christian duty to sift, before publishing, statements
and stories which, if not true, are gross slanders.
Only a few weeks ago Mr. Smith declared publicly,
on his personal knowledge, that three Roman Catho-
lics had been ordained priests in the Church of
England in collusion with the Roman authorities.
If Mr. Smith had proof of so scandalous a proceeding,
he ought to have published it. If he had not proof,
he ought not to have published the story. For my-
self, though giving Mr. Smith credit for entire con-
scientiousness, I refuse to give the smallest credence
to the story. There is not, I am convinced, the
slightest foundation for it. Now is it right that
stories like this should be scattered broadcast with-
out any verifiable evidence of their truth? For the
moment they may injure those at whom they are
thrown ; but they are sure to recoil with much more
damaging effect on the cause which uses them.!

' In the debate on the Address in the House of Commons this
month (February 1899) Mr. Smith made, in all good faith, a most
slanderous accusation against the theological college at Ely, for
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But, as regards your own part in this controversy,
I have admitted that it has not been without provoca-
tion. Undoubtedly some of the clergy—I believe a
comparatively small number, and of small influence
outside their own parishes—have been acting in
what may be called a lawless spirit ; sometimes on
their own initiative, more often probably from im-
portunity on the part of their congregations. A
clergyman, or perhaps some influential members of
his congregation, observe in course of travel a
ceremony or custom which attracts them, which
i8 possibly beautiful in its symbolism, or history, or
local associations, and which appears to edify the
congregation. Forthwith it is transplanted into an
English parish, where it may take root and do no

which he was obliged to make a public apology. He excused him-
self on the plea—a very venerable one, dating from the Fall of Man
—that the Church Association beguiled him. In the same speech
Mr. Smith denounced Dr. Pusey’s Truth and Office of the Church as
a Popish book. I assume that the Church Association supplied him
with that information also. In matter of fact, the book is one of
the most formidable assaults ever made on the Church of Rome. So
formidable indeed was it considered by that Church, that Newman
came into the arena to reply to it. The perusal of it, he said,
was * like a bad dream’ to him; and he playfully accused his old
friend of * discharging his olive-branch as if from a catapuit.’ The
Times, too, honoured the book on its appearance with a long and
laudatory review. Mr. 3mith, moreover, made a quotation from the
Priést’s Prayer Book which I cannot find there. The book was
compiled by two clergymen, neither of them holding any cure of
souls or even curacy; both decidedly anti-Roman, and one the
author of some volumes against the Roman Church, published under
the auspices of the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, and
widely circulated. The Priest’s Prayer Book is in no sense a
Romanising book.
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harm, if it do no good; but where also it may do
harm, being misunderstood, and put a stumbling-
block in the way of simple souls. I observe that the
clergy of St. Alban’s, Holborn, while dutifully obeying
their bishop, are grieved by having to give up,
among some other accessories of their customary
ritual, the legend of St. Veronica among the Stations
of the Cross. It is a beautiful legend, and surely a
harmless one ; but in these matters one has to think
not of one’s own edification or emotions, but of the
good of others. Self-sacrifice is the law of Christian
life, and the essence of self-sacrifice is the surrender
of what we love, and may even find useful, for
the sake of helping others. There is sometimes a
subtle selfishness even in the edifying gratification
of religious feelings when that edification may cast
a stumbling-block in the way of those to whom
certain forms of devotion are strange and misleading.
It is natural that clergy who are absorbed in the
work of their parishes, and have no time or thought
for things outside, should be apt to overlook the
effect of what they do upon the Church at large.
One of the great laws of Christianity, now dis-
covered to pervade even the whole universe of maitter,
is that we are not isolated units, but members one of
another, so that ‘if one member suffer, all _the
members suffer with it.” The Church is described
by her Founder and first teachers as a ¢body,” an
organism; and an organism is kept alive and in
health by the harmonious circulation of the blood,
‘ which is the life thereof,” through the whole body.
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Too much development in one part of the body, or
even of the mind, is likely to impoverish and dwarf
other organs which are equally necessary for the
full proportions of the organism as a whole. Assum-
ing, then, for argument’s sake, that all the develop-
. ments in ritual which have taken place in some
parishes are in themselves lawful, and in those
parishes edifying in addition, it does not follow that
it was therefore wise in all cases to introduce them.
¢ All things are lawful to me,’ says the great Apostle
of the Gentiles, ‘but all things are not expedient.’
He was ready to abstain from eating animal food
for the rest of his life rather than offend an ignorant
religious prejudice. Nay, more; in a moment of
sublime self-sacrifice he was willing, like Moses
before him, that his own name should be blotted
out of the Book of Life if so be that Israel might
be restored to their lost spiritual heritage.

Surely it is in this spirit that progress in doctrine
and ritual should be made. The Church should be
regarded as a whole, and any advance here and there
which is calculated to throw the whole Church back
should be avoided. In arguingthusIam endeavouring
to put myself mentally in the position of some clergy,
like those of St. Alban’s, Holborn, who are called
upon to give up devotions and practices which long
habit has endeared to them. The clergy of St.
Alban’s have set an admirable example not only by
their loyalty to their bishop, but by the manner of
their obedience ; giving up what they prize because
they have been asked to do so by one who has a
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right to command, and because they recognise that
in such a case ‘to obey is better than sacrifice.” I
remember an instructive little incident of my visit
in 1876, in company with Dr. Liddon, to that
remarkable man, remarkable as a great prelate, a
great politician, and the greatest living orator in
classical Latin, Strossmayer, the great protagonist
in the Vatican Council against Papal Infallibility.
He had just finished a grand cathedral which he had
built, adjoining his palace. He had & number of
Roman artists employed in frescoing the interior of
the building, and he called our attention to the fact
that all the subjects were, without exception, from
the Old and New Testaments. The Stations of the
Cross were there, but not the legend of St. Veronica,
or any other legend. Strossmayer thought there
was danger in the Roman Church of overlaying
Holy Scripture with legendary lore, not all edifying.
So he determined to have none but Scriptural sub-
jects on the walls of his fine cathedral. I may add
that the first thing that struck me in my first visit to
the beautiful Cathedral of Monreale, above Palermo,
was the Scriptural character of its fresco paintings.

I submit, then, that clergy like those of St.
Alban’s do not come under the denomination of law-
less men, even granting that they have been doing
unlawful things. TLawlessness denotes a temper
more than an act, and is not applicable to the man
who obeys lawful authority when called upon to do
so. But I am obliged to admit that some of the
clergy—rvery few, I hope and believe—have been dis-
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posed to exhibit a distinctly lawless temper. To give
one example. At a meeting in a Northern town not
long ago a clergyman made a speech in which he
seemed to me to repudiate obedience to the Church
of England altogether. Of the Church of England
as distinct from the Catholic Church he professed to
know nothing, and to her he would recognise no
allegiance. The Catholic Church he would obey,
but not the Church of England when she differed
from the Catholic Church. And he was to be him-
self the sole judge where his obedience was due and
where it was not. That is sheer nonsense, and very
mischievous nonsense too. Even when Christendom
was all one, local Churches possessed and exercised
the right of regulating their own discipline and modes
of worship. Even within the limits of this island,
and before the Reformation, there were great
varieties in the ceremonial and ritual of divine wor-
ship; and the modern Church of Rome, in my
humble opinion, has acted very unwisely in making
ruthless war on local usages throughout the Roman
obedience, and reducing all varieties to the one
Procrustean pattern prescribed in Rome. But, how-
ever that may be, it is the mark of a lawless and
rebellious temper on the part of an English clergy-
man to deny the right of the Church of England ¢ to
ordain rites and ceremonies’ as she may think
right. It is perfectly within the competence of the
Church of England, in lawful synod assembled—
though I think it would be most unwise—to ordain,
for example, that there should be no ceremonial use
c
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of incense and no reservation of the Sacrament for
the sick. Of course she could not enforce her
decrees without the sanction of the State—a qualifi-
cation, let it be added, which existed before the
Reformation, and has existed under Catholic Govern-
ments since.

But it is possible to push a sound doctrine from
one extreme to its opposite, and, if you will forgive
me for saying so, I think you have done so in the
following passage in your speech in the House of
Commons on June 21 last :—

There was another speaker (the Rev. A. Cocks) who
was received with a great deal of applause, and I desire
to read what he said. In the presence of dignitaries of
the Church of England, of deans and canons and dignified
clergymen, he said this—I read from what I believe is
the recognised organ of that particular body, the ¢ Church
Times '—-* Speaking on behalf of the clergy, they held that
they were ordained, not as members of the Church of
England, but as priests of the Catholic Church of God.’
Not as members of the Church of England! This is a
declaration made, not condemned, but applauded by the
agsembled clergy in the Church House. I am glad that
I have had the opportunity of reading this passage in the
House of Commons, because I hope that, being read in the
House of Commons, it will be made known to the people
of England. *Speaking on behalf of the clergy, they
held that they were ordained, not as members of the
Church of England, but as priests of the Catholic Church
of God."” What is the meaning of this contrast between
members of the Church of England and priests of the
Catholic Church ? The country will know the meaning
of that distinction. He adds that ‘he lays emphasis on
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that because underlying it there lay the whole purport of
the resolution.” And mark these words: ‘It was incom-
petent for the Church of England as the Church of
England to take on herself to say that she had departed
from anything which was the lawful custom of the whole
Catholic Church.” What is that but a denunciation of
the Reformation? If the Church of England is not
competent to depart from anything which was at that
period the lawful custom of the whole Catholic Church,
what was the meaning of the Reformation? It was
nothing else than the departure of the Church of England
from that which was the custom, at that time, of the
whole Catholic Church. Now, I want to ask—for I am
speaking in the presence of English gentlemen who know
what honour means—is it consistent with what we
understand by honour that a man who holds the emolu-
ments and preferment, who exercises the authority which
belongs to an ordained priest of the Church of England,
should stand up, amidst the applause of surrounding
ecclesiastics, and declare on behalf of the clergy that they
were ordained not as priests of the Church of England—
‘they held they were ordained, not as priests of the
Church of England, but as priests of the Catholic Church
of God’? ... I will not endeavour to expound these
sentiments. I will leave it to men of ordinary intelligence
and common sense, and I will express my opinion that
for a clergyman of the Church of England to stand up
and use language like that to which I have referred is
misconduct inconsistent with truth and inconsistent with
honour. Well, Sir, it is difficult to appreciate the frame
of mind of such men, except that one does see in eccle-
siastical affairs that standards of honour are different
from those which are apparently binding upon ordinary
men.

Now the simple truth is that the words which
c?2
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have thus excited your fierce indignation express an
innocent commonplace of theology. I have read
other words spoken by the same clergyman, which
gseem to me unwise and indefensible, and I think the
words which you have quoted are put in an unneces-
sarily aggressive form. But, taken with their con-
notation, there is nothing outrageous in them.
Suppose a soldier were to say, ‘I was not enlisted
as a private in the Dorsetshire regiment, but as a
soldier of the British army ;’ or a Canadian, ‘I was
not simply born as a member. of the Canadian
Dominion, but as a subject of the British Empire ;’
would not both of these men be expressing a mere
truism ? ¢ The Catholic Church ’ to which we express
our loyalty in the Creeds is neither the Church of
England nor the Church of Rome, but ‘the whole
state of Christ’s Church militant here on earth,” as
one of our prayers has it. The language of Mr.
Cocks is the language of the Prayer Book. The
words said to him when he was ordained were:
‘ Receive the Holy Ghost for the Office and Work of
a priest in the Church of God, now committed unto
thee by the imposition of our hands.’ Similarly,
when a child is baptized, he is baptized into the
Catholic Church, not simply into the Church of
England. And the Church of England has herself
declared, in the 30th Canon of 1603, that she departed
from the Church of Rome only in those things in
which that Church had departed from the und1v1ded
Church of Christ.

And now may I, with all courtesy, venture to
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point out the bearing of your denunciation of the
Rev. A. Cocks on the vexed question of Ecclesiastical
Courts? If youhad not forsaken the law for politics,
you would doubtless ere now have occupied and
adorned the woolsack. In that capacity it might
have fallen to your lot to preside over the Judicial
Committee of the Privy Council in a case which
would have involved the very points in your speech
which I am presuming to criticise. Isitnotevident
that you would have decided wrongly, in perfect good
faith, but with imperfect knowledge of the subjects
on which you were sitting in judgment ? I humbly
think that the clergy have good cause of complaint
against a tribunal, not a single member of which
need be in communion with the Church of England,
or know anything whatever about the literature,
history, or technical phraseology of the matters on
which the Court is empowered to adjudicate. Ability,
integrity, and general knowledge are not sufficient.
* Every man to his art ; * and just as I would prefer the
opinion of a shoemaker on the merits of a shoe, or of
a scientific soldier on the merits of a new gun, before
that of all the judges on the bench, so I would take
the opinion of a trained theologian or liturgiologist
before that of all the members of the Judicial Com-
mittee on a question of theology or ritualism. But
I will not labour that point here, for I intend to deal
with it in detail in the body of this work.

Another thing which has done much harm and
needs correction is the unauthorised publication of
manuals and catechisms, laying down, with the
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airs of dogmatic authority, doctrines and practices
which are irreconcilable with loyalty to the Church
of England. It is to be hoped that this abuse has
proceeded from ignorance, and that we shall hear no
more of it.

But I do not confine my objection to statements
of dubious or unsound doctrine. There is another
evil which is still more repellent to me: I mean the
habit of some of the clergy, in those catechetical
instructions, of pointing the moral of ecclesiastical
offences, such as schism, against Dissenters. I
have never seen Gace’s notorious catechism, and I
suppose that, but for the accident of a copy of it
falling into the hands of an official of the Liberation
Society, it would never have emerged out of the.
obscurity of its author’s rural parish. But its offen-
sive language towards Dissenters has been scattered
all over the country to the injury of the Church at
large. I have observed with regret similar language
in one or two of the catechisms lately quoted in the
‘Times.’

To show that this is no new-born feeling on my
part, I quote the following passage from a volume
which I published eight years ago :—

Let me say at once that I have no sort of sympathy with
accusations of ‘schism’ and *hostility to the Church’
made by Churchmen against Nonconformists. To me it
seems absurd to charge the sin of schism against English
Nonconformists, considering their history in all its bear-
ings. As a Churchman I am grateful to them for having
done so much for Christianity during periods of apathy
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and supineness on the part of the Church of England.
And the more of the privileges of the Church of England
they are allowed to share, so long as no principle is
sacrificed on either side, the more do I rejoice. Nor do
I feel any resentment against Nonconformist hostility to
the Church. The existence of Nonconformity implies of
course antagonism to the Established religion, and Church-
men have no right to blame Nonconformists for being
consistent and loyal to their own principles. The
Christian who does not believe in the superiority of his
own communion has no excuse for Separation.!

I have come much in contact with Noncon-
formists, more especially in works of charity and
justice in defence of the oppressed Christians of
Turkey, and I have learned to appreciate and
honour their admirable zeal and labours of love.
In the City parish, too, of which I have had charge
for & number of years, I found the Nonconformists
of the parish among my warmest supporters in
improving the structural arrangements of the church
and beautifying its services. [ never concealed my
doctrines and principles, nor they theirs. But I
never called them schismatics, or any other offensive
names, and I found that in every advance of friendly
dealing on my part they were more than ready to
meet me halfway. I am glad that they have been
allowed to bury their dead in our churchyards with
their own rites, and I resent not only as an offence
against Christian charity, but as petty and contemp-

! Christianity in Relation to Science and Morals, sixth edition,
p. 280.
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tible in addition, the isolated attempts of a small
misguided fraction of the clergy to put an indignity
on a concession which the law obliges them to make ;
such, for instance, as admitting Nonconformist
funerals into the churchyard through a different
entrance from that used by Churchmen. That is
not the way to win Dissenters back to the Church.
The Churchman who believes himself to be in pos-
session of higher spiritual privileges than Dissenters
ought to feel abased when he finds them sometimes
not only abreast of his own zeal and self-sacrifice in
the cause of religion, but it may be in advance of
him. I could name parishes, happily diminishing,
where most of the religious work is done by Dis-
senters, the parish priest hardly ever visiting his
flock or school, and satisfying the religious aspira-
tions of his parishioners by two cold services on
Sunday, with a perfunctory celebration of the Holy
Communion once a month, and, in some cases, not
even on Christmas and Ascension Day. There are
some who fall below even this standard. Whose
fault is it that Dissent abounds in such parishes ?
And what right have such clergy to inveigh against
Dissenters and fling about accusations of schism ?
The Nonconformists of our day have inherited their
position, and the Church i8 by no means free of
responsibility in the matter. Who can deny that
the chief blame for the Wesleyan schism, for ex-
ample, as well as for the secession of men like
Newman, lies at the door of the Church, which did
not know how to use the gifts of sons who desired
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nothing better than to dedicate them loyally to her
service ?

But viewing the present controversy in all its
bearings, it seems to me—if I may take the liberty
‘of saying so to you, who have taken so distinguished
and leading a part in it—that the alarm caused by
the doings and sayings of a comparatively small
number of clergy is out of all proportion to the bare
facts. It is characteristic of all movements that
derive their impetus from zeal, and enthusiasm, and
earnest endeavour, to make ‘much of what may be
termed proud flesh’--to quote a happy phrase of
Mr. Gladstone—*a sign of ungoverned effort, and of
life indeed, but of somewhat crude and disordered
life.” Men who are profoundly moved by harrowing
visions of sin, and misery, and sorrow, and devote
their lives to the almost hopeless task of ameliora-
tion, are apt to be impatient of any legal or con-
ventional trammels that seem to obstruct their work.
If a dying man, whose sands of life have nearly run
out, desires to partake of his Master’s last legacy of
love before he enters the Dark Valley, that Master’s
minister will probably be more intent on satisfying
the dying man’s yearning than in considering the
literal requirements of some ambiguous rubric, which
was intended for different times and circumstances.
So it was with the old Evangelical Movement.

Some of its best men were prone to ¢ transgress the
~ traditions of the elders,” to ‘ kick over the traces,’
as we say; and they gave dire offence thereby to
the decorous, and prosperous, and fashionable society
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of their day. And so the genius, and enthusiasm,
and energy of Wesley were lost to the Church, and
his followers are now, like the American Colonies in
the political sphere, a mass of powerful energy,
working sometimes in harmony, sometimes in con-
flict, with the short-sighted mother that drove them
from their home.

Then came the Oxford Movement, which was
treated even worse, as I shall show presently. Its
leaders were either driven needlessly out of the
Church, like Newman, and Oakley, and Manning,
and the rest; or despised and neglected and reviled,
like Keble, and Pusey, and Palmer and a host of
others. Of the treatment which Wesley and later
Evangelicals received from the Bishops and educated
society of that day Coleridge wrote as follows :—

There seems to me at present to be & curse upon the
English Church, and upon the governors of all institutions
connected with the orderly advancement of national piety
and knowledge : it is the curse of prudence, as they call
it ; in fact, of fear.

And who can read even now without emotion
the pathetic words in which Newman bade adieu to
the ungrateful mother who disowned him and harried
him out of her communion ?

O my Mother, whence is this with thee, that thou
hast good things poured upon thee and canst not keep
them, and bearest children yet darest not own them ?
Why hast thou not the skill to use their services, nor the
heart to rejoice in their love? How is it that whatever is
generous in purpose, and tender or deep in devotion, thy
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flower and thy promise, falls from thy bosom and finds no
home within thine arms? Who hath put this note upon
thee, to have a ‘ miscarrying womb and dry breasts’? to
be strange to thine own flesh, and thine eye cruel towards
thy little ones? Thine own offspring, the fruit of thy
womb, who love thee and would toil for thee, thou dost
gaze upon with fear, as though a portent, or thou dost
loathe as an offence ; at best thou dost but endure, as if
they had no claim but on thy patience, self-possession and
vigilance, to be rid of them as easily as thou mayest.
Thou makest them ‘stand all the day idle’ as the very
condition of thy bearing with them ; or thou biddest them
be gone where they will be more welcome ; or thou sellest
them for nought to the stranger that passes by. And
what wilt thou do in the end thereof ?

Later still we hear the same wail from the gifted
Robertson, of Brighton, against whom also bigotry
hurled its anathema. People were warned against
going to his church, and Exeter Hall sent its hired
emissaries to Brighton to lecture against Robertson’s
‘Neologianism." And the lecturers attracted large
and enthusiastic audiences. It would need some
research now to discover the names of those lecturers
and their patrons; but Robertson lives in the truths
to which he gave eloquent expression. Truth has a
perennial life, and will ever survive its persecutors
and detractors, however completely they may seem
to prevail for the moment. The tragedy of Calvary
is ofttimes repeated in the followers of Him Whose
life’s work appeared to perish in the gloom, the
earthquake, and the mockery of men. Yet that hour
of darkness was but the prelude of a glorious dawn.
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And the victory is none the less certain because the
loyal disciple, like the prophet in the Cave of Horeb,
is himself unaware of it. Wesley passed away with-
out knowing to what dimensions the movement
which he started would grow in the providence of
God, though not within the constitutional pale of
the Church, as he intended. When Newman left
the Church of England, sore at heart because he
thought that all was lost for which he had fought,
he little foresaw that his bodily eyes would behold
the triumph of the cause of which he had despaired.!

! In & note to one of his last sermons in the English Church,
Newman plainly avows that it was the violent attacks on the Trac-
tarian Movement, which really meant the whole High Church party,
that drove him and his friends into the Church of Rome. The
position which he claimed for the Church of England was that of a
‘via media’ between Romanism and ultra-Protestantism. The
pendulum would swing now to one side and now to the other; but
so long as the bishops gave fair play no harm would happen ; the
forces of action and reaction would counteract and balance each
other. But at the era of Tract No. 90 the bishops threw their
united weight into the Protestant scale with an extraordinary vio-
lence of language, which seemed to excommunicate the High Church
party in a body. Newman notes that the secessions to Rome then
began, and gives this explanation as regards himself :—

*That in the course of his exposition of Anglican principles,
statements or views were evolved which have become a disposing
cause of certain tendencies to Rome, now existing, he does not deny ;
but theological principles and docirines have little influence on the
mind holding them without the stimulus of external circumstances.
Many a man might have held an abstract theory about the Catholic
Church to which it was difficult to adjust our own, . . . yet never
have been impelled onwards, had our rulers preserved the quies-
cence of former years; .. .; it has been the recent speeches and
acts of authorities, who had long been tolerant of Protestant error,
which have given to inquiry and to theory its force and its edge.’

Had Newman'’s sensitive nature allowed him to hold on till * this
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And Robertson died oscillating between hope and
fear for the future of the Church which he had
bravely served. Some words of his are worth
quoting : —

I wish to God we had a little soldier’s spirit in our
Church! . . . But no! the Church of England will
endure no chivalry, no dash, no effervescing enthusiasm.
She cannot turn it to account as Rome turns that of her
Loyolas and Xaviers. We have nothing but sober,
prosaic routine ; and the moment any one with heart and
nerve fit to be a leader of a forlorn hope appears, we call
him a dangerous man, and exasperate him by cold,
unsympathising reproofs till he becomes a Dissenter and
a demagogue. . . . Well, I suppose God will punish us,
if in no other way, by banishing from us all noble spirits,
like Newman and Manning in one direction, and men
like Kingsley in another, leaving us to flounder in the
mud of commonplace, unable to rise or sink above the
dead level.

You will remember some striking remarks by
Macaulay on this lack of elasticity on the part of
the Anglican Episcopate as contrasted with the

tyranny was overpast,’ he might have found in the energetic resur-
rection of the principles for which he had been contending the
strongest proof of the continuing presence in the Church of England
of Him Who promised that ‘ the gates of hell should not prevail
against’ His commissioned servants so long as they manfully fought
His battle. Ten righteous men would have saved the Cities of the
Plain from ruin. Jerusalem of old might have been saved if only
one man could be found ¢ that executeth judgment, that seeketh the
truth’ (Jer. v. 1). Newman himself, after he left us, called attention
to the fact that in the flood of Arianism which threatened to over-
whelm Christendom the Episcopate in the mass betrayed the Church,
which was saved by ‘the faith, zeal, courage, and constancy’ of the
faithful laity.— The Arians of the Fourth Century, 3rd ed. p. 454.
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wisdom of the Church of Rome. A man like
Bunyan, he says, finds no scope for his gifts in the
Church of England. ‘He has been at no college ;
he cannot construe a Greek author or write a Latin
theme ; and he is told that, if he remains in the
communion of the Church, he must do so as a hearer ;
and that if he is resolved to be a teacher, he must
begin by being a schismatic. His choice is soon
made. He harangues on Tower Hill or in Smith-
field. A congregation is formed. . .. In a few
weeks the Church has lost for ever a hundred
families, not one of which entertained the least
scruples about her Articles, her Liturgy, her govern-
ment, or her ceremonies.” And then the brilliant
essayist draws his moral :—

Far different is the policy of Rome. The ignorant
enthusiast whom the Anglican Church makes an enemy
and, whatever the polite and learned may think, a most
dangerous enemy, the Catholic Church makes a champion.
She bids him nurse his beard, covers him with a gown
and hood of coarse dark stuff, ties & rope round his waist,
and sends him forth to teach in her name. He costs her
nothing. He takes not a ducat away from the revenues
of her beneficed clergy. He lives by the alms of those
who respeet his spiritual character, and are grateful for
his instructions. He preaches, not exactly in the style
of a Massillon, but in a way which moves the passions of
uneducated hearers; and all his influence is employed to
strengthen the Church of which he is a minister. To
that Church he becomes as strongly attached as any of
the cardinals whose scarlet carriages and liveries crowd
the entrance of the palace of the Quirinal. In this way



INTRODUCTORY LETTER Ixi

the Church of Rome unites in herself all the strength of
Establishment and all the strength of Dissent . . .

Even for female agency there is a place in her
system. To devout women she assigns spiritual functions,
dignities, and magistracies. In our country, if a noble
lady is moved by more than ordinary zeal for the pro-
pagation of religion, the chance is that, though she may
disapprove of no doctrine or ceremony of the Established
Church, she will end by giving her name to a new
schism. If a pious or benevolent woman enters the cell
of a prison to pray with the most unhappy and degraded
of her own sex, she does so without any authority from
the Church. No line of action is traced out for her; and
it is well if the Ordinary does not complain of her

intrusion, and if the Bishop does not shake his head at

such irregular benevolence. At Rome the Countess of
Huntingdon would have a place in the calendar as
8t. Selina, and Mrs. Fry would be foundress and first
Superior of the Blessed Order of Sisters of the Gaols.

Place Ignatius Loyola at Oxford. He is certain to
become the head of a formidable secession. Place
John Wesley at Rome. He is certain to be the first
general of a new society devoted to the interests and
honour of the Church. Place St. Theresa in London.
Her restless enthusiasm ferments into madness, not
untinctured with craft. Place Joanna Southcote at
Rome. She founds an Order of barefooted Carmelites,
every one of whom is ready to suffer martyrdom for the
Church : a solemn service is consecrated to her memory :
and her statue, placed over the holy water, strikes the
eye of every stranger who enters St. Peter's.'

Our bishops have grown wiser since Macaulay
sketched this damaging contrast,and—I am afraid
' Essays, iii. 131 -4.




Ixii THE REFORMATION SETTLEMENT

you will not agree with me when I add—in my hum-
ble opinion, they show their wisdom most by their
reticence and self-restraint during the recent some-
what unmeasured attacks upon them. Their pre-
decessors in the time of Newman, and later, lost
their hold on the Tractarians and earlier Ritualists
by charging and speechifying against them in
language which, in some cases, touched the verge
- of Billingsgate. They forgot, as men are always so
apt to forget, that reforming movements, as I have
already observed, are always marked by zeal out-
running discretion, and sometimes exhibiting itself
in follies and eccentricities, which will disappear
with larger knowledge and more mature experience,
leaving what was solid and good in the movement
as a precious heritage, which would have been lost
by summary suppression of the movement. The
succeeding generation then enjoys the fruit, and
forgets the strife that brought it forth. A prophet
18 not without honour save in his own country,’ and
the childreu of one generation deck the tombs of the
prophets whom their fathers slew. This is true
especially of reforming movements, be they social,
political, or religious. Reformers are apt to be
regarded by the mass of their contemporaries as
lawless persons, revolutionists, troublers of Israel.
And this is quite natural for two reasons. In the
first place, the prosperous and comfortable classes
of society are precisely those who least feel the need
of reform. In the second place, reformers must
necessarily aim at making an impression, and this
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they can only do by dealing in general and sweeping
statements; statements which are true in the
abstract, but which require qualification in practice.
If the reformer were to stop to explain and qualify
every general proposition with all the necessary
reservations which belong to it, the result would be
that he would make no progress at all. His general
principles would be lost in the multitude of his
explanations; his hearers would be unable to see
the end for the process. From the nature of the
case, therefore, all great reforms are certain to be
more or less characterised by something of extrava-
gance. They are a recoil, and can hardly avoid
rebounding towards the opposite extreme before they
settle in the ‘ golden mean.” Renovation implies a
wrong state of things out of which it grew—a decay,
or a weakness, or an obliquity, or an excrescence.
Whatever is amiss and requires mending necessarily
impairs the tone of the amendment itself: the
restoration still retains a connection with the old
state, just because it is a restoration. As supplying
a defect or providing a counterpoise, it is still
correlative to the former state and must correspond
to it in some degree, even in its faultiness; the
action and reaction, though contrary, requiring to
be equal; too much answering to too little, the
over-prominent to the overlooked. The crooked
stick, to quote Aristotle’s familiar illustration, can
only be straightened by bending it towards the
opposite extreme.

No reform that goes to the root of the evil that

d
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it seeks to cure can escape this disadvantage.
Christianity did not escape it. Its Founder was
delivered over to prison and to death, as & ‘ male-
factor’ and ‘perverter of the nation,” and His
Apostles shared the fate of their Master. ‘These,’
said the Jews of Thessalonica of Paul and Silas,
‘that have turned the world upside down are come
hither also.” What is the Sermon on the Mount, in
large part, but the assertion in an extreme and naked
form of the neglected side of great truths? But
perhaps the aptest illustration of the point I am
insisting on is the treatment of the mutual relation
of faith and works by the Apostles Paul and James
respectively. ‘Man is justified by faith and not by
works,’ says the former. ‘Man is justified by works
and not by faith,” says the latter. And both appeal
to the example of Abraham, by way of illustration.
Of course, we see that the opposition between the
two statements is only verbal, each being merely the
unqualified assertion of a neglected truth. Ours is
not that epicurean deity that in delicious repose
occupies its
templa serena :

Despicere unde queas alios, passimque videre
Errare, atque viam palantes querere vite.'

In a world of error the progress of truth is commonly
not in a straight line, but zigzag; by action and
reaction ; now inclining to this extreme, and then to

that; sometimes giving one of its sides a promi-
nence, and anon another, according as the exigencies

! Lucretius, De rerum Natura, lib. ii. 7.
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of the strife and the needs of men require it. And
thus it frequently happens that what one generation
regards as revolutionary innovations become the
truths of the next, and the truisms of that which
follows. The Evangelicals of the present day are,
for example, a great deal more ¢ Ritualistic ' in their
public worship than the Tractarians were forty years
ago. It is now, indeed, the fashion to pat the Trac-
tarians on the back, praise their ‘ moderation,’ glorify
them as the ‘old historical High Church party,’ and
then contrast them with the dreadful Ritualists.
Very different is the language that was applied to
them forty years ago and later ; indeed the difference
is so striking that it may be instructive, and can
hardly fail to be amusing, to call attention to it in
some detail.

In a leading article in the ¢ Times’ of December
31, 1844, I read as follows :—

Throughout the whole of this unhappy contest the
laity have behaved with consistency; they have stood
their ground firmly ; they have made known, intelligibly
enough, over and over again, their strong repugnance to
the introduction of the obnoxious novelties ; they have |
respectfully requested the removal of them ; to be allowed
to worship as their fathers worshipped, and to observe the
same ritual to which they have been accustomed from
their infancy. . . . The year, it appears, is to close over
this fiery controversy of which no one can tell the final
issue. . . . We look upon it as a strife, not of words, but
of principles, and therefore the more lasting and important
in its effects.

These are the words with which the ‘Times’
d2
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rings out the year 1844. There was a fierce ‘ con-
test,” ‘not of words but of principles;’ and the laity
were maintaining a desperate fight against *the
introduction ’ of ‘ obnoxious novelties.” The area of
the strife extended during the following year, and
so, unfortunately, did its bitterness. The ‘Times’
had reporters—war correspondents they might be
more fitly called—to watch and describe the develop-
ment of events. One of these, writing from Exeter
on January 20, 1845, opens his description of the
fray as follows :—

After the disgraceful exhibition of Sunday last at the
church of 8t. Sidwell’'s—the excitement and irritation
shown in the church—the hootings and yellings in the
streets by an indignant population at the Rev. Mr.
Courtenay for continuing observances and ceremonies in
the service of the church to which the parishioners had
expressed their repeated and decided objection—it was
hoped by many that a regard for the decorous observance
of the Sabbath, and for the quieting of men’s minds, would
have induced that gentleman to yield.

But ‘that gentleman’ apparently was proof even
against the soothing influences of the Sabbath, and
performed accordingly the service in a way which
led to results described as follows by the ¢ Times’
correspondent :—

On leaving the church the congregation mingled with
a crowd of 700 or 800 people who were assembled outside,
and waited for the appearance of Mr. Courtenay. He left
the church in the centre of a dozen gentlemen, headed by
the churchwardens, and was received by the crowd with
hootings and yellings, which continued as he and his



INTRODUCTORY LETTER Ixvii

friends rapidly made their way through, protected by
policemen.

This was in the morning.

In the evening [continues the reporter], although it
rained in torrents, the church of St. Sidwell's was densely
arowded. It was a strange and unbecoming scene of
excitement. Again Mr. Courtenay preached in his surplice,
following all the same objectionable observances as in the
morning. On his entering the pulpit the congregation
appeared all to rise from curiosity ; many went out; the
church porch and lobby were densely crowded; and so
great a noise prevailed that the opening prayer before the
sermon was scarcely audible. . . . The service ended, the
scene outside the church beggars description. It rained
in torrents; yet the streets were like a fair. About two
thousand persons were assembled to hoot Mr. Courtenay
as he left the church. Gibes, and shouts, and laughter
rang through the air. The rev. gentleman was again
surrounded by a party of his friends to protect him as he
left the church. A strong body of the police made a lane
through the crowd for him, and then formed in close file
round him to keep off the crowd. . . . The indignation of
the people is certainly excusable, for the cause of all the
mischief was Mr. Courtenay and a white gown. It was
generally rumoured that the Mayor had called on Mr.
Courtenay before the afternoon service, and represented
to him the danger to the peace of the town, and the great
probability of a fight with the police if he persevered, and
had put it to him as a clergyman if he thought it proper
to run the risk of such a result by persisting in the line of
conduct he was pursuing.

Let us now leap over three years. Poor Mr.
Courtenay was worried into his grave in the interval,
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and the Rev. J. Ingle appears as the hero of the
scene which is thus described in the ‘Times’ of
November 6, 1848 :—

A Rior 1N CEURCHE.—On Sunday, the 29th ult., the
church of St. Sidwell’s, in the city of Exeter, was the
scene of a disgraceful riot during the time of the evening
service in consequence of the Rev. J. Ingle entering the
pulpit in his surplice. . . . The uproar commenced with
a general ‘ coughing down.” Beveral persons then moved
towards the door, making a great noise in their progress ;
a young woman went off in a fit of hysterics, uttering
loud shrieks, whilst a mob outside besieged the doors of
the building. A cry of ‘Fire!’ was raised, followed by
an announcement that the church doors were closed, and
a rush was made to burst them open. Some persons
cried, ‘Turn him out!’ ‘Put out his lights!’ In the
galleries the uproar was at its height, whistling, the noise
of cat-calls, and such cries as are heard in theatres,
hurrahing, &e., echoed throughout the edifice. Mr. Ingle
still persisted to read his text, but was quite inaudible,
and the row increased, some of the congregation waving
their hats, standing on the seats, jumping over the seats,
bawling, roaring, and gesticulating, like a mob at an
election.

These doings were in the far West. Let us now
see how matters stood in the metropolis. On March
15, 1845, there was an excited meeting held in the
parish of St. George's-in-the-East, London. The
chairman of the meeting was the senior church-
warden of the parish, who bore the ill-omened name
of Liquorish. But the orator of the occasion was a
certain Mr. Baddeley, of whom history as far as I
know, records nothing more. Mr. Baddeley made a
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speech which appears to have evoked much applause,
and which, no doubt, expressed the genuine feeling
of the man and of those who cheered him. The
following extracts will give some idea of his line of
argument :—

"It was lamentable that a parish consisting of upwards
of 43,000 souls should be disturbed to its centre at the
will of one individual, who at his mere pleasure disturbed
and deranged the beautiful and solemn ceremonial of
church service which had been handed down to us un-
changed for more than two centuries. These were not
the days to trifle with the laity. Men could not now be
dragooned into a belief or compelled to a ceremonial.
Fortunately there was an organ of incalculable power and
extent to preserve and support the creed of their fore-
fathers : the ¢ Times ’ was that powerful organ. . . . Their
Rev. Rector talked of peace while he was at the very time
fomenting discord by introducing a Jim Crow sort of
buffoonery into the peculiarly solemn and impressive
decencies of our simple and affecting church service.
Until this innovation was palmed upon them there was
not a more happy or united parish in the whole kingdom
than theirs.

Other speakers followed in a similar strain, and
then the * Times’ reporter relates a pathetic inci-
dent :—

Several old parishioners, some of whom were affected
even to tears, came forward to protest against practices
which drove them from the church where their fathers
had worshipped, and where healing memories of holy
things soothed, while they sanctified, their Sabbath
visits. All this, they said, was changed by the practice
of their rector. The son passed by the grave of his
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father ; the widower, of his wife; the mother, of her
child,—to seek in some remote and unaccustomed house
of worship that spiritual sustenance which the novel
practices of their new rector had rendered unacceptable
at his hands.

Scarcely less pathetic was the declaration of a
gentleman at a meeting at Hurst, in Berkshire.
This gentleman is described as ‘ the owner of Hurst
House,’ and here is his tale of woe—tinged, however,
you will be happy to observe, with one ray of pensive
satisfaction : —

Alluding to his aunt, who attained the great age of
100 years, he observed that it was a satisfactory reflection
to him and his brother that the latter days of their
excellent aunt were not embittered by such proceedings
as had lately taken place in the parish, and that she had
not lived to be driven, by the mistaken course which had
been pursued, from the church which she had so many
years attended.

The fate from which the Angel of Death had
mercifully snatched this good old lady was that of
witnessing the collection of an offertory and hearing
the Church Militant Prayer on Sundays on which
the Holy Communion was not celebrated.

All this was very sad. But what were these
¢ novel practices,” the ‘ Jim Crow sort of buffoonery,’
which had wrought such dire havoc in a once peace-
ful and happy parish ? Spectatum admissi risum
teneatis, amici? ‘The very head and front of ’ the
Rector’s ‘offending’ was that he preached in the
surplice, turned to the East at the recital of the
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Creed, and that ¢ the responses after the Command-
ments, which are prayers for mercy, and not songs,
are usually chanted.’

In 1859-60 there was a recurrence of these dis-
graceful riots in St. George’s-in-the-East, and I
remember an amusing anecdote which I once heard
the late Dean of Westminster relate in connection
with them. The Dean had gone one Sunday evening
to see for himself the cause of the riots. The church
was filled with an excited congregation, but the
service went on with tolerable decorum till the
officiating clergyman retired into the vestry before
the sermon. There were a few moments of nervous
silence, with craning of necks in the direction of the
vestry. Presently the door of the vestry was opened,
and an excited female, in front of Dean Stanley,
clapped her hands and exclaimed, ‘ Thank God ! it’s
black.’” The Rector had agreed to a compromise,
and the preacher appeared arrayed in a black gown.
If that worthy female is still alive, she may often
have had cause since then to exclaim, * Thank God!
it’s white.’

These extracts will serve as fair specimens of the
intensity, bitterness, and widespread excitement
and alarm, lasting from 1844 to about 1861, and all
caused by the use of the surplice in the pulpit,
chanting of the Psalms and responses after the
Commandments, the offertory in the Communion
Service when there was no celebration of the Sacra-
ment, and such like trivialities, as we should all call
them now.
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The riots and public meetings culminated at last
in a series of petitions to Parliament, which led to a
lively debate in the House of Lords. Lord Fortescue
presented these petitions in a tolerably moderate
speech, and the drift of the documents may be
gathered from the following alleged grievance, viz. :—

That certain ancient and conflicting laws and regula-
tions of the Church exist which, being incompatible with
the condition and Protestant feelings of the people, had,
with the tacit consent of bishops, clergy, and laity, long
fallen into disuse.

The petitioners accordingly deprecate the revival
of ¢ these obsolete laws and regulations,” and suggest
¢such a revision and alteration of the rubric, canons,
and laws of the Church as shall establish uniformity
adapted to the present times.” Earl Fortescue took
the same line in his speech. He pleaded earnestly
for lawlessness—that is, for violation of the rubrics
—-on behalf of the Evangelical party.

It will be observed that the High Church clergy
of that day were not accused of lawlessness or of
disobedience to Bishops, but of over-scrupulosity in
carrying out the law and yielding a too thorough
obedience to the Bishops.

Your accusation now is that the High Church
party violate the rubrics both by omission and com-
mission. This reminds me of the ancient ordeal for
witches in Scotland. The suspected witch was flung
into the sea or into a deep pool. If she sank and
was drowned she was declared innocent. If she
floated on the surface she was taken out and burnt.



INTRODUCTORY LETTER Ixxiii

So that the difference to her between guilt and
innocence was the difference between burning and
drowning. The High Church party seem to me to
be in much the same pitiable plight. Our fathers
drenched their zeal for the rubrics with copious
douches of cold water, and now you roast them
for their neglect of the rubrics. E pur si muove.
People can no more stop the laws which govern the
movements of social and religious forces than they
can stop the motion of the planets or the tides.
Controversy serves the purpose of exposing weak
places and pruning away unhealthy growths ; but it
also serves the purpose of stimulating inquiry and
dissipating clouds of prejudice and ignorance. In a
free country no party which deserves to live ever
suffers in the long run from the fierce light that
beats upon it from the keenest and most searching
controversy. You have yourself scrutinised the
High Church party with your Rontgen rays, and if
you have succeeded in pointing out awvy foreign
substances lodged in its system, you have done the
party good service. Nor do I greatly resent the
occasional fierceness of your denunciations, for, like
Death itself, you are no respecter of persons. Your
cudgel descends with equal impartiality on the skull
of the Primate and on that of the humblest curate in
his diocese, or the silliest of anonymous clerics who
chooses to air his folly in some obscure print. You
have but a poor opinion, I fear, of the intellectual
calibre of the clergy generally, particularly of those
whose opinions and practices you dislike. That is
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natural, for antipathy is a bad conductor of adequate
appreciation. You cannot think more meanly of
the High Church clergy of to-day than was thought
by able men of the leaders of the Oxford Movement.
When Newman was at the zenith of his fame the
journal which stood next in influence and importance
to the ‘ Times’ not only denounced his doctrines,
but despised his intellect. ‘There is not a particle,’
it said, ¢ of true intellectual vigour, or manhood, or
candour in his [Newman’s] whole sect.” And that
was said of a party which included not only Newman,
but Keble, and Pusey, and H. J. Rose, and Glad-
stone, and Hope Scott, and Roundell Palmer, and
Dr. Ward, and a host of others who made their
mark upon their generation in various walks of life.
So blinding is the effect of prejudice even on honest
and able minds.

Very different was the judgment of the ¢ Times,’
which for four years struggled gallantly against the
stream of abuse and calumny which beat against the
leaders of the Tractarian party. This is whatit said in
1841 in reply to the scornful judgment passed upon
the Tractarians by the journal from which I have just
quoted : — :

No man, however widely differing from them, can
open any of their publications without perceiving that
they write with learning, ability, forbearance and courtesy
of language towards their adversaries. No man can
know anything of their lives without being aware that
they act consistently with their professions.

But the ‘ Times’ yielded at last to the force of
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the current, and turned its batteries on the Trac-
tarian party. It was the insistence on the weekly
offertory with or without the Holy Communion
that alienated it. And I am bound to say that the
‘Times’ seems to me to have had the best of the
argument. The Tractarian movement—like most
earnest and enthusiastic movements—had its ¢ fads '
and puerilities. It elevated the weekly offertory
into a kind of sacrament. ¢ For himself,’ said Bishop
Blomfield to a deputation on this subject, ‘he at
once declared that he would not preach in any
church in his diocese where the ceremony regarding
the offertory was not observed.” This seems to me
as extravagant as the proposal to refuse institution
to such clergy as decline to submit to tests beyond
what the law requires. The line the ‘ Times ' took
was that the offertory was an adjunct to the cele-
bration of the Holy Communion, and that the
weekly revival of the one ought to involve the
weekly revival of the other.

If the Bishop of London [it said] chooses to hold to
the decision of antiquity, he must first restore weekly
Communion, and then the weekly offertory is sure to
come. . . . Let the clergy, especially the younger ones
remember that as words are the signs of ideas, so forms
and ceremonies are but the outward expressions and
features of a vast spiritual soul. The Church revivers may
be right or they may be wrong in wishing to get back the
old system ; but if we were their enemies, we could not
recommend them a more pernicious course than that
which some are pursuing. To introduce bits and frag-
ments—and under present circumstances the weekly
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offertory without Communion is but a contemptible serap—
of an ancient system, without first having saturated them-
selves and their flocks with a ¢ primitive ’ life and doctrine,
is a puerility.

That is common sense and sound doctrine, and
it was gross folly to alienate so powerful an organ
of public opinion in defence of a crotchet.

You have more than once twitted the Bishop of
London for advising Mr. Kensit to go to another
church if he did not like the services at St. Ethel-
burga’s in the City ; and Dr. Guinness Rogers repeats
the reproach in the ‘Contemporary’ of March as
follows: ‘ He [Mr. Kensit] is a Churchman who
claims his right to have a service in his own parish
church in accordance with the law of the land. It
was no answer at all to tell him that he could have
it elsewhere.” But no such answer was ever made
to him. Mr. Kensit's parish is at Hampstead,
where, T presume, the services are to his taste, for
he has not been guilty of brawling there. St. Ethel-
burga’s is not his parish except by a faggot
qualification. In conjunction with a friend he hired
a room in the parish which he did not occupy
except sporadically for the purpose of brawling. That
I state on the authority of the churchwardens, who
made the statement at a public meeting of the parish-
ioners. Now you are strongly opposed to faggot votes
in politics and & strenuous advocate of ‘one man,
one vote ;' and I am sure that when you know the
facts you will agree with me that ‘one man, one
parish’ is a8 good a formula in the ecclesiastical
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shhere as ‘one man, one vote’ is in the political.
Mr. Kensit has constituted himself a peripatetic
parishioner whenever the spirit moves him to dis-
turb a congregation. It seems to me that the
Bishop of London dealt very mildly with this
intolerable lawlessness in advising Mr. Kensit to
attend his own parish church.

I now proceed to discuss the various questions
which you have raised in your letters to the ¢ Times.’
I shall consider them first in the light of reason, and
next in that of the formularies and representative
divines of the Church of England ; and lastly, in the
light of the law. My own belief has for a long time
been that no small part of our disputes on these
questions is caused by mutual misunderstandings. In
hitting out at each other we are often beating the air :
one side attacking what the other does not defend, and
vice versd. ‘Half the controversies in the world,’
says Cardinal Newman in one of his Oxford sermons,
‘are verbal ones, and could they be brought to a
plain issue they would be brought to a prompt
termination. Parties engaged in them would then
perceive either that in substance they agreed together,
or that their difference was one of first principles. . . .
We need not dispute, we need not prove, we need
but to define. At all events let us, if we can, do this
first of all, and then see who are left for us to
dispute with, what is left for us to prove. Contro-
versy, at least in this age, does not lie between the
hosts of heaven, Michael and his angels on the one
side, and the powers of evil on the other; but it is
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a sort of night battle, where each fights for himself,
and friend and foe stand together. When men
understand what each other means, they see, for the
most part, that controversy is either hopeless or
superfluous.’!

I shall endeavour in the following pages to pursue
the line of reasoning here suggested by one of the most
brilliant controversialists of our own or of any time,
and also one of the most single-minded of men. I
do not despair of convincing even yourself that not
a few of your arrows have sped wide of the mark.
But in any case I think I can promise that I shall
not write a word calculated to wound the most
sensitive reader.

‘With many apologies for inflicting upon you the
longest letter, I fear, which it has ever been your
misfortune to receive,

I remain,
Dear Sir William Harcourt,
Yours very truly,
MarcouM MacCoLL.
January 7, 1899.

v University Sermons, p. 192.
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CHAPTER I

THE PRESENCE OF CHRIST IN THE EUCHARIST

THE Primate has in his recent Charge given us,
with admirable clearness, an exposition of the
various aspects of the doctrine of the Eucharist
which, in his opinion, have been held at different
times in Eastern and Western Christendom.

I. There is, first, the Zwinglian view, according
to which ¢ the Sacrament, in fact, differs from prayer
in degree, but not in kind.” His Grace admits that
this view °‘softens, purifies, elevates, kindles ;’ but
it is only as a memory of a past sacred event,
kindling devotion as a Trafalgar or Waterloo
banquet may kindle patriotism. This view, excel-
lent as far as it goes, he rejects as inadequate.

II. There is, next, the doctrine of a ‘ mysterious
gift, uniting us to Christ in a special manner and
degree, giving new power, new cleansing, new life,

B
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and even new insight into spiritual things, leavening
the whole being with a heavenly infection. This
gift is something far beyond the natural working of
our own minds."” And ‘this mysterious gift,” which
theologians call the res sacramenti, results from the
consecration of the bread and wine in the way
ordained by the Church. It is, therefore, indepen-
dent of the communicant.

Between the Zwinglian doctrine and this ¢ there
can be no question at all that the Church holds the
latter,’ in common with ¢ the early Christians ’ uni-
versally, and with ‘the Greek and other Churches
in the East’ to-day, as well as with ¢ the Romans
and the Luutherans.’

III. But now comes a subdivision of opinion.
The Roman Church defines the manner of the
Presence by the word Transubstantiation, which
the Church of England rejects as going beyond our
Lord’s revelation, and ‘overthrowing the nature of
a sacrament’ in addition. Others, like. Hooker,
‘maintain that the Real Presence should not be
looked for in the consecrated elements, but in the
receivers.” ‘The Church certainly teaches Hooker’s
doctrine,” which is indeed inseparable from belief in
a Real Presence. Yet Hooker's doctrine does not
exhaust the Church’s teaching, which implies ¢ the
further doctrine that there is a Real Presence in
some way attached to-the elements at the time of
consecration and before the reception.’

If there be no Real Presence until the reception, it
.may be asked what is the effect of consecration, and may
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not the consecration be omitted ? The answer is obvious.
On the theory that the Real Presence is bestowed in the
reception and not before, then the effect of the prayer of
consecration is to attach to the elements, not a presence,
but a promise. The bread has been blessed according to
our Lord’s command, and the Lord's promise is that when
the communicant partakes of the bread, so blessed, he
shall be a partaker of the Lord’s Body.

But this does not, even on the admission of the
Judicial Committee in the Bennett case, ‘exclude
the other opinion, namely, that in some mysterious
way there is a Presence attached to the elements
from the moment of their consecration.’ ¢It is
difficult,’ the Primate thinks, ‘if not impossible,
really to distinguish between this doctrine and the
Lutheran doctrine commonly called Consubstantia-
tion, and it is important that it should be clearly
understood that it is not unlawful to hold it and to
teach it within the Church of England.’

That is, I believe, an accurate epitome of what
the Archbishop of Canterbury has laid down as the
doctrine of the Real Presence sanctioned by the
Church of England. It has evoked a good deal of
criticism, more particularly in regard to the doctrine
of Hooker and that of Consubstantiation. On these
two points I shall have something to say presently.
But there is 50 much misconception on the general
subject that it may be useful to explain, as far as
possible, what the doctrine of the Real Presence
connotes in the minds of those who hold it, without
any attempt or desire to define the mode of the

B2
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Presence. My own belief, based on considerable
experience, is that the controversy is largely a
verbal one, some denying what others do not affirm.
The truth is that human language is totally in-
adequate to express the verities of the spiritual
world. It is always more or less symbolical, and
never comes up to the reality. It is the clothing,
not the skin, of thought, and never, even at its best,
fits its contents accurately. This is true of ordinary
ideas. But all that relates to the being and mode
of working of the infinite Creator must necessarily
be beyond the compass of mundane speech. St. Paul
tells us that when he was ¢ snatched up into Para-
dise’ in some mysterious way above his comprehen-
sion he ‘heard unutterable utterances, which it is
impossible for man to put into speech’ (dppnra
pripara, & ovx éfov &vlpwre Naijcar). Who can
doubt that the Nicene Creed itself, with all the
gkilled precision bestowed on its terminology by the
united experts of Christendom in the most supple
and plastic of languages, gives but a most imperfect
expression to the truths which it enshrines? And
thus it sometimes happens that what seem to be
contradictory statements are in fact only different
aspects of the same truth. Hooker’s language
about the Eucharist is, I believe, a case in point.
His meaning is by no means exhausted by the oft-
quoted sentence :—

The real presence of Christ’s most blessed Body and
Blood is not therefore to be sought for in the Sacrament,
but in the worthy receiver of the Sacrament, '
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An isolated quotation may bear a very different
mesaning when restored to its context. Let me
therefore quote what precedes and follows this
famous passage in Hooker : —

The bread and cup are His Body and Blood because
they, are causes instrumental upon the receipt whereof
the participation of His Body and Blood ensueth. For
that which produceth any certain effect is not vainly nor
improperly said to be that very effect whereunto it
tendeth. Every cause is in the effect which groweth
from it. Our souls and bodies, quickened to eternal life,
are effects the cause whereof is the Person of Christ.
His Body and Blood are the true wellspring out of which
it floweth. So that His Body and Blood are in that very
subject whereunto they minister life, not only by effect or
operation, even as the influence of the heavens is in
plants, beasts, men, and in every thing which they
quicken, but also by a far more Divine and mystical kind
of union, which maketh us one with Him even as He and
the Father are one. '

Then follows the passage in dispute, which
Hooker proceeds to explain and amplify. And what
he is plainly anxious to show is that the Sacraments
have in themselves no inherent virtue; that they
were ordained for a purpose, and that they have no
efficacy beyond or apart from that purpose ; that the
Eucharist was ordained in order to incorporate us
into *Christ, and that we have no right to look for
Christ’s presence in the Sacrament except in connece
tion with that purpose.

The fruit of the Eucharist is the participation of the
Body and Blood of Christ. There is no sentence of Holy
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Scripture which saith that we cannot by this Sacrament
be made partakers of His Body and Blood except they be
first contained in the Sacrament, or the Sacrament con-
verted into them. ‘Thisis My Body ' and ‘ This is My
Blood,’ being words of promise, sith we all agree thatby the
Sacrament Christ doth really and truly in us perform His
promise, why do we vainly trouble ourselves with so
fierce contentions whether by Consubstantiation or else
by Transubstantiation the Sacrament itself be first
possessed with Christ, or no? A thing which no way
can either further or hinder us howsoever it stand,
because our participation of Christ in this Sacrament
dependeth on the co-operation of His omnipotent power,
which maketh it His Body and Blood to us, whether
with change or without alteration of the element, such as
they imagine, we need not greatly to care nor inquire.
Take therefore that wherein all agree, and then
consider by itself what cause why the rest in question
should not rather be left as superfluous than urged
as necessary. It is on all sides plainly confessed, first,
that this Sacrament is a true and real participation of
Christ, who thereby imparteth Himself, even His whole
entire Person as a mystical Head, unto every soul that
receiveth Him ; and that every such receiver doth thereby'
incorporate or unite himself unto Christ as a mystical
member of Him, yea, of them also whom He ac-
knowledgeth to be His own ; sccondly, that to whom the
Person of Christ is thus communicated, to them He giveth
by the same Sacrament His Holy Spirit to sanctify them
as it sanctifieth Him which is their Head ; thirdly, that
what merit, force, or virtue soever there is in His
sacrificed Body and Blood, we freely, fully, and wholly
have it by this Sacrament; fourthly, that the effect
thereof in us is a real transmutation of our souls and
bodies from sin to righteousness, from death and corrup-
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tion to immortality and life; fifthly, that because the
Sacrament, being of itself but a corruptible and earthly
creation, must needs be thought an unlikely instrument
to work so admirable effects in man, we are therefore to
rest ourselves altogether upon the strength of His
glorious power, who is able and will bring to pass that
the bread and cup which He giveth us shall be truly the
thing He promiseth.

It seemeth, therefore, much amiss that against them
whom they term Sacramentarians, so many invective
discourses are made, all running upon two points: that
the Eucharist is not a bare sign or figure only ; and that
the efficacy of His Body and Blood is not all we receive
in this Sacrament. For noman, having read these books
and writings which are thus traduced, can be ignorant
that both these assertions .they plainly confess to be
most true. They do not so interpret the words of Christ
as if the name of His Body did impert but the figure of
His Body, and to be was only to signify His Blood.
They grant that these holy mysteries, received in due
manner, do instrumentally both make us partakers of the
grace of that Body and Blood which were given for the
life of the world, and, besides, also imports into us in true
and real though mystical manner, the very Person of our
Lord Himself, whole, perfect, and entire, as hath been
showed.!

This quotation gives a complexion, different from
the common interpretation, to the passage so often
quoted from Hooker. He rejects peremptorily the
Zwinglian view of ‘a bare sign or figure only,’ and
the Calvinistic view of a presence merely of ‘efficacy.
He also rejects as presumptuous and untenable such

' Bk. V. Ixvii. 5-8,
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definitions as Transubstantiation and Consubstantia-
tion, which, however, he is in his charity willing to
leave in the category of philosophical opinions, pro-
vided they are not made articles of faith or obtruded
into the sphere of dogmatic theology. But while
rejecting any definition of the manner of Christ’s pre-
sence in the Eucharist, he insists emphatically on the
objective reality of the presence ; the presence, that
is, of ¢ the very Person of our Lord Himself, whole,
perfect, and entire,” and ‘imparted unto every soul
that receiveth Him ' instrumentally through the
Sacrament. But he is jealous of any attempt to
localise the heavenly gift or subject it to temporal
conditions. Avoid, he says in effect, curious ques-
tions as to time and place. Let it suffice for you
to know that if you receive the Sacrament duly
prepared, you receive not a bare sign or figure, and
not an efficacious influence only, but Christ Him-
self in the fulness of His theanthropic Presence.

This doctrine Hooker unfolds elsewhere as fol-
lows :—

It is too cold an interpretation whereby some men
expound our being in Christ to import nothing else but
only that the self-same nature, which maketh us to be
men, is in Him, and maketh Him man as we are. For
what man in the world is there which hath not so far
forth communion with Jesus Christ? It is not this that
can sustain the weight of such sentences as speak of the
mystery of our coherence with Jesus Christ (John xiv.
19; Ephes. v. 23). The Church is in Christ as Eve was
in Adam. Yea, by grace we are every one of us in Christ
and in His Church, as by nature we are in those our
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first parents. God made Eve of the rib of Adam. And His
Church He frameth out of the very flesh, the very wounded
and bleeding side of the Son of Man. His Body crucified
and His blood shed for the life of the world are the true
elements of that heavenly being, which maketh us such
as Himself is of whom we come. For which cause the
words of Adam may be fitly words of Christ concerning
His Church: ‘flesh of my flesh, and bone of my bones,’ a
true native extract of mine own body. So thatin Him, even
according to His Manhood, we, according to our heavenly
being, are as branches in that root out of which they grow.

To all things He is life, and to men light, as the Son
of God: to the Church both life and light eternal by
being made the Son of Man for us, and by being in us a
Saviour, whether we respect Him as God or as Man.
Adam is in us as an original cause of our nature, and of
that corruption of nature which causeth death; Christ as
the cause of original restoration to life. The person of
Adam is not in us, but his nature and the corruption of
his nature derived into all men by propagation. Christ,
having Adam’s nature as we have, but incorrupt, deriveth
not nature but incorruption, and that immediately from
His Person, into all that belong unto Him. As therefore
we are really partakers of the body of sin and death
received from Adam, so except we be truly partakers of
Christ, and a8 really possessed of His Spirit, all we speak
of eternal life is but a dream.

These things St. Cyril duly considering, reproveth
their speeches which taught that only the Deity of Christ
is the vine whereupon we by faith do depend as branches,
and that neither His Flesh nor our bodies are comprised in
this resemblance. For doth any man doubt but that even
from the Flesh of Christ our very bodies do receive that
life which shall make them glorious at the latter day, and
for which they are already accounted parts of His blessed
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Body? Our corruptible bodies could never live the life
they shall live, were it not that here they are joined with
His Body which is incorruptible, and that His is in ours as
a cause of immortality, a cause by removing through the
death and merit of His own Flesh that which hindered the
life of ours. Christ is therefore both as God and as Man
that true Vine whereof we both spiritually and corporeally
are branches.

Hooker does not hesitate to say that, in virtue of
this sacramental union with Christ, * God hath deified
our nature.’!

These grand passages show what a lofty view
Hooker took of the sacramental system, a view as far
removed from that of those who would regard the
Sacraments as bare figures and symbols as of those
who would fall into the gross error of the people of
Capernaum and ask, ‘How can this Man give us
His flesh to eat ?’

We have in Keble’s ¢ Christian Year’ an exact
parallel to the passage so often quoted to prove that
Hooker believed in & mere subjective presence of
Christ in the Eucharist. In his poem on ‘Gun-
powder Treason’ Keble writes :—

O come to our Communion Feast :
There present in the heart,

Not in the hands, th’ eternal Priest
Will His true Self impart.

Take these words by themselves, and they are
a more explicit denial of an objective presence of

' Bk. V. liv. 6 Ivi. 7, 9.



PRESENCE OF CHRIST IN THE EUCHARIST 11

Christ in the Eucharist than Hooker’s words ; yet we
know that no one taught more emphatically than
Keble did the doctrine of an objective presence. His
treatise ‘ On Eucharistical Adoration’ is based on
that belief. Forinstance, the dispute about Eucharis-
tical adoration, he says, ‘raises evidently the whole
question of that which is denominated ‘ the real
objective presence’” of Jesus Christ in the holy
Eucharist.” And then he proceeds to argue in favour
of that doctrine. In the course of his argument he
naturally discusses the doctrine of Hooker, of whose
works his own edition is the standard one, and con-
cludes: ¢ Therefore let no person apprehend that in
teaching and magnifying the Eucharistic sacrifice he
is really contradicting this great authority ; any more
than, to name a kindred point, he need think him-
self departing in principle from Hooker's mind by
maintaining the Real objective Presence after conse-
cration.”! I shall presently endeavour to explain the
sense in which the Church, as I understand the
matter, wishes her children to believe in the doctrines
of the Real Presence and Eucharistic Sacrifice—a
sense very different from the misconceptions of
popular Protestantism. The point which I am now
pressing is that the ordinary interpretation of the
classical passage on the Real Presence in Hooker is
not consistent with his teaching as a whole, which
plainly insists on a Presence independent of the faith
of the recipient. What he was solicitous about was
that people should not think that the Eucharistic
' On Eucharistical Adoration, pp. 57, 71.
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Presence was inherent in the consecrated elements as
a quality proper to them. He insists therefore that,
although the Sacrament is by Divine appointment
the cause instrumental for putting us in communica-
tion with our Incarnate Lord, yet the I’resence must
be sought in the recipient and not in the conduit
through which the gift passes. Reception of the gift
is conditional on reception of the Sacrament where
that is possible, just as the cure of Naaman’s leprosy
was contingent on his dipping seven times in Jordan ;
but in each case the efficient cause must be sought
in the will of God. He can attach what condition
He pleases to the bestowal of His gifts, and we have
no right to expect them if we wilfully neglect the
conditions; but the gifts themselves exist quite
independently of our views about them or our
attitude towards them. The Eucharistic Presence
i8 quite independent of the faith of the recipient.
Faith creates nothing. Its province is not to create
but to receive a gift external to it and offered to it.
Faith is sometimes compared to an eye. But the
eye does not create the light. It receives it and
transmits it to the brain and intellect. But a man
may injure his eyes, so that they cease to be accurate
conductors to the soul. The vision is thus blurred
and distorted. Orhe may destroy his eyes altogether,
and then the whole realm of light, with all its en-
trancing visions, is shut out from the soul. But the
light is there all the same. It embraces the blind
man in its radiance, but can find no avenue into his
soul, since he has destroyed his organs of vision.
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The light is there, but no longer for him. Yet it
impinges on his blind eyes. It touches the optic
nerves. But there is no response, for the organ of
apprehension is gone. And this is true of all our
senses ; the function of each is to receive an impres-
sion, an impact from an external object charged with
its appropriate virtue. And philosophers may discuss,
and have discussed, whether the gift is in the external
object or in the recipient of the impact ; whether the
sweetness is in the sugar or in the palate; whether
the beauty is in the sunset or in the percipient
mind. The sunset prints the same image on the eye
of the brute as on the human eye; but there is no
corresponding res sacramenti, if 1 may so express
myself. For indeed Nature is a sacrament, as the
old Fathers loved to think ; ‘an outward and visible
sign of an inward and spiritual’ Presence energising
through all her operations and phenomena.

But however philosophers may dispute, we all
agree that our bodily senses are our organs of com-
munication with external facts, and that our sensa-
tions are no mere subjective impressions, but im-
pressions resulting from contact with objective
realities. The senses do not create the impres-
sions. They only receive and convey them.

So with faith. It no more causes the Presence
in the Eucharist than the eye causes the sunset.
The Presence is objective—that is, outside of it and
independent of it. If faith be lacking, the Presence
has no more access to the soul than the glory of the
setting sun has through sightless eyeballs. Want of
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faith in the people of Capernaum incapacitated them
for the reception of their Saviour’s gifts. ‘ He could
do no mighty work there because of their unbelief.’
Yet He was there, close to them, touching them.

Thus we see that, alike in the Kingdom of Nature
and of Grace, the Presence that nourishes the soul
must be objective before it can become subjective.
And there is also in each case a process of transmu-
tation on reception of the gift. As Hooker says of
the Sacrament of the altar, so we may say of the
Sacrament of nature, that the gift ¢ is not to be sought
for in the Sacrament, but in the worthy receiver of
the Sacrament.” If he is not worthy, the gift can
find no entrance in either case; but let it find an
entrance, and immediately it begins to energise and
to transform the recipient of it. Our Church repu-
diates the transubstantiation of the sacramental ele-
ments ; but she asserts the transubstantiation of the
recipient of the Sacrament. Thus, says Hooker, ¢ God
hath deified our nature.’ Just as we assimilate
material food and transubstantiate it into the sub-
stance of our bodies, so the Presence of Christ, sacra-
mentally received, is designed to transubstantiate us
spiritually into the redeemed and deified Humanity
of Christ , making us, as the Apostle says, ¢ partakers
of the Divine nature.’!

The doctrine of those who make the faith of the
communicants the cause of Christ’s Presence is
exposed to a fatal objection. For it follows—as may
surely happen—that if all the communicants lack

! 2 Pet. i. 4.
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faith there is no sacrament at all : there is only an
empty ceremony without any result, ¢ an outward and
visible sign’ without any corresponding reality.
This, notless than Transubstantiation, ¢ overthroweth
the nature of a sacrament.” The former abrogates
the heavenly part; the latter, the earthly. The
primitive and Catholic view maintains both.

And now let us see what the primitive and
Catholic doctrine is, disengaged from materialism, on
the one hand, and what, for lack 'of a better word, I
will venture to call psilochristism, on the other.

Our Lord, says the ¢ Te Deum,’ ¢ hath opened the
Kingdom of Heaven to all believers” How? We
have the answer in the Epistle to the Hebrews : -
‘ Having therefore, brethren, a sure confidence for
entrance into the Holies in the blood of Jesus, which
entrance He hath made for us anew—a living way
fresh opened sacrificially through the veil, that is His
flesh.’”! 'What are we to understand by this preg-
nant passage? It is impossible to give the compact
and suggestive meaning of the original except in peri-
phrasis. Our Lord’s Incarnation is the medium of
communication between the natural life and the
spiritual. It is, in the first place, the copula that
unites the creation with the Creator. ‘He took not
on Him the nature of angels, but of the seed of
Abraham He layeth hold.” Had He assumed angelic
nature, the chasm that divides the Creator from His
creation would have remained unbridged. By taking
human nature, the Eternal Son bridged the gulf.

. ' Heb. x. 20.
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For human nature consists of body (ocdua), soul
(Yuxr), and spirit (wvedua) ; and these embrace the
whole creation : inorganic matter, vegetable, animal
and spiritual life. Thus only can we fully under-
stand the profound language of St. Paul. The atone-
ment which he preached was a truth infinitely deeper
and higher and wider than amere forensic satisfaction
for sin. It embraced the universe by uniting it with
the Almighty and all-loving Creator. ¢ For it pleased
the Father that in Him should all the fulness (wra@v
70 #\jpopa) dwell ; and through Him to reconcile
all things (ra& wdvra) to Himself through the blood
of His Cross; through Him, whether things upon
the earth or things in the heavens.”' And the same
Apostle, in another place, represents ‘the whole
creation ’ as ‘ groaning and travailing in pain with
us until now,” and awaiting with us ¢ the redemption
of the body’? which allies us to the material
universe.

The Incarnation thus embraces the whole uni-
verse of being. Next, it is, in a more restricted
sense, a fresh source of purified life to the fallen
race of Adam. ‘For as in Adam all die, even so in
Christ shall all be made alive.”? How do all men
die in Adam? By deriving from him a nature
biased towards evil by the now recognised law of
beredity ; a nature not so much evil in itself, as
disorganised, out of joint, going after wrong objects,
nourished on deleterious food, and thus become

1 Col. i. 19, 20. ? Rom. viii. 22, 28.
3 1 Cor, xv. 22,
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angemic, needing a fresh supply of healthy blood
to form gradually a new nature to take the place of
the old. This is the ‘new and living way ’ which
Christ gpened for mankind through the veil of His
flesh—that is, of His deified humanity. Zdoa is
here the antithesis of that which is lifeless, and
therefore powerless. The way into the sanctuary
of the Old Dispensation was a lifeless pavement
trodden by the high priest alone with the blood of
slain beasts for which there was no resurrection—
sacrifices, therefore, ¢ which could never take away
sin,’ and were efficacious only as shadows cast
before of the one prevailing ¢ Sacrifice for ever’ of
the ‘Lamb slain from the foundation of the world.’
The way opened by Jesus Christ is new and unique;
and it is living, for it is His own Humanity, over
which death ‘hath no more dominion.” The veil,
¢ that is His flesh,’ is rent asunder, opening the holy
of holies ¢ to all believers,’ never again to be closed
till His mediatorial work, which embraces all
creation, is finished, and death is swallowed up in
victory, and all this visible scene of fleeting phe-
nomena gives place to the ‘new heavens and the
earth wherein dwelleth righteousness.’

Let us try to enter into the full meaning of this
glorious revelation, this ‘new and living way ’ into
the spiritual realm, 8d Tod xaramerdoupatos TobT
#aTwv oapxds avrod. While our Incarnate Lord
was on earth fulfilling the conditions of fallen
humanity during the period of His Kenosis—that
is, while He held His uncreated glory and Divine

o
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attributes in abeyance—His mortal flesh hung like
the Temple curtain between Himself and His people.
But d.eath rent the veil, and at the same moment
¢ the veil of the Temple was rent in twain fgom the
top to the bottom.” He laid aside the Adamite
conditions of His manhood, and passed with it,
transfigured and glorified, under the reign of the
laws which are proper to spiritual being. And thus
He reconciled (amoxatiAAafev) us in the body of
His flesh through death (Col. i. 22), so that the
flesh should no longer be a wall of partition either
between His Humanity and the spiritual world, or
between God and man; but, on the contrary, a
bond of union bridging the ‘great gulf fixed’ till
then between the human and the Divine, the finite
and the Infinite. Thus it is that He has made a
new way for us (dvexalvicev) through the veil of His
flesh, opened out & new mode of access to God, so
that the Divine Nature is now approachable by the
human.

‘What a flood of light this view of the Incarnation
casts upon sundry passages of Holy Writ ; such, for
instance, as our Lord’s words to Mary Magdalene :
‘Touch Me not, for I am not yet ascended to My
Father.’ It was no longer the ‘flesh’ which she
had known and handled under its temporal con-
ditions, but that flesh spiritualised and glorified, and
to be approached henceforth ‘in a new and living
way,’ and by other organs than the bodily senses.

And now let us see how this doctrine bears on
our sacramental union with Christ as expounded by
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St. Paul, and also by our Lord Himself, especially
in the great sacramental discourse recorded in the.
sixth chapter of St. John's Gospel. ‘For as in
Adam all die,’ says the Apostle, ‘even so (ofrw xal)
shall all be made alive.’ All men die in Adam
through the law of heredity; by deriving from the
progenitor of the race—not indeed an utterly
depraved nature, as some have supposed, but—a
tainted nature; a nature with a germ of evil in it ;
a nature with the equilibrium of its parts destroyed,
so that the animal bias is apt to master the spiritual.
And this evil inheritance with which we are all
born is due to our organic connection with the
head of our fallen race. Thus ‘in Adam we all die.’

How are we ‘made alive in Christ’? The
Apostle tells us that it is by an identical process—
i.e. by organic connection. ‘Even so’—just in the
same way—°in Christ shall all be made alive.” He
contemplates humanity as subsisting under two
heads, the ‘ First Adam’ and the ‘Second Adam,’
‘the Old Man’ and ‘the New Man.” From the one
we derive a vitiated life, an impoverished nature.
Into the other we are ‘grafted’ by sacramental
union in order to have a new and untainted life
injected into our wounded nature. In baptism, our
Church Catechism tells us, we are ‘ made members
of Christ.’ And the Catechism does but follow the
stronger language of St. Paul, who compares the
connection between Christ and Christians with that
between Adam and his wife, who was made ¢ bone of
his bone and flesh of his flesh.” Christians, he says,

c?2
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‘are limbs of His body, out of His flesh and His
bones.” And elsewhere : ¢ The first man Adam was
made a living soul ; the Liast Man was made a life-
giving ({womoeodv) spirit. Howbeit that was not
first which is spiritual, but that which is natural ;
and afterward that which is spiritual. The first
man is of the earth, earthy : the second man is the
Lord from heaven. As is the earthy, such are they
also that are earthy; and as is the heavenly, such
are they also that are heavenly. And as we have
borne the image of the earthy, we shall also bear the
image of the heavenly.’

These words can bear but one meaning, namely,
that the connection with ‘the Last Adam’ is just
as real as the connection with the first. Our Lord
Himself conveys the same idea under the image of
the life-giving Vine and its branches ; and still more
emphatically in that wonderful discourse in the sixth
chapter of St. John’s Gospel. There He calls Him-
self ‘the Bread of life,” ‘the living Bread which
came down from heaven.” And then more plainly :
¢ The Bread that I will give is My Flesh, which I will
give for the life of the world” And when His
hearers questioned the possibility of such a gift, He
repeated the startling assertion with a solemn as-
severation : ‘ Verily, verily, I say unto you, Except
ye eat the Flesh of the Son of Man and drink His
Blood, ye have no life in you. Whoso eateth My
Flesh and drinketh My Blood hath eternal life;
and I will raise him up at the last day. For My
Flesh is meat indeed, and My Blood is drink indeed,
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. . . Many therefore of His disciples, when they
heard this, said, This is an hard saying; who can
hearit? . . . From that time many of His disciples
went back, and walked no more with Him." And
He let them go rather than water down His ‘hard
saying.’” He was even willing that His *little flock’
of twelve should follow the rest rather than let them
believe that He meant less than He said. There is
pathos, but also unflinching determination in His
question: ‘ Will ye also go away?’ It were well
if they who still stumble at the doctrine would
ponder Simon Peter’s answer: ‘Lord, to whom
shall we go ? Thou hast the words of eternal life.’

Our Lord's words are ‘an hard saying’ still.
Shall we call them figurative ? All language is in a
sense figurative. It is never the exact embodiment
of the idea which it seeks to express. But it is, let
us remember, always less than the truth. In that
sense our Lord’s language here is figurative. He
does not mean flesh and blood in the sense in which
we ordinarily use these words; but He means
something much deeper, grander, more real. He
means His essential Humanity. Throughout the
sacrificial system of Israel the blood represents the
life, the totality of individual being. Hence the
prohibition to eat il. ¢ For the life of the flesh is in
the blood : and I have given it to you upon the altar
to make an atonement for your souls; for it is the
blood that maketh an atonement for the soul.’!

It was thus in the languageof their own law that

! Lev. xvii. 11.
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our Lord expounded His Eucharnistic doctrine to the
people of Capernaum ; and they ought to have
understood Him and followed His reasoning. But
their minds remained on the low level of gross
materialistic conceptions, and they asked incredu-
lously, * How can this man give us His flesh to eat?’
He tried toexplain : *The spirit is the life-producer ;
the flesh profiteth nothing. The subject of My dis-
course is spirit and life.”!' That is to say, when He
spoke of giving His Flesh and Blood as the food of
His people, He did not mean by flesh and blood any-
thing that the bodily senses could apprehend or a
chemist could analyse into its elements. In that
sense our Lord’s Flesh and Blood are certainly not
present in the Eucharist, or indeed anywhere. It is
true that He called on His disciples to testify to His
‘flesh and bones '’ after His Resurrection. But it is
also true that the normal condition of His risen body
was that of spirit. What we call flesh and bones is
a consolidation of gases which are subject to disinte-
gration and dissolution, and this is warded off for a
time by the assimilation of congenial nutriment to
repair the increasing waste of tissue. But our Lord’s
risen body subsists without food and is independent

' The form of the original is somewhat lost in the English
version, especially the second clause of the verse (63): T& pfuara &
dyd AaAd Vuly xvevud ¢ori xai (wh éorw. This is inadequately rendered
by ‘ The words that I speak unto you they are spirit and they are
life” The word pijua in Hebraistic Greek, both in the Septuagint and
in the New Testament, came to signify the subject of the words, and
not the mere words themselves. It was of the realities enshrined in
His words that our Lord declared that they are spirit and life; not
dead matter like ‘ flesh and blood ’ in ordinary speech.
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of the laws of physics. He passed through the
rock-closed tomb, for the angels rolled back along its
groove the heavy stone door to let the pious women
in, not to let the risen Saviour out. Similarly He
passed afterwards through the closed door, and
appeared and disappeared at will, sometimes recog-
nisable, sometimes not, according to the spiritual
receptivity of those He visited. The truth is that
His humiliation, His self-emptying, was always on
His part a voluntary act. He chose to be subject to
the conditions of fallen human nature; to learn to
walk and read, stumbling as He learnt; to ‘grow
in wisdom and stature,’ His mind developing pari
passu with His body; to need sleep and food like
weary and decaying mortals ; to sit fatigued by the
well of Jacob and crave for a refreshing draught of
cool water ; to feel keenly the desertion of friends
and the pain of wounds; to have a tender human
pity for the widow who was following the bier of an
only son; to shed tears at the grave of Lazarus as
He heard the sobs of the dead man'’s sisters; to die
upon the cross by a royal act of will, not through the
violence of men ; for it was * with a loud voice,” not
with the gasp of dying men, that ¢ He yielded up the
ghost.’

But all this was a voluntary subjection, not a
necessity laid upon Him by an unavoidable destiny.
And to show this He occasionally freed Himself even
before His death from the domination of physical
conditions and laws. He dispensed with food for
forty days and forty nights, contrary to the ordinary
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experienceof men. Hewalked upon the waves against
the law of gravity. He made Himself invisible to
the multitude at Capernaum contrary to the laws of
optics. He was transfigured on the Mount beyond
the skill of mortals. Before His Resurrection there-
fore the normal condition of His body was what St.
Paul calls psychical and our English Version calls
‘natural ; ’ that is to say, He chose to submit to the
ordinary conditions of fallen humanity, but retained
the power of retiring on occasion within the domain
of spiritual laws, and was pro tanto released from
the reign of natural laws.

Conversely, after the Resurrection the normal
condition of His body was that of spirit. His
habitat, if I may use the expression, was the
spiritual world, from which He emerged at will,
moving freely and unimpeded among natural laws ;
availing Himself of them when He chose, and dis-
pensing with them at His pleasure. He appearedin
human form, though the form varied, and almost .
invariably required the opening of a spiritual prgan
in the percipient to recognise it. To convince the
incredulous Thomas, He reincarnated His spiritual
body and exhibited it with the stigmata of the
Passion. And He spoke with an audible voice and
ate with them on the shore of the lake. On the
other hand, He passed through solid substances asif
they did not exist. And although this fact has so
often furnished the sceptic and the scoffer with
objections and gibes against Christianity, physical
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science itself has now come to theaid of an affronted
creed, and discomfited its assailants. We now know
that even a physical substance like electricity can
pass through solid substances as if they did not
exist ; through masses of tissue, and wood, and even
rock. What is possible to a material substance can,
a fortiori, present no difficulty to a spiritual sub-
stance, which is so much subtler than the most
ethereal of earthly entities.

Though I accept the intention conveyed by the
Black Rubric—to use the common solecism—at the
end of the Communion Office, I cannot accept its
philosophy when it affirms that ¢ the natural Body
and Blood of our Saviour Christ are in Heaven, and
not here; it being against the truth of Christ’s
natural Body to be at one time in more places than
one.” Christ, as we have seen, has no ‘natural
body ’ at all in the sense of the rubric. For flesh
and blood,’ as the Apostle assures us, ‘cannot
inherit the kingdom of God; neither doth corruption
inherit incorruption.’! Our Lord’s risen body is
¢ gpiritual,’ not ‘ natural,’ as the same Apostle also
assures us, and has therefore no relation to place.
¢Christ sits at the right hand of God,” says a most able
and learned Danish Protestant divine, ¢ but the right
hand of the Father is everywhere.” He is careful,
however, to guard himself against the Lutheran
perversion of the doctrine of the Communicatio
Idiomatum, which endows Christ’s Humanity with

' 1 Cor. xv. 50.
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the ubiquity of His Divine Person.! Hooker takes
much the same view :—

To conclude, we hold it in regard of the fore-alleged
proofs a most infallible truth that Christ as Man is not
everywhere present. There are which think it as infalli-
bly true that Christ is everywhere present as Man, which
peradventure in some sense may be well enough granted.
His human substance in itself is naturally absent from
the earth, His soul and body not on earth but in heaven
only. Yet because this substance is inseparably joined
to that personal Word which by His very essence is
present with all things, the nature which cannot have in
itself universal presence hath it after a sort? by being
nowhere severed from that which everywhere is present.
For inasmuch as that infinite Word is not divisible into
parts, it could not in part but must needs be wholly
incarnate, and consequently wheresoever the Word is it
hath with it manhood, else should the Word be in part
or somehow God only and not Man, which is impossible.
For the Person of Christ is whole, perfect God and per-
fect Man wheresoever, although the parts of His Man-
hood being finite, and His Deity infinite, we cannot say
that the whole of Christ is simply everywhere, as we may
say that His Deity is, and that His Person is by force of
Deity. For Somewhat of the Person of Christ is not
everywhere in that sort, namely, His Manhood, the only
conjunction whereof with Deity is extended as far as
Deity, the actual position restrained and tied to a certain
place ; yet presence by way of conjunction is in some
sort presence.

Again, as the Manhood of Christ may after a sort be
everywhere said to be present, because that Person is

! Martensen’s Christian Dogmatircs, p. 325.
2 The italics are Hooker’s in all this quotation.
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everywhere present from whose Divine substance man-
hood nowhere is severed; so the same universality of
presence may likewise seem in another respect applicable
thereunto, namely, co-operation with Deity, and that in
all things.!

There is scarcely a greater name in the history
of philosophy than Leibnitz, a man of universal
genius, sound judgment, and master of all the learn-
ing of his time in addition. A sincere Protestant
himself, he was a sincere believer in the doctrine of
the Real Presence in the Sacrament, and he meets
as follows one of the current objections to it :—

As I have been the first to discover that the essence
of a body does not consist in extension but in motion,
and hence that the substance or nature of a body, even ac-
eording to Aristotle’s definition, is the principle of motion
(évredéxea) and that this principle or substance of the
body has no extension, I have made it plain how God
can be clearly and distinctly understood to cause the sub-
stance of the same body to exist in many different places.?

Even of material substance we must admit that
we know nothing but as it is manifested in certain
qualities. 'We cannot think of any quality except as
inhering in some underlying substance as its basis.
But substance itself eludes our last analysis.®> Alike
in philosophy and in theology if we try to run beyond

' Eecl. Pol. V. 1v.7, 8.

* Briefwechsel swischen Leibnite, Arnauld, u. Ernst v. Hesse-
Rheinfels, p. 145.

3 ¢ Quid sit rei alicujus substantia minime cognoscimus. Videmus
tantum corporum figuras et colores; audimus tantum sonos ; tan-

gimus tantum superficies externas; olfacimus odores solos; et gus-
tamus sapores: intimas substantias nullo sensu, nulla actione
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our tether we end in upsetting ourselves. Our
inquiry leads us at last to a mystery which sense
end intellect fail to penetrate. The doctrine of the
Eucharistic Presence is a matter of revelation and
of faith, and the mode of it is past our comprehen-
sion. So true is Sir Willlam Hamilton’s dictum
that ‘no difficulty emerges in theology which had
not previously emerged in philosophy.’ For the
philosopher equally with the theologian the safe
rule is, ¢ Crede ut intelligas,’ not ¢ Intellige ut credas.’!
‘ Mysteries are revealed unto the meek,” says the
wise son of Sirach. And a greater than he has
taught us that the key which opens the secret of His
mysteries is a teachable will. ¢If any one hath the
will to do His will, he shall know of the doctrine
whether it be of God.’

Let us then, in this spirit, see whether we cannot
understand at least the drift of our Liord’s discourse
at Capernaum. He declares Himself to be the food
of His people. He promises to give them His Flesh
and Blood for their sustenance, and solemnly affirms
that unless men eat His Flesh and drink His Blood
they have nolife in them. But He adds that they are
not to understand His words in a gross natural sense
appreciable by the bodily senses. It is not man’s
perishable body that He promises to feed, and by
feeding make partaker of His own Eternal Life, but
reflexa, cognoscimus.’ (Principia, Schol. Ult. Cf. Sir William

Hamilton’s Discussions on Philosophy, pp. 604-5.)
! See Is.vii. 9, in the LXX version : Kal ¥&» u) mioredonre od8d u)

cuvijTe.
2 8. John vii. 17.
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man’s true self, his spiritual substance, which re-
mains constant amidst the unceasing mutations of
its earthly integument. ‘It is the spirit that
quickeneth,’ not flesh and blood that the senses can
scrutinise. Impoverished humanity must be placed
in communication with a fresh spring of life to arrest
the decay of the old perishing nature and transform
it into the nature of the Incarnate Son.

‘It is the spirit that quickeneth, the flesh pro-
fiteth nothing.’ In these words our Lord lays down
a truth applicable to all life. Hven in material
things it is not the gross mass of palpable particles
that ¢ profiteth,’ but the spirit, the hidden essence,
which is too subtle for the apprehension of the
senses, too ethereal for the skill of science. ¢It is
the spirit that quickeneth’ throughout the realm of
nature. Matter in all its forms is an evolution from
a spiritual cause which has its source in the Divine
Will. ‘In Him we live, and move, and have our
being,” and apart from Him there is and can be no
life. In this sense the whole universe of created
being may be said with exact truth to feed upon its
God. Its life is derivative, not independent. ¢The
eyes of all wait upon Thee, O Lord, and Thou givest
them their meat in due season.” No life can exist for
a moment, from that of an archangel to that of a
blade of grass, apart from the Almighty Creator and
Universal Sustainer. In the spiritual world, as far
as we are given to know, all created life is sustained
immediately by the will of God. On earth it is sus-
tained sacramentally—that is by means of secondary



30 THE REFORMATION SETTLEMENT

causes. This rule prevails universally in our world.
It is the law of all life in the vegetable and animal
kingdoms, and it is the law of human life both on
its material and spiritual side. It is the law of
Paradise. However we interpret the narrative of
man'’s innocence and fall, it is plain that it describes
a sacramental system: ordinary food proper for
man’s body, and spiritual food for his spiritual
nature, imparted through material channels, till
man’s sin interposed a barrier.

All nature may thus be regarded as a sacramental
system, ‘an outward and visible sign of an inward
and spiritual grace’ energising within it; and the
Sacraments of the Church are but an example in one
department of the Divine Providence, as manifested
on earth, of the rule which He has ordained through-
out the realm of nature. By the ‘hard saying'’
which shocked the people of Capernaum, and many
others since their day, we are to understand Christ’s
Incarnate life. He would have us believe that this
is the source and nutriment of our spiritual, that is
our true, our real life.

But how can our Lord’s Humanity be thus dis-
seminated germinally among the millions of His
members? To which I answer: How can the flesh
and blood—that is, the essential humanity—of
Adam be disseminated among the millions of his
descendants ? We know that it is so: the fact is
undisputed. And shall we declare that to be im-
possible to the Second Adam, whose Person is
Divine, which is an admitted fact in the case of the
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first Adam ? 8hall the first Adam be capable of
propagating his perverted nature among all the
bhuman beings who have sprung from his loins?
And shall the Second Adam, ¢‘the Lord from
heaven,” be unable to impart His life-giving
Humanity through the channels of His own ap-
pointment ? There is a real presence of Adam, in
no figure of speech but in stern truth, in all his
children. 'We are indeed partakers of his flesh
and blood ; and yet, again, not in the gross sense
understood by the people of Capernaum, but in a
far more real sense.

But there i1s a fundamental difterence between
Adam’s presence through the long line of his
offspring, and Christ’'s Sacramental Presence.
Adam is present in his nature, through the mys-
terious process of natural generation, in all his
descendants. But he is not present personally, for
his person, being human, is limited and circum-
scribed. Christ’s human nature is communicated
sacramentally, and He is thus, like Adam, present
humanly in the process of communicating it; but
He is also present personally, for His Person, being
Divine, is inseparable from His Humanity, and is in
fact omnipresent.

The fact is, the impugners of the Sacramental
system of the Church take too contracted a view of
God’s relation to the material universe. They find
it hard to believe that spiritual energy can be
imparted through material channels, such as water,
and bread and wine. But surely thig is in strict
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analogy with His operations in nature and among
men. Does any of His gifts reach us except through
some material agency ? What were the prophets
of old? What is the Bible? What is prayer?
Are not all these and the like material organs of
communication between God and man? Let us
purge our minds of carnal notions and rise above
the grovelling literalism of the people of Capernaum,
who imagined that the Flesh and Blood with which
Jesus offered to feed them meant portions of pon-
derable matter. ‘They are spirit and they are
life,’ and all the more real on that account.

It may be well, before passing away from this
subject, to take note of the Primate’s reference to
Consubstantiation in his recent Charge. ¢It is diffi-
cult, if not impossible,” he says, ‘really to distinguish
between this doctrine [of the Real Presence] and the
Lutheran doctrine commonly called Consubstantia-
tion, and it is important that it should be clearly
understood that it is not unlawful to hold and teach
it within the Church of England.’

I suppose that his Grace understands by Con-
substantiation the co-existence of the substance
of the bread and wine with the substance of the
Lord’s Body. It is not quite clear what the
Lutheran doctrine really is. The explanations of it
are not always consistent. Luther himself explains
it as follows in his letter to Henry VIIIL. :—

The Body of Christ is (the bread still existing) in the
Sacrament, as fire is in iron, the substance of the iron
existing; and God in man, the human nature existing;
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the substances in each case being so united that each
retains its own operation and proper nature, and yet they
oonstitute one thing.

Yet on other occasions Luther, while strongly
insisting on the reality of the Sacramental Presence,
deprecates any attempt to define the mode. The
Lutheran Confessions, however, carefully avoid
definition while affirming the fact. The Augsburg
Confession says: ‘ De Ccoena Domini docent quod
cum pane et vino vere exhibeantur corpus et
sanguis Christi vescentibus in Coena Domini.” The
Saxon Confession says: ‘Docentur etiam homines
sacramenta esse actiones divinitus institutas, et extra
usum institutum res ipsas non habere rationem
sacramenti, sed in usu instituto in hac communione
vere et substantialiter adesse Christum, et vere ex-
hibere sumentibus corpus et sanguinem Christi.’
The Wiirtemberg Confession says: ‘Cum de pane
dicitur Hoc est corpus mewm, non est necesse ut
sabstantia panis mutetur in substantiam corporis
Christi ; sed ad veritatem sacramenti sufficit quod
corpus Christi vere sit cum pane presens, atque adeo
necessitas ipsa veritatis sacramenti exigere videtur,
ut cum vera preesentia corporis Christi verus panis
maneat.’

We may therefore say that Lutheranism is not
committed to the doctrine of Consubstantiation, and
the English Church certainly is not. The great
divines of the seventeenth century reject equally ‘a
trans and a con’ as definitions of the mode of the
Presence; and the divines of the Tractarian move-

D
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ment are equally emphatic on the point. And with
good reason. Forthe word ‘Consubstantiation ’ lends
itself to more than heterodox meaning. Luther
himself, misled by the word, sometimes used lan-
guage which implied impanation, and also Euty-
chianism. The word may mean not only the co-
existence of heterogeneous substances, but also their
possession of & common nature, a8 when the Nicene
Creed says that Christ is consubstantial with the
Father. Our divines therefore have done wisely to
avoid a word which has never been naturalised even
in Lutheran theology, and which has never obtained
a footing in our Church.

In fine, try as we may, we are not likely to im-
prove on Queen Elizabeth’s profession of faith in
the Real Presence :—

He was the Word that spake it ;
He took the bread and brake it ;
And what that Word did make it,
I do believe and take it.!

So much as to the doctrine of the Real Presence
in the Eucharist. Disengaged from popular mis-
conceptions and crude materialistic notions, surely
it must be admitted to be in complete harmony with
the teaching of our Lord and with St. Paul’s

! These lines have sometimes been attributed to Donne; but the
balance of evidence is in favour of their Elizabethan authorship
when the queen was in confinement as Princess Elizabeth. They
are not in the first edition of Donne, and were published for the
first time as his in 1654, thirteen years after his death. Some other
poems, confessedly not his, were published in the edition of 1654,
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doctrine of our relation to the two Adams, and of
the Eucharist being our bond of union with
Christ.! We shall presently see how the Church of
England regards it. But let me first endeavour to
explain the sense in which I understand the
Eucharist to be a sacrifice. For undoubtedly that
term has been applied to it in the earliest Liturgies,
and by those °‘Catholic Fathers and ancient
Bishops’ to whose doctrine the English nation, in
its ecclesiastical and lay capacity, appealed at the
time of the Reformation as a model for the teaching
and practice of its clergy. The primary appeal was
to Scripture, but to Scripture as interpreted by the
undivided Church of the first centuries of Chris-
tianity. The Canon of 1571 concerning Preachers
enjoins the clergy ‘never to preach anything to be
religiously held and believed by the people except
what is agreeable to the doctrine of the Old or
New Testament, or which the Catholic Fathers and
ancient Bishops have collected from that doctrine.” *

An Act of Parliament, passed thirteen years
previously,® declares emphatically that ‘nothing is
to be adjudged heresy but that which heretofore has
been adjudged by the authority of the Canonical
Scriptures, or the first four General Councils, or

t 1 Cor. x. 16.

* +In primis videbunt Concionatores, nequid unquam doceant
pro concione quod a populo religiose teneri et oredi velint, nisi
quod oonsentaneum sit doctrinee Veteris aut Novi Testamenti,
guodque ex illd xps& doetring Catholici Patres et veteres Episcopi
colligerint.”

- ’lmuoaplua 1558§xxxvx .
2
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some other General Council, wherein the same hath
been declared heresy by the express word of Scrip-
ture ; or such as shall be termed heresy by the High
Court of Parliament with the assent of the clergy in
Convocation.’

Bishop Pearson is a standard Anglican authority,
whose classical work on the Creed is one of the
books which candidates for Holy Orders are re-
quired to master. He was, moreover, one of the
divines who presided over the last revision of the
Book of Common Prayer, and was also one of the
divines who took part in the Savoy Conference.
Baxter says ‘he was their [Church of England)]
true logician and disputant. . . . He disputed
accurately, soberly, and calmly, being but once
in a passion, breeding in us [the Puritans] a
great respect for him.” He also calls him ¢the
strength and honour of that [Church of England]
cause.’” In a sermon in praise of the Reformation
preached before the University of Cambridge in
1669 during his tenure of the Lady Marguret
Professorship of Divinity, Pearson says :—

Bacros igitur imprimis Seripture codices [Reformatio]
tanquam basin religionis instauranda® posuit, et omnibus
propalavit. Sed ne mala feriata hominum ingenia tam
tremenda mysteria violarent, sapientissime pracepit ¢ ne
quis populo quicquam tanquam ad salutem necessarium
preedicaret, quod antiquissimi Patres ex eisdem ante non
collegerunt.’ Tria preeterea Symbola, certissima antiquse
fidei criteria, admisit ; admonuit etiam, ¢ Vere generalia
Concilia esse sine controversia admittenda, et quicquid
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iis contrarium doceretur ac pervivaciter defenderetur,
pro heeresi puniendum esse.” Sacros ordines, ab ipsis
Apostolis institutos, promovit ; disciplinam vetustissimam,
aut adhuc obtinentem retinuit, aut ante collapsam
restitutum iri exoptavit.!

Here then we have this eminently representative
divine of the Church of Fngland taking his stand
on the authoritative declaiations of the Church and
State of England at the period of the Reformaition,
and laying down the following cardinal principles
of the Reformation : first, the appeal, on all disputed
points, to Scripture as interpreted by the Church of
the first four centuries; secondly, the conservation
of the organic constitution of the Church as it came
down from Apostolic times; thirdly, the retention
of what still remained of the ancient order of Divine
worship, and the restoration of what had collapsed
in the turmoil of party passions and prejudices.
‘We have probably in this passage a side light on
the Ornaments Rubric by one of its framers. The
ornaments there prescribed were to be retained for
use where circumstances allowed their restoration.

Grotius also refers in terms of high praise to the
Canon of 15712 The thirtieth Canon of 1603
enters more fully into the rationale of the Canon of
1571. After defending against the Puritans the use
of the sign of the Cross in baptism, the Canon pro-
ceeds to lay down as follows the general principle

v Minor Theological Works, i. 486.
2 Non possum non laudere preclarum Anglim canonem,
¢ Imprimis,’ &c. De Imperio Sum. Pot. circa Sacra, vi. 8.
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underlying the appeal of the English Church to
antiquity : —

Thirdly, it must be confessed that in process of time
the sign of the Cross was greatly abused in the Church
of Rome, especially after that corruption of Popery had
once possessed it. But the abuse of a thing doth not
take away the lawful use of it. Nay, so far was it from
the purpose of the Church of England to forsake and
reject the Churches of Italy, France, Spain, Germany, or
any such-like Churches, in all things which they held and
practised, that, as the Apology of the Church of England
confesseth, it doth with reverence retain those ceremo-
nies, which do neither endamage the Church of God, nor
offend the minds of sober men; and only departed from
them in those particular points wherein they were fallen
hoth from themselves in their ancient integrity, and from
the Apostolical Churches which were their first founders.

Lastly, the use of the sign of the Cross in Baptism,
being thus purged of all Popish superstition and error,
and reduced in the Church of England to the primary
institution of it, upon those true rules of doctrine con-
cerning things indifferent, which are consonant to the
Word of God and the judgment of the ancient Fathers,
we hold it the part of every private man, both minister
and other, reverently to retain the use of it prescribed
by public authority.

With this rule of interpretation to guide us, let
us now consider what is meant by the Eucharistic
Sacrifice.



CHAPTER II

THE EUCHARISTIC SACRIFICE

I say it with all respect, but those who condemn
the doctrine of the Eucharistic Sacrifice appear to
me not only to misunderstand what they censure,
but to take an inadequate and jejune view of the
Sacrifice of Christ. They seem to fasten down its
significance to what logicians call its inseparable
accident, and to regard it as beginning and ending
on Calvary. What a poor notion such a view gives
of the doctrine of the Atonement and of our Lord’s
condescension and love! To us, with our limited
vision and sense of guilt, death appears a great
calamity. It puts an end to all our plans, tears us
from a thousand endearing associations, and dis-
misses us to an unknown world and an uncertain
destiny. To Him death was but a temporal in-
cident in a lifelong sacrifice. He ‘drank of the
brook in the way’ and passed to His mediatorial
throne to offer Himself as a perpetual sacrifice.'
The essence of sacrifice is in the surrender of the
will. That done, the sacrifice is complete as far as

' Heb. x. 12. Both the argument and the sense require that
eis 70 Smyexids in this verse should be connected with mpocevéyxas,
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the sufferer is concerned, though circumstances re-
quire its consummation in the death of the victim.
Abraham’s self-sacrifice was complete, and Isaac’s
also, when the Father of the faithful raised his arm
to slay his child; and the Church has always con-
ceded the crown of martyrdom to those whose
martyrdom was only in will. God has been sacri-
ficing Himself from eternity. He is self-sufficing
through the eternal harmony of a threefold Perso-
nality in an indivisible substance. He needs nothing
from without, and when He broke the silence of
eternity with the sights and sounds of created life it
was because His nature, like His name, is love, and
it is of the essence of love to share its happiness.
To Him this perpetual self-sacrifice involves no pain,
because His love is  perfect,” having no disturbing
elements, and none of that ¢ fear ' which St. John tells
us ‘hath torment.’” But when the Eternal Son laid
aside His uncreated glory, ‘ emptied Himself’ for a
time of His regal dignity by voluntary abasement,
circumscribing for a purpose His infinitude by the
limitations of humanity, the pain that is latent in
the love of all finite natures became manifest in the
‘strong crying and tears’ of His human nature.
He found the outpourings of His self-sacrifice re-
pelled on all sides. ‘He could do no mighty work
there because of their unbelief,” and His human soul
felt the pangs of baffled love.

The best of men
Tha.t ere wore earth about Him was a sufferer ;
A soft, meek, patient, humble, tranquil spirit ;
The first true gentleman that ever breathed.
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We may, therefore, say that in self-sacrifice lies
the happiness of God: first, in the relations of the
Persons of the Blessed Trinity to each other ; then
in the sphere of created life. The doctrine of the
Trinity is a mystery which transcends, without con-
tradicting, human reason. But one precious truth
it does disclose; namely, the existence of social
qualities in the Godhead. It was not at the birth
of a Virgin’s child in Bethlehem that God became a
Father. Fatherhood is an eternal attribute of His
nature, as Sonship is an eternal attribute of the
Second Person of the Trinity. Hence the emphasis
with which our Lord always calls Himself ‘the Son
of man,’” implying thereby in Him the prerogative
of another Sonship which differentiated Him from
all other men. This unique expression arrested the
attention of Renan. ‘It is probable,” he says, ‘ that
from the first He regarded His relationship with
God as that of a son towards his father. This was
His great act of originality ; in this He had nothing
in common with His race.” This important truth
is expressed with much force and clearness by the
late Mr. R. H. Hutton in his profound essay on the
¢ Incarnation and Principles of Evidence.’” His
treatment of the subject may be gathered from the
following quotation :—

"If Christ is the Eternal Son of God, God is indeed
and in essence a Father ; the social nature, the spring of
love, is of the very essence of the Eternal being; the
communication of His life, the reciprocation of His affec-
tion, dates from beyond time—belongs, in other words,
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to the very being of God. Now some persons think that
such a certainty, even when attained, has very little to do
with human life. ¢ What does it matter,’ they say, ‘ what
the absolute nature of God is, if we know what He is to
us ; how can it concern us to know what He was before
our race existed, if we know what He is to all His
creatures now ?’ These questions seem plausible, but I
believe they point to a very deep error. I can answer
for myself that the Unitarian conviction that God is—as
God and in His eternal essence--a single and, so to say,
solitary personality, influenced my imagination and the
whole colour of my faith most profoundly. Such a con-
viction, thoroughly realised, renders it impossible to
identify any of the social attributes with His real essence
—renders it difficult not to regard power as the true root
of all other Divine life. If we are to believe that the
Father was from all time, we must believe that He was
as a Father—that is, that love was actual in Him as well
as potential ; that the communioation of life and thought
and fulness of joy was of the inmost nature of God, and
. never began to be if God never began to be.

For my own part, I am sure that our belief, whatever
it may be, about the ‘absolute ' nature of God, influences
far more than any one supposes our practical thoughts
about the actual relation of God to us. Unitarians
eagerly deny, I once eagerly denied, that God is to them
a solitary Omnipotence. Nor is He. But I am sure
that the conception of a single eternal will as originating,
and infinitely antecedent to, all acts of love or spiritual
communion with any other, affects vitally the temper of
faith. The throne of heaven is to them a lonely one
The solitude of the eternities weighs upon their imagina
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