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INTRODUCTION

THE PURPOSE OF THIS EssAy

THE origin of this essay was a paper read at their request before the
Cowley Fathers during their General Chapter in August 1941. I have
ventured, therefore, in this different form to offer it again to the members
of the oldest, the most respected and in more ways than one the greatest of
our Anglican communities of priests. -

The re-writing of the original very condensed paper for a less specialised
public involved, I found, much more expansion and alteration than I at
first intended. It seemed worth while to take this trouble with it because it
set out information which I was told would be interesting and useful to
many people, if it could be put before them in a way reasonably easy for
non-specialists to understand. To a pragmatic Englishman that word
‘useful’ is always a temptation to embark on lengthy disquisitions, and I
found that I had succumbed before I knew it. The subject of the paper—the
structure of actions and prayers which forms the eucharist—has, of course, a
permanent interest for christians. But it is beginning to be recognised that
this has a much wider and deeper significance than its ecclesiastical or even
than its purely devotional interest. It is only within recent years that the
science of Comparative Religion has fully awakened to the value of the study
of ‘ritual patterns’ for the appreciation of any given system of religious ideas
and its necessary consequence in human living—a ‘culture’. The analysis
of such a pattern and the tracing of its evolution opens for the historian and
the sociologist the most direct way to the sympathetic understanding ‘from
within® of the mind of those who practise that religion, and so to a right
appreciation of the genius of their belief and the value of their ideas and
ideals of human life. We christians have naturally been a little shy of
making this new approach to the understanding of our own religion; at
least it has been little studied up till now in England. Yet, rightly used, it
should lead to a deepening and enriching of our own christian faith, a new
sensitiveness and balance and discrimination in our belief and practice; and
also—what is urgently needed—a new comprehension of the causes of our
differences between ourselves. This, and not a despairing agreement to
ignore them, is the only effective first step to their removal.

Of all christian ‘ritual patterns’ that of the eucharist is by common con-
sent central and the most important. True, it is neither christian nor scien-
tific to isolate it altogether from those which embodythe christian concep-
tion of the eternal responsibility of each individual soul (technically,
baptism, confirmation and penance), or from those which express the
social, organic quality of fully christian life (the sacrament and idea of

x
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different ‘orders’ in the church, and the perpetual round of the divine

office as a representative worship).!

Nevertheless, so far as this world is concerned, these others are directed

towards and centre upon the eucharist, and their resul
pressed in the eucharistic action. It is accordingly the ri
latter which is the most revealing of the essential christi
of human life.

The book which has emerged from the process of re-wr
paper, after delays due to the claims of other work and t
wartime publishing, is quite different from the one I had ¢
a not uncommon misadventure with authors, and in its
interest; but the change had better be explained. The paps
an Anglican for Anglicans; it dealt with a troublesom

tions. Even so it was found impossible to state clearly wh

are largely ex-
al pattern of the
n understanding

iting the original
the difficulties of
expected. This is
elf a fact of no
’r was written by
Ie contemporary

t this specifically
cuss it usefully,

Anglican problem, from the ordinary Anglican stand;:#mt and assump-

Anglican problem involves, to explain its causes or to di
without relating it to 2 much wider background. Herein
between the paper and the book. The latter remains quite
thing written by an Anglican, and I am happy that it shg
recognise that what was the background of the paper has
stance of the book, and that the domestic Anglican proble

lies the change
obviously some-
uld be so. But I
become the sub-
m has assumed a

more scientific proportion to the subject as a whole,

That .is as it should be. The most isolated christia

anchorite (the nearest equivalent to a christian Robinso
far as he is specifically christian, does not come to Go
mystic, as the alone to the Alone. Even if he does not
formula like the Lord’s prayer or the ‘Glory be to the

within a whole framework of christian ideas received fr:

ay a celtic
Crusoe)—in so
like the pagan
se a traditional

Father’, he prays

m others. When

his prayer is most spontaneous and from his own heart, the belief according
to which he prays, the general type of his prayer and much—probably
most—of his actual phrasing are still largely drawn from what he has
learned from others—his teachers, christian services he has attended in the
past, his mother, his bible, many different sources. Ultimately it all comes
to him, even the use of his bible, from the tradition of prayer evolved in
the worshipping church, And it is with local churches as with individuals.
Behind each of them stands the classic tradition of christendom, making its

influence felt all the time, even if only by their attempts to react against it.
Behind the Church of England, for instance, and her
eucharistic rite, there stretches the vast tradition of
eucharist in much more ancient and more numerous chury
centuries before Archbishop Cranmer was born. We canj
off from this immense experience of the eucharist in the|

1 Unction and matrimony stand a little apart, but they can by
two groups.

present official
performing the
ches for fourteen
not cut ourselves
past, even if we

> attached to these
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would. It has moulded and contributed to our own in all sorts of ways, far
more numerous and complicated and subtle than we readily recognise.
And in so doing it has largely created both our present advantages and our
present difficulties, so that we can neither fully profit by the one nor
effectively remedy the other without some understanding of their causes.
This inescapable solidarity of all christians in their prayer, even of the
most resolute and exclusive sectarians with whom it is utterly unconscious, is
a striking and at times ironic lesson of christian history. Itis inseparable from
the nature of christianity itself, and rooted in the biblical view of religion,
that of the Old Testament as well as the New. It is not surprising that it
finds its most obvious and universal expression in the history of what is the
climax of christian living, that christian corporate worship whose centre
and gauge from the beginning has been the eucharist.

From one point of view the eucharist is always in essence the same
thing—the human carrying out of a divine command to ‘do this’. The
particular eucharistic rite we follow is only a method of ‘doing this’. It
might seem strange at first sight to the conventional ‘Martian enquirer’
that there is not one single way of ‘doing this’, absolutely identical through-
out christendom; and that none of the many ways of ‘doing’ it has anywhere
remained the same from the days of the apostles until now. On the contrary,
this simple bond of christian unity has a peculiarly complicated and
ramifying history of variation. It is true that by careful analysis there is to
be found underlying most of these varying rites and all of the older ones a
single normal or standard structure of the rite as a whole. It is this standard
structure which I call the ‘Shape’ of the Liturgy. But it somewhat discon-
certingly appears that this standard Shape or sequence of the Liturgy has
in at least one major particular been altered from the pattern originally laid
down at the last supper; and that this alteration was nowhere undone from
the first century to the sixteenth, and even then only in one or two groups
which have won no general approval. Apart from these isolated groups that
standard Shape has everywhere remained unchanged for more than
eighteen hundred years, overlaid yet never refashioned. But within that
rigid framework the eucharist has adapted itself perpetually with a most
delicate adjustment to the practical conditions and racial temperaments
and special gifts of a multitude of particular churches and peoples and
generations.

Here, I suggest, is something of the greatest significance as a clue to
what is authentically christian in life and thought. That standard structure
or Shape of the Liturgy can be shewn to have had its first formation in the
semi-jewish church of the apostolic age. But it has persisted ever since, not
because it was consciously retained as ‘apostolic’ or even known to be such
—it was not even recognised to be there—but only because it fulfilled
certain universal christian needs in every church in every age, not only for
outstanding saints but for the innumerable millions of plain nameless sinful
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christian folk, for whom in different ways the eucharist has always been
the universal road to God. :

The intricate pattern of local variety overlaid on the unchanging apostolic
core of the rite is the product of history. It is the proof that the christian
liturgy is not a museum specimen of religiosity, but the| expression of an
immense living process made up of the real lives of hosts f men and women
in all sorts of ages and circumstances. Yet the underlying structure is
always the same because the essential action is always
standard structure or Shape alone embodies and expr:
complete eucharistic action for all churches and all races
action is capable of different interpretations, and the
define those interpretations have varied a good deal. But
within certain limits while they interpret one and the s
ever and wherever the eucharistic action is changed, le. whenever and
wherever the standard structure of the rite has been bro)
altered, there it will be found that some part of the primitive fulness of the
meaning of the eucharist has been lost. And—in the end-—it will be found
that this has had equally notable results upon the christian /iving of those
whose christianity has been thus impoverished. It may spund exaggerated
s0 to link comparatively small ritual changes with great social results. But
itis a demonstrable historical fact that they are linked; and whichever we
may like to regard as the cause of the other, it is a fact that the ritual change
can always be historically detected before the social ane. To take two

ses the full and

century and.
certain obvious weaknesses and special characteristics of the christianity of
the dark and middle ages, which first shew themselves in|the fifth century.
There is again a clear relation between, on the one hand, certain special .
tendencies of Latin eucharistic piety in the later middle ages which come to
full development in the sixteenth century all over the West, and on the
other that post-renaissance individualism, first in religion and then in
living, which has had such outstanding consequences yipon the general
situation of Western society in the eighteenth, ninete; and. twentieth
centuries, :

It is the ‘ritual pattern’ of the eucharistic action which is here studied, as
it is ‘“done’ by this standard structure of the Shape of the Liturgy. This
involves approaching the whole matter not so much fromithe standpoint of
the theologian (though one cannot ignore theology in deali
yet directly from that of the pure historian (though hisfory supplies the
bulk of the material), but from that of the liturgist. Since I am thus
attaching a label to myself, I hope I may be allowed to explain what I con-
ceive the word to mean. It means neither an antiquarian follector of Litur-
gical curiosities for the sake of their own interest, nor yet an expert in
modern ecclesiastical rubrics, but erely a student of Comparativem
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Religion, who is himself a believing christian, exercising his science
especially on the practice of worship in his own religion.! It is true that
that practice—and especially the standard structure or Shape of the Liturgy
—was not formed and is not maintained by theories and scientific analyses
at all, but by the needs and instinct of ordinary christians living in the
most direct contact with history and under its pressures. That is part of
the practical value to ourselves in an age of confusion of an analytical study
of it. A book on this subject need not be-a particularly difficult book,
though if it is to be thorough it must needs be 2 long one, because it deals
with something which underlies and accompanies the whole history of
Western civilisation for nearly two thousand years, with which it has con-
tinual mutual interactions.

What I have tried to understand, therefore, is not only when and how,
but why that standard structure or Shape of the Liturgy took and kept the
Shape it has. There is necessarily a good deal of history in this book but (I
hope) no archaeology for archaeology’s sake, which is unfortunately what
most people seem chiefly to expect from liturgists and their works. The
very word ‘liturgy’ has, I know, a distinctly archaeological and even
‘precious’ sound in many people’s ears. (I regret that I cannot find another
which will quite serve its purpose.) What are called ‘liturgiologists’ are apt
accordingly to be treated by English churchmen with that vague deference
accompanied by complete practical disregard with which the Englishman
honours most forms of learned research. From the ecclesiastical authorities
they usually receive kindness tempered with a good deal of suspicion, as
experts in some mysterious and highly complicated theoretical study,
whose judgement it may be expedient to satisfy if that can be done without
provoking a qualm in the Diocesan Conference, but whose labours have in
any case no practical bearing on what goes on in the ordinary parish church.
Liturgists have no particular reason to be pleased with the mandarin-like
position thus accorded them. They are in reality only students of what
actually goes on and has gone on in every parish or other church in chris-
tendom and went on before there were special buildings called churches,
ever since thirteen men met for supper in an upper room at Jerusalem—
the ‘common prayer’ of christians. And precisely in so far as their studies
are scientifically conducted they are capable of useful .and important
practical applications. v

Yet it must be admitted that the liturgists have largely had themselves
to thank for the reverent disregard with which their labours are so generally
treated. They persist in presenting their subject as a highly specialised
branch of archaeology with chiefly aesthetic preoccupations, as though the

1 The technique of the liturgist must be fully as ‘scientific’ in its methods as that
of the religionsgeschichtliche schulein Germany. But I think it will be obvious to anyone
carefully studying their works that they lost much in insight into their material by
not sharing the belief of those who produced it.

D.S.L.
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liturgy had evolved of itself in a sort of ecclesiastical vag
the real life and needs of men and women, who have 3
their spiritual lives while helping to carry on the whol
of a redeemed yet fallen world. Archaeology is no doubt fascinating to
specialists but it is a recondite business. And though beguty is an attribute
of God and as such can be fittingly employed in His worship, it is only a
means to that end and in most respects not a directly| necessary means.
The ordinary man knows very well that prayer and communion with God
have their difficulties, but that these arise less from theéir own technique
than from the nature of human life. Worship is a mysteripus but also a very
direct and commonplace human activity. It is meant for the plain man to
do, to whom it is an intimate and sacred but none the less quite workaday
affair. He therefore rightly refuses to try to pray on stri¢tly archaeological
principles. And so he feels quite prepared to leave what he hears called
“The Liturgy’ to be the mystery of experts, and is contentinstead humbly to
make the best he can of the substitute (as he supposes) good enough for
him and his like, v7z. taking part in ‘worship’ as he finds it in the customary
common prayer at his parish church, grumbling a good| deal if the clergy
alter the service with which he is familiar so that he cannot follow it for
himself. This, of course, happens to be ‘The Liturgy’ in some form. And
this attitude of the layman seems to me, if I may say so, not only justifiable
but also very ‘liturgical’ in the strict sense of the word. It has been the
normal attitude of the good layman in every age of thel church, and it is
easy to shew that it has been among the strongest forces making for the
maintenance of the liturgy from the very beginning,

The position of the clergy in the matter is different, The cleric has a
professional or technical interest in ‘worship’ as such|because it is his
special business, an interest which the layman does not,) or certainly need
not, share. The cleric is therefore much more disposed to consider and to
experiment with novel ideas in this field. Further, the parochial clergy

Y

ruum remote from
Iways had to lead
e muddled history

xiv

have a pastoral responsibility to help their people to
possible, for the greater glory of God and the profit of t
something for their sense of duty that over most of christ|
last century various practical changes in public worshi
music) which are now universally admitted to be in
generally adopted, have been introduced almost enti]
efforts of the parochial clergy and ministers, not seld
opposition from the laity and without encouragement fi
siastical authority.

This is natural enough. The clergy have a conscienti

orship as well as
heir souls. It says
endom during the
p (e.g. in church
nprovements and
rely through the
m in the face of
rom higher eccle-

bus responsibility

for the guality of worship, and the laity of necessity follo

‘rather than lead

~ in such questions. But one might well have expected that the lead every-

where would come from the official chief pasiors of the

urch. In theory

it should be so, and in the ancient church it largely was so in practice. But
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the unfortunate fact is that all over christendom, ever since about the
twelfth or thirteenth century, the higher ecclesiastical authorities have
largely been absorbed in administrative routine.! It can hardly be hoped
that the administrative mind will ever be either in sufficiently immediate
touch with the contemporary spiritual needs of ordinary individuals or
sufficiently at leisure for constructive thought, to be able to make very
striking contributions in this field. It is much the same case everywhere.?
Doubtless most christian leaders regret their own preoccupation with
machinery. It is an obvious danger, against which the church was obliged
to take precautions in the first years of her existence.? But now that theseare
no longer very effective, it is unfortunately true that all over christendom
the most valuable contribution to the progress of ideas which can ordinarily
be looked for from authority is the adoption without too much obstruction
and delay of useful ideas promoted chiefly by the subordinate clergy.
Nevertheless, a survey of the history of christian worship everywhere
reveals the encouraging fact that though the action of authority can usually
delay, it can also often hasten and almost never finally prevent movements
of thought and changes of practice which have a real theological motive.
The usual interval which elapses between the efforts of the pioneers and
their recognition by authority seems to be, on the average, between seventy
years and a century, though Rome—exceptionally conservative—has often
taken anything between one hundred and five hundred years to legalise
long accepted changes in her own discipline of worship.® Apart from such

1 Probably the feudalisation of the episcopate and the complication of business by
the systematising of canon law were responsible for this sterility in the West, while
the transformation of the Eastern churches into a bureaucracy in the later Byzantine
pericd and subsequent Turkish oppression have had much the same effect in the East.

3 A great French prelate was discussing with an Anglican the parallel develop-
ment (mutatis mutandis) within their respective churches of certain liturgical ideas
which have both devotional and sccial applications. ‘Et vos évéques anglicans?’—
asked the Frenchman—‘Que pensent-ils de tout cela?’ ‘Oh! Votre éminence connait
assez bien les évéques. Quand une idée quelconque s’énonce nouvelle, tous les
évéques se mettent a la condamner immeédiatement.’ ‘Ah! Oui. C'est par force
d’habitude, n’est-ce-pas? Clest leur métier.’ ‘Mais si ¢a persiste et devient moins
impopulaire, peu & peu on trouve que les évéques se taisent. Enfin, tout d’un coup,
on trouve les évéques en téte.” ‘Alors, c’est chez vous comme partout. Mais main-
tenant, en quelle phase se montrent-ils, vos évéques? ‘Maintenant, éminence’—
(hopefully—this was in 1936)—‘nos évéques commencent 3 se taire.’ ‘Admirable!
En France ils ne sont pas encore toujours aussi prudents. Mais si on gagne les curés,
Cest tout ce qu’il faut pour la marche des idées.’

3 Acts vi. 2 5qg.

4 Among innumerable modern illustrations one might give, here are a few: The
Motu proprio of Pope Pius X in 1970, adopting the principles of the reform of
church music first advocated at Solesmes in the 1840’s; the extension by Popes Leo
X1II and Pius XI of the cultus of the Sacred Heart, propagated ever since the seven-
teenth century by the Jesuits and others; the provision in the proposed Anglican
revision of the Prayer Book in 1928 for the ‘Harvest Festivals’ inaugurated by
Hawker of Morwenstow seventy years before; the adoption in the Scottish Book of
Common Order in 1938 of liturgical reforms advocated forty years before by McCrie
and other presbyterians. (This appears to be almost a record for speed in such
mattess. The Moderator and other administrators hold office only for one year.)
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exceptions and the avowed liturgical revolutions of the sixteenth century,
the interval of at least two generations seems to have been fairly constant
all over christendom since the thirteenth century.

There have appeared in modern times a number of movements for the
deepening of the christian idea and practice of worship—the Zoe movement
among the Greek Orthodox—the ‘Liturgical Movement in the Roman
Church, and another going by the same title in Scottish Presbyterianism—
the ‘Wesleyan Sacramental Fellowship’—sporadic Lutheran movements
before the war (the best known but not the most interesting being that
with which the name of F. Heiler was associated)—and the various off-
shoots of the ‘Oxford Movement™ in England which began in the last

century. There is an obvious relation between them all throughout
christendom. They have met with slightly varying |degrees of official
patronage and hindrance, and about the same intensity of popular mis-

understanding, wherever they have appeared. But on the whole it can be
said that in every case their most solid support has come from the younger
parochial clergy and ministers. In the Roman ChurcH on the Continent,
where the movement has made the greatest practical headway (despite
certain mistakes of tactics and presentation, which gaye an impression of
concern with inessentials) a great deal of valuable study and guidance has
been afforded by the religious. But even there the effe ive impact on the
life and devotion of the church has been chiefly due to the efforts of the
parochial clergy and a nucleus of keen lay support, with the bulk of the
laity slowly adapting themselves to the new ideas, an{ the bishops (with
certain great exceptions) following—acquiescently, ap} thetically or reluc-
tantly as the case might be—safely behind. So, at all cvents, the situation
before the war was described to me by more than one scholar or prelate
who should have known. Continental catholics have something else to
think about at present, and the situation may well have changed when they
can give their attention to-it once more.

In England there has been the additional handicap of a great lack of
literature on the subject which can be covered by the useful French term
haute vulgarisation—I mean books which will meet the heeds of the thought-
ful and educated christian, cleric or layman, who is not and does not intend
to become what he calls a ‘liturgiologist’, but who is faware that ideas are
stirring on this subject. Such a man may have a patural desire to under-
stand without prejudice what it is all about, but roughly and without too
much technical jargon and stretches of untranslated ddad languages. Above
all he wants to know its bearing on his own christian life and prayers and his
ordirary worship in his parish church. I have tried to keep in mind this
need and desire, and to serve such a reader with wha is neither a manual

! In this respect it is more properly described as the © bridge Movement’, It
was the ‘Cambridge Ecclesiological Society’ which led the y in changes in wor-
ship expressive of the changes in theology advocated at Oxf
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of ‘liturgiology’ nor a book of devotion, but an explanation of what is after
all a technical and somewhat complicated subject put in as untechnical a
way as the matter seems to allow. I assume only that he wishes to under-
stand it from a certain practical point of view, that of the worshipping
christian, with a serious interest in the subject but no great background of
technical knowledge.

I must admit that the book has been swollen more than I like by the
need to cite at some length the historical evidence which is the basis of the
explanation. Probably this will not detract from its interest for most
readers, and in any case it could not be avoided. Modern research has
greatly altered this groundwork of the subject in recent years, but it has
done so almost unnoticed and piecemeal. The standard manuals in English
are without exception disfigured by obsolete information, and the new
and more scientific investigations are scattered broadcast in scholarly
periodicals and monographs in many languages. In the circumstances
there seems to be a need for a book which with the aid of some new
material and fresh investigations will give a coherent statement of the new
view of the subject as a whole. I have tried to do this in outline, and as such
1 have hopes that even scientific students of liturgy will find some things to
interest them here.

The book having taken this form, it must largely avoid the specifically
Anglican interests of the paper from which it began. It is true that I have
added a chapter on certain changes made in the Anglican rite at and after
the Reformation, and also some considerations on the difficulties of the
liturgical situation in Anglicanism at the present time. That is because I
conceive that no Anglican could do otherwise at present, if he wishes to
serve his own church. But it will be found that I have not prejudiced my
attempt to explain by the advocacy of any particular proposals. Two years
in a parish since the war began have left me with an intense sympathy for
the lay communicant and his parish priest in facing those difficulties,
which are ultimately not of their making. They have also left me with
strong doubts as to whether any of the current proposals, official or other-
wise, are based on a sufficiently searching analysis of what those difficulties
really are, or why they have come to be felt as difficulties. Yet until some
such analysis has been established and understood we are not likely to get
on to the right road to a solution. In any case, there are already advocates
enough before the church. It is the vocation and justification of scholarship
not to plead a case but to discern and illuminate the problem for the jury.

Sixteen out of seventeen chapters, however, deal with a wider theme,
even if some marks of their origin are still upon them. These things are the
common inheritance of all the baptised, the legacy of our common Mother
before our family quarrels had grown so sharp and tragic. It would be an
additional reward for fourteen months of writing and fourteen years of
study if that on which I have laboured to serve my own brethren should
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help others also to love God better through their own liturgies. Many
different rites are drawn on here, and though I do ndt pretend to think
that they have all the same meaning, they are all, I beli¢ve, alike at least in
one respect. No liturgy is simply a particular ‘way of saying your prayers’,
which would be only an instrument for one department of life. Prayer
expresses a theology or it is only the outlet of a blind and shallow emotion;
and like all prayer a liturgy must do that. But because it carries prayer on to
an act, every eucharistic liturgy is and must be to some extent the expres-
sion of a conception of human life as a whole. It relates|the individual wor-
shipper to God and His law, to redemption, to other men, to material
things and to his own use of them. What else is there in life?

In this period of the disintegration and attempted reconstruction of
thought about our secular society, the individual’s re
his need for and securing of material things are the ha
age. There is a christian pattern of a solution which is expressed for us and

'by us at the eucharist. There the individual is perfectly integrated in
society, for there the individual christian only exists|as a christian indi-
vidual inasmuch as he is fully exercising his own function in the christian
society. There his need of and utter dependence upon/material things even
for ‘the good life’ in this world is not denied or even scetically repressed,
but emphasised and met. Yet his needs are met from|the resources of the
whole society, not by his own self-regarding provision. But there the
resources of the society are nothing else but the total substance freely
offered by each of its members for all. There, too, is displayed a true hier-
archy of functions within a society organically adapted to a single end,
together with a complete equality of recompense.

But che eucharist is not a mere symbolic mystery presenting the right
order of earthly life, though it is that incidentally and as a consequence. It
is the representative act of a fully redeemed h life. This perfected
society is not an end in itself, but is consciously and holly directed to the
only end which can give meaning and dignity to human life—the eternal
God and the loving and conscious obedience of man in time to His known
will. There the eternal and absolute value of each individual is affirmed by
setting him in the most direct of all earthly relations with the eternal and
absolute Being of God; though it is thus affirmed and established only
through his membership of the perfect society. There the only means to
that end is proclaimed and accepted and employed—man’s redemption
through the personal sacrifice of Jesus Christ at a particular time and place
in human history, communicated to us at other times and places through
the church which is the ‘fulfilment’ of Him. That fis the eucharist. Over
against the dissatisfied ‘Acquisitive Man’ and his no [less avid successor the
dehumanised ‘Mass-Man’ of our economically focussed societies insecurely
organised for time, christianity sets the type of ‘Epcharistic Man’—man
giving thanks with the product of his labours upon| the gifts of God, and
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daily rejoicing with his fellows in the worshipping society which is grounded
in eternity. This is man to whom it was promised on the night before Cal-
vary that he should henceforth eat and drink at the table of God and be a
king. That is not only a more joyful and more humane ideal. It is the
divine and only authentic conception of the meaning of all human life, and
its realization is in the eucharist.
GREGORY DIX
NasHpoM ABBEY
BUrRNHAM, BUCKs
Corpus Christi 1943

NOTE TO THE SECOND EDITION

A new edition having been called for within three months of the first
publication, I have taken advantage of it to correct a few misprints which
had escaped my notice and a number of minor slips. There has been no
time to take account in this edition of a certain amount of fresh evidence
which has been most kindly put at my disposal by various scholars, for
which I am grateful, and to which I hope to adjust my own findings at
some future date. But I am happy to say that such expert criticism as the
book has already received suggests that this will affect no more than details
and isolated points, leaving the general presentation of the subject here
substantially unchanged.

GREGORY DIX

NasHDOM ABBEY

St. Benedict’s Day 1945






CHAPTER I
THE LITURGY AND THE EUCHARISTIC ACTION

THE LITURGY AND ITS SHAPE

‘IjTURGY’ is the name given ever since the days of the apostles! to the act
of taking part in the solemn corporate worship of God by the ‘priestly’
society? of christians, who are ‘the Body of Christ, the church’.? ‘The
Liturgy’ is the term which covers generally all that worship which is
officially organised by the church, and which is open to and offered by, or
in the name of, all who are members of the church. It distinguishes this
from the personal prayers of the individual christians who make up the
church, and even from the common prayer of selected or voluntary groups
within the church, e.g. guilds or societies. In the course of time the term
“The Liturgy’ has come to be particularly applied to the performance of
that rite which was instituted by our Lord Jesus Christ Himself to be the
peculiar and distinctive worship of those who should be ‘His own’;* and
which has ever since been the heart and core of christian worship and
christian living—the Eucharist or Breaking of Bread.

The profound reasons for this centring of the general christian experi-
ence on the eucharist will be touched on later. Herc it is enough to say that
all eucharistic worship is of necessity and by intention a corporate action—
‘Do this’ (poteite, plural). The blessed Bread is broken that it may be shared,
and ‘we being many’ made ‘one Body’; the blessed Cup is delivered that it
may be a ‘partaking of the Blood of Christ’.® It is of the deepest meaning of
the rite that those who take part are thereby united indissolubly with one
another and with all who are Christ’s, ‘because’ (hoti) each is thereby united
with Him,® and through Him with the Father, with Whom He is One.

This understanding of the rite, as essentially a corporate action, is
clearly expressed in the very first christian description of the way in which
it was performed. Writing at the close of Domitian’s persecution, in the
autumn of A.D. 96, S. Clement of Rome reminds the Corinthian church:
‘Unto the high-priest ( = the celebrant-bishop) his special “liturgies™ have
been appointed, and to the priests (= presbyters) their special place is
assigned, and on the levites ( = deacons) their special “‘deaconings™ are im-
posed; the layman is bound by the ordinances for the laity. Let each of you,
brethren, make eucharist to God according to his own order, keeping a
good conscience and not transgressing the appointed rule of his “liturgy”.”?

Writing from one apostolic church to another at a date when some of

1 Acts xiii. 2. 31 Peterii. 5. 3Eph. i. 22, 23.

¢ John xiii. 1. 6 1 Cor. X. 16. L ] O ol b 1y
7 1 Clem. 40, 41.
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the actual disciples of the apostles must have been still iving (even if he
were not such himself) Clement in the preceding context seems to imply
that these ‘appointed rules’ for the ‘liturgies’ of the different ‘orders’
are of divine institution, apparently from our Lord Himself, Be this as it
may, here in the first century the eucharist is emphatically a corporate
action of the whole christian body, in which every ‘order] from the layman
to the bishop has its own special ‘liturgy’, without the proper fulfilment of
e7ch of which the worship of the whole church cannot be fulfilled.!

The eucharist is here the vital expression towards God of what the
church fundamentally is, a corporate ‘holy priesthood to offer up spiritual
sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Christ).? If such a conception of
the rite as a united and uniting action towards God of the whole church is
to be realised, there are needed three things:

(a) If the whole eucharist is essentially one action, the service must have
alogical development as one whole, a thrust towards that particular action’s
fulfilment, and not merely a general purpose of edification. It must express
clearly by the order and connection of its parts what the hction is which it
is about, and where the service as a whole is ‘going’. It is this logical

sequence of parts coherently fulfilling one complete actio
‘Shape’ of the Liturgy.

() The structure of the service itself ought somehow to
ticular function of each ‘order’ in the church, its ‘Sp
Clement’s phrase, and bring this into play in fulfilling the
of the whole.

(¢) For a corporate action there must be in the minds
agreement at least on what the action itself is on which t
engaged together. Agreement on what it means is less absg
even if very desirable.

which I call the

express the par-
ecial liturgy’ in
corporate action
of all a common

hey are solemnly
lutely necessary,

It is the sequence of the rite—the Shape of the Liturg;
performs the eucharistic action itself, and so carries out

y—which chiefly
e human obedi-

ence to the Divine command ‘Do this’. It is the phrasing of the prayers
which chiefly expresses the meaning attached to that actio by the theologi-

cal tradition of the church. Both are essential
But they have an independent history,
bined in the tradition of the liturgy.

The Liturgical Tradition

parts of eucharistic worship.
even though they |are always com-

In considering the primitive history of the eucharist we have to keep in
mind continually the circumstances of a church life whos conditions were

! The laity are an ‘order’ in the church no less than the
and were anciently required to undergo a three years’
before they were allowed to enter it by baptism and confirmation.
of persecution

‘holy

' 1 Peterii. §

in a heathen world this would appear more obvi
when the christian laity could be confused with the general body o

orrfers’ of the clergy,
preparation and training

[Under the shadow
ous than in times .
f ratepayers,
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profoundly different from our own. The New Testament documents, in
sharp contrast with the fulness of Old Testament directions for worship,
contain no instructions as to the form of the eucharistic rite, or detailed
accounts of its celebration, beyond the brief notices of its institution. There
are a number of N.T. allusions to its existence, and S. Paul regulates cer-
tain points in connection with it for the Corinthians. But such information
as the N.T. offers is theological or disciplinary rather than liturgical, i.e. it
deals with the meaning and effects of the rite and the spirit in which itis to
be performed, rather than the actual way in which it is to be performed,
which the N.T. everywhere takes for granted. This is quite natural. The
eucharist had already been at the heart of the religion of christians for
twenty years before the first of these New Testament documents was
written. It had trained and sanctified apostles and martyrs and scores of
thousands of unknown saints for more than a century before the N.T. was
collected and canonised as authoritative ‘scripture’, beside and above the
old jewish scriptures. Christians of the first two or three generations
naturally tended to see their own worship in the light of their bible, i.e. of
these jewish scriptures of the O.T., which had formed the only bible of
Jesus and the apostolic church, for which the altar of sacrifice on Mt.
Moriah was the centre of all human life, the link between the world and
God.! The results of this were not more than superficial, a matter of meta-
phors and illustrations, though the Old Testament in this way formed a
useful barrier to the infiltration of purely pagan conceptions into eucharis-
tic theology, in the period before christian thought in the gentile churches
was mature enough to protect itself, But it is important for the under-
standing of the whole future history of the liturgy to grasp the fact that
eucharistic worship from the outset was not based on scripture at all,
whether of the Old or New Testament, but solely on fraditions The
authority for its celebration was the historical tradition that it had been
instituted by Jesus, cited incidentally by S. Paul in 1 Cor. xi. and attested
in the second christian generation by the written gospels. The method of
celebrating it, the primitive outline of the liturgy, was from the first pre-
scribed, not by an authoritative code, but by the tradition of custom
alone.?

One remarkable feature of the N.T. allusions to the eucharist is the rich

1 Gf. e.g. the Ep. to the Hebrews or I Clem. 41 above, or other documents. The
tendency in some form was universal.

2 This final authority of custom over the liturgy continued down to the sixteenth
century, when in the West the command of positive law begins to supersede custom.
Thus é.g. the ‘Uses’ of Sarum, etc. are superseded in England by the ‘enactment’ of
a rite prescribed in detail by a parliamen statute. The same thing happ ned in
the Church of Rome at the same period—cf. the language of the Bull Quo Primum
‘imposing’ the reformed missal of Pius V. The principle is the same; there is only
a difference in the legislator. In the East, despite frequent interference with the
liturgy by Byzantine emperors from the fifth to eighth centuries, custom is to this
day nominally authoritative for the liturgy. But there custom has acquired a more
rigid force than it had in the West making it virtually equivalent to positive law.



4 THE SHAPE OF THE LITURG

variety of meanings they already find within the single rrite of the broken
Bread and the blessed Cup. It is the solemn proclama{rion of the Lord’s
death;! but it is also the familiar intercourse of Jesus abiding in the soul, as
a friend who enters in and sups with a friend.? It fulfils all the past, as the
‘true’® and the ‘secret’® manna, the meaning of all sacrifice,5 the truth of all
Passovers.® But it also looks forward to the future beyond the end of time,
as a mysterious anticipation of the final judgement of God,” a foretaste of
the eternal Messianic banquet of heaven,? a ‘tasting of the powers of the
world to come.” It foreshadowed the exultant welcome of His own at that
Second Coming, for which those who had first lost their hearts to Him in
Galilee looked so wistfully all their years after, that. the echoes of their
longing murmured on in the eucharistic prayers of the church for centuries.
By the time the New Testament came to be written the eucharist already
illuminated everything concerning Jesus for His disciples—His Person,
His Messianic office,! His miracles,!? His death!® and the redemption that
He brought.4 It was the vehicle of the gift of His Spirit,!® the means of
eternal life,'® the cause of the unity of His church.” This i§ notan exhaustive
analysis of New Testament teaching about the eucharist.| Nor do I suggest
that all these passages are intended to be directly about the eucharist (they
are not) but that in all of them the experience of the eucharist is at least

Y

colouring and affecting the author’s presentation in so
other matters, which is what is significant for our purpos
the church had found in the eucharist an entire epitom
before our four gospels had been written.

This fact of a great variety of meanings found within
the eucharist by the apostolic church of the first generati
consequences for the future of the liturgy, though it h
little appreciated in modern study. The theory still gen
liturgical text-books is that there was a single primitive

e cases even of

2, They shew that
e of ‘the Gospel’

the single rite of

on had important

s been curiously
rally accepted in
e or model of the

rite, not only of outline or shape of the rite as a whole (which is true) but also
of its central formula, the ‘great eucharistic prayer’, originally the only
prayer which the service contained. '

The fact is that the liturgical tradition of the text of the eucharistic
prayer in the great historic rites—Syrian, Egyptian, Roméan and so forth—
only begins to emerge into the light of secure and analysable evidence in

1 1 Cor. xi. 26, * Rev. iii. 20. 3 John vi, 52. 4 Rev. ii. 17.
5 Heb. xiii. 10, ¢ 1 Cor. v. 7; Luke xxii. 18. 7 1|Cor. xi. 30, 31, 32.
® Luke xxii. 30. * Heb. vi. 5. 10 1 Cor. xi. 26.

1t John vi. 33; 35, 48. i

2°The accounts of the feeding of the multitude are obviousl ‘coloured’
eucharist.

1% ‘It was not the death upon Calvary per se,
Last Supper interprets it and gives the clue to
Lord’s sacrifice. The doctrine of sacrifice (and
Last Supper; it was read out of it’
Christiy ed. G, K. A, Bell, Lond

“ John vi. §3.

by the

but the death upon Calvary as the
its meaning, which constitutes our
of atonement) was not read snto the
(The pres)ent Bishop of Dérby, in Mysterium
41).

on, 1930, p. 2.
ii, 13b, 13 John vi. 53 54.

16 1 Cor. xii. 13 12 1 Cor. x. 17.
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the third—fourth century, and even then there are big gaps in our know-
ledge. In the later fourth century, when our knowledge is more definite,
we find three facts which can be taken as certain: (a) The outline of the
rite—the Shape of the Liturgy—is everywhere most remarkably the same,
after 300 years of independent existence in the widely scattered churches.
(5) The content of the eucharistic prayer is by then also to some extent the
same in arrangement and even in certain phrases. But (c) the great historic
families shew strongly marked peculiarities of their own. It is the combina-
tion of the first two ascertained facts together with the discounting of the
third which has led to the assumption that all eucharistic rites, not only in
their outline but in the formula of their eucharistic prayer, are originally
derived from a single ‘apostolic’ model.

I believe that this assumption, which has been the accepted view on the
matter ever since the seventeenth century, has caused a serious misunder-
standing of the early history of the eucharist, and among ourselves has been
an indirect cause of some of our liturgical difficulties. Now that research is
beginning, tentatively but with increasing success, to push back our know-
ledge of the liturgy into the period before the later fourth century, the
evidence is beginning to wear a different appearance. The outline—the
Shape—of the Liturgy is still everywhere the same in all our sources, right
back into the earliest period of which we can as yet speak with certainty,
the earlier half of the second century. There is even good reason to think
that this outline—the Shape—of the Liturgy is of genuinely apostolic
tradition. On the other hand, the further back we trace the contents of the
eucharistic prayer, the more remarkable are the differences which begin to
appear between the various groups of churches; though, as I bave said, the
different traditions of the prayer revolve always around the same essential
action, and it is possible, even probable, that they were all originally rooted
in a single type. This is not to say that there was an original ‘apostolic’
fixed text of the eucharistic prayer; there is no evidence of that. But because
the eucharistic action was everywhere the same, the prayer which expressed
the meaning of that action had necessarily certain fixed characteristics,
though these were phrased and expressed in a great variety of ways by
different churches.

The explanation is that the pre-Nicene! church faithfully reflects in its
eucharistic practice the conditions of the most primitive period of christian
history, the period before the canonization of the New Testament, before
the great intellectual structure of doctrinal orthodoxy had reached more
than a rudimentary stage, before the nascent canon law had established
any but the vaguest effective organisation above the local churches, which

1Pre-Nicene =the period before the first General Council of Nicaca A.D. 325.
The final toleration of Christianity by the Roman empire dates from A.D, 312-32I.
So._ ‘pre-Nicene’ roughly means the period of the persecutions, during which
christian worship was always a private not a public worship.
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Y

were therefore largely self-administered in their internal daily life under

their own bishops. But the vigour of this local life of the
conceal from us the fact that they conceived of themselv
tion’ but as a ‘unity’.

Every local church had received the rite of the eu
performing it—with its first evangelisation. This is im
that the living tradition of the liturgy as the heart of its ¢
back into the very roots of every apostolic church, in a

the product of experience and reflection, could not go

churches must not
es not as a ‘federa-

jarist—the way of
portant. It means
corporate life went
way that its theo-

ack. Some inter-

logical tradition about the eucharist, which was neces:FJrily in large part

pretation of the rite there must have been from the o
founders when they taught their first converts about

celebrated it among them. But that interpretation was n

complete and final thing. For the N.T. allusions to the
their variety that there was no complete and fixed int

tset, given by the
the eucharist and
ot then given as a
eucharist shew by
erpretation in the

apostolic age, but only a rapidly growing and wonderfully rich experience

by individuals and churches of the many meanings the

have. The single primal fact of the rite had been given

commentary, beyond- the identification of the elemen
sacrificial Body and Blood. It was left to the church to ¢

the inexhaustible depths of its meaning; and from th
church was joyfully at work on doing so.

And even the developed local tradition of the meaning
action—which was what was expressed in the local traditi
istic prayer—could not be an entirely static thing, becay
not yet a fixed formula. Within a customary outline the
was to a considerable extent free to phrase the prayer

+ single rite could
by Jesus without
ts with His own
2xplore for herself
e first every local

of the eucharistic
on of the euchar-
se the prayer was
celebrant-bishop

gs seemed to him

best.! Thus the local tradition of the prayer in any church could grow from

many sources besides the teaching of the original fot
prayers and meditations and happy (or less happy) insp
quent bishops; from the devout study by them or by «
Testament scriptures, and later on of the new christia
deliberate borrowings from other churches far or near. G

century or two the corporate religious experience of tk
local church would insensibly demand some expressi

unders—from the

irations of subse-
others of the Old
n writings; or by

Dver the lapse of a
he eucharist by a
on in.its prayer,

and would in turn be largely moulded by the ideas this expressed. Here the -

particular genius of races and languages played a quite ;
And as the church at large from the second to the fourth ci

more deeply into the meaning of revelation, and so

recognisable part.
entury penetrated

eological science
grew, we can actually trace, even in the scanty and fragmentary surviving

evidence, the continual repercussions of general theologi

phrasing of all eucharistic prayers, by a process of c

* Gf. Justin Martyr, Apology, 1. 67 (c. AD. 150); Hippolytus
(c. A.D. 215).

al advance on the
caseless liturgical

Ap. Trad., x. 4, §
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revision carried on independently in every local church.! Liturgical texts
were becoming more fixed in the fourth century, but the traditional free-
dom of phrasing allowed to celebrants ensured a certain elasticity in the
prayer at least until well after A.D. 350 in most places.?

The eucharistic prayer was, however, the only thing in the rite which
was thus pliable, because it was the ‘president’s’ own ‘special liturgy’, in
Clement’s phrase, i.e. that part of the worship of the corporate body which
he contributed to the whole eucharistic action, and which he recited alone.
It was comparatively easy for one man to add new phrases to a traditional
framework, or to compose a wholly new prayer and read it from a manus-
cript. But the deacons and the people did their parts by custom and by
rote; and to change these, which were as much their ‘special liturgies’ as
the celebrant’s prayer was his, was a much more diflicult matter. Thus there
is a constant tendency for the people’s responses, the deacon’s proclama-
tions, etc., which form the framework in which the celebrant’s prayer (or
prayers, as the rite developed) is set, to remain more archaic than the
prayers themselves.? Theology is a progressive technical science, and re-
mains therefore always the professional preserve of the clergy and the
interest of a comparatively small educated élite of the laity. Liturgy, on the
contrary, is a universal christian activity, and so a popular interest; and
therefore always remains a very conservative thing. It was the fact that the
eucharist as a whole was a corporate act of the whole church which every-
where maintained the rigid fixity of the outline of the liturgy, through the
conservatism of the laity. Changes in this outline only began when the rite
as a whole had been partially ‘clericalised’ by becoming something which
the clergy were supposed to do for the laity, and the laity for the most part
had lost their active share in its performance. It was the fact that the
eucharistic prayer was always precisely the one thing which the clergy did
perform (and were there to perform) by themselves on behalf of the whole
church, which made it always the most mutable thing in the rite. But even
in the prayers themselves the silent pressure of the conservatism of the

1 Hippolytus® eucharistic prayer (¢. A.D. 215) in some of its phrases expresses his
own peculiar theology of the Trinity; the opponents of this theology, even if they
used a prayer of that type, would not have used those particular expressions. So the
prayer of Sarapion (Egypt c. A.D. 340) reflects the third century ‘Logos-theology’
of the Egyptian school, but with a fourth century explicitly anti-Arian turn, which can
only be due to his own revision of the old prayer of his church of Thmuis; and so on.

2 The church of Rome was always conservative, and early tended to fixity of
forms. By A. D. 450 the addition there of an adjectival phrase to the fixed traditional
form of the prayer by S. Leo the Great becomes a matter of remark and worthy of
record. Yet the Roman canon has suffered one great upheaval since his day, prob-
ably under S. Gelasius (A.D. 494-6) and, oddly enough, without any record being
preserved of what was done; and there was a further revision ¢, A.D. 600.

3 E.g. the people’s response at the end of Sarapion’s eucharistic prayer (A.D. 340)
is the one already traditional at that point in Egypt, but it does not grammatically
fit the end of his particular prayer. We have an instance of the same thing among
ourselves in the survival of the people’s responses before and after the gospel by
continuous popular tradition, where the official rite no longer provides for them atall.
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worshippers (in whose name, after all, they were uttered) often maintained
very ancient phrases and features down to comparatively late dates, with
which contemporary theology could not always easily come to terms, and
which it constantly attempted to modify or to explain away. ‘
Throughout the pre-Nicene age these local eucharistid prayers were con-
tinuously developing, dear to the people from local tradition and lifelong
personal associations and the habits of devotion, and hallowed by the
memory of great saints and martyrs who had observed i:l ordained them.!
In an age when scripture, doctrinal tradition, ecclesiastical machinery of all
sorts, and so much else which we can take for granted, |were not yet such
firm elements in the framework of church life and christian thinking as
they are with us, the liturgy was the great channel of the life of the church,
on which all else depended. The fixed traditional outline of the rite, every-
wherc and always the same, maintained and expressed the church’s cohe-
sion. The ‘living voice’ of the liturgical ministry, teaching through the
traditional yet free medium of the prayer and through the liturgical
sermon (which had, as we shall see, a rather different function from that
which it has with us), guided the church’s faith and thought and inner
life, to a degree we find it hard to recognise.
The fourth century brought imperial recognition of the christian religion
and the end of persecution, and with that the possibility of a world-wide
instead of a local framework of organisation. There was now the opportu-
nity and the desire for the comparison and exchange of traditions between
the churches, for their mutual enrichment and imitation, on a scale un-
known before. The Shape of the Liturgy was still everywhere the same, And
now the greatest differences between the churches in what did differ in
their rites, the contents of their eucharistic prayers, begin|to a certain extent
to be ‘ironed out’, as it were, by a mutual adjustment. The patriarchates of
Antioch and Alexandria in the East, and the rather different sort of pre-
eminence of Rome in the West, take on a more solid prganisation. The
rites of their daughter churches tend to assimilate themselves to those of
the patriarchal ones in each case, even where there was no direct pressure
from the presiding sees to do so. And between these great groupings there
is assimilation, though each retains marked characteristics of its own. We
can actually trace a number of verbal borrowings in the eucharistic prayer
by Egypt from Syria, and by Syria from Egypt, and by Rome perhaps from
both; and there is at least one instance of a reverse of influence from Rome,
upon the other two, directly or indirectly.? In the fo or early fifth

! Cf. e.g. the letter of Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus ¢. A.D. [195 (ap. Eusebius,
Ecclesiastical History V, xxiv, 2) for the pride which churches already took in their
local customs and the local saints to whom they were attributéd, before A.D. 200,
By then the last living links with even the sub-apostolic age—men like the nona-
genarian bishop Pothinus of Lyons, martyred ¢. A.D. 180—were being broken, and

there was beginning to be a ‘christian antiquity’ to study and to revere,
*Cf. 9. 264. :
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century it looked as though there were a real possibility that the political
unity of the christian world would eventually bring with it a large measure
of liturgical uniformity too. It is an instance of that effect of political
history upon the liturgy of which we have another in sixteenth century
England, when the new royal centralisation of English life into a much
more conscious national unity destroyed the old local ‘uses’ of England in
favour of one national uniform rite.?

But with the collapse of effective political unity in the old Roman
empire, a reverse tendency begins in the fifth century. East and West go
their own ways, overlaying the partial uniformity reached in the fourth
century with a fresh series of different developments, this time in the out-
line as well as in the prayers of the rite. This second flourishing of local
varieties after the fifth century goes much further in the West than in the
East, because the West becomes much more completely disintegrated
politically. This made contacts between provincial churches and between
the provinces and the central church of Rome more difficult and infre-
quent.? Only when Charlemagne once more brings the West in large part
under a single political control, round about A.D. 800, do we find another
impulse towards uniformity arising, this time under direct imperial
encouragement. This dies away once more into a renewed growth of
purely Western local variations (less pronounced this time) as the Caro-
lingian empire breaks up again in the later ninth century.

In the East the continued unity of political rule in the shape of the
Byzantine empire continued to foster the tendency towards liturgical
uniformity. But the rite which eventually prevails in the East is again the
rite of the political capital, Byzantium (Constantinople), which had hoisted
itself into the position of a new patriarchate, at first beside and then
dominating the older patriarchates of Alexandria and Antioch. By the
thirteenth century this Byzantine rite had virtually ousted the old patriar-
chal rites of Egypt and Syria from their own churches among the Orthodox.?

1In England the state hastened the process by force, whereas in the fourth
century it was natural and voluntary. But it would probably have happened in
England at some point in any case; had the state not intervened; leaving perhaps
isolated local ‘peculiarities in some places, like the Lyons use in France, or that of
Milan iln Italy, or those of Toledo or Braga in Spain and Portugal, as interesting
survivals.

2 The attempt to keep them up was nevertheless made in matters of liturgy. E.g.
the Council of Vaison in Gaul (A.D. 529) prescribes conformity to the use of Kyrie
eleison in Gaul, as it had recently been introduced at Rome and in most other
western churches. But the attempts at uniformity were spasmodic, and died away
as the political confusion grew worse during the sixth century.

3 The liturgy of Alexandria finally gave way to that of Byzantium among the
Egyptian Orthodox churches under Byzantine pressure in A.D. 1193, but it had
been considerably ‘Byzantinised’ before that. In Syria the Greek rite of S. Fames
was still occasionally used in the thirteenth century, but its use even on the feast of
S. James finally died out altogether. It was revived for use on S. James’ Day once a
year at Jerusalem in 1903, not with the old Jerusalem text, but in the Byzantinised
form in which it had survived once a year as a curiosity in the island of Zante.

D.S.L.
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Only the political revolt of racial groups in Syria and Eg;
old patriarchal rites in the vernacular as symbols of politi
in schismatic churches which began rather as instrume
aspiration than in genuine theological differences. Th
the development of a single uniform liturgical use throug
East, which has come in the course of time to influence 1

)

¢

ypt preserved the
cal independence,
nts of nationalisy

was completed
out the Orthodox
very considerably

even the rites of the dissidents.2

In the Latin West modern ease of intercourse between|the churches has
brought about much the same state of affairs in spite of political disunity.
The carly mediaeval ‘third crop’ of local varieties which arose after the
ninth century has been steadily assimilated to the current Roman rite,
though relics of them are now carefully preserved in certain places (Milan,
Lyons, Braga, etc.). Elsewhere in the West, as a consequence of the
Protestant Reformation in the sixteenth century, there|has arisen what
from our point of view must be considered as a large ‘fourth crop’ of local
variants of the basic Western type, in the rites of the Reformed bodies. It

is true that those who use them do not as a rule think of
Their compilers were far more concerned to follow what
‘scriptural warrant’ than anything in the liturgical traditic
they were in revolt. But the Reformers themselves though
of the Western tradition within which they had been tr;
quence their rites all reveal under technical analysis not ‘p
teristics at all, nor anything akin to the special Eastern

em in this way.

they regarded as
on against which
t largely in terms
ained. In conse-
rimitive’ charac-

tradition, but a

marked dependence on the basic Western liturgical traditipn at a particular
stage late in its development. In saying this I am well a of the theo-
logical differences which distinguish the Protestant ‘Supper’ from the
Roman Catholic ‘Mass’. Nevertheless, when strictly liturgical ethos and
characteristics are in question, it is a fact that the former is really only a
group of varieties of the latter, or better, a group of rites derived from the
latter, and markedly dependent upon it for some of their special features.

8o we have reached the position to-day of two main
Eastern and Western, by the elimination of a large numb:
some of them at least as ancient as the two which hav

types of liturgy,
er of other rites,
e survived. The

present main Eastern type has developed from the fo century rite of
the Eastern ‘holy city’ Jerusalem, as remodelled and expanded in the
Eastern political centre, Constantinople. The present Westerh type
has developed from the fourth century rite of the Western ‘holy city’,

! The vernacular is the badge of the dissident churches of the West as it was in
some measure in the East. But the rites they maintain in the West are not ancient
local rites adopted as badges of national independence under a theological cover (as
in the East), but products of the genuine theological revolution of the Reformation;

though political differences had a great influence here, too. Thi tendency of the
followers of the catholic revival in nineteenth century Anglicanism to ‘Romanise’

in their use of the Anglican liturgy is exactly parallel to the ten|
Copts and Jacobites to ‘Byzantinise’ their own rites, by the in

dency of the later
troduction of the

Prothesis, the Monogenes, the Great Entrance, and other purely Byzantine features,
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Rome, as remodelled and expanded in the Western political centre, the
nucleus of Charlemagne’s empire in Gaul and the Rhineland. The most
important formula, the eucharistic prayer, in these two types seems to
have been sufficiently similar in the sccond and third centuries for us to
be able to postulate an original similarity, at least of general type in the
first century.! But the two rites are now very different from each other after
a separation of 1,600 years, even in striking features of what anciently was
uniform everywhere, the Shape of the Liturgy. Yet under this later growth
the Eastern and Western types of rite both still maintain what may be
called the classical form of the eucharistic action—that fixed outline, the
core of which descends from the time of the apostles, and which it is our

purpose to study.
1 Gf. p. 231 3qq.
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complete absence from the original outline of the rite of anything in the
nature of ‘communion devotions’. The ancient approach did not preoccupy
itself at all with devout feelings, though it recognised that they would be
there. It concentrated attention entirely on the sacramental act, as the
expression of a will already intent on amendment of life, and as the occasion
of its acceptance and sanctification by God; and so far as the liturgy was
concerned, it left the matter at that, in a way which our more introspective
devotion would probably find unsatisfying, though it served to train the
saints and martyrs of the age of persecution.

It was in the Latin middle ages that the eucharist became for the first
time essentially something ‘said’ rather than something ‘done’ (the East has
never accepted such a change). It had long been a thing in which the
people’s share was primarily to attend to what the clergy ‘did’ on their
behalf, rather than something in which they took an equally vital and active
share of their own. (This change began in the East, in the fourth-fifth
centuries, and spread to the West from there.) We need continually to be
on our guard against taking our own essentially ‘late’ and specifically
“Western’ and ‘Mediaeval’ approach to eucharistic worship as the only
or the original understanding of it. As Anglicans that is necessarily ours
(I am not trying to be paradoxical) because the Anglican devotional tradi-
tion is exclusively grounded on the Western and Mediaeval devotional
tradition. This is not a matter of ‘party’; under all the party-labels and
theological catchwords this devotional tradition is quite remarkably
homogeneous, and betrays its origins at once under historical investigation.

Take, for one instance among many, the practice of kneeling to receive
communion. This is universal among Anglicans, and its abandonment
would cause as much disturbance and surprise among ‘Evangelical’ as
among ‘Anglo-catholic’ or ‘Moderate’ communicants. It is the posture
deliberately adopted by many ‘protestant’ clergy by contrast with the
universal catholic tradition that the priest stands to communicate. Yet the
practice of kneeling by anybody for communion is confined to the Latin
West, and began to come in there only in the early Middle Ages. The
ancient church universally stood to receive communion, as in the East
clergy and laity alike stand to this day; the apostolic church conceivably
reclined in the oriental fashion, though this is uncertain. Yet the Church
of England fought the Puritans most vigorously on the point when they
would have stood or sat; and the ‘Black Rubric’ stands in the Prayer Book
to this day to witness by its provisions that she did so not so much on
theological grounds as out of deference to a devotional instinct which is
entirely a product of the Latin middle ages.

Or take again the devotions our manuals commonly contain as ‘Prepara-
tion for communion’. The ‘Seven Prayers ascribed to S. Ambrose’ are by
Abbot John of Fécamp, of the early twelfth century. The prayer ‘Almighty
and everlasting God, behold I approach the sacrament of Thy only be-
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gotten Son. ..’ is by S. Thomas Aquinas of the thirteenth century, The
prayer after communion ‘Most sweet Lord Jesus, pierce my soul with the
wound of Thy love. ..’ is by his contemporary, S. Bonaventura, and so
on. There is nothing new or specially ‘Anglo-catholic’ gbout the use of
these and other mediaeval prayers by Anglicans. Versions|of some of them
are to be found in Sutton’s Godly Meditations upon the Most Holy Sacrament
of the Lord’s Supper (1630) and in The New Manual of Degotions, of which
the twenty-cighth edition was published in 1822. One of them has fur-

nished a prayer to the well-known manual of Bishop Wals

How. Others

were used in part by Bp. Simon Patrick of Ely in his Christian Sacrifice,

first published in 1671 and republished four times i
century.! They are not used out of reverence for their
generally printed anonymously. Their only appeal is
faithfully what the devout Anglican communicant wants

the eighteenth

thors; they are
t they express
tp say. And what

It is not among the ‘Anglo-catholics’ but among those who would
regard themselves as the more traditionally Anglican groups that we find
the notion most strongly held that the ‘simple said service’ is the most
satisfactory method of conducting the eucharist—i.e. the mediaeval Latin
acceptance of ‘low mass’ as the norm. Never before then|had there been
‘a simple said service’; and the net effect of its introduction was virtually
to exclude the people from all active share in the liturgy, so that it finally
became a thing ‘said’ by the clergy, which the people’s was to ‘hear’.
It is, indeed, our mediaeval Latin past which accounts for much in our
devotional tradition which we are all of us apt to mistake| as ‘protestant’.
If you believe that the liturgy is primarily a thing ‘said’, your part in it if
you are a layman is chiefly to ‘hear’, It is because we bave carried this
notion to its logical conclusion, that we get those periodical outbursts of
irritation among the laity about the ‘inaudibility’ of the clergy; and quite
reasonably, if we consider the implications of our devotional tradition.
‘Hearing’ is virtually all that we have left to the laity to do.

It was the conviction that the laity ought to see the consecration of the
sacrament which originally sent the Anglican clergy round to the awkward
‘North End’. (Incidentally, there are implications in the whole notion that
‘consecration’ is a thing to be effected by the clergy, while the laity merely
‘watch’ and ‘hear’, which the student of mediaeval doctrine jand, especially,
mediaeval practice will recognise as familiar.) But the idea in itself that the
laity should see the consecrated sacrament is not new in the sixteenth
century. Doubtless it was given then a new theological pretext. But devo-
tionally it is only an echo of the mediaeval layman’s plea, ‘Heave it higher,
Sir Priest!” when he could not see the elevated Host at the consecration,

* Cf. also his translation of hymns by S. Thomas Aquinas On the morming before
Communion, publ. A.p. 1721. Cf. also the devotions by S. Anselriand S. Bernard

(twelfth century) recommended by Stanhope in 1701 and republished several times
before the last edition in 1918. . P

he wants to say was said for the first time by the Latin Miil%le Ages.
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This may sound fantastic until one looks for a moment at a devotional
tradition which has not descended through the Latin middleages. Iithe East
the layman early came to feel that he ought ot to see the consecration. The
veil which hid the whole sanctuary at that moment was already coming into
use in North Syria in the later fourth century. It spread widely, and was
later reinforced elsewhere by a solid screen of masonry and painting, the
ikonostasion, whose purpose was to prevent the laity from doing precisely
what the Western Elevation was introduced to help them to do—to see the
sacrament at the consecration. This development was not forced upon the
Eastern laity by the clergy; it was and is their own strong feeling about
the matter, that they ought not to see the consecration. A devout and highly
educated Orthodox layman, a former cabinet minister, has told me of the
profound shock he received when he first attended an Anglican celebration
(done, apparently, quite ‘decently and in order’) and witnessed what he
called our ‘strange publicity’ in this. This is only the result of another
devotional tradition than that of the Latin middle ages, which has formed
and moulded our own, even when we seem to be most strongly reacting
against it.

This question might be carried much further. But it is sufficient here to
have-indicated that there is a considerable difference between our own
fundamental conception of the eucharist and that of the primitive church,
and also where our own conception has its roots. Of course our own practice
retains strong traces of the older way of regarding things, e.g. in the plural
phrasing of our prayers. And we need not condemn or renounce our own
devotional tradition just because it is Western and mediaeval in origin. It is
not in itself any more or any less desirable to pray like the third century
than like the thirteenth, provided always that we know what we are doing.
But if we are to penetrate to the universal principles which underlie all
eucharistic worship, we must be able for the moment to think ourselves
out of the particular devotional approach which is our own, and to free
ourselves from the assumption that it is the only or the original approach.
Otherwise it must operate as a barrier to all clear understanding of other
and older traditions, and so impoverish our own possibilities in worship.

The first main distinction, then, which we have to bear in mind, is that
the apostolic and primitive church regarded the eucharist as primarily an
action, something ‘done’, not something ‘said’; and that it had a clear and
unhesitating grasp of the fact that this action was corporate, the united
joint action of the whole church and not of the celebrant only. The prayer
which the celebrant ‘said’ was not the predominant thing in the rite. It took
its place alongside the ‘special liturgies’ of each of the other ‘orders’, as one
essential in the corporate worshipful act of the whole church, even as the
most important essential, but not to the exclusion of the essential character
of the others.
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L)

Public and Private

The second main distinction we have to bear in mind is this: We regard
christian worship in general, not excluding the eucharist, as essentially a
public activity, in the sense that it ought to be open to all| comers, and that
the stranger (even the non-christian, though he may m:% be a communi-

cant) ought to be welcomed and even attracted to be present and to take
part. The apostolic and primitive church, on the contrary, regarded all
christian worship, and especially the eucharist, as a highly private activity,
and rigidly excluded all strangers from taking any part jn it whatsoever,
and even from attendance at the eucharist. Christian worship was intensely
corporate, but it was not “public’.

Our own attitude is the result of living in a world |which has been
nominally christian for fourteen or fifteen centuries. The attitude of the
ancient church did not arise, however, from the circumstances of a non-
christian world, for it was adopted before opposition began, and continued
in circumstances when it would have been quite easy to modify it. The
fact is that christian worship in itself, and especially the eucharist, was not

by origin, and is not by nature intended to be, a ‘public’
the sense that we have come to accept, but a highly exclus
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the N.T.,! though we cannot trace the details of its settlement. In the
circles and period from which our documents come the whole question
was over and settled before they were written, and no longer excited a
living interest. Perhaps the question never was properly settled in principle
but simply ended by the march of events. The proportion of gentiles to
jews in the church changed with extraordinary swiftness, so that within
forty years of the Last Supper what had begun as a small and exclusive
jewish sect had become a large and swiftly growing but still rigidly exclusive
gentile society which retained a small jewish wing.

This left the question of whether christianity was to develop into a
public worship still an open one. In Syria the jewish christians clung with a
pathetic loyalty to their double allegiance for centuries, and maintained a
jewish public worship either in the ordinary synagogues or in public
synagogue assemblies of their own. But to the gentile churches the matter
presented itself differently. The breach between them and the jewish
synagogues took place at different moments in different churches, though
probably nowhere outside Palestine did any connection last for more than
a few years at most. A few months or even weeks generally saw S. Paul and
his converts expelled from all connection with the local jewish community.
But even before this happened, their christian and eucharistic worship was
already a domestic thing, wholly their own. Yet their exclusion from the
synagogue would leave the local christian church with no public worship at
all, in the face of all the needs of missionary propaganda. The state was not
yet officially hostile, and it would have been comparatively easy to organise
some sort of public worship, open to all who might chance to enter. There
was, for instance, a time when S. Paul was ‘lecturing daily in the school of
one. Tyrannus’ at Ephesus? which might well have proved the starting
point of such a development, and doubtless there were many such moments.
What decisively prevented any such idea was the rigidly exclusive and
domestic character of specifically christian worship, and especially of the
eucharist. Thus early christian worship developed along its own inherent
and original line of exclusiveness even in the gentile churches.

It was not that the church did not desire converts; she was ardently
missionary to all who would hear, as jews and pagans were quick to com-
plain. But propaganda meetings were rigidly separated from ‘worship’, so
that they were not even accompanied by prayer. They were confined to the
announcing of the christian message by the reading of the scriptures and
oral instruction, and then all who were not already of the ‘laity’ by baptism
and confirmation—even those who were already convinced of the truth of
the gospel but had not yet received those sacraments—were invariably
turned out before prayer of any kind was offered, let alone the eucharist.
Thus christianity was able to dispense with the erection of any sort of
special buildings for its worship for at least a century and a half, andcon-

JActs x.-xv.; Gal. i. and ii., etc. 2 Acts xix. 9.
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centrated itself instead in those ‘house-churches’ which meet us every-
where in the N.T.. and the 2nd century. In these the exclusive and domestic
character of its eucharistic worship was entirely at home| and their atmos-
phere also informed the spirit and the arrangements of the liturgical wor-
ship at the synaxis or syneleusis, the non-eucharistic ‘general meeting’ of
the whole local church. It was this originally domestic spirit of christian
worship as much as anything else that preserved the clear understanding
of its corporate nature. The understanding of this began to fade at once
when it was transformed into a ‘public’ worship in the|great basilicas of
the fourth century.
Nevertheless, the exclusive character of eucharistic worship still con-
tinued to manifest itself, though in a different way, after it had taken on the
new character of a truly public worship in a nominally christian world. In
the first three centuries to be present at the eucharist virtyally meant being
a communicant. The christian had a personal qualification for being
present, baptism and confirmation. Before receiving these sacraments he
was required to make an explicit statement that he shared the faith of the
church in the revelation and redemption by Jesus Christ! Without this he
could not be of that ‘household of faith’® whose domestic worship the
eucharist was. It was the indiscriminate admission to baptism and confir-
mation of the infant children of christian parents when all society began to
turn nominally christian which was at the root of that decline of lay com-
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the sacrament as 2 political qualification for public office, and the preven-
tion of celebrations by the lack of lay communicants,

There seems to be a deep underlying reason for this universal refusal of
the laity in all churches to receive holy communion with any frequency.
The domestic character of eucharistic worship, which had been lost to sight
by the officials of a church long dominant in social life, continued obscurely
to assert itself in the feeling of the laity that communion was somehow not
intended to be ‘for everybody’. And since ‘everybody’ was now equally
qualified in theory by having received baptism and confirmation, the only
line of demarcation which remained was that between clergy and laity.
Between the seventh century and the nineteenth all over christendom the
clergy were normally the only really frequent communicants. The de-
christianisation of society in general in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries has once more marked out the practising christian laity as mem-
bers of ‘the household of God’,! and so included them again within that
‘exclusiveness’ which the eucharist has always been instinctively felt to
demand. That seems to be why the laity in all communions alike have
begun during this period to respond for the first time to the exhortations
which the clergy never entirely ceased to make to them to communicate
more often.?

We have now to describe the form and arrangement of this domestic
gathering of ‘the family of God, which is the church of the living God’.2

The ‘Church’

Until the third century the word ‘church’ (ecclesia) means invariably not
the building for christian worship* but the solemn assembly for the liturgy,
and by extension those who have a right to take part in this. There were of
course plenty of other meetings of groups of christians in one another’s
houses for prayer and edification and for the agape or “Lord’s supper’ (not

1 Eph. ii. 19.

3 The dependence of frequent lay communion on the existence of openly non-
christian surroundings, at least in the West, is very remarkable indeed when it is
examined historically. And it continues. I remember the late Cardinal Verdier
telling me that in France, where la communion fréquente has been preached perhaps
more successfully than anywhere else in our generation, the results in practice were
still largely confined to Paris, the big towns and certain districts, Elsewhere, where
a peasant population mostly rezains the social tradition of catholicism in daily life,
the old rule of lay communion at Easter only is still general, despite vigorous
propaganda in favour of frequency.

3 1 Tim. iii. 15.

4 It used to be said that the first use of ecclesia for a building occurs in the
Chronicle of Edessa (a small ‘native’ state on the frontier of the empire in N.E.
Syria) for the year A.D. 201, when ‘the ecclesia of the christians’ there was damaged
by a flood. But the authenticity of this passage in this chronicle has been challenged.
In any case Edessa was the first state officially to adopt christianity as the religion
of all its citizens; its first christian king is said to have been baptised in A.D. 206.
The tendencies which produced church buildings elsewhere in the late third and
fourth centuries were therefore at work in Edessa in the later second century.
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the ecclesia, which every christian had a right and a duty|to attend; whereas
the syneleuseis were groups of christian friends and acquaintances. The
phrase is constant in early christian authors from S. Paul onwards that the
ecclesia is a ‘coming together epi to.auto’, (or eis fo hen) not merely ‘in one
place’, but almost in a technical sense, of the ‘general assembly’. But above

all what distinguished the liturgical ecclesia from even
meeting was the official presence of the liturgical mi
presbyters and deacons, and their exercise there of thos
functions in which they were irreplaceable. ‘Without
an ecclesia’ 2
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(A.D. 165)..

eet?” Justin said,

“Where each one chooses and can. Do you really suppose we all meet in
the same place (epi fo auto)? It is not so at all. For because the God of
christians is not circumscribed by place, but is inviIible and fills all

heaven and earth, He is worshipped and glorified by|the faithful any-
- where.” Rusticus the Prefect said, “Tell me, where do you meet, or in
what place do you collect your disciples?” Justin said, “IThis is my second
stay in Rome, and I have lodgings above one Martin by the baths of
Timothy; and the whole time I have known no other meeting-place
(syneleusis) but this. And if any one desired instruction from me, I have
been accustomed there to impart to him the teachings of the truth.”
Rusticus the Prefect said, “Well then, are you a christian?”’ Justin said,
“Yes, ] am a christian.” >3
This confession sealed Justin’s fate, and the Prefect turns at once to the
examination of the little group of six men and one woman arrested with
him in his lodgings, who also confessed and shared his martyrdom. But
Justin in his answers is deliberately hedging behind the word syneleusis, to
avoid imperilling the ecclesia by revealing its meeting pplace. Ten years
before his arrest he had described in his Apology (65) how the catechumen
was brought from the private instructions in which he had been prepared
for baptism to where ‘the brethren have their synaxis’| (public meeting)
for the eucharist and first communion; and how (67) ‘On the day which is
called Sunday there is a general (épi to auto) meeting of dll who live in the

:IS-IC}’ ks ( db hop of Antioch d
gnatius (second bishop of Antioch in Syria, martyred ¢,
the church of Tralles, ii. 1 P yeia,
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cities or the countryside’, for the liturgical synaxis and eucharist under the
bishop. : ,

It was at the ecclesia—in ‘the church’—alone that a christian could fulfil
his personal ‘liturgy’, that divinely-given personal part in the corporate act
of the church, the eucharist which expressed before God the vital being of
the church and each of its membeérs. The greatest emphasis was always laid
upon the duty of being present at this, for which no group-mecting could
be a substitute. Thus S. Ignatius writes to the christians of Magnesia in
Asia Minor, ‘as the Lord did nothing without the Father . . . so neither do
you anything without the bishop and presbyters. And attempt not to
suppose anything to be right for yourselves apart (from others). But at the
general meeting (epi to auto) let there be one prayer, one supplication, one
mind, one hope, in love and joy unblameable. . . . Be zealous to come to-
gether, all of you, as to one temple, even God; as to one altar, even to one
Jesus Christ, . . .”* So he writes to the church of Philadelphia, ‘Be careful
to observe one eucharist, for there is one Flesh of our Lord Jesus Christ
and one Cup unto union in His. Blood; there is one altar, as there is one
bishop together with the presbytery and the deacons’.? :

We shall meet again this insistence on a single eucharistic assembly of
the whole church; bishop, presbyters, deacons and laity together. This
always remained the ideal, until it was finally lost to sight in the later
middle ages. But the growth of numbers and the size of the great cities
early made it impossible to fulfil it in practice; and Ignatius already recog-
nises that the bishop may have to delegate his “special liturgy’ to others at
minor eucharistic -assemblies:. ‘Let that be accounted a valid eucharist
which is either under the bishop or under one to whom the bishop has
assigned this’® The last church to abandon the tradition of a single
eucharist under the bishop as at least an ideal was the church of the city
of Rome. There the Pope’s ‘stational mass’ at which he was assisted by
representatives of the whole clergy and laity of the city continued as the
central eucharistic observance right down to the fourteenth century, and
did not wholly die out until i870. Of course there were other celebrations
simultaneously in the “Titles’ or parish churches. But for centuries it was
the custom at Rome to despatch to-each of these by an acolyte the fermen-
tum, a fragment from the Breads consecrated by the Pope at ‘the’ eucharist
of the whole church, to be placed in the Chalice at every parish eucharist,
in token that each of these was still in Ignatius® phrase, ‘under the bishop’,
as the ‘liturgy’ of the presbyter, to whom ‘the bishop had assigned”’ it.

The fact that the whole church or a very large part of it was expected to
be present at the weekly Sunday ecclesia forced the church from the outset

1 Ignatius, Ep. to Magnesians, vii. I and 2 (A.D. 115).

2 Tgnatius, Ep. to Philadelphians, iv. 1. :

3 Ignatius, Ep. to Smyrnaeans, viii. 1. (N.B. The bishop or his delegate is not yet

thought of as the ‘celebrant’ of the eucharist, which is the act of the whole church
‘under’ the presidency of the bishop.)
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to hold this in the houses of its wealthier members, for there alone could it
be accommodated in a domestic setting. Certain families of Roman nobles
had been attracted to the church, and even, perhaps, ed martyrs for
the faith, before the end of the first century. And fo tely the great
Roman mansion of the period offered in its traditional lay-out certain
arrangements not found in the tenements in which the mass of the popu-
lation lived, which precisely suited the needs of the church.

The domestic apartments of the noble family were a modern addition to
the traditional scheme of old Roman houses, and lay at the back of the
palace. With typical Roman conservatism the front half of the patrician
great house in the first century retained for its public/rooms the exact
ground-plan of the peasant’s hut of the first Latin settlements twelve or
fifteen hundred years before, though, of course, immensely enlarged and
embellished. The entrance hall (vestibulum) led to a large pillared hall,
the atrium, which was always lighted by skylights or open to the air in the
centre. This formed, as it were, a broad nave with
further end from the entrance, and generally forming a dais up one or two
steps, was a further room, open along its whole front tp the atrium; this
inner room was known as the ¢tablinum. The central part of this (forming a
sort of chancel) was separated from its side-portions, the alae or ‘wings’
(=choir-aisles) by low walls or pierced screens. Behind the tablinum a
further door led to the private apartments and domestic quarters of the
house.

The tablinum represents the original log-cabin of the
with a lean-to (the alae) on either side. The atrium was

primitive settler,

the old fore-court

-court sheltered

or farmyard, roofed over—(atrium displuviatum =‘fo

opened off i it at

than the mere plan of their ancestral huts; it rigorously kept up the memory
of their primitive fittings. Let into the floor of the atrium was always a large

tank of water, the impluvium, representing the original
which the farm had been built. Between this and
tablinum there stood always a fixed stone table, the sar¢
ping-block’ outside the door of the hut.
The tablinum, the original home, was revered as the f
though it was also used as a reception room, There in
was the sacred hearth; there stood the altar of the Lare

ell or pond beside
entrance to the
bulum, the ‘chop-

amily shrine, even
2 pagan household
s and Penates, the

ancestral spirits and the gods of hearth and home. There

at the marriage of

the heir was placed the nuptial bed from which the old line should be
continued. When the whole patrician clan met in family conclave or for
family rites, there was placed the great chair of the pat rfamilias, the head
of the clan, and around him sat the heads of the junior ranches, while the
younger members and dependents stood assembled facing them in the
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atrium. On the walls of the alae and the atrium were hung the trophies and
portraits of generation upon generation of nobles who in the past had
brought honour to the name and house.

Here ready to hand was the ideal setting for the church’s ‘domestic’
worship at the eucharist, in surroundings which spoke for themselves of
the noblest traditions of family life. The quaint old images of the household
gods and their altar must go, of course, along with the sacred hearth and its
undying fire. All else was exactly what was needed. The chair of the pater-
familias became the bishop’s throne; the heads of families were replaced by
the presbyters, and the clansmen by the laity, the members of the household
of God. Virgins and widows and any others for whom it might be desirable
to avoid the crowding in the atrium could be placed behind the screens of
the alae. At the back near the door, where the clients and slaves of the
patrician house—attached to it but not of it—had once stood at its assem-
blies, were now to be found the catechumens and enquirers, attached to
the church but not yet members of it. The place of the stone table was that
of the christian altar; the tank of the tmpluvium would serve for the solemn
immersion of baptism in the presence of the whole church. When the
‘candidates’ (="‘clothed in white’) emerged, they could dry in one of the
side rooms; and then, clothed in the white linen garments they received
after baptism in token that they had entered the kingdom of God', they
were led straight to the bishop to receive the unction of confirmation.
This was what actually made them members of the ‘order’ of laity, with
whom they would henceforward stand in the ecclesia. The dining room of
the house (triclinium) which usually opened off the afrium could be used
when needed for the christian ‘love-feast’ (agape or ‘the Lord’s supper’;
by the second century this had lost its original connection with the eucha-
rist, if indeed it had much connection with it even in later apostolic times).?

The only addition to the furnishings of such a house which christian
worship required was a raised pulpit or reading-desk from which the lector
could make the Iéssons heard, and on the steps of which the soloists could
stand to sing. (Hence the name ‘gradual’ for the oldest chant of the liturgy,
the psalm between the epistle and gospel lections, from gradus =‘a step’).
Beside the lectern at vigil services was placed a large lamp-stand or else a
great taper, to give light to the lector. It was the business of the deacon as
the general ‘servant of the church’ to place this ready burning, or to light
it and bless it, when it was required. This blessing of the lamp is a survi-
val of jewish practice into christian worship. The chief continuing survival
of this originally utilitarian ritual is seen to-day in the paschal candle of
the Roman rite, which the deacon still lights and blesses beside the lectern
at the beginning of the Easter vigil service on Holy Saturday.®

1 Cf. Rev. iv. §; vil. 9; xix. 14. 8 Cf. p. 260.
3 The symbolic blessing of fire which now precedes the deacon’s blessing of the
vigil light is a late (cleventh cent.) intrusion into the Roman rite, from Gallican
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Thus christian worship was normally carried out during the centuries of
persecutior, not by any means in the secrecy and squalor which is popu-
larly associated with ‘the catacombs’, though in the strict privacy and se-
clusion which Roman tradition attached to the home. The surroundings
might indeed have about them not a little grandeur in the great atrium of a
Roman pzlace with its marbles and mosaics and rich metal furnishings.
We get a vivid little picture of the possibilities of such domestic worship
even in much less impressive surroundings from the official report of the
seizure of the christian place of worship at Cirtal in North Africa, at the
beginning of the last great persecution in A.D. 303. It happens to have sur-
vived because the report of the occasion officially filed in the municipal
archives was put in as evidence in a cause célébre in the African courts half
a generation later.

‘In the viiith consulship of Diocletian and the viith of Maximian on the
xivth day before the Kalends of June (May 19th, 303 A.D.) from the official
acts of Munatus Felix, high-priest (of the emperor) for life and Warden
of the Colony of the Cirtensians.

‘Upon arrival at the house where the christians customarily met, Felix,
high-priest etc. said to the bishop Paul: “Bring forth the scriptures of your
law and anything else you have here, as has been ordered by the edict, that
you may carry out the law.” Paul the bishop said: ‘““The lectors have the
scriptures, but we surrender what we have got here.” Felix, high-priest
etc. said to Paul the bishop: “Point out the lectors or send for them.” Paul
etc. said: “You know who they all are.” Felix etc. said: “We do not know
them.”” Paul etc. said: “Your staff know them, that/is Edusius and Junius
the notary clerks.”” Felix etc. said: “Leaving aside the question of the lec-
tors, whom my staff will identify, surrender what you have here.” Paul the
bishop sat down, with Montanus and Victor of Deiisatelium and Memorius
the presbyters, the deacons Mars and Helios standing by him, Marcuclius,
Catullinus, Silvanus and Carosus the subdeacons, Januarius, Maracius,
Fructuosus, Miggin, Saturninus, Victor and the other sextons standing
present, and Victor of Aufidum writing before them the inventory thus:

2 golden chalices

item 6 silver chalices

item 6 silver dishes

item asilver bowl

ttem 7 silver lamps

item 2 torches

item 7 short bronze candlesticks with their lamps

item 11 bronze lamps with their chains
sources, of a ceremony already in use at Jerusalem before the end of the fourth
century. The original Roman beginning of the vigil is the practical one of getting

a light to hold the service by.
* Now Constantine, in Algeria.
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item 82 women’s tunics!

item 38 veils

ftem 16 men’s tunics

item 13 pairs of men’s slippers

item 47 pairs of women’s slippers

item 18 pairs of clogs® .

Felix etc. said to Marcuclius, Silvanus and Carosus the sextons, “Bring
out all you have here.” Silvanus and Carosus said: “We have brought out
everything which was here.” Felix etc. said: “Your answer has been taken
down in evidence.” After the cupboards in the bookcase were found to be
empty, Silvanus brought out a silver casket and a silver candlestick, which
he said he had found behind a jug. Victor of Aufidum said to Silvanus:
“You would have been a dead man if you had not managed to find those.”
Felix etc. said to Silvanus: “Look more carefully, that nothing be left here.”
Silvanus said: “Nothing is left, we have brought it all out.” And when the
dining room (¢riclinium) was opened, there were found there four baskets
and six casks. Felix etc. said: “Bring out whatever scriptures you have got,
and comply with the imperial edict and my enforcement of it.”” Catullinus
brought out one very large book. Felix etc. said to Marcuclius and Silvanus:
“Why do you only bring out a single book? Bring out all the scriptures you
have got.” Catullinus and Marcuclius said: “We have no more because we
are subdeacons. The lectors keep the books.” Felix etc. said to them:
“Identify the lectors.” They said: “We do not know where they are.”
Felix etc. said to them: “If you don’t know where they are, tell us their
names.” Catullinus and Marcuclius said: “We are not informers. Here we
stand. Command us to be executed.” Felix said: “Put them under arrest.”’

The account goes on in the same meticulous photographic detail, recor-
ded in the shorthand of the public slave standing behind Felix, to recount
the search of the lectors’ houses. Every word, every action is pitilessly
noted, so that each man’s exact responsibility can be fixed if the record ever
has to be produced in court; how one lector was a tailor; how the school-
master, evidently the copyist of the local church, was found with two
books and some loose quires still unbound; how the wife of one of the
lectors surrendered six books lest her absent husband be accused of hiding
them; and how the public slave nicknamed ‘The Ox’ was sent in to search
her house and see if he could find more, and reported ‘I have searched and
found nothing.’ The veil of the centuries seldom wears so thin as in that
piercing moment when Paul the bishop silently sat down, for the last time,
on his episcopal throne; and his presbyters came and sat around him as
usual, and the deacons took their stand on either side—almost automati-
cally—as they had done so often at mass, to watch the heathen high-priest

1 These and the following items are for use at solemn baptism.,

37 have no idea what these were for. Perhaps for baptism, or possibly some

christian had left them there to be called for later.
D.S.L.
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pile together before their eyes the sacramental vesse
hands had handled. And the level voice of the clerk
making the inventory goes on—Two gold chalices—
six silver dishes— ...’

They sat through it all in silence, even when the two subdeacons made
their gallant useless refusal to betray men whose names were already per-
fectly well known. What could they have said? To h3vc surrendered the

GY

:Is which their own
Victor of Aufidum
six silver chalices—

scriptures and the sacred vessels was ‘apostasy’, still for clerics (though not
for laymen) the irremissible sin, for which there was no possible penance.
And they knew it; Felix knew it; even the grinning public slaves knew it.
They had saved their lives—but they had all irremedjably forfeited their
orders in that quarter of an hour. I know no more mqving picture of the
inner meaning of the persecutions than that shamefaced helpless group of
apostate African clergy with the uncouth Berber names—the men who
were not martyrs—as the public slave saw them across the shoulders of
their enemies and jotted down their actions on that hot May afternoon
sixteen centuries ago.

What is more to our immediate purpose, the church of Cirta was a small
church in an unimportant provincial town. It had not yet needed to build
itself a basilica as many of the more thriving churches had done or begun to
do in the later third century, but still worshipped in the old way in a con-
verted private house. The majority of its clergy were guite evidently ‘of
the people.” But they had a collection of church plate| which few parish
churches in England at the present day could rival.

Though outside Rome the domestic setting was not

always so apt, the

arrangements did not greatly vary, When in the third ¢
easier in most places, and church buildings became neg
the model usually seems to have been furnished by t

entury times grew
dful and possible,
the private house

and not the pagan temple or the jewish synagogue.! When the end wall of
the tablinum no longer masked the domestic half of the house it was found
more convenient to build it in a semi-circle, following the curve of the
presbyters’ seats. But this was in fact a development which had already
been anticipated in some private houses in the second century, which
already have semi-circular fablina. The plan of the basilica with an apse
which was thus formed had been coming into general use for various public
buildings for some time. The alae, which even in private houses often

1 The first exception is found in Constantine’s churches at Jegusalem and Bethle-
hem, built between A.D. 320 and 330, which were modelled on Syrian pagan
sanctuaries. But the only certainly pre-Nicene christian churfh in the East yet
found, at Dura-Europos in Mesopotamia (c. A.D. 230), was 4 converted private
house, For other types see G. Bagnani, Journal of Roman Studses ix (1919), pp. 78
sqq.; G, Leroux, Les Origines de I'edifice hypostyle (Paris, 1913), pp. 318 sqq.; R.
Viellard, Les Origines du titre de S. Martin aux Monts  Rome (Stitdi di antichita cris-
tiana, iv), Rome, 1931; and, for the different history of the Na
the Central and Northern Balkans the work of J. Strzygowski,
Art in Northern Europe (Iondon, 1928).

rth of Europe and
esp. Early Church
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extended in a right angle beyond the oblong sides of the afrium (cf. plan)
would one day grow into transepts. The extension of the tablinum would
form the great choir and sanctuary of the cruciform Gothic churches. The
constructional difficulties of joining four separate pitched roofs at a centre
were solved by the capping of the whole building, in the East with a dome,
in the less skilful West with a tower. There in the briefest outline is the
history of the ground plan of the christian church. But its roots, like the
roots of the worship it was built to shelter, are in the home and not in the
temple.

At Rome the old domestic worship of the house-churches in a sense
survived even the definitive end of the persecutions. In the fourth century
some of the old christian families in whose homes the ‘church’ had been
sheltered for so long, made over their mansions to house the new christian
public worship. Interior changes were made in the way of knocking down
party walls and so on. More appropriate decorations were laid on. The
portraits of grim Etruscan and Latin ancestors were replaced by mosaics of
the Old Testament worthies and the christian saints, the forerunners and
most distinguished members of the ‘household of God’; or, as at S. Paul’s
outside the walls, by medallions of the whole line of Roman bishops, the
successive heads of the christian family. But the structure of the old houses
remained. Thus the Roman basilica of SS. John and Paul still presents the
exterior facade of the third century palace of the Senator Byzantius with
its windows filled in; and on the roof is still the fourth century tiling, laid
on when he gave it to be adapted for the new public way of worship. So at
the basilica of S. Clement excavations have revealed three stages one above
the other. Below the ground is what seems to be part of the first century
Roman palace from which in January A.D. 96 the prince Titus Flavius
Clemers, the father of the heirs-presumptive to the imperial throne, went
out to die for the ‘foreign superstition’ to which his wife Domitilla cer-
tainly, and he himself probably, had given their allegiance. Here S. Peter
is reputed to have preached, and here certainly Pope S. Clement before
the end of the first century must have done his ‘liturgy’ at the eucharist in
the way of which he wrote to the Corinthians.! Above this house of memo-
ries has been found the fourth century basilica of which S. Jerome writes,
and which saw thé condemnation of the doctrines of the British heretic
Pelagius in the years when Rome was falling and the barbarians were at
last within the gates. Above that again, on the same site and plan, is the
lovely twelfth century church we see to-day, furnished with much that
was preserved from the earlier fourth century church.

The Worshippers

‘As we have many members’ says S. Paul, ‘in one body, and all members
have not the same office; so we being many are one body in Christ, and are
1Gl.p. L
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every one members one of another; having spiritual gifts (charismata)
differing according to the grace (charis) that is given us.”* ‘Office’ or “func-
tion’ in the body of Christ can only be fulfilled by a special spiritual effect
(charisma) of the grace (charis) of the ‘Spirit’ of Christ. The ‘orders’ in the
church exercised their ‘spiritual gifts each in its own ‘office’ or ‘liturgy’,
to complete the living act of the whole Body of Christ towards God. That,
briefly, is the eucharist and its performance.

The arrangement of the ‘church’ or ‘assembly’ was simple; the bishop
sat upon his throne, which was covered with a white linen cloth, in the
tablinum, facing the people across the altar; the presbyters sat on either
hand in a semi-circle; the deacons stood, one on either side of the throne,
the rest either at the head of the people before the altar|or scattered among
them maintaining order; some of the subdeacons and their assistants, the
acolytes, guarded the doors; the others assisted the deacons in their
various duties. The laity stood, facing the bishop, the men on one side, the
women on the other, The catechumens and strangers stood by themselves
at the back.

When this arrangement of the assembly was first adopted is unknown.
But it must have been well within the first century, for not only is it the
absolutely universal later traditional arrangement, but it|is clearly reflected
in the symbolism of the heavenly ‘assembly’ of the church triumphant—the
real ‘assembly’ of which all earthly churches are only symbols and fore-
shadowings—in the visions of the Revelation of S. John, which was pub-
lished probably in A.D.93. In this book everything centres upon ‘the
golden altar which is before the throne of God’. Before it stands the multi-
tude, ‘which no man can number’, of the redeemed. Everywhere are the
ministering angels. And the four and twenty elders of heaven have their
seats in a serni-circle around the ‘great white throne of Gad and the Lamb’,
as the earthly presbyters have their seats around the white-clothed throne
of the bishop. It seems probable that it is the symbolism of the book which
has been suggested by the current practice of the church in the first century
and not vice versa, because the arrangement described was that which was
traditional in churches which disputed the inspiration and canonicity of
the Apocalypse (about whose authority and authorship there was doubt
even in the third century).

Thus when S. Ignatius speaks of the bishop as ‘enthroned as the type of
God, and the presbyters as the type of the college of the apostles, and the
deacons entrusted with the deaconship of Jesus Christ’? Lie is referring to
that same eucharistic ordering of the church which we find already pre-
supposed in the Apocalypse.

The particular comparisons which Ignatius finds apt here for the three
orders, and which he repeats some twenty times in seven short epistles,
strike modern students as a surprising choice. When we think about it we

1Rom, xii. 4-6. 3 Ignatius, Epist. to the Magnesians,vi. 1 (AD. 115).
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can readily recognise the force of likening the deacons, whom he elsewhere
describes as ‘the servants of the ecclesia’l, to our Lord, Who was among us
‘as he that serveth’,2 even though that is hardly our normal way of regard-
ing the diaconate. But, doubtless under the influences of ideas about the
Apostolic Succession, we should in practice probably be more likely to
compare the collective episcopate than the collective presbyterate to the
‘college of the apostles™—a comparison which Ignatius never makes, and
of which he apparently has no idea. And while we recognise in theory that
the individual bishop has the final pastoral and priestly responsibility for
souls throughout his diocese and that the parish priest is only his delegate,
yet bishops are in practice so remote from the spiritual life of their flocks
that it is the individual presbyter of whom we naturally think as repre-
senting to his people the pastoral and priestly office of our Lord, the true
Shepherd and High-priest of all christians. But there is in the difference
between our usage and that which Ignatius represents (and which is by no
means confined to him among early writers) much more than a mere
consequence of the exchange of functions between bishop and presbyter,
which came about in the fourth century with the growth of numbers and
the consequent impossibility of direct episcopal pastoral care for a large
diocese.

The comparison which Ignatius does make, of the bishop to ‘God the
Father’, is apt to strike us as strange if not extravagant. It has no parallel at
all in our conception of the relation of any of the three orders to the church.
But it is the whole point of his illustration, and the difference of outlook
involved is significant of a profound difference in our way of regarding the
church, and consequently amongst other things the eucharist.

In the idea of Ignatius, and of the primitive writers generally, it is the
church as a whole, and not any one order in it, which not so much ‘repre-
sents’ as ‘is’ Christ on earth. Our Lord had repeatedly identified Himself
with all who should be His. The recognition of Him in His members is to
be His own supreme test for His followers at the judgment: ‘Inasmuch as
ye did it unto one of the least of these My brethren, ye did it unto Me.”
S. Paul had systematised this teaching of our Lord Himself into the doc-
trine of the church as ‘the Body of Christ’, and all christians as His ‘mem-
bers in particular’. The primitive church took this conception with its
fullest force, and pressed it with a rigour which is quite foreign to our
weakened notions. The whole church prayed in the Person of Christ; the
whole church was charged with the office of ‘proclaiming’ the revelation of
Christ; the whole church offered the eucharist as the ‘re-calling’ before God
and man of the offering of Christ. All that which He has done once for all
as the Priest and Proclaimer of the kingship of God, the church which is
‘the fulfilment of Him™ enters into and fulfils. Christ and His church are

1 Ep. to Trallians, ii, 1. # T uke xx. 27. lit. ‘he that deaconeth.’
8 Matt. xxv. 40. ¢ Eph. i. 23.
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one, with one mission, one life, one prayer, one gospel, one offering, one
being, one Father. Such a conception left little ro¢m for regarding one
order in the church, whether bishop or presbyter, as in any exclusive sense
the representative of Christ fo the church; even though the deacons might
be described as ‘entrusted with the ministry’ of Christ in the special aspect
of its humility. On this view the church as a whole r.
Christ. ‘Do you all follow your bishop’, ‘writes I
Smyrna, ‘as Jesus Christ followed the Father.”

as the ‘father of the family’ of God, ‘from whom
heaven and earth is named.”® (So we find the real poi
for a good bishop that he must be, ‘One that presidet[h well over his own
family keeping his children well-ordered in all good behaviour; for if a
man know not how to preside over his own household, how shall he bear
the care of the ecclesia of God?*?) It was, in our still urviving phrase, as
‘father in God’ that the bishop sat enthroned as ‘the image of God’® and
the ‘type of the Father’;® to whom his presbyters were bidden to ‘defer,
not so much unto himself, but unto the Father of Jesus Christ, the bishop
" of all’;® whom if a Jayman disregarded, ‘he doth not so much deceive this
bishop who is seen, as deceive himself about that One Who is invisible.””
Even in the act of distributing holy communion, where if anywhere we
should feel that the bishop-celebrant most obviously filled the place of our
Lord Himself, the primitive church was able to see thf matter otherwise. -
In the Johannine conception of the eucharist, ‘My Father giveth you the
true bread from heaven.”® And it is in fact this Johannine conception, and
not the Synoptic concentration on the Body and Blood, which reveals itself
in the oldest formula of administration which has come down to us: ‘And
when the bishop breaks the Bread, in distributing to each a fragment he
shall say: “The Bread of Heaven in Christ Jesus.” *®

But however clear the understanding of the whole matter in this way
might be, there was in practice another side to it. The throne of the bishop
was in reality—as the Apocalypse expressed it—‘the throne of God and
the Lamb.” The bishop represented God revealing, butlalso God redeem-
ing. He had really a double relation to his church, and a twofold ‘liturgy’
as prophet and priest, of which only one half could be quite satisfactorily
attributed to him as the representative of the Father.| This comes out
clearly in the terms in which S. Hippolytus describes the special ‘office’ or
‘liturgy’ of the bishop in a work written c. A.D. 230. The language of this

Ignatius, Ep. to Smyrnaeans, viii. 1. SEph. iii. 15.

2 1 Tim. iii. 4 and §.

4 Clementinc Homilies, iii. 62. (A fourth century Syrian work.)

S Ignatius, Ep. to Trallians, iii. 1. ¢ Ignatius, Ep. 10 Magnesians, iii. 1
? Ignatius, Ep. to Magnesians, iii. 2. ® John vi, 32.

* Hippolytus, Ap. Trad., xxiii. 5. (Rome, ¢. A.D. 215.)

10 Rev. xxii. 3.
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writer can be shewn to agree entirely with the conceptions held by S.

Clement c. A.D. 96, though the latter never clarifies his notion of the epis-

copate quite in this way by a brief definition. Hippolytus writes, ‘Being

found successors of the apostles, and partakers with them of the same

. grace (charis) of high-priesthood and the teaching office, and reckoned
watchmen of the church.”? Hippolytus here regards priesthood and teach-
ing as the two aspects of the special gracc of the Holy Ghost given in episco-
pal consecration.? But it was more than a mere matter of practice that the
bishop’s ‘liturgy’ of teaching was exercised actually sitting upon the throne,
while that of priesthood was fulfilled away from the throne and standing at
the altar; even though as priest he still faced the people as God’s repre-
sentative, and did not stand with his back to them as their leader. The
bishop unmistakeably spoke fo the church for God as prophet and teacher;
but he spoke for the church to God in the eucharistic prayer, however
clearly it might be understood that the eucharist was the act of the whole
church. There was here an aspect of his office which would one day make
of the eucharist in practice something which was rather the act of the cele-
brant on behalf of the church than the act of the church as a whole.

The power of prophecy no less than the power of priesthood was con-
veyed in the bishop’s ordination. Passages are numerous which refer to
this special grace of ‘teaching’ as a unique sacramental endowment of his
office, and not as an exercise of such intellectual powers as he might possess.

- “We ought’, advises Irenaeus, ‘to hearken to those elders who are in the
ecclesia, to those who have the succession from the apostles, who with the
succession in the episcopate have received the unfailing spiritual gift of the
truth (charisma veritatis certum) according to the Father’s good pleasure.
But others who are outside the original succession, and who hold meetings
where they can, we ought to hold suspect as being either heretics and men
of evil doctrine, or else as creating a schism and self-important and self-
pleasing, or again as hypocrites, doing what they do for the sake of gain and
vain-glory.” It was as an inspired teacher ‘according to the Father’s good-
pleasure’ that the bishop taught from the ‘throne’ or cathedra—the official
‘chair’ of his church which he shared with no one else but inherited from
all his dead predecessors back to the first apostolic missionaries to that
church. The bishop’s ‘throne’ is not so much a seat of government (he is not
the ‘ruler’ but the ‘watchman’ of his church according to Hippolytus’
definition above) as a ‘teacher’s chair’; ‘for the cathedra’, says Irenaeus, ‘is
the symbol of teaching.’

The bishop’s chair is nevertheless ‘the throne of God and the Lamb’,

1 Hippolytus, Philosophumena, i. 1. (Rome, c. A.D. 230.) .
4 2 CTf tge very similar language used in his prayer for the consecration of a bishop.
po raa. iii. .
3 Irenae’us of Lyons, ¢. A.D. 180, Adv. Haer., iv. 26. 2. (Note the old distinction
between the ecclesia and other gatherings.) -
¢ Irenaeus, Demonstration of the Apostolic Preaching, ii.
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because the bishop is by his office both prophet and priest. It is true that as
prophetic teacher he chiefly represents the Father, God revealing Himself.
But even heére it is by the Son that the Father reveals Himself—Jesus
Christ, the unerring mouth in Whom the Father hath spoken’,! as Ignatius
says. It is remarkable that he goes on immediately forjalmost the only time
to compare the bishop with the Son: ‘Remember in yolr prayers the church
which is in Syria, which hath God for its bishop in my place. Jesus Christ
alone shall be its bishop—He and your love.” As teacher of the church the
bishop presided throughout the synaxis from his throne. As high-priest
(not priest) he presided over the eucharist at the altar, Here comparison of
the bishop’s ‘liturgy’ with the office of the Son became, as we have seen,
inevitable. What we have already said forbids us to make too rigid a dis-
tinction between his representation of the Father at the synaxis, and of the
Son at the eucharist respectively. But once the celebrant had come round to
the front of the altar® the tendency was to regard him first as the leader and
then as the representative of the ‘priestly people of God’; and finally as the
exclusive celebrant, and in his own person the representative of Christ to
the people.
When the time came for the church openly to signify in the ornament of
her new church-buildings the inner meaning of her symbolism, the throne
of the bishop in the apse was still recognised as representing ‘the throne of
God and the Lamb.’ But there was a natural reluctance to figure above it
the Person of the invisible Father, though it is surprising how many of the :
old mosaics do contain somewhere, under the form of a Hand pointing
from a nimbus or some such symbel, a reminder of|this aspect of the
primitive office of the bishop who sat below.? But inevitably the repre-
sentation concentrated on the figure of the Son, Who is fthe express image’
of the Father.? Here the traditions of East and West began to diverge. In
the East it is the figure of Christ the Pantocrator (==RJ1er of all things)—
‘untoMe all power is given in heaven and in earth’>—as ‘the image and
gloryof G od’,® which dominates the mosaic decorations of the apse above
the throne-—still God revealing. In the Western basilicas it is more usually
the figure of the Lamb of God—God redeeming—which is set above the
throne in the apse. He is at first represented in His phant nuptials
with the church,” later on as ‘the Lamb slain from the foundation of
the world.’® By a not unnatural development this latter was eventually trans-

1 Ep. to the Romans, viii. and ix.

2 This change took place in the East at large between the fourth and fifth centu-
ries, and in the West in the eighth-tenth centuries. It had originally no particular
reason beyond that of fashion and convenience.

3 The last survival of the early tradition is found in mediaeval England, where a
painting of the Three Persons of the Trinity often occupied the apex of the chancel
arch, which is architecturally the same feature of the building as the arch of the
apse in a basilica.

$ 2 Cor. iv. 4 and Heb. 1. 3.

¢ 1 Cor. xi. 7. 7 Rev, xix. 7.
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formed into a ‘realistic’ crucifix.! As the long Romanesque and Gothic
choirs grew out of the short apse of the basilica, and the art of mosaics
declined in the West, the crucifix came to be set as a carved figure within
the arch and not above it—the great Rood of our mediaeval churches.
There are no breaks in the liturgical tradition in these things—only a con-
tinual evolution. Those who have most deeply pondered the different
genius of the Eastern and Western rites of the eucharist will most readily
seize the significance of these two different evolutions in the central motif
of the decoration of the church, alike for eucharistic theology, for liturgical
ethos and for devotional approach to the sacrament itself. But this diver-
gence of symbols is in itself only a symptom and not a cause of divergent
theological tendencies, which were there in the Eastern and Western
churches from at least the third century. The important point for our
immediate purpose is that in East and West alike the later symbolism
represents a change from the original conception of the bishop’s office as
representative of the Father.

The Preshyters. We have seen that Hippolytus calls the bishop ‘the
watchman’ or ‘guardian’ of the church, but not its ruler. Government is in
fact the special province of the corporate Sanhedrin of presbyters of which
the bishop is president. He has initiative, leadership, the prestige of his
office, and a responsibility for the well-being of the church in every way.
But administrative decisions largely depend upon his carrying most of his
presbyters with him. The bishop is ordained as prophet and priest. The
presbyter is ordained ‘to share in the presbyterate and govern Thy people
in a pure heart’? in concert with the bishop and all his fellow presbyters.
As such he has need of ‘the Spirit of grace and counsel’ which the prayer
at his ordination asks for him, for the government of the People of God
even on its mundane side is not a merely secular office (¢f. the Judges of
Israel). But qua presbyter he has no strictly liturgical functions at all,
whereas the bishop has almost a liturgical and sacramental monopoly as
‘high-priest’ of the whole “priestly’ body, the church. Though Clement, to
carry through his analogy of the eucharistic assembly with the sacrifices of
the Old Testament, styles the presbyters ‘priests’, he is careful not to say
that they have a ‘special liturgy’ like the bishop or the deacons, but only
their own ‘special place’, in the semi-circle of seats around the throne.® Yet

1 Realistic representations of the crucifixion are not, as is sometimes supposed, a
Western innovation. They appear for the first time in christian art in S.E. Asia
Minor during the sixth century and spread thence to the West by way of Constanti-
nople during the eighth-ninth centuries, becoming common in the West only
during the twelfth-thirteenth centuries. The crucifix crowned and robed seems to
be a compromise between the old Eastern figure of the Panrocrator and the new
Eastern figure of the crucifix. It is found in the West chiefly in the tenth-eleventh
centuries.

2 Hippolytus, Ap. Trad., viii. 2 (Prayer for the ordination of a presbyter). Rome,
¢.A.D. 215. Cf. Ap. Trad., iii (Prayer for the consecration of a bishop).

3 1 Clem. 40, cited p. 1.
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when sub-division of the eucharistic assembly became necessary by growth
of numbers, a presbyter was the obvious delegate for the bishop’s liturgical
functions at the minor eucharists. And we have seen that such were already
necessary even in Ignatius’ time (c. A.D. 115), though the first explicit
mention of a presbyter celebrating apart from the bishop is found only in
the middle of the third century in the Decian persecution at Carthage.! The
fact that the presbyter could be called upon to preside at the eucharist in
the absence of the bishop led to his being given a {share in the bishop’s
eucharistic ‘liturgy’ at the ecclesia when he was present with the bishop.
During the second century, between Clement and| Hippolytus, we find
that a custom bad grown up that presbyters should ‘concelebrate’ with
him, joining with him in the imposition of hands on [the oblation after the
offertory and consecrating Breads upon the altar beside him, or at their
places in the apse behind him, on glass patens held up before them by the
deacons, while the bishop said the eucharistic prayer.?
Yet it is true that the presbyter only acquires liturgical functions by
degrees, and then rather as the bishop’s representative than as his assistant.
It is in the fourth century, when the peace of the church and the immense
growth of numbers had made it impossible for bishops in most places
still to act as the only ministers of all sacraments to their churches, that we
find the real change taking place in the functions of the presbyter. He
becomes the permanent liturgical minister of a separate congregation, to
whom he normally supplies most of those ‘liturgies’ of sacraments and
teaching for which the pre-Nicene church had habitually looked to the
bishop. After the middle of the fourth century we begig to find a change in
the language used about the presbyter. He is referred to no longer as an
‘elder’, but as a ‘priest’ (hiereus, sacerdos secundi ordinis). The old feeling
that the bishop is the real high-priest of his whole church still forbids the
application to the presbyter of exactly the same term of ‘high-priest’
(archiereus, sacerdos without qualification). Thus ‘priesthood’, which had
formerly been the function of all members of the church with the bishop as
‘high-priest’, becomes a special attribute of the second order of the minis-
try. On the other hand, the presbyterate by thus being split up into 2 number
of individual liturgical deputies of the bishop has lost its old corporate
character, and with it its old corporate governmental aythority. The bishop
absorbs more and more of its administrative authority,] but in return parts
with his liturgical monopoly. The only sacramental fupction he retains in
“his own hands is the bestowal of ‘order’ in the church—confirmation which
admits to the order of the laity, and ordination which admits to the orders
of deacon, presbyter or bishop.
The Deacon. The accepted derivation of this order from ‘the Seven’ who
organised poor relief in the apostolic church at Jerusalem is uncertain, but
they are certainly of apostolic origin.® They come into|sight rather as the
1St. Cyprian, Bp. of Carthage, Epistlev. 2. 2 Ap. Trad., ®Xiv. 2. 3Phil. i. 1.
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bishop’s personal assistants in his liturgical and pastoral functions, but also
as an order with functions of its own. It is as such that they minister the
Chalice while he distributes the Bread, and read the gospel upon which he
is to comment in his sermon. They are, as Ignatius describes them, ‘not
merely ministers of food and drink, but the servants of the ecclesia.” As
such, they have certain definite ‘liturgies’ and take quite a prominent part
in the service, especially by announcing to the assembly what is to be done
at each fresh stage of its progress. But by immemorial tradition they never
directly address God on behalf of the church; that is the ‘liturgy’ of the
bishop. The deacon, even in ‘bidding’ the prayers of the church, speaks o
the church, not to God.

The ‘minor orders’ of subdeacon, lector, acolyte, which already existed
about the year A.D. 200, were not yet reckoned definitely as ‘orders’ with an
ordination by laying on of hands for a special grace of the Holy Ghost.
They were ‘appointments’ made by the bishop to a particular duty which
if necessary could be performed by any capable layman. The special
character of the ‘holy orders’ which bishop, presbyter and deacon received
is precisely the power and authority to fulfil a function in the ecclesia which
a member of the general body of laity could not fulfil. In a regulation
about the official ‘widows’, who formed both a special body of intercessors
and a special object of charity in the church, Hippolytus lays it down: ‘Let
the widow be appointed by word only and let her then be reckoned among
the (enrolled) widows. But she shall not be ordained, for she does not
offer the oblation nor has she a “liturgy.” But ordination is for the clergy
on account of their “liturgy.” But the widow is appointed for prayer, and
this is (a function) of all.” 2

We return, therefore, to the conception of the eucharist as the act of
the whole Body of Christ through its many members, each with its own
‘office’, to use S. Paul’s phrase, with which we began, It is the Spirit of
Christ in the Body of Christ which alone empowers the members to fulfil
their own special offices in that vital eucharistic act which is the life of the
church. The layman receives this Spirit for his ‘liturgy’ by confirmation, the
cleric for his special function by ordination. But to both alike it is the gift
of grace to live their own part in the life of the Body; and this life is
expressed corporately in what happens in the ecclesia. “There are diversities
of gifts, but the same Spirit; and there are differences of ministries but the
same Lord; and there are diversities of operations but it is the same God
which worketh all in all.”

1 Ignatius, Ep. to Trallians, ii. 1. ¢ Hippolytus, Ap. Trad., xi. 4 and 5.
31 Cor. xii. 4~6.



CHAPTER III

THE CLASSICAL SHAPE OF THE
- (I) THE SYNAXIS

SYNAXIS AND EUCHARIST

" 'HE primitive core of the liturgy falls into two

" 1 Greek word which means properly simply a ‘meg
rist proper (or ‘thanksgiving’). These were separate
different origin. The synaxis was in its Shape simply

jewish synagogue service of our Lord’s time, whic

over into the christian church by its jewish nucleus i

passion. The-eucharist on the contrary was of dire
ment; though this, too, had a jewish background in
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parts—the Synaxis (a
ting’) and the Eucha-
things, which had a
a continuation of the
was carried straight
the decade after the
ctly christian develop-
the passover sacrifice-

!

meal, in the kiddiish or religious meal of the houschold with which the

sabbath and the great feasts began, and more partic
meals with a devotional purpose held by jewish r
(chabfiroth). But whatever its jewish setting and pre-h

ularly in the common
cligious brotherhoods
listory may have been

the christian eucharist as such derived from the last supper.

Originally synaxis and eucharist were separable,

d either could be and

frequently was held without the other. It happens that our earliest account
of christian worship in any detail, in S. Justin’s Apofogy (c. A.D. 155), des-
cribes the eucharist twice over. Once (67) it is preceded by the synaxis, and

once (65) it is preceded only by the conferring
earliest witness, S. Hippolytus, in his Apostolic

f baptism. The next
radition (c. A.D.2I5)

also describes the eucharist twice, once preceded by the consecration of a

bishop (ii. and iii.) and once preceded by baptism
and xxii.), but in neither case accompanied by the

d confirmation (xxi.
ynaxis. In the fourth

century they were -still distinct and easily separable. In some churches

down to the sixth century the typical eucharist o
commemorated the last supper, was still celebrate
Thursday without the synaxis (which had alr
earlier in the day at noon followed by the euch
should put it, with the offertory.! Even to this
affords on Good Friday an almost perfect specim
synaxis of the second century, followed on this occa
rist but by the fourth century Syrian rite of the V¢
and the second century service for communion fro]
ment.?

1 Cf. p. 441. ‘

2 Cf. G. Dix. The Mass of the Presanctified (Church
London).
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