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known with a perfection which at this time is scarcely to
be found elsewhere. Some of these rules, indeed, are
known to all priests; but even this general knowledge is
not possessed by laymen, much less by Protestants, however
pble and experienced in their several lines of study or
profession.”  Inexpert Catholic writers, and all non-Cath-
olic writers, in our tongue err in two chief ways in their
efforts o ¢ interpret’ the Syllabus according to their lights:
{a) They more or less seriously misunderstand the technienl
anguage and modes of expression in that document; and
(b} they translate the erroneous meanings, thas put upon
technical language, into the popular “English speech of
the street or the newspaper column.

3.. AUTHORITY OF THE Syrrapus.—According to the now
general opinion of Catholic theologians (based upon certain
documents of Pius IX. and Leo XIII.) the Syllabus is a
papal document; its eighty propositions are condemned not
alone in the Encyclicals, ete., referred to at the close of
each, but also in themselves and in the precise form con-
tained in the Syllabus (with, of ecourse, in each case their
proper interpretation). Catholié¢ theologians do not hold
that the eighty propositions are condemmned by infallible
aunthority; they hold, however, that these condemnations
are an exercise of the teaching authority, as well as of the
directive authority, of the Holy See. The eighty proposi-
fions are condemned in various degrees and for different
reasons. Some are atheistic, or heretical, or schis-
matical, or subversive of ecivil povernment and social
order; others are merely scandalous (in the theological
gense), or erroneous, or rash, or evilsounding, or
captious, etc. Neither the Incyclical nor the
Syllabus indicates what class of condemnation falls upon
any particular proposition. That is a question which is
left for the theologians to determine, or for official inter-
pretation, wherever this may be given. The great bulk of
the propositions condemned are of such a mnature that no
one could maintain them and at the same time maintain
the Catholic, or even the Christian, position. A number
of propositions, relating chiefly to liberty of speech, print,
conscience, ete., were grossly misrepresented by the French
irreligious press and its English echoes; yet these are, in
the Catholic sense, equally condemned by every civilised
Giovernment; and, if rednced to practice, they would make
the preservation of social order impossible. The com-
mentary of Bishop Dupanloup, of New Orleans, which was
‘approved by Pius IX., makes clear what is well known to
every Catholic theological expert, that the things generally
aimed at in the Syllabus were the un-Christian and anti-
Christian principles and the extreme religious indifferen-
tism of the time, ‘Liberalism’ in its evil Continental
mesning, and the principles of the Revolution. As re-
gards the propositions that are condemned as merely erro-
neous, rash, ete., Catholics give even to these condemnations
what theologians term, ¢ the religious assent,” which is wider
than the strict assent of faith, and which is based upon
a religious obedience to a divinely-constituted religions
authority. The reader who may desire to pursue the
subject of the Syllabus farther would advantagecusly ocon-

sult Newman’s ¢ Letter to the Duke of Norfolk,’ Wilfrid -

Ward’s William George Ward and the Catholic Revival
(pp. 234-274), Rinaldi’s Il Valere del Silinbe, Ruffoni’s
Il Sillabo e la Regola di Fede, and also consult the second
volume of Bonomelli’s Questioni Religiose, Morali ¢ Sociali
del Giorno.

4. Tae Sviranus AND THB Scmool.—' The Syllabus «f
Pins IX., says ‘R.W.,’ (1) ‘declares war against State-
controlled education in Christian countries; (2) declares
that the supreme control of all schools pertains to the
Church (i.e., the Roman Church); (3) affirms that all
gchools not controlled by tlie Roman Church are hostile
to the Church.’

There are in the Syliabus four condemned proposi-
tions relating to education—they are numbered 45, 46,
47, and 48. Not one of ‘R.W.'s.’ three °declarations,’
quoted above, iz to be found in these propositions or in
any part of the Syllabus, by any stretch of legitimate and
recognised Catholic interpretation. The reader will bear
the following points in mind: (a) The Syllabus is a tech-
nical theological document addressed to Catholic hishops
for the instruction of their Oatholic flocks. (b} The cou-
demned propositions being, in theclogical langunage, ‘un-
faverable,’ are ‘of strict interpretation,” and must , there-
fore be taken as negatives. (¢) Account must also be
taken of the circumstances which gave rise to the con-
demnation of the four propositions mentioned above—
namely, the Continental *Liberal’ and anti-Catholic move-
ment for the complete secularising of public instruction.
Three out of the four condemned educational propositions
demand, in fact, the entire exclusion, from the schools, cf
religion, and of the clergy as the representatives of the
religious prineciple. Avoiding technical explanations as far
a8 is possible, I may sum up the position as follows:—
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Proposition 45 claims for ‘the civil authority’ the
fentire control’ (fofwm regimen) of the ¢ public
schools * for the education of ¢ Christian youth'. (that is,
Catholic youth) exéept, in some regpects’ (aliqua ratione)
episcopal (Catholic) seminaries. 3
trol bere demanded fs of such a sweeping nature that ‘ no
ng]l_t sh_all be recognised in any other authority whatsosver
(elii cuicumqgue auctaritali) to take part in the teaching
of the sthools, in the direction of studies, in the conferring
of degrees in the choice or approval of beachers.’ This
amazing claim is, of course, condemned in the Syllabus.
The-Pope is thereby not agserting; hut denying, a universal,
which' is equally demied by practically every Christian
Church. It is one thing to deny the assertion that the
Cathohlc Church has no say whatseever in the education of
Catholic children; it is obviously quite a different thing
to assert that the Catholic Church ¢ demands’ absolute and
" complete control of all schools '—not alone Catholie, but
Protestant, Jewish, Mahomédan, Btddhist, SRinfoist, and
the rest. The Catholic Church does not make, and never
did make, such a preposterous ‘demand.’ The power
clatined in that condemned proposition would take away

Moreover, the State con- |

from every Christian Church the right of protest against,

-the placing of teachera of evil character in the schools~the

active propaganda of atheism therein (as in France), and
the corruption and demoralisation of innocent children by
the blatant and unclean blasphemies of degenerates like
the creature Morizot, who, after being condemmned on six
counts by the Court of Appeal of Dijon.on December 29,
1808, was promptly rewarded by promotion and higher pay
by the French Goverament. In his Bducation end BEdu-
cationists in Otfago (p. 4B), the Rev. O. S. Ross (Pres-
byterian) Jaments as follows one alleged result of the pass-
ing of the secular Act of 1877: ¢ The doors were thus flung
wide open for the reception of men whose antecedents, or
whose attitude towards Christian truth, would in earlier
days, under the Provincial rule, have disqualified them
for the important office of teachers of the young.’ The
Opago _Presbyterian Assembly would have heartily joined
guth Pius IX. in condemning proposition 45 of the Sylla-
us.

Proposition 46 of the Syllabus says: ‘Nay, even in
the ecclesiastical seminaries’ (Catholic seminaries are here
intended) ¢ the course of studies to be followed is subject to
the civil anthority’ (eivili auectoritati subjicitur). How
would our Anglican and Presbyterian friends like to see,
for instance, the course of-studies of their aspirants to the
ministry ‘subject to® the. lay contrel of (say) an agnostic
or atheistic Minister of Edueation, such as at present con-
trols education in France? ,

Proposition 47 of the Syllabus emphasises still further
the demand of proposition 45; it insists that public school
education shall he -freed from all Church authority, direc-
tion,” ete., and shall be ‘placed under the complete con-
trol (plemo . arbitrio) of the civil and political
authority > to do with it as the rulers please (ad imperan-
tium plecite) and to follow the prevalent opinion of the
time, The Pope condemns this cut-and-out seqularising of
public instruction. And here again he denies a universal,
which is egually denied by the Bible-in-Schools League and
by almost every denomination of Christians. Here, again,
it is one thing to deny the asertion that-the Catholic Church

hag no right whatsoewer of authority or direction in regard

to the education of Catholic children; it is quite a different
thing to assert that the Catholic Church ‘demands’ albso-
lute and ‘supreme control of all scheols.” The Catholie
Church makes, of course, no such ‘demand.’

The 48th proposition claims for Catholics the right of
approving of systems of education (for Catholie children—
so it is interpreted) °separated. from Catholic faith  and
the Church’s aunthority,” restricted °altogether, or at least
principally,” to ‘natural knowledge,’ and -confined within
¢ the bounds of earthly secial life.” This, like the preced-
ing condemned propositions, is intended to refer directly
and immediately to Catholics and Catholic children. But
the condemned principle is egqually reprobated.by the great
majority of Protestant Christians.

There is nothing in all the condemnation of these pro-
positions, in their usual and proper interpretation; (a)
declaring f war against Btate-controlled education,” but
against the abuses of State control, or (b} claiming for
the Catholic Church ‘the supreme control of all schodls,’
or {c) affirming that ‘all schools’ not so controlled are
¢ hostile to that Church.” No such claims are, as a matter
of fact, advanced by the Church. Moreover, (d) there is
nothing in thé eondemnatiori of these propositions that
claims exelusive control of even Catholic schools. The Cath-
olic Church does olaim, has ever claimed, and will ever
elaim, the right to say what shall and what shall not be
tanght to Catholie children in all matters pertaining -lo
£aith and morals. She makes no such demand in'regard to
non-Catholic children. She does not ¢laim, either in tho
Syllabus or elsewhere, control of the schocls in purely civil
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