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BATURDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 1875.

THE ‘SOUTHERN MERCURY' IN A RAGE,
g
Tax ‘Southern Mercury’isfoundout, and;n its anger at being
detected in its underhand calumny of honest and honorable
men, forgets itself, and gives vent 1o its feelings in an article
of abuse and falsehood in reference to the NEW ZEALAND
TapLET. As i5 usual with our assailants, the ¢ Southern
Mercury,” whilst saying all manner of wntrue and dis-
paraging things of us, and laboring hard to prejudice its
readers against us, has not the justice nor the manliness to |
quote even one sentence, by way of proof, from our article
which has occasioned its towering passion. Itis mynifestly
afraid to let its readers see what flimsy grounds there are
for its invective.

The “Southern Mereury® begins its Philippie with the
words-—*The Ngw Zrarasp Tarrer is rapidly acquiring
the reputation of being the most aggressive and intolerant
periodical in the Colony. Not content with the defence of
its own position, it invites attacks, and commits the impo-
litic mistake of forcing neutrals into the ranks of its
opponents.” Our answer is—(1). No donbt the opinion is
gamin% ground amongst the readers of certajn newspapers
that the TiprLEr is everything the ¢ M erenry ' says it is,
because these newspapers, in defiance of facts, have per-
sistently repeated calumnies of us, and as persistently
withheld our own worda from their readers. But a false.
hood repeated, even for ever, canmnot change a lie into a
truth; and those who know the Taprgr best, who have
read it from the beginning, are well aware that it is neither
aggressive not intolerant. (2.) We give the most emphatic
contradiction to the statement of the ‘ Mercury ’ that we
have not been content with the defence of our own posi-
tion, and that we have invited attack. T'rom the first our
osition has been one of defence. We have defended our
aith and our Church from assauits upon them made in the
public and High Schools, and in the Press ; but when or
where have we attacked any man’s faith, assailed an
man’s right, or in any way endeavored to impede the legi-
timate expression of opinion? Thig is a matter easily
tested. If it can, and if it dare, let the * Mercury’ give the
passages from the columns of the Tanzur which sustain its

assertions. To do this Woulfi be an honest, straight-
forward pi{roceeding ; but this is precisely what the * Mer-
cury’ shirks.

« The *Southern Mercury’ continues :—* An illustration of
the pugnacious disposition of our contemporary is farnished

by a most disingenuous_ article, which appeaiei in its last
isaue, We lately published i oup ol

Y | necessary indignation an

from the ‘Independent,’ respecting Freemasonry. It was
inserted without comment, and consequently would net, by
; any honest or competent journalists, have been treated ay
an expression of opinion by ourselves. But the Editor of
the Tanrer is ignorant of the functions of a Jjournalist, or
which is worse, he wilfully misinterprets those funetions,
If he is fit to be entrusted with the control of type at all,
he should know that the mere insertion of anything copied
from another paper, without comment, and” with an ac.
knowledgement of the source wherever it is derived, in no
way binds” the copyist to the sentiments or statements
therein contained.”” Softly, Mr Editor of the ¢ Southern
Mercury.” But we must, before proceeding further, apolo-

gise for the length of this extract. Our excuse, however,
is, our anxiety to let our readers see our contem orary's

doctrine as to editorial responsibility, expressed in his own

words. The principle here announced by the ¢ Mercury »

is true to a certain extent, but by no means universally,

It has its limitations.  If, for example, an Editor repug-

lishes a libel or a slander, is he not responsible for it, even

to the law of the land! And, again, may there not be

cireumstances which go to prove that the publication of
matter copied from another journal, is another way of

giving expression to the copyer’s own opinion. And’ will

any dispassionate man deny that such is the case in the

present instance, when he bedrs in mind the controversy
that has taken place on the subject of Freemasonry in the

TapLET and certain other newspapers lately? And this

view is confirmed’ by the consideration, that the charge

against the Jesuite, to which the ‘ Mercury’ gave circnla.

tion, and which has originated this controversy, is the moat

atrocious that could be made ngainst any body of men,

The ¢ Mercury ' published, without note or comment, the
following fearful calumny, taken from the ¢ Independent® :

“ It is exactly & hundred and one years since the Bull for
the suppression of the Jesuits was put by Pope CLEMENT
XIV., GaxgaNErwy, who died so mystericusly & year after
—poisoned by the Jesuits, as every Italian believes.” Now
we maintain that the man who publishes such a charge as
that without note or comment makes himself an active
agent in the propagation of the slander. No honest,
honorable man, who disbelieved the charge—who, in fact,
did not endorse 1t, would publish it to the world, even as
an extract without comment. It is a charge of too terrible
a naturs, too injurious to the good name of a learned, vir-
tuous, and useful body of ecclesiastics,—too hurtful to the

most sacred feelings of upright men, to be flung abroad be-
fore the eyes of the public, without a deep conviction of
its truth, and of the absolute fhecessity of making it pub-
lic, or of repeating it. The ¢ Mercury ’ is on the horns of
a dilemma: either its Editor endorses the ‘ Independent,’

or, in sheer recklessness, and with no object, except to

wound and outrage the feelings of his Catholic fellow

citizens, he launches this lie on the wings of the New

Zealand Press  'We here repeat what we said in our isgue

of the 23rd ult.: The ‘Southern Mercury® contains an

article from the ‘ Independent,” which a respeciable Jjournal

ought not to insert.

Again, the ‘ Mercury’ misrepresents our use of the
word “ endorse " in our article of the 23rd J. anuary., Itis
no where said in that leader that the ¢ Mercury ® endorsed
the article of the ¢ Independent,’ and this affords another
proof of how unfair it is to omit quoting the passages to
which reference is made in such controversies as this.
These are our own words,—* According to the * Indepen.
dent,’ endorsed of course by the ‘ Mereary,’ for which the
‘ Guardian ’ is sponsor—the Holy See does nothing except
at the suggestion of the Jesuits. ~ Poor simpletons all three
are.” 'We applied the word “endorsed,” and in a playful
way, to one particular sentence, and to that only. ad
the ‘Mercury’ attended to this obvions fact, its columns
should not have been burdened with a great deal of irre-
levart matter, and tho expression of a great deal of un.

5 untrue charges of ignorance,
‘Tazrer” The only remark we
plicable to the entire article of the
‘Independent,’ was, that a respectable journal ought net
to insert it, and tbat it is at once eilly and shocking. But
what we did not say then, we say now, viz,, that it i3 clear

to us the * Mercury * did endorse that article from the ‘ In.
dependent.’

&c., in reference to the
made which is at all a

umns an extract }'.)he 23rd of last month, the

The < Mercury’ says, “Yet persistently we have been
attacked, 1ilified” and” misrepresented, by that Peculiar
r” the ‘Taprer.! The * Mercury’ is ming. Upntil
*TapLer’ has never, so fai as



