
CChk followinguniquespecimenof an,"enlightened" voterappearedat
1. witness at the StroudElectionPetition:—:

—
Mr Baron Bramwell—Do you know which party governs thecountry now ?— Witness— The yellows,Isuppose, sir (laughter).His Lordship— Do you suppose Mr Disraeli is a "yellow?"—Witness

—
Well, Idon'tknow, sir (laughter).

His Lordship— Youdon't know ?— Witness—ldon't know:I'mamanas can'tunderstand.
HisLordship— When you gave your vote did you know whatprinciples you were voting for? Did you know what party the coloryou voted for represented ?— Witness— Yellow is the Liberalparty(laughter). r *
HisLordship— What are theotherpartycalled?~Witness— Theblues (loud laughter).
HisLordship

—
Don'tyouknow any other name?

—
Witness— Nosir.

His Lordship— What are the blues?— Witness— ldon't knowwhat they do call 'em (renewed laughter).
His Lordship— Have you heard of Mr Disraeli's name?—Noanswer.
HisLordship— Have you heard the nameof thepresent Prime'Minister?— Witness— No,sir. Idon't, know (laughter).His Lordship— Mr Gladstone. Have you heard of him?—Wit-ness
—

Oh, yes,MrGladstone (loudlaughter).
His Lordship— What is he?— Witness— lsupposehe is aLiberal,

sir;Ithink.
His Lordship— Do youknow whatopinions theLiberalshave?—Witness— lthink the Liberals be the best side of the party, sir,

(laughter).
Mr Hawkins— This oneof thenew votersunder the Act of1867.HisLordship— Yes,andIwasrathercurious to see whathekneVabout it.

THE CONTEMPORARY REVIEW.
(From the

'
London Tablet.')

The first article in the * Contemporary'for thismonth is the reply of
the Archbishopof Westministir to the attack made last month in this
Reviewby Mr Fitzjames(Stephen on thepaper read some timo ago by
his Grace before the Academia of the Catholic Religion, and since
published under the title of

"
Csesarisra andUltramoatanism."

Itook up (the Archbishop writes) Mr Stephen's article on"Csesarism andUltramontanism" witha full hopeof finding all that
could oe said for the former, and against the latter, urged with the
close reasoning ofwhich Ihave always believed the author to be a
master. Ilaiditdown witha feeling of disappointment. The case
argued ie not mine. The whole issue has been changed. The title
ought to have been "Faith and Doubt." This is the sum of the
argument. "Ultramontanismis untenable, because Christianity can-
not be proved to be true;" or, again, "

Ultramonfcanismcannot be
provedtobe true,because we cannot be certain of the existence of
God." The whole article is aprofuse verification of a sentence in the
essay under attack, in wtich Isaid:"No man can deny that the
authority of the Churchis separate froji all civilpowers, and within
its own spiritual sphere supreme, without renouncing his Christian
name,or the coherence of his reason." In this the article before us
is not incoherent, and Mr Stephen admits that, granting Christianity
to be a Divine revelation, and the Church to be a Divine institution,
he does not seehow he could stop short ofmy conclusions.

He then proceeds to say that, so far from Christianity being
proved tobe true, even the existence of G-odis not certain:that the
arguments of Locke, Clarke,Butler, Pascal, and Dr Newman fail to
prove it. !

Anotherpassageis well worth noting:—
Icannotbelieve that Mr Stephen's excursions toBellarmine and

the Arabian Nights, theLimbus Patrum and the imaginary jury, the
blackmanand the fishes, winding up with the wit of undergraduates
about Moses and the whale, were intended for argument. When a
writerhas declaredthat Christianity is not yet proved tobe true, and
that the existence of God is doubtful,Ithink Imay postponemy
answer^as to whatIbelieve of infants dying without baptism. My
answer cannot appreciably affeci the thesis before us. Ihave,indeed,
Tery explicitlygiven my answer to thisquestion,publicly andin print,
but torepeatithere andnow would break the line of whatIhave to
say. Ifully acknowledge that Icannot render Ultramontanism
credible to anymind thatdoesnot believe the Articlesofthe Apostles'
Creed5 nor can Ihope to render Christianity credible to any mind
that is not convinced of the existence of God. The article before us
is of greatvalue. Itreveals the position of a small number of minds
amongus. They are convinced thatwhat they tbink is the opinionof
their age. The more confidently they believe it themselvesthemore]
confidently they believe others must think as they do.

Mr Stephen is controversiallyunreasonable, ifnot controversiallyunfair. He endeavors to force us into a position which lie should
rightly occupy himself, and from which,if he believes he has a good
case,he ought notto shrink. He writes, says the Archbishop,

—
Asif the onus of proving Christianity to be truerests uponus

whobelieveit. Butsurely at this time of day the onusof proving it
tobe false or tobe doubtful rests upon those whorefuse tobelieve it.Meanwhile, Securus judicat orlis terrarum. The Christian worldis
in possession. Itis a fact whichmust be accounted for before Chris-
tianity can be rejected. Itis a visible fact, as palpable as theBritish
Empire. Itis a fact in history which can be tracedup to its founda-tion. As theBritishEmpirehas its succession of Sovereigns, itsun-
written and written laws, its legislature, and its tribunals, its
customs and traditions of public and private life, its documents and
records j so has the Christian Church, more widely known, morepro-
fuse in evidence, more open to every kind of test. Like theBritish
Empire, the Churchhas a corporate identity and living consciousness
which are traceable up to the time of its Founder. Its account of
itselfrestsupon ahistory which cannot be rejected withoutshaking allevidence, except the personaleye-witness and ear-witness of each man
for himself. If we were to believe nothing- but what we have seen,heard,and touched, thehuman mind woulddwellinablank isolation.
The Divine origin of the ChristianChuroh restsupona history which
cannot be shakenwithout shakingthe foundationofnilmoral certainty.Itrests upon a legitimate authority of directevidence,themost ex-
plicit and uninterruptedtobe found inallhistory.

The Archbishop reminds his antagonist that he is addressing
those who believe Christianity tobe aDivine revelation,and he there-
fore dismisses from the contention the first of MrStephen's four theses
namely :— l. That there is a G-od. 2; That thebstoricalstatementsofthe Apostles' Creedareall true,in fact;andamount to an accountof the Incarnationof God in Jesus Christ:while hs accepts as a duty
themaintenanceof the thirdand fourth

—
that JesuitChrist established

a Church with the constitution and powers whichhe claims for His
Church— and thathis Churchis tha Church so established. He con-
fines himself in this paper to the maintenanceof the third thesis,andinproof of it adduces only the evidence of non-Catholic witnesses.The point inhand is,he says, this— that the Church iaseparate andsupreme. His Grace begins by asserting that the 3DBtablishedChurchof England affirms to this day,in its whole ecclesiasticallaw andby
the teachingofits highest authorities, that theChurch ofJesus Christ
is a society separateinits spiritual constitution from all civilpowers,and -withinits own sphere of doctrine and disciplinesupreme. Heguards himself against being misunderstood to meanthat the Estab-lished Church has preserved its spiritual supremacy indoctrine anddiscipline,andrefers tohis AcademiaEssay bo. wbiohhe has expressly
shown that theReformation hag reduced its spiritualpoifera to sub-jectLon. Nevertheless, he n^aintidns, the spiritual supremacy indoctrinennd discipline is in theory explicitlyrecognisec in the very
statutes by which in practice it has been suspended. Again, whatmay be proved from the documents of tha Established Church inEnSland,maybe evenmoreeasily proved fromthedocumentsof the

Acorrespondentof the " Scientific American,'speaking of glue as
ahealing remedy, says :—

"For the last twelve or fourteen yearsIhavebeen employed ina shop where there areover 300 menat work,
andhardly a day passes butone ormoreof us cutor bruiseour limbs.After a whileitbecame generallyknown that a rag glued oa a fleshwound wasnot only a speedy curative, but aprotectionagainst furtherinjury.

NEW ZEALANDTABLET.Saturday, July 25, 1874.]

Kirk ofScotland, in whichwefoundin the amplest terms the separateexistenceof the spiritualpower, its independence,its directauthority
derived from its ownHead, its supremacy within itsownsphereoverthe Civil State and its rulers, its exclusive power to make spirituallaws, to pronounce spiritual judgments, to elect and ordain its ownministers,,inabsolute independence of allpersons aadpowers of theCivil State, andits right to evoke the secular arm toenforce by civilprocess the discipline and judgments in which it admitsneitherofappealnor review. But, thirdly, directand explicit as is the evidenceoftheKirk of Scotland,the witness of the FreeChurch is stillmotedecisive. And, finally, thereis the history of whatis calledtheFreeChurches of England, which came into existenceby the refusalof theRoyalSupremacyinreligious and ecclesiasticalmatters. Inalltheirsufferingsthey had companions who, though differing from theminin themost sacred truths, nevertheless agreed withthem in this, thatthe authority of Revealed truth is supreme over all civil powers.Nonconformists and Catholics, says the Archbishop,lay boundin thesame prisons,and sufferedon the same scaffold, andnotwithstandingtheir wide divergences of faith, in this pointat least they suffered forthe same cause.

As to the three principles in whichhe had saidUltramontanismconsists, viz.:
—

1. Inthe separation of the two powers (civilandspiritual), andthe vesting themin differentpersons.
2. Inclaiming for theChurch the sole right to definedoctrines offaith andmorals;and
3. To fix the limits of its ownjurisdiction in that sphere.
Iaffirm, he says,once more, that these three principlesare heldby Anglicans, by Presbyterians, by Nonconformists of every name;and,further, that they are the substanceof Christianity:thatnomancandeny any one of them without denying the office and eren theexistenceof theChristianChurch, or without affirming thepreposter-ous andmonstrous doctrine, that the revelation of DivineTruthif tobe judgedand disposedof by Royal mandates,legislative enactments,

andcivil tribunals, whichis the lowest andbasest formofBrastianism.Oujus Segio ejus Reliqis. Surely this is a denial of Revelationaltogether. Why not say so at once?
Itherefore affirm again that every Christian, whobelievesthatChristianityis a Divine Revelation, must also believethat a DivineRevelation is independent of all civil authorities, and is dependent

uponthe authority of Gl-odalone,whether thitDivine Authoritymakeitself known by its own action in the isolated conscience of eachindividualman, or in the assembly of each Christian sect,or in tue
congregationof aPresbytery,or by the acts of anEpiscopate, or bythe voice of the Visible Head of the UniversalChurch. The forms,indeed, aredifferent;theprinciple isone and the same. The Revela-tion of Godis suetamedandpromulgated to the yorld by the authorityof GodHimself, in independenceof allcivil authorities,and insupre-macy over them all.

This is theclaimIhave,therefore,madefor theCatholicChurch,abstracting from all forms of visible order and external policy;andIsubmit that Mr Stephen's third thesis is maintainedexplicitly bythe Anglican Establishment, the EstablishedKirk, theFreeKirk ofScotland, andby all Nonconformists in both countries:namely, that"
Jesus Christ establishedaChurch with the constitution (visible oriuvisible) and powers whichIclaim for my Church." The answer"
We ought to obey Godrather than men," oarries the wholeclaimofDivine authority.

AN "ENLIGHTENED" VOTER
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