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-Jewish Sabbath, although it was in fact, neither
“Jewish nor Christian, but simply Puritanic. And
~such, with some unimportant changes, is the Sunday of
evangelicals at the present day. The Blue Laws of
“‘he ,Puritans, which forbade a man to walk in his
-'guiden, to kiss his wife, or play any instrument of
" music but trumpets, shawms, sackbuts, and J ews-harps,
and is even said to have put an injunction upon the
« working » of small beer, upon the Sunday, have
" becore obsolete, it is true 3 but their spirit lives yet,
“and ranktes under the stiff folds of our white-cravated
friends, as they groap over the profane sounds of
innocent enjoyment, whieh break in upon the Sunday
avening’s stillness.
Such is the miserable cant which they would fain
* impose uponus. With such bad logie, and worse reli-
gion, would they inforce upon a Catholic community
their Puritan Sabbath. DBut for us, while we must ever
recognise Sunday 2s a day consecrated by our Foly
Church, sacred from the toils of the week, and
deroted to the joys of religion arml of the social
vircle, we know neither Jew nor Puritan, and wust not
he necused of irreverence, if we laugh at the impotent
resolutions of the new society, which is added to the
Tist of evangelical engines, < The Sabbatl Observance
Asseciation.” :

ECCLESIASTICAL INTELLIGENCE.

By letters received from Rome, we are informed
that the Rev. Mr. Baillargeon, named Coadjutor of
the Archbishiop of Quebee, has been consecrated
Biskep, under the title of Tloa, by his Eminenee, the
venerable Cardinal Franzoni, Prefect of the Propa-
ganda, on the 23rd February last, The assistant
Bishops were the Dlost Revl Dr. Iaghes, of New
York, and Monseigneur Mazenod, of Marseilies.
Monseigneur Baillargeon was expected to Jeave Li-
verpool about the middle of May, and will probably
be in Canada about the beginning of June.

Duriug cighteen years that Iie has been Curé of
(uebee, the Right Rev. Gentleman has endeared
Limself to all the members of his flock, by his piety,
his nntiring zeal, his constant efforts to promote the
welfare of his parishioners. It was especially during
thie years 1832, 1824, aad 1847, when Queboe was
devastated hy cholera, and by fever, that the respect-
ed Curé exhibited all the qualities of a good Pastor,
ever teady to lay down his life for the weal of his flock.
The establishment of the  Brothers of (he Christian
Doctrine,” in the City of Quebee, is due to the
efforts, and to the pecuniary 5acx:iﬁces of Mgr. Bail-
fargeon 3 it will remain an enduring monwnent of his
affeciion for the juvenile portion of bis parishioners,
and of his solicitide for the ditfusion of sound princi-
ples amongst thent.

W learn from the Melanges Religioyn, that the
Rev. P. Alex. Taché, of the Seciety of Oblats, for
several years a missionary among the North-West
Tndinns, has been elevated to the episcopal dignity by
Yis Holiness Pius 1X. A private letter rom Quebee,
states that the Bulls necessarily issued on such acca-
sions, have been received by bis Graee the Archvishop,
He lias been appointed Bishop én pariebus, under the
urle of IEpiscopus Aratiensis, and, we presume,
Coadjutor, with fulure succession, of Mgr. Proven-
vher, Bishep of St. Boniface.
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& There shall be a time, when they will not endure
sonnud doetrine ; but according to their own desites will
Lean 1o themselves teachers, having itching ears, wnd
vill jmteed turn away their heating from the trath, but
will be turned unto fables.”—St, Paul’s 2nd epistle t
Tim., ¢h. 4

That the times in which we live, are sueh as the
aposthe predicted in the passage cited above, no onc
can deny.  T'ravel where you will, you are sure to
meet those who will not endnre sound doctring 5 you
will meet those who desive not to be instracted, but
to be pleased, and who therefore hwap to themselves
teachers nceording to their own desires.  They lold
not what is teie, but what pieases themr.  Men have
naturally an aversion for pain, they have a repugnance
for every thing that confravenes their desires, they
love ease, aud are impatient of restraint. On this
ascount, many reject a doetrine, which teaches them
wot to seck their own satisfaction, but God's goal
pleasure.  They dislike those who teach such o doe-
trine, and, according to their own desives, they choose
teachers that will speak to them the things that please.
Tu this they follow the example of the feolish, infatu-
ated people, of whom we read in the propheey of
Teaias ¢ * Who said to the seers, see not; and to
them that behold, hehold not for us these things that
are right 5 speak unto us pleasant things, see errors
for us.” But the Gospel teaches all men not to please
themselves, but God ; not to do their own will, but
Ilis ; and that none shall be saved, but those who
obey the Divise will.  #1le that doth the will of mny
Yather, who is in Heaven, he shall enter into the
Xingdom of Heaven 3 and agnin, «If any onc will
come after me, et him deny himself, and take wp his
cross, and follow Me.”  This doctrine, so destructive
of self-love, meets violent opposition from every one

who is, as St. Paul says, ¢ a lover of pleasures more |

than of God” Without the spirit of self-denial
aod patient suffering;, without the destruction of self-
will, no one can be called an obedient disciple of
Christ. To what length we are to carry our obe-
" dience, e himself showed when He became obedient
unto.death, even the death of the eross.  If we hoped
" 1o be saved, we must bear a resemblance to ¥im in
our lives and manners. For the eleet, “Deus pro-
destinavit conformes fieri imagini filii sui.” A spirit
“of proud rebellion tools possession of the human wmind,
jit consequence of Adam’s disobedience,a desperate
remedy was needed to curo that desperate ‘disease

this remedy we have in the obedience of the Son of
God.. To a mind well regulated and instructed, it is
painful to see how this sacred principle is decried. In
direct antagonism with this virtuous principle, we find
circulated daily, in the publications of this age, (pub-
lications which foment licentiousness, under the specious
names of liberty and independence,) impious principles,
destructive of the virtues of obedience and peace,
principles, subversive of all due respect for authority,

 principles, containing the seeds of sedition, of insubor-

dipation, of socialism, of rebellion. Amongst the
flimsy rags that advocate these accursed principles,
the Montreal false Witness is conspicuous ; it has
gained a notoriety, that renders it detestable to the
lovers of peace and order. Tt is fearful to content-
plate, how pernicious to society, the teaching of that
journal must be. He will say, perhaps, that he directs
his attacks only against the authority of the Catholic
Church. This is a vain subterfuge : for if the spirit
of false liberty be onee infused into the human breast,
the respect due to autherity of every kind is ex-
tinguished, and the germ of socialism replaces it.
Men should therefore think well, before they would
encourage the difitsion of principles so wicked and so
pernicious.  Buat suppose the lying Montreal Wit-
zes8’ doetring, aimed only at the authority of the
Catholie Chureh, I would ask him, since he professes
to know and revere the Bible better than his neigh-
bors, daes Lie think it no sin to contradict St. Paul,
who said, “ Obey your prelates and be subject fo
them. For they watch over you as being to render
an account {or your souds that they may do this with
joy,and not with grief, Tor this is not expedicnt for
you.”—1leb., e¢h. 13, v. 175 and in v. 7, “ Remember
your prelates who have spoken the word ol God to
you ; whose faith [ollow, considering the end of their
conversation 3 and in v. 8, ¢ Be not led away with
various and strange doctrines ?”  Tn order to ascer-
tain whom are the prelates we wre commanded to obey,
we lave only to enquire for those who, like St. Paul,
admonish the people to be all of one mind, to think
the sume thing and'to speak the same thing ; those
prelates, who teach the faithful to mark those who
make dissensions and olfences eontrary to the doctrine
which they have learnt, and to avoid them s those
who maintain unity and eliminate ervor, fov such is the
object of their authority, according to the words of
the Apcstle, « And he gave some aposties and some
prophets, and other some evangelists, and other pas-
tors, and doctors, for the perfecting of the saints, for
the work of the ministry, for the edifying of the body
of Christ: until we all meet in the wity of faith....
tiat lienceforth we be no more children tossed to and
fro, and carried about with every wind of doctrine,
by the wickeiness of inan, by enmning craftiness, by
which they lie in wait to deceive.” Tt is plain, that
the prelates and pastors of the Catholic Chureh, only
inculeate the principles laid doswn in the above texis.
They insist on the necessity of holding the one true
faith, and they guard this sacred deposit unadulterated,
rom the filthy dregs of error, by driving out of the
one fold, every presumpiucns and daving novator.

These prelates, then, alote tread in the [cotsteps of

the apostles. They are the legitimate inheritors, and
the vightful owners, of the privileges granted by
Christ to His aposties.  To them, it is said, « Ike that
hears you, hears Me, and He that despiseth you,
despiseth 3e”  This is a Tearful erime, certainly, to
despise Jesus Christ, and of this crime they are guilty,
who despise the pastors of His Chureh ! Does the
editor of the Montreal TWiiness reflect on this, when
fie abuses the Catlolic prefates and pastors, when le
endeavors 10 excite odiwm against them, by calling
them tyvannical and despotic, and avaricious, amd
ambiticus?  What ambition can they have, exeept
that of being nailed to the cross like Him who loved
us, and deliveved Himself up far us? 1t isuot for any
crimes they ave reviled 3 it is on account of their
fidelity in keeping that which was commilied to them.
It is, becanse they require, as St, Paul did, that all
the faithiul be of one wind, and that there be no
divisions winong them, but that they be perfect in the
saine mind and in the same judgment, Tt was indeed
rather funny, to hear how that prodigy of light, at the
head of the Mowtread 1¥7iteess,boasted of unity among
Protestants, during the noisy days of the # feasts of
trumpets,” i the conventicle.  There is, no doubt, a
union atnongst them ; but it is the uvion of diflerent
birigand companies, who, no matter liow divided among
themselves, unite {or mutual defence.  Theirs is a
union, forced on them by their weakness, against the
Cathotiz Clareh, powerful by the force of truth.
Sutan lnows that his kingdom eould not stund, if
divided against itself, be is therefore too cuming to
foment dissensions among the hodgepodge of which it
is composed.  Sinee ali crror is in antagonism with
teuth, it would be surprising, if all the societies who
advocate error throughout the world, did not league,
as they do in the conventicle, against the only socicly
on carth that contends for the truth, pure and upa-
dulterated truth., In this the Catholic Church stauds
alone against the world, and inherits that portion which
Chyist foretold to His aposties, when he said, ¢ Know
that if the world hated Me, it will bate you alse.”
And why did the wovld hate Christ ? # Me it hateth,”
says le, “because I give testimony of it, that the
works thereof are evil.»—St, John, eh. 7, v. 7.
‘ PHILALETIES,
Montreal, April 9, 1851.

(Lo the Editor of the T'ranscryt.)

Str,—Are not your views—your edilorial views—
upon tle Lcclesiastical-property question, at present
under discussion between you and the editor of the
Tror WITNESS, at variance with your excellent
knowledge of this subject? You bave given great
attention to the Tenure of land in Lower Canada, and
you are in fact, as by profession, well skilled in Law.
Will you then, like an houest Englishman, explain in
a clear and succinet form, your authority for asserting

that the Seignorial rights of the Seminary owe their
% present title to the Quebec Act of 1772 ;3 also, it
you please, the distinction between these Ecclesiasti-
cal rights and those Seignorial ones of laymen, so
that we may see whether all the fine writing of late,
relative to this matter, be dictated or not by the
spirit of Protestantism? There is no need here for
the discretion you recommend ; either the rights of
the Seminary arc unquestionable, or they are bad.
If bad, Protestants are not the Clristians to leave
them undisturbed ; but if good, then you have no right
to assail them. Mind you, the question is clearly
this, and not the Z%hes. Buf, talking of tithes,
wherefore give it as “ your opinion, that the Protest-
ants of Lower Canada would very willingly part with
their three~fourths of the Reserves, if the Catholics
would part with the other fourth, and the tithes! >
Why tithes? What have Protestants to do with
them ? In fact, T fear it is yourself who are ¢ igno-
rant > of this matter, which you so modestly charge
the editor of the Trur WirNsss with not knowing.
One must infer {rom your allusion to tithes, that
Protesiants are compelled to pay thon 3 whereas, by
the thivty-ifth clayse of the Imperial Act of 1791,
and indeed by the Quebec Act also, they have ever
been exempted in Canada from this “Irish enormity.”
Thus, « Lhat no sncumbent of the Clarreh of Rome,
appotnted to any Purish in the swid Province,
shoudd be entitled to receive uny Lithes for lands or
possessions occupted by o Prolestunt, but that such
tithes should be reccived by such persons as the saic
Guy Carleton, Esq., his Bujesiy’s Captaize General
and Gueernor-in-Chief in and over his Dajesty)’s
said Province of Guebee, showdd appoint.”” s it
not enougl, then, that the Curé is deprived of the
one-Lwenty-sixth of the cereal produce ol every farm
within his Pavish, of which a Drolestant Decomes
possesscd, without wishing to deprive the Minister of
God of (he means of life —such means too as do not
equal the cereal offeving which the Tvish annually
malie their beloved Pastors in addition to their demi-
anoual allowance.

You do not mean to talk of “the most valuable
endowments, tithes excluded,” but you do speak of
them, # tithes diecluded.”  Tithes then moke these
endowments invalvable.  Wherefore valuable on
account of tithes?  You were treating of the Seiguo-
rial endowments of the Scminary. These are not
tithes. Scignorial rights are corporenl rights; tithes
are ¢ncorporedd @ hoth which wre as susceptible of
distinetion in argument as in law, Yet you would
confound them, evidently to consign them to the same
fate.  You say that Lord Sydenbam’s Ordinance was
« limitatory as well as confinmatory,” and your express
doubts (not your own, of course) as to these limita-
iions bemg complicd with.  What then 7 If, as you
say, the Seignovial tights of the Seminary derive
their ¥ present tithe ” from the Quebee Act, how can
this affect the question? Know you not that this
confirmatory ordinance was mercly intended as a
quictus, to put a stop to certain Protestant vepre-
sentations to Downing Street, and Downing Strect
Despatehes in reply, upon the expediency ol robbing
the Seminary of its property 7 but, as to the “ limita-
tions,” go try thewm in court, or where you please, and
be satished. The fact is, that neither to this ordi-
nance, ner to the {jucbec Act, does the Seminary
trace its Seignoriud titles,

In 1627, <« 'The Company of Cne Hundred Asso-
ciales ? was formed undey the auspices of Cardival
Richelicn, with semethiig of il same sovereign
powers zs those of “The [ast Tndia Company ” of
the present day.  Their Charter made over to them
all the territory of this Provinee, that is, of « New
TFrance”  Aud from this Company, & Company of
Caltholics at Paris purchased the Islind of Montreal,
but becoming involved in pecuniary difficulties, about
1840, transferred it 1o the St. Sulpicians, who
became responsible for all the oulstandiag debts,
which were found far 1o excced in wvalue the
property  thus aequired. In 1644, the TRoyal
confirmation was added.  This property, so acquir-
ed, 211 years ago, was, at the cession of this
colony to England, in 1759, secured io its present
corporate owners, by the following Article of Capitu-
lation 2 « A/ the Communitics, und ol the Priests,
shall preserve their moveahlee, the property and
revenues of the Selynories, il other estates, whick
they pussess in the Colmiy, of what nature svever
they be ; and the same estates shall be preserved in
their privileges, rights, konors, and exemplions.—
Granted.” Four years after, in 1763, the Articles
of Capitulation were confirmed by the Trealy of
Laris, so that any violation of them now, would
constitilte & cusus belli between France and England,
unless, indeed, it may be argued, that ene International
Preaty annuis anothey, even of a different nature, if
preceding it, and thus, without foreseeing where this
doctrine leads, a subscquent treaty be cited agajnst
this one. The Quebec Act was a constitutional Act,
“one of conciliation to the Canadians ”-—America
being then troubleseme—just as were the concessions
made to the Irish a little after, with this same object,
¢« by which the English Civil Law, which bad been
introduced arfongst them, was changed for the
Coutume de Paris, the ancient system, to which they
liad been so long accustomed,”

‘You put the question, whether George I1T. had not
as good authority for making grauts as the French
king. 'This, of course, is not intended as serious,
since it would be absurd (o dispute it.  But what the
English sovereign does, the Inglish sovereign can
undo—especially if done badly, and most imperfectly,
as in the matter of the Clergy Reserves—with the
advice and consent of his Parliament. "What he
cannot do with or without the consent of his parlia-

ment, is, to violate treaties. The Clergy Reserves:

were’ never wvested, but only rescrved; the seignorial
endowments of the Seminary were vested from the
first. Endowments,if made from the Clergy Reserves,
would be good only from' their date~—not' good

because of the Tmperial act of 91, which made no
endowments, but only set these Reserves apart for
future endowment ;. but geod on: account of the
authority vested in the sovereign, under this act, while
anrepealed, to make such endowments. ~If the
¢ Clergy Reserves » is a vexed question to-day, it is
due to Profestantism being so prolific of creeds, that
no power under Heaven can legislate for it, and this
appropriation only follows the fate of all the rest.
‘Well, you object to the language of the editor of
the True WiTnEss, but you forget your own canons
in your criticism.  Uis language comes of an intense
vegard for fruth, which makes a man intolerant of n
weiter’s equivocation, in the teeth of indisputable
proof, rather than surrender-a political prejudice to
cenviction, or a point in argunent to an adversary.

‘But whenee comes yours, except it be from that

Anglo-Saxon plethora, which has nothing but super-
ciliousness to offer, when pushed beyond the pace of
a Yorkshire drayman? As for your “looking with
confempt,” &c., why, it is only a matter of taste after
all, possibly of a bilious taste tos, which the observance
of the Jent would, in all probability, correet.  The
word which roused your wrath, and gave you so fine
an opportunily for escape, is often used as a wedge
in argument, but never morally,
Y ours, de.,
CaTsioLicus.
Montreal, Aprif 12, 1851,

IMPERIAL PARLIANERNT.

———

HOUSE OF COMMONS—Mancrr 24,
THE ECCLESIASTICAL TITLES BILL— ADJUURNRED DEBATN,

The sixth night’s debate upon this Bill was resumed
by Mr. Fagan, who contended that the measure was
nunuecessary, because it was the veceived opinioi, both
with Jay and elerieal Catholies in this country, that
the authority of the Pope was stiietly limited to mat-
ters spiritval,  The hon. gentleman justified the con-
duct of the Arehbishop of Turin, saying that it wis
sierilege 1o oller the sacramental riles to an impeni-
tent smner.” :

Mzr. Smythe characterised the measure as a Bill of
sham pains and penaliies to repel o shan asgression,

Mr. M. Milnes could not coneur with the opponents
who repudinted the present Bill without suggesting
better.

My Sadleir enjarged upon the loyalty of Catholies,aud
maintained that the propused hierarchy was necessary
for their protection against ultramontanism.—Mr. H.
Berkeley and Mr. G. Berkeley supported, and Sir J.
Young, Mr. H. Gratlan, Lord Castlercagh, and Mr. 4.
Hope, opposed, the Bill.

The Hoose then became impaticnt for a division,
and o motion {or adjournment produced wn appeal from
Lord 3. Russell that the disenesion shenld be allowed 1o
close, smee six nights had been speat in debate and
{orty-eight Members had spoken oun cue side or the
other.

Mauy voehement remonsirances were urged on be-
Lall of the [iish, the Scoteh, and the Catholic Mem-
bers, against whal was called an untimely teriination:
of the debate.

The House adjourned at two o’elock,

HOUSE OF COMMONS—Mancn 25,
CONCLURING DEDATE ON TIL SECOND READING,

Mr. Hobhouse, resumed the debate cn this Bl He
vas opposed 1o auy legislation upon the subjeet. “Phey
cowld no more consider the word ¢ bishep® iu the cha-
racterol a desizaation or title than the words physician,
barrister, &e.2? U he knew anything of the signs o
the times, the Church of England was much more
threatencd on the side of irreligion and infidelity than
ou the side of Romanism.

Mr. Porial in womaiden speceh expressed the opi-
nion that the Bill was ¢ a mere mockery amd delusia;,
alike unworthy the wisdom of that deliberative assem-
bly and this zreat couptry.”—Mr. John 0°Conuell as-
gailed the Bill with muels acerbity, and declared that
the threats of the Premier < passed by” Catholies,
like the Wle wind whicl they regard not.*—Mr, Law-
less followed up the attack., The noble lord had
failed < in pleasing the Protestant-nsecudaney boys,””
while on the other hand he had deserted <“the real
religious-liberty men.”—Mr. Senlly condemned the
Bill altogether—yprineiple and details—Mr. Hume
jooked upon this debate as one of the most unfortunate
oceurrences that had taken placo during his long nar-
liamentary expericnee.—3ir F. Thesizer had been
anxiony, il through the debate, to bear how the Bill
corld repress the present aggression, or prevent i
future one.  Cardinal Wiseman might drive o carriagn
and fonr, not through, but over the noble lords Bilt,
without fecling the shightest shock. Every Catholje
would invariably give the hierarchs their titles..

Mr. Gludstone, as a representative of au Jnglish
University, had the misfortunme to be epposed to all
his cellengues.—The letier of the neble lord to the
Bishop of Durham was a leiter which 1 am certain he
never should have demeaned himself to -have written
—(loud cries of ¢oh, oh,’y—Perhaps T am wrong—
perhaps T am in fanlt—(oud cries of ¢hear,")—but
allow me to explain. I did not mean (o say (though
| have my own opinion as to the letter) that the nobje
lord had done hmself, dishionour in writing it. 1
only meant to say that he would have démeaued
himself, and disgraced himsell by writing it, if, when
he wrote i, he thought there had been a breach of the
law of nations—(hear). Nothing surely could be
more disgraceful to an English Minister, than that,
when a breach of the law of nations had been com-
mitted, and an insult against the Severeign of England
by o foreign power, he should have complained’ of
that breach of the law of nations and repelled that
insnlt, not through any coramunication to‘thc‘povi-'er
which had conimitted that breach and thar insult, but
by a letter published ina newspaper.”’—(hear).

“The speeches of Mr. D’Israeli and Sir G. Grey con-
cluded tlic debate. . B

The House then divided; the numbers were—For
t31~}1% second. reading, 438 ; against it, 95; majority,

The House adjourned-at a guarter past three o’clock,
until Thursday. ' ' » '

Of your -ghafity pray for the repose. of the soir} of
Marie-Louise Curdlte, Veuve St. George Dupré, who

1

departed i life on Sunday; the 13th inst., aged 78
yeas—R, L P S



