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“one to do wrong ; and it is wrong to withhold from

* by the Catholic Clurch.

. subject 4o the sovercign would not be due; and in
" commands, but, as a Christian, would be bound to
_disobey them. :

" ral and religious obligation, the question whether that

" olic, either “ Liberat” or * Iiliberal.”

. »wards, and - therelore. forfeited his rights over, the
" subject. INot the former certainly ; (or a judge -to

AT

B

TRUE 'WITNESS AND CATHOLIC CHRONIGLE,
" PUBLISHED EVERY FRIDAY AFTERNOON,
Al the Office, No. 4, Place d*Armes.
o © TERMS: ‘
T'o Town Subscribers. . ... ..83 per annum.
< «ToConntry - do.. ... . .32 do.
Payable Half-Yearly in Advance.

THE TRUE WITNESS
_ CATHOLIC CHRONICLE.
 MONTREAL, FRIDAY, MaY .18, 1855.

'*HE POPE’S « DEPOSING POWER.”

Ta reply to several queries that have been put to
us—as to whether the Pope has the right, or the
power, propric motu,.of his own good will and plea-
sure;to depose sovereigns, thus releasing their sub-

THE

nions to another—we reply :—

I. 'Chat the Pope has no more right, or legal
power, to do wrong, or to authorise the doing of
wrong, than has any other man.

‘land the  Right of Revolution.” . The Catholic, an

‘thé other'hand—and this'it is which lias drawn down’
upon him the reproach of disloyalty, and of a divided
‘allegiance—recognises, neither in Kings nor eople,a,
Dirine Right to do wrong. :He abhors the. modern-
doctrine of the ¢ Right of Revolution,”,it is trué ;—
but he is equally far from approving the slavish prin-
ciples of the defenders of ¢ Right Divine’ in. sove-
reigns. Conscious however of his own infallibility, he-
presumes not of himsell to decide when; ‘and under-
what circumstances, he is at liberty, or in duty bound,
to refuse obedience to his temporal sovereign ; though
he well knows that such cases have arisen, and may
therefore arise again. It is from God, and from Him
alone, that the Catholic can obtain the knowledge re-
quisite to decide in such a case;-and this knowledge
he seeks through the Divinely appointed channel—
i.e., Christ’s Church. From her he learns his duty’
under all conceivahle circumstances;. and whilst he
follows lier instructions, and submits to her decisions,
it is impossible that he can ever be other than an
obedient and loyal subject, so long as the commands.
of his earthly sovereign militate not with those which
he has received from Him Who is King of Kings.
Our friend is quife right in supposing, that the
Church no where teaches, and has never taught, that

11. "Tlat the Pope therefore has no right, or legal
power, to release subjects from the duty, or allegi-
1 For the
Pope has not the right, or legal power, to permit any

another that which is his due.
III. T'he % Deposing Pewer of the Popes” is not
a doctrine, article of faith, or dogma, explicitly taught

Haring answered the questions put to us, we will
offer 1 few remarks to the cousideration of our que-
rist— Liberal Catholic.” We suppose that he, in
common wilh Catholics, and most Non-Catholics,
will admit:—

7. That the duly of subjects to obey their vight{ul
sovereign, is a mora] and religious obligation ; and
that to violate it is sin—that is, an offence cognisable
before the spiritual tribunal.

TL. 'kat the right of sovereigns over their sub-
jecls, is not absolute ; and may be forfeited by the
gross misconduct of the former. In other words—
that cases may arise, in which the obedience of the

which, therefore, the subject would, Zpso facto, not
only be released from the obligation of obeying his

JI1. ‘[hat, the obligation of obedience being a mo-
obligation, "in any particular case, be binding on the
subject, or whether he be released from it, is a moral
and religious question; which therefore can only be
decided . by an impartial and infullible judge—by a
judge, infallible on all questions of faith and morals.

1¥. T'hat the individual subject cannot be an im-
partial judge in sucha case, as he is an interested
party; that he is not infallible on questions of faith
and morals ; and therefore cannot be a competent
judge in the premises.

V. That the Sovereign Pontiff is an infallible judge
on all questions of faith and morals—not indeed when
speaking as a private’ Doctor—but when, as Christ’s
Vicar upon earth, hie addresses the Universal Church,
from tle Chair of Peter.

VI. That the Sovereign Pontiff, therefore, in vir-
tue of his infallibility on questions of faith and mo-
rals, is coxipetent to pronounce judgment when, and
vader what circumstances, the subject -is released
from the duty of obeying the commands of the so-
vereign, and is bound to disobey them!

VII. That the sovereign, whose subjects are not
bound to obey, or are bound to disobey, him, is vir-
tually ¢ Deposed” {rom his sovereignty.

To evade the force of this argument, our friend
must assert :—

Tither—that the right of sovereigns over their
subjects is absolute, and that, under a// circumstances,
the latter are bound to submit to them ;

‘Or, that the individual subject is the sole judge as
to whether his obadience is due to, or may rightfully
be witliheld from, his temporal sovereign.

~ Or else Yie must deny that the - Sovereign Pontiff,
when addressing ‘the Universal Church from the
Chair of Peter, is an infallible judge on questions of
faith and morals. o _
It he asserts the first— the absolute right of se-
sereigns”—he proctaims Lhe right of despotism.

It the second—of anarchy. - ‘

- And i the thicd—he is most certainly not a Cath-

Of God only, as Creator, can 7ight, in the- strict
senee of (he word — absolute right,” which of course
implies the duty on the part of ali God’s creatures,
of.unconditional obedience—be predicated. Man has
_rights over man, only in that, and in so far as, he has
: also duties towards man ; and if he violates the lat-
" ter, he' locfeils the former. This all Protestante
‘must admit—or how can they defend their conduet
“towards the Btuarts in England, -or the promoters of

the American Revolution 7 The only question then’
. is—as to who is the proper judge as to whether the
.sovereign has by bis conduct violated his duties to-

“ o faith is to be kept with hereties.” Faithis to be
kept withall men. But, it must be added, that no man
can . oblige himself, by oath or prowmise, to do ihat
which is evil, or to abstain from doing that which is
right—e.g., to commit a murder, or not te love God.
Such oaths, are not binding, under any possible cir-
cumstances, and impose no obligation upon him who
takes them. It is from a misapprehension of this
doctrine of the Church that has arisen the Proteslant
calmnny, that Papists hold that # TFaith is' not to be
kept with heretics.”

In justice to the Church Journal of New York,
we must admit that he has had the honesty—rare
amongst Prolestants—to confess and refract lus er-
roneous definition of the Catholic dogma upon the
¢« Conception of the Blessed Virgin”—that it made
« her, equally with her Son to be pure &y nature-”—
Having twice pointed out to him that, in the words
of the Sovereign Ponliff defining the dogma; the
Blessed Virgin is declared to be *Immaculate” in
her Conception :— ,
« By the special privilege and.Grace of God, and
in virlue of the merits of Jesus Christ’— .
and therefore, if pure ©Jy (race,” not * bz nature,”
the Church Journal now writes :— .
« We cheerfully make the correction.. We kave'the
honesty to confess and retract our error. .. 'We
did not make the error knowingly or willully, how
ever ; for, at the time of writing that article, we had
not seen the wording of the definition itself.”?— Church
Jowrnal, May 10th. o
We willingly admit the fact, as given by our co-
temporary in explanation of lis error ; but whether it
can be admitted as an excuse, is what we may be per-
mitted to doubt. There is, we {ear, little moral dif-
ference betwixt the guilt of him, who taxes his neigh-
bor with that which he knows lo be [alse, and of him
who charges his neighbor with that which he does not
know, and has no reason for believing, to be true. By
his own showing, our Protestant cotemporary had not
even “ seen” the definition of the doctrine, at the time
when he presumed to sit in judgment upon, and con-
demn it; holding it up to the reprobation of his fel-
low-Protestants, as anti-Christian and blasphemous.
This conduct is so common amongst Prolestants,
when treating of Catholic doctrines, that it would be
scarce worth noticing, were it not that the Church
Journal adduces it as an argumeut in favor of his
honesty. ¢ 1I did not know that the Catholic Church
taught otherwise’—is his excuse—<¢ therefore I had
the right to assure my hearers that she did not.”—
We recommend however our Protesting friend to be
a little more cautious for the future ; and to abstain
from passing an opinion upoa the teachings of the
Chwireh, untit such time, at least, as he shall have ob~
tained some little knowledge as to what Lhey really
are. This knowledge is easily acquired by him who
is in earnest in his search after the truth ; and: we fear
that we must attribute the crass ignarance so univer-
sal amongst Protestants, as to the doctrines  of Ca-
tholicily, rather to a moral, than to any intellectual
deficiency. If the Claerch Journaf thinks this opi-
nion harsh and uncharvitable, let us ask him what
judgment he himsell would form of some rival Pro-
testant sectary, who should attribute to Anglicans,
doctrines which they expressly repudiate ; and who,
when delected and exposed, should seelt to screen
himsell from the charge of dishonesty, by the plea,
“that he had neverseen the Anglican Liturgy and
formularies ?” . '
"+ We ought to have sail”—adds our Prolesling co-
temporary, by way of further explanation—¢ that the
new. dogma makes the Blessed Virgin equally with
hg{ Divine Son to be pure in Natuze,””— Church Jour-.
No, Sir-ree; you should bave said no such thing ;
‘unless you had added, that—whilst the purity. of her
Divine Son was His own, the ¢ new dogma taught
‘that " the immaculate purity -of the Mother was ' de-
rived ;—a special Grace” accorded to her « i vir-
tue of the merits of her' Son Jesus Christ.” “Tn this
sense the Mother is not * pure, equally. with ‘her
Divine Sgn ;** though indeed;: as there can be no de-
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e competent must be impartial, and disinterested.™—

grees of purity, though there may.be of impurity——

¢ Almighly God who hast givén-us thy-mly begot
teu Son—to be borwiaf a’pure virgin,> " 1 T

Not the dogma which' asserts the “purity of the.
Blessed Virgin ; but that which by implication seems.
to. impute to her impurity—for all that is not. per-:
fectly pure is impure—is justly chargeable .with no-
vélty—as being * a new dégma.” - s
_+This 'novelty, we do'indeed find in the writings of
modern Protestants.  We have, for instance, in 2
lecture lately delivered before the Protesting Alliance
of Toronto the « new dogma” of the Zmpurity of the
Maother of Our Lord clearly [aid down as a Protest-
ant article of Faith. The author boldly declares
that # she was not Immaculate—that she was not a
perpetual Virgin—that she was not th& Mother of
God—and that she was a sinner.” From whence
we must infer that the Person, of whom the person
Mary was mother, was not God ; and that she her-
self—far from having found favor with God, as full of
Grace—must have been the object of the hatred and
aversion of Him Whose eyes are too.pure to behold
iniquity. This is indeed a “new Protesting dogma "
But the dogma, that the Blessed Mother of Christ
was a % pure Virgin,” is upwards of 1800 years old.

And yet, strange to say, the doctrine of the ¢ Im-
'maculate Conception” is one to which all Protestants
should yield their assent. Protestants, for instance,
who deny the Divine Personality of Christ, and the
Atonement—and these old dogmas are rejected by
the great majority of intelligeat Protestants at the
present day—are obliged also to reject the dogma of
the transmission of * Original Sin.” All men there-
fore are, according to them, « Conceived Immacu-
late ;” and what they accord to all in general, they
cannot refuse to the Virgin Mary in particular.

On the other hand, as will be seen from the follow-
ing extract from the Christian Inquirer—a Protest-
ant Unitarian paper—al! Protestants who admit the
Divipe Personality of Jesus must, to be logically zon-
sistent, admit, the  Immaculate Conception” of the
Mother of Jesus. This dogma, says our Protestant
cotemporary,* is the direct, legitimate result,” of pro-
claiming Clirist, God—and he adds :—

#¢The worship of Mary, and 1he declaration of her
sinlegsness, are thus the direct and legitimate resalts of
that doctrine of the Trinity, which, by making Jesus
equal with God, leaves no Mediator between my God
aud me. : -

- «The Romun Church accepis these legitimate re-
sults. The Protestant Chureh shrinks from thewm ; and
for fear of them recoils, in praclice, from that view of
the Trinity. In theory, alrost every Protestant Church
retains it.  But in the praciice of Protestantism, in ils
prayers, it prays (o the Father ; in its preaching, points
1o the example of the Son, as one tempted as we ale
—as that of the man Christ Jesus, [ts Creeds are or-
thodox. lts practice, its devotions, its sermons, are
heterodox. Thus, aud thus only, do the strict churches
of Protestantism escape the fatal conclusion .of their
Romanist brethren. They keep their Mediator, by a
disregard . of the creed which makes him God. And
only so!?

]
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TO CORRESPONDENTS.

.. Anglo-Catholic.—Your communication received ;
but we do not-deem .it. advisable to publish it ; nei-
ther do we feel ourselves competent to resolve your
doubts. Our advice to you is contained in Our
Liord’s injunction to the man healed of his leprosy—
% Go: show thyself to the priest.” TFrom his lips
seek counsel ; and from the Throne of Grace, strength
to help you in time of need.

At the same time you would do well to examine
your conscience strictly; and to ask yourself these
questions—* May not my doudts be but the aversion
which the natural man ever feels to the things of
God? May it not be that my heaviness arises—as
in the case of the rich man mentoned in the Gospel
—from my unwillingness to sacrifice all things, and
follow Christ? Do not my scruples proceed, more
from the fear of the worldly loss whicl must inevita-
bly follow my conforming to Catholicity, than frcin
any intellectual doubts as to its claims upon my obe-
dience 77 You would be a Catholic, and yet you
shrink from the cost; you would follow Christ, yet
you [eel an almost insurmountable repugnance to the
cross, Iere, we think, we see the true secret of
your. doubts. Almost are you persuaded to be a
Catholic. In that « almost” lies the whole mystery.

You say that—bad you been born a Roman Ca-
tholic, you would have felt no doubt as to your duty
of continuing in that communion; but that, G od hav-
ing been pleased to call you in the Anglican branch
of His Church, you feel it your duty—until strong
reasons to the coptrary shall have been laid before
you—to do your duty faithfully in that portion of his
vineyard in which He has been pleased to place you.
Such at least is the substance of the apology with
which you seek to stifle the voice of constience.

But are you not illogical?  Wouid not the same
process of reasoning-lead to {he conclusion that the
Presbyterian should remain a Presbyterian—the Uni-
tarian a Unitarian—and 1be Mormon a Mortnon ?

continue faithful. Lo that reli
born? :

We have no intention at present of entering into
controversy upon the subject. Perinit us however to
put to you one single question ;" which, when answer-
.2d, must, if you consistenlly adhere to the ecclesias-
tical principles which you profess, setile the question,
; at.issue, aod remove your doubis. .. Y ou are, you say,

gion in which he was

| is.no safvation. You admit likewise, that

Does not your logic imply tie duty of every man to.

‘bield 5 oat'of whiich' Church you also admit thyy there
_n_ot;:;be.;;wo..Blgl;:)p.s,‘.. both rightfully exercis?nr' e:(._:'!_
.r};lt,ual-; Jurisdiction, in'the same Diocege, Car%y op.:‘
then these principles ; ‘apply them logicall -
doubts will speedily be resolved. 7> and your
~Youare a citizen of Montreal

. are a en Ol tuonfreal ; you are 2 Clyis.
tian ; and by your ‘oiva admissions, your spiritua) all,
giance is due to the zrue Bishop of Montreal, 'I‘heL:
are two claimants to this titlé—Mgr. Bourgez nr(&
Dr. Fulford ; and the on/y. question you have (o qnt.
tle, is—* Of these two claimants, whicl is the ireu
Bishop of Montreal 1 One micst be; or there wnuls
be no trie Bishop here, as no other person ¢ muel
as pretends to exercise any spiritual jurisdiction il
Montreal ; and % no Bishop, no Chureli.” By, can“
n0t be ; for there cannot be two persons boty riuht:
fully exercising spiritual jurisdiction in the same Dijo.
cese. To establish the claims of the one, all {heq §
that it is necessary to do, is to disprose the clajms of
the other. T
No man can exercise a rightful power, unless it has
been conferred by a competent anthority ; and 5o ope BB
can confer that which lie does not possess. "This wp B
think that you willadmit. You will likewise admiy, tha;
the spiritual is greater than the temporal; :md"th:n
the less carnot contain the greater. I so, you nust, I
perforce, admit that the temporal cannot, of itselr, 8
contain the spiritual ; and therefore cannot conter agy
spiritual jurisdiction. Anpply these principles, to the [§
claims of Dr. Fulford to be rightfully invested with §
spiritual jurisdiction as. Bishop of the Diocese of
Montreal. ¥rom whom does he derive this spiritual
jurisdiction? From the temporal power only 5 nomi- §
nally, from the Queen of Great Britains virtually
from the British Ministry for the time being, which §
again is determired by the majority in the Britich §
House of Commons. But neither Queen, nor Louds
and Commons—collectively or separately—are Jos-
sessed of any rightful spiritual authority ; and cannot §
therefore confer any rightful spiritval jurisdiction
whatever—for no one can confer that which be does
not possess. Therelore Dr. Fulford has no rightiul
spiritual jurisdiction, and no rightful clain to'the spi-
ritual allegiance of any baptised person, in Montren!;
therefore he is not the ¢rue Bishop of Montreal. Ju |
if he is not, then Mgr. Bourget is; and therefore—
in the last place—your spiritval alleginnce 73 due
Mgr. Bourget, and cannot be by you withheld from
him, without your perilling your eternal salvition.

You cannot retort upon us our uwi arpument—
that Mgr. Bourget cannot be Bishop of Mostreal,
becarese deriving his right of jurisdiclion from a source
/incompetent to confer any spiritual jurisdicfion what-
soever ; and that therefore Drl Fulford is. Youmy
deny the right of the Sovereign Pontiff to conler
spiritual - jurisdiction; but you cannot, from princi-
ples which you held in common with us,” disprove the
existence of the said right. You bowever must, per-
force—or your whole * Church” faoric will come |
tumbiing about your ears—you mast admit the ir-
competence of tlie mere lemporal to conler the spi-
ritual ; and yon cannot therefore reject our conciu-
sion, of the incompetence of the British- temporal
sovereign, to confer any valid spiritual jurisdiction
whatsoever, or wheresoever. You must adimit also,
that the Pope is more than a mere temporal sove-
reign ; and therefore the argument of incompetence
to confer the spiritual, because a mere temporal sove-
reign, does not apply to him. You may say indeed
that his spiritual authority does not extend beyond his
temporal dominions ; but if you do,:you will have to
explain how his temporal dominions—which are deter-
mined and limited by geographical and political acct-
dents—can limit bis spiritual authority. Is the sp-
ritual then, limited and. determined by the temporal!

Besides, it is not as sovereign of the Papal States.
but as a Bishop—as a spiritual potentate—as suc-
cessor of St. Peter the Prince of the Apostles—that
the Pope claims, and exercises, his spiritual authority ;
which would remain precisely the same were his tem-
poral dominions to be reduced by one-hall to-mor-
row; or even were they to be utterly confiscated,
and he himself driven into exile. With, or withoui,
his temporalities, the spiritual autbority of the Pope
remains the same. Not so with the British sove-
reign ; whose pretended spiritnal authority is derive
from, and must fall with the loss of, his temporalitics:
Of such ao authority it may indeed be said, that it
limited by the temporal, beeause it.is a political accl-
dent, and nothing more. Vet ‘we see that even Bri-
tish sovereigns hesitate not to exercise this their spi
ritual authority far beyond the limits of their tempe-
ral deminions—as.may be seen by the following €5
tract from the T'ablet, which we recommend to O
(riend’s attention :— . / '

¢« The Times of Wednesday contained the following
notice :—

¢ On the 8th ult., at tl
.Bishop of Jerusalem, the
to the Jews in Alexandria,
L.L.D,, to Susenah Frances,
ford, Exq., of Bath? L
n Bull’s wrath in ‘1850, becau®
L the Successor of St. Peter who appojnfed the Erighish
Hierarchy chances to be also 4 foreign sovereigh, l“ef:
is sumething amusing in this cotice, which must hat .
been senit by ‘some of the distinguished ecclesiastict
concerned. “Mr. Gobat, it'seems, is ¢ Bistiop of J.”"_]_
‘'salem”'by the apiritnal avihority of Queen Y_W‘.“.“"he
‘The :English 'refo’r’m_ers..'h!iﬂly?’maimmned, lhal tny
right of any: Bishop or elergyman to officiate (;'_".‘;e
particulur country (f.e.; his“jurisdiction) 15 det

e Church of Mount Zion, by the
Rev.: P Grant Brown, Missionar
and.son of the Rey. R. Brown
third daughter of Robert Craw

« Congidering Joh




