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PREFACE.

F all the many problems that have exercised the
Masonic mind, few have evolved more speculative
theories than the subject of this, the latest of the works
of one of our most indefatigable and careful Masonic
authors.

For the last half century, at least, the brains of
intelligent Masons in Great Britain, Europe, and the
United States have been more or less engaged in the
endeavour to build up from the fragments of our
broken history a reasonable and firm structural and
genealogical account of Masonic Working known as the
English Rite, or the Rite that is at the present moment,
to all intents and purposes, practised in all Lodges
. under the Grand Lodge of England.

That the Grand Lodge of England is the original
mother of all regular Masonic Lodges of Three
Degrees the world over, is well known ; and therefore,
although under various Grand Lodges the details of
the working differ, the landmarks remain practically
identical, as also the main legendary history, so that
interest especially centres upon the history of the
English Rite itself.

For the production of this work our Brother
Hughan has ransacked Masonic literature and old
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records most thoroughly, has in the course of his
investigations made several discoveries of importance,
and has arrived at a conclusion, the justice of which
will not be denied him by any thoughtful Mason, with
the present information available. His verdict places
the origin of the English Rite of the Three Degrees
in the hands of the Revivalists of 1717, having been
elaborated by that party in all probability from the
old Guild Legends; whilst the Royal Arch he dates
some score of years later, being an amplification of
a later portion of the Third Degree, with a super-
structure of ‘imposing surroundings.”

There is a point in connection with the origin of
the Royal Arch, which will arise very prominently to
readers of this book after digesting the information
contained in the Fourth Chapter. It is whether there
is not something more in the statement of Dr. Dassigny
than has been allowed hitherto. Taken in connec-
tion with several of the facts adduced, the doctor’s
information that in York ¢ is held an assembly of
Master Masons under the title of Royal Arch Masons,
who, as their qualifications and excellencies are su-
perior to others, they receive a larger pay than
Working Masons,” is really very important. We know
that the Lodge at York, although governed by county
men and containing numerous Speculative members,
still retained to a late date its connection with the
Operatives, for even so late as the 14th December,
1761, the minutes record that Thomas and Joseph
Atkinson, having been ballotted for and approved of,
were made Masons “ without paying the usual fees of
the Lodge, as being Working Masons.” Then we have
that very remarkable, though I admit abnormal, meeting



vii.

of the Chapter recorded on the 27th May, 1778, as
having been held in ‘‘ the Ancient Lodge, now a sacred
recess within the cathedral church of York,” seeming
to point to a well-known tradition amongst the Arch
Masons of York of that period. Is it not within the
bounds of possibility that the Royal Arch really had its
far back origin at York amongst a superior class of
Operatives, and was revived as a Speculative Order by
those who were associated in a speculative manner with
their brethren the Operatives, descendants of the old
Guildsmen ?

This is only one of the many points that may occur
to the student of Bro. Hughan’s book. The Author
has certainly gathered together a very valuable mass of
facts, and has dealt throughout very exhaustively with
his subject, and I esteem it a great privilege to be
associated even in this humble manner with the latest
efforts of one who has laboured so closely, con-
scientiously, and successfully for a course of years to
open out the paths of Masonic literature, and to bring
to light our hidden secrets of the past.

T. B. WHYTEHEAD.

York, August 18, 1884.
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ORIGIN OF THE ENGLISH RITE OF
FREEMASONRY.

I. Rise oF Masonic DEGREES.

[f‘ §ROM the ““Union of the two Grand Lodges on

St. John’s Day, 27th December, 1813, the
English Rite of Freemasonryhas been authoritatively de-
clared to consist of the ° Entered Apprentice, the Fellow
Craft, and the Master Mason, including the Supreme
Order of the Holy Royal Arch.”* Before that period
the three degrees only were recognised by the Premier
Grand Lodge, though Royal Arch Masonry was worked
by many of its influential members from about 1760, the
latter ceremony being a special feature of its formidable
rival from 1750—2. Certain other degrees were also
partially incorporated into the Masonic system by both
Bodies, but not officially acknowledged, the right to con-
tinue which was provided for by the statement that the
second article (as above noted) was ““ not intended to pre-
vent any lodge or chapter from holding a meeting in any
of the degrees of the Orders of Chivalry, according to
the constitutions of the said Orders.”

Grand Lodges are an institution of the last century,
and an outgrowth of operative lodges, which have existed
from * time immemorial.” The first of its kind was con-
stituted as the  Grand Lodge of England >’ by members
of four old lodges in London (*‘and some old brothers”).
“On St. John Baptist Day, in the third year of King
George -the 1st, A.p. 1717, (when) Mr. Antony Sayer,
gentleman (was installed) Grand Master of Masons.”t
Bro. T. S. Parvin (Past G.M. Iowa) declares that ““ every
well-read Mason' knows full well that prior to that date

e )"

# ¢« Articles of Union,” p. 22 Hughan’s ‘‘ Memorials,” 1874.

4 ¢ Book of Constitutions,” A.p. 1738. It was the parent, directly
or indirectly, of every other Grand Lodge in the Universe.
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there never had been such an organisation as a Grand
Lodge of Masons, or an officer known as Grand Master of
Masons.” Bro. C. E. Meyer (Chairman of the Masonic
Library Committee, Philadelphia) believes that anterior
to Grand Lodges “ Masonry consisted of one degree, that
of the Apprentice, which differed greatly from our pre-
sent degree of that name, inasmuch as it contained the
elements of all the degrees of Masonry.”” TUntil
1724 no warrants were granted outside the Metro-
polis, but in that year Bath, Bristol, Norwich, and other
provincial places were visited Masonically and duly
honoured with charters for lodges, and then rapidly the
principles of the Craft spread throughout Great Britain
and the civilised world.

The activity of the new Grand Lodge evidently pro-
duced a like spirit in the members of the old lodge,
which had been quietly working in the neighbourhood of
York for many years before Grand Lodges were known,
and the result was, that the formation of another organisa-
tion (having its seat at York) was preceded by a proces-
sion to the Merchants’ Hall on December 27th, 1725,
after which the ¢ Grand Lodge of all England ”’ was
inaugurated, with Charles Bathurst, Esq., as Grand
Master.* -

This Grand Lodge consisted for nearly half a century
apparently of one lodge only, after which period war-
rants were issued for various parts of the mnorth of
England, and the renewal of energy led to additional
degrees being started, which for a time preserved its
vitality, but it eventually collapsed about 1790, and left
no representative of any kind to continue its ritual or
organisation. The York Grand Lodge never chartered
any lodges out of England, neither did any of its
subordinates ever do so; hence the custom which has
long prevailed in America of styling certain lodges

* Hughan’s “Masonic Sketches and Reprints,” 18¥1, p. 41.
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“Ancient York Masons,” is wholly unjustifiable, and
has wisely been dropped by Grand Lodges, who value his-
torical accuracy beyond that of purely party designations.
These two branches of the Masonic society flourished
harmoniously together for some years, the English Craft
being virtually united and prosperous, until one or more
disputes arose in London between some of the lodges and
the Grand Lodge, which was followed by the starting of
an energetic rival in 1750—1, under the denomination of
the “ Grand Lodge of England according to the Old
Constitutions.”” The members were known by the name
of “ Ancients,” those of the Premier Grand Lodge being
unfairly termed  Moderns,” the two being a few years
later described as ““ Atholl Masons” and ¢ Regular
Masons ” respectively. The junior Grand Lodge, under
the Grand Masterships of the third and fourth Dukes of
Athol especially, established many lodges at home and
abroad ; and as the warrants recited the (modern) legend
that their authority was ‘ according to the Old Constitu-
tions granted by His Royal Highness Prince Edwin at
York, A.p. 926,” it is easy to comprehend how brethren
not correctly informed as to the facts of the case
imagined that the “ Atholl Masons ” had a York origin.
Still another competitor appeared on the field, but

its career was brief, and only two lodges were warranted
under its regimé,* which collapsed when it did. This
opposition was occasioned by a disagreement between
the Regular Masons and Brother William Preston and a
majority of the members of the “Lodge of Antiquity,”
who withdrew from that Grand Lodge and accepted “a
deputation” from the * Grand Lodge of all England”
(York) dated 29th March, 1779, constituting them a
“ Grand Lodge of England south of the river Trent.”’t
Happily, on 2nd May, 1790, these brethren were restored

* T. B. Whytehead, Freemason, March 11th, 1882,

+ Vide *“State of Facts,” 1778, and ‘ Illustrations of Masonry,”
1788, &c., by W. Preston, and Hughan’s  Masonic Sketches.”
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to all their Masonic privileges* (after an unfortunate ten
years of independence and isolation), when the resistance
to the authorities ceased, and the two partiesin the
Lodge of Antiquity were heard of no more.

At one time, therefore, during the last century there
were actually four Grand Lodges in existence in England,
which fact was certainly far from suggesting the har-
monious character of the Fraternity. After 1790, how-
ever, there were but the two rival organisations, which
on Dec. 27th, 1818, agreed to “ settle their differences
amicably,” by joining together and forming  The United
Grand Lodge of England.”

As we shall have occasion frequently to refer to these
Bodies, the following names are suggested for their short
titles respectively—viz., 1. the ‘ Regular,” 2. “York,”
3. ““ Atholl,” and 4. ““ Antiquity’’ Grand Lodges.

In considering the wvexata queestio of the rise of
Masonic degrees in England, which is involved in the
enquiry as to the “Origin of the English Rite of Free-
masonry,” we are reminded by the declaration of the
able Masonic archaeologist, Bro. the Rev. A. F. A.
Woodford, that ‘the question of degrees is a very
difficult one per se, and cannot be settled with a few off-
hand sentences, as a good deal depends upon it in respect
of the whole truth of Masonic history.”’t Its import-
ance, therefore, must be our excuse for the following
pages, in which we shall seek to trace the various
degrees recognized by the Grand Lodges before men-
tioned, and the gradual formation of the system now
known as the ‘“English Rite,” peculiar as it is to this
Country. '

We claim to be as fond of the Craft, and as anxious
to uphold its true history and principles, as the most

* The leading members of the opposition had been expelled by the
Grand Lodge of England on 3rd February, 1779. (Page 3 Official
Proceedings.)

4+ ¢ Masonic Magazine,” April, 1881.
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devoted followers of Anderson and Oliver ; we acknow-
ledge most heartily ‘that the Fraternity of Free and
Accepted Masons is both ancient and honourable—
speculative as well as operative—even in the sixteenth
century, which is almost as far back as its records take
us; but as there is no evidence which proves the anti-
quity of three or more separate degrees beyond the last
century, we cannot consent to accept the assertions so
confidently made to us in our youth, and still promulgated
by many, that degrees in Freemasonry had an existence
long before the institution of the Premier Grand Lodge.
The views we shall advocate were far from being
popular some twenty years ago, but of late there have
been considerable accessions to the staff of Masonic
students, and at the present time there are, happily, very
many who prefer to follow where the facts tend rather
than as the fancies or wishes of others would lead them.
After the laborious researches of Bro. D. M. Lyon
and Bro. R. F. Gould, it seems difficult to understand
how any one conversant with their noble Histories can
cherish the fancy that the Craft, and even the Royal
Arch and other degrees were worked by our ancient
brethren during the seventeenth century. Three grades
there were, undoubtedly, in those early times—viz.,
Apprentice, Fellow Craft, and Master Mason, being
suggestive respectively of apprentices, journeymen, and
masters; but so far as the minutes of the lodges testify
prior to the last century, or in fact any documents what-
ever, there were no separate degrees known, the only
esoteric ceremony being a simple rite of initiation, its
participants never being afterwards excluded from any
Masonic meetings because of degrees being worked
additional to, separate from, or superior to the form of
reception in which they took part on becoming appren-
tices. The Apprentices accordingly became Fellow Crafts
or journeymen on their * essays’’ or work being passed
by competent judges, and then Master Masons accord-
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ing to circumstances; but never because of taking
certain degrees until the last century.

The three positions or grades of the operative regimé,
even when speculatives were admitted are clearly exhibited
in the Old Records, but separate and distinct degrees
synchronize only with the period of modern Grand
Lodges and the ascendancy of Speculative Freemasonry.

A special feature of the early initiations apparently
was simplicity. How much more there was than the
reading of the ““Old Charges,”’ and the communication
of the Masons’ word, grip, and signs,* we cannot say, but
we are not told of anything more, and the word only
seems to have been communicated in some parts of North
Britain ;+ but once admitted and entrusted we never read
of Apprentices being excluded because ineligible to wit-
ness the working of any higher degree or degrees.} -

Meetings of the Masters of Incorporations of Masons
were held at which the attendance of Craftsmen was
prohibited, but these assemblies were not for the prac-
tice of certain esoteric rites, as the minutes testify, and
besides which, others than Masons often were members,
and took part in the deliberations on trade organisations.
Gould observes, “It is the belief of Findel, Lyon,
and Hughan that only one ceremony was in vogue up to,
say, the end of the seventeenth century, whilst it admits
of no doubt that there were three ceremonies in 1723.
Adopting as I do the general view of degrees, sanctioned
by the authority of these respectable names, it matters

* Gould’s “ History of Freemasonry,” 1883, vol. 2, chap. viii.

+ Lyon’s “ History of the Lodge of Edinburgh,” 1873, chapter iv.

1 Asingular minute occurs in the records of an old lodge at Haugh-
foot, Scotland, of 22nd December, 1702, *“ Of entrie as the Apprentice
did leaving out (the Common Judge). Then they whisper the word as
before, and the Master Mason grips his hand after the ordinary way.”
This is the only minute of its kind known, and occurring as it does in
1702, is valuable, especially because it plainly indicates that whether it
referred to tho reception of a Fellow Craft or a Master Mason, the
secrets were in nowise different to those communicated to the Appren-
tices. (Consult also Bro. Gould’s History, chapter viii.)
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very little, so far as the main contention is concerned,
whether the degrees of E.A., F.C., and M.M., as we now
(perhaps)have them, were arranged in 1700~23or in 1717~
23. I think that post-revival Masonry was an amplification
of pre-revival Masonry, and whether the added forms of
reception were introduced in the first, second, or in the
third decades of the eighteenth century, seems to me a
point of no very great importance. Taking a broad view
of matters, we find that shortly after the formation of
the Grand Lodge (1717) the control of the society had
passed into the hands of sundry non-operatives. Con-
temporaneously with this, we also find that three separate
degrees or ceremonies are for the first time unequivocally
mentioned. It appears to me, therefore, that the rule of
the Speculatives, and the added forms of reception repre-
sent cause and effect.”’*

Lyon emphatically declares that ‘“there were no
secrets communicated by lodges to either fellows of Craft
or Masters that were not known to Apprentices, since
members of the latter grade were necessary to the legal
constitution of communications for the admission of
Masters and Fellows,”” and points out further that “if
the communication by Mason lodges of secret words or
signs constituted a degree, then there was, under the
purely Operative regimé, only one known to Scotch
lodges—viz., that in which, under an oath, apprentices
obtained a knowledge of the Mason word and all that
was implied in the expression; and that this was the
germ whence has sprung Symbolical Masonry is rendered
more than probable by the traces which have been left
upon the more ancient of our lodge records, (especially
those of Mary’s Chapel) of the gradual introduction
during the seventeenth and first quarter of the eighteenth
century of that element in lodge membership, which at

# PFreemason, April 9th, 1881. Consult also Gould’s  Four Old
Lodges,” 1879, pp. 39—41.
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first modified and afterwards annihilated the original con-
stitution of these ancient courts of Operative Masonry.””*

The lamented Dr. Mackay remarks that “In 1717
there was evidently but one degree, or rather one form
of initiation, and one catechism . . . . . Division
of the Masonic system into three degrees must have
grown up between 1717 and 1730.”+ It is rather a matter
for surprise that so Masonically conservative a Brother
as Dr. Mackay rather post dates than pre dates the com-
pletion of the three degrees, as the first Book of Con-
stitutions, A.p., 1723, obviously refers to a ceremony on
the admission of ““Masters and Fellow-Craft.”’} The same
accomplished writer in his latest work states that It is
now the opinion of the best scholars that the division
of the Masonic system into degrees was the work of the
revivalists of the beginning of the eighteenth century. . .
Perhaps about 1721 the three degrees were introduced,
but the second and third were not perfected for many
years. He who was an apprentice, was for all practical
purposes a Freemason.”§ ¢ Documentary evidence is
yet wanting to settle the precise time of the composition
of the third degree as we now have it ; but it would not
be prudent to oppose too positively the theory that it
must be traced to the second decade of the eighteenth
century. The proofs as they arise day by day, from the
resurrection of old manuscripts, seem to incline that way.
But the legend I think is of much older date.”

Bro. Woodford considers ‘ the present arrangement
and terminology of our speculative ritual is not actually
older than probably about 1720.”| It would be interest-
ing to be informed how the speculative Masonic Degrees

# Lyon’s History, p. 28, &c.

+ ¢ National Freemason,” p. 547, vol. 2. 1873,

1 “Book of Constitutions,” 1723. Rule XIIL., p. 61.

§ ¢ Enoylopeediaof Freemasonry,” 1874, p. 211 and p. 493.
|| Kenning’s *“ Masonic Cyclopmdia,” p. 461 and p. 462.
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can be traced before that year, for that distinguished
Brother declares, “ As far as our studies have gone,
we believe in the antiquity of the Third Degree, though
we by no means shut our eyes to the fact that time and
changes may have materially affected both the phrase-
ology of the ritual, and the corresponding features of the
Third Degree. We repeat that we entirely repudiate
the theory, far too hastily taken up by some, that to
Anderson and Desaguliers we are indebted for the
Master Mason’s ceremony.” We reiterate our opinion
expressed in the “ Voice of Masonry ” U.S.A. (1873), that
¢ Anything of a ceremonial or esoteric character, to
which the whole body of Masons were not entitled to
be present, cannot be found alluded to in any ancient
document 8o far made public. We do not say positively
there were no Masonic degrees prior to the last century,
but simply that up to the present time no evidence of such
has been submitted.” Some students believe that these
two Doctors had in all probability much to do with the
composition of the Master Mason’s Degree, and a perusal
of Dr. Anderson’s “Defence of Masonry” * (1730) tends
to favour the notion that the author of it and the Book
of Constitutions, was far from being an inactive spectator
of the ritualistic additions of those days. The Rev. Dr.
George Oliver says “ Dr.Anderson was probably one of its
original fabricators.”t We do not concern ourselves
much about the names of the Brethren to whom we are
indebted for the Third Degree, but we are anxious to
discover, as accurately as possible, when it first made its
appearance.

Bro. Woodford asserts ‘ The older and triplex division
may be traced before 1717 both in England and Scotland,
perhaps mot in distinct nomenclature as First, Second,
and Third Degrees, but as Master, Fellow Craft, and

* Woodford agrees with us as to Dr. Anderson being the anthor
(Freemason, May 1st, 1880.)

+ ¢ Freemasons’ Treasury,” 1863, p. 299.
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Apprentice.”* If the distinct and separate existence of
the three degrees prior to the last century is not insisted
on, the discussion is ended, because all must admit the
fact of the three grades or positions long before the era
of Grand Lodges; but it will be seen farther on that
our Brother acknowledges a belief in the early origin of
the three degrees, and that they  betray traces of
great antiquity.”” It is to this we object, believing as
we do that they originated about a.p. 1717.

Even Oliver may be quoted in our favour, as well as
other Masonic scholars who have carefully considered the
question. That voluminous writer, in his ¢ Freemasons’
. Treasury,” notes that “ One unexplained tradition is the
origin of Masonic degrees, which is placed at a thousand
years before the Christian era. . . . . This is the
delusion which these lectures are intended to dissipate t
. . .” When we contend for the high antiquity of
the Cra.ft and assert that it was used by our great pro-
genitors in Paradise, we only mean to infer that the
obedience enjoined upon them was tantamount to the
practice of Speculative Masonry as recommended in our
symbolical Lodges.’ . .. ... “QOur present Third
Degree is not architectural, but traditionary, historical,
and legendary; itstraditions being unfortunately hyper-
bolical, its history apochryphal, and its legends fabu-
lous.”§ .. .... “The wilderness of criticism on the
subject in the eighteenth century constitutes a cogent
evidence that it was a new creation which the mind of
the Fraternity was scarcely prepared toreceive.”|| . . « .
¢ The Third Degree is not older than the beginning of
the last century, although M. Ragon asserts that Elias
Ashmole was its founder half a century earlie;.”ﬁf

# Freemason, 29th May, 1880. + Page 217.
1 Page 220. § Page 222. || Page 310.

9 Dr. Oliver’s “ Lecture on the F.C.’s Degree,” No. 569, Spencer’s
sale, 28th July, 1875. (“I am inclined to believe it is the only ancient
and legitimate degree.”)
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It is a pity that Dr. Oliver* did not mention in what
spirit he intended his remarks to be taken, as to the
antiquity of Masonic degrees in his earlier works, for no
one has done so much as he has to foster the very delu-
sion he seeks to dispel in the ‘ Freemasons’ Treasury.”
We never thought that he wished his numerous extra-
ordinary statements to be accepted otherwise than as
facts, whereas now it seems he meant only to present
them to his readers as simple traditions and nothing
more, many being actually contrary to known evidence.
Surely it would have been better by far if the rational
explanation had been given side by side with the
apocryphal legends. The following explicit assertions by
Oliver will be a surprise to many. “In truth, Free-
masonry is one consistent assemblage of symbols, and
any attempt to explain it by a reference to facts is sure to
fail”t . . ... “ Freema.sonry, so far from being an em-
bodiment of facts, is purely an allegorical system, with
nothing real about it but its morality and benevolence.” f
. « . “Can any living Mason be simple enough to believe
that Dr. Anderson in his “ Defence of Masonry” in-
tended to prove a real historical fact when he explained
the exhumation of the body of Hiram Abiff ?°§

Freemasonry, however, has a history based upon
veritable documents, such as the ‘ Old Charges,’’ dating
back some five hundred years ago, and actual records
from the sixteenth century ; but all these are silent as to
distinct degrees,|| until modern innovations and additions
brought about such prolific changes.

* Bro. E. T. Carson, Cincinnatti, U.8.A., apparently understood
him from the first, as he affirms ‘I have the greatest respect and venera-
tion for the memory of Dr. Oliver. I don’t believe he ever made a
wilful misstatement in his life.” (“ Freemasons’ Repository,” 1880).

4 “Freemasons’ Treasury,”’ page 308. 1 Page 215.
§ Page 290.
[ The continuity of the Society throughout that long period has

been fully established by Gould in his “ History of Freemasonry.”
(Vide vol. 8.)
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The first item of evidence as to the early existence of
Masonic degrees we shall examine is contained in Bro.
J. L. Gould’s ““Guide to the Chapter.”’* ¢ The earliest
account of the introduction of Masonry into the United
States is the history of a lodge organized in Rhode
Island, A.p. 1658, or fifty-nine years before the revival in
England, and seventy-five years before the establish-
ment of the first lodge in Massachusetts.” The authority
cited is the Rev. E. Peterson, in his  History of Rhode
Island and Newport ” :+

In the spring of 1658 Mordecai Campannell, Moses Peckeckoe, Levi,
and others, in all fifteen families, arrived at Newport from Holland.
They brought with them the three first degrees of Masonry, and worked
them in the house of Campannell ; and continued to do so, they and their
successors, to the year 1742.

Fortunately, our reference to this startling statement
caught the attention of Judge Gardner, of Boston, U.S.A.,
who thoroughly sifted the matter in one of his masterly
addresses to the Grand Lodge as Grand Master.] The
extract is said to have been ‘ taken from documents now
in the possession of N. H. Gould, Esq.,” to whom Bro.
Gardner applied, and was informed that the record was
““dual in its nature.”

Th® y¢ (day and month obliterated) 1656 (or 8, not certain which,

&c.) Wee mett att y House off Mordecai Campunnall, and after Synogog
Wee gave Ab™ Moses the degrees of Maconrie.

The owner says he has these old papers ““ nicely enveloped
and packed away in his house securely, but not where he
can at present put his hand upon them.” Bro. Thomas
Doyle, then Grand Master of Rhode Island, rejects the
statement entirely, giving it as his opinion * that the first
lawful lodge of Masons ever convened in this jurisdiction
was the one which met in Newport in 1749,”” and which
still flourishes. He made “many enquiries about these
documents of brethren in Newport, members of the Grand
Lodge, and others, but does not find that any one has

* New York, 1868. + 1853, p. 101.
1 “Proceedings Grand Lodge Massachusetts,” 1871, pp. 357—361.
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ever seen them.” Bro. Gardner emphatically states that
“it bears upon its face the utter refutation of the
assertion made by the Rev. Edward Peterson, and of the
claim made by Bro. J. L. Gould, of Connecticut.”” Added
to which it should be remembered, that in the seven-
teenth century the Craft was most unlikely to have been
thus patronised by Israelites, seeing it was Christian in
character.

The main reliance evidently is placed on the testimony
of the ¢ Sloane MS., No. 3329,”* which was opportunely
edited by Bro. Woodford in 1872.+ Bro. Woodford, in
his Preface, tells us ¢ Mr. Wallbran, the learned editor of
the Chartularies of Fountain’s Abbey, fully shared my
opinions respecting it, and supported that opinion by his
superior and well-known authority, while at the same
time he unhesitatingly fixed the date of the MS., with
reference, that 1s, to its phraseology and archaisms, to the
early part of the seventeenth century,” and then himself
arrives at the conclusion that the MS. “ decisively settles
some recent controversies amongst us, carried on with
more zeal than discretion.] . . .. . Ifitbeonly early
eighteenth century, . . . its actual date being about 1715
as to handwriting and paper, but earlier as to phraseology.
By that MS. the division of Apprentice, Fellow, and
Master was known. Our earliest actual recognition of
the Master Mason is, we apprehend, the Charges
so-called, or General Regulations rather of 1721—3.” §

Though Bro. J. G. Findel, the Masonic historian,
acknowledges that * the degrees or grades of Apprentice,

* The first allusion to it Masonically we have met with is in the
“ Freemasons’ Magazine” for May, 1861, by “M.C.” (Probably the
late Bro. Matthew Cooke). Vol. 3329 contains a number of separate
articles running from 1677 to 1721 of those dated. Sir Hans Sloane,
the collector, died in 1753.

4+ “ Freemasons’ Secrets.”

1 The zeal seems to be tempered with discretion, as the aim of the
brethren is to search for the truth, and to prefer it to fiction.

§ Kenning’s “ Cyclopeedia,” p. 461. See Freemason, 23rd February,
1884, on Seventeenth Century Masonry, and March 5th, 1881.
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Fellow, and Master, were introduced about the year
1720,”* and generally supports our views relative to
such questions; in his estimate of the * Sloane M. 3329,”
he leaves us far behind by adopting an opinion entirely his
own, and one certainly contrary to the probabilities of
the case. He thus speaks of the MS. :—

As this volume is almost exclusively devoted to physical science, and
as there is also in the volume a catalogue headed “ Dr. Plot’s Cata-
logue,” and further, Plot, in his “ Natural History of Staffordshire”
(1686), agreeing with our Magsonic manuscript, mentions that five or six
brethren form & lodge, and that the Freemasons upon recognising certain
signs were compelled to hasten to one another’s agsistance, should they
even have to descend from the top of a church steeple, an expression to
be found nowhere else, I have come to the conclusion that the said MS.
was found amongst the papers which Plot left behind him on his death,
and was one of the fountains whence his communications on Freemasonry
was derived.—Page 118.

At the time of Bro. Findel’s criticism it was, we
believe, considered that the MS. was of the seventeenth
century caligraphy, but in 1878 Bro. Woodford fixes the
year 1715 as the probable period. We may as well say
1720 as 1715, for it is impossible to decide exactly when.

With respect to Brother Findel’s estimate, it appears
tous much more likely that the writer of the ¢ Sloane MS.”
was indebted to Dr. Plot than wvice versa, and if its text
is carefully compared with a number of curious pamphlets
published from 1723 to 1730, it will be seen that this
celebrated document is in reality one of the same kind,
belonging as it does to the series of ‘ Exposures,” which
appeared so frequently from third decade of last century.

As to the number of “five or six brethren to form a
lodge,” the reference is not at all uncommon in the
* ¢ Qld Charges.”t “Harleian MS. 1942,”’ has five, &c., and
1“ Buchanan MS.” reads-  Noe Master nor Fellow shall
take any allowance to bee allowed to make any Freemason
without the consent of sixe or five att the least of his
Fellowes,”” which also agrees with §‘ Harleian MS.

* « Higtory of Freemasonry,” 1869, p. 150.
+ Hughan’s “ 0ld Charges,” p. 56. 1 Gould’s History, vol. 1, p.99.
§ Hughan’s  Masonic Sketches,” pp. 45 and 49. (Part 2.)
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2054,” and ‘“Sloane MS. 3323.” *‘ Rawlinson’s MS.”
has “five or seven,” and others have six or seven. Itis
clear then that the consent of a prescribed number as a
pre-requisite for initiation was provided for in the “ Old
Charges ” in the time of Dr. Plot, so that the testimony
of the “Sloane MS. 3329” is not needed.

The curious reference to the “steeple ’’ is to be met
within ‘“The Freemasons, an Hudibrastic Poem ”’ (1723),
so that the notion that it was a peculiarity of the ¢ Sloane
MS.” is easily disposed of—

When once a man his arm forth stretches,

It Masons round some distance fetches ;

Altho’ one be on Paul’s great steeple,

He straight comes down amongst the people.

His brother follows far and wide,

If he u hundred miles shou'd ride;

If he to antient York does haste

The other must go on as fast.
Dr. Mackay asserts that “ even if we give to this MS.
(Sloane) its earliest date, that which is assigned to if, it
will not necessarily follow that these Masters, Fellows,
and Apprenfices had each a separate and distinct de-
gree.”t There is but one “obligation ” given, but one
lodge is mentioned ; and the writer knew little, if any-
thing, of degrees as we understand the term.

Our belief is that had it not been for the prominence
given to the ““ Sloane MS., 3329,” by its gifted editor, the
document would have been classed with thef ‘ Mason’s
Examination,” 1723, the “ Grand Mystery Discovered,”
1724, “ A Mason’s Oath and Confession,”” 1727, * Ma-
sonry Dissected,” 1730, by Samuel Prichard and others,
which have served to amuse, if not instruct, the Fraternity
for over one hundred and fifty years, and moreover it is
a question if its value would have been considered equal
to its contemporary in the “ Flying Post ” of 1723, of late
discovered by Bro. Gould.

* ¢ Magonic Magazine,” Sept., 1876.  + “ Encyclopedia,” p. 493.
1 Freemason, 2nd October, 1880.



16

Our eloquent Brother Albert Pike, of Washington,
U.S.A., observes, “As to degrees, I have long main-
tained their modern institution, for to be a degree, as I
understand the term, there must be something esoteric to
be revealed only to those elected and kept from all
others.”” We cannot do better than close this chapter
with the encouraging and weighty words of H.R.H. the
Crown Prince, Deputy Protector of Masonic lodges in
Germany :—

* But while earlier ages contented themselves with the authority
of traditions, in our days the investigations of historical criticism has
become a power which even the most revered traditions cannot escape.
The demands made by this power upon our Order also cannot without
serious consequence be left permanently unheeded. . . . . . Therefore
forward in our researches. . . . . . For all arrangements and teach-
ings which owe their origin to historical relations gain a sure historical
basis. . .. .. One may regret it, but it is a fact that the simple faith
in aunthorities has ceased to supply this sure basis for the present gene-
ration. . . . .. Historical truths, however, can only be secured by
historical investigation ; therefore such studies arein our time a serious
obligatien towards the Order, from which we cannot withdraw, having
the confident conviction that, whatever the result may be, they canin the

end be only beneficial.

# Translated by Dr. Ernest E. Wendt. (Chronological Record of
St. Mary's Lodge, No. 63, 1883.)
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II. InvEsTIGATIONS ON THE THIRD DEGREE.

It would be of special interest if any particulars
could be discovered that were illustrative of lodge
ritual at and soon after the ‘“Revival of A.p. 1717;”’
nothing authentic, however, has come down to us with
respect to the esoteric lodge ceremonies, so it is idle to
speculate. The records of the Grand Lodge do not
begin until 1723, so we have to quote the Regulations of
1721, (““ compiled first by Mr. George Payne when he was
Grand Master,” 1718) from the premier ‘ Book of
Constitutions,”” 1723. The minutes of the Grand Lodge
recite that on November 27th, 1725,* A motion being
made that such part of the 13th Article of the General
Regulations relating to the making of Masters only at a
Quarterly Communication may be repealed, and that the
Master of each lodge, with the consent of his Wardens,
and the majority of the brethren being Masters, may
make Masters at their discretion. Agreed to nem. con.”
There is no official record of the Third Degree prior to
this date, though it is mentioned in the Laws of 1723,
which, to say the least, is a singular fact, and not
suggestive of its antiquity. Dr. Oliver falls into a strange
error in declaring that ‘“down to the middle of the
eighteenth century no private lodge was allowed to con-
fer the Third Degree,” for existing minutes abundantly
testify to the contrary. In a tlecture on the various
rituals by the same writer we are told that ‘ The refor-
mation was commenced by Brothers Desaguliers and
Anderson about the year 1720, and their ritual mentions
for the first time a ¢ Master’s part,’ there wasno Master’s
part before 1720.” This second guessis doubtless much

* Bro. Findel strangely mixes up matters by saying the degrees of
Fellow Craft and Master Mason are not mentioned in the Book of
Constitutions, 1723, and yet quotes the 13th Regulation from the same
volume which provides for their being worked in Grand Lodge.

t ¢ Freemasons’ Treasury,” p. 288.
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more feasible, but another venture by the Doctor has not
been verified—viz., that the legend of Hiram Abiff,
peculiar to the degree of a Master Mason “ was evidently
borrowed from certain idle tales taken out of the Jewish
Targums, which were published in London a.p. 1715,
from a manuscript in the University Library at
Cambridge.”* We shall be glad to hear of this work
being traced, for hitherto it has escaped detection;
meanwhile we prefer Bro. Gould’s view of the legend
in relation to the ““Companionage,” as described in his
History of the Craft.

The version given by Bro. Lawrence Dermott in his
“ Ahiman Rezon ” of the proceedings at the  Revival,”
is so palpably the creation of his own fancy, that but
little space need be devoted to its examination. It
runs thus: “ About the year 1717 some joyous com-
panions who had passed the degree of a Craft, though
very rusly, resolved to form a lodge for themselves, in
order, by conversation, to recollect what had been
formerly dictated to them, or, if that should be found
impracticable, to substitute something new, which might
for the future pass for Masonry amongst themselves. At
this meeting the question was asked whether any person
in the assembly knew the Master’s part, and being
answered in the negative, it was resolved nem. con. that
the deficency should be made up with a new composition,
and what fragments of the old Order found amongst them
should be immediately reformed, and made more pliable
to the humours of the people.”’t In a note appended he
proceeds to name the fabricators of the Third Degree.
“Brother Thomas Grinsell, a man of great veracity
(elder brother of the celebrated James Quin, Esq.), in-
formed his Lodge No. 8, in London (in 1753), that eight
persons, whose names were Desaguliers, Gofton, King,

* Delivered in Witham Lodge, Lincoln (Spencer’s Sale, No. 565).

1+ We give the preference to the 3rd Edition of ‘‘Ahiman Rezon”
1778, because the 2nd lacks the note respecting Bro. Grinsell.
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Calvert, Lumley, Madden, De Noyer, and Vraden, were
the geniuses to whom the world is indebted for the
memorable invention of modern Masonry.”” Dermott
says that Grinsell often told him ‘ he was a free Mason
before modern Masonry was known,” which was not an
unlikely statement, he having been born in the year 1693,
but it is not easy to see what confirmation such a fact
offers to the improbable assertions made by the author.

It is exceedingly curious that the names of these eight
brethren who are credited with having originated the
Third Degree should have remained unrecognized by our
Historians until 1881, when Bro. Gould pointed out the
origin of the statement in Dr. Anderson’s * Book of Con-
stitutions,” 1738, the precise order of the eight brethren
being exactly preserved. So far from the meeting being
held in 1717 for the purpose mentioned, it was actually
convened at the ‘“ Prince of Wales's Palace of Kew, near
Richmond,”’ as an “ occasional lodge " for the initiation of
H.R.H. the Prince of Wales, a.n. 1737.

The following narrative of this important assembly
(which witnessed the first accession to the Craft from the
Royal Family) is taken from the work alluded to, and it
will be readily seen that the paragraph in question was
the source of Brother Grinsell’s extraordinary delusion—

“The Rev. Dr. DEsAcuLIERs (formerly Grand Master) Rluster of
this Lodge.

Mr. William Gofton, Attorney at Law, Senior Grand

Mr. Eramus King, Mathematician, Junior Warden }

The Right Hon. Charles Calvert, Earl of Baltimore, the Hon.
Colonel James Lumley, the Hon. Major Madden, Mr. de Noyer, Mr.
Vraden, and when formed and tiled, His Royal Highness FRIDERIC
Prince of WALES was in the usual manner introduced, and made an
Enter’d Prentice and Fellow Craft.

Our said Royal Brother FRIDERIC was made a $fuster $ason by
the same Lodge, that assembled there again for that Purpose.”*

Bro. Gould does not spare the numerous Historians
of the Craft, who like Dermott, were ‘“not sufficiently

* ‘“Book of Constitutions,” 4.p. 1738, p. 187.
B2
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acquainted with the Constitutions of the Moderns to
detect the anachronism,” thus posing ‘“ as disciples of the
sheep-walking school, by blindly following in thefootsteps
of their erring predecessors.”* The gifted author has
done good service, by his timely article on * Masonic
Historians,” in thus exposing the hollow pretensions of
Dermott to be accepted as a trusty guide on the subject ;
as also uttering a much-needed warning against receiving
the declarations of our early Historians without first
subjecting them to the most rigid scrutiny. We hope,
however, that our Brother will not be very severe upon
his collaborators, who failed to make the discovery, as
until the year 1881 he was precisely in the same position.
Anyway, the memory of Grinsell and the accuracy of
Dermottare proved to be of much the same character.

It is a wonder that the error has so long been enter-
tained, that so late as 1737 “private lodges did not
possess the power of conferring either the Second or
Third Degree ;”’t for, even if the Book of Constitutions
of 1738 was lacking as a witness, there are other evidences
which disprove such a notion,.one MS. even alluding to
the Third Degree being worked by a lodge prior to the
permission being granted in 1725. Bro. Woodford, some
years ago, kindly directed our attention to this important
document, and we have since then examined it, in com-
pany with Bro. Gould, both of us being impressed with
the importance of its testimony.

The volume is styled ‘“Philo Musice et Architecturse
Societas,”” and is quite a work of art. It was presented
to the British Museum in 1859, and is now numbered as
¢ Add. MSS. 23,202.” The introduction was written by
one familiar with the usual beginning to the ¢ Old
Charges,” and the scribe goes on to relate that ““on
the eighteenth day of February this Society was Founded

# Freemason, April 9th, 1881, On “ Masonic Historians.”
+ Dr. Oliver’s “ Origin of the Royal Arch,” page 15.
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and Begun at the Queen’s Head, near Temple Barr, By us
the Eight underwritten, seven of which did belong to the
Lodge at the Queen’s Head in Hollis Street, and were
made Masons There In a just and perfect Lodge, viz.—
Mr. Willm. Gualston, Merchant, and Mr. Edmund Squire,
Gent., were made Masons the 15th of December, 1724,
By Mr. Thomas Bradbury, Master of the said Lodge.
Coort Knevit, Esqr., and Mr. William Jones, Gent., were
made Masons the 22nd of December, 1724, By His Grace -
the Duke of Richmond, Grand Master, who then consti-
tuted the Lodge. Immediately after which Charles
Cotton, Esqr., was made a Mason by the said Grand
Master. Mr. Papitton Ball, Mercht.,, and Seigr.
Francesso Xanerio Germiniani were made Masons the
1st of February, 1724. Mr. Thomas Marshall, Gent.,
was made a Mason at the George in Long Acre some
time before. The said Mr. William Gulston, Coort
Knevit, Esqr., Mr. William Jones, and Mr. Edmund
Squire were Regularly pass’d Masters in the before men-
tioned Lodge of Hollis Street, and before we founded this
Society a Lodge was held, consisting of Masters sufficient
for that purpose, In order to pass Charles Cotton, Esqr.,
Mr. Papitton Ball, and Mr. Thomas Marshall, Fellow
Crafts. In the performance of which Mr. William Gul-
ston acted as Senior Warden. Immediately after which,
vizt—the 18th Day of February, o.p., 1724 he, the said Mr.
Willm. Gulston was chosen President of the said Society.”
Silver tokens were worn at all meetings; but kept in a box
with three keys ad ¢nterim. The ballot had to be unani-
mous, and ““no person to be admitted as a visitor unless
he be a Free Mason.” The form of petition was as
follows : — ““I, Thomas Harbin, a member and Master
Mason, belonging to the Rose and Crown Lodge in
‘Westminster, and likewise a Master Mason at the Queen’s
Head in Hollis Street, &c. (April 1st, 1725).” Members
were admitted to the “rank and degree of a Director,”
and, as the title of the Society indicates, it was for the
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promotion of musical studies, &c. George Payne (P.
G.M.) and Francis Sorrel, Grand Wardens, were present
as visitors, as also “Tho. Fisher, a Master,” and other
brethren in 1724-5, and very many others at subsequent
meetings. The lodge at the Queen’s Head, Hollis Street,
is duly noted in the Engraved List of 1725, as also
another at the Queen's Head, Temple Bar.

Bro. Hyde Clarke, in an article entitled ‘ Freemasonry
before Grand Lodge,” starts the ingenious theory (we
cannot term it anything more) that “The ritual of the Third
Degree is peculiar, and suggestive of its containing
matter from the body of Masonry. It would appear
that the First Degree properly belongs to minors, that it
was not originally conferred upon adults, but they received
the Second or Third Degree, or the whole ceremony, at
once, as is still done in some countries, and supposed by
many English Masons to be illegitimate and contrary to
the landmarks. It appears as if a landmark had been
altered in order to recewe adults with the First Degree.”*
The minutes of old Lodges testify that the three degrees
were conferred, according to the Constitutions, on those
who were not minors, as Initiates were required to be of
age ; but anterior to Grand Lodges we have yet to learn
of Masonic degrees being worked by our ancient
brethren, hence, until such ceremonies are traced, we
need not trouble about the infringement of landmarks
in their communication to neophytes.

Bro. Woodford quotes from the tBy-laws of an old
Lodge, 1730 (circa) preserved amongst the ‘ Rawlinson
MSS.” (Bodleian Library) an interesting regulation which
doubtless refers to the Third Degree: ‘3. Two pounds
seven shillings at his making, and received double cloth-
ing. Also, when this lodge shall think convenient to
confer the Superior Degree of Masonry upon him, he

# ¢« Freemasons’ Magazine,” No. 534.
+ ¢ Freemason,” April 6th, 1872.
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shall pay five shillings more.”” He also furnishes other
regulations made by a lodge on January 5th, 1731-2
(constituted 17th December, 1731 as No. 83.), the 6th of
which provides  That all and every person or persons
recommended and accepted as above shall pay for his or
their making the sum of three pounds three shillings.
And for their admittance the sum of five shillings, and
every Brother who shall pass the Degrees of F.C. and M.
shall pay the further sum of seven shillings and six-
pence.”*

Bro. Watson, of Lincoln, kindly transcribed for us
some curious particulars from the minute book of a
lodge constituted in that city as No. 78 in 1730.+ No. 9
of the general laws, passed on the 5th Dec., 1732, was to
the effect that “No Brother made in another lodge shall
be passed Master in this under half-a-guinea, to be paid
for the entertainment of the Masters present; and if he
be a member of another lodge, he must bring the leave
of the officers thereunto belonging, if the lodge is still
existing over and above. The members are to be excused
for five shillings, when they are sufficiently qualified to
be admitted to that degree.”}

The minutes relating to the Third Degree are most
interesting. ‘ Tuesday, Dec’. y 3rd, 1734, present (names
given), it was proposed that there should be an election
of new members, and at the request of the whole lodge
Sir C. Wray, Bart., D.G.M., was elected Master of the
same, who was pleased to nominate Sir Christopher
Lahr, Bart.,as Sen® Warden, and Sidney Every, Esq.,
Jun. Warden for the ensuing year. But as regards
our said two new Wardens, as well as several other
Brothers of this lodge well qualified and worthy of the
Degree of Master had not been called thereto, our said

* « Freemason,” Aug. 27th, 1872.
4+ Erased, 17th Nov., 1760. Constitutions, 1767.
1 Ree also “ Brief History of the Witham Lodge,” 1841, p. 4.
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Right Worshipful Master was pleased to direct that a
Lodge of Masters should be held at the place aforesaid,
on Monday ye thirtieth instant, at which time the said
(names given) should be severally admitted to the Degree
of Master, on their paying severally 5s. a piece to the
box and 12d. to the Door Keeper.”” The minute recites
that ““ At a Lodge of Masters, held this day at the place
aforesaid, when was present (names given), and in pur-
suance of the order given at the last lodge, the several
Brethren following were in due form admitted to the
Degree of Master (to wit), Bro. Lahr (&c,), after which
a general lodge was held.”

‘A similar fee was charged for “passing Fellow
Craft ” by the old lodge at Salisbury, Jan. 15th, 1785,
and on Aug. 3rd, 1737, there was “ Received of Brother
Dore, for passing Master, 5s.”% The lodge was consti-
tuted as No. 109, at the Old Mitre, Salisbury, 27th
December, 1732. It migrated for a little while to
London, according to Bro. Gould, but soon returned to
its original home, where it existed for many years, but
was not continued at the ‘Union.” We shall have
occasion to refer to its minutes again.

At Norwich, in 1743, “Order made for holding
a Master’s lodge once a quarter, but the usual meeting to
be monthly.” This lodge was chartered in 1724 as No.
30, and erased as No. 16 in 1809.t

Bro. T. P. Ashley mentions that at the formal consti-
tution of the “Royal Cumberland Lodge,” Bath} (now
No. 41), on the 18th May, 1733, there were present (1)
the Master, (2) Wardens, (38) Fellow Crafts, (4) six
brethren described as ‘ Masters,” and (5) four styled
“Pass’d Masters.” The first minute is dated 26th April,

# ¢ Freemasonry in Wiltshire,” F. H. Goldney, 1880, p. 101.”
4+ “ Freemasons' Calendar,” 1818. Freemason, 17th Decem., 1870.

1 “History of No. 41,” T. P. Ashley, 1878. (See also ‘‘ Voice of
Masonry,” U.8.A., 1875, and Dr. Hopkins’ address at the Sesqui-Centen-
nial, Freemason, Dec. 11th, 1880."”)
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1788, of those preserved, when several of the fourth and
fifth groups are recorded, but not classified, and the 15th
by-law of A.p. 1746 provided that ‘every Fellow Craft
who is found able and cunning in the judgment of the
officers, and desirous to pass Master, shall pay five
shillings into the Treasurer’s hands for the benefit of the
lodge.” It is likely, therefore, that the * Masters” noted
in the minute of 18th May, 1783, were those who had
received the Third Degree, the  Pass'd Masters” being
brethren who had presided in the lodge, and thus qualified
as Past Masters. The first lodge chartered for the provin-
ces by the Regular Grand Lodge was for Bath as No. 28
in 1724, it being on the roll in 1733, though inactive
probably at that time, and shortly afterwards collapsed.
The usual term of office then, and for years later, was six
months, so that there may easily have been that number
of Past Masters in the city, and even more. Anyway, it
is clear that a distinction was drawn between Master
Masons and Past Masters by the Secretary in 1738, and
unless we assume that the four brethren entitled  Pass’d
Masters ” were raised as Masters at the meeting in
question, which is not likely, the explanation we offer
appears to be a reasonable one.

The by-laws of ‘“Relief” Lodge (now 42), Bury,
started in 1733, consist of eleven clauses, and were made
on St. John’s Day, 1734, the fifth being that each
Brother when “ admitted Master, pay further the sum of
five shillings and threepence,” the revised rules in 1751
reading ‘“and when he is ratsed Master shall pay the
further sum of five shillings and sixpence,” so that there
need be no doubt of the fact that “ Master”’ then, meant
the ““ Master Mason ” of later times.

On the 27th April, 1756, we meet with ‘ Rais’d
Master five shillings,” in connection with the ‘ Moira ”
Lodge (now No. 92), London.*

# ¢« Four Old Lodges,” p. 41.
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We are not assisted in our studies relative to the
Third Degree by an examination of the early records of
the York Grand Lodge, for the oldest By-laws, dated
1725, are silent as to Masonic degrees, which is significant
to our mind of their modern character; we, however,
meet with ¢ A little narrow slip of parchment containing
list of M. M.’s”* having 85 names inscribed thereon, from
1729 to 1734 (circa). None of the older records say
aught of degrees, the candidates being ‘“sworn and
admitted,” and though Francis Drake, F.R.S., the
Historian, in his speech delivered before the York Grand
Lodge, on Dec. 27th, 1726, as J.G.W., is silent in like
manner, it may be inferred that the brethren were not
strangers then to the modern classification, because he
declares ‘that three parts in four of the whole earth
might then be divided into E.P., F.C. and M.M.”

In an interesting article t by Bro. Jacob Norton, of
Boston, U.S.A., on Masters’ Lodges we read, “In the
Constitutions of 1738, the lodge list shows that there were
only ten Masters’ Lodges in London; and among the
46 country lodges in the said list I find no indication of
a solitary Masters’ Lodge having existed in their midst.
Remember that such was the state of Masonry twenty-
one years after the repeal of the obnoxious law above
referred to (re resolution of 22nd Nov., 1725), when only
ten Masters’ Lodges existed under the jurisdiction of
the Grand Lodge of England.”

The first list alluded to in the “Constitutions ” of 1738
contains the London Lodges only, numbered consecu-
tively from 1 to 106, and of these eleven (not tem) are
described as Masters’ Lodges, viz:

Constitutions, 1788 ...12 81 43 47 74 76 83 84 85 95 98

Roll of Grand Lodge...13 39 68 76 ? 130 150 151 152 163 169

# Schedule of 15th Sept., 1779.” ¢ Masonic Sketches,” p. 20.
+ Freemason’s Chronicle, 25th Aug., 1877.
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Of these, there are still on the roll No. 13, now No. 20,
Chatham ; No. 130, now No. 46, London; No. 150, now
No. 55, London ; and No. 151 now No. 56, Arundel. The
numbers will prove useful in tracing these old lodges,
and exhibit the curious circumstance that they do not refer
to either of the Masters’ Lodges to which we have already
drawn attention, and shall again consider farther on.

Bro. Norton asks ‘“What does it mean !—‘ Where
there is also a Masters’ Lodge.” I am sure no body of
Masons would have petitioned in 1733 for charters for
distinct Masters’ Lodges, and -no Grand Master, or
Deputy Grand Master, would have given charters for that
purpose. The very fact that such charters were granted
in 1733 is an additional proof that permanent Master
Masons’ Lodges did not exist anywhere until Midsummer
of 1733 We quite think with Bro. Norton that
“ Masters’ Lodges > were first separately described on
the official list about 1733, but entirely demur to the
idea that only these eleven lodges conferred the Third
Degree at the period in question, for we have cited
several other old lodges that are known to have worked
the Master Masons’ ceremony from their Constitution,
covering the time mentioned by Bro. Norton.

Of the 47 lodges chartered in the provinces, we know
that those at Norwich, Lincoln, Bath, Bury, and other
places worked the Third Degree, yet the “ Book of Con-
stitutions,” 1738, does not credit one of them with a
Masters’ Lodge, and even in London the list of eleven
is far from exhaustive of the number which practised
the whole three degrees 1730-8. The fact is, all the
Lodges in England were empowered to work the Third
Degree, so that another reason must be found for the
mention of Masters’ Lodges in the authorized list than
the one submitted by Bro. Norton. In the engraved
list of 1734,* the only Master Masons’ Lodges noticed

* Hughan’s Masonic 8ketches, No. 7. ‘ Mas. Mag.,” Nov. 1876.
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consist of three of the latest warranted, viz.: 116, 117,
and 120, London, which are not recorded as such by
Anderson in 1738, and in a list of Lodges, 1736-39t
there are also registered as “ Masters’ Lodges,” 68 and
76 of A.p. 1730; all of which have long ceased to exist,
save No. 117. Practically, therefore, the lodges before
1730 were not eligible to work the Third Degree, if only
those described as such had the privilege; hence we may
assume, without any further examination, that such a
theory is untenable, even though it be far from easy to
present the true solution of the problem.

_ An examination of the oldest warrants in this country
does not assist matters much, for in the first place none
that we have succeeded in finding, date anterior to 1732,
those of the senior Lodges generally having Charters of
Confirmation, in consequence of the loss of the
original documents.

The following copy of the warrant of “St. John the
Baptist’s Lodge,” Exeter, it will be noted, contains the
clause “ with like privileges as all other regular lodges do
enjoy,” and so also do those of No. 87, Bolton; No. 41,
Bath, and No. 42, Bury. Evidently the members believed
that these words empowered them to work the three
degrees, for neither in their archives nor in those of any
other old lodges in England have any special warrants
been discovered authorizing Masters’ Lodges.

The oldest original warrant we have heard of in
Ireland was copied for us by Bro. J. H. Woodworth, of
Dublin, and is dated 4th Oct., 1732. It permits the
members to make such laws, rules, and orders as they
from time to time shall think proper and convenient for
the wellbeing and ordering of the said lodge (No. 2,
Dublin, originally of a.p. 17271.)

Our opinion is that ““Masters’ Lodges” described
really two classes of meetings. 1. Lodges which worked

t ¢ Four Old Lodges,” pp. 51.2.
1 ¢ Irish Freemasons' Calendar,” 1884, p. 118.
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the Third Degree on certain days in each month, and
(2) lodges which assembled as Master Masons only, just
as some lodges practically do now, such as the “ Fortitude
Lodge,” No. 64, Manchester, the fee for initiation being
8o high as to be virtually prohibitive, but for joining
Master Masons the cost is merely nominal. Taking this
view of the subject, we can quite understand how all the
lodges had the right to confer the Third Degree, some of
the number working the ceremony at stated times only,
and others caring but to assemble as Master Masons
leaving to the ordinary lodges the duty of perfecting
Apprentices and Fellow Crafts. In process of time,
some of the first class seemingly cared as little for the
Third Degree as those of the latter did for the previous
ceremonies, hence arose the custom of looking to cer-
tain lodges for the working of the Master Masons’
Ritual, and thus becoming known especially as ‘“ Masters’
Lodges,” though every lodge had just as much right to
work the ceremony. Beyond question, it was considered
the warrants permitted of the three Craft Degrees being
worked, whether by old or new lodges ; hence this fact
must be allowed its full weight in the enquiry; and
no explanation can be correct which ignores that right.

When, however, we look across the “big pond” to
our friends in America, a singular difference is apparent
in some States, soon after the constitution of the old
lodges. Bro. Norton mentions a ““ Masters’ Lodge,” in
Boston as being active from about 1738, in which the
members of the original lodge were “ raised,” or  pass’d,”
as it was then termed ; and we have lately had sent us a
copy of a warrant granted by the Grand Lodge of
Massachusetts to the St. John’s Lodge, Newport, R.L.,
of date 20th March, 1759, expressly permitting the Third
Degree to be conferred in a regular constituted and
separate Masters’ Lodge. It is the first of the kind we
have ever seen, and we are much indebted to Bro. G. M.
Carpenter, jun., of that City, accordingly.
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¥.8. JErEMY GRIDLEY, G.M.

To all Free and Accepted Masons that shall inspect
this deputation :

Know ye that Whereas a Considerable Number of Master Masons
have from Time to Time congregated themselves at Newport, in the
Colony of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations, within our district
as & Lodge of Master Masons, and have therein raised some Brothers of
the Fellow Craft to Master Masons, not thinking but they had Authority
80 to do, and have now Petitioned us to confirm the said Degree, and to
form them into a Master’s Lodge.

We therefore by the Authority given us by the Grand Master of
Masons, do hereby confirm the said Degree to which any Bro.’s have
been so raised, and do appoint our Beloved and Right Worshipful
Brother John Maudsley to be Master of a Right Worshipful Masters’
Lodge, to be held at New Port, he taking Special Care in Choosing Two
‘Wardens and other Officers necessary for the due Regulation thereof,
and do hereby give and grant to the said Lodge all the Rights and
Privileges which any Masters’ Lodge of Free and Accepted Masons
have or ought to have, enjoining them to send us an account of the
Time and place of their Meeting, and a List of their Members, and
Three Guineas for their Enrolment in the Grand Lodge Book in London.

Given under our Hand and the Seal of Masonry, this 20th day of
March, A.p. 1759, A.L. §769.

By the Grand Masters’ Command,

ROBERT JENKINS, D.G.M.
WILLIAM COFFIN, 8.G.W.

RICH’D. GRIDLEY, J.G.W.
Witness

JorN Levererr, G.S.

The singular circumstance was explained by the
Rev. G. M. Randall, D.D. (Past Grand Master, Mass.),
in an address delivered on the celebration of the
Centennial Anniversary of the St. John’s Lodge,
Providence, R.I., June 24th, 1857. On the 27th Dec.,
1749, ““the petition of a number of brethren at New-
port, Rhode Island, was presented to the Grand
Lodge of Mass., of which Thomas Oxnard was Grand
Master, praying for the incorporation of a regular
lodge there, and on being read, it was voted that a
charter be granted them.” It appears that the members
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of the lodge at Newport misunderstood the extent of
their prerogatives, and proceeded to confer the Master’s
Degree. This fact came to the knowledge of the Grand
Lodge at Boston, who immediately called them to an
account. On being satisfied that these brethren had
unintentionally transcended their powers, the Grand
Lodge confirmed the Master’s Degree to those who had
received it, and then, in the year 1759, gave them a
charter to hold a Master’s Lodge, of which the preceding
is an exact transcript.

That this document of 1759 was a species of fanciful
and superfluous legislation, and that the ordinary charter
was ample authority for conferring the Three Degrees
may be accepted as proved, because of its being unique.
Even the Lodge at Providence belonging to the same
jurisdiction never had any but an ordinary warrant
- a8 its justification for holding Master’s Lodges, ten
brethren out of twenty-six initiated from 1759 to 1769
having been “ raised ” to the dignity of Master Masons,
and the same remark applies to other old Lodges.

“Providence” Lodge occurs on the Engraved List
for 1769 of the Grand Lodge of England as No. 224,
and was so continued, subject to the numerical and other
alterations until the Union of December, 1813. We have
not succeeded in discovering either the lodges of 1749
or 1759 at Newport, Rhode Island, in any of the official
publications of the Regular Grand Lodge, neither have
we ever noticed two numbers credited to virtually the
same lodge (as would have been the case at Newport, had
the fees been paid) on any of the registers. A ‘“Master’s
Lodge’’ is mnoted at Charles Town, South Carolina, in
the list by Cole of 1763, as No. 249,*% the * Union
Lodge’’ for the same place being numbered 248.1 As
each lodge is stated to meet on the same days in each
month, and in subsequent lists were not numbered

# Warranted, May 3rd, 1755. + Warranted, Mar. 22nd, 1756.
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consecutively, having also been granted at two different
periods, there are no indications of there being in reality
two charters for one lodge.

There was a disinclination to proceed to the Third
Degree manifested by many brethren during the early
part of last century, and there seems to have been some
little truth, at least, in the assertion made in 1730 ;
“ There is not one Mason in a hundred that will be at the
expense to pass the Master’s part.”* So late as 1752,
when the first Provincial Grand Master of Cornwall was
installed, the Brother who presided was only a Fellow
Craft. In Scotland, matters were even worse, for in
the historical account of St. Machar’s Lodge, No. 54,
Aberdeen, Dr. Beveridge states that ‘“The First Degree
was always given alone, and the Second and Third
together; a large number, however, contented them-
selves with the First Degree, without proceeding to the
others. Thus, of 260 who up to, and including, the
year 1775 took the First Degree by itself, only 137 took
the other degrees.”t

* «The Mystery of Free-Masons.” Freemason, 24th July, 1880.
+ Aberdeen Masonic Reporter, 1880, p. 25.




34

III. PREMONITIONS OF THE SCHISM.

Though Grand Lodges may decide what was to
be considered “ancient and accepted’’ Freemasonry,
and officially object to any additions or alterations, the
Grand Officers were apparently powerless to prevent
innovations. True, the changes might be made without -
clashing with the authorities by holding the meetings
apart from the regular assemblies of the lodges, but that
there was a tendency to add to the Three Degrees
ceremonies more or less explanatory of their customs, is
evident, and that quite early in the history of the Grand
Lodge of England. If the minutes are to be accepted
in evidence (and we know no reason why they should
not) it will be found that the lodge itself was often the
scene of representations foreign to craft Masonry ; and
for many years the view prevailed that the presence of a
regular warrant in the lodge-room legalized all the
business transacted, no matter whether the degrees
worked were connected with the first three, or with any
of the numerous inventions of imaginative brethren.

Exactly when these novelties began it is now
impossible to decide, but that attempts were made to
tamper with the Ritual prior to 1740 may safely be taken
for granted, and it is much to beregretted that after a lapse
of some hundred and fifty years the inordinate craving
thus to amplify, distort, and well-nigh obliterate the
beautiful ceremonies of the Craft, which were, doubtless,
in part adapted and continued from the older organiza-
tion, has not yet exhausted itself. Only of late years
mushroom societies have been started, with pretentious
titles and wholly unwarranted claims to antiquity, which,
for a time, have not failed to obtain credulous victims.
Occurring, as these spurious associations do, when there
are such unrivalled opportunities for detecting their
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misrepresentations, it may be imagined how much easier
it was early last century to impose upon the brethren at a
period when there was no Masonic press, and but little
could be discovered relative to the Fraternity.

Some suppose that the desire for more degrees and
different ceremonies originated in France. Probably
such was the case. At all events the English brethren
did not long rest content with the simple rite of three
degrees, added to which there were also other influences
at work, in consequence of the broader basis of consti-
tution initiated by the * Revivalists.”

In a remarkable series of articles on Freemasonry in
England, written by a lamented friend, who had peculiar
facilities for obtaining accurate information, we are in-
formed that the difficulties which arose so soon after the
formation of the Premier Grand Lodge were due to the
fact “ that the opposition party was mainly composed of
operative Masons, who regarded with distrust and uneasi-
ness the transformation of the ancient handicraft society
into an association for the cultivation of speculative
science.”* On Dr. Desaguliers, F.R.S., being nominated
as Deputy Grand Master by the Earl of Dalkeith,
24th June, 1723, 42 voted against, and only 43 for the
appointment ; and on the 25th Nov. of the same year,
a member of the lodge held at the * King’s Head ” was
expelled “for laying several aspersions against the
D.G.M., which he could not make good.”t+ Stringent
regulations were passed in the following year for the due
constitution of regularly warranted lodges, and on the
15th Dec., 1730, Bro. N. Blackerby, D.G.M., took notice.
of Prichard’s pamphlet of that year, styling it ““ a foolish
thing not to be regarded. But in order to prevent the
lodges being imposed upon by false brethren or im-
posters, proposed till otherwise ordered by the Grand
Lodge, that no person whatsoever should be admitted

* Freemason, Sept. 3rd, 1870. 1+ Grand Lodge Records.
c2
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into lodges unless some member of the lodge, then
present, would vouch for such visiting brother’s being a
regular Mason, and the member’s name to be entered
against the visitor’s name in the Lodge Book.”* In a
curious publication of 1766,1 the assertion is made .
that the ¢ Fraternity held a general Council, and the
Entered Apprentices’ and Fellow Crafts Words were
revers’d, and private accounts transmitted to each lodge,
tho’ there are some unconstituted lodges still retain the
former custom,” in order to prevent any brethren being
imposed upon by Prichard! This fancy may have given
rise to the charge brought against the Regular Grand
Lodge by the ‘ Atholl Masons,”” but even if it were
correct—which may or may not be—the latter brethren
were indebted to the former for their knowledge of the
Craft, and hence were without any justification for styling
themselves the Ancients.

The writer before mentioned declares, ‘It is also
evident that these irregular assemblies were held at a
much earlier period than is generally known, inasmuch
as at a meeting of the Grand Lodge, on the 15th Sept.,
1730, Bro. Anthony Sayer, Past Grand Master, was
publicly admonished, and it was an even question
whether he should not be expelled for taking part in
the proceedings of one of those clandestine lodges.”’}

Bro. H. Sadler has softened down the decision of the
Grand Lodge on that occasion,§ but even at the best,
the verdict was not a pleasant one for the premier
Grand Master, as the Deputy Grand Master told Bro.
Sayer on being acquitted of the charge, that he re-
commended him {0 do nething so irregular for the future.”

On the 31st March, 17385, “The Grand Master took
notice (in a very handsome speech) of the grievance of

# Grand Lodge Records. + No. 799, Bro. Carson’s Bibliography.
1 Freemason, Sept. 3rd, 1870.
§ Freemason’s Chronicle, 29th Dec. 1883.
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making extraneous Masons in a private and clandestine
manner upon small and unworthy considerations,”’* and
suggested various remedies to prevent such admissions
for the future.
) The constitution of the * Grand Stewards’ Lodge ”
was viewed with great disfavour by many brethren, and
on Dec. 11th, 1735, ¢ A petition and appeal was pre-
sented and read, signed by several Masters of lodges,
against the privileges granted to the Stewards’ Lodge
at the last Quarterly Communication. The appellants
were heard at large, and the question being put whether
the determination of the last Quarterly Communication
relating to this matter should be confirmed or not. In
the course of collecting the votes on this occasion
there appeared so much confusion that it was not
possible for the Grand Officers to determine with
any certainfy what the numbers on either side of the
question were, they were therefore obliged to dismiss
the debate and close the lodge.”t
The  complaint concerning irregular making of
Masons” was considered at the Grand Lodge held on
June 12th, 1739, and again on the 12th December, when
the Grand Master said “he could not believe it had been
done otherwise than through inadvertency, and therefore
proposed that if any such brethren there were, they
might be forgiven for this time, which was ordered
accordingly,”” but it was resolved that *the laws be
strictly put into execution against all such brethren as
shall for the future countenance, connive, or assist at any
such irregular makings.” Other complaints were made
later on, but as it has never transpired of what the irregu-
larities consisted, save the assembling of brethren to
““make Masons,”” without regular warrants, we are at
a loss to find any justification for the statement that
the innovations at that time consisted in a different

* Grand Lodge Records. + Ibid.
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mode of working the Third Degree. The minutes of the
Grand Lodge, however, do not specify any changes in
the ritual, but irregularities in the constitution of the
lodges, as also the insufficiency of the fees. The correct-
ness of the ceremonies, though irregular in their sur-
roundings, is virtually admitted by the means taken to
prevent such persons visiting the legitimate lodges.

Bro. Findel states that ‘“the Grand Lodge of 1747
made some alterations in the outward forms, and though
they were but trifling, they caused the publication of the
¢ Thinker wpon Freemasonry,” and other controversial
treatises in 1752, and in 1755 the war-cry of the dissen-
tients was sounded.”} The evidence for this statement
is not given, and it has not been confirmed so far as we
know, as respects the * trifling alterations.” The year
1755 is too late for the sounding of the “war-cry,”
some five years earlier being nearer the truth, for the
¢ Atholl Masons ’’ were in full operation in 1751, elected
Dermott, in succession to Morgan, as their Grand
Secretary in 1752, and chose their own Grand Master in
1753. Under the year 1739, Bro. John Noorthouck has a
note § which confuses more than it tends to communicate
light on the subject. He intimates that the decision to
enforce the laws, as already mentioned in 1739,

“Irritated the Brethren who had incurred the censure of the Grand
Lodge; who instead of returning to their duty, and renouncing their
error persisted in their contumacy, and openly refused to pay allegiance
to the Grand Master, or obedience to the mandates of the Grand Lodge.
In contempt of the ancient and established laws of the Order, they set
up a power independent, and taking advantage of the inexperience of
their associates insisted that they had an equal authority with the Grand
Lodge, to make, pass,and raise Masons. At this time no private lodge had
the power of passing or raising Masons ; nor could any brother be advanced
to either of these degrees, but in the Grand Lodge, with the unanimous
consent and approbation of all the Brethren in communication assembled.
Under a fictitious sanction of the ancient York constitution, which was
dropped at the revival of the Grand Lodge in 1717, they presumed to

1 « History of Freemasonry,” p. 174.
§ “Book of Constitutions,” 1784, pp. 289.40.
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claim the right of constituting lodges. Some brethren at York, con-
tinued, indeed, to act under their original constitution, notwithstanding
the revival of the Graud Lodge of England, but the irregular Masons
in London never received any patronage from them. The antient York
Masons were confined to one lodge, which is still extant, but consists
of very few members, and will probably be soon altogether annihilated-
This illegal and unconstitutional claim obliged the regular Masons to
adopt new measures to detect these impostors, and debar them and their
abettors from the countenance and protection of the regular lodges. To
accomplish this purpose more effectually, some variations were made in
the established forms ; which afforded a subterfuge, at which the refrac-
tory brethren readily grasped. They now assumed the appellation of
ancient Masons, proclaimed themselves enemies to all innovation, insisted
that they preserved the ancient usages of the Order, and that the
regular lodges, on whom they conferred the title of modern Masons, had
.adopted new measures, illegal and unconstitutional,” &c.

The foregoing extract treats of a much longer period
than the text indicates, for it really extends from 1739
to 1780, at least. The secession, however it might have
been smouldering, was not an organized body until some
twelve years after 1739, so far as there is evidence to
guide us; and we know that Noorthouck is entirely
wrong in declaring that the Grand Lodge preserved its
sole control over the Second and Third Degrees so late
as 1739, not permitting the lodges to confer them; for
we have furnished abundant testimony to the contrary,
not only from the records of several old lodges, but from
a resolution carried in the Grand Lodge so early as 1725.
Preston substantially reproduces the extract, and informs
us that “ several worthy brethren, who could not be
reconciled to the encroachments which had been made
on the established system of Masonry, are much dis-
gusted at the imprudent proceedings of the regular
lodges.”* ,

We suppose it must be conceded that a change was
made by the regular Masons, but precisely of what
character and at what time it is not easy to indicate with
any certainty, besides which the whole enquiry is beset

# “Tllustrations of Masonry,” 1788, p. 276.

v
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with many and peculiar difficulties. An alteration in the
“ established forms” might as well refer to the method
by which visitors were to gain access to lodges, as to
an actual alteration in either of the words or signs of
any of the degrees. Preston’s view is that the inno-
vations “seemed to authorise an omission of and a
variation in certain antient ceremonies.” That more
stringent regulations were passed respecting the admis-
sion of visitors, we have already seen; and it is equally
certain, that added to these, any slight departure from
the ordinary customs in 1751-2, by the regular brethren,
would be made the most of by their unscrupulous rivals.

Before we entirely leave this part of our subject it is
needful to enquire into the statements, often promulgated,
to the effect that there were higher degrees than the
first three in existence on the publication of the Regula-
tions in 1723. We prefer to use the term additional
rather than ‘“higher” degrees however, because if the
truth must be told, some of the innovations are much
more_ entitled to the prefix lower, and, moreover, as
nothing termed Masonic can really and truly be superior
to the Three Degrees, the term we favour removes any
possible grounds of complaint.

The first in importance is the evidence of * Long
Livers,” of 1721-2. The Preface is the only part that
concerns us, of March 1st, 1721.* We entirely fail to
comprehend why this dreamy and most credulous writer,
should be tendered as incontestable proof of the existence
of additional degrees in that decade. The dedication
being to the Grand Master, &c., of Great Britain and
Ireland, when no such officer has ever existed, does
not say much for the Masonic knowledge of the author,
Robert Samber, and the character of the address, as

* Hughan’s Reprint,  Masonic Magazine,” 1878.

+ “The writer of this curious work was Robert Samber, author of
a * Treatise on the Plague” My authority is the MS. Catalogue, British
Museum Library.” R. F. Gould, Freemason, June 4th, 1881.
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well as the book itself, indicate beyond question the
weak-mindedness of the writer.

Hoe says, “I shall speak to you a few words on this
important subject, and perhaps I am the first that ever
spoke to you after this manner.” Thismay be conceded,
for he was certainly the first to so address the Frater-
nity. Samber appears to have looked upon himself as
a herald of what may be termed a medley of perverted
Rosicrucianism and a travesty of dogmatic Christianity.
Much has been made of the following :—*“ By what I here
say, those of you who are not far illuminated, who stand in
the outward Place, and not worthy to look behind the Veil,
may find disagreeable or unprofitable entertainment;
and those who are so happy as to have greater Light will
discover under these shadows somewhat truly great and
noble.” Now, after all, what is this but an enigmatical
mode of saying nothing? No one has yet pointed out
aught in the body of the work (to which of course he
refers), that relates to additional degrees, or indeed to
any Masonic degrees or customs whatever. We are, in-
clined to accept the author’s own estimate of himself,
“Do not imagine I set up for a Rabbi, Master, or In-
structor, who are one of the least of you, a mere Novice,
a Catechumen, and know nothing,” for if a Freemason at
all he was probably but an Apprentice. Although he
counsels the brethren “ to avoid Politics and Religion,”
he frequently transgresses his own rules most flagrantly.
In concluding the Preface the parting words are addressed
to his “brethren of the higher class, since you are but
Jew,” which compliment succeeds his denunciation of false
Craftsmen. What he means by the ‘ higher class” we
cannot say. According to his description of himself,
there must have been many amongst the Fraternity
entitled to that appellation as compared with his own low
position. This may be what he intended his readers to
understand by his address, but whether so or not cannot
now be settled. Bro. Woodford, who has devoted much
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time to unravel this book of riddles, says emphatically,
¢ After much consideration I have had with others to
. reject the idea that we have in those words allusions to
the Royal Arch Grade,”* his verdict being that the work:
is ““ simple Hermeticism, the old transcendentalism of the
Alchemist, of which many similar examples might be
given.”

Bro. Whytehead says trulyt “The author mixes up
Christianity in the most systematic manner, despite his
own recommendation to his readers to avoid religion and
politics. The whole tone of his address is exceedingly
high-flown and extravagant, but in this respect the
author resembles many writers of his day, and most of
the occult essayists wrote after a similar fashion.”

Bro. Gould styles the work “a hodge-podge of reli-
gion and philosophy,” and Bro. Norton speaks of the
author as “a half-cracked dreamer,” two estimates
which are most appropriate and forcible, if lacking
in elegance. Dr. Mackay asks ‘ why is it that neither
Andgrson, nor Desaguliers, nor any of the writers of
that day, nor any of the early rituals, make any allusions
to the higher and more illuminated system ? ”’ The answer
is not. far to seek in our opinion, because the fact is, there
was then no such system to write about ; the allusions and
delusions of Samber being magnified and distorted by
credulous microscopic writers to mean what evidently the
author of ““Long Livers’’ neither knew of, nor ever in-
tended. In a series of articles on *‘Masonic History ” in
the F'reemason for 1881, this and other points will be found
carefully noted by several of us. In one of these Bro.
Gould observes: “ Even if we assume that the author of
‘Long Livers’ was a Freemason, and also take it for
granted that he was completely saturated with Masonic
learning, what does it all amount to? Simply to this,

* “Masonic Magazine,”” August, 1880.
+ ¢ Freemason,” April 9th, 1881.
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that four years after the formation of the Grand Lodge
there existed a classification of the brethren.” This work,
and the “Sloane MS.,” No. 3329, have been cited in
favour of the notion that there were several degrees
worked prior to the institution of the premier Grand
Lodge, but we cannot support such an opinion in con-
sequence of their being no evidence whatever in justifica-
tion of such a belief.

Another supposed reference to additional degrees to
the first three, early last century is that said to be found
in the  Constitutions,” issued at Brussels in 1722.%
The 37th clause in this unknown book is declared
“to read ““ All the Masters of lodges, Knights elected
Kadosh, Superintendents, Knights of Palestine, Princes
of Jerusalem, Masons of the Secret, Elus FEccosais,
Knights elected of St. Andrew, Ancient Master of the
Royal Arch, Officers of the Grand Lodge, Masters,
Companions, Apprentices, and all Masons in general,
are expressly commanded to acknowledge and recognise
these present statutes regulating all the Grand elected
Knights K.H.”

Clearly, if these regulations be authentic and genuine,
no further proof is needed of the existence of additional
degrees to the first three, one year before the premaier
Book of Constitutions was published, but there is not a
particle of evidence that they are either the one or the
other. Those who maintain otherwise have only to
produce a copy of this work of 1722, to obtain from us
a most ample retraction.

The extraordinary claim appears to have originated
with the late Dr. Henry Beaumont Leeson (for many
years the honoured chief of the “ Ancient and Accepted
Rite,”) who fancied he had seen a copy of the book in
the possession of the late Bro. Richard Spencer, the
well-know Masonic Bibliographer. Bro. John Yarker

* “Freemason’s Magazine,”’ 1862, p. 78.
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in 1869 kindly communicated with the late Bro. Matthew
Cooke about the matter, who replied to him that “Dr.
Leeson did make a statement about a Book of Constitu-
tions, printed abroad, and dated 1721 (I think.) He
said he saw the copy at Bro. Spencer’s, left without
purchasing it, regretted having done so, and next time
he was in London called to buy it, but it had been sold
to an American customer. Consequently Bro. Hughan
has seen some other book.* I never saw the one Dr. Leeson
spoke of, but have no hesitation in giving the most
implicit credit to his word, for whatever he asserted it
contained.”

We then wrote to Bro. Spencer, and received from
him the following reply, which completely disposes of the
claim. It is dated 4th June, 1869.

““ Before answering your letter of the 28th ult., I have been trying
to look up some memorandum relating to the sale of the old copies of
the Constitutions referred to by Bro. Yarker, and I have just found they
were the 1723 and 1738 editions which were purchased by the American
brother, therefore Bro. Yarker is in error respecting my selling any
earlier edition of the Book of Constitutions; he is right about Dr.
Leeson offering to buy the 8vo. pamphlet entitled “ Old Constitutions,”
printed in 1722, the one I allowed you to take a few extracts from when
you called here, the Doctor’s offer of purchase I declined, and thought
I had named that to you.”

It should be borne in mind that Bro. Richard Spencer
was unequalled in his day for a knowledge of Masonic
works, had accumulated a large collection of original
copies of old books on the craft, and, moreover, was most
exact in all his business dealings. There cannot there-
fore be any hesitation in at once accepting his version of
the conversation with Dr. Leeson. The Book itself was
offered for sale with others in July, 1875, when a num-
ber of the volumes in Bro. Spencer’s library were sold ;
was fpurchased for the late Bro. R. F. Bower of Keokuk,

* In allusion to our statement that we subsequently saw the Book
of 1722, but that it was not a copy of the Constitutions of any Grand
Lodge, but a transcript of a version of the “ Old Charges.”

+ No. 240. Catalogue, Sotheby, Wilkinson and Hodge, p. 61.
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Iowa, for £8 10s. (originally cost sixpence), and is now
one of the gems of the Library of the Grand Lodge of
Iowa, the largest and most valuable of the kind in the
world. In 1871 Bro. Spencer published the MS. in his
series of the “ Old Constitutions.” It is a reproduc-
tion mainly of the * “ Harleian MS.,” 1942, and contains
no references whatever to Masonic Degrees.

Still another examination of supposed references to
additional degrees, and we have done with such, viz.,
the Rawlinson MSS. in the ‘ Bodleian,” which range
from 1724 to 1740, or thereabouts. Bro. Richard Raw-
linson, LL.D., F.R.S., a Masonic enthusiast, was Grand
Steward in 1734. In a letter to a friend concerning
the Society of the Freemasons (preserved in this curious
collection) is the following allusion to this Brother.
“T protest, sir, I had like to have forgot one man, who
makes a most Illustrious Figure amongst ’em, and stiles
himself R.S.S. and LL.D. He makes wonderful Brags
of being of the Fifth Order. I presume (as he is a
Mason) he means the Fifth Order of Architecture, which
is otherwise called the Compound Order, and by it, one
would be tempted to imagine that the Doctor is a com-
position of Maggots and Enthusiasm.”’+ This facetious
epistle is supposed to prove the existence of the Royal
Arch Degree in 1725! The ‘fifth order’’ would not
then, or even years later, indicate Royal Arch Masonry,
(admitting for the sake of argument it was known at
that period) as that ceremony was for long described as
the “fourth degree.”” It may be that, as a Master
Mason, a Past Master, and Grand Steward, Dr. Raw-
linson was of the fifth order, (including the two first
degrees), but cértainly the equivocal reference to such a
position, rank, or dignity, cannot fairly be assumed as
describing the Royal Arch Degree at a time when it was
not known to exist.

* Given in ewtenso in Hughan’s  Old Charges,” 1872.
+ “ Freemasons’ Magazine,” May, 1857, p. 700.
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IV. Abpvint or RovarL ArcE MasoNRY.

‘We commence with Royal Arch Masonry, because it
is probable that was the first ceremony incorporated with
the Craft Degrees, though we are not able to vouch for
the correctness of the theory. Before we meet with
minutes relating to the Royal Arch, there are records of
other degrees or ceremonies ; but a typographical refer-
ence to the former of 1744, places it in the position of
being the earliest known of the additional degrees ; yet
only by a very few years the senior, at the utmost.

The question arises, therefore, granting there has
been a Third Degree from about 1717-20, as an out-
growth of the ¢ Revival,” when did a competitor appear
in the character of an additional degree? In view of all
the surroundings, it is not an unsafe venture to ascribe
the introduction of Royal Arch Masonry at some twenty
years subsequently, 1.e., 1737-40.

Another point then remains to be settled, viz., of what
the “Royal Arch” consisted in its earliest days. Was
it fabricated by taking from the ¢ Master Mason ” a por-
tion of its ritual, and then amplifying the ceremony so as
to form a “ Fourth Degree? ” or was it substantially or
entirely a new creation ?

Preliminary to such an investigation is the character
of the Three Degrees, especially that of the ‘“Master
Mason,’’ ritualistically and generally, at and before the
innovations ; which to thoroughly consider would require
to be dealt with in a tyled lodge, and, even then, it
could but be superficially done, under the most favour-
able conditions.

We have had too much of assertion, and too little
evidence in the past on this question, as if it was to be
settled by an oracular kind of dogmatism. The subject
is beset with such peculiar and inherent difficulties
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as to render a wholly satisfactory decision well nigh
unattainable, hence the most we can promise is to pre-
sent a concise digest of the facts, to enable brethren to
read ‘“ between the lines,” and thus form reasonhable
conclusions for themselves, based upon the evidence
submitted.

The oldest minutes of Royal Arch Masonry preserved
are of the year 1762 (at York); but the degree is men-
tioned in the “ Atholl ” Records of March 4th, 1752, and
it is particularly alluded to in a printed work of
1744. The following are the earliest references to the

Degree* :—

“] am informed in that city (York) is held an assembly of Master
Masons under the title of Royal Arch Masons, who, as their qualifica-
tions and excellencies are superior to others, they receive a larger pay
than working Masons; but of this more hereafter.

¢ Now, as the landmarks of the constitution of Free Masonry are
universally the same throughout all kingdoms, and are so well fixt that
they will not admit of removal, how comes it to pass that some have
been led away with ridiculous innovations, an example of which Ishall
prove by a certain propagator of a false system, some few years ago,
in this city, who imposed upon several very worthy men, under a pre+
tence of being Master of the Royal Arch, which he asserted he had
brought with him from the city of York, and that the beauties of the
Craft did principally consist in the knowledge of this valuable piece of
Masonry. However, he carried on his scheme for several months, and
many of the learned and wise were his followers, till, at length, his fal-
lacious art was discovered by a Brother of probity and wisdom, who had
some small space before attained t