
or anyother ranting writer against the Infallibility of the
Pope.

The 'Guardian,' in common with the herd of calumni-
ators, assails the lojalty of Catholics. It would be no more
than what common decency demanded, were the 'Guardian

'
first to defend theloyalty of the opponents of Papal Infalli-
bility. "Who have been, and are, the most loyalmen in
Europe—

Catholics or their assailants ? " This is the question.
For thelast three centuries, for example,who have been the
rebels, the fomenters of disturbance, the revolutionists

—
Catholics or their calumniators andopponents? Let the revo-
lution and rebellion of 1688 answer, letthe rebellion of 1798
inTrelandanswer. Who were the leaders and chief agents
in thesemovements

—
Catholics or non-Catholics! Was that

unnatural nephewandson-in-law
—

William the Third,wholed
ahorde of foreign mercenariesintoEngland to dethrone its
legitimate sovereign, a Catholic1were the traitors whoaided
andabetted him,whobetrayed their .king and sold the honor
of their country,Catholics ? Were Cromwell and the other
regicides, his companions, Catholics ? Were LordEdward
Fitzgerald, "Wolfe Tone, Emmett, &c, Catholics?
Were the French Revolutionists for the last ninety years
Catholics? Is Garibaldi atid his following, Catholic?
Were the menwho maderevolutions in Spain andPortugal,
Catholic ? But, on the contrary, who have been for ever
found on the side of loyalty andorder, who haveeverbeen
the most strenuous upholdersof the sacredrights of life and
property, themost able and disinterestedadvocates of estab-
lished and legitimate governments? Let history answer.
Catholics everywhere and always. In fact, there are not a
few who think that Catholics have carried theirdevotion to
loyalty to excess. And yet in the face of these and such
likenotorious facts,here wefinda very common-placewriter,
in a very common-place newspaper, audaciously impugning
the loyalty of Catholics. Withus, loyaltyis areligious duty
and dearly have wepaid forour faithful dischargeof it.

The 'Guardian' repeatsapassage from a speechof Prince
Bismarck, in which hesays that the Vatican Council "was
cut short on account of the war,and that very different votes
■would have been taken by the Council, if the Frenchhad
been victorious. Some months ago, the 'Guardian' made
use of thispassage, quotingthese verywords, inan onslaught
on Catholics. We took notice of thematter at the time, and
pointed out that the Decree on Papal Infallibility hadbeen
agreed to in the Council before this war hadbeen evenpro-
claimed, and that consequently, the success or non-success of
the French could not possibly have had the slightest influence
in determining the votes of the Fathers in the Vatican
Council. We also said, from our ownpersonal knowledge,
that there is not oneword of truthinanothercalumny,stated
by the 'Guardian,' viz., that the " war was the combined
work of Rome andFrance." But what does the * Guardian '
care? Its writers wish to insult and injure Catholics, and
consequentlycalumnies are repeated again and again, not-
withstanding the most direct and clearest refutation. And
weentertain no doubtwhateverbut that the 'Guardian,' in
two or threemonths hence,willagain repeat this falsehood.

The 'Guardian'states as a fact the following: "From
the Pope himself, Mr Gladstone's pamphlet has elicited
fierce denunciations,and the appellation of 'viper' has been
appliedby His Holiness, in the spirit of Christian meek-
ness, to its author." The London 'Tablet,' always wellin-
formed as to what takes place in the Vatican, says that His
Holiness did not make use of this word, or of the language
put intohis mouth by the Press. It is therefore, like the
other statements of the 'Guardian,'a pure invention. But
as we saidabove,wehave no'doubt^the 'Guardian' will re-
peat this falsehood by andby.

The'Guardian' says:
"Who* can doubt that he

—
the

Pope
—

has interfered in the affairs of Spain during the
bloodyCarlist war, which we are now told by telegraph that
be advises Don Carlos to put an end to." Again, the*Guardian 'says: "Who can doubt that he has used his
utmostpower to prevent the progress of the German Empire
towards consolidation1' Well, we doubt both oneand the
other. Thereis notaparticle of evidenceto show that the
Popeinterfered either inSpain or Germany j and until the
evidence of his interferenceis placed before us,we shall con-
tinue todoubt. But observe the injustice of our contempo-
rary:Heasks'who can doubt, and then proceeds to lecture
and censure, ac if he had proved that the Pope had inter-
fered!

The
'Guardian

'grows quite unctuous and pathetic to-
wards the endof this precious leader. Addressing Catholics
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ourcontemporarysays: "Gentlemen, however sincere you
may be,however much youmay deprecate any intended mr
terference with ourpersonal liberty, the necessary tendency
of your doctrine of Infallibility is to centre all politicalas
wellas spiritual power in the hands of one man and his
emissaries. Itis slavery in disguise;andif once we submit,
we shall onlybe riveting on ourselves fetters of which our
forefathers freedus at the cost of their blood." What are
the fetters of which our contemporary speaks? If he had
said that the tendency of centralisingallpower in the State,
andof permittingprivate judgment to guide supremel^is to
rivetthe chains of slavery onCatholics, and that the inters
imposed upon them by the enemies of the Pope have been
stained by thebest blood of tens of thousands of peaceful
andloyalCatholics,who onlyaskedforfreedom of consciti^ce,
our contemporarywouldhave told the truthand writtencom-
monsense;but his words are strangely out of place, and
grimly ludicrous in the connection in which he places them.

OFFICIAL CIRCUMLOCUTION.

Some few months since the strictures of the Press were instru-
mental insweeping away some absurdregulations with regard
to the postage on newspapers, and it was then hoped that
many similar absurdities which were known to exist,
but not specified, would also be abolished. It would
appear,however, that the various governmental departments
are far from exempt from the circumlocutory red-tape routine
of the mother country,soseverely lampoonedbyDickens,and
that theyadhere with the tenacity of barnacles to traditions
and usages,the strength of which would appear to increase
with the absurdity. Itmay be remembered that until lately
for somereason unknown

— at least beyond the pale of the
department,— the public were not only prohibited from
making use of newspaperstampsin the postageof letters, but
thehalfpenny stamps, for the transit of intercolonial papers,
wereutterlyuseless when despatched outside of the colony, ,
notwithstanding the required postage waspaid to therevenue.
Why this shouldhave been the case, or what end was to be
accomplishedby itspractice, was a mystery which we were
neverable to unravel. Had the prohibition stopped at the
disallowance of newspaperstamps on letters, we might .have
accountedfor it by supposing that the department wished to
keep the receipts from tlie two sources separate; but, of
course, the distinction with regard to newspapers upset the
supposition. Whether the extremeabsurdity of the proceed-
ing,andits injustice and inconvenience, became apparent to
the authorities, or the voice of public opinion, through its
mouthpiece, the Press, had sufficient weight to cause the
attention, we areunable to divine,but the obnoxious prohibi-
tion was withdrawn. During the past week, however,a case
has beenbrought under our notice which, as an example of
red-taperoutine of the most orthodox and approved stamp,
wouldbeamusing, were it not for the injustice committed.
Itwouldappear that the ruleof the department, with regard
to the deliveryof newspapers,prescribes that if the party to
whomthe paperbe addressedhas left the address, the subse-
quent papers received at the office are never put into the
hands of the postman for delivery, but remain without the
slightest actionbeing taken, until they become cumbersome
by their bulk, when they aregatherediaaheapand destroyed.
As anillustration of the injustice of the system in force, we
maycite the following,as the case to which we have alluded
to above:

—
The collector of this journal,having called witW

anaccount at thesupposed address of a subscriber, was ii?
formed that the party had left some eleven months since.
With a view, then, of learning to whom the papers had
been delivered, which were regularly despatched to the
address through thepost, he sought thepostman on the round,
andby himwas informed that since he became aware of the
party having left, thepapers had never been taken by him
from the post office. As the wrapper would intimate at a
glance to the authorities the source from whence the paper
came, and. in addition to that, it being received from our
publisher securely tied in a bundle of town papers, we
ask, was it too much to expect that some intimation
should have been forwarded from the department, and
that,instead of allowing an accumulation for almost twelve
months, some such system should havebeen putin force as is
adopted with regard to unclaimed letters. As a further
illustration ot thevery elaborate mode of procedure, wemay
state that we made it our business to see the headof the
departmoit on the subject, and although that gentleman
showed us a mass of the unclaimed papers, we were also
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