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NEWS OF THE WEEK.

The Trans-Atlantic Telegraph is over for
this year apparently ; for we learn by the Norih
‘Star, that the Niagara and Gorgon bad arriv-
el at Queenstown on the 5th instant, with the
news that the cable had parted on the evening of
the 209th ult., on board the Agamemnon, when
about 150 miles had been paid out.. The IVia-
gara was, at the time, about 1,000 miles from the
coast of Ireland, and bore up at once for Queens-
town.

The European newsis of little interest. The
weather had been favorable for the coming har-
vest, but, notwithstanding, an advance on all
kinds of Breadstuffs was reported. Frem India
there is nothing nesw.

Tn London the great topic of conversation is
the filthy state of the Thames, the stench from
which is fast becoming so abominable as to men-
ace a pestilence, and to put a stop to business in
Parliament, and the Courts of Law. The river
is,in fact, a little better, or perhaps, a good deal
worse, than an uncovered sewer of the worst de-
scription, into which all the filth of a population of
between two and three millions is daily discharg-

ed, and is kept in a continual state of agitation by
the action of the tides, It is estimated that the
amount of sewerage daily discharged into the

‘| Power ceased,

but here the_jurisdiction of ‘the Ecclesiastical

At this juncture the Secular Power interfer-
ed : and speaking by the mouth .of its legates,
pledged itsell to give effeet to the doctrinal de-
cisions of the Church, by superadding to the
spiritual thunders of the latter, its own material
weapons. Amongst other things, it was agreed
by the Secular Sovereigns of Europe that, if any
of them failed of purging their dominions of the
« heretical filth”—the Bulgars—they should
thereby forfeit the allegiance of their vassals;
who were to be released from their Oaths of Al-
legiance in case of their Liege Lords failing to
redeem the pledges by them entered into with
the Church at the Council of Lateran.

Thus the Canons of that Council have a two-
fold character. Whilst some are purely ecclesi-
astical, the Third is partly ecclesiastical, and
partly secular ; and was the product of the Two
Powers—the Council and the Congress. It
commences with a purely spiritual condemnation
of heresy ; this was the act of the Council ; it con-
cludes with an mjunction to the different secular
authorities—¢ SecularibusPotestatibusPrasen-
tibus, aut eorum Ballivis®—to give effect to the
spinitual censures of the Council, by purging their
respective territories of the ¢ heretical filth;”
this was the act of the Congress. And these
two distinct acts being embodied in one docu-
ment, it is by superficial readers of history, some-
what hastily concluded, that the Council alone,
or ecclesiastical authority, undertook of itself to
declare the vassals of heretical Princes absolved
from their Oath of Allegiance. Weare not now
called upon to vindicate the resolutions of the
Congress which met at Rome in the XIII cen-
tury ; or to justify the agreement into which the
Catbolic Princes of Europe thereat entered, to
purge their dominions of the « heretical filth
though it would not be difficult to show that they
had far better grounds for employing force
against the Albigenses, than has the Protestant
Goveroment of the United States at the present
day, to employ similar weapons against the Mor-
mons. This, however, is not at present our ob-

"[hames, is about ninety miltions of gallons ; whilst | ject; which is to show that the Canon absolving

the quantity of pure water which falls daily over
the Teddington locks, does not exceed four hua-
dred millions of gallons. It thus appears that, of
the contents of the Thames abreast of London,
one-fifthis supplied from the cess-pools, and other
pameless sources of abomination. One case of
Asiatic cholera had already occurred, and had
terminated fatally; and serious apprekensions
were entertained for the sanitary condition of the
city during the months of Augustand September.
1o short a renewal of the Great Plague is by no
means impossible, if active measures to correct
the nuisance are not finally adopted.

EVANGELICAL FALSHOODS.

The second instance adduced by the Christiun
Guardian in support of his thesis, that it is a
dogma of the Roman Catholic Church, ¢ that no
faith is to be kept with heretics,” is thus stated
by our cofemporary :— ”

¢ We proceed now to the Fourth, or great Lateran
Council, which absolved from their Oath of Allegi-
ance, the subjects of heretical princes* * * The third
Canon, which absolves Popish subjects from their
Oath of Allegiancoe to heretical princes—or in other

words which commwands them to keep no faith with
Protestant or lieretical princes—is as follows :"—

The Christian Guardian here quotes the IT1.
Canon, wherein the duty of princes to purge
their dominions of the “heretical filth” with
which the South of Furope was, owing to the
rapid spread of Manichean principles sadly in-
fected about the commencement of the thirteenth
century, is asserted ; and the vassals of Princes
failing therein, after due admonition, are pro-
nounced released from their duly of obedience.
How far this was an ecclesiastical declaration of
ihe duty of breaking faith with heretics, we will
now procced to show,

No one we think will deny that the Sovereign
Princes of Europe had the right, either by their
own mouths, or through their respective ambas-
szdars, to declare their own vassals and fenda-
tories ahsolved from their allegiance, if they—
the Princes aforesaid—were to be guilty of cer-
tain specified acts. If 4. contracts with B.—B.
bas certainly the right, if he pleases, to release
A. from the obligation of observing his contract.

Novw the Fourth Council of Lateran was not
merely an ecclesiastical Synod, or Council of the
Churcb, but st was also a Congress of the Great
Powers of Europe; at which were present, be-
sides the Fathers of the Church, the representa-
tives of the chief Sovereigns of Clristendom.
After cnumerating the Patriarchs, Primates,
Archbishops and Bishops who were present, the
Acts of the Council inform us that there were
in attendance, the Legates of the King of Sicily,
Lmperor Elect, of the Emperor of Constanti-
nople, of the Kings of France, England, Hun-
gary, Jerusalem, Cyprus, Arragon—nccnon et
alimuwiy Principum, et Magnatum, Civila-
tum, aliorumque locorum ingens fuit mulliti-
do.” The latler of course had, in their charac-
ter of Legates of secular Princes, no voice in
matters doctrinal. These were decided by ec~

-glesiastical authorities alone, the Churcli resery-
ing to herself the sole right to decide betwixt the
true, and the false, in disputed articles of faith ;

subjects from allegiance to beretical princes, was

the act of the Sovereigns of Europe themselves ;

and therefore, gives no countepance to the as-

sertion of the Christian Guardiar that the

Church laid down as a dogma, or article of faith,

in the Fourth Council of Lateran ¢ that no farth

is to be kept with heretics.” Wae will now pass

on to the third instance adduced by our cotem-

porary, of this being a “ Romish dogma.”

% Next in order,”" saysthe Christian Guardian, }* we

take up the Council of Constance. * * * We
call attention to this Council, as that which expresa-

ly decreed that no faith was to be kept with heretics
—and that which carried to practise that damnable
doctrine, and ratified itin the blood of the celebrated
John Buss. John Hugs refosed on a former occasion
to appear before the Court of Rome. He, however,
wag induced to attend the Council of Constance
through the persuasion of the Emperor Sigismund
within whose dominions the Council was held. The
Ewmperor having granted bim a safe-conduct, Hoss
at once resolved 1o defend the articles of his faith.
The safe conduct lies before us on our table, but it is
rather long to be inserted here, and besides itis un-
necessary ds Zhere is no possibility of denying the guilt
of Sigismund, but especially of the treacherous Coun-
cil of Constance. * * * And besides it would
appear as if the Council had pledged itself to o safe-
conduct of some description or another, since Dubra-
sius, another writer of the Bohemian history of that
period says ¢ that Huss repaired to Constance, rely-
ing on the public assurance given him by the Council
—fide publica a Concilio accepta. From all which it
is cvident that the Council deceived Huss, and fiaf
Sigismund was the unconscious instrument of the de-
ception; and that, therefore, the attempt to explain
away the perfidy of the Council, or the persecuting
principles by which it was governed, i3 perfecily fu-
tile,” The italics are our own.

% Liars,”* says the proverb, ¢ should have good
memories ;7 but unfortugately for the Holy Pro-
testant J"aith, of which he is the champion, the
Cloistian Guardiagn bhas a very poor memory
indeed. Thus, having assured us that ¢ there is
no possibilety of denyeng the gwile of Sigis-
mund,” he lumself, and in the same paragraph,
does that which is impossible ; and declares that
‘gt is evident that Stgesmund was the wncon-
cious tnstrument of the deception,’ to which
John Huss fell 2 victim., But if the “wncon-
scious instrument,” then clear of guilt; and if
1t be impossible to ¢ deny his guilt,” then not
“the unconscious tnstrument.” The Chris-
tian Guerdian may take which horn of this di-
lemma he pleases: but on one or the other he
must inevitably be impaled. Said we not rightly
then that ¢ Hars should have good memories,”
but that the Christian Guardiun has a very
poor memory indeed? But let us get back to

our muttons.

Did the Council of Constance give Joha Huss
a safe-conduct, or any assurance of any kind,
that no bodily harm should befal bim at Con-
stance? Did Jolin Huss on the strength of this
safe-conduct, or this assurance, come to Con-
stance? And did the Council, having bimn within
its grasp, violate the pledge of safety that it bad
previously held out tohim? These are the ques-
tions that we have to consider,n order thatve
may test the accuracy of the Christian Guar-
dian’s bold assertion that the Council of Con-

stance ¢ expressly decreed that no faith was to
be kept with heretics®—and carried this dam-

nable doctrine into practice. Now to these
questions we reply as follows :—

1, The Council of Constance, never gave,

gither, direétly of. indirectly, avy' safe-conduct,
or assurance of any kind to John Huss, to induce
him to come to. Constance. =~ . .

2, John Huss came to the Council well aware

that he had no pledge, or promise of any kind
from the Council, that no bedily harm should be-
fall him. B -
- 3. The Council having given no promise, and
held out no inducements of any kind to Jobn
Huss in order to. allure him to Constance, could
not, no matter what its treatment of that indi-
dividual, have been guilty of breaking faith with
him ; and, therefore, could not, by its conduct to-
wards John Huss, have ¢ expressly decreed that
po faith was to be kept with heretics”—or have
reduced that* damnable doctrine” as the Chris-
tian Guardian well calls it, ¢ to practice.”

The plain truth of the matter is—that John
Huss actually arrived in Constance, before the
Council of Constance bad met ; and as it was im-
possible that the Council could do any act, or
contract any engagement, whilst it was not as
yet even in existence, so it is impossible tliat
John Huss, who arrived in the city of Constance
defore the Council assembled, or was constituted,
could have been induced to come to Constance
by any act or promise, direct or indirect, of the
Council. This shall be clear from a considera-
tion ot the {ollowing dates:—

1. According to L’Enfant, the Protestant his-
torian of the Council of Constance, Huss arrived
in Constance on Saturday,3d of November, 1414,
having left Prague with the intention of going to
Constance on or about the 11th of October.

3, But the Councl of Constance was only
opened upon Monday, 5th November, 1414, and
its first Session was beld on Friday, 16th of the
same iaonth.

3. Now, as the Council could perform no Act
of any kiod before it was opened on the 5th of
Novembef—and as John Huss actually arrived
in Constance before the opening of the Council
—it is certain that he was not induced to come
to Constance by any Act of, or promise from,
the Council: and consequently, having never
given him any promise, or beld out any induce-
ments to him to come to Constance, the Couneil
cannot have been guilty of any breach of faith
towards Jobn Huss ; for the simple reason that
it never, directly, or indirectly, entered into any
kind of contract or agreement with him.

‘That Joho Huss bad po safe-conduct from the
Council, is evident also from this—that no such
document was ever cited, or asserted to be in
existence, either by his friends, the Bohemian
Lords, or by the early Protestant historians of
the Council. The former pleaded that Huss
had a passport, or safe-conduct, from the Em-
peror, Sigismund, but never imsinuated that the
Council itself had issued any such document ; and
even Hallam, in his ¢ Mzddle Ages,”’ acknow-
ledges—that “ Huss came to Constance with a
safe-conduct of the Emperor, very loosely word-
ed, and net directed to any individual”—and that
this safe-conduct, such as it was—¢ was not
binding on the Council, who possessed no tem-
poral power, but had aright to decide upon the
question of heresy.”—Cap. VII. note.

Our object is not to vindicate the conduct of
the Emperor ; though it would be easy to show
that, since Huss left Prague for Constance about
the i1th of October, and the pretended safe-con-
duct was dated the I1Sth of the same month,it
was not upon the strength of that document that
Huss was induced to undertake the journey which
terminated to him so fatally ; and that the docu-

ment itself was but an ordinary travelling pass-
port, to protect the bearer from molestation o7
the road, either coming or going. Thus Hallam
admits that he “ capnot determine how far the
Imperizl safe-conduct was a legal protection
within the city of Constance.”—Cap. V11 notc.
‘We bave, however, we think, clearly shown from
well established dates, and the adimissions of Pro-
testant historians—that no safe-conduct was
granted to Huss by the Council—and that it is,
therefore, absurd to tax that body with baving
broken faith with this particular heretic. Inour
next we shall examine how far the Council is just-
ly obnoxious to the reproach of having laid down
tke doctrine, that “ 20 farth s to be kept with
heretics,” generally.

Speciat REPORT ON THE SEPARATE ScliooLs
ofF Upper Cawapa. By the Chief Super-
intendent of Education.

With the Rev. Mr. Ryerson’s vindication of
his pecuniary transactions for furnishing the
schools of the Upper Province with books, maps,

we do not purpose to weary our readers. The
Reverend man is,as has been already shown, a
¢ gmart business’, man, and well knows on which
side his bread is buttered. We will pass at once
to his reply to the charge that ¢ State-School-
jsm® js an outrage upon the individual pareat, to
whom alone, and not to the State, belongs the
right of educating the child. # This assertion,”
rejoins the Rev. Mr, Ryerson, “can only be re-
garded as a libel upon the Legislature and School
system of Upper Canada.”—p. 49. Tae fol-
lowing is the argument which the Rev. gentle-
man, whose moral sense is not very acute, ad-
duces in defence of his beloved # State-School-
ism” t—

¢ Thers might Ge soms truth 1n suca an assertion
in regard to the School system of the country'—

(that it is an outrage upon the rights of the individual

globes, &e., and the Municipalities with libraries, |

patent,. by compelling him to'pay for the suppost of |
¥y sghot'x’)l‘ tg ‘which he hnl;l:’&nsclennoug objections)—

“ where the Sovereign is a despot, and by bis “own
ahsolute authority provides's revenus, establishes a
school "system, appolnts teachera, prescribes the ‘in-
struction to be given iz the schools, disallows pri-
vate schools, and requires all children of ages to be
taught in the royal or imperial schools; but it Is
without a shadow of truth in respect to the Legisla~
ture, or School system of Upper Canada.' Qur Le-
gislature imposes no school-tax, azdo the Legisla-
tures of New-York, and other American States, but
simply empowers the local Municipslities, to do eo if
they please, and encourages, to o cerigin amount,
those who are disposed to help themselves in estab-
lishing and maintaining achools for the education of
their chi'dren; but which schools the local parties
themselves determine npon the manner of supporting,’
appoint and remove the teachers, each parent deter-
mining what his own children shall bo taught in the
public school, and there being uno restriction what-
ever in the establishment of private sebools. No,
the ¢ sacred right and still more sacred duty, of edu-
catlng his children in his own way,’ iz taken -from
the parent by those who impose upon bim the punish-
ment of ®mortal sin,’ if he does notsend his children
to & certain kind of schools, or if he presumes o
send them to tha public schoola.”—p. 49.

In the above paragraphit is hard to say whether
the author sins more against truth, or common
sense. . The complaint of the Catholic minority
is, that they, being in a minority, are taxed
against their consent by the Protestant majority,
for the support of schools to which they are
conscientiously opposed, and to which they can-
not, and in the exercise of their sacred and in-
alienable rights as parents do not see fit to, send
their children ; and that, by being thus taxed, or
rather robbed, for the support of schools of which
they do not see fit to make use, their means for
establishing and maintaining schools of which
they do approve, and to which they would wish
to send their children, are seriously diminished.
This is the complaint of the Catholic minority ;
and if it be true that itis unjust to force any
man to support a system of religion, or a system
of education—a Church or a School—to which
he is conscientiously opposed, then is their com-
plaint most just, and most reasonable. How
then does the Rev. Mr. Ryerson meet it ?

He concedes that, for a despotic govern-
ment—and we know of no despotism more op-
pressive, more degrading to those who are its
victims, than the despotism of majorities — to
tax its subjects, or to impose upon them a school
system contrary to their wishes, would be an act
of tyranny; an mvasion of the sacred rights of the
parent. He concedes too, that, for the Legisla-
ture to impose a school tax directly, as in New
York, and other parts of the States, would be
an act of oppression; but with strange mconsis-
tency, or shall we say impudence, he argues that,
for the Legislature to delegate to other State
organizations that power which it possesses not
itself, and which it could not assume without a
tyrannical aggression upon the right of the indivi-
duals, is perfectly legitimate, and affords no rea-
sonable grounds for complaint. This is indeed a
strange doctrine, and would surprise us even in the
mouth of a Methodist preacher, if, after the re-
velations as to the Rev. Mr. Ryerson’s peculiar
notions of honesty, anything cauld surprise us,
coming from such a quarter. .

Let us apply the Superintendent’s reasoning
to the ¢ Chureh Question,” which is in every
particular the counterpart of the School Question,
and see how lislogic will bear the test. A tax
imposed by the Imperial Government or the
Provincial Legislature, for the support of any
particular Church system, would, according to
the Rev. Mr. Ryerson’s principles, be a gross
outrage upon the rights of individual Christians ;
but if the Legislature were merely to empaower
the local Municipalities to impose such 2 tax if
they pleased, and were to enact laws to enforce
compliance with the decrees of the said Munici-
palities, there would be no outrage, no vielation
of individual rights! A Presbyterian compelled
to pay for the support of an Kpiscopalian
Church, in a Municipality where Episcopalians
were in an overwhelming majority, would, under
such circumstances, consider himself to be wmost
justly dealt with,because the Church-tax had been
imposed on him, aot by the general Legislature,
but by the local Municipality ! and DProtestants
taxed for the support of a % Romish Nass-house™
in a Municipality where Rlomanism was in the
ascendant, would be perfectly content with the
arrangement, so long as it was the Municipality,
and neither the Imperial Government nor the
Provincial Parliament, that imposed the tax;
though, to be sure, if they hesitated about pay-
ing it, the whole machinery of the laws would
be put in mnotion to enforce compliance with the
decrees of the Municipality !

Such would be the result, if the Rev. Mr.
Ryerson’s theory as to the essential difference
betwixt a tax imposed by the Legistature or
central authority, and one imposed by the Muni-
cipality or local authority, be correct. But it is
not correct, for the Legislature cannot delegate
powers which it does not itself righfully possess ;
nor can it, without making itself particeps cre-
minis, authorise its creatures, bodies of its own
creation, to do that which it could not itsell do
without perpetrating an injustice. But the Rev.
Mr. Ryerson, by implication, admits that the
Legislature or central authority would have o
right to establish either a “ common® School or
a “ common” Church system ; it can have, there-
fore, no right to delegate that power to other

bodies or State organizations, because that
which it is wrong or upjust to do directly, it is

equally wrdrig*to* do “by ‘the intérvention"of an-
It is iinjust, we"‘contend, to- conpel diy ‘mab,
under any circumstances, to pay for the support
either ‘of a.Church or of a School to whicki be is
conscientiously opposed. Hence our.opposition,.
not to the details or ‘accidents of State-Church--

.ism and State-Schoohsm, but to ¢ State-Church-

ism” and ¢ State-Schoolism” % limine. We
will not waste time by entering into ‘any exami-
nation of the materials whereof the system is.
composed ; but we take exception to the system
itself, as an outrage upon conscience and the

sacred rights of the parent. 'What matters it to

the Catholic whether his money be taken from.
him by Act of the Legislature, or Azt of the

Municipality, so long as it is taken from him,,
and for a purpose to which he has strong con-

scientious objections 7 "What matters it to him

whether be be robbed by a single despot; or by

a many beaded. despot, called a majority ? the
most cruel, the most vile of despots. The ques-

tion, bow, by whom,and in whose company, his.
children shall be educated, is a question which
appertains to the parent alone ; and in which no

one, no body of men, whether Parliaments or

Municipalities has, or have any right, to enter-

fere. To give, therefore, to a majority in the
Municipahity the power of overruling the deci-
ston of the individual parent is, to all intents

and purposes, to rob him of his most “sacred

right ;” a right which he holds not from man,.
but directly from God ; not as a citizen, or mem-
ber of any political organization, but as a parent.
responsible with his soul, for the soul of hischild.

‘What monstrous tyranny, therefore, on the part
of « Jack-in-Office,” to interfere with the
parent in the exercise of that ¢ sacred right |7
but what infernal impudence, on the part of
“ Jack,” to assert that that interference is no
tyranny.

All that we cootead for—and with less we will.
never rest satisfied—is that no one be compelled-
to pay for the support either of a Schoo! or
Church to which be is opposed. It 1s not to the
compulsory feature of the present system that
we object; for we are perfectly willing to pay
our guota for the support of education and re-
ligion, provided only—and this is a séine qua non
—provided that we be left perfectly free, each
one for himself, to decide how that guota be ap-
plied. In this we will brook no interference from
any one—from the Legislature or from the Mu-
nicipality—for it is a question upon which each ino-
dividual Las alone the right to decide.

The Rev. Mr. Ryerson’s assertion that under
the present system of management *each pa-
rent” has the power -or the recognised right of
¢ determining what his own children shall be
taught iu the public schools,” is a deliberate false-
hood. A Catholic parent, compelled by the
present tyrannical system to pay for the public
schools, would] mot be allowed to determine the
books his child should read therein, or what course
of studies it should follow. These would be de-
cided, not by the parent, who alonc ought to
have a voice in the matter, but by the majonty
in the Municipality : and in Upper Canada, the
great majority of these bodies are Protestant,
and vielently anti-Catholic.

Neither is it true that there * is no restriction
whatever in the estahlishiment of private schaols.”
Tatidem verbis indeed there is no such restrie-
tion ; but in practise, unless the Catholic parent
is rich enough to support fwo schools—one tor
his Protestant neighbors, and to which lie does
not send his children—and another school for bis
awn use—nhe i3 restricted from the epjoyment of
a private school, by the iniquitous law which
enables the Municipality to tax him for the sup-
port of a school of which be caunotin conscience
avail himself.

The fundamental error of the Rev. My, Ryer-
son consists in this, that he will persist in con-
founding together things essentially distinet—as
for instance, Municipalities and parents. The
foriner have no narental responsibilities, and have
therefore neither parental rights nor parental du-
ties ; they have no children to educate, and have
therefore no right whatever to interfere in the
question of education. And again, when he speaks
of the School Law as giving the people the right
and privilege to educate * their children in their
own way,” ke talks arrant nensense, for that
right and privilege would exist in its integrity if
all School Laws were abolished to-morrow.—
What the law really gives is, the power to ama-
Jority to impose upon the minority an educational
system to which the latter may be, and often are
adverse ; and therefore to the same extent it robs
a portion of the people of their natural, and God-
derived right, “ to educate their children in their
own way” without regard to the wishes or opi-
nions of the majority.

« State-Schoolisim,” disguise it as you will, is
but the American phase of Socialism. Iu Iu-
rope, and speaking by the mouth of a Prudhomime,
its last word is, % La propriete c'est le vol » in
America, and finding utterance’ through the in-
strumentality of the i:.{ev. Mr. Ryerson, it pro- *
clairos that the child belongs to the State rather
than to the Parent—to the Mumcipahty rather
than to the * Family.” Ia opposing ¢ State-

Schoolism” therefore, -we are but opposing Se-
cialism under one of its most loathsome and re-

pulsive aspects,



