
We donot expectany gratitude from our contemporariesfor"
the suggestion whichwehave offered, and should not obtainit if
we did. With alltheir merits, to which humanspeech canhardly
do justice, they are, perhaps, slightly deficient in candour and
veracity,especially when they talk about Catholics. Notlong ago
we saw the 'Times'publish, on the authority of an escaped felon,
animpudentslanderupon theFathersof the Societyof Jesus;and
whenoneof theirnumber, who wasperhapsentitledby dignity of
characterandcultivation,of mind toalmost as much respect as a
half-mad Communist, contradicted in a letter of five lines the
calumny of the shameless ruffian, the'Times' refused to inserthis
letter. Some people saw in this facta proof of theprofound im»
morality of theEnglish press. We prefer toadoptamilder judg-
ment. May we notsee in it rather apleasing example of latent
and undeveloped verecttndia? For surely it proves that if the* Times

'
is not ashamedto lie, it is very much ashamedof being

foundout. This maynotbe the highest degree of virtue,butas
St. Leosays,"tobe conscious of havingdone wrongis thefirststep
towardsdoing right."

The 'SaturdayReview/ thoughithas ceased topraiseDdllin-
gerists,hasby nomeans ceased torevileUltramontanes. Itseems
thatin Sicily they are generally brigands, and misconduct them-
selves shockingly. That is the opinionof the 'SaturdayReview/
andit is expressedwith a moderationof language which leaves
notMng tobe desired. "Ultramontanismis for Italy"the'Satur-
dayobserves withcalm sobriety, "apoliticaldanger andnot merely
a preposterouscreed

"
;andit "is doingitsutmost to shakeoffa

civilisationit detests, and to restore the beloved reign of every
kindof abuse/ Considering that two-thirds of all the Christians
inthe worldarenow,andalwayshave been, whatthis lively writer
calls Ultramontanes; and that as the pious 'Church Review*
laments, "Ultramontanism, inits mostunmitigatedform,hasbeen,
by the proclamationof thedogmaof infallibility, simply identified
withBoman Catholicism," we are concerned to hear, on theun-
questionableauthority of the '

Saturday Review/ thatUltramon-
tanesareso desperately flagitious. If it -were not for the sweet
religiousunity, andunexampled piety of Protestant England,we
shoxildalmost despairof Christianity.
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Itseems to the '
JolinBull' a notable thing thatCatholicsay-

ingsanddoings shouldbe so carefully chronicled by all thelead-
ing journals. "Who should have thought a few years ago," ex-
claims our Sunday contemporary," that lectures on the life of St.Edmund, andparallelsbetweenthatsaint andArchbishopsAnslein,
A'Becket,andStephenLangtonwouldbereported,commentedupon,
and further debated upon by a Roman Catholic Prelate inthe'Times/ while a pilgrimage at Boulogneis chronicledat length!
Truly our lot is cast in strange days!

" Itdoes not occur toour
semi-clericalcontemporary that there areolderthings in the world—

more majestic evenin their intellectualaspects
—

andmuchmore
worthyonother accounts, ofthe attentionof thoughtfulmen,than
theincoherentnational sect which absorbs his own sympathies.
Heis veryangry withMr Hunt for saying, in his new volume on"
Religious Thought in England,' that

"
the doctrineof avisible

Church with authority
"

is "not tenable by those who rejected
theauthority of the only Church whichhas anything like aclaim to
be theonesociety which Christ Himself established." Yet this is
whatevery educated man, whose mind is notenslavedby attach-
ment to a sect, is saying every day. All Englishmenwhoare
capableofindependentthought perceive,andareconstantly avow-
ingthe conviction,thatif God has madeaEevelation, theEomanChurch is itsonly witness. Whatever else they may doubt they
havenodoubtabout that. The poor Church of England withits
twenty different religions, only excites their laughter. Ifsucha
thing, they say,couldbeprovedtobe the work of God, Atheism
wouldbe a virtue. And it is precisely because Anglicans assure
them that whatothersclearly perceivetobeaspurely human as a
railwaycompany or anassociation of"OddFellows

"
is partof the

Church ofChrist, orHisEevelation. If the worldcontainednoth-
ingbetter than the Church of England, we shouldhaveno right
to reproachthem for doing so.

The ♥JohnBull5 is distressedbecause the 'Times
'expends so

many wordsonadiscourseof the Archbishop of Westminster, yet
its own columns are filled with not less exuberantcomment'son
Catholicpilgrimages and those who take partin them. Isitpos-
sible that our sincerely Anglican contemporary is not quite so in-
differenttoCatholic proceedings as he affects tobe? Ordoeshe
suspect that inour day anewspaper which sli'ould systematically
ignoretheonly subject which still excites universal interest, andawakens love or hateineverybreast, wouldsooncease tohave any
readers ? We do not wish to drawunauthorisedconclusions, butif
our newspapers give such eager attention to all that Catholics say
anddo,it is probably not because their readerscare nothingabout
it. Thelatter knowperfectly well intheirhearts thatthefortunes
of Christianity areinseparably connected with those ofthe Eoman
Church. Themaster whomall sectaries unconsciously serve,knowsit, too. He inspiresthem withhis ownimpotent rageagainsther,
butneither henor they entertain the delusion that they can eversilence her voice,or quenchher life. They know she is immortal.They arequite as firmly persuadedthatno humansect is. They
may go roundher walls, shrieking maledictionslikemenpossessed,
but they tremble at the authority against whichthey revolt, and
fear the anathemawhichtheypretend to despise. Tliey laughat
sects,evenat those to which they they themselves "belong

°
but

whenshe passesby, they laughno longer. They may encourage
one another torevileher, and loudly assure oneanother that they
arenot afraid ofher j but they know she is not as they are,and
half believe that,if their eyes were opened, they would see the
GreatKing inher. Menmayhate what is Divine,asmillions do
evenin this world,butthey cannot despise it. They whowill one
day hateGodnowhateHis Church;but they comprehend,as the
demons do,that she is more thanhuman. And this, wesuppose,is
whythenewspapers talk somuch abouther.

Itcannotbesaid, however,that they talk to much purpose.
It is,no doubt, an immense advantage tohear what journalists
have tosay about religious questions, which they are so admirablyqualified todiscuss, and towhich they bringsuch devout gravity
andspiritual moderation;but perhaps the advantage wouldbe
still greaterif they could all contrive to say the samething, oranything approachingto it. Unfortunately, they areinsuchhot
haste toassail what they cannot understand or imitate, thatthey
falloverone another, andhalf the blows wMch they aim atthe
Church only bruise their own friends. A recent example deserves
notice. Two journalists ofhigh repute,andadorned,more orless,
witheveryChristianvirtue,rushedthe other daywithsuch impru-
dent velocity at a distinguished Catholic prelate that they en-countered each othermidway. The shock was soviolentthateach
fell backwards, and in thatposition they are still gazing ateach
other inmuch,confusionof mind andbody. Theprelatepassedonunhurt,butthis ismore thancanbe said forhisassailants. Boththe 'Times' and the * PallMall Gazette* thought the sermonofthe Archbishop ofWestminster on the pilgrimage to Pontio-ay agoodtopic for aleading article. His Grace who has a right tospeakof St. Edmundand St. Anselm,because he fills theirplace
and shares their faith, observed, among other things, that themediaeval Bishops were at one,as even MrWlado Emerson hasnoted,championsof liberty and of the Vicarof Christ. The'PallMall Gazette/ one of our highest authorities inallspiritualandecclesiastical questions,of which it hasmade a particular study,
has arootedobjection toanyalliancebetweenlibertyandthePope.
"Itis somewhatsharppractice on the part of Archbishop Man-ning," itsays," to take asuccession ofEnglishArchbishops,allofwhom stoodup for something or other

"—
our eveningcontempo-

raryisdeficient ingratitude—" andtomake themouttohavebeenchiefly interestedinstanding upfor the See of Eoine." Ithurtsthe sensitivemind of the writer inthe 'Pall Mall
'

tobetold thatsuchbraveand good men, who reallydid, it must "be confessed,"something or other," wereabove all things loyal tothePope!

Thethingmustbecontradicted. What is theuse of anewspaper
if itcannotrefute anArchbishop? "We whoare journalistscando
agooddealmore than that. But we must do it in ourownin-
genious way. "Now there is no doubt," we say

—
i.e. the

'
Pall

Mall* says
— "thatall these Archbishops in common with every-

body elsein their day throughout Western Christendom didina.
sensehold fast by thePope asthe Vicarof Christ." We should
not gain anythingbydenying that,because thefactis,unfortunately,
toonotorious to be questioned. Butwe flatter ourselves wecan
take thestingout ofit;and, therefore, weadd,in the columns of
our "PallMall/ from whose ecclesiastical decisions there is no ap-
peal;"buttheycertainly,"

—
we say "certainly," because when we

speakthereis an endof doubt
— "did not do so inthe samesense

inwhichArchbishop Manninghimself does,or eveninthatinwhich
anymodernRomanCatholic does." No doubtallourEnglish an-
cestors.,like everybody " intheirday," believedthat the Pope was
Vicar of Christ, but they also believed that they werequiteat
liberty toresist him;and this was the enormous superiority of
their simple creed over that of Archbishop Manning and modern
Roman Catholics, who foolishly imagine, that he is not Vicar of
Christ for nothing, and that they are boundtoobeyhim. This is
what we say in the 'Pall Mall/ from ourprivate knowledge of
ecclesiastical history,andeverybody perceives that we haveeffec-
tually disposed of Archbishop Manning and modern Roman
Catholics. And for this reason, we add, with a serene air of
victory, that St. Edmund, St. Thomas, and the rest of them,
wereprimarily Englishmen, and canbe calledPapists, in spite of
theirridiculous ideas about the Vicarof Christ,"only secondarily
and accidentally."

This, werepeat,is whatwesay in the
'
PallMall

'
;butinthe

♥Times
'

we say exactlythe contrary. St. Edmundandhis fellowa
mayhave"stoodup for something orother," butitwasallspoiled,
we say in the

'
Times

'
by their shamefulsubserviency to the Vicar

of Christ. Inowr opinion,and weare the leading journal, theyare
theywereprimarily Papists, andonly secondarilyandaccidentally
Englishmen. "What St. Edmund and his contemporariesde-
manded," we say in the *Times/beingmuchbetter informedthan
the *PallMall/ "was tousenationalauthority andnationalfunds
in the assertion,of thesupremacy of theHoly See." ,

Ifwemight presume tooffer advicetosuch eminentChristian
authorities asthe

'Times
'

and the " PallMallGazette/ whichwe
canonly do with,extremestdiffidence, we would suggest that when
next tlxeyproposetorefute the Archbishop of Westminster, which
willprobably be ,to-morrow or the day after, theyshouldtake these
precautions. Let the 'Times' send a friendly embassy toits even-
ing colleague, withsome suchmessage as this:

— "
We aregoing to

pitch intoArchbishopManning, andof courseyouwill do the same,
as there is nothing out intelligent readers enjoy so much; but
wouldyoumindtellingus whatline you propose to take, because
it wouldbe just as wellnot to flatly contradict eachother for fear
we shouldmake those infatuated Romanists laugh." For wantof
this simpleprecaution,we may confess privately toone another,
wehave justgotourselvesintoamuddle, andinsteadof correcting
the errorsof ourPapisticalbrethren itmuch tobe feared wehave
justproducedtheopposite effect. Ifthe 'PallMall/ whichcannot
err, tells them the mediaeval archbishops aresplendid fellowsbe-
cause they werealways resisting the Pope;and the'Timeswhich
canerrstillless, that they were grovelling Papists,because they
werealwaysassertinghis supremacy— the effect will be disastrous,
andpeoplewillthink we arenot so infallible as we usedtobe. It
is a verysmallmatter that the Catholics sliould laugh, at us,but
whatif theProtestantsshould laugh too? Istherenotdanger that
weshouldbe"priniarily" absurd,and"secondarilyandaccidentally"
ridiculous ?
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