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Ignaz von Dollinger
Letters From Rome

on the Council

Preface

These Letters of the Council originated in the following way.
Three friends in Rome were in the habit of communicating to
one another what they heard from persons intimately acquainted
with the proceedings of the Council. Belonging as they did to
different stations and different classes of life, and having already
become familiar, before the opening of the Council, through long
residence in Rome, with the state of things and with persons
there, and being in free and daily intercourse with some members
of the Council, they were very favourably situated for giving a
true report as well of the proceedings as of the views of those
who took part in it. Their letters were addressed to a friend in
Germany, who added now and then historical explanations to
elucidate the course of events, and then forwarded them to the
Allgemeine Zeitung.

Much the authors of these Letters could only communicate,



because the Bishops themselves, from whose mouth or hand they
obtained their materials, were desirous of securing publicity for
them in this way, That there should be occasional inaccuracies
of detail in matters of subordinate importance was inevitable
in drawing up reports which had to be composed as the events
occurred, and not seldom had only rumours or conjectures to rest
upon. But on the whole we can safely affirm that no substantial
error has crept in, and that these reports supply as faithful a
portrait as can be given of this Council, so eventful in its bearings
on the future history of the Catholic Church, and not only
conscientiously exhibit its outward course, but in some degree
unveil those more secret and hidden movements whereby the
definition of the new dogma of infallibility was brought about. If
it were necessary here to adduce testimonies for the truth of these
reports, we might appeal to the actual sequence of events, which
has so often and so clearly confirmed our predictions and our
estimate of the persons concerned and their motives, as well as
to the Letters and other works of the Bishops, whether published
with or without their names.

This collection of Letters then is the best authority for the
history of the Vatican Council. No later historian of the Council
will be able to dispense with them, and the Liberal Catholic
Opposition, whose ecclesiastical conscience protests against the
imposition of dogmas effected by all kinds of crooked arts and
appliances of force, will find here the most serviceable weapons
for combating the legitimacy of the Council.



In order to preserve the original character of the Letters,
as a chronicle accurately reflecting the opinions and feelings
of the Bishops of the minority, they are published now in a
complete collection without any change, with the exception of a
few corrections here and there in a foot-note. Some articles from
the Allgemeine Zeitung are prefixed to the Letters, which have an
important bearing on the previous history of the Council;' and
an appendix is subjoined containing documents partly serving to
throw a further light on the history of the Council and partly to
corroborate our statements.

September 1870.

Ut may be well to add, to preclude misconceptions, that both Letters and Articles
are exclusively the work of Catholics. — Tr.]



Views of the Council. (Allgemeine
Zeitung, May 20, 1869.)

Cardinal Antonelli is said on good authority to have replied
very lately to the question of the ambassador of a Northern
Government, that it is certainly intended to have the dogma
of Papal Infallibility proclaimed at the ensuing Council; and,
moreover, as this has long been the belief of all good Catholics,
that there would be no difficulty about the definition. It by no
means follows, if this report is correct, that the importance of
the new principle of faith to be created is not well understood at
Rome. The Civilta Cattolica leaves no room for doubt that one
of its principal effects is already distinctly kept in view, and that
a further principle, which again must involve an indefinite series
of consequences, is being deliberately aimed at.? In the number
for April 3, it has spoken with full approval, with reference to the
approaching Council, of the famous Bull of Boniface viii., Unam
Sanctam, doubly confirmed by Papal authority, and addressed

% The weight to be attached to the Civilta on all questions connected with the Council
may be gathered from the Brief of Pius ix. of Feb. 12, 1866, printed in the Civilta,
Serie vi. vol. vi. pp. 7-15. The Pope declares that this journal, expressly intrusted with
the defence of religion and with teaching and disseminating the authority and claims
of the Roman See, is to be written and edited by a special staff to be named by the
General of the Jesuits, who are to have a special house and revenues of their own. The
previous censorship, as is known in Rome, is exercised with particular care, so that
nothing appears without the approbation of the Curia.



as a supreme decision on faith to the whole ecclesiastical world,
and treats it as self-evident that all the contents of the Bull, with
other doctrinal decrees issued throughout the Church, will come
into full force after the Council, and thenceforth form the basis
of Catholic doctrine on the relations of Church and State. The
maxims that will have to be adopted, as well by the learned as
in popular instruction, when once Papal Infallibility has been
defined, are these: —

The two powers, the temporal and spiritual, are in the
hands of the Church, i. e. the Pope, who permits the former
to be administered by kings and others, but only under his
guidance and during his good pleasure (ad nutum et potentiam
sacerdotis). It belongs to the spiritual power, according to the
Divine commission and plenary jurisdiction bestowed on Peter,
to appoint, and, if cause arise, to judge the temporal; and
whoever opposes its regulations rebels against the ordinance of
God.

In a word, the absolute dominion of the Church over the State
will next year come into force as a principle of Catholic faith, and
become a factor to be reckoned with by every Commonwealth
or State that has Catholic inhabitants; and by “Church” in this
system must always be understood the Pope, and the Bishops who
act under absolute control of the Pope.

From the moment therefore when Papal Infallibility is
proclaimed by the Council, the relations of all Governments
to the Church are fundamentally changed. The Roman See is



brought into the same position towards other States which it
now occupies towards Italy in regard to the provinces formerly
belonging to the States of the Church. All States find themselves,
strictly speaking, in an attitude of permanent revolt against their
lawful and divinely ordained suzerain, the Pope. He indeed on his
side can and will tolerate much which properly ought not to be —
for it has long been recognised in Rome that right, even though
divine, by no means implies the duty of always exercising it. In
numberless cases silence will be observed, or some such formula
adopted as that of the Austrian Concordat, art. 14: “Temporum
ratione habitd Sua Sanctitas haud impedit,” etc. But that must
only be understood “during good behaviour,” or so long as the
times do not change or it seems expedient. In conscience every
Catholic is bound to be guided, in the first instance, in political
and social questions, by the directions or known will of his
supreme lord and master the Pope, and of course, in the event of a
conflict between his own Government and the Papal, to side with
the latter. No Government therefore can hereafter count on the
loyalty and obedience of its Catholic subjects, unless its measures
and acts are such as to secure the sanction, or agreement of the
Pope. As to non-Catholic Governments, moreover, the former
declarations of Popes against heretical princes, which receive
fresh life from the dogma of Infallibility, come into full force.
If it is already a common complaint that in countries where the
Government or the majority are Protestant, Catholics are treated
with suspicion when they take any part in the service of the State,



and are purposely excluded from the higher and more important
posts, how will this be after the Council?



The Future Council. (Allg.
Zeit., June 11, 1869.)

We have received the following interesting information from
a trustworthy person, who is returned to Germany after a long
sojourn in Rome, where he was in a position, among other things,
to get to know the projects for the Council. The relations of
Pius ix. to the Civilta may be fully understood from the fact —
attested by the officials of the Chancery — that the editors are
regularly admitted to an audience with the Holy Father, like the
prime minister, usually once a week, never less often than every
fortnight. At these audiences the manuscripts prepared for the
next number are laid before the Pope, who reads them, and,
according to his interest in the contents, comments on them or
returns them unaltered to the Chancery. The ideas of the Civilta
are therefore not only not unknown to the Pope, but are published
with his express and personal approval. The chosen model of Pius
IX. is Gregory vii., and his favourite notion is to discharge that
réle in the present Church which Gregory did in the middle ages.
He is therefore thoroughly given up to theocratic tendencies in
the contest against the modern State, and the attacks of the Civilta
upon it and the whole system of modern civilisation express his
innermost thoughts. Even the General of the Jesuits is said often
to be uneasy about the language used by members of his Order



in their journal, and unable to avoid the apprehension that it may
seriously prejudice the Order hereafter.

In the Chancery, where Antonelli's confidant Mgr. Marini
revises the Civilta, it very seldom happens that any alterations
are made in the articles, partly because the Cardinal Secretary of
State would at no price get into bad odour with the Jesuits. Only
the record of contemporary events (Cronaca Contemporanea) is
submitted pro forma to the Dominican Spada, the Master of the
Palace, for inspection. But although there can be no shadow of
doubt that in all its utterances about the approaching Council the
Civilta, 1s simply the organ of the Holy Father himself, Antonelli
does not cease to give the most reassuring answers to questions
addressed to him on the subject by the various diplomatic agents.
Rome, he assures them, will not take the initiative in making
either the propositions of the Syllabus or Papal Infallibility into
dogmas. Many representatives of foreign Governments have
been deceived by these declarations, and have written home in
that sense, the immediate consequence of which was seen in
the reception accorded in some Courts to the despatch of the
Bavarian Government. But they will not allow at Rome that
they mean themselves to give the first impulse for these solemn
dogmatic decisions. That only proves the confidence felt in the
Vatican that a considerable number of the Bishops will come
forward to demand it. It is a secret already pretty well published
in Rome, how the play is to be put on the stage, and who is to
be the protagonist. Nor does any one there venture seriously to



deny the fact that a version of the Syllabus, composed by Father
Schrader, at the wish of the Pope himself, changing its negative
theses into positive, is already drawn up.

Archbishop Manning and Cardinal Reisach are the leading
persons in all these designs. Reisach,® who is accounted in
Rome a man of eminent learning and wisdom, and who always
manifests the most unbounded devotion to the Pope, takes an
unfavourable view of German affairs. It was through him that
Dr. Mast, well known through what occurred at Rottenburg,
was placed on two of the preparatory Commissions (Politico-
Ecclesiastica and De Disciplind Ecclesice) as consultor. So again,
he has sought out Moufang of Mayence and Molitor of Spires,
for his own Congregation, because he presumes them to be like-
minded with himself. The general rule in selecting persons for
the preliminary work has been to consider their devotion to the
cause, not their scientific capabilities. First among them, in the
directing Congregation of Cardinals, must be named Bilio, who
never loses an opportunity in conversation of eloquently extolling
Papal Infallibility. To the same class belongs Panebianco, a
zealous friend of the extremest claims of the Bourbons. Neither
of them is known for learned labours of any note, as neither are
Barnabo and the aged Patrizzi, who is named President of this
Congregation merely on account of his name and age. Among
the domestic consultors of the Commission on dogma, known

3 [Cardinal Reisach was absent at the opening of the Council, and died soon
afterwards, Dec. 26, 1869, in Savoy. — Tr.]



in literature, and as its very soul, sits the Jesuit Perrone, who
is become indispensable to the Pope; then comes Spada, the
Dominican, Master of the Palace, who gained his theological
reputation by a controversial treatise in defence of eternal
punishment; Cardoni, who exhibited his strong views in a work
advocating the obligation of religious when named to bishoprics
still to live according to the rules of their Order; and finally,
Bartolini, who has vindicated the identity of the Holy House of
Loretto with the house of the Blessed Virgin at Nazareth — all
simply men of the most rigid type. Among those employed in
these preliminary labours, Professor Biondo, of St. Apollinare,
excels all the rest, if in nothing else, in his conviction that true
devotion to the Church can only be found in Italy. We may take
as a significant illustration of the method of choosing foreign
consultors, the appointment of Mgr. Talbot for England, who,
when appointed, was out of his mind, and has now been for four
months in a lunatic asylum. Among the French who are invited
the Abbé Freppel appears to be the most moderate. But even in
Rome there are many clergymen, and even Cardinals, who do not
conceal their opinion that with such designs the Council will be
an embarrassment for Rome, and a danger for the Church. But
nothing of this comes to the ear of the supreme authority, nor
would information of it directly conveyed to the Pope be likely
to effect any change. Even the Curia measures the sentiment of
the Catholic world by the homage paid to the Pope, and therefore
the solemnity can only encourage them in their designs about



the Council. It is sometimes feared that the French Bishops may
give trouble; any opposition on the part of secular governments
1s not taken into account, for the Curia has completely broken
with the modern State, and has systematically ignored it both in
the project and the proclamation of the Council, while according
to the precedent of nearly all former (Ecumenical Synods, an
understanding should have been come to with the Catholic States
as to the time and place of holding it, and the subjects to
be discussed. The separation of Church and State in this last
procedure is the act of Rome, although the opposite theory is
sanctioned in the Syllabus. Anything like a literary and scientific
opposition, or a movement among the laity, such as has here and
there begun to show itself, is regarded in the Vatican as a mere
tempest in a tea-cup.



Prince Hohenlohe and the Council.
(Allg. Zeit., June 20 and 21, 1869.)

In former times, the assembling of an (Ecumenical Council
was caused by a general sense throughout the Catholic world
of some religious need, whether the definition of an article
of faith or the abolition of grave evils and abuses — in short,
a reformation — was felt to be necessary. It was universally
known what questions the Council was to treat of . The sovereigns
communicated, for this end, with the heads of the Church and the
Pope, and brought forward their own wishes and requirements,
as at the last (Ecumenical Council of Trent, which had at least
to be taken into consideration. But how entirely different is
this Council under Pius ix.! Already, in 1854, an episcopal
assembly, at Rome, raised to the dignity of a dogma the thesis
of a theological school of the middle ages, combated even by
Thomas Aquinas, but which happens to have become a favourite
opinion of the Pope, although no ground had been discovered
for this new article of faith in any want of the religious life
which the Church has to cultivate. And this was done against
the judgment of a considerable number of the prelates who were
consulted, without any basis for the doctrine being able to be
found in Scripture and Tradition, by the acclamations of the
assembled bishops — after a fashion, that is, in which no dogma



had ever been defined before. The Abbé Laborde, who craved
permission to lay his objections before the assembly, received
for answer his banishment from Rome, and the name of another
priest was subscribed to the Bull proclaiming the dogma without
his knowledge or consent, so that he found himself compelled to
protest publicly against it. In view of these facts, and under the
just anticipation that at the approaching Council the dominant
party in Rome will be equally tyrannical in their treatment of
dissentients, — it is already reported that three members of the
present Commission, who are opposed to Jesuit tendencies and
practices, have been suffered to retire — several distinguished
heads of the Church have renounced the idea of delivering their
testimony there. And how is this Council the outcome of any
urgent requirements of the Church's life, and does Catholic
Christendom know what end it is designed to serve, and what
is to be expected of it? Nothing of the sort. The necessity of
the Council, if it will not put its hand to a reformation of the
Church, in accordance with the needs of modern civilisation, is
not everywhere understood by the clergy themselves. Only this
winter wishes were loudly expressed by some of them that its
assembling might be dispensed with, considering the position of
the Church in Austria and Spain; but in the Holy Father's state
of exaltation on the subject these wishes could have no effect.
Then again, — what is perhaps without precedent in all Church
history — the the matters to be treated of in the Council have been
carefully kept secret; the Bull of Indiction confines itself to vague



generalities, and the theologians employed in the preliminary
labours were bound to silence by the oath of the Holy Office,
—i. e., the Inquisition — imposed under pain of excommunication
to be incurred ipso facto. It seems not to be necessary, therefore,
at least for the present, that Christendom should have even any
inkling of the doctrines on the acceptance or rejection of which
salvation or damnation is to be made dependent.

It is not the satisfaction of real religious needs that is
contemplated — there would be no need to shun publicity in that
case — but chartering dogmas which have no root in the common
convictions of the Catholic world. Leibnitz used to call even the
Council of Trent a “concile de contrabande;” the way in which
this last Council is to be brought on the stage would make the
designation for the first time fully applicable.

If these circumstances alone are enough to make Governments
that have Catholic subjects suspicious of the designs of the Curia,
there are also further proofs that their designs are not confined
to strictly ecclesiastical affairs, but involve direct encroachment
on the life of the modern State. Not to dwell here on the
too open-hearted confidences of the Civilta, which, although
published with the approval of the Holy Father himself, have
been characterized by him as an “imprudenza,”™ we will pass to
other facts which sufficiently indicate the projected decrees of
the Council.

To the inquiries of ambassadors about the reasons for

# [See Introduction to The Pope and the Council, pp. 1-4. — Tr.]



summoning a General Council, Antonelli could only reply by
referring to the great revolution and fundamental change in civil
and political relations. It may be inferred from this declaration
that the Council is intended to discharge a political office also,
and in what sense, Rome has told us in the Syllabus and the
condemnation of the Austrian Constitution. For this object an
ecclesiastico-political consulting committee has been formed,
subordinate to the Commission intrusted with the supreme
control of the Council, with Cardinal Reisach at its head, and
whose Italian members are as conspicuous for their want of
scientific culture as for their opposition to any concession to
the requirements of the age, and their hostility to all foreign
countries, and especially to the non-Roman portions of Italy. The
Syllabus will be put into shape in its affirmative form by this
Section, in order thus to be submitted for sanction to the Council.
One of its members lately expressed himself in the following
terms, with the applause of his colleagues and of the Holy Father
himself: — “The Syllabus is good, but raw meat, and must be
carefully dressed to make it palatable.” This skilful dressing,
which is to make it everywhere acceptable, it is hoped to effect by
publishing the propositions in the form of exhortations, instead
of commands, which, however, will come to the same thing, as
the exhortations emanate from the head of the Church.

It is with good reason that Prince Hohenlohe, in his despatch,
expresses the fear that the Council, according to the programme
of the Curia, will publish decrees on political rather than



ecclesiastical questions, and he rightly states that the projected
dogma of Papal Infallibility is also an eminently political
question. For when once that is defined, the medi@val pretension
of the Pope to dominion over kings and nations, even in secular
matters, which has never been abandoned, is thereby also raised
to the rank of an article of divine faith. Thiers lately made
the remarkable observation that the temporal power alone holds
the Pope in check; — a monk, who was Pope, would think
himself omnipotent. Certainly, without the temporal power, the
maintenance of which depends on the goodwill of the French
Government, and the administration of which keeps the Pope
within a political area, he would give freer rein, when it was
possible, to his views of the corruption of the modern State. Once
seat a monk on the Papal throne, as many have already sat there,
unacquainted with the actual world, and in heart alienated from
it, and arm him with the prerogative of infallibility, — his decrees
in the present condition of society are sure to evoke the most
deplorable conflicts.

The ultramontane press in Germany, which is itself beginning
to find the decisions sketched out by the Civilta intolerable,
now adopts the tactics of denying the official character of the
Jesuit journal, and clings to the straw of hope that neither
Papal Infallibility nor the Syllabus will be made dogmas. But
it is no secret in Rome that those alarming communications
of the Civilta were letters written by French Jesuits, prepared
and published with the sanction of the Holy Father himself,



and cannot therefore be treated as mere chance contributions of
private correspondents.

For several years past the Court of Rome, with the aid of
its indefatigable allies the Jesuits, has been preparing the way
for securing beforehand the votes of the Bishops on Papal
Infallibility. Thus some years ago the Bishops of different
countries received, quite unexpectedly, an urgent admonition
from Rome to hold Provincial Synods, and frame decrees at
them. These decrees had to be sent to Rome, to the Congregation
exclusively charged with the revision of such ordinances, and
were then returned, after correction and enlargement by the
Cardinals and Committees of the Congregation. When they
came to be printed, it was found that all these Synods had
shown a wonderful unanimity in adopting Papal Infallibility as a
self-evident principle into their exposition of universally known
Catholic doctrine. The Jesuit organs have not failed to point
triumphantly to these decisions of so many Bishops and Synods.

It is a fact that Antonelli publicly declared there could be no
difficulty about the promulgation of Papal Infallibility, because
it was a doctrine already held by all good Catholics. And this
is the watchword of the whole ultramontane party at Rome. It
is also a fact that the question was brought before the directing
Commission in order to be put into shape, and then submitted for
confirmation to the Council. And although it is certain that the
discussion of it by the Commission is finished, the decision will
be carefully kept secret for a time, because as yet courage fails



them for a straightforward course of procedure, and they hope to
gain their end by a sort of coup d'état, viz., carrying the dogma by
spontaneous acclamation, to be evoked by a foreign prelate.> And
thus Governments will be deprived of the opportunity of gaining
any influence over the decisions of the Council, and protecting
themselves against threatening eventualities.

Well-informed persons, who do not deny the intention of
making Infallibility into a dogma, think that some innocuous
formula will at last be discovered, such as prefixing a “quasi” to
“infallibilis,” so that all the trouble expended in gratifying this
darling wish of Pius ix. will be almost labour lost. But so long
as the decision rests with the Jesuits, who have an overwhelming
majority in the preparatory Congregation, there is no ground
for this hope. They foresee the possibility of being again driven
from the helm a few days after the death of the Pope, and
therefore press for an unqualified definition, that they may make
capital out of the infallible Pope for conquering a new position
of influence for themselves in civilized Catholic countries. And
if they could not reckon without some regard to other factors
also, still their calculations had a good prospect of success, for
Pius ix. is completely in the hands of the Jesuits, especially of
Father Piccirillo, the chief person on the Civilta staff, who will
act as spiritus rector of the Council. The Pope is seldom left
alone, lest he should fall under the influence of others who judge
more correctly of the situation of the modern world and the real

5 [Cf. The Pope and the Council, p. 6. — Tr.]



wants of the Catholic Church; he lives in an artificial atmosphere
of homage poured forth by the ultramontane journals. He is so
possessed with a sense of his own power that he believes he
ought not to regard or fear any possible opposition of the French
Government to the decisions of the Council.

Meanwhile there are growing signs that at least a portion of
the French episcopate are not willing to degrade themselves to
the humiliating rdle of mere acclaimers to the propositions of
the Curia. In two articles of the Frangais (for March 18 and
19) Dupanloup has already decisively disclaimed sympathy with
the tendencies and insinuations loudly expressed in the notorious
correspondence of the Civilta. He gives a specimen of the hopes
and wishes about the Council intimated by the French Bishops
in their pastorals, where he shows that they are all far from
expecting it to assail political and social liberty and freedom
of conscience, to condemn modern civilisation and widen the
breach between the Catholic Church and other Christian bodies,
by proclaiming new dogmas; but, on the contrary, that they
look for a reformation of Church discipline adapted to the age,
and a work of general reconciliation with the great ideas of
cultivation, freedom, and the common weal. These declarations
of the French episcopate excited great surprise and deep disgust
at Rome, without, however, to all appearance, having disturbed
the Curia in their plans, as they know from the statistics that they
can count on an imposing majority in the Council.

Seats are prepared for 850 Bishops at the Council, but the



question whether Bishops in partibus are to have decisive votes
is not yet decided. Since, however, their admission will not
materially affect the relative position of the two parties, they
may be left out of the account. To these voting members of
the Council must be added 57 Cardinals, and the number might
be raised before its opening to 72, by the bestowal of the
15 hats vacant at present. There are thus about 920 decisive
votes, including 40 Italian Cardinals, 294 Italian Bishops, 66
Spanish, 22 Portuguese, 90 French, — in all 512 prelates of
the Romance race in Europe, to whom must be added 77
Brazilian, Mexican, and South American Bishops, raising the
whole Romance representation to 600 votes. From this number
about 60 must be deducted for vacant Italian Sees, and some
140 who may presumably be unable to attend. And so about 400
are left, whose votes, with the exception of a number of French
Bishops, are counted upon by the Curia. The Court also reckons
on the votes of 48 from England and Ireland, 52 from North
America, 20 from Greece and Turkey, 6 from Belgium, 5 from
Holland, and 16 from Canada. If the Polish and Russian Bishops
are allowed to come, they too will swell the majority; and so,
it is believed, will the Armenian and Uniate Bishops in Austria,
Russia, and Bulgaria, numbering about 40. Of the 65 German
and Austrian Bishops scarcely half will side with the Opposition.
And so, if matters are to be settled by majorities, the Curia is
fully assured of its victory. Cardinal Antonelli counts on from
500 to 600 votes of those actually present.



Under these circumstances the Governments of countries with
Catholic populations should be urgently pressed to devote their
serious attention to what is already going on in Rome, and not
to let themselves be taken by surprise by the decrees of the
Council, which, when once promulgated, will place their subjects
in a painful dilemma between their duties towards the State and
their obedience to the Church; will everywhere create disquiet
and conflicts; and must, above all, involve their Bishops in
contradictions with the Constitutions they have sworn to observe.
In the present difficulties of the general political and social
situation in Europe, a conflict in the highest degree fatal might
ensue with the Church, whose mission of culture is not yet
diminished even for the time, and whose co-operation for its
own purposes the State cannot dispense with. In this contest the
Church cannot conquer, because the spirit of the age is against
her; but the very crash of so mighty an edifice would cover and
destroy with its ruins the institutions of the State itself, perplex
consciences, and entail universal mischief by for the first time
fully confirming the spirit of absolute negation of the ethical and
ideal conception of life. The proceedings of Prince Hohenlohe
may have sprung from this statesmanlike consideration; they are
inspired by a friendly spirit towards the Church herself, and
are of a thoroughly loyal character. He wishes the Governments
openly to communicate with their Bishops, in order to point
out to them the deplorable consequences which must follow
from so premeditated and systematic a revolution of the existing



relations between Church and State, and also, while there is
still time, to take precautions against the event of conciliar
decrees encroaching on the political domain. He challenges the
learned corporations of the State most directly competent, to
give their opinion publicly as to the practical results involved in
making the Syllabus and Papal Infallibility into dogmas. This
proceeding is far from being premature, for it is the business of
a statesman not only to legislate in view of accomplished facts,
but to provide for menacing dangers, nor will his conduct be
blamed by any true friend of Church and State, whose faculty
of judgment is not utterly blinded by hatred. The repressive
measures which Governments would be compelled to employ
after the promulgation of the contemplated dogmas would not
be at all in the interest of the Church. Suppose, for instance,
freedom of conscience, already condemned in the Syllabus, were
anathematized by the Council, and the doctrine of religious
compulsion sanctioned, the Bavarian Bishops who had assented
to this decree, or wished to obey it, would have broken their
oath to the Constitution, the Constitution which guarantees
freedom of conscience would be under the ban of Rome, and the
Government would have to answer by publishing the Concordat.



The Council. (Allg.
Zeit., Aug. 19, 1869.)

If the present situation in regard to the Council is considered,
the triumph of the Jesuit ultramontane party there appears highly
probable. The demonstration of the Rhenish Catholics has as yet
assumed no larger dimensions, and will evidently gain nothing
by the projected Catholic meeting at Diisseldorf; for not only
is red-hot ultramontanism a decisive obstacle, but the widely
growing and deepening religious indifference hinders men from
taking any part in movements based on a spirit of loyalty to
the Church. In Rome, accordingly, little notice is taken of the
movement, and satisfaction is felt at the prospect of expelling
this mischievous liberal element from the Church, because then
it is hoped the kernel which remains true may be more boldly
dealt with. Our German ultramontane press, which lost no time
in making a bitter and contemptuous attack on the address of
the Rhenish Catholics, is therein only the exponent of the mind
of the Curia. Meanwhile the German Bishops are preparing
themselves to commit an act of doctrinal and ecclesiastical
suicide, by renouncing for ever their long obscured but not as yet
surrendered rank and authority as supreme judges of faith.® Two
of them, Bishops Ketteler of Mayence and Fessler of St. Polten,

% These fears, as is well known, were not realized at Fulda.



have already pronounced in separate works for the infallibility
of the Pope.

The diplomatic action of Prince Hohenlohe in regard to the
Council has indeed created for the time a sensation, which still
continues among the States interested in the matter, and which
eventually culminated in the desire to obtain further information
about the propositions to be submitted for the acceptance of
the assembled Bishops, but even the representative of France
has been baffled by the arts of the Curia. When, in June,
M. Banneville put the decisive question whether they were not
prepared to deny the alarming rumours as to the propositions
to be laid before the Council, and to take immediate steps for
facilitating the representation of Catholic States in the Council
through ambassadors of their own, Antonelli replied that he
had no knowledge of what was going on in the Commissions,
but as to the second point, the Church in her present changed
relations with Catholic States, which sometimes persecute her
and sometimes put her on an equality with other religious bodies,
could not take the initiative. M. Banneville, who had simply
spoken of the presence of an ambassador at the Council, but
had said nothing of his rights, stated that this conversation had
“profoundly humiliated him.” Thenceforth the Court of Rome
was the more confirmed in its resolve to keep out diplomatists
from the Council. To an indirect question as to the admission
of an ambassador from non-Catholic States, which have a
large Catholic population, an instant negative was returned. The



quarrel of the Austrian Government with the Bishop of Linz has
given a further impulse in the same direction, for then Antonelli
began to declare more openly that it was indeed possible, but not
likely, that any ambassadors would be admitted, till now at last
he makes no secret of its being out of the question for Rome,
under existing circumstances, to think of allowing Governments
to be represented. It would not be feasible, he opines, to admit
France alone, and what other Catholic States are there that
have not already disqualified themselves for taking part in the
Council? Thus by degrees France too is gently thrust aside with
her inquiries and demands, and the only question is whether
Napoleon's Government will be content with this. Unless the
clerical party in France itself causes the Emperor to assume an
attitude of opposition to the Jesuit ultramontane programme of
the Council, there is not much to be expected from him, since in
view of the internal difficulties his Government at present has to
contend with, he is obliged to take that party into account as an
important factor in his calculations.

The Jesuits work assiduously in France, as well as Germany, to
form a propaganda for the projected dogmas, and to familiarize
men's minds with the idea that absolute certainty and inerrancy
are only to be found with one man, viz., the Pope. Bouix in Paris,
and Christophe at Lyons, have, with the Monde, and Univers,
already most urgently inculcated on the Bishops what “good
Catholics” expect of them in regard to the acclamation. But,
with the exception of the Bishop of Nimes, none of them have



openly adhered to the Jesuit programme of the Council; on the
contrary, the attitude of the French episcopate is perhaps at this
hour the only black speck on the horizon of the Curia. And
in fact with them rests the decision in the present ecclesiastical
crisis. To the French episcopate it belongs to show that they still
preserve the great traditions of internal freedom in the Church,
newly brought to light since the mediaval reforming Councils
by French theologians, and thenceforth always conspicuously
represented among them, and that they are filled with the spirit of
Bossuet, who did not confound loyalty to the Church with blind
devotion to unfounded claims of the Pope, but understood it to
mean, above all things, loyalty to the ancient spirit and original
institution of the Church.

But there are good grounds for hoping that at least a majority
of the French Bishops will constitute a free-spoken opposition
at the Council; the two French theologians Freppel and Trullet,
as well as Cardinal Bonnechose, are said to have exercised a
most powerful influence in this direction.” The latter openly
complains that words of moderation are not listened to in Rome,
and that, up to this time, giving any definite declarations of a
reassuring nature has been avoided. He is understood to have said
plainly that the great majority of the French episcopate wished
to keep peace with the State, and would lend no hand to the
sanctioning of extreme tendencies. It is even rumoured that a

" The Cardinal's subsequent attitude has not justified this hope. Freppel too, as
Bishop-designate of Anjou, has now declared himself for the infallibilists.



collective remonstrance of the French Bishops on the notions
prevalent at Rome is already contemplated, but has not yet been
able to be carried out on account of some hesitation about the
mode of action. Much may be hoped from Dupanloup's attitude
at the Council; in him freedom of discussion and voting is sure
to find a representative equally bold and eloquent.

But even the opposition of the French Bishops will produce
no results, if the decisions of the Council are to depend on
majorities, for there can be no doubt that Rome may safely count
on the great majority upholding her designs. We should have a
repetition of what occurred in the Doctrinal Commission, when
the question of Infallibility came before it, and a Monsignore and
titular Bishop, residing in Rome, produced a memorial intended
to prove that this high prerogative of the Pope had been the
abiding faith of the Church all along, and arguing from this
belief for the opportuneness of promulgating the new dogma,
on the ground especially, among others, that at no period had
the Bishops been so devoted to the Holy See as now. It is
natural to expect of men so submissive, and so ready to follow
every hint of the Papal will, that they should joyfully seize the
occasion for offering this grand homage also to the Pope. This
was so conclusive to the Committee that they all decided at once,
without any discussion, for the promulgation of the new dogma.
Only one of the two German theologians, Alzog of Freiburg,
opposed it; Schwetz of Vienna, on the other hand, fully agreed.
For Rome, therefore, the question is settled, and whoever is



otherwise minded at once forfeits his character for Catholic
orthodoxy.

Nor is there any more doubt about making the Syllabus
dogmatic, for Roman prelates, who wish to have the character
of being very enlightened, openly affirm that the propositions
contained in it might already be regarded as dogmas. And
it is stated on the best authority, even by high dignitaries
themselves, that the whole of the seventeen questions laid before
the assembled episcopate by Cardinal Caterini at the time of the
Centenary, are to come before the Council for discussion, on the
basis of the opinions then transmitted by the Bishops to Rome.
And as a considerable number of these questions concern the
relations of Church and State —e. g., civil marriage, the relations
of Bishops to the civil power, etc., — it is clear enough what credit
is to be given to the assurances that the Council will not deal
with any matter that could involve the Church in conflict with
the State. It was found almost necessary, after public opinion had
been alarmed by the Civilta, to change the method of procedure.
It was either expressly denied that the Council would deal with
such matters as the Civilta had indicated, or it was said that
even in Rome what subjects would come on for discussion and
decision was unknown, since the intentions of the Bishops, at
present scattered over all parts of the world, were not known,
and on the general ground that the decisions of a Council acting
under Divine guidance cannot be conjectured beforehand. As if
the recent Provincial Synods, and the answers of the Bishops



to the questions laid before them by Caterini, had not supplied
Rome with a perfectly clear understanding of their views! As
if it was not notorious that the work the Council was desired
to accomplish had been already cut out for it in detail in the
preparatory Congregations!

Now, at length, if we may trust a communication dated from
Rome in the Donau Zeitung, the authorities seem inclined to
abandon this system of playing at hide-and-seek with the public,
and find it necessary, in some measure at least, to lift the mask
from their designs for the Council. Pius ix. himself is said no
longer to make any secret of his intention to bring forward the
question of Infallibility; but he declares that the Council will be
left entirely free in discussing and deciding on it, and that it will
only be raised to a dogma if a large majority pronounce for it.
And with this agrees a recent statement of Antonelli, made in the
teeth of his earlier declarations, that the Holy Father will meet
the Council with positive proposals of his own, and that no doubt
can be allowed as to the acceptance of his authority. This last
clause shows what is meant in Rome by the so-called freedom to
be enjoyed by the Council. If then that freedom is all of a sudden
pointedly dwelt on, this is only one of the devices of the Curia
for hoodwinking public opinion, just as eminent theologians of
liberal tendencies were summoned to the previous Commissions,
which were none the less occupied with duties of a precisely
opposite kind.

It may be conceived that loyal but far-sighted Catholics, like



Montalembert, are profoundly afflicted at the course things are
taking in questions of decisive interest for the authority and
the whole future of the Church, The religious indifference of
the age will prevent any open schism in the Catholic Church,
but the internal apostasy will be all the more extensive. All
modern culture will separate itself in spirit from the Church,
which has nothing but anathemas for the development of the
human mind. And when an (Ecumenical Council, which is
the highest teaching authority in the Church, degenerates into
the instrument of an extreme party, and sanctions doctrines in
glaring contradiction to the teaching and history of the Church,
the very foundation on which the confidence of faith has hitherto
reposed is undermined and destroyed. And thus the ever growing
rejection of Christianity will be powerfully strengthened, so that
even believing Protestants watch with sorrow an (Ecumenical
Council preparing to compromise its authority. Very different, of
course, is the view of men like Manning and Ward, who fancy the
definition of Papal Infallibility will be a short and easy way for
restoring their countrymen to the bosom of the Catholic Church.
Pius ix. himself is indeed convinced that he is only building
up the Church and crowning her work in placing the dogma of
Infallibility on it as a cupola.

It has been thought fit by statesmen to exercise no constraint
on the designs of the Curia, but to await its decisions, and
afterwards, if they should be menacing to political interests,
to employ measures of repression. This conduct cannot, of



course, accord with the mind of believing Catholics who are not
ultramontanes, as it leaves their obligations towards those articles
of faith untouched, and cannot annul the definitions for their
consciences. But the question arises, whether from a political
point of view this expedient must not be pronounced a mistake.
Consider the dangerous influence conciliar decrees provoking
hostility against the modern State and its civilisation may exert
on those numerous classes, which are always in the hands of
the clergy, and form an important factor in the life of the State.
Consider, again, what is to be expected in this respect of a clergy
who, as everything serves to indicate, will hereafter more than
ever before be alienated from all modern culture, on the express
ground of the decrees of the approaching Council, educated in
a spirit of hostility to the State, and made into a mere passive
instrument of Rome. It is difficult to exaggerate the conflicts
between Church and State that may be expected to follow.



The Fulda Pastoral. (Allg.
Zeit., Sept. 25, 1869.)

The Pastoral which the Bishops assembled at Fulda ordered
to be read in all the Churches under their jurisdiction is an
important document. It reflects the excited and abnormal state
of feeling prevalent among Catholics, since the Jesuits, and some
Prelates allied with them, have announced the design of using
the Council for proclaiming new dogmas, especially that of
Papal Infallibility. “Even among loyal and zealous members of
the Church,” say the Bishops, “anxieties calculated to weaken
confidence are being excited.” The object and main substance of
their Pastoral is directed to allaying those anxieties, and assuring
German Catholics that their Bishops at least will not assent to
the projected dogmas. They have solemnly pledged their word,
before the whole nation, that they will avouch at the Council
the three following principles —first, “That the Council can
establish no new dogmas, or any others than are written by
faith and conscience on all your (German Catholics') hearts;”
secondly, “That a General Council never will or can proclaim
a new doctrine not contained in Holy Scripture or Apostolic
Tradition;” thirdly, That only “the old and original truth will be
set in clearer light.”

This indeed is very re-assuring. The Jesuits have proclaimed



that the bodily Assumption of the Holy Virgin and the
Infallibility of the Pope are to be made dogmas at the Council.
The Bishops are aware that the two Jesuit organs, the Civilta, and
Rheinischen Stimmen, from the Monastery of Laach, as well as
the Archbishop of Mechlin (Deschamps), and Bishop Plantier
of Nimes, have put forward the erection of Papal Infallibility
into a dogma of the Universal Church. Moreover, the assembly
at Fulda knew well enough that the preliminary materials for
this definition were already prepared at Rome. Now nobody will
seriously maintain that these two opinions are written by faith
and conscience on the heart of every Catholic, or are doctrines
contained in Scripture and Tradition, and ancient and original
truths. The Pastoral therefore contains a promise, worded with
all the distinctness that could be desired, that, so far as it depends
on the votes of the German Bishops, the yoke of the new articles
of faith shall not be laid on the German nation.

The German Bishops cannot of course pledge themselves
beforehand for the whole Council, for they will have at most
only about 25 votes at their disposal — a small number in an
assembly of 400 or 500 bishops. But if these 25 votes, which
represent nearly eighteen million Catholics, and the whole of a
great nation, remain united and firm, they are a guarantee that
the new dogmas will not be decreed. For it is not majorities
or minorities that decide on dogmas, but the Church requires
the actual or approximate unanimity of the whole assembly.
And it may be assumed as probable that the Austrian Bishops



will not separate themselves from their German colleagues in
these weighty questions, except, of course, the Bishop of St.
Polten, who already openly declares himself for the principal new
dogma, and will therefore no doubt vote for it. It may, moreover,
be confidently asserted that a considerable portion of the French
Bishops will unite with the German Opposition against the new
dogmas. And an Opposition so numerous and so compact will
make it impossible for the Latin Prelates to carry through their
pet doctrines, powerful as they may appear, if their votes are
counted and not weighed.

From another point of view, too, the Pastoral is noteworthy
and gratifying. It markedly discountenances that pessimism
which for some thirty years past has characterized Papal
documents, and which gave occasion to the observation that
Pius ix. and his predecessor whine whenever they talk Latin.
Occurrences in Italy, Spain, and Germany, and the history of
the Austrian Concordat, with many other things, have led most
of the clerical organs to take a gloomy view of the state of the
world; and we frequently find them maintaining that a universal
overthrow of the whole order of society in the Christian world,
a universal deluge, is inevitable, but that the ship of the Church,
the one asylum of safety, will float, like the ark, upon the waves,
and then will begin a new order of things, and new period
of history corresponding to the ultramontane ideal. In sharp
antithesis to these gloomy pictures and predictions, the Bishops
declare, first, that throughout the world the kingdom of God



increases with fresh vigour, and brings forth fruit; secondly, that
all attacks on the Church, and sufferings brought upon her, work
for her good; and thirdly, that religious and ecclesiastical life is
strengthened. Such a view as this is better calculated to arouse
and sustain attachment to the Church and confidence in her
indestructible powers of life and providential guidance than the
opposite view, which exhibits to Catholics everywhere nothing
but the humiliation of their Church and the triumph of her
enemies.



The Bishops and the Council.
(Allg. Zeit., Nov. 19 and 20, 1869.)

As the moment for the opening of the Council approaches,
the excitement and disquiet, not only of Catholics but of all who
concern themselves with the movements of the day, increases in
view of so important an event. For the notion that the Council
is merely an internal affair of the Catholic Church, and that its
decrees will be confined to the sphere of the religious conscience,
will be accepted by nobody who has heard of the projects
entertained by the Curia, and who is not ignorant of the close
connection of the Church with the culture of modern life, and
the powerful position this gives her in the State and in the social
order generally.

We may safely state that the Fathers of the Council are already
divided into two camps, and that anxiety and painful uncertainty
prevail in both of them. The occurrences of the last few weeks
have brought out their opposite views and designs into sharp
contrast. It is now known in Rome that a considerable number
of Northern Bishops are not disposed to accept the role assigned
to them of simple assent to ready-made decrees, and that the
German Bishops, except those trained by the Jesuits, most
decisively object to making new articles of faith. Many Bishops
also dread the far-reaching consequences of Papal Infallibility,



and the retrospective effects of the new dogma, and they know
that the establishment of such doctrines would drive the educated
classes of the country, if not into open schism, to an internal and
lamentable breach with the Church. Accordingly, remonstrances
have been forwarded to the Pope from three quarters — from
the Prelates of Hungary, Bohemia, and Germany, — expressing
the most emphatic desire that the Council should not be forced
to any decision on Papal Infallibility, or on matters affecting
the relations of Church and State, in the sense of the Syllabus.
What reception this document met with in Rome may readily
be divined from the great astonishment the Fulda Pastoral is
known to have excited there, when a translation of it was laid
before the Pope. It is now thought politic in Rome to deny the
existence of these letters of remonstrance, but they have taken
such effect that the highest authorities begin to hesitate, and ask
themselves the question whether they have not gone too far in
their confident assurance of victory. The idea of being able to
carry the Infallibility dogma off-hand by acclamation seems at
least to have been abandoned. It is understood that some less
summary method of gaining their object must be resorted to, if
it is to be gained at all. And hence at the last moment they have
begun to look out for some Council Chamber where the Bishops
may discuss the matters to be decided upon, for the chapels
appropriated to the Council in St. Peter's are only designed for
solemn sessions.® It is said in Rome that the pungent remark

8 This design does not seem to have been persevered in.



of a Cardinal to the Holy Father has had something to do with
the change of the original scheme of an acclamation. Pius ix.
had asked his opinion as to the most effective way of carrying
the decrees, and he replied, that obviously the theatrical effect
would be greater if there was no debating, but simply decision
by acclamation, as though by inspiration of the Holy Ghost. And
thus the hope of getting the Council over in three weeks is also
given up, and it is now expected to last to the Feast of St. Peter
and St. Paul.

The drawing up of the letter of remonstrance at Fulda is
said not to have been such plain sailing. The Pastoral originally
sketched out by Heinrich, Canon of Mayence, but to which
important additions were made subsequently, was subscribed by
all the Bishops, even those who had been pupils of the Jesuits,
who consoled themselves with the belief that the dogma of
Infallibility did exactly combine the conditions specified there
as requisite for a dogmatic decree, and was really scriptural,
primitive, and written on the hearts of all good Catholics. So
their Jesuit masters had taught and assured them. But the secret
document sent to the Pope had necessarily to be more explicit,
and though it was limited to pointing out how inopportune the
definition of new dogmas, especially of Papal Infallibility, would
be, that was precisely opposite to what the Jesuitizers among
the Bishops were convinced of. The Jesuits themselves lose no
opportunity of proclaiming that nothing can be more opportune
than this dogma, and from their own point of view they may



be right enough, for the rich and ripe fruits of the dogma
would fall into their own laps, and would help the Society to
absolute dominion over science, literature, and education within
the Catholic Church. The proposed dogma would give canonical
authority to the Jesuit theology, and identify it with the doctrine
of the Church, and the Order, or the spirit of the Order, would
always be required for teaching and vindicating the new system.
The Bishops of Paderborn and Wiirzburg therefore refused to
sign, and the representative of the Bishop of Spires followed their
example.

The scruples of these Northern Bishops were so utterly
unexpected that they must have created great surprise at Rome.
Their informant in the matter of the Infallibility dogma had
assured the authorities, in the teeth of the Northern Prelates, and
with the full concurrence of all the members of the Commission,
that no fitter or more favourable time could be found for
establishing the new dogma, for at no former period could the
Court of Rome reckon so securely on the unconditional devotion
of the Bishops, nor was there ever a time when they were
so ready as at this moment to surrender before the Pope all
exercise of their own judgment or independent examination.
The remonstrances of the Hungarian, Bohemian, and German
Bishops have of course poured water into this wine, to the no
small astonishment and indignation of the Roman Prelates, with
whom it is an axiom that nobody is a good Christian who does not
believe the infallibility of the Pope as firmly as the divine mission



and truthfulness of Christ. Accordingly, the Correspondance
de Rome cast in the teeth of Prince Hohenlohe, that since all
true Catholics already hold the infallibility of the Pope when
speaking ex cathedrd, a decree of the Council will only confirm
what is universally known and believed.’ Let those good souls
who flatter themselves that the Civilta, with its expectations and
demands, stands alone, weigh well the utterances of so well-
known a journal.

The Austrian Bishops have not thought it well to follow the
example of their Hungarian, Bohemian, and German colleagues.
One of them, Dr. Fessler, is notoriously the most determined
advocate of the whole ultramontane system, and was the first
Bishop to declare the definition of the new dogma to be at once
a natural and suitable work for the Council. His services were
promptly rewarded; he is already named chief secretary of the
Council, and his hand will press heavily on its decrees. The Curia
may congratulate itself on its choice. The silence of the Austrian
Bishops is further explained by the differences of opinion among
them about the questions coming before the Council.

In their secret letters the Northern Bishops have opposed the
new definition only as being inopportune, and it is known that
the French Opposition Bishops mean to take the same ground.
But it deserves careful consideration whether this line of action

K Corresp. de Rome, 1869, p. 384: “L'infallibilité du Pape, décidant en matiere de
foi ex cathedrd, c'est-a-dire comme maitre de 1'Eglise étant déja admise par tous les
vrais catholiques, un décret du Concil fera juste 1'effet d'une confirmation d'une chose
universellement sue et crue.”



can be really tenable or effective at the Council. Surely it may
be certainly foreseen that the far more numerous, and, from its
determined attitude, stronger party on the other side will answer,
“If your only objection to the dogma is that it is unsuited for the
times, you thereby admit its truth; for if you thought it doubtful or
erroneous, you must have opposed the definition on that ground.
By not venturing to assail its truth, you deprive your objection
to its opportuneness of all weight, for when was ever a religious
truth, on which eternal salvation depends, suppressed on such a
ground as this? Does this holding back, inspired merely by fear
of men, correspond to the ancient spirit and lofty mission of the
Church? How many of her doctrines would she have dared to
proclaim if she had chosen to wait on the approval of the age?
Rather, for that very reason, must religious truths be loudly and
emphatically proclaimed, when a contrary opinion is growing
among men, because thereby an insidious heresy is marked out
and judged by the supreme authority in the Church. Your plea
of inopportuneness is therefore a fresh and urgent ground for
adhering firmly to the solemn definition of Infallibility by the
Council.”

How far better then would it be if these Prelates were to
declare simply and directly, what the German Bishops have
indeed said in their Pastoral, but, of course, in general terms
only, and without express mention of the Infallibilist hypothesis;
“This doctrine possesses none of the requisite conditions of
an article of faith; it has no guarantee either of Scripture or



Tradition, and no roots in the conscience and religious mind
of the Christian world.” Such a line would be incomparably
worthier of the Bishops, and would make their position far
stronger and more unassailable. Instead of letting themselves, as
is intended, be yoked, like willing prisoners, to the triumphal
chariot of the sole infallible and sole defining Pope and lord,
they would be making a beginning for the revendication of their
ancient apostolical rights, which the Papacy has sequestered
or robbed them of. They would be asserting, by implication,
that the Papacy and the Church are not identical, and therefore
that the Church cannot be made responsible for all decrees and
actions of the Popes. Half-and-half courses, and false piety,
in the tremendous crisis the Catholic Church is now entering
upon, are not only powerless but fatal. And this half-heartedness,
which looks only too like fear, will make the Ultramontane
and Jesuit party all the bolder and stronger in their plans. And
they continue still as firm as the rock of Peter. In the number
for Oct. 2, p. 64, the Civilta maintains, against a new French
paper, the Avenir Catholique, that the relation of the Bishops
assembled in Council to the Pope is simply one of most absolute
subjection and obedience to Papal commands, and declares, on
the authority of Ferraris, who is a classical authority at Rome,
what is meant by preesidentia auctoritativa, viz., the Pope's right,
not only to decide on everything, but to coerce all opponents,
by ecclesiastical censures — excommunication, suspension, and



deposition — and other judicial means.!? If the Pope strikes down
every contradiction or refusal of a Bishop at once, with the
thunderbolt of his anathemas, according to the Civilta he no more
violates the freedom belonging to the Fathers of the Council,
than a man who keeps within his own rights in his dealings
violates his neighbour's rights of property. We must remember,
as to this definition of freedom, that the logic of the Jesuits has
always gone its own way without troubling itself with the logic
of the rest of mankind.

It deserves notice, however, that two months before the
opening of the Council the Jesuits had traced out for the Bishops
the extent and nature of the freedom they are to enjoy there.
They do their part frankly enough in dispelling any illusion on
the subject. If any complaint from the Bishops should be heard in
Rome, such as was made by the Spanish and French Bishops at
Trent, the Curia can reply that they were told all this beforehand.
The Civilta has the most direct sources of information, and may
therefore be safely trusted when it says, in a recent number, “We
are not the authors of the Papal thoughts, nor does Pius ix. speak
and act under our inspiration, but we are certainly the faithful
echo of the Holy See.” And, as an echo of the Pope, the Civilta,
in its last number, p. 182, gives a more precise explanation
or statement of the infallibility of ex cathedrd decisions, as

10 “presidentia auctoritativa dicitur ... insuper cum auctoritate coactiva
compescendi etiam per censuras ecclesiasticas, et alia juris media contradictores et
rebelles et contumaces, prout ex constitutione xi. Martini v., etc.”



extending, not only to all dogmas, but to “all truths and doctrines
connected with the various kinds of revealed dogmas, and so
to all sentences and decrees concerning the common weal of
the Church, her rights and discipline.” In truth, if the Bishops
don't even yet see the precipice to the edge of which they have
been led step by step for years, and which they are just going
to spring into, that is no fault of the Roman Jesuits, who have
honestly done what they could to open their eyes. It is therefore
to be earnestly wished that the Civilta may be read and well
weighed as widely as possible, for then one may hope they
will be “forewarned, forearmed.” They have certainly had no
lack of signs and warning voices, who are expected and are
willing to subscribe the intended decrees of the Council. “The
true echo of the Holy See” proclaims to the world that every
Pope is, ever has been, and ever will be infallible, first, when
he teaches or maintains anything in any way connected with
revealed truths of faith or morals; secondly, when he decrees
anything affecting the welfare, rights, or discipline of the Church.
Clearly therefore, henceforth the question will be, not in what
cases the Pope is infallible, but what are the few cases where he
is not infallible. He, as being infallible, will have the first and
only right to determine what is the welfare of the Church, and
what it requires. And since, in the whole range of public life, of
politics and science, there is scarcely anything not permanently
or incidentally connected with the weal of the Church, and with
its real or assumed rights and discipline, he will have it in his



power to make every secular question a Church question. For it
must certainly be anathematized as an error, as the Syllabus says,
to affirm that the Pope has exceeded the limits of his power.
How can he possibly do so on this theory? He is infallible alike in
the definition of doctrine and in its application to concrete cases.
He is therefore always right in every claim and every decision,
and whoever opposes him, or does not at once unconditionally
submit, is always wrong. Whatever demand he makes of any
State or Sovereign, whatever law or constitution he abrogates, he
must at once be obeyed, for he acts for the good of the Church,
and he, as being infallible, can alone judge and settle what that
is. The episcopate and clergy must blindly submit to his infallible
guidance and serve dutifully under his banner, when he proclaims
war against a State, or an institution.

Need we explain in detail what painful conflicts with their
Governments and the Constitutions they have sworn to, Bishops
and clergy, nay all Catholics, might be precipitated into on this
system? What caused that lamentable persecution and oppression
of Catholics in Great Britain, and their loss of civil privileges
for centuries, but Paul v.'s prohibiting their taking the oath
of allegiance to their Sovereigns? Although the oath contained
nothing against the religious conscience of Catholics, the Pope
condemned it because, identifying his own pretensions with the
interests of the Church, he thought it intolerable that it denied
the power of Popes to depose kings, absolve subjects from their
allegiance, and excite revolt and treason against the Sovereign



and the State. It is a maxim of the Decretals that no oath against
the interests of the Church is binding.!! But what is for the benefit
of the Church the infallible Pope determines. How often have
Popes identified their own political interests with the good of
the Church, and required and occasioned the breach of oaths
and treaties! Thus Innocent iii. absolved John from his oath
to observe Magna Charta, on his consenting to receive back
his crown as a gift from him. When, in the fifteenth century,
Eugenius iv. was at war with Francis Sforza, and the general
Piccinino had promised not to attack him, the Pope absolved him
from his promise, because it was prejudicial to the interests of the
Papacy, and “a treaty prejudicial to the Church is not binding.”
Charles v. and Francis i., in their treaty of Madrid, had stipulated
that neither should have his oath dispensed without the consent of
the other; but Pope Clement vii. was the first to seduce the King
to commit perjury, in order that he might form an alliance with
him against the Emperor. So again did Paul iv. release Henry ii.
from his five years' truce with Charles v., confirmed by oath, in
order to gain the King of France as an ally against Spain.

The Jesuit theory of the infallible Pope and the extent of his
powers is in no way less extravagant than that which deluded
Agostino Trionfo into his deification of the Pope under John
xxii.!? Once admit the maxim of the Syllabus, that the Popes

1 “Juramentum contra utilitatem ecclesiasticam preestitum non tenet.” — Lib. ii. tit.
24, c. 27; Sext. Lib. 1. t. 2, c. 1.

2 cf, “Janus,” p. 230.



have never exceeded the just limits of their power, and it
must obviously be their right to dispose of crowns and peoples,
property and freedom, since they have in fact claimed and
exercised the right. Thus, for instance, Nicolas v. did not at all
violate the common rights of men, but only made a proper use
of his own absolute authority, when he gave full power to King
Alfonso of Portugal, and his successors, to subjugate unbelieving
nations, appropriate their territories and all their possessions, and
reduce their persons to perpetual slavery. Nor was Alexander vi.
less justified in conferring on Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain
and their successors the newly discovered countries of America,
and then drawing the famous line from north to south through the
New World, and dividing it between Spain and Portugal. It was to
the authority of the Pope, as the lord of all mankind, to whom all
men are subject, wherever born, and of whatever religion, since
God has subjected the whole earth to his jurisdiction, and made
him master of it, that the Spanish conquerors appealed against
the natives. On this plea they treated all refusal to submit as
rebellion, for which they meant to take vengeance on the natives
—as in fact they did in the most horrible manner — by cruel wars,
confiscation of property, and slavery. Their lust of conquest, with
all the abominations they perpetrated, could always be excused
and justified by the remembrance that they were only acting with
the sanction of God's earthly representative, and punishing the
refusal to recognise his legitimate dominion over the world.

In the article we have cited, the Civilta affirmed anew, on



the authority of the Minorite, Bonaventure of S. Bernardino
(Trattato della Chiesa), that the Pope can dispose of the
whole “Temporali” of kings and princes, their authority and
possessions, whenever, in his judgment, the good of the Church
requires it. The work of a French writer, Maupied, gives the
Fathers of the Society of Jesus the desired opportunity of again
commending their Magna Charta— their favourite Bull, Unam
Sanctam— as the completest exposition of the relations of Church
and State (p. 213): “Fall down on your faces, and adore your
lord and master in Rome, who can after his pleasure depose you,
deprive you of your rights and bishoprics, and bid you draw or
sheathe the sword.” This is a compendium of the teaching the
Civilta addresses to princes and magistrates. If Papal Infallibility
is defined by the Council as an article of faith, the whole system
1s sanctioned, down to its extremest consequences, and the Jesuits
will not fail to point to it as proving that their political doctrines
also are now approved.

Under such auspices does the Council open, when the Bishops,
according to the Civilta— “the faithful echo of the Holy See,” —
have only to say Yea and Amen to the teachings and commands
of their master. Never in her whole history has the Church had a
severer task imposed upon her, or passed through a more perilous
and decisive crisis than the present. It is not only a question of
internal freedom; it is, above all, the question whether she is to be
involved in an endless war with the political order and civilisation
of the modern world, or by keeping to the really religious sphere,



and thus guarding her rightful independence, is for the future too
to fulfil throughout the widest area her blessed mission towards
mankind. The Council, which has to decide on this alternative,
acquires a weight and significance such as none had before it.



First Letter

Rome, December 1869.— The Council is opened. It is, we
may say, in full swing, and the situation has to a certain degree
revealed itself. Two great questions are in every mind and on
every tongue —first, “Wherein will the freedom promised to the
Council consist, and how far will it extend?” and secondly, “Will
Papal Infallibility be erected into a dogma?”

As regards the freedom of the Council, the position of
the episcopate is in some respects better and in others worse
than at Trent three centuries ago. Then the Italians had the
most complete and undeniable preponderance over the Spanish
and French Prelates, who were the only others that came into
the reckoning at all. The opposition of the latter could at
best only stop the passing of some particular decrees, but,
generally speaking, whatever the legates and their devoted troop
of Italian Prelates desired was carried, and as they desired it.
The numerical relations are entirely changed now, and there is
a far more comprehensive representation of National Churches.
The Italian Bishops, even if unanimous among themselves, do
not form a third of the whole Synod. But what they have lost
in numbers is abundantly made up by the lion's share the Papal
Court seizes beforehand for itself, and thereby for the Italian
prelatura.

The first step taken, and the regulations already made



by Pius ix. for the present Council, prove that it is not to
follow the precedents of the ancient free Councils, or even
of the Tridentine. At Trent all decrees still ran in the name
of the Council. “The (Ecumenical Tridentine Synod, lawfully
assembled in the Holy Ghost, ordains and decrees, etc.,” is
the heading of every session and its decrees. Very different
i1s to be the arrangement at Rome. There has already been
distributed to the Bishops a Methodus in primd Sessione Concilii
observanda, which prescribes thus: “The Pope will hand over the
decrees to the Secretary or another Bishop to read, who reads
them with the heading, ‘Pius, Episcopus, servus servorum Deli,
sacro approbante Concilio, ad perpetuam rei memoriam.”” After
reading them he asks the Cardinals and Bishops whether they
assent. If all say Placet, the Pope declares the decrees carried
“nemine dissentiente.” If some answer, Non placet, he mentions
the number, and adds, “Nosque, sacro approbante Concilio, illa
ita decernimus, statuimus atque sancimus ut lecta sunt.” This
is the formula first introduced after Gregory vii.'s time, when
the Papacy had climbed to its medi@val eminence. The first
to use it was Alexander iii., at the Roman Synod of 1079.13 It
stands in glaring contrast to the practice of the ancient Synods
for the first thousand years of Church history, which drew up
and promulgated all their decisions freely, independently, and
in their own name. Here the Pope appears as the author of the
decrees, the one authoritative legislator, who out of courtesy

13 [The third Lateran Council. — Tr.]



allows the Bishops to express their opinions, but finally decides
himself, in the plenitude of his sovereign power, as seems
good to him. In another Papal document communicated to the
Bishops it is said still more emphatically, “Nos deinde supremam
nostram sententiam edicemus eamque nunciari et promulgari
mandabimus, hac adhibita solemni formula, Decreta modo lecta,
etc.” Meanwhile one concession has been made, which might
possibly have some value: the Pope has declared that, though
the right of initiating measures belongs entirely to himself, he is
willing to allow the Bishops to exercise it. This would give them
the opportunity of at least bringing forward for discussion some
of the worst evils — such as, e. g., what many of them feel to be the
hateful nuisance of the Index — and preparing remedies. But then
it must be borne in mind that on every question the Curia has at
its disposal a majority of Prelates, who are its own creatures, and
many of them in its pay. With the help of this troop of devoted
followers it can get rid of every disagreeable proposal before it
is even submitted to discussion.

The Sessions of the Council are solemnities only held for the
formal promulgation of decrees already discussed and passed;
the real business is done in the previous Congregations. Every
Bishop who wants to speak there is to give notice the day before,
but those who wish to speak without having given notice are
not to be prevented. A congregation of twenty-four members
is to be chosen by the Bishops from among themselves, for the
purpose of specially investigating subjects on which differences



of opinion have been expressed, and reporting on them. At least
nine-tenths of the Prelates are condemned to silence simply from
being unable to speak Latin readily and coherently through want
of regular practice. And to this must be added the diversities of
pronunciation. It is impossible, e. g., that Frenchmen or Italians
should understand an Englishman's Latin even for a minute.!'4
There will no doubt be some subjects on which the Bishops
may really speak and determine freely. But the moment a
question in any way affects the interests and rights of the Roman
Curia, there is an end of their freedom. For every Bishop has
sworn not only to maintain but constantly to increase all the
rights of the Pope, and it is notorious that at Rome, and in
regular intercourse with the Papal Congregations, one can take
no step without being reminded, directly or indirectly — by
courtly insinuation, or rudely and openly, — of this oath, and the
enormous extent of the obligations incurred by it, which embrace
the whole range of ecclesiastical life. The Bishops then are so
far free in Council, that no Bishop who expresses an opinion
unpalatable to the Curia is threatened with imprisonment or
bodily injury.!* Those Bishops enjoy a larger freedom who have
the moral courage to incur the reproach of perjury and the threat
of Papal displeasure and its consequences; who, knowing well
that they can only carry out the most indispensable rights and
duties of their office by virtue of Papal privileges and delegations

14 The Scotch pronounce Latin much as the Germans do.

15 [Even this must be taken with reserve. — Cf. infra, pp. 174, 175. — Tr.]
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— quinquennial faculties and the like, — yet vote simply according
to their convictions.!® The only question is how many Bishops
will act thus.

The members of the Court of Rome vie with one another in
assurances that perfect freedom will be left to the Bishops in the
grand question of the proclamation of the new dogma of Papal
Infallibility. This is confidently asserted by those Germans who
are more deeply initiated into the views of the Curia, such as the
Jesuits Franzelin, Schrader, and Kleutgen. And above all, Bishop
Fessler, the Secretary of the Council and favourite of the Curia,
who was the first among the Bishops to declare that it was the
main business of the Council to formulate and proclaim the new
dogma, takes especial pains to convince the Bishops that the Pope
has no intention of bringing the subject before them himself.
He admits that the preparatory Commission has discussed this
most important and comprehensive of all doctrines, and has
almost unanimously decided it to be both true and opportune;
and that their reporter has shown conclusively, that considering
the boundless devotion to Rome of the present episcopate (at
least the majority of them), no more favourable moment could be
chosen for enriching the Church with this new and fundamental
article of faith.

This is now their watchword. All the initiated repeat it, and

16 [Most of the rights originally inherent in the episcopate are now reserved to the
Pope, who only allows Bishops to exercise them during good behaviour, by virtue of
“faculties” renewed every five years. Cf. “Janus,” p. 422, note. — Tr.]



some episcopal optimists try to persuade themselves and others
that the danger is really past, and the scheme abandoned for
this time. But the truth is this: the authorities know well enough
that the absolutists among the Bishops — all those who hope to
strengthen their dominion and extend it over secular matters by
means of Papal Infallibility — are both numerous and organized,
and only await the intimation that the right moment has arrived
to come forward themselves with a motion powerfully supported.
To begin with the Germans, there is the Bishop of Paderborn,
whose Jesuit theologian, Roh, says that, precisely because Papal
Infallibility is called in question by Bishops like Dupanloup and
Maret, the Council must define it, to make any repetition of this
atrocity impossible for the future. Then there are the Bishops
of Regensburg, Wiirzburg, St. Polten, and Gratz, the Belgian
and English Prelates, and those of French Switzerland, among
whom Mermillod rivals Manning in his fanatical zeal for the
new dogma; the Spanish Prelates — men selected for promotion
by Queen Isabella and the nuncio at Madrid, simply for their
thorough-paced ultramontanism — pure absolutists in Church and
State, who would gladly see the new dogma ready-made at once,
but have to be restrained for a while. To these must be added
such French Prelates as Plantier of Nimes, Pie of Poitiers, the
Bishops of Laval and Montauban, and others. One knows least of
the votes of the Italian and United States Bishops, who, like the
Irish, will probably be divided. In any case the Court party can
count on a considerable majority in favour of the new dogma.



Of course the opposite party, who wish to stave it off, is
strong and numerous. To it belong the majority of the German
and Austrian, as well as the Bohemian and Hungarian Prelates,
and among the French, the Archbishops of Paris, Rheims, and
Avignon, the Bishops of Marseilles, Grenoble, Orleans, Chalons,
and many more. And on the point of the time being inopportune
for defining the Infallibilist dogma, a portion of the “old Papal
guard,” — viz., the Italian Bishops — will join them, not to speak
of American and Irish Prelates.

But — and in this lies their weakness — they are only held
together by a very loose bond. The one point they are agreed
upon is that the promulgation of the new dogma will cause great
embarrassments to the Church and to themselves personally, and
involve them in all sorts of conflicts. On the main question,
whether this substitution of an infallible man for an infallible
Church is true, and attested by Scripture and Tradition, they are
themselves divided. If the confidants of the Curia understand
how to insert the wedge into this split, and drive it home, they
may perhaps contrive to break up the whole Opposition, and
carry through, by an imposing and apparently almost unanimous
vote, this Alpha and Omega of ultramontanism, in which all
their wishes and hopes are concentrated. Meanwhile no stone
will be left unturned, and very various methods will be applied,
and arguments used, in working upon different Bishops. The
earnest desire of the Holy Father will be urged on some soft-
hearted Prelates; they will be told that the only way the Council



can rejoice his heart amid his bitter trials, and brighten the
evening of his life, is by freely offering him that crown of
personal infallibility which former Popes have striven for, but
never obtained. To others it will be intimated that the Council
itself must look like a play with the chief figure left out, or
an abortion, if the Syllabus and Infallibility are not made into
dogmas, for there is no other question important enough to
justify collecting 500 Bishops from five quarters of the world.
Those who agree with the doctrine, but shrink for the present
from the unpleasant consequences it might entail upon them,
will be told, “Now, or perhaps never.” With freedom of the
press established everywhere, it will be impossible much longer
to keep the poison of historical criticism, so especially rife in
Germany, out of the theological schools and seminaries, and
so perhaps the next generation of clergy will not believe so
absolutely in Papal Infallibility as the clergy in many countries do
now, and then the new dogma will come at an unseasonable time,
and encounter powerful opposition. Besides, it is best to lose no
time in putting the iron bar of the new dogma across the way,
for then all historical facts that witness against Infallibility, all
results of criticism and investigation, all appeals to the forgeries
and fictions which helped to build up the edifice, are once for
all got rid of and destroyed, at least within the Church. No
Catholic will any longer venture to appeal to them, and if he
is an historical student, he will only be able to console himself
by saying, Credo, quia absurdum. The dogma has triumphed



over history, as Manning has so admirably explained in his last
Pastoral.

Their favourite argument is the common one about increasing
the strength and security of the coercive power of the Church.
The Bishops are told that the personal infallibility of the
Pope will make not only him but them, his delegates and
plenipotentiaries, much more powerful, and that under its
shadow they will rule with a stronger hand, for resistance will,
in most cases, be blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, speaking
through the Pope and his chosen instruments. Who, for instance,
would any longer dare to defend a book condemned by the
Congregation of the Index, after it had become infallible? On the
other hand, the Bishops have their scruples, and some of them
may be heard saying that this would be a poor consolation for
losing half their episcopal authority, and that it is hard to ask
them to degrade themselves, and renounce their former dignity
as the supreme tribunal of faith, by making the Pope infallible. It
might not be pleasant to return home from the Council with the
consciousness of having themselves abdicated at Rome the best,
and what has hitherto been held in the Church the highest, part of
their authority, and burned it as a holocaust on the altar of Papal
autocracy. The réle of a Papal courtier, however convenient at
Rome, has its dark side north of the Alps.

Already many symptoms of uneasiness betray themselves.
Pius ix. said the other day to a German Prince of the Church, who
formerly gave his opinion against the Immaculate Conception,



and has now again pronounced openly against the Infallibilist
dogma, Ce dogme de l'infaillibilité passera, comme l'autre, malgré
vous. On the other hand, the Regolamento has excited great
discontent, for it unmistakeably indicates the design of giving
the Pope the decision, and making the Bishops only consultors.
Had the assembly been in some degree prepared for it, and
had time allowed them for coming to an understanding, there
would certainly have been opposition to it. But the heads of the
French episcopate have only just come together, and no attempt
even has been made to bring the German and French Bishops
into communication with each other. And a feature of Roman
policy about the Council, now first introduced, is not exactly
calculated to promote confidence and a happy expectation of
the prosperous results of the Synod. I mean the rigid secrecy.
According to the last directions, all, bishops and theologians,
are to maintain the strictest secrecy about everything, and the
preliminary labours, as is well known, had to be carried on
under the seal of secrecy of the Holy Office (the Inquisition).
Nothing was communicated to the Bishops themselves, who
came to Rome in complete ignorance of what they were to vote
about — a procedure without any precedent in Church history. It
really seems sometimes as if the object was to turn the Church
topsy-turvy, and take pleasure in doing exactly the contrary to
what the Church of earlier ages did when nearer her original
foundation. Formerly the idea of a Council was associated with
the notion of the fullest publicity, and the common participation



of all the faithful; the deliberations were conducted with open
doors, and all were admitted who wished to hear them, — for
from the beginning all secrecy was strange and unnatural to the
Church, which was distinguished from heathenism in the very
point of neither having nor tolerating any esoteric doctrine or
secret compact. But the Roman prelatura too shares the Italian
predilection for making mysteries, — as evidenced in the number
of secret societies in the Peninsula, — and then the Jesuits of the
Civilta, and their French and German copyists, had so solemnly
promised that the Council would provide in its decrees a sure
and effective remedy for humanity, sorely diseased as it is, and
threatened with destruction. As yet we have waited in vain for
any intelligible intimation of what this panacea is to be. Beyond
Papal Infallibility and the Syllabus, nothing has transpired. Were
the curtain to be drawn back at the beginning, and the secret
betrayed, — that the much lauded panacea is only moonshine,
and that the Council is not in a position to prescribe any other
medicine to the patient named mankind than the usual and well-
known remedies of faith, hope, and charity — the discord, already
growing, would be still further increased. It is well therefore to
lay the finger on the lips.

Meantime the Pope has united the most thorough-paced
Infallibilists, Manning, Plantier of Nimes, Pie of Poitiers,
Mermillod of Geneva, and Deschamps of Mechlin, on a
Committee said to be intrusted with the discussion of very
important questions. Manning appears to be recognised as their



leader by all the adherents of the new dogma, and Mermillod
strongly supports him. Cardinal Pitra, the French Benedictine
formerly intrusted with a mission, which proved unsuccessful, to
the Archbishop of Rouen, Cardinal Bonnechose, has lately tried
the same plan with the German Bishops. He began by describing
the Bishop of Orleans as a mischievous teacher of error, and
was obliged to hear, much to his surprise, that these German
Bishops quite agreed with Dupanloup, and the Hungarians with
the Germans. Thus all have taken their side, or will do so in the
next few days. All the Spanish, Belgian, and English!” Bishops,
the majority of the Italians, and a considerable number of the
French, have ranged themselves under the banner of the new
dogma. They all declare that it must now be decreed that every
one, without exception, must inwardly believe and outwardly
confess Papal Infallibility on pain of damnation; and all the more
so, since Pius himself has now abandoned the reserved attitude
he had maintained up to this time in presence of the diplomatists,
and openly proclaims, that, being himself profoundly convinced
of his own infallibility, he neither can nor will tolerate any
further doubt about it in others. And thus the influence of this
party is very powerful, and already preponderates; the whole
mechanism of the Council, the order of business, the personnel
of its officers, in short everything, is substantially in their hands,
or will be placed at their disposal. All preparations were made
in their interest, and all alternatives were foreseen. That great

17 [This must be taken with some reserve, as will be seen further on. — Tr.]



ecclesiastical polypus, with its thousand feelers and arms, the
Jesuit Order, works for it under the earth and on the earth; Mea
res agitur 1s its watchword.

On the other side, ready for the contest, and resolved at least
to show fight, stand the German, Bohemian, and Hungarian
Bishops, — with the exception, of course, of Martin, Senestrey,
Fessler, and some others — and all among the French, American,
and Irish Bishops who possess any culture and knowledge. These
men still hope to see a portion of the Oriental Bishops — the real
ones, not the mere Italian so-called Vicars-Apostolic — join their
side, and there is indeed a very general anxiety as to what position
the Orientals, especially the Armenians, will take up in reference
to the great questions at issue. They would all like to keep the
Church free from the millstone of the new dogma intended to
be hung about her neck, though very few even among them
have a clear perception of the momentous consequences it would
entail, in science and literature, in politics, and in the relations
of the Catholic Church to other Churches. But the whole party
has wind and sun against it, and has to join battle in the most
unfavourable position, on slippery soil, and confined to acting
on the defensive under the greatest difficulties. The Infallibilists,
from the nature of the case, are far clearer and better agreed,
both as to end and means, than their adversaries, many of whom
do not conceal their predilection for the dogma, though they
tremble at the consequences of it. Moreover, many of them
will allow themselves to be gained over before long, whether



through devotion to Pius ix., or by the threats and enticements
the Curia knows so well how to apply, and for which it possesses
an inexhaustible treasury to choose from. There is, for instance,
the honorary title granted by Rome to about 250 Bishops, solio
Pontificio assistens, which seems to the short-sighted only fit
for lackeys, but is in fact greatly sought after, and will be
most graciously accorded to those who unconditionally surrender
themselves. And then there are those manifold concessions out
of the rich store of Papal reserved rights, special benedictions,
and the like, so that there are always nine out of every ten Bishops
who want one at least of these privileges.

We may readily conceive the excitement in the Jesuit camp.
After the patient, indefatigable toil of years of seed-time, the
harvest-time seems to them to be come at last. Up to 1773,
their Order, from its numbers, the cultivation of its members,
the influence of its schools and educational establishments, and
its compact organization, was unquestionably the most powerful
religious corporation, but at the same time was limited and
held in check by the influence and powerful position of the
other Orders. Augustinians, Carmelites, Minorites, and, above
all, Dominicans, were likewise strong, and, moreover, leagued
together for harmonious action through their common hatred
of the Jesuits, or through the natural desire to escape being
mastered by them. Dominicans and Augustinians possessed by
long prescription the most influential offices in Rome, so much
so indeed that the two Congregations of the Index and the Holy



Office were entirely in the hands of the Order of Preachers, to
the exclusion of the Jesuits. Since the restoration of the Jesuits
this i1s completely changed, and entirely in their interest. All
the ancient Orders are now in decline, above all, in theological
importance and influence; they do but vegetate now. Moreover,
the Dominicans have been saddled with a General thoroughly
devoted to the Jesuits, Jandel, a Frenchman, who is exerting
himself to root out in his Order the Thomist doctrines, so
unpalatable to the Jesuits. The youngest of the great Orders,
the Redemptorists or Liguorians, act — sometimes willingly,
sometimes unwillingly — as the serving brothers, road-makers,
and labourers for the Jesuits. And hence, now that they enjoy the
special favour of the Pope, they have come to acquire a power
in Rome which may be called quite unexampled. They have, in
fact, become already the legislators and trusted counsellors of the
Pope, who sees with their eyes and hears with their ears. To those
familiar with the state of things at Rome, it is enough to name
Piccirillo. For years past they have implanted and fostered in the
mind of Pius ix. the views he now wants to have consecrated
into dogmas, and have managed to set aside, and at last reduce to
impotence, the influence of wise men, who take a sober view of
the condition of the times. When the Dominican Cardinal Guidi,
who was then the most distinguished theologian in Rome, freely
expressed to the Pope his views about the projected Council and
the measures to be brought before it, from that hour he was not
only allowed no audience of Pius ix., but was excluded from



all share in the preparatory labours of the Council, so that he
remained in entire ignorance of the matters to be laid before it.
But the Jesuits are also the oracles of many Cardinals, whose
votes and opinions are very often ready-made for them in the
Gesu. The Congregation of the Index, which they used formerly
so often to attack, blame, and accuse of partiality, when their
own works were censured by it, is now becoming more and more
their own domain, though the chief places are still in the hands
of the Dominicans; and this may gradually take place with most
of the Congregations in whose hands is centralized the guidance
and administration of Church affairs in all countries.

And thus, if Papal Infallibility becomes a dogma, what
inevitably awaits us is, that this Infallibility will not merely be
worked in certain cases by the counsel and direction of the
Jesuits; much more than that. The Jesuits will for the future be
the regular stewards of this treasure, and architects of the new
dogmas we have to expect. They will stamp the dogmatic coinage
and put it into circulation. It is enough to know the earlier history
of the Society to know what this means, and what an immense
capital of power and influence it will place at their command.
“Rulers and subjects” — that will henceforth be the relation
between the Jesuits and the theologians of other Orders. Worst
of all will be the position of theologians and teachers who belong
to no Order. At the mercy of the most contradictory judgments,
as is already, e. g., the case in France, constantly exposed to
the displeasure of the Jesuits, of the Curia, and of their Bishop



or his adviser, and daily threatened in their very existence, how
are they to get spirit, perseverance, or zeal for earnest studies,
deep researches, and literary activity? Every Jesuit, looking down
from the impregnable height of his privileged position, will be
able to cry out to the theologians of the secular clergy, “Tu
longe sequere et vestigia prorsus adora;” for now is that fulfilled
which the Belgian Jesuits demanded 230 years ago in their Imago
Societatis Jesu. Their Order is now really, and in the fullest sense,
the Urim and Thummim and breastplate of the High Priest —
the Pope — who can only then issue an oracular utterance when
he has consulted his breastplate, the Jesuit Order.'® Only one
thing was still wanting for the salvation of a world redeemed
and regenerated once again: the Jesuits must again become the
confessors of monarchs restored to absolute power.

It is one of the notes of an age so rich in contradictions that the
present General of the Order, Father Beckx, is not in harmony
with the proceedings of his spiritual militia. Here, in Rome, he
is reported to have said, “In order to recover two fractions of the
States of the Church, they are pricking on to a war against the
world — but they will lose all.” But for that reason, as is known, he
possesses only the outward semblance of Government, while it is
really in the hands of a conference. With this the fact seems to be
connected that he has appointed for his theologian at the Council
the most learned and liberal-minded man of his Order, Father

18 “Obligatam harentemque sanctiori Pontifici velut in pectore Societatem.” —
Bolland, Imago, p. 622.



de Buck — a man whose views stand in much the same relation
to those of his fellow-Jesuits Perrone, Schrader, and Curli, as
the Bishop of Orleans's views to those of the Archbishop of
Westminster.



Second Letter

Rome, Dec. 18, 1869.— After the solemn receptions, and the
formal opening of the Council, visits, audiences, and homages,
the time for serious business has arrived, and the Fathers have
emerged from the dim twilight of early synodical dawn into the
clear daylight. People have begun to get mutually acquainted,
and to question one another. The first chaotic condition of
an exceedingly mixed assemblage, some of whose members
scarcely understand one another, or not at all, has been succeeded
by a sort of division, through the rapprochement and closer
combination of men of similar views. As we related before, two
great parties of very unequal strength have organized themselves,
and the shibboleth which caused this division is the question of
Papal Infallibility, which is universally and consistently taken to
imply that whoever is resolved to vote for this dogma is also ready
to give his vote for all the articles of the Syllabus, and generally
for every dogmatic proposition emanating from the Pope.

The Synod is unquestionably the most numerous ever held;
never in the early or mediaval Church have 767 persons entitled
to vote by their episcopal rank been assembled. It is also the
most various in its national representation. Men look with wonder
at the number of missionary Bishops from Asia, Africa, and
Australia. If one considers the constant complaints of want of
funds in the missionary journals, the great distance, the difficulty



and expense of the journey, and how much these men are wanted
in the ill-organized state of their dioceses, with so few priests,
the question occurs, Who bears the cost, and what means were
employed to rob so many millions for a long time of their spiritual
guides? Meanwhile most of the Bishops are pupils of the Roman
Propaganda, and obedient to every hint of its will. And the more
the new dogma is combated, the more necessary is the imposing
consensus of five quarters of the world — of Negroes, Malays,
Chinese, and Hottentots, as well as Italians and Spaniards.

More than two-thirds of the Council are either completely
agreed, or at least won over to the necessity of making the
personal infallibility of the last 256 Popes, and their future
successors, an article of faith now. Since the original design of
carrying it by simple acclamation has been given up, Manning
has renounced the réle assigned to him of initiating it. But the
Bishops of the Spanish tongue on both sides the ocean — in South
America and the Philippine Isles — have declared, in a meeting
held in the apartments of their Cardinal, Moreno, that they are
ready to propose the dogma. A Roman Cardinal said lately of
Bishops of this sort, “If the Pope ordered them to believe and
teach four instead of three Persons in the Trinity, they would
obey.”

The other party, opposed to the dogma, includes towards 200
Bishops, and this is more than even the most sanguine ventured to
hope at first. To it belong the majority of the German, Austrian,
and Hungarian Bishops, half the French, all the Portuguese,



some Irish, at least half the North American and Canadian, and
a considerable number of the Oriental. If the votes were not
only counted, but weighed according to the intellectual standard
of the voters, the 200 would be far the majority. Among the
German Bishops, besides those already named, the two Tyrolese,
Gasser and Riccabona, Leonrod Bishop of Eichstadt, and the
Vicar of Luxembourg, belong to the Infallibilists. Ketteler of
Mayence, half won over by his hosts — he lives in the German
College!*— half succumbing himself, is said to purpose deserting
to the same camp. He, as well as Stahl, Leonrod, and Martin
are hampered awkwardly by the Fulda Pastoral, which they
subscribed, but when once the knot is loosened or cut, they have
only to bring their assent to the new dogma.

It is said in the ruling circles that an opposition of 40
Bishops and under is so small and insignificant in so large a
Council that no account need be taken of it. This would be
to give up the principle always hitherto maintained, even at
Trent, that no decision in points of faith could be issued without
the physical or moral unanimity of the Council. But as the
dogma in question is one which for the future will make all
majorities and minorities of episcopal votes superfluous and
valueless, it may very well be that by anticipation, or by virtue
of an exception which is now to be made into a rule, the
minority should in this case be pronounced non-existent and
undeserving of any notice. I hear other curialists say that, as

19 [ The German College is conducted by the Jesuits. — Tr.]



soon as the Opposition is reduced to 40, they, under a sense of
their impotence, will give up all resistance, and either quit the
field, or come over to the conquering side. And so the present
strength of the Opposition must be greatly diminished, and this
is being strenuously laboured at. There are plenty of means
for the purpose, and as long as there are Bishops who think
themselves fortunate if they gain the title of “Domestic Prelate
to the Pope,” a gentle pressure or insinuation, the prospect of
a privilege, or a robe of distinguished colour, will produce the
desired effect on many. Such things act like those insects which
bore through the hardest wood. The episcopate of course has still
many men to show who are inaccessible to threats or seduction.
But we should like to count up at the end of the Council how
many have passed unscathed through the fiery ordeal. Meanwhile
a confident certainty of victory prevails among the majority.
Manning said the other day to an acquaintance of mine, “So sure
as I stand here, the dogma of Infallibility will be proclaimed,” and
on the other hand, one of the leading Bishops of the Opposition
said lately, “I came here with small hopes, and with a feeling of
oppression, but I have found everything worse than I expected.”
A German priest had been summoned to Rome as theologian
of his Order by the General, a Spaniard. At first greeting him
the General said that the great end they were all bound to
work for was to come to an understanding on the dogma of
Papal Infallibility. And when the German professed an opposite
opinion, and handed him a work he had written in that sense,



the conclusion was soon arrived at: he was sent home at once
as useless, and even mischievous. When he was taking leave of
certain Bishops, one of them said to him, “I should rejoice if any
one recalled me or sent me home; we Bishops have been ordered
here to the Council, without being told what we are to deliberate
upon, and now that I know it I would gladly turn my back on the
Council and on Rome.”

The 500 Infallibilists have good ground for their confidence.
It is but natural, to begin with, that they should trust the magical
power of those resources of the Curia they have themselves
had experience of. And, next, they are well aware of their
excellent organization, which has hitherto proved irresistible.
They are commanded from two centres acting in common, the
Gesu and the Propaganda. The Jesuit General, Beckx, if by no
means in harmony with the line taken by the Civilta, which has
been removed from his jurisdiction, thinks and feels about the
Infallibility question in strict accordance with the doctrine and
rules of his Order, and knows how to hold fast the threads with
the support and counsel of his assistants. Not a few Bishops,
without knowing it themselves, get drawn and moved round
by these wires which meet in the Gesu. If they cannot be
commanded at once, they will be slowly but surely led into the
right road by a chaplain or secretary or consultor devoted to
the Order. The Propaganda, as we said before, provides for all
missionary Bishops, and it again is inspired from the Gesu. The
whole machine works so accurately that lately, in the selecting



of a Commission, 450 voting papers contained the same names.
So admirably is the discipline managed that many a Cabinet
majority might envy this scarcely attainable ideal of the Council.



Third Letter

Rome, Dec. 19, 1869.— Since 1 have been here, breathing
physically and morally the air of Rome, and have heard some
of the most prominent Infallibilists, I can understand a good
deal which was an enigma to me when in Germany. The leading
spirits of this party believe in the advent of a new spiritual
dispensation, a period of the Holy Ghost, which is to depend
on the turning-point of this definition of Papal Infallibility.
Archbishop Manning declared some years ago, in a speech
received with enthusiastic applause by the Roman dignitaries,
“La Chiesa Cattolica di oggidi esce tutta nuova del fianco
del Vicario di Gesu Cristo.” This reference to the formation
of the woman from Adam's rib is very suggestive, for Eve,
by the Divine ordinance, was to be subject to the man, —
and it includes the notion which I have met with in several
quarters here, that the proclamation of the new dogma will
be immediately followed by an outpouring of the Holy Ghost,
and a renewal of the Pentecostal miracle. There will of course
be this difference, that henceforth the Bishops will no longer
speak with tongues, like the apostles and disciples on the day
of Pentecost, but only with the tongue of the Infallible Pope,
and will utter in this way the thoughts and words of the Holy
Ghost. Hence not the slightest effect is produced when any one,
say a German or Englishman, points to the terrible intellectual



stumbling-block that will thereby be obtruded on the faithful,
and the perplexity and inward alienation of so many thousands,
and those too the higher and leading minds, which may be
certainly foreseen. The gain will far exceed the loss; numberless
Protestants and schismatics, attracted by the powerful magnet
of Papal Infallibility, and the power of the Holy Ghost, hidden
in Papal utterances, will stream into the Church — that is the
sort of vision hovering before these men. And a man who
believes in an age of the Holy Ghost cares nothing for what is
said of the breach with the views and traditions of the ancient
Church involved in the new article of faith: he thinks it quite in
order that a new dogma should inaugurate a new era. Compared
with such fanaticism, the speech of another Infallibilist leader,
a Frenchman, at a public dinner, sounds sober, though in its
way it is no less extravagant, when he assures us that the great
connoisseur and discoverer of subterranean Rome, the Cavaliere
de Rossi, has detected Papal Infallibility in the Catacombs, and
whoever wants to see and appreciate it there, has only to descend
into them.

Pius ix. finds that he can undertake what he likes with a
majority so absolutely devoted to him and simply at his beck.
The assurance, so often reiterated not long ago, that nothing
was meant to be decreed which could disturb Governments
or introduce conflicts between Church and State, seems to be
already forgotten or held superfluous, and a number of Bishops,
at a general audience, heard, not without consternation, from the



mouth of the highest authority, the statement that the Syllabus
must be made dogmatic: it would be better to yield in other points
than give that up.

Meanwhile the Opposition grows visibly stronger, and men
like Darboy, Dupanloup, and MacHale, Archbishop of Tuam,?
are not to be despised as leaders. They are not content with
getting rid of Infallibility and the Syllabus, but strive for some
freedom in the Council, and here they find sympathy even among
the Infallibilists. For to have their hands so completely tied
by the Pope's regulations, has surpassed all, even the worst,
anticipations of the Bishops. That first gleam of hope, excited
by the announcement that the Bishops would be allowed to
propose motions, has speedily vanished. For it has become clear
that this was merely intended to save the Pope from having to
propose his own Infallibility to the Council, and provide for the
motion emanating from the Bishops — according to the present
plan, the Spanish Bishops. The right of initiation is rendered
purely illusory by the fact that the Pope has reserved to himself
and the Commission he has named, composed of the stanchest
Infallibilists, the sanction or rejection of every motion. To this
must be added the regulations for the order of business, and the
naming by the Pope of all the officials of the Council, as well as
the scrutators and presidents of Congregations or Commissions.
This is an act of arbitrary power, and a gagging of the Council,
far beyond anything attempted even at Trent. Yet at Trent the

20 [Archbishop MacHale does not seem to have justified this anticipation. — Tr.]



want of freedom was felt to be so great that for 300 years the
Catholic world has manifested no desire to repeat the experiment
of a Council. But what will be the impression made by the present
Council, where the order of business is so managed as to make
any serious discussion impossible? The strongest expressions
of discontent come from the French Prelates, they feel how
undignified, not to say ridiculous, is the réle assigned to them, —
of saying Placet to ready-made decrees — even more keenly
than the Germans, who are also greatly disgusted. Attempts to
protest against this oppressive code in the Congregation were
suppressed by the declaration of the President, Cardinal de Luca,
that the Pope had so ordained, and no discussion could be
allowed on the subject. He would allow neither the courageous
Bishop Strossmayer nor Archbishop Darboy to say a word on
these intolerable restrictions. The whole scene made a profound
impression.

On December 14 the two parties measured their strength
and organization in electing the twenty-four members for
the Commission de Fide, which 1s, of course, the most
important of all. The Liberals were completely overmatched,
and, notwithstanding their 200 votes, not indeed properly
combined, failed to carry one of their candidates. Neither
Dupanloup nor Hefele could be brought in. A list of names
to be voted for from the Propaganda was handed to every
trusted partisan; the Italians and Spaniards were also furnished
with one, and so all the Infallibilist leaders appear on the



list of the Committee, Manning and Deschamps, Martin and
Senestrey, Pie of Poitiers, Reynier of Cambray, then some
Italians, Spaniards, and South Americans, — these therefore are
the flower of theological learning among the Bishops. One of
these men they must keep their eye fixed on, for he seems
called to take a place of supreme importance and honour in this
Council, and if all goes well, will certainly be counted with the
heroes of ancient Councils, Athanasius, Cyril, and Augustine.
This is Mgr. Cardoni, Archbishop of Edessa, Secretary to the
Congregation for examining Bishops, Consultor of several other
Congregations, theologian of the Dataria, and President of the
Ecclesiastical Academy. Yet this man was not long ago a very
obscure personage, even in Rome, but as First Consultor of the
Preparatory Commission of Dogmas, he composed the report or
Votum of forty pages on Papal Infallibility. This is now printed
and distributed, and serves as the basis for the discussion on the
subject to be introduced in Council. Cardoni himself, as reporter,
will discharge the necessary offices of midwife at the birth of the
new dogma; he will have the last word if any doubts or objections
are raised, and then at least 500 votes will proclaim at once the
Infallibility of the Pope and the triumph of the greatest and most
fortunate of Roman theologians. Cardoni will immediately be
made Cardinal; as he brings this Divine gift to the Pope, he will
himself partake in the enjoyment of what is so much indebted to
him, and will reap the harvest of his labours.



Fourth Letter

Rome, Dec. 20, 1869.— It may truly be said that theology is
now rare, very rare, in Rome. There is, of course, no lack of
theologians; the Pope himself has no less than a hundred, chiefly
monks; but if they were all pounded together in a mortar into one
theologian, even this one would find some difficulty in getting his
claims recognised in Germany. If any one here were to demand
of the so-called theologians what, between the North Sea and
the Alps, is considered the first requisite for a theologian, — the
capacity of reading the New Testament and the Greek Fathers
and Councils in the original language, — he would be ridiculed
as a dreamer. And as to the theology of many Bishops, one is
often reminded of the daughters of Phorcys, who had only one
eye and one tooth, which they lent each other by turns to use. Not
a few of them flutter about Infallibility like flies about a candle,
in evident fear of getting burnt. But when the critical moment
comes, they will vote obediently as the master whose power
they have sworn to increase bids them. If the Prelates were even
slightly acquainted with Church history, they would certainly
recoll in terror from the maxims and doctrines their decision
will recall from the realm of shadows they seem to have sunk
into, and clothe again with flesh and blood. They would recoil
from the complications and contests they and their successors
must hereafter be involved in with all nations and governments,



as forced executors of every infallible utterance of 256 Popes.

The sudden departure of Cardinal Mathieu, Archbishop of
Besancon, is connected with the election of the Commission on
Faith, which turned out so unfortunately for the Germans; the
French Bishops after the previous consultation had divided their
forces, the Infallibilists voting for Bonnechose, their opponents
for Cardinal Mathieu. The defeated party wanted to protest
against a scandalous intrigue about the election, carried on by
a man whose name I suppress; and Mathieu's sudden departure
was in order to avoid being mixed up with the conflict, and from
disgust at the whole affair.

A singular incident not long since created some sensation and
amusement in English circles. The English Bishops, like their
Archbishop, Manning, are declared Infallibilists — a tendency
first introduced among the clergy there since Wiseman's time,
for before that Gallican views prevailed almost universally in
England, and definite assurances were given on the subject at
the time of Catholic Emancipation. And as Papal Infallibility
implied necessarily the doctrine of the Pope's dominion over
monarchs and governments, which was formally abjured —e. g.,
in the Irish clerical seminary of Maynooth — the Infallibilist
theory was supposed to be shelved also. It chanced that lately
the Pall Mall Gazette, which is much read even here, under the
heading, “The Infallibility of the Pope a Protestant Invention,”
quoted the following question and answer from a widely-
used manual of instruction, approved by many Bishops, and



highly praised even in Manning's journal, the Tablet, called
The Controversial Catechism: — “Q. Are not Catholics bound
to believe that the Pope is in himself infallible? —A. This is
a Protestant invention, and is no article of Catholic belief; no
Papal decision can bind under pain of heresy, unless received and
prescribed by the teaching body, the Bishops of the Church.”
At the moment I am writing, there is a pause, but by no
means a truce. Le Concile ne marche pas, mais il intrigue, I heard
a Frenchman say this morning. The acoustic qualities of the
Assembly Hall, which is the whole height of St. Peter's, make it
quite unfit for use. If anything is to be proclaimed, it must be
shouted at full pitch to the four sides. It happened the other day
that the Bishops on one side were crying Placet, while those on
the other side expressed their opinion by Non placet, quia nihil
intelleximus. Pius ix., who was long ago made aware of the state
of the case, really thought that all discussion was superfluous.
And as the hall must be abandoned as utterly useless, the 120,000
scudi lavished on preparing it are wasted. There is no lack of
funds, however; so much so, that 20,000 scudi have been spent
already on laying the foundation of the memorial pillar of the
Council. These things must make an indescribable impression on
those who have heard most touching pictures drawn in the pulpit
at home of the wants and poverty of the Head of the Church.
Antonelli, to whom the impossibility of carrying on the
Council in this place has been represented, has now taken the
matter in hand, and another chamber is to be found and got



ready. A room in the Quirinal is talked of, or the atrium over
St. Peter's in the Sistine. The latter would be an ominous place,
for in the Sala Regia, which the Bishops must pass through to
enter the Sistine, is Vasari's famous picture, painted by order
of Gregory xiii., for the glorification of the massacre of St.
Bartholomew. The contemplation of this picture, which now,
since the publication of the nuncio Salviati's despatches, the Pope
is proved to have ordered with full knowledge of the real nature
of that horrible occurrence, and full intention of sanctioning it,
might perhaps somewhat indispose the Prelates to vote for the
articles of the Syllabus on religious coercion and the power of
the Church to inflict bodily punishment. Antonelli means now
to take up the Council in earnest. For him, indeed, who was
formerly an advocate, the theological side of Infallibility has little
interest; but he is too skilful and experienced a statesman and
financier not to appreciate keenly the gain to be derived from
the new dogma in all countries, in the shape of power, influence,
and revenue. He understands well enough, and better than many
statesmen this side the Alps, the incalculable consequences of
having it henceforth taught and insisted on as a first principle
in every catechism, public school, and country pulpit, that Papal
decrees and decisions, not only in the domain of faith but of
morals, the relations of Church and State, and the whole life of
society, are absolutely infallible, — of its being made the first and
crucial question for Catholics in all cases, What has the infallible
Pope, either the reigning pontiff or one of his predecessors,



decided on this point, or what will he decide if asked?

A Bull appeared yesterday, which, if read and understood,
would create great excitement. It professes to abolish a part
of the numerous excommunications latee sententice,?’ which the
Popes have gradually accumulated; but virtually it is intended
as a renewal or confirmation of the Bull In Cend Domini,
which Clement xiv. (Ganganelli) first dropped the custom
of publishing annually, and which, from his time, had been
regarded, everywhere out of Rome, as abrogated, though the
Curia always maintained that it was binding in principle, as
Crétineau-Joli shows in his Memoirs of Consalvi. I am only
giving here the judgment of a friend who has read the Bull.
If he is rightly informed, it is but the first link in a chain of
decrees embodying the retrospective force of the anticipated
dogma, for the saying will hold good then, “Quod fuimus erimus,
quod fecimus faciemus.” Every claim once advanced must be
maintained, every doctrinal proposition renewed, and so the
living body will be chained to a corpse.

Desertions from the ranks of the Opposition to the majority
of 500, must, no doubt, be reckoned on, and the renegades will
say, like Talleyrand, that they are not deserting, but only coming
in earlier than others. Whether these desertions will be numerous
enough to reduce the minority to 40 or 50, as the authorities

2l Excommunications late sententice, as distinguished from excommunication
[ferendce sententice, are those which immediately take effect on the commission of the
forbidden act, without requiring any sentence of Pope or Bishop to be pronounced.



hope, will be determined when the question of opportuneness
gets disentangled from the question of principle. For it requires
more than common courage to make open profession of disbelief
in the Infallibilist dogma at Rome, since the Pope, in his letters
to Manning and Deschamps, has indulged in severe censures
of those who question his infallibility; and every Cardinal and
Monsignore is accustomed to express himself in the same sense.

Can this Council, then, which can move neither hand nor foot,
be called free? Is an assembly free, when no speech can be made,
no single decision come to, without the express permission of
an external master? If this is freedom, there has never been an
unfree Council. So I hear many saying, as well clergy as laity,
and even Bishops. The Pope, of course, has not forgotten that,
on the day of his election, sitting on the High Altar of that very
church where the Council is now being held, he was adored
by the Cardinals, and four days afterwards crowned with the
triple tiara, with the words, “Scias te esse rectorem orbis.” It has
been summoned to arrange and negotiate the transition from the
previous condition of the Church to a new one. Till now, at least
in theory, Councils were, or were supposed to be, assemblies
deliberating and deciding freely. But, in the new condition of
the Church, under the rule of Papal Infallibility, assemblies of
Bishops are purely superfluous, or only useful as machines for
acclamation. The present assembly stands midway between the
old Church and the new, and participates in both. The vital breath
of freedom and independence it is deprived of, but it is not yet



a mere acclamation-machine: it can still dissent and say, Non
placet. On the day when the new dogma is proclaimed, and the
eternal city again, as in 1517,%% declares its joy by illuminations,
the Synod will have killed itself with its own hand, and marched
into the grave as the last of its generation. And just as when a
knight died the last of his race, his shield was broken and his arms
obliterated, so will the usual chapter De Conciliis be obliterated
from the dogmatic manuals.

22 When the news arrived from Paris of the abolition of the Pragmatic Sanction, i. e.,
of the reforms of Basle.



Fifth Letter

Rome, Dec. 23, 1869.— The Council is suspended for a while,
for want of an available place of meeting, or is occupied only
in studying the Schemata that have been distributed at home,
and deliberating in different sections. The German Bishops have
resolved to address a memorial to the Pope, protesting against
being put into a strait-waistcoat by the regulations for the order
of business, and claiming the right of proposing motions freely.
They think it intolerable that every proposal, wish, or motion
should have first to be examined, revised, and mutilated or
changed at their pleasure by two Commissions, before it can even
come on for discussion. And how are these two Commissions
composed? Of course, the eight German Bishops who have
already separated themselves from their countrymen, and prefer
to associate with Spaniards and South Americans, hold aloof
from this proceeding too. If I am correctly informed, a similar
memorial has been handed in from the French Bishops; it was,
at least, being circulated for signature during the last few days.

You will have received, or found in the French and English
papers, the Bull of Excommunications I mentioned in my last.
As I said before, it is a re-issue of the Bull In Cend Domini.
Certain excommunications nobody paid any attention to are
dropped out, as, e. g., of sovereigns and governments who levy
taxes without permission of the Pope. But new censures of wide



application have come into their place. In reading the Bull, one
feels as if one had got into the thick of a tempest, so fierce and
frequent are the lightning-flashes of the Vatican ban, darting and
burning in all directions. If they were to be treated seriously,
there would not be many houses in the cities of Europe that
would not be struck. The Bishops are hit hard; one unpleasant
surprise follows on another. While they are considering how to
secure a minimum of freedom in the Council, they are suddenly
overwhelmed with a hailstorm of excommunications, many of
which are directly aimed at themselves, but all of which are to
be administered and executed by them and their clergy. They
are summoned to Rome, and hardly have they got there when
this Bull of anathemas, drawn up without their knowledge or
participation, and which thrusts the souls intrusted to them by
thousands out of the Church, is sent to them; and the whole
burden of it, with all its endless consequences and complications,
is laid on their shoulders. They seem intended to drain the cup
of humiliation to the dregs. The only persons pleased with the
Bull, as far as I can see, are the Jesuits, who are in the very
best spirits here in Rome, and see both present and future in
the most rosy hues. The view of the pious Bishops is simple
and unanimous: the more excommunications, SO many more
reserved cases and perplexed and tormented consciences. But
the confessionals of the Jesuits will be doubly thronged, who are
furnished with all sorts of plenary powers of absolution, and are
thus made indispensable, and placed in a very superior position



to the secular clergy. Moreover, the Bishops are deprived of
the power of absolving from these censures. So each of these
multiplied excommunications is worth its weight in gold to the
Order, and helps to build Colleges and Professed Houses.

The Bull containing directions in the event of the Pope's death
occurring during the Council was not issued by Pius ix. from
any real anxiety to provide for such an occurrence, — for he
enjoys the best health, and in all probability will falsify the old
proverb, “Non numerabis annos Petri.”?* No one really supposed
the Council would claim the right of electing in Conclave, as
occurred once under totally different circumstances, after the
deposition of a Pope (John xxiii.) at Constance. The real point
of the document lies in the declaration that the Council is to be
at once dissolved on the Pope's death, as a corpse from which
the soul has departed. And this is a decisive intimation of the
relations not only of the dead but of the living Pope to the
Council. The Bull might be summed up in the words, “Without
me you are nothing, and against me and my will you can do
nothing.”

The opposition of German and French Bishops to the new
dogma was more or less anticipated here; what was not expected
was that the Orientals, numbering about sixty, and the North
American Bishops, would pronounce against it. The former

23| This formula, often mistakenly supposed to occur in the Papal Coronation service,
refers to the traditional length of St. Peter's pontificate — twenty-five years. No Pope

has yet reigned to the end of his twenty-fifth year, and only one has entered on the
beginning of it. Pius ix. completes his twenty-fourth year on June 16, 1870. — Tr.]



declare openly that no surer means could be found to throw
back their Churches into schism, and place them under the
holy Synod in St. Petersburg or the Patriarch in Stamboul. The
Americans ask how they are to live under the free Constitutions
of their Republic, and maintain their position of equality with
their (Protestant) fellow-citizens, after committing themselves
to the principles attested by Papal Infallibility, such as religious
persecution and the coercive power of the Church, the claim of
Catholicism to exclusive mastery in the State, the Pope's right
to dispense from oaths, the subjection of the civil power to
his supreme dominion, etc. The inevitable result would be that
Catholics would be looked upon and treated as pariahs in the
United States, that all religious parties would be banded together
against them as common enemies, and would endeavour, as far
as possible, to exclude them from public offices. One of the
American Bishops lately said, “Nobody should be elected Pope
who has not lived three years in the United States, and thus learnt
to comprehend what is possible at this day in a freely governed
Commonwealth.”

But even in the apparently compact and admirably organized
mass of the 500 Infallibilists, softly whispered doubts are
beginning to be heard here and there. Before the eyes of some
of these devoted Prelates hovers a pale and warning ghost,
called exclusion of the clergy and of Catholic instruction from
the public schools. It would indeed be impossible to put more
effective weapons into the hands of the powerful and increasing



party who are aiming at this, than by giving its due prominence
henceforth in all Catechisms to the supreme article of faith of
Papal Infallibility, with some of its consequences expressed, and
others left to be orally supplied by the teacher, so that boys
and girls would be trained in full knowledge of the glaring
contradiction between religion and the order of the State, the
Church and the Constitution of their country.?* A Belgian layman
here assured me yesterday that the result of the new dogma in
his country would be a powerful movement against the position
of the clergy in the primary schools; the gymnasia and middle
schools they have lost already. One of the Belgian Bishops even
is said to begin to be troubled with these apprehensions. And now
a cry of distress is rising from England. The National Education
League has published its programme for a system of compulsory
education of the people, excluding all denominational teaching,
and only allowing the Bible for religious reading. The English
Bishops now in Rome, who are fanatical for the new dogma,
may ask themselves if on their return home they could make a
more acceptable present to the Committee of this already very
powerful League than by issuing a corrected Catechism, enriched
with the new article of faith. A penny edition of it would bring in
hundreds of thousands of members to the League, and admirably
further the design it now openly proclaims of “absorbing in a
friendly way” the schools already existing.

2% [This point is forcibly dwelt on by Count Daru in his memorandum, which the

Pope refused to lay before the Council. — Tr.]



Sixth Letter

Rome, Dec. 24, 1869.— The first part of a tolerably
comprehensive document, or Schema, has been distributed, it
1s said, to the Bishops, “sub secreto pontificio,” and no less
than seventeen parts equally comprehensive are to follow. The
Schema of a dogmatic constitution contra multiplices errores ex
Rationalismo derivatos Patrum examini propositum is a sort of
doctrinal compendium, divided into chapters, and, as is easily
seen, is only an amplification of the opening propositions of
the Syllabus. In this way we shall have the unprecedented
occurrence of a Papal decree, extending to the length of a book,
issued with the approval of the Council. If it is received and
promulgated in this shape, it will create astonishment by its
wholly unconciliar form. It is thrown into a declamatory shape;
it indulges in complaints and reproaches about the blindness and
misery of men, who have fallen into so many deadly errors, even
materialism and pantheism; it carries on its front the impress
of the new Jesuit school, and seems to be inspired by the aim
of bringing before the contemporary world, in their crudest
form, all the hardest and most offensive principles of particular
doctrinal schools, which it has hitherto been endeavoured to
soften or set aside. For the originator of this tractate assures
us that the aversion of men for such doctrines is only one of
the poisonous fruits of Rationalism. Here is a characteristic



specimen. At that Florentine Synod of 1439, which bequeathed
such painful recollections both to East and West, Eugenius IV.
had it defined “that the souls of those who die only in original,
or in actual mortal sin, descend into hell, but are unequally
punished.”? This proposition has sadly tormented theologians,
and they have devised all sorts of ways of softening or explaining
it, even assuming the very doubtful authority of this Council,
which was rejected by the whole Gallican Church. For even the
most resolute faith recoils in horror from the logical inference,
that God has created the human race in order from generation to
generation to plunge into hell far the larger portion of mankind,
simply because they have not received the baptism which in
most cases was never offered them. The vast gulf between this
proposition and the Scriptural doctrine that God is Love, and
wills all men to be saved, no theologian has undertaken to bridge
over. But the Roman Jesuit to whom we owe this Schema really
thinks these are just the doctrines best adapted to cure men of
this age of the fatal Rationalism they have fallen into.?® This
reminds one strongly of Antonelli's saying, that these Fathers
have a special talent for ruining whatever they touch.

The death of Cardinal Reisach is considered here an
irreparable loss, and above all by the Pope himself, whose

> “Animas eorum qui in solo peccato originali, vel mortali actuali decedunt, in
infernum descendere, pcenis tamen disparibus puniendas.”

26 “Imprimis itaque fide Catholica, tenendum est illorum animas,” etc. The author

seems really to believe that the Rationalistic tendencies of the age can be cured with
an emetic.



confidence he enjoyed more than any other Cardinal. He had
the greatest share in preparing the propositions laid before the
Council, and had he been able to make his influence felt, he
would certainly have given powerful support to the new dogmas.
He passed here for a man of comprehensive learning and great
penetration. His friends used to commend his friendly and genial
nature. For us Germans he was a sort of phenomenon, a show
specimen of his kind, so to speak. In him we saw how far a
German can go in the process of being Italianized, so radically
was his whole being metamorphosed into that of the Italian
prelatura, and the peculiar circle of thought in which Roman
clerics and dignitaries move had become a second nature to
him. What distinguishes a Roman Prelate is, first, that liturgical
endowment — that willing absorption in the ceremonia, as the
old Romans partly originated and partly borrowed it from the
Etruscans — and next, the faculty of calculating quickly and surely
what loss or gain in power and influence the settlement of any
ecclesiastical question will bring. Reisach was eminent in both
respects. No one excelled him in reverence for every line of the
rubric and every ceremonial detail, as practised here. And again,
in his dislike for German science, literature, and theology, he had
become a thorough Italian, so that his ignorance of even the most
famous intellectual products of Germany was quite fabulous. To
him principally were addressed the denunciations of German
works not composed exactly to the taste of the Roman Jesuits,
and it was he who arranged with the Congregation of the Index



the censures pronounced during recent years on the works of
learned Germans.

Thus then there is a niche left vacant in the Roman temple
of heroes. Another Reisach will not so easily be found; for it is
given to very few men to transmute their originally single nature
into the form of the Siamese twins, inhabited by two souls, a
German and an Italian.?” If the vacant Hat is not to be the price
of desertion from the ranks of the Opposition, but the reward
of past services, three German Bishops may put in a claim for
it, Martin, Senestrey, and Fessler. In fiery zeal for the good
cause, restless activity, and unquestioning devotion, they are on
a par, and were all Germany like-minded with this trio, the great
sacrifice — “il sacrificio del intelletto” — so variously commended
by the Civilta, would have long since been accomplished, and
the Jesuits might hold up the Germans as a model for all nations
to follow. Meanwhile for the moment Fessler occupies the most
conspicuous position.

Postscript.— 1 have just learnt that the Pope is not disposed
to give up his Council Hall in St. Peter's. Another attempt to
hold a General Congregation there is to be made on Tuesday,
which can hardly be a success. The natural consequence will
be that the second Solemn Session, announced for January 6,
will fall through from lack of any decrees ready to promulgate.
The protest of a portion of the French Episcopate against the

27 [Cardinal Reisach, who was formerly Archbishop of Munich, used to say he had
almost forgotten how to speak German. — Tr.]



order of business has really been sent in, and this has inspired
fresh courage into the German and Hungarian prelates, who have
drawn up a protest against the innovations differing so widely
from the form of the ancient Councils; they dwell especially on
the violation of the right belonging by Divine institution to the
Bishops. I need not say that the notorious eight — the Jesuit pupils
and the Tyrolese Bishops — declined to join in this proceeding.
Meanwhile scruples have arisen among the other pupils of the
Jesuits, which again bring the whole affair into doubt. There is a
notion among the French of dividing the Council into assemblies,
formed according to the different languages, so as to get over
the difficulty or impossibility of carrying on a free discussion
in Latin. But then it became clear at once that, through the
number of missionary Bishops, and Swiss or Belgians of the
Romance tongues, the majority would be on the side of the
Infallibilist party. And the Pope, who hates all these assemblies
of Bishops, has interposed by causing a sort of standing order to
be proclaimed, through the curialistic Cardinal Bonnechose, that
he will allow no meetings of more than twenty Bishops.



Seventh Letter

Cardinal Schwarzenberg has been the subject of conversation
in Rome for the last few days. He is said to have formally gone
over to the Infallibilist camp, and the report will no doubt make
the round of Europe. But it is not true, and he himself declares,
notwithstanding appearances, that he has not changed, and does
not mean to change, his attitude and mind. The circumstance
which has given occasion to the rumour is as follows: —

In a combined meeting of German and Hungarian Bishops,
it was resolved, on Haynald's motion, to request of the Pope a
better representation, and one more accordant with the dignity
of the two Churches, on the Commissions. It was hoped that a
majority of the French and a considerable number of the North
American and Oriental Bishops, and even some Spanish and
Italian Prelates, would join in this step. For Haynald's object was
to propose that the whole assembly should be divided into eight
national groups, and that each of these “eight nations” should
be entitled to have two or three members, elected from its own
body, — some sixteen or twenty-four in all — added to the four
elected Commissions, and to the Commission nominated by the
Pope for examining all motions proposed. This, it was thought,
would secure a counterpoise to the skilfully disciplined majority
which was crushing out all opposition. For it has already become
evident that the strength of the Romanist party lies in the number



of titular Bishops selected by the Pope, and Vicars-Apostolic or
missionary Bishops; in persons, that is, who, having no flocks,
or only having them in expectation, represent in fact nothing
and nobody, and can therefore bear no testimony to the faith
of their Churches, which have no existence. The Germans were
greatly elated by this project; they admired and congratulated
themselves on having shown so much spirit, and daring to tell
the Pope something widely different from the assurance that
they were ready to die in absolute subjection to him. Hereupon
Schwarzenberg came forward to declare that he would not
sign the petition, as he did not choose to compromise himself
further with the Pope, and Rauscher of Vienna, and Tarn6czy of
Salzburg, sided with him. This caused great consternation, and at
the first moment many thought it betokened an entire apostasy,
and that in Schwarzenberg's case the Cardinal had triumphed
over the German. But he has so emphatically denied this that
he must be believed. It is very conceivable that Schwarzenberg,
seeing more deeply into the situation at Rome, was led by
grounds of expediency to take this course; possibly the mere wish
to make as sparing use as they could of the fund of high spirit
and courage brought from Germany, and the fear of using it up
too quickly, in case the Council should last some time, may have
determined the three Prelates to decline subscribing. Already
a new demand has been made upon the Bishops, to adopt the
Schema the Pope had intrusted the preparation of to the Jesuits.

The contest over this Schema has begun in good earnest,



according to the impression made by the General Congregation
held yesterday, Dec. 28. The first part of the Schema was the
one the speakers dwelt on, — as far, that is, as they could be
heard, for the acoustic uselessness of the hall makes itself felt
before and behind, and the pulpit had to be carried about all
round the room before the right position could be hit upon for it.
Meanwhile it had transpired, who were the authors of the Schema
which the Pope meant to promulgate, “with the approbation of
the Council,” as a binding rule of faith. They were two German
Jesuits, Schrader, and another, either Franzelin or Kleutgen.
It is remembered how, a year ago, a great deal was made in
the newspapers of distinguished German scholars having been
summoned to Rome for the preliminary labours of the Council.
If several of the names mentioned created surprise from their
obscurity, it gave satisfaction to find among those invited men
like Hefele and Haneberg. It is now clear that every work of real
importance was intrusted to other hands, chiefly to the Jesuits,
while Hefele was summoned to Rome to extract the ceremonial
from the Acts of the Council of Trent, after which he was
dismissed, and Haneberg was commissioned to prepare a report
on Eastern monasteries. Schrader has become notorious as the
advocate of the extremest Papal system by his book De Unitate
Romana Commentarius, where he treats all episcopal authority as
a mere emanation of the Papal. According to him, every article
of the Syllabus is to be so understood that the contradictory
statement contains the true doctrine. It was therefore with very



good reason that he was chosen out to draw up the Schema, or, in
other words, to fabricate a second strait-waistcoat for theology,
after the Council had already been put into one in the regulations
for the order of business.

The Schema has aroused manifold displeasure, even among
allies of Schrader and his brethren, and men who, like them,
are Infallibilists. What I hear said everywhere is that the whole
thing is a poor and very superficial piece of patchwork, with
more words than ideas, and, as the blind old Archbishop Tizzani
said in the Congregation, is above all designed to stamp the
opinions of the Jesuit school as dogmas, and to substitute a
string of new obligatory articles of faith for the theologumena
or doctrines of the theological schools hitherto left open to the
judgment of individuals. For a Society, like that of Loyola's
disciples, it is of supreme importance to possess in the multitude
of new anathemas what will always supply abundant matter for
accusations; it appertains to their “arcana dominationis” always
to keep alive the fear of being charged with heresy. It makes other
theologians dependent on the Order, and cramps their literary
energies. And it must be borne in mind that there are no longer
any powerful theological corporations which might meet the
Jesuits on equal terms. Were the Schema to be adopted, very few
professors of Old Testament Exegesis could escape the charge of
heresy, so far is the inspiration of the scriptural books, even the
deutero-canonical, extended here for the first time.

And thus it happened yesterday that there was no single



speaker for the Schema, but all, beginning with Cardinal
Rauscher, spoke against it; and Archbishop Conolly of Halifax
said in so many words, “Censeo Schema cum honore esse
sepeliendum.” This of course has only been the beginning of
the discussion, and we are naturally in suspense as to how it
will proceed. But so much is already gained, that a spirit of
independence is roused among the Bishops. Much is said here
about the desertion of certain Bishops from the ranks of the
Opposition, and new names are mentioned every morning, often
with the remark that So-and-so has let himself be caught with
the bait of one of the fifteen vacant Hats. These Hats are held
here to be capable of working miracles. There is thought to
be no more effective means of working the conversion of a
hardened anti-Infallibilist than a decoration of that kind, and,
in truth, the number might not be great of those who would
say with Darboy, “Je n'ai point de rhumer de cerveau, je n'ai
pas besoin de chapeau.” As long as fifteen of these Hats are
suspended in the air ready to descend on a willing head, so long,
every Italian is convinced, there can be no lack of conversions.
The example of the Synod of Constantinople in 859 is quoted,
where the Bishops were induced to vote for the deposition of
Synesius by promising each of them separately the Patriarchal
throne. Yet of the majority of French, German, Hungarian,
and American Bishops, no one who knows them would expect
this weakness; and so on closer inspection these rumours come
to nothing. Even Ketteler, who had been given up for lost on



account of his intimate relations with the Jesuits, — he lives in the
German College — shows himself firm, and the most important
personage who as yet has deceived the expectations formed of
him is Cardinal Bonnechose, Archbishop of Rouen. It is stated
in German circles that fifteen Spanish Bishops are wavering, and
show a disposition to join the Opposition. The apprehension that
the other party, whose admirable organization and adroitness
in manceuvring deserves the highest praise, will carry through
Infallibility by a coup still survives, and only yesterday several
Bishops entered the Council Hall in dread of being taken by
surprise by the acclamation. Cardinal di Pietro says it is no longer
possible to drop the affair; things have gone too far already.

I understand the feeling of the Roman clergy, and their
indignation at these stubborn Hyperboreans. It is as though one
wanted to snatch from the hands of the thirsty wanderer, who,
after long toil, had at length reached the fountain, the cup he
was raising to his lips. With Infallibility, as it is now defined and
made clear as the sun at noonday by the Jesuits, all resistance
is broken, every attack triumphantly parried, every end brought
within reach. If the Curia once becomes by this means the horny
Siegfried, no vulnerable point even in the back will be left. The
Jesuit Schrader, in his book on Roman unity, has proved that
every act and every ordinance of the Pope is infallible. For,
as he says, “all Papal measures, as regards their truth, belong
to the order of faith, or morals, or law. All decrees, whatever
their subject, always contain a true doctrine, whether speculative,



moral, or juridical. But the Pope is infallible in the order of
truth and doctrine, and therefore in all his decrees.” Your readers
will believe I am ridiculing or calumniating the valiant Jesuit,
who shines at present as a star of the first magnitude in the
theological heavens of Rome; but I have only given a faithful
translation, as any one may ascertain for himself. That is the logic
which prevails here, and which no Roman cleric doubts to be of
triumphant force.

Dec. 30.— The second Session of the General Congregation
on the Schema took place yesterday. About a third of the hall
had been cut off by a partition, so that the speakers could be
somewhat better understood. Among the five speakers, who, like
the seven that had preceded them, pronounced for the rejection
of the Schema, Strossmayer, and Ginoulbiac, of Grenoble, who
is considered the best theologian among the French Bishops,
commanded most attention. The Schema was again censured
for going much too far in its statements and condemnations,
and it was shown that the Council, by accepting it, would enter
on a wholly new path, widely different from that of the earlier
Councils, where the Church would be forced into constantly
narrower definitions, until a complete dogmatic philosophy, stiff
and rigid, had been formalized. Strossmayer also observed on
the formula of promulgation selected by Pius, which represents
the Pope as a dogmatic lawgiver, and the Council as a mere
consultative body called in to assist him, that it is an unheard-
of innovation, departing from all conciliar traditions. This led to



an opposite statement by Cardinal Capalti, one of the Presidents,
and a reply from Strossmayer. As yet no single one of the host of
500 has said a word in defence of the Schema. The excitement is,
as may be conceived, great. That even Rauscher came forward
against the Schema created the more sensation, as it was he who
brought its author, Schrader, to the University of Vienna.



Eighth Letter

Rome, Jan. 8, 1870.— One month is now gone by without
any result, or, as many here say, simply wasted. The first
real Session, on January 6, went off without any single decree
being published. It has produced a very painful impression
generally, that, for the obvious purpose of something to do,
the unmeaning ceremony has been adopted of swearing to the
profession of faith which every Prelate had already sworn to at
his ordination and at other times. The question was inevitably
forced on men's minds whether this profusion of superfluous
swearings, in an assembly of men on whose orthodoxy no shadow
of suspicion had been cast, was at all fitting or reconcilable
with the Scriptural prohibition of needless oaths. But the Session
had been announced, and the Opposition Bishops, contrary to
expectation, had found a great deal to censure in the Schema
in general and in detail, so that in four General Congregations
nothing had been effected. The simplest plan would have been
to defer the Session, and anywhere else that course would have
been followed. But in Rome? That would have been a de facto
confession of having made a mistake, and it is here a first
principle that the Curia is always right. So they had 747 oaths
taken, and thus the Solemn Session was held.

It is exceedingly convenient to have to deal with a majority of
600 Prelates, who are simply your creatures, obedient to every



hint, and admirably disciplined. Three hundred of them are still
further bound to Pius ix. by a special tie, for they are indebted
to him, as the Civilta of January 1 reminded them, for both food
and lodging, “sono da lui alloggiati e sostentati e assistiti in tutto
il bisognevole alla vita.” Nor does that journal fail to point to
the extreme poverty of many of the Bishops or Vicars-Apostolic,
drawn hither from Asia, Africa, and Australia; even among the
European Bishops it calls many “poverissimi.” Who has paid
their travelling expenses, it says not. The Civilta may be easy;
none of them will swell the ranks of the Opposition, or attack the
Schema, or refuse their votes and acclamations to the infallibility
of their benefactor. And then the Civilta has another powerful
factor to rely upon; it says, and confirms what it says by the words
used by the Pope at the Centenary, June 27, 1867, that from the
tomb of St. Peter issues a secret force, which inspires the Bishops
with a bold and enterprising spirit and great-hearted decisions. If
I rightly understand the Civilta, it means that for many Bishops
it is a risk, and requires a lofty courage, to vote for Papal
Infallibility here in Rome, while the clergy and laity of their own
dioceses, excepting a few old women of either sex, never hitherto
knew, or wished to know, anything of this Infallibility, and the
prevalent belief has always been that the business of Bishops at a
Council was only to bear witness to the faith and tradition of their
Churches, not to construct new dogmas strange to the minds of
their flocks. “Nous avons changé tout cela,” thinks the Roman
journal, and therefore is the Council held in St. Peter's, and not in



the Lateran, that the “secret force” may take full effect. Certainly
there is no lack of secret forces here, They are in full activity;
there is an address being hawked about, praying the Pope to
take up the Infallibility question at once, and put the Council in
a position to vote upon it. This time the movement originated
with two German Bishops, Martin of Paderborn and Senestrey of
Regensburg. Slender causes and great effects! When the pond is
full, a couple of moles can produce a flood by working their way
through the dam. Both of these men have become perceptibly
impatient at the obstinate and rebellious disposition of their
German and Austrian colleagues, and are seeking to hasten the
day, when, with the new dogma in their hands, they may triumph
as willing believers over the forced belief of their brethren, only
converted at the last moment. The address seems to have flashed
suddenly upon the world, for — so said Mermillod and the rest of
the initiated — its very existence was hardly known of; and it had
500 signatures. It was not shown to Bishops of notoriously anti-
Infallibilist sentiments, but no labour is spared with the doubtful,
and others who have not yet declared themselves, so that it is
quite possible 600 signatures may be scraped together. Papal
Infallibility is here limited to cases where the Pope addresses
his dogmatic decision to the whole Catholic Church.?® That was
Bellarmine's view, and it would certainly offer many advantages;

28 “Supremam ideoque ab errore immunem esse Romani Pontificis auctoritatem,
quum in rebus fidei et moram ea statuit ac pracipit que ab omnibus Christi fidelibus
credenda et tenenda, quave rejicienda et damnanda sunt.”



for all difficulties and objections drawn from the first twelve
centuries of Church history would be cut off at a stroke, as it is
notorious that no Pope during that entire period addressed any
decree on matters of faith to the whole Church. The idea never
occurred even to a Gregory vii. or Alexander iii. or Innocent
iii. The two last only issued decrees at the head and in the
name of General Councils. Boniface viii., in 1302, was the first
who in the title addressed his Bull Unam Sanctam to the whole
Christian world. This Bull therefore, which makes the Pope king
of kings and sole lord in political as in religious matters, would
indeed be covered with the shield of Infallibility, and we should
have a firm and immoveable foundation for the policy and civil
law both of the present and the future. At the same time the
various hypotheses and attempted denials rendered necessary by
the case of Pope Honorious would be got rid of at one blow.
Only this little difficulty would remain: how it came to pass
that the Popes, who only needed to prefix the word “Orbi,” or
“Ecclesie Catholice,” to their decrees, in order to make them
infallible and unassailable, so persistently despised this simple
means, and thereby tolerated or produced so much uncertainty
in the world? All their decrees before 1302, and most of them
since, are addressed to particular individuals or corporations, and
therefore fallible.

The question now is, whether the minority of some 200
Prelates have spirit and harmony enough for a counter-address.
On this thread the fate of the Catholic Church seems to hang.



Pius ix. says, “As to Infallibility, I believed it as plain Abbé
Mastai, and now, as Pope Mastai, I feel it.”?° He could therefore
give us the best information, if he “feels” his infallibility, as to
whether he only feels it when he signs a decree addressed to
the whole Church, or also whenever his dogmatic anathemas, of
which we possess such an abundance, are addressed to a single
Bishop or national Church only. Meanwhile, if that large section
of the Infallibilists who are fanatical get the upper hand, no
distinctions will be admitted; the matter will be settled straight
off by acclamation, and the Pope will be simply told, “Thou alone
art always inspired by the Holy Ghost, whether speaking to all, to
many, or to one, and every word of thine is for us the command of
God.” Others naturally opine that the matter cannot be so easily
arranged, but that the question must be taken up in good earnest
and sifted to the bottom, that it may be demonstrated to the whole
world that Infallibility admits of historical illustration.

In a conversation which took place to-day between two
leading men of the opposite parties, a Belgian and a Frenchman,
the former said, “Je veux que 1'on discute a fond tous les textes et
tous les faits.” The Frenchman answered, “Je souffre de penser
que le Saint Siége va étre discuté et disséqué de la sorte!” That is,
in truth, a serious anxiety. To begin with, no discussion among
the Fathers can be dreamt of so long as the Council Hall in St.
Peter's is kept to, for the speeches made there already for the

29 «per l'infallibilita, essendo 1'Abbate Mastai, 1'ho sempre creduto, adesso, essendo
Papa Mastai, la sento.”



most part were not understood at all, or only by very few. What
is heard is waves of sound, not words and sentences. But even if
at last a room better suited for human voices and ears is found,
the question of Infallibility would never be submitted to a regular
and really free discussion. How would the Romance majority of
Spaniards and Italians, who are the slaves of the Curia but the
masters of the Council, and whose whole intellectual outfit is
based on the scholasticism of the seminaries — how would they
receive it, if an audacious German or Frenchman were to throw
the light of history and criticism on the rambling Infallibilist
evidences of, e. g., a Perrone? What scenes should we witness!
The offenders would be reduced to silence, not only by the
throats but the feet of the majority.*® Either the discussion will
be broken off, when it is begun, or it will never be allowed to
begin. And therefore so many favour the plan of acclamation;
and it is related how Archbishop Darboy assured the Cardinal de
Luca that such an attempt would be followed by the immediate
departure and protest of a number of Bishops.*!

39 [This reads almost like a prophecy, when we remember how afterwards, and on
slighter provocation than is here supposed, hundreds of the Infallibilist Bishops danced
like maniacs round the pulpit when Strossmayer and Schwarzenberg were speaking,
yelling and shaking their fists at them. — Cf. infr. Letter xxxii. — Tr.]

31 [Archbishop Darboy's interposition stopped the conspiracy being carried out at the

first General Congregation, and four American Bishops disconcerted a second similar
plot on St. Joseph's Day, March 19. — Cf. infr. Letter xxxvi. — Tr.]
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Ninth Letter

Rome, Jan. 9, 1870.— The Opposition has become exceedingly
troublesome. The successive gradation of Roman judgments
about it is noteworthy. First, it was said that the Council ran
like a well-oiled machine; that all were of one mind, and only
vied with each other in their devotion to the Supreme Head.
Then the local correspondents of foreign papers reported that
something which looked like opposition was manifesting itself,
but it was a mere drop in the ocean. So said the London Tablet
and Weekly Register. Next they allowed there was certainly an
Opposition, but it was already demoralized, or, as Antonelli said,
must speedily fall to pieces. In diplomatic circles it was said that
they were good people enough, but one must wait a little till the
impressions of Fulda had worn off, and they had imbibed the
spirito Romano; “il leur faut deux mois de Rome, et tout le monde
sera d'accord.” One month more, January, has to pass, and then
in February conversions and desertions will begin. Meanwhile,
Simor, Primate of Hungary, Tarnéczy of Salzburg, and Manning,
are favourites for vacant Hats. It is hoped that the first will split
up the harmony of the Hungarian Bishops, and bring over some
with him as trophies into the Infallibilist camp.

Cardinals Schwarzenberg and Rauscher — that is now
become perfectly clear — have not budged an inch; both of
them feel thoroughly as Germans, and are nowise minded to



desert, cowardly and despairing, into the great Romance camp.
Schwarzenberg has circulated an excellently composed treatise,
which speaks out very judiciously on the real needs of the
Church, and certain reforms which are become urgently needed,
and emphasizes the perversity shown in the demand for the
Infallibilist dogma.?? Cardinal Rauscher has done the same, and
his treatise against Infallibility is now in circulation. Something
more has occurred also: on the 2d of January, 25 Austrian and
German Bishops, with Schwarzenberg at their head, subscribed a
protest, drawn up by Haynald, Ketteler, and Strossmayer, which
is said to have been read and talked over fifteen times before
it gave entire satisfaction. They appeal to their inherent rights,
not dependent on Papal grace, but on Divine institution; ready as
they are to guard the rights of the Head, they must also demand
that the rights of the members shall be preserved and respected;
the forms and traditions of the Tridentine Synod should not be
so far departed from. The tone of the document is dignified.
Rauscher has not subscribed though he thoroughly agrees with it,
it is said from considerations the force of which the other Prelates

32 «p specie ne Concilium declaret vel definiat infallibilitatem summi Pontificis,
a doctissimis et prudentissimus fidelibus S. Sedi intime addictis vehementer optatur.
Gravia enim mala exinde oritura timent tum fidelibus tum infidelibus. Fideles enim ...
corde turbarentur magis quam erigerentur, ac si nunc demum fundamentum Ecclesi®
et vera doctrina stabiliendum sit; infideles vero novarum calumniarum et derisionum
materiam lucrarentur. Neque desunt qui ejusmodi definitionem logice impossibilem
vocant et ad ipsam Ecclesiam provocant, qua ad instar solis splendorem lucis sue
monstrat quidem, sed non definit. Jure denique queritur, cui usui ista definitio foret,
de cujus sensu, modo et ambitu ampla inter theologos controversia est.”



acknowledged. The petition handed in by 15 French Prelates for
an alteration of the order of business the Pope has answered
by a mere dry refusal. We shall soon see whether the Germans
will meet with similar treatment; in the eyes of these Italians
the most modest criticisms and demands are open rebellion. To
many of the German and Hungarian Bishops even this Protest
seemed too bold and audacious, and they have prepared another
representation, with forty signatures, expressed in much more
moderate terms. They entreat the Pope to be graciously pleased
to allow them to inspect the stenographic reports, and to let the
Bishops print their treatises on the questions laid before them
without the censorship, for the information of their colleagues.
Posterity will marvel at the humble submissiveness of these
Bishops, and the wisdom of the Roman policy, which, after
two years' preparation for the Council, provides a hall where all
discussion is impossible, and furthermore prohibits the Bishops
from inspecting the stenographic reports of their own speeches.

Some ten of the leading Bishops of different nations have
formed themselves into an International Committee, so as not,
for the future, to ask concessions of the Pope in the name of
one nation only — the French or German. They wish that every
Bishop should be admitted to speak in Congregation according
to the order of inscription, irrespective of hierarchial rank or age,
and that the speeches should be at once printed, and distributed
to the Bishops before the next Session; and finally, that the
Papal Commission for revising motions, which holds the whole



Council in its hands, should be increased by the introduction of
members freely elected. Some further requisitions which I am
not acquainted with are said to be added.

Against these things, which make the Pope very irritable, two
principal remedies are adopted. In the first place, an attempt
is made to prevent any number of Bishops meeting together,
either by direct prohibition or by announcing the displeasure
of the supreme authority against those who take part in such
separate deliberations, which are said to be revolutionary. And
next, the Bishops are worked upon individually, and every one is
watched and taken stock of, on the assumption that everybody
has his price, if one could only discover what it is. Two examples
of this may be cited here. One of the most distinguished
German Bishops, who is free from the usual clerical vanity,
and could neither be bought with titles nor with the cut or
colour of a vestment, was quite lately accosted by the Pope
— in full consciousness of his Vicarship of Christ — with the
question, asked in the most affectionate tone, “Amas me?” What
inference was attached to an affirmative answer need not be
specified. The other case occurred somewhat earlier. Lavigerie,
Bishop of Nancy, came to Rome coveting some striking mark
of distinction. It seemed worth while to bind him closer to the
Curia, and so an article of ecclesiastical dress was hit upon, which
he and no other Bishop of the Western Church was to wear. It was
called a superhumeral, and is described as a somewhat broader
stole, thrown over the shoulders, and adorned with fringes, with



two maniples of the shape of shields hanging down from it. The
effect is said to have been enormous, and of course since then
Mgr. Lavigerie is a profoundly convinced Infallibilist. “C'est avec
de hochets qu'on mene les hommes,” said the first Napoleon; but
it moves one's pity to look at Bishops who let themselves be led
by the nose by these childish toys.

Very instructive considerations may be formed here on the
representation of particular nations and national Churches at
the Council. Frenchmen and Germans must practise themselves
in the virtues of humility and modesty, and learn how
insignificant they are in the Catholic Church, in all that concerns
doctrine and legislation. There is the diocese of Breslau, with
1,700,00 °Catholics, but its Bishop has not been chosen for
any single Commission, while the 700,000 inhabitants of the
present Roman States are represented by 62 Bishops, and the
Italians form half or two-thirds in every Commission. For the
Kingdom of God, wherein the least is greater than John and
all the Prophets, lies, as is well known, between Montefiascone
and Terracina, and whoever first saw the light in Sonnino,
Velletri, Ceccano, Anagni, or Rieti, is predestinated from the
cradle “imperio regere populos.” It is true the 62 Bishops of this
chosen land and people have not succeeded in restoring the most
moderate standard of morality in their little towns and villages;
there are still whole communities and districts notoriously in
league with brigands — but the Council has no call to trouble
itself with matters of that sort. There are the Archbishops of



Cologne with 1,400,000, of Cambray with 1,300,000, and of
Paris with 2,000,00 °Catholics, but any four of the 62 Neapolitan
and Sicilian Bishops can out-vote these Bishops with their
5,000,00 °Catholics at their back. Thus the 12,000,00 °Catholics
of Germany Proper are represented at this Council by fourteen
votes. Their relative positions may be expressed in this way: in
Church matters twenty Germans count for less than one Italian.
And should a German indulge any fancy that his nation, with its
numerous theological High Schools, and its learned theologians,
might reasonably claim some weight at a Council, he only need
come here to be cured at once of that notion. There is not in
all Italy one single real Theological Faculty, except in Rome;
Spain gets on equally without any higher theological school or
any theology; yet here at the Council some hundreds of Italians
and Spaniards are masters, and are the appointed teachers of
doctrine and dictators of faith for all nations belonging to the
Church.

Count Terenzio Mamiani has lately observed, in the Nuova
Antologia, published at Florence, that in Italy there are not so
many religious books printed in half a century as appear in
England or North America (or Germany) in one year. And
we must remember too that the theological literature published
in Tuscany and Lombardy might almost be called copious in
comparison with the nearly absolute sterility of the States of the
Church. Here in Rome you may find a lottery dream-book in
almost every house, but never a New Testament, and extremely



seldom any religious book at all. It seems as though it were a
recognised principle that, the more ignorant a people, the greater
must be the share their hierarchy have in the government of the
Church. And thus we have the question of nationalities within the
bosom of the Church. Everything done here is but the expression
of one idea and the means to one end, and this idea and end are
that the spiritual domination of the Italians over the other nations,
especially over the Germans and French, should be extended and
confirmed. Above a hundred Spaniards have come from both
sides of the ocean to let themselves be used as instruments of
the Italians at the Council. They have no thought, or will, or
suggestion of their own for the good of the Church. It is difficult
to form a notion of the ignorance of these Latins in all historical
questions, and their entire want of that general cultivation which
1s assumed with us as a matter of course in a priest or bishop. And
up to this time I have always found here that the predilection for
the Infallibilist theory is in precise proportion to the ignorance
of its advocates. It has been deemed necessary still further to
help on this immense numerical superiority, and so the Pope,
as I am informed, has appointed during the two years since the
proclamation of the Council 89 Bishops in partibus, whose flocks
are in the moon or in Sirius.

And now for something about the course of procedure in the
Council as to the Schema during the last ten days. There are
only constantly speeches on each side, for a real discussion is
impossible in the Hall, and it is obvious that it was chosen, and



is still kept to in spite of daily experience, for that very reason.
Some speakers, however, whom nature has endowed with a
specially ringing voice, have made an unwonted impression. The
most significant occurrence was Cardinal Capalti's interruption
of Strossmayer's speech. The Bishop had touched on the novel
and unconciliar form in which the decrees were to be published,
as decisions of the Pope, with the mere approval or forced
consent of the Council. It was an ominous circumstance that the
assembly sacrificed by its silence the man who was speaking
for its rights. Meanwhile there has been a wholly unexpected
attack on the Schema by a host of speakers, so that Antonelli, on
leaving the Council, said, in visible excitement, to a diplomatist
who was waiting for him, that this could not continue, or the
Council would go on for ten years. Strossmayer was followed
by Ginoulhiac, the learned Bishop of Grenoble, who spoke in
the same sense. The proportion of speakers against the Schema
is overwhelming. In the Session of January 3, all four spoke
against it, even the Patriarch of Venice. An impression was
produced by the warning of the Eastern Patriarch, Hassoun,
against embittering the Orientals, and driving them into schism
by dogmatic innovations. The Italian, Valerga, named by the
Pope to the Latin Patriarchate of Jerusalem, represented the
Roman standpoint in its crudest form, but he had his speech read
for him by Bishop Gandolfi.

33 [Monsignor Nardi said this fofidem verbis to an Anglican clergyman who was

inspecting the Council Hall. — Tr.]



It is now said to be certain that Darboy, Simor, and Tarn6czy
have been apprised of the intention to make them Cardinals.
As regards the two last, the abandonment of all opposition to
the Infallibilist dogma, and to every other decree on faith in
a Papal sense, is an indispensable condition. But with Darboy
the case is different: the Curia must take him as he is or let
him alone, for he cannot be bought at any price. The irritation,
complaints, and sighs of the Pope at having to make this man
a Cardinal, who will not yield or apologize, have already lasted
some years. The Romanist party have published in a Quebec
newspaper the Pope's bitter and reproachful letter to him, to
which he made no reply. Darboy was and is resolved to be
the bond fide Bishop of his diocese, the largest in the world,
and will not admit any arbitrary encroachments or concurrent
jurisdiction of the Court of Rome to annul his acts at its caprice.
“This stinks of schism,” say the Romans here.** And therefore,
according to Roman notions, he is “a bad Christian,” for he does
not believe in Papal Infallibility, and will not vote for it even
as a Cardinal. Moreover, nobody sees better through the whole
web of curialistic policy, with its artifices, small and great, and
he shows not the slightest sympathy for it, so that in any case
he will be a very inconvenient and unprofitable Cardinal. At
the same time he is a man of rare eloquence, rich experience
and knowledge of mankind, and easily outweighs ten Italian
Cardinals in culture and learning. And the worst of it is that

3% “Questo puzza di schisma.”



this bitter necessity of elevating Darboy has to be accepted with
a good grace, for France wills it, and France must still remain
the magnanimous champion of Rome and the Council. Some
consolation is found for it in the now openly proclaimed apostasy
of Archbishop Spalding of Baltimore, who has hitherto been
wavering, for it is hoped that other American Bishops will follow
his example.

If at the end of the first month we take a view of the situation,
it is clear that the word “Council” requires to be taken in a very
wide and general sense to include this assembly. It cannot be
compared with the ancient Councils in the first thousand years
of Church history, before the separation of East and West, for
there are no points of contact. In the first place, the whole lay
world, all sovereigns and their ambassadors, are entirely excluded
from the Synod, which has never happened from the Council
of Nice downwards. That was, of course, necessary, for even
at Trent the French ambassador announced, on entering the
Council, that his King had sent him to watch over the freedom of
the Bishops; and certainly the ambassadors of Catholic Powers
would have protested against the present arrangements and order
of business, which give much less security than even at Trent.
Here the Bishops are in a sense the Pope's prisoners. Without his
permission they cannot leave the Council, they are forbidden to
meet together for common deliberation, are not allowed to print
anything till it has passed the censorship, or to bring forward any
motion without the Pope's approval. It is the Pope who makes



the decrees and defines the dogmas; the Council has simply to
assent. Two rights only are left to the Bishops; they can make
speeches in the General Congregation, and they can say Placet
or Non placet. There is a quite luxurious abundance of means
of coercion, impediments and chains; — with the Pope's 300
episcopal boarders, the 62 Bishops of the Roman States, the 68
Neapolitans, Sicilians, etc., all manceuvring with a precision a
Prussian General could not wish to surpass on the reviewing-
ground, the Curia might have fairly hoped to gain its ends, even
were a little more freedom allowed to the Opposition section of
the Assembly.?>

35 [Compare with this account of the freedom of the Council the letters of two

French Bishops, published in the Times of May 3, and the Journal des Débats of May
10. = Tr.]



Tenth Letter

Rome, Jan. 15, 1870.— On Sunday last the Pope gave audience
to a great crowd of visitors, — some 700 or 1000, it is said, — at
once, and took occasion to express before them his displeasure
at the Opposition Bishops. He said there were some Prelates who
lacked the temper of perfect faith, and hence arose difficulties,
which however he, the Pope, should know how to overcome. In
Church matters no attention was to be paid to the judgment of
the world, as he himself despised it, for the Church's kingdom
is not of this world. It has hitherto of course been held in the
Church that the judgment of the world — that is, of their flocks,
who constitute their own immediate world — is exactly what the
Bishops ought to attend to very much, and to avoid giving offence
to them and perplexing their consciences in matters of religion.

The prohibition to hold large episcopal meetings,
communicated to the French Bishops only through Cardinal
Bonnechose, is not obeyed either by the French or Germans,
who continue to take counsel together. The united Germans and
Hungarians have accepted in substance an address drawn up by
Cardinal Rauscher, and on Sunday, January 9, bound themselves
by a reciprocal obligation, with forty-three signatures, to vote
against and combat in all conciliar methods the erection of Papal
Infallibility into a dogma. The Austrian Prelates stand foremost
in clearness, decision, and courage. Rauscher, Schwarzenberg,



Haynald, and Strossmayer know what they want, are full of true
love for the Church, understand the greatness of the danger, and
are perfectly aware that no positive gain, nor any of the important
reforms so urgently needed, can be expected from this Council
— the Spanish and Italian phalanx is too strong and impenetrable
for that, — but they hope, at least, by energetic resistance to ward
off positive mischief from the Church.

The French on their part are active; Cardinal Mathieu, who
returned to Rome, January 5, has opened a saloon in his
house for the deliberations. Next to Dupanloup, Bishop Place
of Marseilles, Meignan of Chalons, Landriot of Rheims, and
Ginoulhiac of Grenoble, speak most decidedly. There are some
thirty-five like-minded with them, and the inopportunists among
them and the Germans are gradually coming to perceive that
their position is quite untenable, and that to persist in treating
Infallibility as a mere question of time and convenience, is to
give their adversaries a safe and easy victory. But the Germans
are further advanced in this conviction than the French. The now
famous Infallibilist Address seems to have been simultaneously
hawked about from two quarters, viz., by the trio of Manning,
Deschamps, and Spalding, and by Martin and Senestrey. Who
composed it, and how many Bishops have signed it, is still
uncertain; the movement has come to a dead-lock, perhaps
because the Spaniards, who talk of presenting an address of their
own, don't want to sign it. Several Italians too refused to sign, and
so the result has not been as satisfactory as was hoped, although



it can hardly be doubted that the dogma will have 450 or 500
votes when it is laid before the Council.

It is a characteristic feature of the case, that throughout
Italy prayers are offered in all the monastic communities still
surviving, and in all zealously Catholic families, for the definition
of the new dogma. The fact is mentioned in English journals,
and I have heard it confirmed here. It reveals the patriotic
feeling, that Papal Infallibility is an Italian possession more or
less profitable to every member of the nation. “The Pope,” as
one hears it said here, “will always feel and think above all as
an Italian; his decrees are manufactured by a Court nine-tenths
of whom, at least, are Italians, and with his infallibility under
our management, we Italians shall be able to dominate and make
capital out of all other nations, in so far as they desire to be
Catholic.” The Italian is generally a good calculator. However,
Italian priests and prelates feel and know right well what every
nation and national Church owes to itself. If the Papacy belonged
to any other nation, the Italians would never dream for a moment
of acknowledging the system of Papal absolutism with its grand
prop of Papal Infallibility. One soon observes, in conversing with
these Monsignori, how they despise in their hearts the French and
German Ultramontane Bishops, while at the same time admitting
the correctness of their views, and praising them liberally for
rolling in the dust before the infallible Curia, and crying out to
the Romans, as that orator Ekebolius cried out to the Emperor
Julian, “Only trample us under your feet, the salt that has lost its



savour.”

Thirty-five German Bishops have declared at the beginning,
that they are ready to subscribe the above-mentioned counter
address against the dogma of Infallibility, pretty fully expressed
in the form of a petition to the Pope, and among them are
included those who were before of opinion that they had
sufficiently discharged their duty by the letter they sent to him
from Fulda. This is a praiseworthy example of harmony, but
at the same time the greatness of the danger, which has now
become evident to even the most trustful mind, is shown by the
fact that all present at the consultation on this address bound
themselves in writing to subscribe it. It is needless to say that the
Tyrolese and the pupils of the Jesuits, with Bishop Martin, held
aloof from the meeting.

Another proof was given on this occasion of the very different
measure dealt to the two parties. The Infallibilist Address was
at once printed, though everything else here has first to undergo
the most rigorous censorship. The Roman censors would, of
course, have refused their imprimatur to the counter address, and
there was some scruple felt about printing it out of the country,
as though by an evasion of the Papal laws, and so it cannot
be printed at all. Even Bishop Dupanloup has been refused
permission to print his answer to Deschamps. The address
will probably be subscribed by the Bishops of each nation in
separate batches, so that there will be five addresses, coinciding
in substance. Forty-seven Germans and Hungarians are reckoned



on — so many have subscribed already — and thirty-five French.
The Anglo-Americans have somewhat altered the wording of the
address, and say they can command twenty-five signatures. But
what is most remarkable is, that a considerable section of the
North-Italian Bishops from Piedmont and Lombardy now come
out as opponents of Infallibilism, and give promise of twenty-
five signatures for the counter address. The decisive point with
them is their relation to the Italian nation and government, for the
Infallibilist dogma must inevitably lead to a hopelessly incurable
rupture between it and the Church. To these must be added six
Irish and four Portuguese, making in all an Opposition of from
140 to 150 votes.

The great question daily mooted in the Vatican is now, how
Infallibility can be erected into a dogma in spite of the resistance
of the Opposition minority, for there is no longer any illusion
as to an obstinate residue of anti-Infallibilist protesters being
sure to be left, after allowing for the fullest effects of all the
alluring seductions used. Precedents are sought for in the history
of Councils where the majority has passed decrees according to
its own will, without regard to the opposite representations and
negative votes of the minority. But no such precedents are to
be found. At all Councils from Nice downwards the dogmatic
decrees have always been passed only with entire or approximate
unanimity. Even at Trent, where the Italians, commanded from
Rome through the legates, dominated everything, many very
important decrees were abandoned after being drawn up, as



soon as a few Bishops only had pronounced against them. If
only this fatal precedent of the Tridentine Synod could be
got rid of! The Jesuits investigate and refine, but, unluckily
for them, one of their own body, Father Matignon, in 1868,
when an Opposition was still believed to be impossible, himself
established the fact, and justified it on doctrinal grounds;* and
that is made use of now. So there is nothing left but to labour
indefatigably for the conversion of opponents. But people in
Rome seem not to know “qu'on ne prend pas les mouches avec
du vinaigre;” and that methods of coercion, intimidation, and
discrediting character, are not quite the most effectual means,
psychologically, for converting adverse Bishops, is clear from the
tone again and again manifested in the speeches on the Schema,
which has gained conspicuously in sharpness and explicitness.
On January 10, a Northern Prelate, distinguished for gentleness
and refinement, but accustomed to parliamentary contests, said
he had been obliged to speak in the vigorous style usual in his
own country of the entire absence of real freedom in the Council,
for the insolence of the other party was becoming daily more
intolerable.

36 Etudes de Théologie, Janvier 1868, p. 26: — “Le Concile n'imposait rien a notre foi,
qui n'elit obtenu a peu pres 1'unanimité des votes. L'obligation de croire est une chose
si grave, le droit de lier les intelligences est un droit si auguste et si important, que
les peres pensaient n'en devoir user qu'avec la plus grande réserve et la plus extréme
délicatesse.”



Eleventh Letter

Rome, Jan. 17, 1870.— It is a remarkable phenomenon that
Pius ix., who is every way inferior to his predecessors of this
century in theological culture, lets himself be so completely
dominated by his passion for creating new articles of faith.
Former Popes have indeed had their hobbies: some wanted to
aggrandize and enrich their families; others, like Sixtus vi., were
zealous in building, or, like Leo x., in fostering art and literature,
or they waged wars like Julius ii., or, finally, they wrote learned
works, and composed many long Bulls full of quotations, etc.,
like Benedict xiv. But not one of them has been seized with
this passion for manufacturing dogmas; it is something quite
unique in the history of the Popes. Herein, therefore, Pius ix. is
a singular phenomenon in his way, and all the more wonderful
from his hitherto having kept aloof from theology, and, as one
always hears, not being in the habit of ever reading theological
books. If it is inquired how this strange idiosyncrasy has been
aroused in the soul of a Pope who began his reign under such
very different auspices, as a political reformer, the answer given
by every one is, that it is the Jesuits, whose influence over him
has been constantly growing since he took Father Mignardi of
that Order for his confessor, and who have created and fostered
in him this passion for dogma-making.

The displeasure and discontent of the Bishops finds constant



nutriment in the conduct of the Curia. They say that if these
momentous propositions had been laid before them in good time,
some months before the opening of the Council, so that they
might have carefully examined them and pursued the theological
studies requisite for that purpose, they should have come duly
prepared, whereas now they are in the position of having to
speak and vote on the most difficult questions almost extempore.
The attacks and objections directed against the first part of
the Schema in their speeches have not applied so much to the
separate articles as to the general scope and tendency of the
whole, and I have not been able to ascertain anything more
certain about the matter, for the real elaboration of the Schema,
and discussion of its articles in detail, has to be managed in the
Commission; in the Council Hall it is impossible. As yet there
have been only long speeches on either side, as in academies
or in a school of rhetoric, which, for the most part, were not
understood, and in which the main question — what shape the
decrees are to take, if issued at all — was never grappled with.
On Friday, January 14, the debate on the Schema opened. This
is occupied with the duties of Bishops — their residence, visitation
of their dioceses, and obligation of frequently travelling to Rome
and presenting regular reports on the state of their dioceses; the
holding of Provincial and Diocesan Synods, and Vicars-General.
The duties of Bishops are the one thing spoken of,, and the design
is everywhere transparent of increasing their dependence on the
Curia, and centralizing all Church government in Rome still



more than before. Archbishop Darboy observed on it, that it was
above all necessary, in examining this second Schema, to discuss
the rights of Bishops, instead of only the duties Rome assigned
them. Cardinal Schwarzenberg had really opened the debate in
this sense, and he had the courage to speak of the College of
Cardinals, and the reforms it needed. A simple Bishop would
not have been suffered to do this, but they dared not interrupt
a Cardinal. The speakers who followed, too, had a good deal
to find fault with in the Schema, especially Ballerini, formerly
rejected as Archbishop of Milan, and now titular Patriarch of
Alexandria, and Simor the Primate of Hungary. This Prelate has
protested so emphatically against the Schema and the treatment
the Bishops have experienced at the hands of the Curia, that the
offer of a Cardinal's Hat seems by no means to have produced the
desired effect upon him. There are said to be still sixteen portions
or chapters of the Schema in reserve, so that the authorities are
already displeased at the length of the Bishops' speeches; and
lately one Bishop gained general applause by saying he renounced
his right to speak.

We may gain some very valuable evidences in Russia and
Poland as to how Papal Infallibility is already conceived of, and
what hopes and fears respectively are entertained in reference
to the projected new dogma. The six or seven million Catholics
of that empire are very variously situated, and have different
interests, and therefore, in some sort, opposite wishes. Among
the Polish Catholics, who are just now being denationalized and



Russianized, many are always looking out for the overthrow
of the Russian dominion, and the restoration of a kingdom of
Poland. To this party belongs Sosnowski, formerly administrator
of the diocese of Lublin, whom the Pope has admitted to the
Council. He is to represent the whole Polish Church at the
Council, and is an ardent Infallibilist; he has accordingly given
a severe snubbing, by way of answer, to the Polish priests who
had communicated to him certain proposals of reform, with
a view of restricting Papal absolutism, to be laid before the
Council. His reply circulates here, and is also to be printed
in a newspaper published at Posen. Sosnowski represents to
the Polish clergy that the emancipation of Poland from Russia
must continue to be the great object; and that for this a Pope
recognised as completely absolute and infallible is indispensable.
He appears to mean that such a Pope, being supreme lord over
all monarchs and nations, can even depose the Russian Czar,
or at least absolve the Poles from their oath of allegiance. He
moreover assures them that Pius ix. has told him he reckons
confidently on this emancipation of Poland from Russia. Here
in Rome it is said and taught that the Pope is supreme master
even of heretical and schismatical just as much as of Catholic
sovereigns; for through baptism, whether received within or
without the Church, every one at once becomes his subject. And
we are reminded, in proof of this, how Pope Martin iv., in 1282,
deposed the Greek Emperor, Michael Palaologus, and absolved
his subjects from their allegiance, simply because he had made



a treaty with the King of Aragon. This explains why the Russian
Government told the Bishops who requested leave to attend the
Council, that they might go to Rome, but should not return.
The 2,800,00 °Catholics in Russia Proper, in the ecclesiastical
province of Mohilew, think very differently from Sosnowski.
A clergyman from thence said to-day, “If Papal Infallibility is
made an article of faith, put into the catechisms and taught in
the schools, it will bring us into a most difficult and desperate
position as regards the Russian Government and people. We
shall be told that our Czar sits in Rome, and that we obey him
rather than the Czar at St. Petersburg, to whom we only swear
a conditional allegiance, holding ourselves ready to rebel, if our
infallible master at Rome absolves us from the oath; that we put
his commands and prohibitions above the law of the land and the
will of the Emperor. And thus, if Papal Infallibility is defined at
Rome, it will be almost equivalent for us to a sentence of death
on the Catholic Church in Russia, for everything will be done to
undermine a Church regarded as an enemy and standing menace
to the State.”

Two new works have arrived here, each of which, in its own
way, touches on the great question of the day. The one is a
book of Dr. Pusey's, on the relations of the English Church to
the Catholic, where he declares that making Papal Infallibility a
dogma would destroy all hope of a reunion of the Churches, or of
the adhesion of any considerable section of the English Church.?’

3T s Healthful Reunion Impossible? By E. B. Pusey, D.D. Rivingtons, 1870.



Manning has assured them in Rome of precisely the reverse. The
other work is the first Letter of the famous Oratorian, Father
Gratry, to the Archbishop of Mechlin, a pungent criticism on
that Prelate's brochure in favour of Infallibility, and on his gross
misrepresentations of the history of Pope Honorius.?® Gratry also
exposes the Roman falsifications introduced into the Breviary.
It may alarm the curialists, when they discover how all the most
intellectually conspicuous among the French clergy pronounce
against their favourite doctrine, and their design of imposing it
on the whole Church, and how the disreputable means employed
for building up this system, by trickery and forgeries, are more
and more being brought to light.

The Pope's attempt to reduce 740 members of the Council to
complete silence on all that goes on there has proved a failure,
as might have been foreseen. A great deal has come out, and
the Pope manifests great displeasure at it. In a conversation with
a diplomatist, who asked him how, with this rule, trustworthy
reports could be sent to the different Governments, he accused
the French Bishops of violating the secrets of the Council, and
called them “chatterboxes” (chiacceroni). Accordingly, in the
Session of January 14, a more rigorous version of the order
of business was read, to the effect that the Pope had made it
a mortal sin to communicate anything that took place in the
Council; so that any Bishop who should, for instance, show a
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theologian, whose advice he wanted, a passage from the Schema
under discussion, or repeat an expression used in one of the
speeches, incurs everlasting damnation! If your readers think this
incredible, I can only assure them that it is literally true, and must
refer them to the moral theology of the Jesuits on the foundation
of the Pope's right to brand human actions, forbidden by no law
of God, with the guilt of mortal sin, at his good pleasure. A Papal
theologian, whom I questioned on the subject, appealed simply
to the statement of Boniface viii., that the Pope holds all rights
in the shrine of his breast.



Twelfth Letter

Rome, Jan. 26.— The grand topic of all conversations is Bishop
Strossmayer's speech of yesterday; and it is possible to give a
pretty correct description of its contents, which seem to have
made a profound impression on his 747 hearers. The Bishop
declared it to be unseemly to begin with the disciplinary decrees
about Bishops and their obligations, because this might raise the
suspicion in their dioceses that their recent conduct had given
occasion to it. When their duties were spoken of, their rights
should also be put forward. But, in fact, the reform must be
carried through from the highest ranks of the hierarchy to the
lowest, so that the Bishops should be introduced in their proper
order. He spoke of the necessity of making the Papacy common
property, i. e., making non-Italians eligible; for it is now a purely
Italian institution, to the immense prejudice of its power and
influence. He pointedly insisted on a similar universalizing of
the Roman Congregations, so that the important affairs of the
Catholic Church should not be arranged and settled in a narrow
and jealous spirit, as had unfortunately been the case hitherto.
And all matters not necessarily pertaining to the whole Church
must be withdrawn from the competence of the Congregations,
so that it might no longer be the case, as before, “ut qui superfluis
et minimis intendit, necessariis desit.”

Strossmayer insisted on a reform of the College of Cardinals,



in the sense of its containing a representation of all Catholic
countries in proportion to their extent and importance. The
impression produced is said to have been most thrilling, when
he exclaimed that it was to be wished the supreme authority
in the Church had its throne, where the Lord had fixed His
own, in the hearts and consciences of the people, and this
would never be the case while the Papacy remained an Italian
institution. And with regard to the more frequent holding of
Councils, he is said to have reminded the Fathers of the Decretum
Perpetuum of Constance, that a Council should be assembled
every ten years. But the presiding Legates seemed to be greatly
disturbed at the mention of Constance. The Bishop proceeded
to point out that ordinary prudence urgently dictated to the
Church the more frequent holding of Councils. The increased
facilities of intercourse supplied means to the Church to gather
more frequently in Council round its head, and thus show an
example to the more advanced nations, who transact their affairs
in common assemblies, of the open-heartedness and freedom,
the patience and perseverance, the charity and moderation, with
which great questions should be treated. Once, when Synods
were more frequent in the Church, the nations had learnt from
her how to bring their affairs to a settlement, but now the Church
must offer herself teacher in the great art of self-government.
Strossmayer urged that an influence over episcopal
appointments should be given to Provincial Synods, in order
to remedy the dangers connected with the present system



of nominations, which have become incalculable. He lashed
with incisive words and brilliant arguments those who preach
a crusade against modern society, and openly expressed his
conviction that henceforth the Church must seek the external
guarantees of her freedom solely in the public liberties of the
nations, and the internal in intrusting the episcopal Sees to men
filled with the spirit of Chrysostom, Ambrose, and Anselm.
It cut to the quick when he spoke of the centralization which
is stifling the life of the Church, and of the Church's unity,
which only then reflects the harmony of heaven and educates
men's spirits, when her various elements retain inviolate their
proper rights and specific institutions. But as the Church now
is, and in the organization designed to be imposed on her, her
unity is rather a monotony that kills the spirit, excites manifold
disgust, and repels instead of attracting. On this point the Bishop
is said to have made very remarkable statements from his
own experience, proving that, as long as the present system of
narrow centralization endures, union with the Eastern Church is
inconceivable, and, on the contrary, new perils and defections
will be witnessed. He called the canon law a Babylonish
confusion, made up of impractical and in most cases corrupted
or spurious canons. The Church and the whole world expect the
Council to make an end of this state of things by a codification
adapted to the age, but which must be prepared by learned and
practical men from every part of the Catholic world, and not by
Roman divines and canonists. In repudiating the proposal of a



previous speaker, that the Pope should take a general oversight
of the Catholic press, he seized the opportunity of pronouncing a
glowing panegyric on a man who had been shamefully maligned
by that press, but to whom is chiefly owed any real freedom that
exists in this Council. Every eye was turned on Dupanloup.

Many single sayings are quoted from this magnificent speech.
A French Prelate had desired that Bishops should not sit in the
confessional; Strossmayer replied that he must have forgotten he
was the countryman of St. Francis of Sales. Another speaker
had maintained that the reformation of the Cardinals should be
intrusted to their Father, the Pope; Strossmayer replied that they
had also a Mother, the Church, to whom it always belongs to give
them good advice and instruction.

The speech lasted an hour and a half, and the impression
produced was overwhelming. Bishops affirm that no such
eloquence in the Latin tongue has been heard for centuries.
Strossmayer does not indeed always speak classical Latin, but he
speaks it with astonishing readiness and elegance. Cardinal di
Pietro, who answered him yesterday, spoke of the “rara venustas”
of his speech. It is related in proof of his noble manner, and the
spirit in which he spoke and was listened to, that the opponent
he most sharply attacked immediately asked him to dinner. He is
said to have received 400 visits in consequence of his speech. The
President paid him a singular compliment in putting out a special
admonition the day after his speech against any manifestation of
applause.



There was the greatest excitement beforehand. His eloquence
was already known from his former speech, which was rendered
more significant from the Legates interrupting him. Had he been
again interrupted this time, every one felt that the freedom of the
Council would be in the greatest danger. Strossmayer's tact and
moderation prevented it, although it was observed that Cardinal
Bilio wished on one occasion to make the Presidents interfere.
When Strossmayer mounted the tribune, somebody was heard to
say, “That is the Bishop against whom the bell will be used.”



Thirteenth Letter

Rome, Jan. 30, 1870.— A great deal has happened since
my letter of January 17. My last was exclusively devoted to
the impression produced by Strossmayer's speech, and I must
go back to several previous occurrences. I will therefore enter
directly on the most important facts of the last few days.
You have already heard from the telegrams that the Pope has
returned the addresses of the Opposition, of which there were
several, divided according to nationality. They will be at once
handed over to the Commission de Fide, composed of twenty-
four members. These counter addresses are subscribed by 137
Bishops, while 400 or 410 have signed the first address in
favour of the dogma. This document, I can now inform you
definitely, was the joint production of a committee consisting
of Manning, Deschamps, Spalding, the German Bishops Martin
and Senestrey, Bishop Canossa of Verona, Mermillod of Geneva,
and perhaps one or two more. That none of these gentlemen,
or of the 400 signataries, have observed the gross and palpable
untruths and falsifications of which this composition is made
up, is marvellous, and justifies the most unfavourable inferences
as to the theological and historical cultivation of these Prelates.
If the names of the Bishops on either side are, not counted
simply, but weighed, and the fact is taken into account that the
main strength of the Infallibilist legion consists of the 300 Papal



boarders who go through thick and thin in singing to the tune
of their entertainer — that all the host of titular Bishops, with
very few exceptions, and of the Romance South Americans, who
are even more ignorant than the Spaniards, are ranged on the
same side — and if we then compare the countries and dioceses
represented respectively by the 400 and the 137, we shall come to
the conclusion that the overwhelming preponderance in number
of souls, in intelligence, and in national importance, is wholly on
the side of the 137 of the Opposition. It is besides affirmed now
that the Address of the 400 was not really presented to the Pope
at all, but withdrawn at the last moment. If that is true, it must
have been in consequence of a command or hint from the Pope,
either from his advisers even yet feeling ashamed of exposing
him by the reception of a document bristling with falsehoods, or
because they thought he could not in that case reject the hated
counter address, as he has done, without too glaring an exhibition
of partisanship. The Spaniards have drawn up an address of their
own, which harmonizes so well with the address of the 400, that
Manning declared himself quite ready to sign it.

The second important occurrence of the last few days is the
treatment of the Chaldean Patriarch, an aged man of seventy-
eight. He had commissioned another Bishop to deliver a speech
he had composed, when translated into Latin, in the Council,
expressing his desire to preserve the ancient consuetudines of
his Church and to lay a new compendium of them before the
assembly. He added, with indirect reference to the Infallibilist



dogma, a warning against innovations, which might destroy the
Eastern Church. The Pope at once ordered him to be summoned,
he was to bring nobody with him; only Valerga, whom the Pope
has named Patriarch of Jerusalem, one of the most devoted
courtiers of the Vatican, was present as interpreter. He found
the Pope in a state of violent excitement, trembling with passion,
and after a great deal of vehement language he was commanded
either to resign his office on the spot, or renounce all the
prerogatives and privileges of his Church. His request for two
days to consider the matter was instantly refused, as also the
request for leave to consult his own suffragans then in Rome.
Had he refused, he would certainly have been incarcerated in a
Roman prison; for it is notorious that according to the Roman
theory every cleric is the subject, not only spiritually but bodily,
of his absolute lord the Pope. So nothing was left him but
to subscribe one of the papers laid before him, and make his
renunciation.

The third recent circumstance to be mentioned is the
confidential mission of Lavigerie, Archbishop of Algiers, to
Paris. I have spoken of this man before as Bishop of Nancy,
and forgot to add that he had been translated to Algiers. He
is to persuade the Emperor and the ministers Ollivier and
Daru to make no opposition to the passing of the Infallibilist
dogma, and to offer in return that the articles of the Syllabus on
Church and State shall be either dropped, or modified in their
application to France. He of course asserts that he has no mission



of the kind, and is only going to Paris about an educational
question, just as Cardinal Mathieu professed to have only gone
to France to hold an ordination.* In Paris the strangeness of
the situation is remarked on, that the very State which used
always most vigorously to assert its independence against the
domineering pretensions of the Pope is now suffering, not only
the infallibility but the supreme dominion of the Pope, and
his right of interference in its political affairs, to be decreed
under cover of its bayonets. And in Rome it is understood
that, if the French troops were suddenly to disappear during
the rejoicings and illuminations following on the Infallibilist
triumph, the situation might become very uncomfortable. It is
therefore thought that a couple of articles of the Syllabus might
the more easily be surrendered, as the shield of Infallibility
would cover the whole Syllabus, and no one could hinder an
infallible Pope from taking the first opportunity, in spite of all
secret promises, of again utilizing the principle now made into
a dogma. The Roman clerics, whether high or low, are unable
to comprehend that not only the German but the Latin nations
feel so decided an antipathy to the domination of the priesthood
over civil and social life, and on that account only must resist
the Infallibilist theory, because it involves the doctrine that the
Pope is to encroach on the secular and political domain with
commands and punishments, the moment he can do so without
too great prejudice to his office and fear of humiliation. It seems

3 [Cf. supr. pp. 90, 91. The Tablet made the same assertions in both cases. — Tr.]
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so natural and obvious to a Roman Monsignore or Abbate that
the chief priest should rule also over monarchs and nations in
worldly matters; from youth up he has seen clergymen acting as
police-officers, criminal judges, and lottery collectors, and has
no other experience than of the parish priest, the Bishop, and
the Inquisition, interfering in the innermost concerns of family
life, and the “paternal government” often taking the shape of
a strait-waistcoat; he lives in a world where the confusion of
the two powers is incarnated in every college, congregation, and
administrative office. Nowhere but in Rome would it have been
possible for Leo xii., with universal consent of all the clergy, high
and low, to re-introduce the Latin language into the law courts
after it had been abolished under the French occupation.

Lately, for the first time, a local priest, Leonardo Proja, in a
work published here, has openly expressed his confidence that
the Council will at once condemn the shocking error of setting
aside the supreme dominion of the Pope over the nations, even
in civil matters (“vel in civilibus”) as an invention of the Middle
Ages. ¥

The Court of Rome and the Bishops are at present studying
in a school of mutual instruction. The Curia studies the Bishops
individually, especially the more prominent among them, and
watches for their weak points and the ways of getting at them and
making them pliable, and, above all, of dissolving national ties.

40 Adversus eos qui Sanctissimum R. Pontificis studium et Vaticani Concilii celebrandi
necessitatem vituperant. Rome.



They don't always manage matters skilfully, for the want of all
real freedom, the use of coercive measures, and this apparatus
of bolts and bars, cords and man-traps, by which the Prelates
are surrounded and threatened at every step in Council, by no
means produce a couleur de rose state of feeling, and the contrast
between the title of Brother, which the Pope gives officially to
every Bishop, and his way of treating them all, both individually
and collectively, like so many schoolboys, is too glaring. Even
the boasted freedom of speech does not extend very far, for
every Prelate speaks under threat of interruption by the bell of
the presiding Cardinal, directly he says anything displeasing to
Roman ears. On the other hand, the Bishops, during their stay
here of six or seven weeks, have learnt a good deal more than
the curialists, and many of them have really made immense
advances, before which the Romans would recoil with a shudder,
if they could see how things stand. A great many of these Prelates
came here full of absolute devotion to the Pope, and with great
confidence in the integrity of the Curia and the purity of its
motives. When they found themselves oppressed and injured at
home by its measures or decrees, they still thought it was so much
the better in the other branches of ecclesiastical administration.
But now, and here, scales have, as it were, fallen from their
eyes, and they are daily getting to understand more clearly
the two mighty levers of the gigantic machine. The dominant
view in Roman clerical circles here is, that the Church in its
present condition needs, above all things, greater centralization



at Rome, the extension and deepening of Papal powers, the
removal of any limitations still standing in the way in national
Churches, and the increase of the revenues accruing from Papal
innovations. This it is the business of the Council to accomplish.
When, therefore, two Bishops lately attacked in their speeches
the abuse of expensive marriage dispensations, it was at once
said, “Well, then, if any change is made, what is to become of
our Congregations and the revenues of their members?”

The Bishops will return home poorer in their happy
confidence, but richer in such impressions and experiences. They
will also carry back from Rome with them a fuller knowledge of
the Jesuit Order, its spirit and tendencies. They now see clearly
that the grand aim of the Order is to establish at least one fortress
in every diocese with a Papal garrison, and to hold bishops,
clergy, and people under complete subjection to Rome and her
commands. A French Bishop observed the other day, “If matters
go on in this way, we shall have even our holy water sent us ready-
made from Rome.” And the Jesuits' business is to see that things
do go on in this way. The Bishops have now an opportunity of
seeing through the tacit compact, perfectly understood on both
sides, between the Curia and the Order. The Pope accepts the
Jesuit theology, and imposes it on the whole Church, for which
he requires to be infallible; the Jesuits labour in the pulpit, the
confessional, the schoolroom, and the press for the dominion
of the Curia and the Romanizing of all Church life. One hand
washes the other, and the two parties say, “We serve, in order to



rule.” So far the relations of parties are clear enough, and result
from the nature of the case. It is less easy to define the attitude
and disposition of the Bishops towards each other.*!

41 [Some idea of it may be formed from the answer made some months ago by
a distinguished English Prelate at Rome to an Anglican friend, who had quoted the
words of one of the Opposition Bishops, “You need not quote them to me; they are no
more Catholics than you are,” — thus excommunicating at one swoop the very flower
of the hierarchy of his Church. — Tr.]



Fourteenth Letter

Rome, Feb. 2, 1870.— There is evidently a deep split running
through the Council. It is not merely the question of Infallibility
which divides the Bishops, though this rules the whole situation.
Each party has an opposite programme. The majority, with
their reserve of the 300 Papal boarders, speak and act on the
principle that they are there to accept without objection or
substantial change whatever their master, the Pope, puts before
them; that they are as Bishops what the Jesuits are as Priests — the
heralds of the Pope's omnipotence and infallibility, and the first
executors of his commands — and accordingly they mean to vote
against every motion not introduced or sanctioned by the Pope,
and to impede, both in Council and out of Council, whatever
would displease him or curtail the revenues of the Curia. And
thus the 130 or 140 Bishops, who wish for improvement in
Church matters, are thwarted and paralysed at every step by
an adverse majority of 400, admirably generalled. Cardinal
Barnabd, Prefect of the Propaganda, is one of the most deserving
men in the Curia from this point of view. He maintains good
discipline among the missionary Bishops, and is not ashamed
to besiege an individual Bishop who is under Propaganda, or
supported by it, for a whole evening, and threaten him with the
withdrawal of his pay if he does not vote just as the Pope desires.

Midway between the two opposite camps there stands a body



of some 150 Prelates of different nations, averse to the new
dogma and to the whole plan of fabricating dogmas, to which
the Jesuits are impelling the Pope, and alive to the necessity and
desirableness of many reforms, but who, on various grounds,
shrink from speaking out plainly and with the guarantee of their
names.

As far as I can gather from personal intercourse of various
kinds with many of the Infallibilist Bishops, their zeal is chiefly
due to the following notions: —

First, They are more or less impressed by the representation
that there is a general need for new dogmas, and that the old ones
are no longer sufficient; but for preparing and enforcing these
a single infallible dictator is better adapted than an episcopal
assembly. For, besides the inevitable opposition of a minority
to every new dogma, the Bishops could never come forward as
more than witnesses of the tradition of their respective Churches,
whereas the infallible Pope, under direct inspiration of the Holy
Ghost, can at once make into a dogma and article of faith
whatever is clear to himself, without troubling himself about the
past or the tradition of particular Churches, even the Roman, —
as, for instance, at present, the doctrine of the bodily Assumption
of the Virgin Mary.

Secondly— and this is a crucial point, — The distinction
between Bishops learned or ignorant in theology will become
immaterial, because henceforth they will be mere promulgators
and executors of Papal decrees on faith, and therefore ignorance



of theology and Church history, which still has some importance,
and is felt as a defect to be ashamed of, will no longer be any
reproach to a Bishop. He who has no judgment of his own to form
may well be incapable of forming one; he is the mere speaking-
trumpet of one above him.

Thirdly, Theology itself will be greatly simplified, and its
study rendered shorter and easier. Those lengthy historical proofs
of dogmas, the investigations as to the range and consequences of
a doctrine and the like, will all become superfluous, and matters
will be settled out of hand by a brief question to the Pope and his
reply. A collection of these rescripts, under the title of “The Art
of Learning Theology in a Week,” may henceforth be placed in
the hands of every candidate for the priesthood, and would supply
the place of a whole library. Even as a matter of economy this
1s no despicable advantage. The majority of 400 and minority of
137 are then opposed to each other in this way: — the majority,
or the Spanish and Italian section (a fortiori fit denominatio) say,
“We are resolved to abdicate as a teaching body and integral
constituent of the ecclesiastical ministry; we desire to commit
suicide for the benefit of the Church, in order that the authority
of a single man may be substituted for the collective authority of
the whole episcopate and of all Churches.” The minority think,
on the other hand, “We are resolved to hand down inviolate to
our successors the inheritance of eighteen centuries, bequeathed
to us by our predecessors. Our spiritual forefathers were judges
and definers in matters of doctrine, and such we desire to remain;



we do not choose to give a helping hand to making ourselves and
our successors mere acclaimers instead of definers.”

For the rest, it involves a logical contradiction on the part
of the Infallibilists to lay any special weight on mere numbers,
for nothing turns on the votes of the Bishops in their system,
but everything depends on the decision of the Pope. If 600
Bishops were ranged on one side and the Pope with 6 Bishops
on the other, the 600 would be thereby proved to be in error
and the 6 in possession of the truth. Cardinal Noailles observed
very correctly, 150 years ago, that 300 Bishops, who proclaim
a doctrinal principle on the mere word of a Pope whom they
regard as infallible, have no more weight than one single Bishop
who votes on his own personal conviction. The opposition of the
minority, as might be expected from their antecedents of the last
twenty years, is indeed wrapped up in cotton, but at bottom it is
positive enough. It comes to saying that, if the Pope really wishes
the Council to take in hand the question of Infallibility, witnesses
must be heard on the subject.

The Address of the forty-five German and Hungarian Bishops
objects to the boundaries, as they had been hitherto drawn by
the Pope for the teaching of the Church, being transgressed,
and the Council being compelled to enter on a discussion of
the grounds pro and con, which must necessarily bring much
suspicious matter into public debate. The definition itself would
be sure to excite hostility against the Church, even with men of
the better sort (melioris notce viros) and lead to attacks upon her



rights. It may be said that the whole German episcopate, and
the immense majority of the German Catholic Church by their
mouth, has spoken out against the Infallibilist dogma.

Simor, Patriarch of Hungary, has not, or at least not yet,
subscribed the Address, but he spoke emphatically against the
dogma in the meeting of German Bishops on January 16. All
the other Hungarian Bishops at Rome, thirteen in number,
have signed the Address; only the Greek Uniate Bishop of
Papp-Szilaghy has, like Simor, omitted to do so. The North
Italian Bishops too have determined on an address, substantially
identical with the German one.

The French Address, which thirty-three Bishops agreed to on
January 15, at a meeting at Cardinal Mathieu's, differs somewhat
in wording from the German, but the contents are the same
in the main, and it is hoped to get forty signatures for this;
twenty French Bishops wish to abstain from signing anything,
and something under twenty have signed Manning's address, so
that there are still twice as many French on the side of the
Opposition as of the definition. We may add seventeen North
Americans, who have accepted the German Address, with the
omission of the clauses omitted in the French one, while the
North Italians adopted it unaltered. The opposition to the dogma
has thus maintained an universal character, including the most
various nationalities. But it would be hardly feasible to decide a
new dogma by mere counting of heads, treating the Bishops, like
the privates of a regiment, as all equal, so that one vote is worth



just the same as another. An analysis of the component elements
of this majority, and a comparison of it with the Opposition
in scientific culture and representation of souls, would give
sufficiently impressive results.

The most startling phenomenon is presented by the Belgian
and English Bishops. The former are all on the Infallibilist
side, and there can be no doubt that they understand the
political importance of the new dogma. They apparently wish
to make the breach incurable between the Catholics of the
younger generation and the Liberal party, who adhere to the
Belgian Constitution; for no Catholic for the future can at once
recognise the doctrine of Papal Infallibility and the principles
of the Belgian civil law, without contradiction. What makes the
majority of English Bishops zealous adherents of Infallibilism
it 1s hard to say; they are not in other respects disposed to be
led by Manning. Nor can we assume that, like the Belgians, they
deliberately wish to make the Catholic Church of their country
the irreconcilable foe of the British Constitution, though that
would be the inevitable consequence of the doctrine. It has been
pointed out to these Prelates from England, that the solemn
declarations of English and Irish Catholics are still preserved in
the State Archives, in which they formally renounced belief in
Papal Infallibility, and purchased thereby the abolition of the old
penal laws and Emancipation. Thus it is said in the “Declaration
and Protestation,” signed by 1740 persons, including 241 priests,
“We acknowledge no infallibility in the Pope.” In the “Form



of Oath and Declaration,” taken in 1793 by all Irish Catholics,
occur the words, “I also declare that it is not an article of the
Catholic faith, neither am I thereby required to believe or profess,
that the Pope is infallible.” And a Synod of Irish Bishops, in
1810, declared this oath and declaration to be “a constituent
part of the Roman Catholic religion, as taught by the Bishops;
a formula affirmed by the Roman Catholic Churches in Ireland,
and sanctioned and approved by the other Roman Catholic
Churches.”

I hear that, among the Irish Bishops, Moriarty is averse to
breaking with the ancient tradition of his Church. Bishop Brown
of Newport, an open and decided opponent of Infallibilism,
is kept away by ill health; Ullathorne of Birmingham and
Archbishop MacHale of Tuam wish also to keep clear of it, but
without signing the address. Bishop Clifford of Clifton, on the
contrary, as I hear, has signed it. So Manning's following among
his countrymen is a very divided one.



Fifteenth Letter

Rome, Feb. 4.— There is a good deal of interesting matter to
report of the Sessions of the last few weeks. And, first, as to
the Council Hall: notwithstanding the great curtain, it remains
a wretched apology for a Council-chamber, and I must repeat
emphatically that such a discussion as, e. g., was possible in St.
Paul's Church, at Frankfort, in 1848, would be hardly practicable
here. Bishops whose voices are feeble and not penetrating
enough, must give up the idea of speaking, and even strong men
among them feel thoroughly exhausted after they have spoken. A
French Bishop, whose speech had produced a great effect, said
afterwards of the hall, “Elle est sourde, muette, et aveugle.” But
the Pope persists, on account of the neighbourhood of the so-
called “Confession of St. Peter,” from which he thinks a force
issues to bind the Bishops closer to him, and fill them with
contempt of the world. This influence, however, has been very
little manifested as yet — rather the reverse. There have been
many Opposition speeches, and the bell of the presiding Legate
not unfrequently interrupts them with its shrill dissonance; in
the latter Sessions a new method has been practised of reducing
unpleasant speakers to silence — by scraping with the feet. It is
a striking fact that talent, eloquence, and force of thought are
observed to be almost entirely on the side of the Opposition;
very few men of mark or able speakers can be mentioned on



the Infallibilist side. Manning and Mermillod would be good
and versatile speakers, only they are not sufficiently masters of
Latin. Deschamps alone on that side has won great applause as
an eloquent speaker, though with sufficient poverty of thought.

Among the Cardinals, de Angelis, de Luca, Bilio, and Capalti
are considered the four Papal pillars of the Council. Bilio, a
Barnabite, and still a young man, passes in Rome for an eminent
theologian, and while the other Cardinals and Monsignori would
hold it a sin to understand German, he knows two German words,
which he constantly repeats, but always with a shudder, “deutsche
Wissenschaft.” He thinks German science something like the
witches' caldron in Macbeth — full of horrible ingredients.

The first dogmatic Schema has gone back to the Commission
on Faith after a long, many-sided, and severe criticism, and
is to be revised and again laid before the Council as little
altered as possible. The revision is intrusted to three of the
most zealous Infallibilists, Martin, Deschamps, and Pie, with
the indispensable Jesuits, Schrader and Franzelin. The Bishops
are then simply to accept it without discussion. It is not to
be discussed, first, because there can be no discussion in the
Hall; secondly, because this wretched patchwork does not bear
discussion; thirdly, because there would be no coming to an end
this way; fourthly, and chiefly, because an excellent precedent
will be created, which may be made a rule for the forthcoming
Schemata, and will open the prospect of carrying through matters
far more important and more valuable for the Curia.



If once the first Schema were voted without discussion, by
the help of the devoted majority of 400, though against the
opposition of many Bishops, the same method might be pursued
with subsequent Schemata, and thus the most important of all,
on the Church and the Pope, could be carried, which contains
the most exorbitant assertions of Papal omnipotence, and implies
Papal Infallibility, which is introduced by a side-wind. By this
means the maxim observed at former Councils, and even at
Trent, that decisions can only be settled by a unanimous vote,
would be happily got rid of, and the resistance of the Opposition
broken or rendered useless. Such a victory of the curialistic party
would exceed all other successes in importance and practical
value. The Council is accordingly come to a momentous crisis.
Father Theiner, the Prefect of the Papal Archives, has had a part
of the first volume of his Acts of the Council of Trent printed.
We find there a modus procedendi, which secures to the Fathers
of the Council much more freedom and action than the present
regulations, of which Italian Prelates say themselves that they
leave no freedom, and only allow a sham Council. Theiner has
been altogether forbidden, by the management of the Jesuits, to
publish his work, and has received the most strict commands not
to show the part already printed to any Bishop.

The introduction of the second Schema, on Discipline, gave
occasion to many earnest and important speeches. The Germans
at first had to blush for one of their number, Martin of Paderborn,
who made a speech overflowing with the most unqualified



devotion to the will of the supreme master, the authorship of
which was attributed to his Jesuit domestic chaplain, Father
Roh. But the speech of Archbishop Melchers of Cologne
made all the more favourable impression. He spoke, with quiet
dignity and freedom, of the perversity and shamefulness of the
meddling Roman domination, the system of dispensations, and
the unmeasured centralization. Great was the astonishment of
the assembly; Cardinal Capalti went on urging, with impatient
look and sign, on de Luca, the President for the day, to stop the
German Archbishop. At last, when he had nearly finished, de
Luca interrupted him, and said he must hand in his proposals
to the Commission. Melchers did not let himself be put down;
he replied that he had done that long ago, and had received no
answer, and observed that he spoke in the name of more than
a million German Catholics. And then he quietly went on with
his speech. The words of Archbishop Haynald cut deeper still;
he is the best speaker in the Council after Strossmayer, and is
also subtle and circumspect, so that the Legate, who was visibly
anxious to interrupt him, could not discover the right moment
for putting his bell in motion.

As little did they dare to interrupt Darboy, Archbishop of
Paris, when he ascended the tribune and began as follows: —
“We are told we are not to make long speeches, but I have a
great deal to say. We are told again not to repeat what has been
said by others, but at the same time we are kept shut up in this
Hall, where for the most part we cannot understand one another;



we are not allowed to examine the stenographic reports of our
speeches, and the only answer made to our representations is
always the same — “The Pope wills it.” I don't know therefore what
has been said by the speakers who have preceded me.” He then
went on to speak of the rights of the Bishops, their degradation by
the Roman centralizing system, “the caves, wherein the Roman
doctors have buried themselves from the light of day,” etc. He
spoke in admirable style, and was listened to with rapt attention,
though at every word his auditors expected an interruption from
the Legate; but it never came. Darboy himself said afterwards
that he had done like Condé, and flung his marshal's staff into
the ranks of the enemy.

On January 22, Dupanloup made a speech in the same sense,
which has already been reported to you, and took occasion
to mention those courtiers who have learnt never to tell the
truth to the Pope. Courtiers of this sort from various nations
sat and stood in crowds around him. He might have added
what was said to the Pope — vainly, of course — 300 years
ago, in a work composed by his order, and is just as true
now as then: that the dream of omnipotence and infallibility,
so studiously produced and cherished in his soul by flatterers,
is the main cause, next to the avarice of the Curia, of the
decline and corruptions of the Church. Meanwhile it is truly
wonderful that so much could be said at all; it was felt to be a
moral discomfiture or capitulation of the Curia in its state of
siege. Cardinal Schwarzenberg, and after him the Primate of



Hungary, had certainly struck the note which still rang on, but
the Legates had not dared to silence them with the bell, and so
missed the opportunity of principiis obsta. Schwarzenberg had
already created a great sensation by recommending the periodical
recurrence of Councils, afterwards taken up by Strossmayer,
and then falling back on the decree of Constance (for decennial
Councils), which is an abomination at Rome. No doubt they
would have no objection in Rome to Councils every ten or twenty
years, suitably modernized, manipulated, and obedient to every
wink, like the present majority; but the fatal Opposition embitters
this enjoyment, and when once the great work is accomplished,
and Infallibility proclaimed, it will be found at Rome that all
this machinery is not worth its pay, “que le jeu ne vaut pas la
chandelle;” for it costs too much money to entertain 300 Placet-
saying Bishops, to make it worth while often to reproduce the
drama, or rather the pantomine.

Other Prelates, whom the Curia reckons among the Di minores
gentium, have no indulgence shown them. When an American
Bishop spoke of the corruptions and gross falsehoods in the
Roman Breviary, and of the fabulous interpolations in the works
of some Fathers, e. g., St. Augustine, inserted there, Capalti rang
his bell violently — the Fathers were not to be so spoken of. But
the American did not let himself be disturbed, and proceeded
at once to quote the Breviary lections from St. Gregory. He was
again called to order, and told he must change the subject or leave
the tribune.



In this second Schema, compiled by Jacobini, the second
Secretary of the Council, the gross ignorance of the author is
glaringly exposed. With the usual self-sufficiency of Rome, and
with the aim of making the Bishops still more dependent on
the Curia than before, the special conditions of whole countries
had been ignored. Thus every Bishop, who wished to leave his
diocese, was first to get the Pope's permission from Rome,
and the Archbishops were to delate all who acted otherwise
at Rome. Simor observed sharply on that, “This then is the
position Rome assigns to Metropolitans, after robbing them of
all their ancient rights: to be the accusers of their conprovincial
Bishops.” Another declared roundly that, if his physician sent
him to a watering-place, he should not think of asking leave
from Rome. Jacobini would not even recognise the right of
Bishops to attend the political assemblies of their countries, of
which they are members by the Constitution, because, as the
Schema words it, “assemble® generales” no longer exist in the
sense allowed by Urban viii. The Pope was further to have the
right henceforth of giving away the benefices in the Bishop's
gift during the vacancy of the See, which would bring in a large
increase of taxes for the Curia, and draw a number of candidates
to Rome again, as in the palmy days before the Reformation. In
Germany we should get back the class of so-called Curtisanen,**
who notoriously did so much to promote the Protestant division.

*2 [The Curtisanen were clerical place-hunters, who came to Rome to beg or traffic

for benefices. Cf. “Janus,” p. 341. — Tr.]



The Bishops inflicted many a blow on the abuse of expensive
dispensations to be elaborated at Rome from artificially derived
impediments of marriage (as of cousins, godfathers, and the
like) before the Legate's bell could stop them. Then a Hungarian
Bishop related, how it often happens that a poor woman comes
weeping to the Bishop, to beg him to save her marriage and
her very existence by a dispensation. But the Bishop must let
the poor woman be ruined, for not he but the Pope only can
dispense, and “mulier non habet pecunias — pecunias.” The Court
Prelates said afterwards that this Hungarian had made himself
very disagreeable with his “mulier non habet pecunias.”

The following occurrence was comic: — You know in what
repute the supple and complaisant Fessler, Bishop of St. Polten,
is held here, the first herald for retailing the new dogma to
the world. Not long ago, Charbonnel, the Capuchin Bishop
of Sozopolis, placed himself near him, and began to speak
of clerical place-hunting, the eagerness for distinctions and
promotions among Bishops, and the crooked ways they often
take to obtain them, and pointed so unmistakeably by look and
gesticulation at his neighbour, the Secretary, that on going out
Fessler said it was high time to put an end to the Council, which
was every day getting more disagreeable. The question was then
started by German and Hungarian Bishops whether it would
not be better, as Martin thought, to substitute lay-brothers for
clergymen's housekeepers, or whether the restoration of “the
common life” — the Chrodogang institute — of course in a very



modified form, should be attempted. They overlooked the fact
that such matters cannot be regulated by a Council, but must
be arranged according to the disposition and circumstances of
the clergy in the various dioceses. Haynald, Meignan, Bishop of
Chalons, and the Chaldean Patriarch, insisted that mere school
questions should not be decided by the Council without any
necessity, and that some freedom of movement must be left to
Science. But the word freedom has nowhere so ill a sound as at
Rome. Only one kind of freedom can be spoken of here — the
freedom of the Church; and, in their favourite and accustomed
manner of speech, by the Church is intended the Pope, and by
freedom domination over the State, according to the Decretals.
And to talk of freedom of Science! The Council, if it entertained
such views, would be forgetting altogether that it was only called
together for two purposes — to increase the plenary power of the
Pope, and to aggrandize the Jesuits. But the Order has, like the
Paris labourer of 1848, “le droit du travail;” it is not content to
exist only, but must work — of course in its own way, — and for this
it requires two things: first, new dogmas; and secondly, plenty
of condemnations and anathemas. The business of the Council
is to provide both.

The Cardinals, with the exception of Rauscher,
Schwarzenberg, and Mathieu, have taken no part in the speaking,
nor have the Generals of Orders and Abbots. Only when the need
for a reform of the Cardinals themselves was spoken of, Cardinal
di Pietro rose, who is regarded as the most liberal-minded of the



Italians in the Sacred College, to show that such a reform could
only be a financial one, i. e., that the Cardinals required larger
incomes. What the Bishops meant was something very different,
viz., a better and fuller representation of different nations in the
Curia, and a limitation of the Italian monopoly. But scattered
observations of that kind could elicit no sort of real apprehension
in the minds of the Italians, who are firmly seated in the saddle;
so secure do they feel in their possession of a dominion many
centuries old, and so very odd do the claims of other nations
appear to them. In this point the present Romans or Latins are of
the same mind as the old Romans of the sinking Republic, who
sacrificed 600,000 men in the Confederate war rather than allow
equal political rights to their Italian allies.

The great blow, which brings matters near a decision, has now
been just struck, and all that the Jesuit and anti-German party
longed for, and the French and Germans feared, is now before
our eyes, the third Schema, “on the Church and the Pope,” has
been distributed, and leaves hardly anything to be desired in
point of clearness and plain speaking. These transparent decrees
and anathemas may be thus summed up: “The Christian world
consists simply of masters and slaves; the masters are the Italians,
the Pope and his Court, and the slaves are all Bishops (including
the Italians themselves), all priests, and all the laity.”

This third Schema, which was distributed to the Bishops on
January 21, is a lengthy document of 213 pages, entitled De
Ecclesid, and it is the one the Curia is chiefly bent on getting



received. It is said to be the work of a red-hot Infallibilist,
Gay, Vicar-General of the Infallibilist Bishop Pie of Poitiers,
and is so drawn up that by a slight addition the Infallibility
of the Pope, which it already leads up to and implies, can be
inserted in express form very easily, and as the necessary logical
supplement; and thus the internal harmony of this important
document, with its appended anathemas, would be completely
secured. Three main ideas run through the Schema, and are
formulated into dogmatic decrees guarded with anathemas: First,
to the Pope belongs absolute dominion over the whole Church,
whether dispersed or assembled in Council; secondly, the Pope's
temporal sovereignty over a portion of the Peninsula must be
maintained as pertaining to dogma; thirdly, Church and State are
immutably connected, but in the sense that the Church's laws
always hold good before and against the civil law; and therefore
every Papal ordinance that is opposed to the Constitution and law
of the land binds the faithful, under mortal sin, to disobedience
to the Constitution and law of their country.



Sixteenth Letter

Rome, Feb. 5.— On reviewing the situation, I believe I may
venture to say that it has become better, far better, than it was a
few weeks ago. For this the Christian world is mainly indebted
to the noble, dignified and united attitude of the German and
Hungarian Bishops. These men, — I speak of course only of
the majority of the forty-six — while taking frequent and most
conscientious consultation with one another, and knowing the
three German Cardinals to be in substantial agreement with
them, have gained almost daily in clearness of view, confidence
and decision; and their example, again, has encouraged the
Bishops of other nations. If, as many fear, Ketteler should, at the
critical moment, go over to the Papal side, and let his sympathy
for the convenient Infallibilist doctrine get the better of his love
for the German Church and nation, his loss will be more than
made up by forces newly gained. Hefele, who is the first living
authority about Councils, has signed the Opposition address, and
would, I believe, have still more gladly signed a stronger one.
Three Cardinals of one nation who don't want to have anything
to do with Papal Infallibility! “It is an unheard-of, an abominable
thing,” say the Romans. “O that we still had Reisach! his loss is
bitter at so critical a moment, and that we should have to console
ourselves for his death by the living voices of Martin, Senestrey,
Leonrod and Stahl, is still bitterer!”



The Hungarians are greatly influenced by knowing that they
would find themselves isolated in their own country, if they,
the representatives of ecclesiastical reform, were to return from
Rome conquered, and as forced believers in Papal Infallibility
and the complete system of ecclesiastical despotism. Their
position is one of close union, and by its union is imposing;
whereas the fifteen or sixteen Bishops of Austrian Germany
are somewhat weakened by the desertion of Martin and the
three Bavarians and the approaching apostasy of Ketteler, who
is already preparing the way for it in the Mainzer Journal. From
thence, as I perceive, has the falsehood gained currency, that the
Opposition are ready to accept Spalding's (professedly) modified
proposals, and thus to acknowledge Infallibility in its grossest
form and vote the whole third Schema— that Magna Charta of
ecclesiastical absolutism — absolutely and without any change.
That would indeed be a catastrophe almost without precedent in
Church history. We should have to assume that the Opposition
Bishops had resolved to verify in their own case Mazarin's saying
about Parliaments, that their policy is always to say “No,” and
act “Yes.” Ketteler, moreover, has special grounds of his own
for gaining or preserving the particular favour of the Pope;
for remembering his retirement from the candidature for the
Archbishopric of Cologne, he might effect the abolition of the
compact of Rome with the Governments, which secures a veto
to the latter, and the introduction of either entirely free elections
with Papal confirmation, or, still better, of simple nomination



of Bishops by the Pope. He has spoken in Congregation in this
sense, and was of course cheered by the Infallibilists.

No less strong and dignified is the attitude of half the
French Bishops, who have attached themselves to men like
Darboy, Dupanloup, Landriot of Rheims, Meignan of Chéalons
and Ginoulhiac of Grenoble. On the other side, there are
about twenty decided Infallibilists, while the rest of the French
Bishops wait or avoid speaking out. The party of Darboy and
Dupanloup have the double advantage of being supported by
their Government — while the Austrian ministry assumes a wholly
apathetic and indifferent position, — and of belonging to the
nation whose troops make the Council and the civil Government
of the Pope possible, and whose Bishops therefore the Curia is
obliged to treat with respect. A French Bishop can say a good
deal without, as a rule, having to fear being called to order by
the Legate's bell.

The North American Bishops too are being gradually
educated to ecclesiastical maturity in the school of Rome and the
Council, and have already grown out of that naive belief in the
disinterested generosity and superhuman wisdom of the Curia
which most of them brought here. To-day the Pope paid them a
visit at the American College, conversed in a friendly way with
the Bishops individually, said obliging things, and, in a word,
displayed those well-known powers of fascination he has such a
command of. “A month ago this would have taken effect,” said an
American priest who was present, “but now it comes too late.” He



also assured me that not five of the forty-five American Bishops
would sign the Infallibilist Petition or vote for the dogma.

I have heard many, and especially French, Prelates say, during
the last few days, sometimes in obscure hints, sometimes clearly,
that the Council will soon — in a few weeks — be closed or
dissolved; an opinion all the more surprising, because nothing
as yet has been done. In that case the Bull with the many
Excommunications will have to be treated as issuing from the
Council.** But the only relation of the Bishops to that Bull is as
the suffering and punished party.

The third Solemn Session was to have been held on February
2, but had again to fall through from the want of any materials.
And there are still mountains of work and numbers of elaborate
Schemata awaiting the Council; for the decrees it is summoned
to make, or rather which Pius ix. intends to proclaim to the
world, “with the approbation of the Council,” are to be veritable
pandects embracing the entire doctrine and constitution of the
Church, regulating all relations between Church and State, and
restoring the Papal supremacy over the bodies and souls of
all men. The domain of morals, properly so called, is alone
excluded; for there the Jesuits have good reasons for wishing
to keep their hands free. In short, the projected work that still
remains to be done would occupy at least a year and a half.
And for this end everything has been chosen and sharpened into
the form of canons, which can only introduce complications,

3 [The Bull Apostolice Sedis. — Cf. supr. pp. 100, 1, 5, 6. — Tr.]
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provoke conflicts with the civil Governments, embitter the
relations of rival Confessions, prejudice the position of the
Bishops, and foster the hatred of the lay world against the clergy.
And accordingly, with many Bishops, the wish to escape taking
any part in these discussions may be father to the thought, and
a speedy end of the Council may appear to them a sort of
conciliar euthanasia. To many a Bishop has the old proverb
already occurred, in reference to the Council, that the best thing
would be not to have been born and the next best to die early. It
is not the Swiss only who have a home-sickness. And then there
1s the treatment; I heard a French Count here say to-day, “On les
traite d'une maniere brutale.”

I have just received the last number of the Paris
Correspondant, with its article by the Viscount of Meaux,
Montalembert's son-in-law, who is here. His account of how the
Council is treated is so much to the point, and so thoroughly
confirms my own statements, that I will quote it for you.

“The Schemata,” he says, at p. 347, “are prepared beforehand,
the order of business is imposed by authority (imposée), the
Commissions are elected before any consultation, from official
lists, by a disciplined majority which votes as one man. On
these Commissions the minority is not represented, and there
are no other deliberations except in Congregation. Before these
Congregations the subjects are brought in all their novelty and
laid before the 700 members, without any previous explanations.
It is difficult to understand the speeches, and there are no



reports which the Fathers can inspect, so that no Bishops have
the opportunity of submitting their thoughts to the deliberate
examination of their colleagues. Moreover, they are forbidden
to have anything printed here for the Council. All these
characteristics indicate an assembly summoned to approve, not
to discuss, intended to exalt, not to moderate, the power which
has summoned it. And with what haste does it push on in
this direction! How impatiently does the majority press for a
declaration of Papal Infallibility!” So far the Viscount. Matters
must indeed have come to a pass when so cautious and strictly
Catholic a journal as the Correspondant presents its readers with
this picture of the Council.

There are two serious dangers to which we are always
exposed. The first I have already spoken of, which is introducing
the plan of passing the Schemata by majorities, so that the
desired dogma would be carried as it were by assault. The
second danger — and it seems to me far more threatening —
is that one of those involved and disguised formulas which
the Infallibilists vie with one another in devising, in order to
deceive and catch the votes of the less sharp-sighted Prelates
and thus incorporate it into the third Schema, may really succeed
with the greater number of the hitherto opposing and protesting
Bishops. This notion is in fact implied in the phrase one has
heard so often, that a middle party must be formed among the
Bishops; for the programme or shibboleth of this middle party
is to be an elastic formula, or one only expressing the thing



metaphorically, or, again, one not sharply dogmatic but rather
pious and edifying in sound. By the help of this middle party
the formula might be made acceptable to the rest of the Prelates,
and the desired end be happily attained. Thus Mermillod and
two others have to-day invented a phrase, which seems to them
suited to square the circle and to satisfy and unite all. They
say they wish to declare that the Pope, whenever he speaks on
doctrine, speaks tanquam os et organum Ecclesice. And by this
they understand that the Church has no other mouth than him
and without him is dumb, from which it obviously follows that
he is infallible. I doubt if many Bishops will be detained in
the meshes of a net so coarsely spun. No better is the formula
invented by Spalding, which might be called a pretty downright
one, — that everybody must inwardly assent to every doctrinal
decision of the Pope on pain of everlasting damnation.* That
goes far beyond even the Manning-Deschamps Address, which
limits his infallibility to decrees addressed to the whole Church,
while this formula of Spalding's declares every conceivable Papal
utterance (judicium) infallible; for a Christian can only give the
assent of inward belief, when there is no possibility of error
and when there is a really divine authority and revelation. Every
theologian must declare this invention of the Archbishop of
Baltimore's to be the most monstrous demand ever made on the

# “Damnamus perversas eorum cavillationes qui dicere audent externum quidem
obsequium, non autem internum mentis cordisque assensum, R. Pontificis judiciis esse
prestandum.”



conscience and understanding of the Catholic world. It is as if
a courtier at Teheran were to say, “I will not indeed affirm that
our Shah is almighty, but I do assert confidently that he can
create out of nothing whatever he will and that his will is always
accomplished.” The reverend Fathers who torment themselves
with inventing such devices would perhaps do best if they were
to make a collection among themselves, and offer a prize of
100 ducats for that form of circumlocution or involution most
securely adapted for entrapping the innocent souls of Bishops.
Then the most ingenious heads from all Europe would compete
in sending in their suggestions, and the right bait might be
discovered among them.



Seventeenth Letter

Rome, Feb. 5.— To supplement and partly to verify the news
in my last letter, I will now tell you some facts that came to light
yesterday and the day before.

The Opposition Addresses were presented to the Pope on
January 26, subscribed by forty-six Germans and Hungarians,
thirty French, and twenty Italian Bishops, together with some
of the North American Bishops, the Portuguese, and certain
others. Cardinal Barnabo had employed all available means
of intimidation to prevent the Orientals from signing, and
hence the number of signatures was somewhat below what had
been expected. Of the Germans, Martin, Senestrey, Stahl and
Leonrod had signed the Infallibilist Address, which, as was only
afterwards discovered, has not been presented, because — it was
countermanded. It is not, as I first informed you, composed by
the Episcopal Committee, but by the Jesuits, and emanates from
the bureau of the Civilta; the abiding marvel is that 400 Bishops
could be induced to sign such a document without even verifying
a single one of the pretended facts cited in it. That an Infallibilist
should subscribe in blind confidence, and without examination,
a document coming from the Pope himself, is natural; but that
400 pastors of the Church, assembled for deciding and therefore
for examining ecclesiastical questions, should endorse on faith
the composition of a nameless Jesuit, is an occurrence the Order



may pride itself on.
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