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“ALTARS PROHIBITED," &

PART IL

In reply to the anthorities given in the preceding
pages in proof of altars being prohibited by the Chuarch
of England, it has been alleged, that thers isa rubrie in.
our Prayer-book which ssactions them. The rabris
is, “And here is to be mnoted, that such orpa-
ments of the Charch and of the ministers thereof, at
all times of their ministration, shall be retained, and
he in use, as wers in this Chureh of Englend, by the
authority of Parlisment, in the second year of the
reign of King Edward the Bixth ;" the corresponding
rubrie in the preceding Prayer-books from the year
1559 being, “ And here is to be noted that the minister
at the time of the Communion, and at all other times
in his ministration, shall use such ornaments in the
church, 83 were in use by authority of Parliament, in the
second year of the reign of King Edward the Bixth,
aceording to the Aet of Parliament set in the begin-
ning of this book.”

It is contended, that in the words “ornaments of the
church,” are included the altars which were in use in
the second year of Edward VI.

The argument is hardly worth an answer, for who
would seriously contend for such an applieation of the
word “ ornements,” but with the view of gaining some
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object by it1 Dut its unsoundness may easily be
proved. For,in the first place, have weany reason to sup-
pose, that thosa who inserted the words in the Litargy
of 1662, affixed such & meaning to them? 1)d they
re-introduce altars, or as far as we can ascertain, desire
to do so? The rubrie, be it observed, is not merely
permissive, but preceptive, and therefore if, as is
alleged, they introdoced these words de movo in this
sense, there would have been some indication of it in
their acts. DBaut, on the contrary, there was nonpe.

Becondly, it appesrs from Bishep Ridley's * In-
junetions” and “Heasons,” (see pp. 7, 34—06, above),
that even in the second year of Edward VI,
zltars were not “in use by authority of Parliament”
as distingnished from tables, but that while the Liturgy
and Act for Uniformity of that year were still in foree,
Bishop Ridley gave directions for the substitntion of
tables for altars throughouot his diocese, which were
followed up by an order of council to the same effect
for the whole kingdom ; “ which thing,” as the divines
justly remark, who addressed Queen Elizabeth on this
subject (as stated above, pp. 36 e seg.), “ they wounld
not have done, if altarz had been established by autho-
rity of the said Parliament.” (p. 40, above.)

Lastly, the matter is put beyond question by the
following facts: The rubrie, though somewhat different
from the rubric of the Elizabethan Prayer-beok, pre-
cisely corresponds with the direetion of the Act for Uni-
formity of Queen Elizabeth, which runs thus,—* Pro-
vided always, and be it enacted, that such ornaments
of the church and of the ministers thereof, shall be
retained and be in use, as wasa in this Chareh of Eng-
land, by authority of Parliament, in the second year
of the reign of King Edward the Bixth, until other
order shall be therein taken by the suthority of the
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Queen’s Majesty, with the advice of her Commission-
ers, &e.” (Gibson’s Codex, i. 271.) Now the Prayer-
boock required to be nsed by this Aectis, the second
book of Edward VI., in which the word “ altar” had
been changed into “ table.” And when the Queen
was addressed shortly after by the leading divines of
the Reformation, exhorting her mnot to sanction
the altars that had been re-erected in the reign
of Queen Mary, they intimate to her, that to allow
altars would be to “bresk eeclesiastieal lawa, esta-
blished by Parliament,” * seeing there be spesial words
in the Book of Bervice allowed by Parliament, and
having foree of & law, for the placing and using of a
table at the ministration of the eommaunion, which
special words cannot be taken away by general terms.”
{See p. 39 above.) Accordingly, in the Queen's In.
junetions, issued soon after, the faot is distinctly recog-
nised that “the law” prohibits altars.

But if the direetion that the ornaments of the
church were to be the same as were in the seoond yeosr
of the reign of King Edward VI., referred to the
ultars, eo far from altars being prohibited, they would
have been required by the law, and therefore such waa
not the meaning of the words, nor consequently of our
rubrie, which is exactly the same.

And henee we obtain a full and ecomplete answer to
another futile argument in favour of “ altars,” from the
direetion of the rubrie, that “the chancels shall remain
as they have done in times past,” For this direction
in precisely the same words, was in the first Prayer-book
of Elizabeth, that very book to which the divines that
addressed her at the beginning of her reign, appeal as
requiring a table and prohibiting an altar for the ad-
ministration of the holy ecommunion ; and, moreover,
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is to be found in the second Prayer-book of Edward
V1., when the altars bad been removed.

The question as to what constitates & fable and whatan
altiar, is meraly the question of one who wishes to phscure
the subject. When God commanded Moses to make an
altar and s table for the Tabernacle, smidst all the parti-
ealar directions given as to the materials, &e., to be used,
it was not thought necessary to give &ny instructions as
to the difference of form between the two. * Thom
shalt maske” it is said, *a table of shittim wood, &kec.,
and thou shalt overlay it with pure gold, &e., and thoa
shalt make for it four rings of gold, and put the rings
in the four corners that are on .the four feet thereof.”
(Exed. zxv. 23—26.) Taking for granted that it wes
understood to be a horizontal plane standing npon feet
#s its supporters. And similar directions are piven
respecting the alter, its form being suppoesed to be well
understood. (See Exzod. xxvii. 1 —8, and zxx. 1—4.)
And we may observe, that this was not less an altar
for not being cemented to the foundation on which it
stood, or the building in whish it was placed, for in the
Tabernacle it was not thus fized, but hed rings in it for
staves, by which whon the Israelites were on their
journey it was carried. Whatever, then, might be the
reason for the distinetion between the two, there was a
difference in their form by which the one was distin-
guishable from the other, They were two different
things, intended for different purposes. The table was
a horizontul plane, resting upon a frame to which it
was attached, supported by feet, snd unattached to the
building in which it was placed. The altar was un
erection from the ground, not necessarily fixed to
the ground, but formed as if it were built from the
ground. ;
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The distinction may evidently be traced back to the
earliest age, when the very phrase used of building an
altar unto the Lord shows the genersl character of its
form, and thatit was different to what a table would be.
Nor would the two ever have been confounded together,
nor in fact were they, but from the rise of Romish false
doetrine, There arestill in existance some of the tables
in use during the earliest period of the Christian
Chureh, but these are called and wsed as altars by the
Romanists, consistency with their present doctrines re
quiring them to do so. Consequently,as far as names are
coneerned, it would be diffieult to draw a precise
distinction between the two. But is this confusion, so
easily to be mccounted for, to be perpetuated by us?
Are we to determine that two things really distinet from
each other are identieal, because Romanists and Trac-
tarians find it convenient for their purposes at times to
call each by the name of the other. When foreed by
the regulations of our shurch to make nse of a tabls,
they eall it an altar before the people, to intreduce the
doetrine of & saerifice; and when having contrived to
smuggle an altar into one of our churches, they are
called to aeconnt for it in an ecclesisstical coari, they
stand out that their altar is nothing but e table. The
consciousness of some parties who are very active in
this matter at the present time of the difference be-
tween the two, is shown in the following passage.
“ With respect to the latter,” i. e., altars, say the Cam-
den Bociety, “ we say, if circumstances do not permit
yoa to have a fixed altar of etone, do uot attempt one
of wood, but let your sltar be a movesble table,"®
They prefer a fixed altar of stone, but if that cannot be
obteined they recommend not an altar of weed, but a
table, showing that they regard an altar of wood and e

* Ecclesiol. iif, 6.



