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INTRODUCTION

Five of the following Chapters (Chs. V,
VIII, I1X, X, and X1) have been published as
separate articles in The American Church
Monthly. To the publisher of that periodiecal,
Mr. Edwin S. Gorham, the author gratefully
acknowledges permission to reproduce them
here.

This book 1s not addressed primarily to the
clergy, but rather to that large public whieh,
at least in the Anglican Communion, vigorously
asserts its interest in the Church. and in her
clergy and lay workers. It 1s neither a theolog-
1cal treatise nor a handbook on parochial ef-
fectiveness, although it necessarily treats of
theological matters and 1s concerned chiefly
with parochial affairs, and methods of Church
work.

It attempts to bring together and present as
a cognate whole the various facts, conditions,
and objects of criticism which are listed near
the end of Chapter I. It is intended to be
wholly practical, and to deal primarily with
matters not commonly touched upon even by
writers of handbooks. If i1t shall serve to stim-
ulate in the direction of the reforms which are
indicated, it will have succeeded 1n 1ts purpose;
and 1t 1s offered to 1ts readers in the single hope
that in however inconsiderable a fashion, 1t may
contribute to the furtherance of clear thought
about problems connected with God’s Holy
Catholic Church.

Henry S. WHITEHEAD

CHURCH OF THE ADVENT, BOSTON,
LENT, 1922.
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THE GARDEN OF THE LORD

I

CuoLtvaTting THE Lorp’s GARDEN

One of the fables which was rarely left
out of old-fashioned children’s ‘‘Readers’’
told of a king who summoned his sages
into his presence, and, selecting two of the wis-
est, sent out the first to make a tour of his
kingdom, to take note of all the flowers he might
see, and report at the end of the year. The
second was commissioned to report on all the
weeds and noxious vegetable growths at the
same time as his fellow. When the king re-
ceived the two sages at the end of the year,
he asked the first if he had observed anything
of interest besides flowers which he might wish
to include 1n his report. °‘‘Sire,”’ replied the
sage, ‘‘so occupled was 1 in carrying out thy
behest that after the first few days I saw noth-
ing but flowers. Verily this is a right glorious
kingdom, for there 1s no valley that i1s not
carpeted with flowers, no mountain-side which
does not glow in the rays of the declining sun,
as they reflect innumerable glories of rich color
from the masses of flowering shrubs.’’

A similar question was put to the other sage.

‘¢ Sire,’”’ replied he, sadly, ‘it 1s with me even
13-



14 THE GARDEN OF THE LORD

as with my brother, save that I marvel greatly
at his report. Ior truly I saw none of the
olories he describes! Throughout this whole
land there 1s naught but a great curse of weeds,
which the high gods have sent upon us, doubt-
less for our sins. Through the length and
breadth of the kingdom nothing did I see but
poisonous and ugly weeds, choking the good
soll and making wretched the lives of the hus-
bandmen.’’

Now it 1s sufficiently obvious that both these
views, widely held about the Lord’s garden,
the Church, are wrong. The modern mind
sees little in the fable beyond the lesson which
the king learned—that preoccupation often lies
at the root of unconsciously warped opinions.
In a real garden there are always both weeds
and flowers and homely vegetables, as well as
certain negative growths, like grass. The cul-
tivation of a garden, as a constructive art, can-
not be carried on effectively without the cor-
respondingly destructive process of rooting
out the weeds. In the perfect gardener there
must be an ideal combination of the construe-
tive—planting—faculty, with the destructive—
the weed-uprooting—faculty. The more the
cardener desires to produce, however enam-
oured he may be of the constructive side of his
art, the more must he devote himself to the
destruction of weeds and noxious growths.
This part of the work is the distressful part.
It is not ‘‘inspiring’’ to dig out weeds, nor 1s
it an easy or congenial task, especially for one
who looks ahead towards the greater and finer
results of the task as a whole. But it must be
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done or the garden will not flourish and the
successive crops will be less and less useful and
lovely.

To anyone who pauses to look about him in
the Garden of the Lord, in the intervals of his
deputized gardening, the weeds must always be
an object of interest. There they are with
their ugly heads showing, their harsh stems
bristling to choke out the good plants, their
deep, quick-spreading roots sucking out the
nourishment from the ground all about, and
getting tangled with the roots of the good
plants. It 1s a nasty job to root them out, a
back-breaking job, sometimes; but out they
must come, for the good of the garden.

Perhaps as good a way as any to get abruptly
to the task i1s to remember that a question like
this 1s often posed in a public way: ‘“Do you
want to make Anglicans out of the whole
world?’’ This question 1s apt to be put in one
form or another every so otten. There are two
points about it worth noting. First, that from
1ts nature, 1t 1s the typical question put by one
who does not dislike weeds, who thinks that
weeds should be allowed to grow and even to
be fostered (or, at the very least, let alone),
and that such effort as might be stimulated by
the presence of weeds should be directed to
understanding the uses to which weeds may be
put. Secondly, this question invariably stuns
its hearers into a reflective silence from which,
reluctantly, 1t may be, emerges the hesitating
answer, ‘“No, of course not.’”” The answerers
subside into a sad apathy, which affords oppor-



16 THE GARDEN OF THE LORD

tunity to the questioner to rise in his place and
propound his 1sm or his panacea unhindered.
Analysis of the reason why hearers are
always stunned 1nto acquiescence reveals some-
thing like this: The question automatically
drives out of mind the i1deal Anglicanism which
1s in the hearts of our mother Churech’s loyal
sons and daughters, and there arises 1n the
place of that noble mental monument a pur-
view of Anglicanism as 1t appears when seen
plecemeal 1n 1ts harrowing details. Visions
rise before the mind’s eye of parish rows, duf-
ferism and ineptitude, ‘‘parochialism,’’ groups
of gossiping old women of both sexes, mean-
ness, lay popes, struggling parsons with strug-
oling gentlewomen for wives and groups of
precariously educated and nourished children,
sung mattins, local ministerial associations, and
the bitter cry, ‘‘how long, O Lord, how long!”’
All these, and countless similar details of
Anglicanism as 1t appears on the surface to be,
arise, we see, before the mind’s eye of the
hearer of the question, and then, inescapeably,
the reluctant answer rises to tired minds and
comes out of wearied lips, ‘‘No, no, of course
not that.’”’ The ingrained human sense of the
orotesque comes along to help out the reluec-
tant conclusion. The 1magination deals frag-
mentarily with things like Hottentots or bol-
shevists converted to something like the sum
of the details which have passed through the
mind. One imagines Esquimaux engaged 1n a
cake sale to buy a new carpet for the church.
Latins stand up in Jerry-built wooden barns
of meeting houses while a group of caballeros
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and seiioritas render Caleb Simper’s Te Deum
in E-flat at Morning Prayer, somewhere 1n Ar-
gentina. The mental processes reach after and
attempt to visualize a large group of Greek
peasants engaged 1n stultifying themselves at
a Pleasant Sunday Afternoon conducted by
Captain Papadopoulos of the Peloponnesus
Division of the Church Army. The imagina-
tion fails, breaks—*‘‘No, no, a thousand times,
no.’”’ Of course, it 1s absurd to try to convert
the world to Anglicanism—abysmal, funny!

But, approached from another viewpoint,
this proposal appears less and less absurd. It
begins 1n fact to grow upon one when one puts
the question like this: What expression of
Christianity 1s better than Anglicanism? If
we believe 1t to be right that there should be
one fold, as there i1s one Shepherd, just what
fold must 1t be, or 1s there to be a new Church?
The ‘‘new church’’ 1dea 1s 1mpossible, of
course, ‘‘that way’’—as Nineteenth Century
Novelists were so fond of saving—‘‘that way,
madness lies!’’ If there is to be one fold, quite
clearly i1t will have to be a fold, however ex-
panded and rebuilt, which 1s already on 1its
foundations, and the task of determining
which fold 1s the less difficult as one applies
reason and common sense to the problem.

It 1s clear enough that there are not so very
many existing folds to choose from. Sectarian-
1sm has them a-plenty, of course, but the choos-
ing of any one of these and holding it up, as a
prospective fold for the world, is ipso facto a
reductio ad absurdum. One has only to imagine
the world—it 1s a large order—Anglican,
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Roman, ‘‘Orthodox,”” Protestant, and non-
Christian, all joining the Baptists or the ‘¢ Dis-
ciples’’ or the ‘‘ Wee I'rees’’ to get a kaleido-
scope picture so madly eccentric as to paralyze
the faculties of reason. -

It must be obvious enough that no one
variety of Protestantism is adequate for a uni-
versal fold for mankind. It cannot be that the
Shepherd desires to gather all His sheep into
such as this. There remain four possible folds:
1. The Pan-Protestant fold; 2. the Roman Cath-
olic fold; 3. The ‘‘Orthodox’’ fold; 4. the Ang-
lican fold. Among these the pragmatist in the
subject of Christian Unity must, perforece,
choose.

Let us take them up in order and examine
them, as pointedly and briefly as possible.

1. The Pan-Protestant plan may almost be
dismissed off hand, because there 1s no such
fold in existence. It is, at best, a chimera. It
1s the name of a hope, and a hope not even
necessarily connected with world-folding. At
1ts very best it 1s only a panacea on paper with
a universe of discourse confined to certain
Christians cut off from historic Christianity
and desiring no more than to attain a workable
uniformity of administration among themselves
despite internecine differences, which have
proved, up to the present, insuperable. We
may dismiss that first possibility from any
present discussion.

2. Roman Catholicism has very much to com-
mend it at first sight. It has great numbers
of adherents; it 1s the largest of the Christian
communions; 1t has an admirable executive
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system ; it possesses a high degree of efficiency
among 1ts administrators from highest to low-
est; 1t 1s committed to an intensely definite
system of theology and administration; its ad-
herents are well taught in the tenets of their
faith and are, 1n general, and with certain not-
able national and racial exceptions, entirely
loyal to their system. On the other hand, in
spite of all these enormous advantages, the
Roman Catholic system does not commend
itself to Christians of other varieties of the
faith because of certain broad, general facts,
which are as follows:

It has patently added certain definite doc-
trines to the faith, a thing unparalleled else-
where 1n Christendom, which the rest of Chnris-
tendom, 1n the nature of things, cannot accept.
The chief of these additions 1s the phenomenon
known as the Papal Claims, whereby the Bishop
of Rome claims to be the Vicegerent of God on
earth, both with respect to spiritual and tem-
poral affairs, and to be wnfallible when pro-
nouncing, officially, on questions of faith or
morals.

The Roman Catholic svstem, viewed as a
whole, does not conform to the test of Holy
Sceripture, even when reverent and due allow-
ance 1s svmpathetically made for the normal
development which Christ promised under the
ouldance of the Holy Spirit of God. Herein
agaln there 1s absolute consensus of opinion
among the spiritual and intellectual leaders as
well as among the rank and file of the rest of
Christendom.

The general position of the Roman Catholic
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Church 1s one which history, as an inevitable
test, shows to be unwarranted and i1ncorrect.

3. The Eastern Orthodox Communion, made
up of many Churches, as of the Greeks, Rus-
sians, and other nationalities, while 1t has pre-
served the faith and 1s in other respects, so far
as can be judged with discretion and sympathy,
otherwise fit to be the one fold, possesses cer-
tain characteristics whieh preclude other Chris-
tians from finding in i1t a comforting home. 1t
1s distinetly oriental in 1ts general purview.
Its services are enormously elaborate which
makes them unnecessarily difficult for the life
of the Western Hemisphere to adapt itself to.
It 1s rigid. Its liturgical languages, which
vary, are all such as to be understood only by
the respective hierarchies. An Kastern Ortho-
dox cleric passing from one national Church to
another 1s unable to celebrate the mysteries, in
many cases, because the language outside his
own Church is unknown to him. Even the litur-
gical Greek, which 1s the language of a large
section of Kastern Orthodoxy, 1s a tongue not
generallv understood even among the erudite
outside certain portions of the Orthodox East.

4. The Anglican Communion has often, and
justly, been called the communion which prof-
fers to the rest of Christendom the best meet-
ing place for reunion. It possesses all the
characteristics of a Catholic Communion, 1. e.,
a scriptural religion, the Catholic Creeds, a
valid ministry, and a sound liturgy. It pos-
sesses also a certain flexibility, a learned clergy,
a laity combining, in general, broad-mindedness
and orthodoxy, and uniformly imbued with that
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peculiar quality of culture which 1s ealled pro-
oressive and ‘‘ Western;’’ which 1s making its
way around the world and attraeting to it, as the
secular philosophy which most strongly com-
mends 1tself, the leaders of the nations of the
world. It 1s committed to the principle of
liturgical expression which 1s locally under-
stood; 1t 1s firm 1n the faith and at the same
time adaptable to the spiritual needs of all men
whatever their distinetive characteristies, na-
tionallv, racially, or otherwise.

Any one of these four possible folds for man-
kind can be criticised both favorably and ad-
versely from an internal point of view as well
as bv an outsider. KEven a list of the subjects-
matter for such criticism would make a fair-
sized book. It would be i1dle here to attempt
even a summarization of such points. DBut
while Pan-Protestantism, Roman Catholicism,
and Eastern Orthodoxv have each one or more
qualities which can be urged against them as
insuperable ditficulties in the way of regarding
any one of them as the fold for humanity; the
fourth, Anglicanism, 1s not, necessarily, open
to that eriticism. At least in the view of an
Anglican, it may be held, and consecientiously,
that 1f Anglicanism could be brought up nearer
to 1ts own 1deal; 1if 1ts norm could be even a
little more fullv realized in practice, 1t would
1nevitably, as a valid communion of the Holy
Catholie Church, emerge more and more clearly
into the position of the i1deal fold for the scat-
tered sheep of Christendom as well as for the
other sheep which are wholly without the fold.

Is 1t reasonable, then, seriously to propose
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to one’s fellow Anglicans, and through them to
the rest of Christendom, that the ‘‘Basis of
Unity’’ which shall be contended for by Ang-
licans 1s to be Anglicanism 1tself?

One may find in the Roman Catholic attitude,
conspicuous tor its unecompromising quality, a
precedent for answering ‘‘Yes.’’ It 1s not pro-
posed that the answer, ‘‘yes,’”’ be based on any-
thing like the same ground that makes the
Roman Catholic adhere so rigorously to his
own proper panacea—submission to the See of
Rome. We have no alleged Vicegerent of God
1n Anglicanism; we could not, i1f we would, base
our contention on any such ground as the
Roman reason. But it 1s fair to point out here
that there 1s a precedent for the attitude sug-
gested, and that a conspicuous and well-recog-
nized one.

Other kinds of Christians, when they submit
as individuals to the Church of Rome, do so,
necessarily, because they are willing to accept
the papal claims i1n return for what they are
accustomed to name ‘‘certainty and unity,’’
forgetting or shutting their eyes to, or not being
aware of, the very powerful foreces within the
Roman Church which make for uncertainty and
disunity when one scratches the surtace.

But those many who come into the Anglican
Communion do so, in general, because they want
a valid Church connection which will 1nelude
what has been dear to them 1n one or another
kind of Protestantism; or else, if they have been
Romans, to find a wvalid Church connection
which will be free from the characteristic
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Roman evils, such as need not, here, for any
o00d purpose, be even enumerated.

With this safeguard to our thought pro-
pounded, we may go on to examine the facts
which make the Roman claim to the allegiance
of the rest of Christendom so attractive to many
souls.

First, the uniformity, external though 1t be,
of the Roman Church. This apparent indica-
tion of internal harmony, of singleness and
definiteness of purpose makes a tremendous
appeal to the seeker after spiritual rest and
peace.

Second, the efficiency of a regulated system.

Third, the definite claim to be right.

Fourth, the real uniformity (even though 1t
be somewhat cut and dried and, to the more
truly Catholic mind of Anglicanism, ineclusive
of various tenets which are no integral part of
the depositum of faith) of the teaching.

All these claims of the Roman Chureh are
sound, psychologically, and as such, apart from
their Roman source, are worthy of examination
by any other communion which 1s desirous of
making a strong appeal to prospective con-
verts. The fact that they are characteristic of
the Roman Church has in it nothing to invali-
date them. This merely indicates that the
Roman Church (and who doubts 1t?) 1s wise 1n
its generation. We can see, if we put prejudice
aside, how excellent a thing 1t 1s to possess uni-
formity of practice and teaching, to adhere to
a well-regulated and efficient system, and to be-
lieve In our system so strongly as to be will-
ing to put forward our claim in a positive man-
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ner; and we can see this, as 1t happens, not
only by the processes of thought, but by a dem-
onstration of how 1t works, when used, as 1t 1s
by the Roman Communion, i spite of what
seem to others the glaring inconsistencies and
obvious errors of that system.

We do not, as a communion of the Holy
Catholic Church, need to go to Rome to learn
how to make ourselves externally and in prae-
tice what we are 1deally and in theorv, and par-
tially in faet; but there i1s no sound reason why
we should 1gnore these various means to the
best of good ends merely because Rome uses
them so successfully. And when we say, as we
often do, that Rome must reform herself be-
fore others will listen to her, it 1s only just to
apply this test to ourselves.

In order to make anything like the appeal to
the 1ignorant and the indifferent, to the millions
upon millions of persons who are unchurched or
untaught, or mistaught, 1t 1s primarily neces-
sary that Anglicanism should realize its nor-
mal self-consciousness, stop fighting internally,
close up the ranks, and agree upon its work-
ing principles; and then express these in its
practice.

To bring about that desideratum, it 1s clearly
essential that one of the high points of the pro-
cess 1s to develop efficiency among the leaders:
the clergy and the church workers, and the
laity who are in a position to exereise influence
in the countless way which can make for the
extention and the general betterment of the
Kingdom of God. This fact is the justification
for any attempt at internal betterment, and
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what 1s 1nvolved 1s both eritical and construe-
tive teaching and constant warfare against
weeds.

These blemishes in the Anglican portion of
the Lord’s Garden, some of which are here dis-
cussed under the figure of weeds, are manifold
and various, and undoubted. A list of them
would be formidable, and a list which one lover
of Anglicanism might make, would probably be
widely different from a list made by another.
it 1s a task whieh, when undertaken by any
one person, can be accomplished only by the
use of his own judgment, and in the hope of
persuasion and of securing agreement. The
writer attempts herein to take note of what
appeal to his judgment as peculiarly noxious
weeds, and to deal with each kind as best he
can, in the same hope of being able to persuade
and of securing agreement about them; and ot
suggesting, as kindly and pleasantly as he may,
the remedies indicated by his own judgment.
Many doubtless, will not agree with that judg-
ment; some, perhaps, may be assisted.

Such a list would 1nclude, he thinks, what to
him appear to be outstanding blemishes in the
Anglican portion of the Garden, and a chapter
1s devoted to the discussion of each. These are:
1. A certain smug satistaction with something
vague understood as the Reformation Settle-
ment. 2. Being a Jack of All Trades in the
Ministry. 3. The widespread substitution of
what may be called the Sidewalk Ministry for
the Ministry of the Sanctuary. 4. The still
more widespread ignorance among lay people
of the reason for church attendance. 5. The
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unwillingness to recognize the mind of the
Church with respect to clerical marriage; and
eyes being closed to the fact that this vital ques-
tion 1s primarily economic and temperamental,
rather than a question of ‘‘churchmanship.’’
0. The deplorable ineptitude 1n the matter of the
art of public worship which still prevails in our
communion. 7. The misunderstandings related
to work among the foreign-born, and especially
the prepossession i1n favour of basing such
work chiefly upon what 1s called Social Service.
8. The toleration of that insidious process
called ‘“ Modernism’’ which seeks to replace the
Christian Religion within the Chureh with an
emulsion of panaceas. 9. The particular ab-
surdity, prominent in such ‘‘Modernism,’’ of
substituting an 1deal, called Happiness, for the
1deal of knowing and loving God, and serving
Him because He 1s known and loved. 10. The
literary tendency, with 1ts reaction upon the
popular mind, to make the popular conception
of Almighty God into something fundamentally
heretical, and to represent the clergy as being
uniformly afflicted with a kind of softening of
the brain. 11. The over-emphasis upon purely
academic subjects 1n the Churech’s seminaries,
and the corresponding neglect of practical
training in the routine duties of the parish
clergyman. 12. The outstanding peculiarities
of the clerical character and of that of church
workers 1n general, which might, to the advan-
tage of all concerned, be minimized to the point
of negligibility.

When our Lord spoke His parable of the
tares, and laid down the prineciple that these
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must be allowed to grow with the good grain
until such time as the Head Gardener should
be ready to separate and garner His wheat, He
was not dealing with wrong conditions; He was
dealing with wrong people. This teaching of
our Lord’s 18 often urged against various kinds
of criticism, but i1t 1s an open question whether
or not such urgency 1s merely a pious cloak
for inertia. ©Our Lord’s counsel on this point
deals with the tendency of puritanism to de-
stroy him with whom the puritan finds himself
out of agreement, rather than with the pro-
priety of correcting manifest abuse. He was
outspoken when i1t came to characterizing the
Pharisees, and vigorously active when, in the
zeal of His Father’s House, He drove out the
money changers and them that sold cattle and
doves, and cleansed the Temple. It is only in
a spirit of profound humility, therefore, that
anvone may venture to set forth a body of
criticism whiech shall be concerned with the
members of His Body, even in the light of His
own great example, and of the precedents He
set for the renewal of God’s planting.
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A NEGLFCTED SOURCE OF INFORMATION

If anyone desires to learn anything, there
are, 1n a broad, general way, three sources open
to him: the past, the present, and the future.

For example, 1f one desires to know all there
1s to be known of aviation, it must be taken for
oranted that although much has already been
accomplished 1n this marvellous field, the great
work of the fliers lies in the future. Predie-
tions are especlally valuable here. The aspir-
ant 1n aviation must ‘‘look 1into the future’’—
he must have vision. The Wright brothers and
the others who have succeeded these pioneers
in practical flving had vision, and therefrom
they derived much of their i1nspiration and
even something of their technic. For a convine-
ing exposition of this seemingly singular point
of view, anyone who might be at first inclined
to question the saneness of that statement may
be referred to chapter one, ‘‘Forecasting the
Future,”” in Mr. H. G. Wells’ ‘“What Is Com-
ing.”’

If engineering, or especially manufacturing
and business administration, be the object of
serious study, the present 1s the great time
wherein to find the sources for such study,
because these things appear to-day to be at

their crest of accomplishment.
28
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But there are many things—most, in faect,
considering the whole subject quantitatively—
which can only be learned by looking intelli-
gently into the past. The great matter of
Gothie architecture is one of these; staining
glass, a concomitant minor art, 1s another. If
1t be held that Anglicans do not need to learn
from the Churech of Rome, devotion and disci-
plinie, and how to do things ecelesiastically, it 1s
a far ery from holding that there 1s not much
to be learned from the great past of our own
communion.

We have in the Anglican Communion a
definite life and a definite development, such as
1t 15; very strong i1n some respects, lamentably
weak 1n others, and this life and this develop-
ment both have their roots deep 1n the past.
It 1s not enough to go back merely to the period
of the Reformation. It i1s well known that the
processes of the English Reformation did not
—the berserker personality of Martin l.uther
being fortunately lacking—irremediably dam-
age the ship of the Church when 1ts barnacles
were forcibly scraped off. Luther removed the
barnacles from the German ship effectually,
and he rnpped away many a good plank with
them. In the storm and stress of the English
Reformation, however, very much dropped out
of sight which has only very gradually emerged
since. It 1s possible that a brief estimate of
that which was bad, defective, and inefficient in
the pre-reformation Fnglish Church, followed
by another summary of what was good, admir-
able, and effective might do something towards
clearing the ground for those of us who desire
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to play our parts 1n the process of legitimate
restoration and improvement. It 1s impossible
here to do more than very briefly to touch upon
these associated abuses and admirable qualities
of the medieval Church in England; but with-
out any attempt to be exhaustive, enough may
be included in such summaries to demonstrate
that there 1s something here worth understand-
ng.

Beginning, then, with the bad side of things,
we take up and examine cursorily certain con-
ditions 1n medieval Anglicanism whieh stand
out prominently; and then proceed to enumer-
ate certain others, pausing only to note, in ad-
vance, that most if not all of the outstanding
bad conditions have been effectively reformed
or at least alleviated.

1. English dioceses in the Middle Ages were
so huge that the bishops, even i1f they had been
so disposed, could hardly have done their full
duty. But the bishops, as a rule, were unwill-
ing to have them divided. Most of the higher
clergy were occupled at least in part with seec-
ular activities. They used their church offices
as sources of revenue and so far as their per-
sonal attention was concerned, appear to have
neglected much of what we, looking backward,
see might have been done. Many, of course,
were non-residents. Even ordinations seem to
have been regarded by some as of less impor-
tance than secular affairs and the ever-present
question of their incomes. Simony and plural-
1Ism flourished broadcast.

2. There were unquestionably cases of abuse
of the celibacy which was the rule for the
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clergy, regular and secular alike. In many in-
stances 1gnorant men were ordained, and thou-
sands never advanced beyond the minor orders,
which, because of the Privilege of Clergy, at-
tracted the unfit, the worldly, and the schemers.

3. Private chapels such as were scattered
over the land 1n great numbers especially near
the end of the Middle Ages were chiefly served
by clergy so little trained and so unspiritual
that even to-day the term ‘‘chantry priest’’
connotes something bad, defective, and ineffi-
cient.

4. The See of Rome claimed ecclesiastical
jurisdiction 1in England, and for a period in the
heart of the Middle Ages 1t held England also
as a temporal dependency. Its influence on
England and the English Church was very bad
In many respects. The papacy seems to have
exercised little fostering care over the English
Church. Nevertheless, 1t demanded ohedience.
It filled a large proportion of English Church
ofices with foreigners, many of whom drew
their revenues while performing none of the
duties or funections of the offices. It exacted
immense sums of money 1in Aids, Annates, Fees
for Investitures, and various legal fees. It
caused exasperating delays in the issuance of
judgments and wasted the time and the re-
sources of litigants 1in painful and expensive
journeys to and from Rome. The subtlety and
hypocrisy of its decisions were not 1n general
accord with the robust English conception of
justice. At the worst, it may be said that the
papacy was, 1n 1ts relations with England,
orasping, dishonest, and insatiable. At best,
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1t may be held that 1t laid too much stress
upon 1ts usurped jurisdiction i1n temporal mat-
ters to have been otherwise than unfit to serve
as a proper spiritual head for the Chureh of
England.

J. Monasticism may be called the heart of
English church life in the Middle Ages. And
monasticism possesses a very definite bad side
which must be 1ncluded in this summary—a
side which did much to counterbalance 1ts well-
known features of excellence. As early as the
XII century a great number of monasteries be-
came 1mbued with the type of secularity de-
rived from and peculiar to the feudal system
under which the great orders flourished. Great
religious houses, at the time of their highest
prosperity, in the XIII century, controlled as
much as one-third of the land in England,
which, 1n many 1nstances, was administered
selfishly as monastic decay began to set 1n.
The essence of such decay 1s found 1n the
phenomenon of the order coming to regard
1tself as an end to be served, rather than as a
very important means of serving the Church
and God’s people. One of the first and most
obvious results is to be seen in the administra-
tion of the real property held by the order.

It must also be admitted that a greal deal
of time was wasted in the monastic life, which
might have been devoted to something more
spiritually construcitve than the overlong and
many-times-multiplied services, and the gross
over-emphasis upon the practices of asceticism
in which much of the energy of really sincere
and devoted men was dissipated.
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The monasteries got into their control a great
deal of the revenue which should have been
secured to the parish churches, and as a con-
sequence the secular clergy became less and less
adequately supported, and great numbers of
parishes received a relatively inadequate sup-
ply of spiritual ministrations.

The exemption from episcopal visitation and
control enjoyed by many great religious houses
—the well-known rights of religious apart—
became 1n England a fertile source of evil. For
the exempt monasteries were naturally in close
allilance with the papacy, whence the privilege
of exemption was derived, and this division of
allegiance could not help but make for harm
and disunion.

Rivalry between various orders and houses
was not lacking, but instead of this rivalry
taking the sound form of vieing with each other
in spirituality and good works, the contests
were only too frequently over the acquisition
or retention of wealth or distinetion, high posi-
tion, privilege, and power. Thus secularity had
many opportunities to grow apace even in these
strongholds of God, and public confidence
waned correspondinglyv.

6. The decline of the friars, beginning near
the end of the XIII century, was paralleled by
the spiritual decline in the monasteries, but in
all probability 1t demoralized the people to a
oreater extent than the monastic deterioration
alone could have accomplished, because the
friars had gradunally grown to be closer to the
people than had the monks. The influence
which these once fervent evangelists and re-
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formers of everyday life had acquired was un-
doubtedly very powerful among the common
people. Their terrible lapse into petty pilfer-
ers and peddling privilege-mongers 1s, without
question, closely allied with the contemporary
decline 1n popular piety. The salt was begin-
ning to lose i1ts savour and 1t was not long be-
fore 1t was to be cast out and trampled under-
foot of men.

7. Allied with the curses of papal domina-
tion and the decadence of the religious life, was
the curse of dirt. Sanitation, as we understand
the term to-day, was undreamed of 1n the Mid-
dle Ages and long afterwards. Cleanliness was
no conspicuous virtue, and dirt covered human-
1ty, layman and cleric alike. This 1s a general
condition, of course, and as such could by itselt
have no particular bearing upon the good and
bad sides of Anglican church life. Such bear-
ing lies 1n the fact that vermin and muck came
to be regarded as adjuncts of asceticism. Lords
of the realm, bishops, priests, and scullions,
court ladies, and kitchen knaves reeked with
unwholesome filth, which may have helped to
keep out the cold, but which at the same time
invited the pestilence. It is true that the Eng-
lish Church was neither better nor worse than
her Continental contemporaries in failing to
percelve and denounce this horror. While we
may, and justly, commend as wholesome the
philosophy of the hair shirt, and reverence its
godly wearers for what they were (and are),
we can hardly fail to shudder over the condi-
tion of the great and good Becket’s body when
with loving care his clergy stripped the costly
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outer fabrics away from the gaping wounds,
and, finding their late Lord Archbishop swarm-
ing with vermin beneath, praised God amain
that here indeed was a true saint!

We turn joyfully to the consideration of some
of the outstanding good points of the medieval
English Church.

1. The Church was so effectively established
as the religion of the English people that no-
where 1n the land could a spot be found wherein
its beneficent influence was not active. Among
the thousands of parishes into which the great
dioceses were divided, and whose glorious ar-
chitectural fabries are the inspiration and the
despair of modern church builders, there were
distributed probably as many as twenty thou-
sand clergy. These, unhampered by many of
the secondary interests which absorb so much
of the time of the modern clergy, spent their
lives, their energies, and such learning as they
possessed 1n guiding the spiritual lives of the
people. Undistracted by sectarian rivalries,
alded by the vast momentum of national enthu-
siasm for the Church, supported by the animat-
ing spirit of a ‘‘Church unity’’ so thorough-
going as to have elicited no descriptive phrase,
these clergy, many of them trained in the uni-
versities, guided their flocks from the ecradle
to the grave.

2. It may safely be averred that the English
clergy were more virtuous than their Conti-
nental brethren. KEven the higher clergy, for
all their preoccupation with secular affairs and
their political activity, were not only very good
examples of political honesty, but also, on the
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whole, superior 1n piety to the clergy of other
lands, who had, more than the English Church
dignitaries, the disadvantage of earlier and
longer exposure to continental culture, and
closer relations with the papacy.

3. The Church conserved and fostered learn-
ing. To a preponderating extent the education
of the young was in the hands of the clergy,
and here, above all things else 1n 1mmediate
practical importance, we might with profit look
back five or six centuries and learn something
oreatly to the advantage of the Christian
Religion.

4. Side by side with 1ts educational preoccu-
pation and intertwined with 1t, was the practice
of the fine arts, which the Church of KEngland
in the Middle Ages fostered with gracious care.
The breach between the Church and the fine
arts to-day 1s perhaps the widest of the clefts
which time and ineptitude have together suec-
ceeded 1n making, to the infinite disadvantage
of both the Church and the arts, to say nothing
of the artists. The average Church building
to-dayv 1s, most unhappily, a meretricious monu-
ment to this divorece, while 1n many quarters
‘‘artist’’ and ‘‘pagan’’ are terms which go hand
in hand. This 1s not to say that there are no
ogodly artists or no artistic Churches; but both,
most unfortunately, are conspicuous by their
singularity.

5. Until thelr decadence—which was a rela-
tively slow process—had made great inroads in
the religious life, the monasteries offered a
peculiarly effective means of serving God.
Among other things the monasteries were re-
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sponsible for caring for innumerable travelers
and sick persons, supplying the places now held
by the hotels and the hospitals. The religious
life needs no commending phrases to demon-
strate that 1t 1s, 1n 1tself, the finest flower of
Christ’s religion. The monasteries were full
of faith which expressed itself in a multiplicity
of beautiful lives and effective good works.

6. Widespread i1ndividual and corporate
plety supplied the material needs of the Church,
and the Churech, transmuting these gifts by her
alchemy into spiritual benefits, gave them back
with a generous hand to the people. 1t is espe-
cially notable, for example, that just after the
Norman Conquest, when the last of the long
series of racial amalgamations was taking place
in England, the monasteries formed the back-
bone of the Church, fortifying the religious
character of the English people so that, cen-
turies later, it was able to withstand the ter-
rible stress of the reformation movement which
swept Kurope like a tornado, and come through
that violent upheaval nearly unscathed. The
general character of the Knglish Chureh and
the English people, which may be deseribed as
full-blooded, rugged, honest, earnest, and 1nde-
pendent, owes an incalculable debt to the re-
ligious life as it was lived in the monasteries
of the XI, XII, and XIII centuries. Clergy and
people took their religion seriously.

7. The missionary activity of the friars—at
1ts height 1n the early part of the XIII century
—Dbesides bringing a renewed spirituality to the
people at large, must also be regarded in the
light of 1ts tremendous power for stimulating
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the secular clergy. The parochial clergy were
aroused by emulation to express themselves in
a great amount of instruction and catechizing
among their people. A lively renewal of faith
was the natural outcome.

8. Among the characteristic modes of medi-
@val expression 1n ececlesiastical England, 1t 1s
unnecessary to do more than merely state that
the high point 1n the art of echurch building was
reached 1n this period. The very best that the
most skilful builders can accomplish in this
field to-day 1s to imitate the churches of the
Middle Ages more or less successfully.

It 1s difficult to 1magine a parish priest
of this period neglecting some of his routine
duties because by their performance he might
possibly give offense to some of his parishion-
ers! It was an age of faith, of faith inevitably
expressed 1n practice, and so the religion of
Christ lived 1n the hearts and showed itself 1n
the lives of men and women and children. The
age had 1ts glaring faults, but while we depre-
cate any resumption of these, or acquiesce in
the historic rejection of them which the refor-
mation partially accomplished, we should be
indeed very short-sighted 1f we should fail to
realize how much we might learn from the ex-
ample and practice of our own Church at a
time when it possessed in marked degree the
very sense of discipline and devotion and of
‘“‘knowing how,’’ the lack of which 1s its chief
weakness to-dav. 5

If i1t be kept in mind that here i1s the sourece
whence we may derive the methods for much
or most of our reconstructive work, there need
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be no disposition among us to feel that we are
constrained either to let these matters go by
the board, or to learn them from the current
practice of an alien and hostile communion.

In the reformation which took place 1n the
affairs of our own communion, the activity of
the reformers took the wise form of getting rid
of real abuses, so far as might be, and retain-
Ing as much as possible of what they believed
to be good, and sound, and workable. They
made an infinitude of minor mistakes in the
light of the present, and not a few major errors,
but they did not fail, as the various Continental
reformers failed, to conserve the catholicity of
t{he Church, and that fact is enough to cover
a multitude of ineptitudes. In the light of this
universally acknowledged truth, it 1s, perhaps,
not too much to ask, even of those who seem
to believe that all later development was
estopped by something called the Reformation
Settlement, that they should very seriously con-
sider doing, or allowing to be done, the restor-
atlve work of the present in the same spirit
which actuated the historical reformers them-
selves. This 1s a very simple principle. It in-
volves no more than willingness not to reject
everything in the life and spirit of Anglicanism
which flourished before the day of the second
of the Tudor kings of unwholesome memory.
There 1s higher authority than Cranmer’s for
the precept which enjoins us who have Christ’s

Body 1n our keeping to ‘‘hold fast to that which
1s good.”’
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Ox ‘““RKFFICIENCY”’

All clergy are professional Christians, liv-
ing by the gospel. And all professional per-
sons, doctors, lawyers, dentists, pilots, actors,
have to consider the opinions of the people they
serve. Only the great ones of earth can ordi-
narily afford to 1ignore public opinion, and some
even of these have fallen grievously because
of such an attitude.

This general truth has laid such hold upon
the clergy that many of them, 1t 1s to be feared,
forgetting that their professional status differs
fundamentally from all others because it 1s a
vocation, and failling it may be to keep con-
stantly before their eyes that their responsibil-
1ty 1s fo (God, have framed their lives upon the
principle that the people must be pleased. The
result 1s what has often been called the ‘‘good
mixer,’’” or something equally banal and 1nept,
in far too many cases.

A ““good mixer,”” or the like, 1s very apt to
be incompetent in his profession because he 1s
prone to rely upon what he likes to call his
personality! There ought to be at least a sense
of balance 1n this matter. When anyone 1s
suffering from an agonizing toothache what
he wants is a skilful dentist, not at all the no-

toriously pleasant practitioner whose reputa-
40
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tion depends almost wholly upon the slapping
of people’s backs in a hearty manner and play-
ing eighteen holes of golf with neatness and
dispatch.

A pastor’s peculiar work 1s done with souls
for materials, and what he 1s for 1s to bring
men and women and children to know, to love,
and to serve God. The processes involved 1n
this work are not simple. Rather, they are ex-
traordinarily variable, diverse, and complex.
S0 far as personality 1s concerned 1n this kind
of work, whatever views on that subject may
be held by anyone, 1t may still be taken as
axiomatic that however well versed a clergy-
man may be in the duties of his office, an ugly
disposition must give at least some people the
1dea that God Himself 1s grim and dour and
difficult of approach. When a clergyman is con-
fronted with the tragedies of life, the great
simple things like birth and death, and the
oreat complicated things like anguish and neur-
asthenia, no amount of attractive playfulness,
tact, or even such matters as successful boyv-
scouting will be able to help him very much 1n
dealing with them, nor will they be of any par-
ticular value to his dying or sin-racked par-
1shioner.

It 1s altogether reasonable for a professional
Christian to cultivate his personality and to
make himself as well-informed, agreeable, and
presentable as he can. But if he is to accom-
plish the burdensome task which has been laid
upon him—the saving of immortal souls—if he

1s to persevere under the ever-increasing load
which bows the backs and thins the hair of true
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shepherds of God’s flock, he must be more,
infinitely more, than personally delightful;
more even, than ‘‘consecrated;’’ more than an
upright citizen who can look any man in the
face. He must be professionally skilful, or he
18 very likely to turn out a failure, an unprofit-
able servant.

It may be that the clergyman or the candi-
date for Holy Orders is a kind of natural pastor.
One meets, occasionally, such a man. That 1s a
legitimate subject for congratulation. God and
His Chureh need many just such persons, fitted
naturally for pastoral work. But even this
kind of man must needs learn how. And this
must be said, plainly: that no candidate 1s very
likely to learn very much of the technic of his
pastoral office in his seminary. Some semi-
naries 1ignore nearly everything, in the purview
of the pastoral office, except ‘‘scholarship.’’
Others try to accomplish more, but it 1s rightly
enough felt by trustees and faculty that the
voung men preparing academically for ordina-
tion must be grounded in the preseribed subjects
in the all-too-scant three years at the disposal
of the faculty. We must admit that most men
come to the diaconate with the academic por-
tions of their capabilities well enough developed
and reasonably disciplined, but with only very
general 1deas of the detailed daily work of their
sacred profession.

An appreciable number of men emerge from
seminaries fairly well prepared for the prac-
tical work of the priesthood, and most of what
thev know they have picked up, perhaps before
getting as far as the seminary, in the parish
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wherein they derived the first intimations of a
vocation. Refuge against accusations of 1n-
effective, practical preparation on the part of
the seminary 1s commonly taken in the tacit
understanding that the deacon will pick up what
he may need to know during the curacy which
the Canons contemplate; and often he does so,
but too often he has to depend upon himself,
and too often he has no opportunities of the
kind save to serve tables. which 1s entirely
seriptural and orthodox, and which would be
entirely effective if the young man were to
continue 1n the office and doing the work of a
deacon for the rest of his life.

Here 1s the place, 1t would appear, to say
something about the wooden Anglican policy
of keeping a man from Holy Orders until he
1s just finishing at the seminary, and then send-
ing him out as a deacon to do parish work ‘“for
the space of a whole year.’’ 1f such an one were
invariably sent into a parish under at least one
trained priest, 1t 1s possible that in the course
of the year he might learn the fundamental
duties which he will be called upon to perform
for the remainder of his ministry as a priest.
But even at that, the system 1s needlessly 1n-
efficient. There i1s no good reason at all why
(as 1n the case of most dioceses and at least
in accordance with the policy of all but one
American seminary) the young man should not
come out of the seminary a priest equipped for
the work of a priest. So far as anyone can see,
the only practical differences between a deacon
and a lay reader are that the deacon can assist
1n the administration of the Holy Communion,
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perform a legal marriage, and baptize in the
absence of a priest, while a lay reader may not.
When 1t 1s considered, too, that deacons coming
out of the seminary are more often than not
placed in charge of missions or even parishes,
—although, of course, not canonically as rec-
tors, that being impossible—the 1neptitude of
this plan becomes more apparent. One might,
save for the prestige of having a person who
can write ‘‘ Reverend’’ before his name, almost
as well have a lay reader in charge as a deacon.

On the other hand, the order of deacons
might well have a place in the work of the
Church which no one, apparently, thinks of
according to 1t. There are any number of men
who ought to be deacons because they are doing
the characteristic work of deacons, to say noth-
ing of the women so employed. There seems
to be no good reason why positions of the ad-
ministrative and secretarial class which are
commonly filled by lay people of both sexes,
should not, and preferably, be filled by men in
deacons’ orders. An increase in the number
of deacons would also release a great many
priests from executive positions not in any way
requiring priests to fill them.

Of professional 1neptitude it would be very
easy to give a catena of examples. It 1s unneces-
sary, howevel in that or in any other way to
emphasize that the Anglican Communion’s
weakest point 1s her dlsmphne. It may fairly
be asked how many clergy at graduation and
first ordination have as clear an idea of their
duties as, say, a newly doctored medico step-
ping into his first hospital appointment.
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One gathers that there are very few, and one
reaches this conclusion because of the very
scant attention paid to technic by the clergy as
a body. There 1s perhaps nothing in the whole
range of professional skill so variable as the
ability to do their work among Anglican clergy-
men.

It 1s not, of course, 1n the slightest degree
desirable that there should be any diminution
1n the seminary emphasis upon Greek and He-
brew, and especially Church History, and the
other subjects chiefly taught. Let us Anglicans
conserve at anv reasonable cost of effort our
hardlv-earned status as a Church with a learned
clergy, and not make practical efficiency either a
shibboleth or an alternative to sound academie
learning. But for practical purposes pastoral
theology ought to have much greater emphasis
than 1t 1s getting in our schools. This should be
done, and the other not left undone. Mere
studiousness 1s not enough in a clergyman.
Many a clergyman 1s a monument of learning
and does not know how to hear a confession.
Many a clergyman’s parochial work might be
compared justly to a great burst of accompani-
ment with hardly any song. Many a one knows,
as 1t were, all that 1s known of dendrology and
silviculture and the exact points of differences
between these two branches of forestal science,
as well as all that 1s to be known of the history
of implement-making from the Assyrian period
down through history to the present day,—and
could not drive a nail into a plank with a ham-
mer to save his life and the roof over his head.
This academic dufferism is positively en-
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trenched 1n some parts of the Church, and espe-
cially in England among the country clergy
with benefices and hobbies. It is not fair to
God, and 1t bears very hard on God’s people.
Not the least damaging effect of this sort of
thing i1s that the people become habituated to 1it,
expect no more, even admire their pastor for
his great learning, and so, spiritually, fall into
a kind of creeping paralysis.

The writer had several years of intimate con-
tact, some time ago, with a very able young
priest who had come into the Anglican from the
Roman Communion and whose exact knowledge
of certain workings of both communions was
illuminating, and not infrequently amusingly
pointed 1n 1ts expression. He was accustomed
to sum up one of his dissertations with some-
thing like this: ‘‘The Romans have got to
learn from us how to make their people use their
heads, and that there 1s such a thing as history.
But—I get rather wild when 1 think—what a
lot we’ve got to learn from them about disci-
pline and devotion and how to do things!’’

One can understand, and to some extent sym-
pathize with, this viewpoint. It 1s very often
maddening to contemplate the helplessness of
the average group of clergy discussing some
problem and how to get it done; bewailing the
lethargy of their congregations; or disputing
learnedly enough about this or that. One can,
in particular, feel pleased at the first part of
the statement. It 1s true that the Romans
might find i1t hard to procure a better school-
master than the Anglican consciousness when
1t came to learning how to use their heads and



ON “EFFICIENCY” 47

that there 1s such a thing as historv. In con-
troversy, the Anglican prevails over the Roman
with a regularity and effectiveness which 1s
almost monotonous, because the Anglican knows
how to use his head and 1s familiar with his-
tory. But it may be a source of comfort, when
we realize how far behind Rome we are in the
results of our efforts towards building up dis-
cipline and devotion and practicality, to remem-
ber that there zs an Anglican norm, however in
any given place it may appear to have become
obscured. We do not need to learn these things
tfrom Rome, although 1t may be wholesome for
us to look over at Rome and see how efficient
she 1s. For history 1s pretty definitely fixed
and settled, and no orne has ever attempted to
lower the standard of Anglican learning; but
the i1deal discipline, devotion, and pastoral effi-
ciency of Anglicanism 1s a very different ideal
from the Roman ideal.

We have, for example, very definitely aban-
doned or repudiated such working tools as in-
dulgences, and enforced penances, and an infal-
lible pope. All of these are excellent tools, 1if
one can use them, but Anglicans cannot use
them, for they are plying a different though re-
lated trade. Roman Catholic Church law 1is
tremendously efficient law, but ours is different.
Ours 1s not derived from forged decretals or a
spurious ‘‘donation.’”’ Our working system ap-
pears to be a somewhat milder, more reason-
able, honester, more seriptural, and less drastic
system. And the best thing about 1t 1s that it
1s entirely effective, when anyone takes the
trouble to find out about i1t and use it. The
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seminary 1s the natural place to learn about
1t, of course.

It would be hard to find a better application
of the rule ‘‘by their fruits ye shall know
them,’’ than the efficiency of what 1s generally
known as the Anglican ‘‘advanced’’ Catholic
Parish. Without saying a word about ‘‘ Church-
manship’’ 1n this connection, one may freely
refer to the ‘* Advanced’’ Parish simply because
1t works so well. "The secret of that obvious
efficiency—shown 1n regular attendance, spiri-
tual lives well led, material results accomplished
out of all relation to the proportion of wealth
commonly found in such parishes when com-
pared with the richer places wherein other
types of Churchmanship prevail—is definite,
painstaking, skilful, intelligent, informed, par-
1sh work on the part of the clergy. The one
intelligent accusation ever brought against such
pastoral work 1s that 1t 1s ‘“mechanical.”’ But
1n fact 1t only resembles that. Nothing that 1s
alive—like an ‘‘ Advanced’’ Parish—is merely
mechanical.

Like other similar movements the current
trend of thought towards efficiency has gathered
about 1t much that is erude and even laughable.
Efficiency 1s too often overdone and grotesquely
overdone. Humorous tales have even appeared
In magazines with ‘‘efficiency’’ as their motaf.
‘“ Bfficiency Edgar’’ may pass into the language
as a synonym for a certain type of enthusiast
who was very amusing to those who read about
him 1n the late current publications. But leav-
ing out of account this modern over-emphasis
which threatens to grow into a cult, the fact
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remains that the word’s opposite ‘‘inefficiency,’’
1s to be always condemned and surmounted by
workers who desire to accomplish anything
worth while. If ‘‘efficiency’’ 1s overdone 1n the
fields of business admministration and scientific
pedagogy, there 1s no good reason to acquiesce
in its neglect by the Church of God. It need
not be underdone. One may even take ¢‘KEff-
ciency KEdgar’’ in all his erudity and ludierous-
ness, and hold him up as an example, with these
words 1m his mouth: ‘‘Let them make fun of
me as much as they want to. 1’m the one who
oets the laughs when the payv envelope comes
'round!’’ This 1s the gist of ‘‘Edgar’s’’ justi-
fication for his practice of the cult. And this,
curiously enough, will bear a certain comparison
with another speech made nearly twenty cen-
turies ago and recorded of a certain employed
man who had not been timid about using his
brains and managing with all his skill a ecertain
trust reposed 1n his efficient hands. The words

of this speech are: ‘‘Well done, thou good
and faithful servant.’’



1V
Kxowineg ONE’S SHEEP

The writer once knew a clergyman, rector of
a New England parish, who went about without
a hat because, said he, the Founder of Chris-
tianity went about with no covering for His
head. It 1s quite clear that this 1s an absurd
thing to do without any analysis or assigning
of reasons; but, upon analysis, several reasons
do stand out as grounds for the patent absurd-
1ty.

Thus: the act was an imitatio Chiristt based
upon a purely external and unimportant cir-
cumstance, and even on this low plane it was
an 1nadequate 1mitation. It did not go far
enough. The imitator should have copied the
various articles of dress in question and worn
them. A better imitation would have been to
wear the ordinary garments of one’s day and
generation, precisely as the Lord did. Any
imitation should concern itself with things of
more 1mportance than wearing apparel. Going
about without a hat 1s silly in the winter elimate
of New England.

““ And so ad infinttum.”’

The fact, however, that absurdities ean be,
and are, based upon this and kindred pious
motives, should not of course be taken as pre-
cluding a legitimate wmitatio Chiristi. Clearly

o0
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enough His example should, in every such case,
be carefully noted. Anyone, one would 1imagine,
would concede that much.

Very well! It 1s a fact that there 1s no
recorded i1nstance of His entering a dwelling—
{he divine prototype of the modern pastoral call
-—except when he was 1nvited, or sent for, or
when He was seeking entertainment. As in the
conspicuous case of Zacchaeus, He did, from
time to time, seek out entertainment for Him-
self and His followers, and His great works
were often 1ncidental to the opportunities so
afforded; witness the conversion of the Chief
Publican of Jericho with all his house.

Although no one, surely, would care to press
this analogy too far, this precedent 1s not with-
out 1ts value. It would be as absurd as the
incident of the hat to allege, for example, that
because Christ did not write—except once in
the sand at His feet—Christ’s ministers should
not write. That interpretation would cut both
ways. 1 would, on the one hand, have pre-
vented this book from appearing, and Cyrus
Townsend Brady and Ralph Waldo Emerson
would have been constrained, for self-expres-
sion, to the limitations of the pulpit and the
lecture platform. And there would be no Gul-
liver, and, alack! no Ralph Connor. On the
other hand, various bookshelves would have
been free for all time from Collections of
Sermons, the Institutes of Calvin, and the col-
lected Works of the late E. P. Roe.

It is reasonable, and true, to say that Christ
did not exercise His ministry by means of the
written word, and that, by this analogy, we
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should not be justified in making the production
of letters, books, articles, pamphlets, and other
literary productions a panacea i1n the exercise
of the ministry to-day.

Christ’s ministry, whatever social conse-
quences may justly be adduced from it, was
wholly personal and intimate, and yet the fact
remains, the significant fact, that He did not
make what could be compared with the modern
parish call. It 1s contended, therefore, that so
tar as the light of this consideration leads us,
we ought to be able to see that the parish call
1s a secondary and subordinate means of recon-
ciling the people to God.

With peculiar force the axiom, ‘‘These things
ve should have done and not leit the other un-
done,”’ applies to the proper relationship be-
tween a minister’s calling, and the performance
of his other necessary pastoral duties, some of
them fundamental.

And 1t ought to be unmistakable that 1n ap-
plying the axiom the terms must not get them-
selves reversed. With many clergymen, calling
1S a panacea, an obsession. They seem to apply
the axiom thus: ¢‘Call anyhow, and get the
other things done if you can squeeze them 1n!’’
That appears to be very different from Christ’s
methods of ‘‘reaching people.”” It does not
seem to be the reasonable nor the efficient
method, and probably 1t can be shown how 1t
fails to oet the results desired by the good
pastor elther in terms of spiritual or material
values; because 1t 1s a clear case of putting the
cart to pull the horse.

It must be admitted that this question of
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pastoral calling 1s one of the vexed questions—
not only in the art of Pastoral Theology, but 1n
the minds of practically everybody who belongs
to a church-—and there are still a good many
left 1n these days. There may be said to be two
camps, sharply divided over this question. kx-
tremists on the one hand hoid that the parish
clereyman has too much otherwise to do, to
perinit of his calling on his people at all except
when sent for or invited. The other side con-
tends that ‘‘pulling doorbells’’ will, 1n time,
cure all the 1lls to which flesh 1s heir.

There are five possible kinds of calls: 1. The
sick call. 2. The ‘‘funectional’’ call. 3. The
social call. 4. The ‘“‘round of calls’’ call. 3.
The ‘“doorbell’’ call.

1. The sick call requires no discussion in this
place, because 1t 1s one of the central, funda-
mental duties of the pastor. Such visits must
and should be made whatever else mav or may
not be done.

2. By the ‘‘functional’’ call 1s meant every
kind of visit for which there 1s ‘‘efficient cause,’’
1. e., reasonable necessity, and a definite object
in communicating with a parishioner. Par-
ochial efficiency may frequently be greatly en-
hanced by deputizing this kind of call, er by
substituting for 1t one of the various time-
saving devices at the disposal of modern peo-
ple, such as the use of the telephone. For in
many cases the ‘‘function’’ 1s discharged quite
as well or even better by mere communication,
or by someone other than the clergyman. T'he
continued, unexplained absence of a child from
the Church School 1s a proper occasion for a
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call of this kind. The clergyman thus desires
to know why the child 1s absent. The teacher
of the child’s class will ordinarily fulfill thas
function to perfeection, and, 1if the occasion of
the absence 1s such as to require the clergy-
man’s presence (although he would probably
have been sent for in most cases, as in 1llness)
the teacher’s report to that effect will make 1t
possible for him to save time and energy by
making his call prepared to minister such con-
solation as is indicated. An objector might say
at this pomnt: ‘“Yes, all very well! But can
the average minister manage to train his
Chureh School teachers to be efficient like
that?’’ The answer 1s, ‘‘ e cannot, 1f he spends
all his time rushing about the streets himself!”’

3. The social call is not, except very inci-
dentally, a pastoral visit. It may be any kind
of a call, and discussion of it does not belong
here, e\cept enough summarily to dismiss it
from consideration 1n this connection.

4. The ‘“round of calls’’ on the whole group
of parishioners, made periodically, 1s happily
obsolescent. Its basis in reason, so far as it
ever had one outside the works of George Ier-
bert of fragrant memory, 1s on the supposition
that the pastor must in this way keep i1n touch
with his parishioners. But the custom, where
1t survives, has degenerated 1mto the merest
concession to prejudice, which has as ¢¢fs basis
the 1dea that if one person is visited the others
will probably ba upset, and won’t come to
church! In any event, 1ts use implies a parish
wherein the people do not come to church or
otherwise take their parts in the parish life; a
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group of people who have to be ‘“jollied along”’’
or they won’t plav. This custom 1s and always
has been an abysmal bore both to pastor and
people, an occasion for heartburnings, and
even, by a strange surviving simian twist of
the corporate parochial mind, a test of the ex-
cellence of the pastor. The ‘‘round of calls’’
long ago fell out of relationship with any basis
worthy the consideration 1t may once have had
1n reason. Those who continue to make 1t are
holding on to a moribund tradition without
theological groundwork or anv sound ecclesias-
tical custom to back 1t up; muech less any basis
which should appeal 1n the slightest degree to
modern people. Kven in the case of a parish
canvass, for financial or other reasons, which
might be thought of as transforming the
““round’’ 1nto a ‘‘funectional’’ matter, 1t falls
to the ground, because such canvasses are, 1In
accordance with the best modern usage, nowa-
days always made by committees of laymen or
laywomen.

In a sizable parish the ‘‘round’’ means hard,
unnecessary work for the clergy, probably
serves no good purpose whatever, and serves
to keep alive and crystallize a thoroughly un-
sound tradition in the minds of the people.

J. The ‘“doorbell’’ call 1s Finglish rather than
American, and bound up with ‘‘The Kstablish-
ment.’’ There 1s, however, a certain amount of
the home-grown article in these United States.
In i1ts perfection it belongs to an HKstablished
Church, wherein the clergy are regarded as
state officials with certain ‘‘rights of wvisita-
tion.”’ Its process, in the pure state, appears
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to be for the wvisitor to take his ‘‘district’’
street by street, and call at every house irre-
spective of the ecclesiastical status of the
families thus wvisited. It 1s hard to see why
anyone should even think of making this kind
of call in the United States, where the Church,
D. g., 1s not Kstablished, and where the pas-
tor 1s not regarded as an official of the state.

\With that classification out of the way, it
appears chieflv desirable to comment on the
point ot view of the obsessed caller.

It ought to be_sufficiently obvious that the
duties of a parish clergvman who wishes to
attend to work for whieh he 1s paid (he knows
what he 1s going to get, pretty well, before he
enters the ministryv, so that point need not be
stressed) are such as to occupy most of his
availlable time. Any such parish clergyman 1s
constrained to choose between doing all his
specified duties with some degree of adequacy,
and substituting for such a normal course of
procedure a policy of general calling. He can-
not do both; not with only twenty-four hours
in the day, and the absolute necessity of sleep-
ing and eating once 1n a while.

There 1s a kind of man 1n the ministry whose
disposition 1s such that if he were not a elergy-
man, he would consider no employment execept
an ‘‘outside job.”” Salesmen, gas-meter in-
spectors, postmen, policemen, men on 1ice
wagons—these work at ‘‘outside jobs,”’ quite
distinet in genre from the vocations which
keep a man within doors during business
hours, such as the work of clerks and shop-
hands, bankers, dentists, and druggists.
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Such an one in the ministry, one shrewdly
suspects, 1s simply following his predilection
when he insists upon basing his pastorate on
calls. It 1s psychological, like so much else!
He 1s 1nsisting on an ‘‘ou<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>