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civilization meant a settlement flot of wigwams, but of regular "b ouses and
bornes." In the Parliamentary Returns for 187o, No. 15, PP. 22-23, the
Superior of the Seminary shows that large sums ($3 1,85 1.17 in tbree years) were
spent in sustaining and providing for the mission." The keeping up of the
mission becoming every day more onerous, thte produce of t/he hunt not being
sufficient to supply thte wants of thte Indians, we created farms arozund ozir
domains. When tbese will yield a plentiful crop, tbey wiii sufice to meet t/te
expenses of thte mission. In the meantime, the 'Seminary is obliged to advance
very large sums of money to keep up, and for thte repairs of thte estabishtment
of the Lake of Twa Mountains." Yet in face of this the Seminary now main-
tain that these Indians for wbomn, wben Roman Catbolics, it feit bound ta
provide ta a large extent, bave been nathing more nor tess than squatters on its
property !

6. The IlHistorîcal Notice " mentions as another obligation tbat it shahl
"reserve the oaks on those particular concessions partly under cultivation." It

omits the important fact that the Deed also contains the following context:
IlW/tic/t said oak'timber Hïs Mfajesty s/ta/i be free to take without being /teld to

pay indemnity." In this as in the other omissions, the IlHistorical Notice "
carefutly removes ail the appearances of Trusteeshîp, which the imposition of
these conditions and obligations clearly infer.

We now came ta the second Deed, and herein we find no relaxation of
moment, but .ratber mare stringent binding of the Trustees. The IlHistoricat
Notice " herein again avoids att allusion ta Ilthe Seminary of Paris ;" epitomizes
the "lconditions " of paying fealty and bornage, and " also at tbe ordinary
charges and obligations of concessions."

It omits ail allusionl ta the important restrictions and obligations imposed.
The dishanesty of this may be apparent front two clauses which especialty
relate ta the Indian interests. The obligation in the former Deed ta keep bouse
and home, was made still more binding in tbe second Deed, thus: "lthat within
a year and a day they shaîl keep and cause ta be kept bouse and borne (feu et
lieu) on said concession, IN DEFAULT WHEREOF TI4a SAID CON>,CESSION, SHALL
ItEVERT TO I-is MAJESTY'S DOMAIN "! This bas a very unlikely look of

absolute proprietorship!"
2. The IlHistorical Notice "is careful ta inform us that tbe pleas for the

second grant contained the foilowing :-"l And whereas the said gentlemen the
Ecclesiastics af St. Sulpice bave represented ta, him that the transfer of tbe
Mission of the Indians fromn the Island of Montreal ta the Lake, tbe stone
church, presbytery and fort of wood whicb tbey had built, had caused tbem a
large expenditure over the value of the lands, &c.," His Majesty "lbas disc./arged
the said gentlemen from making the said stone fort," &c., and adds tbe three
le-agues in extent, &c. Nothing is bere said of the principal plea made by the
Seminary ta obtain its second grant, contained in the Deed as follows :-" And
lastîy, that t/te Indians o./ t/te Mission of t/he Lake being accustomed to oflen
change their place of abolie, so as to render t/he .çaid land more profitable, it would
t/terefore be necessary to extend t/te said land furtter," &c.

The IlHistorical Notice " also omits the obligations of the Seminary ta
notify thé King af mines, ores and minerais found within the concession: of the
right of the King to take oak timber without payment ; of the fact that tbe said
concessions were Ilrestricted and subject ta the above conditions wIit/tz
excet'ion."i

It may be said that many of these specifhcations are only sucb as were
used in grants ta Seignors during the French regirne. That makes them none
the iess binding, and had the Seminary wanted ta avoid any obligation toward
the Indians, fia reservation rehatîng ta tbemn would bave been inserted in the
Deed; that is, if the Seminary bad been able ta secure the grants from the King
for its own emolument and advartage-wbich was not in the least possible
Just as the Jesuits were deposîtaries af their estates, s0 was tbe Seminary. 1
may point ta the facts that not onhy did it prosecute trespassers as "Iguardian
of t/te ,indians," but it built residences for thern, made fia opposition ta theiî
ful and free maintenance from the lands; that in fact, it once Jui/led it-ý
appainted duty as T'rustees of t/te Indian reserve. Garneau, the Romar
Catholic historian af Canada (Vol. 2, pp. i 12), says :-&« Meantime, despite tht
ardent wisbes aI Britain for the destruction of Catholicism that the Jesuit~
driven out aI Paraguay, and expeîled ftorn France ever since the year 1762
stiil maintained their position in Canada, and it required a papal decree issuec
irn 1733 ta abolisb that order frorn aur country. It was nôt titi ibis took plac
that the British Govemnment thought of appropriating their etQates, forgetting a~
it did, tht t/te Jesuits were on/y t/te depositaries of t/t roerysicil/a
ban given ta t/tem by t/te .King of France, for edùeating, t/te people, and tht
instruct ion of t/te savages of New rance. The canduét of the Seminati
towards the Indians untit a recent date, and the clear reading of the law
applies the same principle of trûstees/tip ta the St. Sulpiciaris as the intention o
the original lieeds of concession.

I do flot wisfiî here ta convey th½e idea that the Seminary of St. Sulpice ha
no legai rigbts ta their possessions in Canada. The abject of rny articles is t
show that they are under seriaus legàl obligations towards the Indians, and t
show bow they have fulfilled these obligations. In rny next paper I witl dea
witb the Ordinance Of 1841, and wilî be carefuil ta exaMine fuirther the ve?:
veracious staternents of the '1 Historicai Notice.",

W. GEO. BEERS.

ODD QUO.rÀTION.-There is a Sort of vanity saine men haveo of tallcing of, and readin
obscure and haîf-forgotten authars, because it passes as a matter of course, that lie who quote
anthors which are sa hittle read, must be compîetely and thoroughly acquainted witli thos
authars which are in every man's mouth. For instance, it iS veiy côflimr ta quote Sliakspere
but it m~ilés a sort of stare ta quote Massinger. I have very little credit for being wel
acqnainted with Virgil; but if I quote Silius Italicus, I maY Stand some chance of beini
reCkoned a *reat 9cholar. In short, whoever wislies ta stnike ont thse great road, and ta mak
a short cet to lame, let him neglect I-lmer, Virgil, and1 Horace, and Anaosta and Milton, and1
instead of these, read and talk af Fracastorius, Sannazarius, Lorenzinj, Pastorini, and th
thirty-six primary sonneteers af Bettinelli ;-let him neglect everything Which the suffrage c
ages has made venerable anid grand, and dig out of their graves a st af decayed scribbherî
whom the sulent verdict of thie public bas fairly corideiiined ta evertasting ablivian. If h
cornpîaiD oa, the injustice witli whicli they have been treated, and call for a new trial with hou.
and importunate clamour, tlioughI arn afraid hie wilî not mnake mueh pragressmn the estimatioa
of men of sense, lie will be sure ta make some noise in the crowd, and to be dubbed a man c
very curions and extraordinary erudition.-Sydne' So it-h.

A MODERN 'SYMPOSIUM.'

THE SOUL AND FUTURE LIFE.
(Continued.)

I amn too well satîsfied with Lord Blachford's papier, and with much that is ini
the other papers of the September number, ico think that 1 can add anything of
importance to them. The little I would say bas reference to aur actual know-
ledge of the saut during this life; meaning by the soul what Lord Blachford
means, viz., the conscious being, which eacb man calis ' himself.'

It appears to me, that what we know and can observe tends to confirm the
testimony of our consciousness to the reality of the distinction between the body
and the soul. From the necessity of the case, we cannot observe any manifesta-
tions of the soul, except during the uie of its association with the body. This
limit ofour experience applies, flot to tbe ' ego,' of which atone each man has
any direct knowledge, but to the perceptible indications of consciousness in
others. It is impossible, in the nature of things, that any man' can ever have
had experience of the total cessation of his own consciousness; and the idea of
such a cessation is much less natural, and much more difficult to realise, than
that of its continuance. We observe the phenomnena of death in others, and
infer, by irresistible induction, that the samne thing will also happen to ourselves.
But these phenomena carry us onty to the dissociation of the ' ego' from the
body, not to its extinction.

Nothing else can be credible, if Our consciousness is flot; and 1 bave saîd
that this bears testimony ta the reality of tbe distinction between soul and body-
Each man is consciaus of using his own body as an instrument, in the saine
sense in wbich hie would use any other machine. He passes a different moral-
j tdgment on the mechanical and involuintary actions of his body, from thatwbich
he feels to be due to its actions resulting fromn his own free will. Th'e unity and
identity of the ' ego,' from the beginning to the end of life, is of the essence of
his consciousness.

In accordance with this testimony are such facts as tbe foltowing: that the
body has no proper unity, identity, or continuity through the whole of life, all
its constituent parts being in a constant state of flux and change ; that rnany
parts and organs of the body may be rcrnoved, with no greater effect upon the
' ego' than when we take off any article of clotbing ; and that those organs
which cannot be removed or stopped in their action witbout deatb, are distri-
buted over different parts of the body, and are hornogeneous in their material
and structure with others which we can tose without the sense that any change
bas passed over our proper selves. If, on the one hand, a diseased state of
some bodily organs interrupts the reasonable manifestations of the soul tbrough
the body, the cases are, on the other, not rare, in which the whole body decays,
and falîs into extrerne age, weakness, and even decrepitude, while vigour, fresh-
ness, and youthfulness are stili characteristics of the mmnd.

The atternpt, ini Butler's work, ta reason from the individuality and indes-
tructibility of the soul, as ascertained facts, is tess satisfactory than most of tbat
great writer's arguments, whicb are, generally, rather întended ta be destructive
of objections, than demonstrative of positive truths. But the modern scientic
doctrine, that aIl matter, and ail farce, are indestructible, is not witbout interest
in relation ta, that argumnent. There must at least be a natural presumption
from that doctrine, that, if the soul during lîfe bas a real existence distinct from
the body, it is flot annihilated by death. If, indeed, it were a mere ' force' (such
as beat, Iight, &c., are supposed by modern pbilosopbers to be, though mren who.
are flot philosophers may be excused, if they find sonne difficulty in understand-
ing exactly wbat is meant by tbe term, wben used), it woutd be consistent with
tbat doctrine, that the soul might be transmuted, after death, into sonne other

s forrn of force. But the idea of 'force,' in this sense (whatever rnay be its exact
rmeaning>, seems wbolly inapplicable ta the cansciaus being, wbich a man catis
r 'hii'nself.'

The reemblances in the nature and organisation of animal and vegetabte
>bodies seem to me to conflrm, instead of 'veakening, the impression, that the
1body of man is a machine under the gaverriment of bis soul, and quite distinct
sfrom it. Plants manifest no consciousness; ail our knowledge of them tends.
'irresistibly ta the conclusion, that there is in tbem no intelligent, mucb less any
ereasonable, principle of life. Vet they are machines very like the human body,
5not indeed in their formaI development or their organism-in their laws of,

i, nutrition, digestion, assimilation, respiration, and especially reproduction. They
eare bodies witbout souls, living a physical life, and subjeet to a physicai death.

The inferior animais bave bodies still more like our own ; indeed, in their bigher
orders, resembling themn very closely indeed; and tbey bave also a principle of
life quite different from that of plants, with various degrees of consciousness,

fintelligence, and volition. Even in their principle of life, arguments founded an
sobservation and comparison (though flot on individual cansciousness), more or
0less similar ta those wbich apply to man, tend ta show that there is something
0distinct frm, and more than, the body. But, of ahI these inferior animais, the
1intelligence differs from that of nman, not in degree only, but in kind. Nature is

theîr simple, uniform, and sufficient law ; their very arts (which are often won-
derfut) corne to themn by nature, except when tbey are trained by man; there is
in themhnofi sign Of discourse of reasan, of morality, or of tbe knowledge of good
and evil. The very sirnîlarity of their bodily structure ta tbat of man tends, whei»
these differences are noted, ta add weight to the other natural evidence of the

'distinctness of man's soul from bis body.
The immortality of the soul seems ta mie ta be one of those trxiths, for the

ebelief in which, when authorîtatively declared, man is prepared by the very con-
jstitution of bis nature.

(Ta~ be cssjii,,ud.>
LORD SELBOURNE.

"That which taises a country, triat whicli strengtliens a country, and that which digni-
fies a courtry-tiat whjch spreuts ier poer crue ler moral influence, and inakes lier
respected and submitted ta, bends the heart af millions, and bows down the pride af nations
ta her-the instrnment af obedience, the fouïtain of Stipremlacy, thé true throne, crawn, and.
sceptre, af a nation ;-this aristocracy is fiat >an aristocracy af blood, nat an aristocracy oi
fashion, flot an aristacracy of talent onîy; it is an aistacracy of tharaieter. 'hat is the true
heraldry of man."- The Times.


