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EDITORIAL COMMENT,

Read the Nor'Wester’s vrticles on the
school question. They are marvels of

lucidity and wisdom.

The latest venture in Canadian Cath-
olic journalism is The Ottawa Post. We
have the initial number before us, and
we bave read with delight its bright and
able editorials. Its editorial comments
on the school question in Manitoba are
The Catholics of
Ottawa have long been afllicted in that
they have not had a truly Catholic
newspaper in the English language. The

vlever and to the point.

initial number of the Post gives a guar-
antee that this sad want is a thing of the
past. We congratulate the Catholics of
Oitawa and of the country on the prom-
ising appearance of the Post and have
much pleasure in placing it on our
exchange list.

Dr. Bryce is no sooner back from the
Presbyterian General Assembly in To-
ronto than he gets himself interviewed,
The style of the interview is unmis.
takably his own, flowing, imaginative
and unfair. He modestly says of him-
self : * Dr. Bryce’s speech was the mas-
terly expositiun of an expert, while,”" he
condescends to add, * Dr. King, who em-
phasized the religious element in schoo{
tramning, produced a marked effect on
the assembly.” The fact is, according to
the combined testimony of many news-
paper reports and private advices, that
Dr. Bryce's speech was mainly an im-
passioned invective against Catholics,
exhorting his hearersnot to be‘ mealy-
mouthed,” but to imitate the stand taken
by the apostate priest and all-round
%traitor, rebel and tyrant, John Knox as
against the winsome Mary Queen of
Scots; and that Dr. King, on the other
hand, whom Dr. Brvce ‘“damns with
faint praise,” was the real hero of that
Assembly and astonished the delegates
by his power in bringing over 80 many
hard-headed divines to his way of think-
ingon the paramount importance of rel-
igious training.

An amusing bit of snobbishness occurs
in Dr. Bryce’s account of the evening de-
voted to Foreign Missions. He says:
* That a Chinaman, who little more than
a year ago did not know any English,
should deliver an address of fifteen min-
utes in grammatical and idiomatic Eung-
lish, was a revelatior to his self-satisfied
Anglo-Saxon auditors.” We wonder how
many of his Presbyterian auditors could
lay claim to the remotest connection

with that Anglo-Saxon race which, even
in England,is seven-eighths Norman,
Dane and Kelt. Just imagine Principal
McViear or Dr. Robertson or Dr. King,
with their delightful Scotch accent, fig-
But it sounds
h2ar one’s self

uring as Anglo-Saxons.
well, don’t you know, to
classed among the descendants of the
more or Jess mythical Hengist and Horsa
hordes.

The T'ribunr of the 5th inst. devotes a
long first editorial to the NorrnwEST Re-
VIEW. According to its usual methods, it
wrenches quotations from thesir context.
It dare not publish any of our articles en-
But it evidently believes in Ley-
den, for it says he is opening the eyes of
Protestants to the degrading doctrines of
the Church of Rome. Such Protestants
as Leyden will convince have not enough
independence of mind to face the Proi-
estant tradition of misrepresentation and
enter the true fold. We can afford to do
without them, We are continually los.
ing such humbugs and bhypocrites as
Leyden, Chiniquy, Slattery and * Bis-
But then we are con-

tire.

hop” McNamara.
tinually gaining such recruits as New-
man, Manning, Brownson, W.S. Lilly,
George Parsons Lathrop, »ir John
Thompson and the Marquis of Ripon, all
of whom had groped through the den of
iles or lie-len over against the Catholic
Church. We Jose probably as much as
we gain (except by natural increase, in
which Catholics, observing God's laws,
far outstrip all other bodies) ; but what
we gain is indefinitely better than what
As a rule, we gnin the pick of
the Lhuman race, and lose the scum,

we lose.

The Tribune’s oaly other uditorial on
the same day wes in praise of Prof. Hux-
ley lately dead. Now, in one of his lat-
est works, “ Science and Christian tradit-
ion,” Huxley says that “ no one could be
more competent than Erasmers to gauge
the intellectual shallowness and self-con-
tradiction of the Protestant criticism of
Catholic doctrine.”” Huxley never con-
cealed the contempt he felt for Protest-
anttheologians. On the other hand, he re-
peatedly said that the great obstacle to
the spread of his agnostic ideas was the
coherent system of reasoning taught by
the Catholic Chursh. When Rector of
the University of Aberdeen, he once
spoke of the redoubtable philosephic
training imparted to Catholic students in
Maynooth, saying in particular: “ That
philosopby is Ly no means dead and
buried, a8 many suppose.
trary, numbers of men of no mean learn-
ing and accomplishment,and sometimes
of rare power and subtlety of thought,
hold by it as the best theory of things
which has yet been stated. And, what
is more remarkable, men who speak the
language of modern philcsophy never-
theless think the thoughts of the school-
men.”

On the con-

* However, Huxley was a sworn enemy
of everything Catholic. He madea great
show of blunt sincerity, though no man
of his ability could be thoroughly honest
and nat find the truth. At a dinner, af-
ter a long discussion with Cardinal, then
Bishop, Vaughan on the fundamental
proofs of revelation, he wound up by say-
ing good-humoredly but very decidedly :
“ Well, my Lord, one of these days your
gide and my side will have to come to
blows,” thus unwittingly witngssing to
what the history of the Church in all
countries proves—that the only argu-
ment whici can be, for a time, success-
fuliy used against her is brute force, or,
what amounts to the same thing, popul-
ar pagsion excited by wholesale slander.

We are glad to see that the editor of
the Tribune has some ,littl‘e conscience
left after all. He has toned down a too
ruffianly epithet used by the Reverend
contributor who wrote the article “Ad
Majorem Dei Gloriam.” The proof of
this correction is before us in two copies
of the Tribune for July 5. The first has:
“thefilthy character of the questions asked
young women by the priests at the
confessional;”’ the second reads: “the
questionable character of questions, etc.”
Evidently a few copies had got out before

the editor noticed the libellous word
“filthy.” It is passing strange that de-

cent Catholics never hear these filthy or

questionable questions. To be sure, the
confesgional may be abused; every good
thing in this world may be abused; in
fact, the wore valuable and powerful any
agent is. the more terrible is the abuse
thereof, witness gunpowder and dyna-
But,

priests, having been suspended {rom

mite. because a few renegade

their priestly functions precisely on
account of such sacrilegious abuse, pub-
Lsh to the world in filthy books Low the
thing can be done and how they did it,
is that any veason for decrying the
There

are a hundred times more abuses in the

Sacrament they have profaned ?

medical profession; yet no one dreams
of condemning the entire facalty; people
are coutent with avoiding immoral pby-
guards so safely
against abuses that the most prejudiced

gicians. The church
Protestant has only to examine the laws
governing the practice of auricular con-
fession to learn how rare abuse must be.

We have received the following
answer irom Bostoi: anent Leyden : “He
18 artiuily advertised as ‘An ex-Catholic
preacuoer,’ to give the impression that he
He was not. He was

a printer or press-wan in Boston some

was once a priest.

vears ago, irom which 8tation Le fell to
Leyden's advertise-
well calcujated to
deceive the unwary, Though Le is care-

his present rank.”
wents are indeed
ful not to call hinself an “ex.priest” or
“ex-Jesuit,” yet. he knows that most
ypeople will, thirough careless reading.
infer toat he was both a priest and a
Jesnit. What he himself says is that Lie
is an ‘“anti-Jesuit,” which is a most
comprehiensive term embracing all
wilful heretics and Christ-haters in the
world, Satan being the greatest anti-
Jesuit known. Then, when he calls
himself an “ex-Romanist preacher,’_as,
except in the case of religious orders, all
Catholic preachers are priests, thought-
less readers conclude that le was a
priest. But Lie never was a priest, nor a
Jesuit, nor a Catholic preacher,

In h 8 lecture last Sunday, at which
the audience was as usual wmostly a
“geedy crowd,” he said the Popish ciergy
would rather see the devil here than
Leyden. We venture to think he is
mistaken.  The devil would wuot lie so
clumsily; he would appear as an angel of
light, nut a8 an ignorant imp; as a calm
logical reasoner, not as an uneducated
energamen; 48 a plausible intellectual
sophist, winning the attention of the
leaders of buman thought, not as a vul-
gar revamper of transparent falsehoods
refuted a thousand times and scorned by
men of light and leading., Lucifer would
secure as an endorser a less foolish
person than the Rev. Mr. Grant, who
gravely and with tears in his voice
assured the densely stupid assembly
{quite worthy of him) that the Pope was
sometimes addressed by Catholics as
“QOur Lord GOD;” whereas the chosen
title of the Popes is “servant of the ser-
vants of God.”  Lucifer would not talk
such rot as Leyden did about Catholics
not being allowed to read the Bible, the
arch-fiend being keenly alive to the facts
mentioned in the article we publish
elsewhere on the Bible. Lucifer would
let up on the Spanish Inquisition, be-
cause he is ashamed of Queen Elizabeth’s
and Cromwell's Inquisition, which was
ten times more bloody. No; Lucifer
uses Leyden only because he has roth-
ing better at hand just now, Huxley

being dead and Spencer on his last legs.
—————

THE TRIBUNE AND THE ARCH-
BISHOP,

We have been asked by our friends
how it is that we never take any notice
of the abusive articles in the Tribune
agamnst our revered and devoted Arch-
bishop. We have tried to explain to
our friends that the more the Tribune
abuses any man the more the general
public will appreciate his worth as a
citizen and his character as a man. So
well is the character of this paper for
unreliability and vulgarity recognized,
that the most undesirable misfortune
that could possibly overtake the char-
acter of any public man would be to
receive the eudorsation of the Tribune.
Even its own political allies, or, at least,
the more respectable of them, who  have
any feelings of refinement, or whose

natures are not entirely brutalized, have
a thorough contempt for the paper and
If the Tribune said
anything good of 2 man and praised bis

its management.

conduct, we would say tothat man:
exaui.ne your conscience, my friend, and
honestly try to find out what wrong you
bave done to merit praise from such a
quarter. Now, this being the zenerally
rccognized character of the 'Tribune,
why should we take any notice of its
abuse of our dearly loved chief Pastor?
If there was anything in the Tribune
praising His Grace or in any way endor-
sing his conduct, we should indeed feel
anxious about him, lest his good name
should be questioned by the respectable
portion of our fellow citizens; but as
long as it only abuses him and calls him
names, we, in common with all good
citizens, feel secure from all anxiety
regarding the matter.

For years his saintly predecessor, than
whom there was never a more kindly,
charitable, or prudent mav, was made
the special object of this paper’s abuse.
To injure a business competitor and to
feed the fires of religious
discord, the Tribuie, week after week,
charged Mr., Luxton, the editor in chief
of the Free Press, with having sold him-
self to Archbistiop Tache for $40,000 ; the
mouney with which he had purchased
the Sun newspaper. The late Archbishop,
feeling the great injustice done to Mr.
Luxton by this foundationless statement
of the Tribune, wrote a letter to that
the most unqualified
denial to that statement and saying
that all the pecuniary help he ever gave
the Kree Press wasto pay his subscrip-
tion the same as he did for the Tribune
itself. Notwithstanding this fiat denial
of a man of the highest honor and most
unquestionable veracity, the Tribune,
with that coarseness—that brutal vul-
garity—which is  its distinguishing
characteristic, told the Archbishop that
it did not believe that he was telling
the truth, because, forsootl, it was in the
interests of His Grace to tell a falsehood
to shield Mr. Luxton.
surprised at this base insult being
offered to the aged and venerable Arch-
kishop, Lecause all knew the Tribune,
altbough many ot the aged prelaie’s
friends, who knew his publis integrity
anil private virtues, were shocked at the
insult 50 grataitously offered.

Time rolled on and some two years
afterward the same Tribune learned the
fact tbat the money, which it accused
Mr. Luxton of getting from the Arch-
bishop, Wwas actually received from
another source and it published this
in its columns.  The Review called the
attention of the Tribune to the fact that
it had refused to believe His (Grace’s
statement and accused him of falsehood.
We demanded of it to make amends to
His Grace by manfully acknowledging
its error and apologizing for its insult.
We appealed to the manhood and honor
of its managing editor and pointed out to
Lim that if he did not apologize fully for
it, we should have to place him in the
position of one who irsulted an old and
distinguished man and then refused to
make apology for it. From that day to
this the Tribune never made any at-
tempt to apologize. What is the use of
noticing such a paper? What 1s to be
gained by doing s0? The present Arch~
bishop cannot suffer anything either in
his person or character by the ‘Iribune’s
abuse ; in fact he in a guiner by it,

race and

journal giving

No one was

“ PRIESTS’ SCHOOLS.”

The Free Press was once a great and
powerful organ of public opinion, because
it was under the management of a strong
aud honest man, who would not stoop to
make it the mouthpiece of a narrow, un-
patriotic and unjust policy. In those
days the Free Press was not a hireling
whose policy could be fashioned to suit
the exigencies of any corporation or gov-
ernment; but the fearless, uncorrupted,
and incorruptible exponent of right
principles, just laws and fair play to all,
even when their advoecacy was out of
tune with the babbling crowd who, for
the time being, followed public opinion,
that is, the.opinions of a few self-seeking
and unprincipled demagogues let loose
on an ignorant, unthinking and excitable

popuiation. The Free Press of those
days was a journal whose opinions and
principles were respected and whose
power made wrong-doers quake ; but, to-
day, it is a poor slave to the opinions,
the desires, the passions and the un-
And
its shame Las not brought to it prosper-

principled designs of its masters.

ity any more in the material than in the
moral order. From being a financial
saccess under the management of Mr,
W. F. Luxton, it has become a financ-
ial wreck under its present management.
And what it is financially, 8o is it moral-
1y. When it ventures to give expression
to opinions and to treat of questions of mo-
mans to the publie, it deals in platitudes,
that have not the merit ot originality, or
even noyelty; unless misrepresentation,
talsehood, and that* snickeringsneerthat
stabs with a swile” be considered as
such.

We have a sawple of this in its desig-
‘the
In what way are they

nation of our Catbolic schools ag
priests’ schools.’
** the priests’schools * 7 They are schools
Tor the education, not of Priests, but of
Catuolic children, They are schools sup-
ported, not by Priests, but by the Cath-
olic parenws of the children attending
them, and by those in sympathy with
them.’lhepub]icmoney[hathasbeenpaid
fortheirmaintenance was the money con-
tributed by the atoresaid Catholic par-
ents and thelir co-religionists, and not by
the priests. They exist, to-day, anJ have
always existed, not at the dictation of
the priests; but because the Catholics,
wio have paid for them, want them for
the education of their children. There
is no law, either human of divine, that
imposes upon our priests the duty of
That
duty is ours, and for the purpose of fulfill-
ing it, we have established and main-
tained schools in accordance with our
conscientious convictions. These schiools
are our schools, maintained at our ex-
pense, and for the education of our chiid-
ren. It is misleading, false and slander-
ous to call them “ priests’ schools.” Of
course, it is not difficult to find the mo-
tives which prompted the Free Press to
call them * priests” schools.” 1t wished
to excite a bitterer feeling, if possible,
against our schools, and, knowing the
popular prejudice that exists in the minds
of the unreasoning multitude against
Catholic priests, it took this sneering and
dishonest mecthod to attaiu its object.

educating our Catholic children.

The present editor of the Free Press
would like to be classed as a gentleman
and fe would feel deeply hurt should
anyone eveu hint that, in honor or re-
finement, he lacked any attribute of the
gentleman. We would not wound that
sensitive nature of his any more than we
could nhelp; but we would like to impress
upon him that Catholics have feelings as
refined and as sensitive as his own, and
that they do not like to be sneered at
any more than he does. We ask himin
all seriousness, does he think that it is
gentlemanly or refined to lie about the
Catbolics of Manitoba or about their in-
stitutions ? And if not, why does he do
it or permit it to be done ? Catholics are
proud of their priests ; they know their
goodness and their disinterested devotion
to them and, consequently, to their child-
Allthat is best and nohlest and
truest in human nature, they see accen-
tuated in the every day life of their priest-
hood. They are one with their priests in
all that relates to their moral and relig-
ious interests; but that does not mean
that they are, as the Free Press malic-
iously implies, the blind slaves of the
priests. No; unity of taith, unity of sent-
iment, unity of purpose, does not mean
tyranny ot the priest and slavery of the
people. They know the Truth and the
Truth makes them free. We, therefore,
protest against the Free Press, or any
other journal, or man, dishonestly and
with malicious intent, miscalling our
dearly cherished schools — * priests’
schools.” They are * priests’ schools ”
only in the sense that, being Catholic,
and all Catholics being oxk in Faith and
morals, the Catholic priest and the Cath-
olic laity are a unit. In the material
sense of possession, these schools are not
* priests’ schools,” and what is more, the
Free Press knew they were not when it
called theu: so.

ren.




