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MONTREAL, FRIDAY, DEC. 12, ‘1856. :

s NEWS OF THE WEERK.

THT lelanuc with Liverpool dates to the 26th
ult..;-arrived at New York on Tuesday. The,
Contmental news is uniinportant ; the -afiairs-of
the Bank of France remained unchan«red—hnt
the London money markets was repor ted easier.
Ii;L;;;Breadstuﬂ‘s there is no material change to re-
porf. -

“ ANNUAL Rerort? of The Chiel Superintend-
« ent:of Education, for Canada West, for the
“Year1855. Printed by Order of the Legis-

. lative Assembly.

That which naturally firsi strikes one, upon
laying his hands upon this ** Report,” is its mon-
strous size; and this feeling ot astonishment is
not diminished, when upen opening it, he disco-
vers the worthlessness of the greater part of its con-
tents. For its exterior, we may remark that it is 9%
inches long, 63 inches broad, and § of an inch
thick ; that it contains three hundred and forty-
ctght. prmted pacres, and weighs upwards of 17 oz.
Tnternally, it is made up—lat——of a voluminous
dissertation upon ¢ Books— School Teachers,
their Salaries, and their Religious Faith—Sepa-

" rate Sehools—Relmous Instructxon”——and the
xmportzmce of paying Dr. Ryerson a high salary
16 superintend the (.dux.atxon of the children of
Upper Canada. This portion is, for the most
part, smartly written, and is not devoid of inter-
ost. After it follows a series of statistics, giving,
in a tabular form, a great deal of unnecessarily
mmule_information respecting the fortunes of the
schools in the sume section of the Province ; which
again is succeeded by about seventy-six pages
of unmitigated twaddle, under the form of * Ex-
tracts from the Reports of Local Superinten-
dents;” and for the printing of which the coun-
try is called upon to pay. Thisis unfair. If
« Local Superintendents” see fit to indulge largely
i’ platitudes in their correspondence with the
« Chief Superintendent,” these worthies should
Leep their tediousness to themselves; and not

27! that; in prop"
- | share of all ‘public monies by’ 'the State 'applied

’ Torore T Y [ B ' H .
school “or. cliureh” pquses s rwe please,
fion to our numbers, wereceive 2l

3 either to religious, or educational purposes. -Of.
. .| course, ‘what we ask for ourselves, we acknow-

~ | ledge as a# right” in “all'others ; and if e refuse
| purposes, so also do'we dlsclmm an'y,"’the most
reniote intentian, of 'Lskmu Non-Catholics to
contribute, directly or mdxrectly, to Cathohc
- | education, or the. Catholic religion. In short,

Schoolisim,” that the Dissenters in England do
towards ¢ State-Churchism.” Every argument
which is valid against the one, is fatal to the
other; for ¢ State-Churchism” ~and
Schoolism” are identical in prmuple, and must
stand or fall together. '

« Juis only since 1830”—says the * Report—
“ that any persons pretended to demand separate
schools as a right, and not as a favor.” - This is |
fattering ; for it shows a,decided improvement in
Lathohc splnt, and th'\t, since 1830, the batte
on the School Question has been removed 1o
higher ground. ‘The question now is no longer—
5 Are the prejudices of Romanists entitled ta the
favorable consideration of the State 7°—but—
« Is cducation a legitimate function of the State ?
—has the State any more right to impose upon
an unwilling portion of its subjects a system'-of
« State-Schoolism,” than it bas to impose 2 sys-
tem of * State-Churchism” upon a Dissenting
minority? These—vith the questions — ¢ To
whom does the education of the child belong 1”
and—* Does the child belong in the first place
to the parent or to the State?’—these are the
questions which, since 1850, the Catholic friends
of “Freedom of Education” have ever endea-
vored to keep prominently before the public ; be-
canse these questions lie at the bottom of the
“ Schoo! Question ; and because the answers to
them must determine the respective rights of pa-
rents, and of the State.
Dr. Ryerson,and the friends of State School-
ism” assume as their fundamental position “ that
it is the duty of the State to provide for the edu-
cation of all its citizens.” 'We on the contrary,
in common with all the assertors of # Freedom
of Education” as opposed to % State-Schoolism,”
maintain that it is the duty of the parent to pro-
vide for the education of all his children—that
on him, and not on the State, bhas God imposed
the obligation of providing for all the wants—

bestow it upon the public, and at the public ex-
pense.
pensive luxury, not very useful, even if orna-
miented ; at all events, one with which many 2
hard-workm over-taxed Papist, would willingly
dispense aItovether but it is intolerable that he
should_unpose upon us all his ¢ Local Superiaten-
dents” besides, who are neither useful nor orna-
mental ; and make us pay for the publication of
their slip-slop gossip, about the blessings ef edu-
cation, and other common place pbrases, in which
it is their delight to indulge.

"That portion of the  Report” which is dedi-
cated to the discussion of the Separate School
Question — comprising nearly one-third of the
matter supplied by Dr. Ryerson himself—will be
read with the greatest interest, both by Protest-
ant and Catholic. . The writer does not conceal
his hostility to the principle of Catholic separate
schools ; though, as in practice—thanks to the
restrictions with which the Separate School Law
is hampered—these schools, except under very
peculiar circumstances, are still impossible, he
does not recommend that, for the present, they
should be disturbed. So long in fact, as the Se-
parate School Law is a dead letter, owing to the
unjust restrictions placed upon the Catholic mi-
nority of Upper Canada—so Jong, but so long only,
as it remains what it is at present, ¢ a snare and
a-mockery,” so long will Dr. Ryerson consent.to
its holding its place on the Statute Book. If
Catholics continue, however, to agitate for their
rights, and for «Freedom of Education,” he
plainly intimates that the Separate School system
mist be abolished altogether. In spite of these
threats, we trust that ‘the Catholics of Canada
will continue to assert their rights, and to perform
their duties, so as to impress upon their adversa-
ries the conviction—that, if the Denominational,
or- Separate School system be abolished, they
will not contribute one penny to any other ; and
that they are resolved to secure © Freedom of
Education” for themselves and children at any
price. We must, in short, make it as im-
possxble to tax us for % State Schools,” ‘as for a
«State Church.” We ask only for our “ nghzs »?
a.ud these we will have.

-:Our demands sxmply resolve tbemselves into
ihese —_

"1,.That webe ot taxed dnrectly or mdxrect!y
.—.a_nd‘tha_t the commion funds of the country be not
devoted exclusively—for the support of either a
school-or a church to which, as Catholics, we have

conscientious objections ; and of which” we can-
not therefore avail ourselves. Of the vahdlty of

our ¢ consclentrous objecuons oi course, no se-
 eular” tribunal-can tike cogmza.nce, -without there-
by violating the © rights of - consciece” . "

Dr. Ryerson, by himself, is a very ex-r

corporal, intellectual, moral and religious—of his
offspring—and that no power on earth can re-
lease the parent from this obligation, and the re-
sponsibilities which it entails.
Here is the first, and indeed the important
difference, betwixt the friends of # State-School-
ism” and the champions of ¢ Freedom of Edu-
cation.” If we admit the premises of the first,
of course we must admit the 7ight of the State
to do that which it is its duty to do; and conse-
quently its 74ght to provide such education as it
pleases for all its citizens without distinction. We
must therefore if logical, assert the obligation of
all the citizens of whom the State is composed,
to contribute towards the system imposed by the
State; and must deny the right of any to de-
mand exemption from taxation for that purpose.
The logical upholder of ¢ State-Schoolism™ will
of cowrse go further; and, as an inevitable con-
sequence of his first proposition, will insist that 2f’
it is the duty of the State to provide for the
education of all its citizens, it bas the right, and
that it is its duty also, to see that all its citizens
avail themselves of that School instruction which
it has provided ; and therefore to make. attend-
ance upon the ¢ State-Schools,” compulsory, upon
all its citizens, without exception. If the State
has the right to make us pay for schools to which
we are cobscientiously opposed, it is impossible,
without the most contemptible inconsistency, to
deny that the State has the right to compel us to
send our children to the same schools; but if it
has no right to do the Iatter, it can have no right
to do the other. :

That it is the duty of the parent to provide for
the education of all his children is the principle
of the Cathohc friends of % Freedom of Edu-
cation ;” who since 1850 have no Ionger
been content, with bated breath, and in a
bond’sman key, to pray as a favor to be
allowed to exercise their inalienable' rights as
freemen, and to fulf] their indispensible duties as
Christian parents. Times are changed ; and we
trust that Catholics would as much scorn ‘to ask
or to accept a favor of any man, 2s they would
to accept less than their rights. We ask no fa-
vor—we,ask our rights ; we ask rather, that we
may be pernutted to fulfil our duties towards our
children without let or hindrance from the State;
aud this we cannot do, if, in addition to the bur-
den of supporting. such schools as. those which
we- think fit to allow our children to attend, there
be also imposed upon us by the State the burden
of contributing to other schools to which we will
not ‘send. our little. ones—-whom we love, but
whom awe would rather: follow to’ the grave than

Texpose to the dangers’ of such’ schools ‘as the

and;

{to’ contnbute to I \Ion—Cathohc Church or School'- :

we oceupy the same position towards “ State-

“ State-

0 14
‘the’ respectn'e posmons h.ssumed by‘the advocates
‘of " « State-Schoolism? aiid by’ the f frlends of
4 Freedom. of Education.”
; The Rev .var. Ryerson assumes that 1=

LTt i3 the duty.of the State to provxde for the edu-
cation of all the youth-of the country noooes

of Education,”on the contrary, maintains that :—

“1t is the duty of perents to provide for the educa~
tion, as for the feedmnr and’ clothmg, of their chil-
dren

Hcleupon issue is joined:;- and ‘the whole
“ School Question™ is in. fact’ compnsed in

this 1 )

"¢ Po whom does the education of the chnld belong ?
—to whom bas God committed the charge—and whom
does He hold responsible for its due fulfilment ?—
Tbe parent, or the State?”

“ WHAT shall we do with our poor 7 s a ques-
ion that is beginning to forceitself, ver'y serjously,
upon the attention of Protestants: in Canada, as

it has, for the last three hundred years, upon all
the Protestant communities of the Old World,
Pauperism is in fact one of the fruits of the Glo-
ricus Reformation ; and it is not wonderful that
Protestantism, which caused pauperism, now finds
itself helpless in the dread presence of the gaunt
monster which it has itself evoked. o

Protestantism is the parent of Pauperism ; be-
cause Protestantism, in its blind hatred of every
thing connected with the Church, destroyed, or
seized upon for secular purposes, these ample
fands which the farsighted charity of our Catho-
lic ancestors had devoted to the relief of the
poor, the support of the widow and fatherless
children, and the alleviation of 2ll those miseries
which flesh is heir to. Poverty and sickness, pro-
ceeding, oft from the inscrutable decrees of God,
oftener from idleness, vice, and the violation of
His laws, there ever have been, and ever will be ;
for we have the words of our Lord. <« The poor
ye have always with ye.” But pauperism in the
form that & now presents itself to the nineteenth
century, was properly speaking, unknown to the
“ Ages of Faith;” and can exist there only,
where the malice of man has actively interfered
to choke up the sources of Catholic charity, or
Lo divert. the stream into another channel.

Far be it from us to reproach our Protestant
fellow citizens with indifference to the sufferings
of the poor ; or to assume that naturally or indi-
vidually, Catholics are more prompt to relieve the
wants of their afflicted neighbors. We claim
however for “ourselves a better organisation,a
better system, and above all, the blessing of God,
without which nothing can prosper. Herein, and
herein only, can we boast of any advantage over
Protestants ; and our complaint against them is,
not that they are naturally hardhearted, or un-
charitable, but, that their anti-Catholic preju-
dices are so strong, their hatred of Popery so
intense, that they will not allow us to do for the
poor, that which the experience of three centu-
ries has shown them to be incompetent to per-
form ; and that their anti-Catholic prejudices are
so strong, that our eflorts to administer to the
wants of suffering humanity are invariably re-
pressed by their active opposition. If we at-
tempt to found asylums—or to endow existing
charitable institutions with a portion of our
wealth—every possible legal obstacle is thrown in
our way. Old Statutes are brushed up; new
laws are enacted to limit the right of testament ;
and we may think ourselves but too lucky if the
profane hands of the sacriligious robber are not
laid upon our conventual and other ecclesiastical

“establishments, whose funds are intended for the

support of the sick, infirm, and aged. Nor alas!
is it from Protestants - alone that this opposition
proceeds. Catholics—that is nominal Catholics,
like the French Bourbons and the Cauchon Mi-
nistry—have ever been amongst. the most active
of our foes; and whenever some superlative
piece of legislative rascality has been enacted, or
has been attempted to be enacted, against the
right of the Church to receive, and the right of
the individual to give of his own—it has invar-
ably been found that some of the Cauchon-
Drummond tribe--of whom the breed is (we regret
to say it,) very numerous in Canada—were at the
bottom of it. _

At the present moment public attentnon has
been forcibly directed.to the "case of a Protest-
ant woman—not of - the - very best character—
with four children; who, together with their mo-
ther, were lately committed to jail by M. Coursol,
Inspector of Pohce, nominally as vagrants, vir-
tually as paupers, to whom the jail- offered the
only place of shelter from the rigors of a Cana-
dian winter. This has been much commented
on by the Montreal press ; and though we cannot
Jom with those who would . therein' find an occa-
sion to reproach either the ~Magistrate-—~whose
sentence .was dictated by the kindest feelings
towards the unhappy . mother ‘and her little ones
—or our Protestant. fellow citizens, whose bene-
volence -and ph:]anthropy, even if misdirected, all
must, admit—we thinl that: the circumstance is

of ‘a’nature to ‘challenge the:serlo}ls‘_a.ttent_lon of

oﬁ' those' dange

The counter thesis of the friend to « Freedom_

soclal fabric.
- Legal pronslon for the‘poor is
panacea of the Protestant political economxst, as
Christian Charlty ‘is that-.of. the Catholu.. .The

i | one gives us poor-houses and parlsh oﬂicers—the
e other, the convent, and the dautrhters of'St. Vin-

cent”de. Paul; the former is actited’ by the
dread of revoluuon, commercial ‘embarrassment,
and pestilence—the. other, simply by the love
of God.  And thus the greal social questions of
the present day are—To whom shall we entrust
the charge of the poor 7—to the Chrxstlan, or to
the Statesman —How shall we make provision
for their relief 2—by Act of Parliament or by the
Evangel of Christ?

We confess ourselves stronaly in favor of the
latter plan; and feel confident that, if-allowed free
and unrestnc'ed action, if umnterfered with by
tyrannical législation, and untrammeled by odious
Statutes, that it would fully suffice for all our
wants. The Catholic portion of the community,
at all events, could, if not prevented by the State,
amply ‘provide for the poor of their own faith,
leaving their Protestant neighbors to do the Jike
with the Non-Catholic poor.
ask of the State, and of our Protestant fellow-
citizens, is, that they leave us free to carry out
the good work in our own way—thar they would
oppose no arbitrary legal- obstacles, in the shape

of “ Incorporation Bnll” clauses, to the charltable
intentions of the individual ; that they respect the
rights of property in the pr;vate.cltlzen, and in
the Community ; and finally that—if possible—
they keep their bands from -picking and stealing,
and their tongues from evil speaking, lying, and
slandering. .

It must however be always borne in mind that
here i in Canada, and in our large cities especially,
the Catholic charitable. institutions are burdened
not only with the support of their own poor,
but with a great part of the pauperism of the Bri-
tish Islands, annually cast upon our shores ; which
pauperism again is the natural product of the
% Glorious Reformation.” Under this heavy ad-
ditional burden upon their resources, it is no won-
der if, sometimes, our Catholic societies seem in-
adequate to the work imposed upon them ; and if
it should appear as if * Christian Charity” were
incompetent to repair the evils caused by three
hundred years of « British Protestantism.” But
this aflords no argument against the all sufficiency
of the former to provide for the poor. God is
more powerful than the devil; the inventive ge-
nius of the Catholic Church is more than a match
for the malice of her enemies ; and fearful as are
the ravages caused by sin, heresy, and infidelity,
she is still in the XIX century, as in all preceding
ages of her existence, ready and able to repair
those ravages, if only allowed to pursue her
course, undisturbed by the State, and unimpeded
by the fanaticism of evangelical convent burners.
State aid for the support of the poor can only be
necessary in those countries where the fountain of
Christian Charity bas been dried up ;.or where an
arbitrary government, has either laid sacrilegious
bands upon thelproperty of the Church, or im-
posed its tyrannical restrictions upon the right of
the Catholic to do what he will with his own.

THe Dexisox Case.—We confess that this
case, destined to be one of the “causes celebres”
of the Anglican Establishinent, gives us much,
and almost unmixed satisfaction ; not only in that
under Divine Providence, it may in all probability
be the means of bringing back many erring souls
to the fold of Christ; but because in its results,
it will certainly prove highly ruinous to, if not
destructive of, the Establishment itself, so. long
the curse and “ monster grievance” of Ireland,
and the stronghold of heresy .

The Establishment has long been hateful ; but
to ensure its destruction more is required than
that it should be hated. It is necessary thatit
should be thoroughly despised, and - that it should
become generally contemptible. ~Many a justly
odious institution manages to survive the well
merited hatred of these whom it oppresses, and
amongst whom, like a tall bully, it still rears its
unblushing front, and lies.
is both hated and despised, which is contemptible
as well as odious, totters to its fall. Thus is it:-with
the Anglican Establishment. Men do not any
longer curse it on}y, but they laugh at itj it.is
no Jonger, as in the days of old——an object of
dread and abhorrence—but of mockery and deri-
sion ; a something to point the finger of scorn at.
Torn and distracted with internal divisions, it has
become a hissing and a reproach to all connected
with it. Well {hen, and. with reason, .may we
hope, that this crying iniquity, this monstrous in-
justice—the like of which the world has never
seen,and in whose name more and greater crimes
have been perpetrated, than any which stain the

page of history, ancient or modem——xs moh the'

hour of death.

The .overthrow. of the Estabhshment is, and
should ‘be, the'first great object of all \Trishmény
of ‘all Catholics. - This got rid of, this" “ionster
gnevance” dlsposedy of, the. redress; of.all ' Tre-

land’s other grievances; social and’ :ﬂpoj__l.t_‘l‘cal y Wil

| mént of that quesnon,

All that we would"

But an institution that |

_»speedy settle-
by the destruchon "of “the
“« Law-Establ:shed Church,? rshould the Pl‘a)’ers
not of every Irishmén’ only, ‘but: of every Catho_
lic. ‘throughout the world, be offered up.. anpy
will be. be, who Sha.ll contrnbute to the accom-
plishment, of : this: great, end ;. i the words of fpe
Psalmist, « Blessed ‘shall"he be:who. shall rephy
thee. ... .b]essed Lie that ‘shall take and dash thy
little ones aoamst the- rock.”—Ps cxxxvi, 9,

Whilst upon this subJect we may merition that
an effort is being made by a section of the Ap.
glican Church in Canada, to take part in the dis-
putes which now distract the bosom of the poor
dear old lady at home.” “ A Clm ‘gyman of the
Church of - Enf*land” writes - the Quele;
Cironicle, exhorting his brethren’ to- hold a sp.
lemn assembly, to consider the. ‘best manner of
conveying to Dr. Sumner their feelings of gra-
titude for his decxsmn against the Romanisiy
party, and in favor of thé Zuinglian view of the
Eucharist ; or if this. be not. deemed adnsable
recommendm«r that an address: be-sent to Dy,
Sumner, numerouSIy slgned by the clergy and
laity of the Government church, unequivocally
stating their sincere thankfulness for his faithfyl-
ness and zeal, )

‘We should ask no better fun than that the re-
commendations of . the ¢ Clermyman” correspon-
dent of the Chronicle, should be followed, or ra-
ther attempted to be: followed; as one result
would inevitably be a serious schxsm m the ranks
of the Anglican clergy in Canada. - Of these, we
well know many hold and avow.. the - Eucharistic
doctrines for which Archdeacon Denison has beeg
deprived 5 and though we are no admirers of their
theological system, we. believe them to be too
honest men, and possessed of too keen a sense of
honor, to allow what they lock upon asa vital
doctrine of the Christian faith to be impugned
without a reply, or counter—remonshance, from
them. This would lead of course to recrimina-
tions, and controversies innumerable; and, we
may be permitted to hope, that, with the Grace of
God these controversies would be the means of
leading many poor benighted creatures, still wal-
lowing in the mire and slough of Anglicanism, to
the solid ground of the Catholic Church.

“FBAST OF THE CONCEPTION.— Monday next will
be cbserved as o Fete o Obligation, being the Festival
of the Conceptlon established in the Catholic Church
by Clement 1X,, in 1708, in honor of the Immaculate
gzgnce;;tmn of the Virgin Mary."— Quebce Chronicle,

ns.

It is not wonderful that Protestants so often
misrepresent the Catholic religion, when, as is
evident by the above extract from our Quebec
contemperary, they are so ignorant,not only of
history, but of their own religion, and the cus-
toms of their own church. If; for instance, the
editor of the Quebec Chronicle had been aware
that the 8th of December is still ordered to be
observed . by the Church of England as the
“Festival of the Conception,” he would have
percerved that the observance of that Festival
must, at all events, be older than the great apos-
tacy of the XVI. century ; and that therefore it
could hardly have been first instituted by Cle-
ment IX., in 1708.-

Another reason, which to many persons may
seem almost conclusive as to the said Festival
not baving been ¢ established by Clement IX.,
in 1708,” may be found in the simple fact, that
Clement IX. died in the month of December,
1669; and could therefore hardly have ¢ esta-
blished a Festival” thirty-nine years after his
death. This consideration has had great weight
with us, in causing us to refuse credence to the
statemnents of the Quebec Chronicle with respect
to the recent origin of the ‘religious observance
of the Feast of the Concepnon, by the Catholic
Church.

To the same purpose also is the historical fact
that the Great Council of Basle, in the XV.
century, formally recognised the Festival in ques-
tion as one of immemorial observance in the Ca
tholic Church, and ratified its celebration. Thus,
when the Government establishment arose in
England, on the ruins of the old Catholic Church,
the founders of the new religion, whose object
was to appear to the world as the conservators,
as well as the reformers, of ancient usages, re-
tained in their calendar the « Feast of the Con-
ception” on the 8th-of December ; as our cotem-
porary may easily convince himself by referring
to the Book of Common Prayer. The Festi-
val itself, is, therefore, not exclusively Romiish :
though as the Romish Church celebrates with
religious observances, on]y that which is pure, or
immaculate, and would not insult her Divine Lord
by holding a Festival in ‘honor of that which is
maculate, or stained- with sm, it follows that there
is a difference’as to the manner in which the Ca-
tholic Church, -and the ¢ Church as-by Law Es-
tablished,” observe the Festival. “But the Fes-
tival itself is of obligation. to Anwhcans, as much
as'is Christmas Day, or the Feast.of the Nativity
of Oirr Lord—that is, 4f they recognise _the in-

"+ The Festival of the Conceptiog was. certainly
observed in the Oriental churches, a5 early as'the be-

| ginning of the V. century; and in the days ! of St

‘Anselm,’ ‘Rowish Archbxshop 'f_ Canterbury,
duly celebmted in ‘England. . o




