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EVOLUTION OF THE CHRISTIAN YEAR. By A. Allan McArthur,
•> PH.D. (S.C.M. Press; ISs.)

p u r&'n£ °f t r i e temple' carried out in Scotland after 1560 was
ficj 1 < m o r e drastic and comprehensive business than the somewhat super-
^e P sPr'ng-cleaning' which preceded it in England. For the leaders of
ll r m Party ordered not only the 'utter suppression of idolatry, withall m ty e o y pp y,

on
 n u r n e n t s of the same ' : they went further than any of their b re thren

Chr" ' C O n t ' n e n t of Europe , and over threw the whole structure of the
fo«r ' a n ^ e a r > '^ r i e Lord ' s Supper was not to be administered more than
lest p l n i e s a year, and on no account on or around Christmas or Easter,
Waj °P1 S n superstition should be kept alive. For three centuries there
byte . °® c ia l recognit ion of the tradi t ional l i turgical year among Pres-
We nS" r i e n > vtIY gradually, Christmas and Easter began to be observed
at^ 1 there . N o w , at long last, there is an increasing body of ministers
pile ' " t ' l e Established Kirk who feel that it is h igh t ime to com-
L - , Calendar which should include, if no th ing else, Chris tmas,
pjjt . ny» Good Fr iday , Easter, Ascension and Pentecost. W i t h i n the
Hj,.^ y years more and more churches in Scotland have ventured to
of jjj ^ e foundations of the liturgical year, often wi th an 'observance'
a^ n,- rc*s Supper, but the custom is by no means universal. Unless we
H>Pe a ' n o n t y o n e °^ t ' l e I ' + 7 0 churches in Scotland is the Lord ' s

^ \ adminis tered weekly,
r] ^ ^°°^ t o ^nc^ t ' l e M ' n ' s t e r °t Peterhead setting forth, withfaster] ^ ^ ° ° ^

°f th r;
ltur8'cal scholarship, the reasons w h y the more pr imi t ive structure

be g;v " r ' s t i a n Year ought to be restored to the Established Kirk, and
f°rHl " °fficial recognit ion. H e has no desire to take over the Anglican
CQQJ Chris t ian Year as found in the Kalendar of the Book of
Pfeserv°n. P r a y e r . ' O u r grat i tude to the C h u r c h of England for the
'"'ies c ' ° n °^ ^ e precious gift of the Christ ian Year th rough the cen-
^ s i x t ° U r n e g l e c t d o e s n o t m e a n t r i a t w e c a n regard the author i ty of
\ it<^m^ c e n t u r y as being adequate for our purpose. . . . As we restore
">g ^ U e c t u r e of the liturgical year we must ask serious questions regard-
^ s n t e j . p e a n d f^h ion of the structure. N o t h i n g can be taken for
t0 W w f ^ I c A r t h u r , to j u d g e from the authorit ies he quotes, seems
\ m a

 f a r m o r e about the latest Catholic liturgical sources of reference
0 n e

a i ! ^ a Catholic w h o happens to be l i turgical ly-minded.
">at v f i n j ' n g i s c e r t a i n : the builders of Peterhead Old Parish C h u r c h ,
^ V d " S W e p t rec^ S r a n i t e classical kirk on the most easterly point of
S i s t e r ' " e v e r guessed that more than a century and a half later, its

ils. rn> W°U l d P u b l ! s r i a b o o k which , except for a few unimpor tan t
° ' i / > e ' c h S ^ - e a S ' l y h a v e b e e n wr i t ten by a Catholic priest! The. Evolution

rtstt"» Year is a solid contr ibut ion to the r ight sort of ecumenism.
P E T E R F . A N S O N

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0269359300025908 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0269359300025908

