
THE JESUITS AND THEDREYFUS CASE.
Some time ago— in onr issue of September 21,1899— wegavesignal disproof of the foolish tale that the Jesuits were,in someunstated way,at the bottom of the troubles of Captain Dreyfus.The distinguished Jesuit Father, the Rev. Sydney Smith, con-tributes a lengthy letter to the discussion in the London Times ofSeptember 26. Afterpointing out the inaccuracies of a so-called1interview

'
withhimby theMonitor,he goes on to say ::

— "So faras Icould make out, for Icould not follow the reports veryminutely, theprosecutionreliedchiefly on onintelligible butsome-what thm scheme of circumstantial evidence,which wascontestedat every point. Hence Ianticipated a verdict of acquittal, andcertainlyIhopedfor snob, the letters of the accused, his bearing,and some other things seeming to me to mark him as innocent.When the verdict of guiltycame outIwas surprised like otherpeople,and wondered how it was to be explained. It certainlylooked, if one could rely on the English reports, like amiscarriage
of justice. At the sametime itdidnot appear tome sopsychologi-
cally intelligible that the members of the court-martial weremiscreants who had actedinsheercallousness of heart,condemninga man whilst convinced of his innocence, out of Anti-Semitichatred, or in the improbable expectation of thereby the bettersecuring theirpromotion. Aneasier theory seemed tobe that therewas something in the evidence more impressive than the reportshad allowedus tosee, and which,even if insufficientreally toproveguilt,might have appearedtobe sufficient to the Judges; for thisseems to me one of the important lessons to be learntfrom theRennes trial, that it is a downright absurdity to entrust the
decision on such highly-complicated evidence toa few majors andcaptains, under one colonel, none of whom had received a legaltraining. This,atall events, is my humble opinionon the subject,
andIsuspect it is also theopinion of a good many others in this
country who are neither Jesuits nor Catholics,but merely plainmen who Btrive not to lose their heads in times of general
hysterics.

'Inany case
—

allowme torepeat itonce more
—

theJesuits havehad nothing todo with the matter,neither they nor their military
pupils, for noneof those who have figured in the trial, or at allevents, have figured initatall prominently, have belonged to this
category. Possibly thereis one exceptionto this generalstatement.Ihave been told by a French friend, who, however,couldnot speakfor certain, that one of the members of the court-martial had beenbrought upina school with which the Society is connected. Hewas noticed to spend much time in prayer in Rennes Cathedral
during the intervals of the sessions, andIdaresayour assailants
would take that as a decisiveproof that he wssnerving himself todoaninjustice. Ishould take the opposite view. Imay add that
someof the specialcorrespondents— yourown among them,Ithink—

conjectured thathe was one of the twominority voters. [The
exception here referred to is Major de Breon. He is a devontCatholic, and, according to the Petit-Bleu, voted against thecondemnation ofDrefus.

—
Ed. N.Z.T.]'

As forMr. Conybeare's insistence that,in spite of our formaldenials,we wereat thebottomof the whole business, andare eventhe founders and conductorsof the Libre Parole,Iwould inviteyour readers to notice how entirely incapable he is of proving hia
point. "

Mostpersons abreastof ,the facts declare "it to be ashecays. "Every one inFranceknows that;the haute arm'ee has of late
been in the hands cf the Jesuits and clericals." It is on thesevaguephrases thathe has to rely,and ononeor two anecdotes told
ina form which they have assumed after passing across three or
four ormoremalHous tongues. If itis distressing, as itcertainlyis, that so much hearsay evidence was admitted against Dreyfus,
why is it soreasonable to base eolely and entirely uponitnot less
Eerious charges against the Jesuits 1

4Mention has been made of our Jesuit periodicals. Well, tryus by our periodicals,butgo to themdirect,anddonot study theminthedistortingmedium of pages likeMr. Conybeare's. They arethe Etudes Jleligieuses in France, the Civilta Caltolica in Rome,
and the Month in this countrj— these,and these only. Iemphasise
the word"only." You will be surprised to find how little theyhave said on the subject— how much lees, in fact, thanone mighthaveexpected,seeinghow the questionwas before thepublio;andagain how quietly they have said what they have Baid. Youwillfind, too, that theyhave observed the wholesomerule of not com-menting on a trial while it is in progress. It is long certainly
since theEtudeshad anarticle even on the remoterbearings of thecase, anditpasses the conclusionof this second court-martial,as,Ithink, it passedover all thepreceding trials, withoutany comment
atall. In^ the MonthIwrote three articles, purely inself-defence,
at thebeginning of this year. Mr.Conybeare has on formerocca-sions quoted,orprofessed to quote,some passages fromthe Civilta,
and whenIfirst read them in theNationalReviewIfeltannoyed
that the Civiltashould write like that. On looking to the Civiltaitself Ifound that all these quotations, or rather the originals
whichhehad summarised in his ownway rather than quoted,borea very different construction to what he gave them. And, besides,
they were not in the body of the paper, but in its,French corre-spondence, being mostly colourleea chronicling of the different

Thursday,November 10,1899.J NEW ZEALAND TABLET.
trials (as in the case of Dr. Briggs and Rev.Mr. Ferguson)among our Presbyterian friends-; and so on. We do notblamethem for this, except in so far as theyare inconsistentinproclaiming a right and at the same time refusing the
exerciseof it to its logicalextent. Forby the natureof thingsthere neverhasbeen and there nevercan bea livingorganisedreligious body held together by such a perpetually shiftingprinciple as that of private judgmentas appliedto theinter-
pretationof the Scriptures. We saya' livingorganised body,'andnot merely a collection of human particles flung togethernap-hazard, without any bond of union or relation to acommon centre, or power of united action. Thenon-Catholic
denominationsare organisedcorporate bodies onlyby virtueofthat living code of teaching which they, in theory,repudiate,
and which is, nevertheless, a practical condemnation of theprinciple of private judgment and a tacit, though unacknow-ledged, appreciation of the great Catholic doctrine of theteachingauthority of the Church of Christ.

DREYFUSI ANA.
AN ENGLISH CATHOLIC DREYFUS— CARDINAL NEWMAN

Inour last two issueswedevotedattentiontocertainEnglish,Irish,
and American cases, some of which far out-Dreyfused the nowfamous Dreyfus affair. The latest issue to hand of the London
Tablet brings forward another famous modern instance in which
theBritish Press and thegreat bulk of the non-Catholicpopulation
of England united in hounding down Dr. (afterwards Cardinal)
Newman. One Achilli, an apostate monk, had been lecturing in
Ereter Hall (London), in Birmingham,and other places on his
so-called 'escape from the dungeons of the Inquisition,' and
indulging in theusual tirade of fierce and foul-mouthed calumnythathas made the * ex-priest'campaign of our times Btink in thenostrils of decent people of every creed. As usual with such
propagandists of the gospel of lying, Achillihad noothercreden-
tials than the good he cared to affirm of himself and the evilhe
ascribed to his neighbours. This, however, amply satisfied theuncriticalmob who listenedtohisevil tales,anda waveof popularreligious passionagainst the Catholic body swept over the country.Dr.Newman,however,was notsatisfied tosee thepublic misled bythe wretched renegade. He told the truth about Achilli, the evilliver, thebreaker of the moral law. An action for libel followed.The Tablet says:"

The evidence against Achilli wasoverwhelming.
The Inquisitionhad indeedpassed Bentehceuponhim,anddeprived
himof the exercise of all ecclesiastical functions for ever. The
women whowerehis victims came from Italytoconfront himin
the English court. The jury, notwithstanding, found a verdict of
guilty, to the great satisfaction of Lord Campbell, a Presbyterian
first and a judge afterwards. The sentence, deferred for sixmonths, wasfinally pronounced by Sir John Taylor Coleridge, who
delivereda littlehomily, curious now to remember ashaving then
been thought by the Bar and Bench of England proper to the
occasion. Dr. Newman, said the judge, did not publish his
indictmentof Dr. Achilli frompersonal malice, but "because Dr.Achillihad assailed a religion Dr.Newmanhad held dear." Still,
11it was not to be denied that he had repeated the offensiveexpressionsas if they were matter for exultationandmerrimentI"On this amazing premiss followed the almost contradictory
exhortation:"Whether henceforwardyou will take anypart in the
controversy between the churches, it will be for you todetermine;
butIthink thepages before meshould give you this warning, thatyou should engage in it neither personally nor bitterly." The
sentence was declared to be a fine of £100, "

and that you beimprisonedin thefirst class of misdemeanantsin theQueen's prison
until the finebepaid." '.

Inthosedays thenowdecadent Tivies, almost alone of all theEnglishPress,espoused the causeofDr.Newman. Speaking of theresultof thetrial, it said :"To Protestantsand Romanists the caee,
truly viewed,is unimportant. Its real significance is the discredit
it has tended to throw on ouradministrationof justice, and the
impression which ithas tendedtodisseminate

—
thatwherereligions

differences come into play,a jury is the echo of popular feeling,insteadof being the expositorof its own view.' Says the Tablet:" We commendthe words, applicable to-day in every letter of them,
to the notice of those who talk, as a Eussian talks this week,of
France'shaving "definitely fallen from the rank it occupiedamong
civilisedpeoples,"becauseits senseof justicehasbeen"atrophiedbythe intensityof politicalandreligious passions." France atanyrateoverruledthe judgment against the Jew Captain;England allowed
that against theCatholicPriest tostand. Itstayed upon our legal
records,and, in theirony of events,itwasappealedto as aprecedentby a Solicitor-Generalbefore Lord Chief Justice Cockburn, who
twenty-fiveyearsbefore had been a juniorcounsel for Dr.Newman."That case,".he said in reply to the Solicitor-General, "createdapainful impressiononmy mind, never tobe effaced. Iwas beaten,
Mr.Solicitor,butIought tohave been the victor." The Times and
the Lord Chief Justice spoke;and Dreyfus never had so few
defenders. They spokeonce,butnot again;and DreyfusinFrancefoundmenandpapers tocallout importunately. The usually just
andgenerousEnglish peopledid not care a button that a manof
high honour had been labelleda libeller, and that he had beensaddledwithdebtswhichthreatened forhima lifeof drudgeryakin
to that which darkenedthe later life of his favourite novelist, Sir
WalterScott. And whencecame his helpers1 The answer seemstooready tohand, toopertinent. Itwasa Frenchpaper, it wastheUnivers, that openeda subscription then for this victimof English
religious passion. And if another link wereneededfor additionto

links that were lately refurbished, and to those that were forged
anew,in the chainof mutual support thatbinds together Catholios
inFranceand CatholicsinEngland, weshouldseek it to-day in theletter addressedby Dr.Newman,on theFeast of St. Denis in1852[theseventh anniversary of his receptioninto the Church] to the
French subscribers tohis costs. "Icannot," he writes,"call thecharges which weighon meamisfortune, when they haveproducedfor me the sympathy and generosityof a Catholic nation;and IthinkImay withoutpresumptionbelievethattheglorious St.Denis,whopresidedover my reception into thebosom of Catholicism,has,as it were,presentedme a second time totheembraoesof theChurch,
by recommendingme to the tender oharity of the great nationofwhichheis theapostle." '

3
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