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by the civil laws 10 be able tv manage theirown affairs, and to!

less pure!  Will he who has given bicth to cluldren aceording

sclect for themselves th.t state of life which suits them best,— to the tlesh, remember those whuin ho has adopted aecarding to
If, thetefore, her priests do not marry, it is Lecause they havelthe spicit?  Will not the myatic {sther yield sometimes tathe

voluntarily renounced marriage. Like others, they v ro free
to masty at a marriageablo age. Thoy gladly chose to foregq
this privilego to enjoy a greater and a better one,~—that of mi-
nistering at God's altar. This act, a2 most del:iberate one, was
entitely thcir own : and surely there can be no harshness on
the part of the Chureh, in allowing herministers to devote them-
selves soul and body to their God.

Indeed, to speak the truth, marriage often entails more
hardships on men and women tdo, than celibacy. Whenonce
- man has inade his choieo ofa wife, [and he is not alwaysal-
lowed to choose the one he would like best] he must take her
for life, * for better for vorse.”” He may soon repent of his
bargain - his wife may bring him nonght but disappointment.
She may be good ot bad, sickly or ia good health,~-death Mone
or Prussian law can soparate them. Now, we know that
many marriages are most unfortun.te. I have ofien heard
that married men with hoary heads, who had enjoyod half a
century of connubial bliss, declare and protest, that if they were
allowed to begin life again, thoy would not enter into the bonds
of wedlock. On the other hard,I have never hear! an octona-
genacian priest regret his having, in early life, vowed a vow to
the Lord. Really, Sir, if you knew the Catholic priests, if you
conversed fuch with them, you would not, I am sure, observo
aught in them indicative of serrow, or sadness or disappoint-
ment. Those who know them best, and wish them well, never
think of compassionating what you deom their forlorn condi-
tion.

Wiho are they v ho pretend to feel so much for the vnmar-
ried clergy of Rome? Why, their worst enemies—their slan.
derers—the meu who cannot believe in their superior virtae-—
the Voltaires, the Humes, the Gibbons, the sensuvalists,—the
Sybarites, the libertines and unbelieversin every country. Ido
aot, honoured Sir. rank yau with these worthies, but I regret
that you should unwittingly adopt their language, and throw
away your compassiou on a body ofmen who need it not. 1
was pained tosee one of your most respectable journals, the
Scotsman, when reviewing your book, say that on thesub,cet of]
clerical celibacy, your opinions were identifical with thoss of!
M. Michelet. Without intending it, this was doing you a
positive injustice. You declare you do not credit the evil re-
ports levelled against the priesthood, Mitchlet pretends not
only to beliave them, buthe himself is*the au}hor of some of
the most atrocious of thent all. Men, whose innecence was to
all France and Europe as conspicuous as their genius,—Bossuet,
Fenclon, St. Francis de Sales,—were, according to M Miche-
let, sensualists like others less famous thanthey. Butobserve,
this is the language of Michelet wwhen he had quarcelled with
the Church—of Michelet tue champion of the French Universi-
ty, and jealous of the equal learning and supurior qualifications
for teaching of many of the priests. Michelet, the Historian of
France,—Michelet, who in his better days, ad ere literary pride
had rendered him insane, spoke and thought differently of cleri-
cal celibacy. In" his History of France, written ere he had fal-
len out with the Church, he thus expresses himself:—*4 It isnot
I, cectainly, who will apeak ill of marriage ; the married life

nataral one! ‘I'he priest could stint himsolf fur the sako of the
poor, but he cannot stiat his cluldren. And even wero he

to do this, were he to fulfil all the duties, I fear he would hard-
Iy preserve the opirit of the priesthvod. No , in the mast holy
marriage, in the wite and in the fanuly, thero is somgthing of
softening nature, which breaks the iron and whidif bends the
steel. Thewost robust hicart Joses 1n marriage some portion of
its strength. The priest was more than aman, narried he bs-
comes like other men . . . and that puetic solitudc—thoso ¢a-
nobling and strengthening pleasures of continence—that fulness
of charity and of hfe, where the Christian soul embraces God
and the world, think not that they can exist in the nuptial bed.
. « . . Chustianity would have perished if the Church, softsn-
ed and enfecbled by the marriage of her clergy, had sunk down
to the common-place cares which families require. From that
haur she would have no interior encegy—uo soaring towards
Heaven. A Church with marned priests would neves havo
sean within her bosom those prodigies of roligious art—nor the
soul of a St Bernavd, of 8 St Vincent of Paul, or of a St Fran-
cis de Sules, nor the genius of St Thomas, nor all thuse reh-
gious orders,—ngqr the profound and learned Benedectines.—
Nothing can form such men, but the sudalgeince in solitary te-
ditation, or the adopting the whole wotld for one's family.—
Christ aimost forsonk his motlier to devote himself to wmankind,
ete he died ; that one enly thonght, the sajvation of the whole
world, might vceupy lus mind, he placed her under the care of
St John . hence the model and justificauon of elerical celibacy.
But this noble idea, as old as the Church itself, could only 1n
the courso ol time, b perfectly developed.”’—(klis. de France,
vol. 2, p. 168.

‘The idea that a God of purity should be ministered to by vir-
21n priests, is antenior to the Chrisuan Church . before the com-
ing of Chris, it was prevalent even among the heathens. It
should,! think, be reckoned among those great and primitive tra-
ditions which, indelibly engraved on their minds, the human fae
mily carried with them into every part of the habiable world.
If we consult ancient history, we shall every where find that
chastity was considercd essential to the sacerdotal character.—
¢ Tt is,” says M Du Maistre, ‘¢ an opinion common en of
all times, and of all religions, that thero is in continency some-
thing celestial, which exalts man and renders him agreeable to
the Divinity ,* that by a necessary consequence every sacerdo-
tal function, every holy ceremony consorts not at all with mar-
riage.”” The able and religious author whom I have just named,
remarks, that the laws of every country imposed certain restric-
tions on the legitimate sensual grauficativns both of priests and
e

* The ianate excellency of a pure and virgin life was never
called in question by any considerable portwn of mankiud, untl
the ¢ magnanimous parvent’ of the Reformauon, having laid
aside the safeguards, (fasting and prayer) found it irksome to
ebserve the laws of chastity.  Lake the fox in the fable, having
lost his chief otnament,he succeeded better than reynard 1n pers
suading his eompanioas that hie had inet with no loss whatever.
His doctnne was pleasing, easily learned, and Fe had apt disci-
ples. The fruits of those lessons ho taught, are now visible
enough in the immorality characteristic of Northern Germany
and Sweden,—countries whose enormities<%ould put to shame
the comparitivelv innocent cities of Sodom and Gomorrah.—
Save amung those who have adopted the doctrines of the Refor-
mation, virginity is still, as it always was, held in the highest
estimation ; and if bards, wio are nature’s prophets are to ba
relied on, the animalsthat range the forests, have felt in it & vir-
tue, aud acknowledged an influence which modern reformers
alone deny.

‘¢ Harpers have sung and pocts told,
That he in fury unoontyoll’d,
The ehaggy monarch of the wood,

has aleo its sanctity. Nevertheless;, would not that virginial
upion of the priest withths Church be distusbed by & union
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Before a virgin fair and good
Hath sausfied his savage mood.”
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