
anvil. No sooner, however, does a candidate appear whosays that if secularism be abandoned he will be i* favour ofdoing justice to the denominations, that is it reality, toCatholics, than these two papers turn right abott fa«e,
abandon all their previousprofessions, desert their principle*,
and call on the electors of Dunedin to vote against the secu-larist, and in favour of the odious sectarian.

This is another illustration of what we have always
believed and said, that for the most part the loudest and
most truculent advocates of secularism have principally inview, not the promotion of education, but the injury ofCatholicism. Theydo not care anything for secularism,ex-cept in so far as it supplies them with aready instrument to
gratify their blind hate of anything Catholic. Here wefindthem abandoning their principles andstrenuotsly supporting
anavowed sectarian inopposition to asecularist wkosaid thatin the event ot sectarians pursuing with effect « certain
policy he would be in favour of doing justice to denomina-tionalists,and to Catholics amongst others. So much for
consistency, honour,and honesty.

The Evening Star is particularly sorebecause the petition
adoptedby the late Catholic aggregate meeting complained
that the present education system inflicts an injusticeon them
bycompelling them to pay taxes for what it not only of no
use to them,but also a positive injury. The new theory of
the Star, a theory,however, which it only applies in the case
of Catholics, is that between the Government and its sub-
jects there can be no place for injustice. According to
the Evening Star, Catholics suffer no injustice on the score
of taxation for a system of education whichoppresses their
consciences andrifles their pocket because such taxation has
been ordered by the majority, or the Government which is
supposed to represent the majority. This iscertainly anew
principle which if carried to its legitimate consequences would
forbid the repeal of any law on the score of injustice and
legitimise every species of iniquity. Truly bigotry is blind
andinconsistent.

TWO ILLUSTRATIONS.

A REVIEW.

SERE hasbeen daring the past week, anelection
contest in this city;and it iscurious to note the
attitude of the city daily Press towards the
principles of the candidates. We refer chiefly to
two of the candidates. It is not important to
delay in considering the case of the third. Mr.Stewart, the successful candidate, declared
himself anadvocate of compulsory Bible reading

during schoolhoursin the *public* schools. Mr. Rbbves,
the defeated candidate declared himself the opponent of such
reading, Mr. Stewart i& the advocate of sectarianism of
the most odious type, asectarianism that would compel all
teachers evenJews, Catholics,andother non-Protestants,to
teach Protestantism to all who are willing to accept such
teaching,and to all who can be frightenedorcajoled to accept
such teaching. Mr. Reeves was opposed to this,but he
would not on any account touch the present godless system
of education except in the event of some future improbable
contingency. Toall intents andpurposes Mr,Stewart is
a Protestant denominationalist, and Mr. Reeves a pure
secularist.

This is in reality the state of the case. It will be said we
know thatwe do Mr. Stewart aninjustice, and attribute to
himwhethehasnotsaid. But we shalleasily show that we do
himno injwstice whatever. He is the nominee of the Biblein Schools Association, whose demandis that notonlyshallthe
Bible be read by all teachers in the publio schools, but
also explained j and heis the avowed advocate ofthere-intro-duction of the old Otago system under which teachers in all
schools were compelled to teaoh prayers, read the Bible,and
explain it, and under whioh Catholics were frequently com-pelled or cajoled to read the Bible. What does this prove?Precisely what we stated above. No doubt Mr, Stewabt
towards th« end of the contest and when hard pressed by a
troublesome question said thathe would not compel teachers
who objected to Bible reading to read that sacred volume.
But thevalueof thisadmission maybeestimated fromanother
statement made by him, that he wouldleave it in the power
of the various committees to decide whether the Bible should
beread in the schools ornot. What, then, is the meaningof
saying that teachers who object should not be compelled to
read the Bible, and at the same time advocating the right
and the power of committees to compel them to read it ?Why of course the meaningis that teachers objecting to read
the Bible must resign, or be dismissed. And this is thepolitical wisdom and spirit of justice displayed by our new
member. The Legislature isnot likely to be much thebetter
for the commonsense orgeniusof Mr. Stewabt.

What is to be said in reference to Mr. Rbbveb' policy
and principles on the education question. He is simply a
secularist opposed to Biblereading in schools, and would not
touch the present education system, except in the eyent ot

JaWfcßihle being introduced into them. In such an event'
"he would, whilst retaining the present system plug
the Bible,superadd to ita provisionfor suchas areunwilling
to send their children to Government schools, Mr. Reeves,
then,is a secularist,and an upholder of the present godless
system of education. Mr, Stewart is simply a sectarian of
thenarrowestkind, a sectarian who wishes practically tohand
orer allpublic schools and public endowments, in Otago at
least, to the Presbyterian body, to the exclusion of all others.Thisis really the state ofthecase.

And undersuch circumstances what hasbeen the course
pursuedduring this contest by the daily press of the city.
For a considerable time this press has gone in,Itead and
shoulders,for secularism, would not even listen to any pro-
posal in the direction of denominationalism, Latterly, and
for ashort time, the Morning Heraldhad somewhat departed
from its first tone and advocated sectarianism inthe direction
of Presbyterianism, But until this contest the other twodaUie?had keptsteadily hammering away a$ #w gecularigt*'

Ode readers need not b« reminded of our principles on the
Education Question, Thegehare been repeated too often and
too recently to be unknoim or forgotten, W« kave also said
that the timeit not far distant when the managers of ourpublic schools willnot only supply free, secular,and compul-
sory education,but that they will,as a logical consequence,
feel themselves called upon to provide their pupils with food
andclothing as well. Our contention on this pointkas beenthat the Government is as much obliged to supply fcod and
clothing for children as it is to provide free and secular edu-
cation for the children of well-to-do people. The last mail
from England affords some illustrations of the foregoing.

First,inreferencetothenaturaloutcomeof secularschools.
We havenever hesitated to designate these asgodless, Now
for an illustration. The Birmingham School Board is the
most secular of school Boards. No mention whatever of
religion was or is permitted in its schools. Inits view of tho
question religion was and is, quite superfluous. Children
could bebrought up to be good citizens without it; and its
managers and school teachers have beencompelled to act on
this assumption. An experien«e of eight years,however,has
partially dispelled this idea. ThisBoardhas now got so far
as to be convinced that for the risinggenerationtheremustbe
amore systematic teachingof morality thanhitherto. Itis
now convinced that reading, writing, and arithmetic, even
science and the ordinary school discipline aren»t sufficient.
At a recentmeetingof the Board, its chairman, Mr. Dixon,
themost rabid secularist in GreatBritainmoved thefollowing
resolution :—

"The BirminghamSchool Boakd,— An important resolution,
affecting the character of the instruction gives inthe schools, was
adoptedonThursday by theBirmingham SchoolBoard. Mr.GeorgeDixon,whopresided,moved,pursuant tonotice,"That,intaeopinion
of this Beard it is desirable that systematic moral instruction bo
given inall th*. Birmingham Board schools." Hesaid moralinstruo
tion wasalre«d containedinthe readingbooks whichwereused in
the variousBoard schools, thereforehewasonly advocatinganexten-
sion of what was given at the present timein thevarious schools.
Besides an extension of it,he wished it .to be systematical. He
thought it desirable that special times should be set apart for the
giving of moral instruction. The children,he thought, should be
taught that there weremoral laws,and that those lawsshouldbeenforced,andif,in the course of the instruction, the name of God
werementioned,he sawno barm init,"
In reference to this one of themembers remarked as follows*"Dr.Longford said gut he regretted that the chaiflttan had

*v
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