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of Canterbury, under Williami the Coni-
queror and Williami Ru fus, respectively.

he latest work on this question of sucb
absorbing interest to nicm bers; of tîe Irish
race, is from tlie pen of Stepben J.
McCormick, tic scholarly editor of tliè
San Francisco Mloitfor, In revie%%Ilnel
M.tr. i\,cCorniiick*s book, the Cat7ioliC
Wor/d, of Septemiber, iSS9 , says :"Thle
IJu//arzwz leom~aim contains a Bull of
Adrian IV. Conferring upon Henry IL.
of England Uic Sovereignity of Ireland,
and anotier Bull of Adrian 's successor,
Alexander III, Coli firming the grn.Both
Buils are of suspicious brevity and
obscurity, were never known to the public
tilI several years aifter their supposed
issue, and wecre clainied and used by one
of tbe niost unscrupuilous and brutal,
tliough one of the ablest, of Uic Norman
nionarcis-the miurderer of St. Tbomas
B3ecket. A document of this sort, unused
and unknomn until twenty years afier its
date, should be void froîii staleniess, and
tlîat would be a sufficient, answcr to its
ailegation as a nytliing iii the nature of a
grant of power. But thie controversy runs
deeper tlian pleas to tlie validity of the
Bull ; it concerns its genuineness. Mr.
M.,cCorimick lias collated tlîe autliorities
on the subject, lias investigated the ques-
tion at tic Vatican library itself, and bias
establislîed a fair liistorical doubt-tiat, at
least ; an imp)artial mid, will, we feel
certain, readily concede thiat tlîe Bulîs
iverc forgeries?' 0f Canibrensis, it tius
speaks : '« Geraldus Canîbrensis lias lbecn
tie chief reliance of tliose who ]lave
accepted tie Bull, Ilie being a contemnpor-
ary writer, or adniost coiîtcîîporary withi
tic seizure of Ircland by Henry. 'l * *
Thie fulsoiiie lauidation of Heniry, by tîis
wvork. is eiîouglî to cast suspicion on liii
'the Alexander of tlîe west, 'Uic invincible,'
« the Soloion of lus age,' 1 tlîc nîost pious
of princes,2' wiio had the glory of repres-
sin- tie fury of the Gentiles, not only of
Europe, (that nîust niîeah tic Irishî) but
likewise of Asia beyond tlîe McNlditcr-
raniean,' are speciuiiens oflîis "'loquebar in
conspectu rcgum." But wlien thc king
wvas dead, tic Courtier Ch/ronid1er abused
in with an extravagance of condemination

and invective in cxcess of his l)rC'ious
flattery. It is cîcar that Camibrensis was
;i iiendacious, perhaps a bribed, witness,

as is f ulIy enoughi gathiered froni bis
preface to the book, " Thie Conquest of
Ire/aeizd."

On the one hand, thien, we have the
sanctity of Adrian's life, and bis scrupulous
conception of the obligations of his sub-i
linie office. We have the notorious
character of H-enry Il., bis unenviable
rel)utation at the Roman Court, and the
utter absurdity of bis being sent by the
\Ticar of Christ as delegate apostolie to
reformi the Irishi Cburch. In addition,
tiiere is tic ini.possible date (i1154) by
sonie assigncd to the Bull. There is the
firni belief iii the falsity of the Bull, ever
currCnt amiong, the Irishi thenmselves.
Finally there is .tbe stubborn fact that the
Church ini E.ngl and under Ilenry Il.,
stood iii greater need of retoini than did
the Cburcbi ini Ireland. On the other
liand, what? TI'le altogethe r unreliable
wvorks of Giraldus Canîbrensis, the sus-
pected testtmony afforded by the ilîetalo-
gicits of Johin of Salisbury, and a papal
rescript of as doubtful authcnticity as the
B3ull it is said to confirni. Th'is is the
question in brief. Many additional proofs
-are given denionstrating to a nicety the
forgery of the Bull, but the subject is too
v'ast to be here considered ar length. The
student desirous of pursuing the question
furtlier will find it fully and nmobt interest-
inglytreated by Dr. Fredet, Cardinal Mforan,
MNir. McCormiick,a-nd cspeciallylRev. 1-ather
B3urke in bis answers to Froude. Suffice
it to say, ilhat these fearless defenders Of
Catliolic Trutli present a weight of cvi-
dence in support of their statements that
cannot fail to convince Uic impartial inind
and force it to subscribe to these emiphatic
words of Uie famnous lrishi Dominican
above nanicd, whcrein, liaving denianded
whlether it wvcc likcly that the Supreme
pontiff should have sent as Apostle to
Ireland, "«the niurderer of bishops, Uic
robber of churclies, the destroyer of
ecclcsiastical liberty, and of every forni of
liberty 1 lbat carne before him," lie answers:
"'No. 1 ilever will believe that tic Pope
of Roie wVas so vcry short-siglitcd, so
unjust, as by a stroke ot bis pen, to abolisli
and destroy the liberties of tlie most faitb-
fi people Uîat, ever bowed down iii aIle-
giance t hm2

E. J. CORNELL, O.M.I., '95.


