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accordingas their fortunes grow wecan well understand. Scotland
grows wealthiereveryday, weare told,and withwealthcomeluxury
and softer ways,butit is impossible for any except a people of con-
siderable powers of endmance, and some roughness, to suffer the
Presbyterian service or even to entertain the 6tern Presbyteriandoctrines, and, by all others, as a matter of course, a more refined
and less trying methoi of worship, as well asa loosercodeof doctrine
willbesought for. The Church of England seems for the time to
answer all theneed,and, under the circumstances, itis butnatural
she shouldincrease. To hear her called the Church of the Scotch
peoples'fathers, nevertheless,must prove a surprise to many, and to
none more than those fathers themselves. They knew nothing of
her,and,aswe haveseen,resistedhereventodeathand torture when
it wassought to imposeher upon them. She herself, whenshe first
arose hadmade common cause with the Presbyterian Church, and
acknowledgedheras asister,andit wasrather the Presbyteriansthat
manifestedmistrustanddislike of her. McCrie, for example,in his
Life of Knox, tellsus that the fathers of the English Reformation
were very far from holding ordination by a bishop to be
necessary; they welcomed Knox gladly as a fellow-minister,
whenhe went to England; Archbishop Grindal authoritatively
acknowledged the validity of the orders conferred by tbe
Synod of Lothian, "according," as he wrote, "to the laudable
form andriteof the church of Scotland

"
on one Mr.JohnMorrison,

and Wbittingbam,Dean of Durham, wasordained at Genevain the
churchof whichEnox waspastor. At the present day, again, the
augustlady who has succeeded Queen Elizabethas theheadof tho
Church of England constantly givesus the practical example that
she is of the sameopinionwith the founders and first ministers of
theChurch over which she presides, for when she visits Balmoral
sheattends theservice of theKirk. That her Majesty, moreover, is
quite as ready as Queen Elizabeth wasto vindicate her positionas
headof theChurch, we weregivenreasonto believe a littletime ago
when the lateDuke of Albany, in addressing apublic meeting in
presence of the Bishop ofLondon andsomeother prelates,spoke of
the Archbishopof Canterbury as standing next tohis royal mother
in theprimacy. Itwould seem, however, that BishopNevillclaims
also for Scotland some antediluvian church, whose representatives
thepresentEpiscopalian clergy thereare. And there are quite as
good grounds for his doing so as there arefor the extraordinary
notions he and his party entertain with regard to their Church in
England— that is, thereare nogrounds for such abelief atall. But,
aswehavesaid, theopinionsmenare capableof sincerely entertain-
ing are of great extravagance, and, so far as we have had an
opportunity of judging, Dr. Nevill may be taken as an advanced
exampleof themenin question. Letus give him all the credit he
deserves

—
that is, for sincerity in foolishness at the verybest.

According to Hansard, two debates took place
Friends AND last month in the House of Representatives that

FOES. give Catholics some information as tothose mem-
bers uponwhom theymay reasonably lookasfii>nds

or f«,ep. The first was that on the Education vote,in which
—

not-
withstanding the fact that, as certain of our contemporaries have
remindedus nowand then, there areCatholic membersin the House—

the only friendwebad to speak a word in defenceof our interests
was Mr. Turnbull, the member for Timaru. And verily it would
appear thatCatholicsneed tobe reminded insome way by strangers
that members of their Church are inParliament, for unless by the
means taken by the said members to convince the Colony generally
andin which they are for the most part eminently successful, that
they have no sympathy whatever for their Church, and are inno
degree concerned about the interests of their fellow Catholicp, it
would be impossible todistinguish them as Catholics. Mr. Turnbuljspoke as follows, referring to Sir Julius Vogel's statement thatGovernmenthad resolved to withdraw their proposalfor a reduction
in the education vote:—

"Iprotestagainst this action, on behalf of
the Catholic populationof this country, who are suffering under a
great hardship. You not only inflict on them bodily hardship,but
you also inflict the greatest possible injury upon theminanother
way;and when Itake into consideration that one-seventh of the
populationof New Zealand are compelled to withdiawtheir children
from the schools, and to go to great expense and to make great
sacrifices in order toeducate theirchildren themselves,Ithink that
this proposal is one of themost illiberalacts thatcould be brought
forward. Iregret that such a selfish Btep is to be takenas torefuse
to make this small reduction in the education vote. Ifeel deeply
grievedat what,Ithink,chows a wantof firmnesson the part of the
Government. The propositionhavingbeendefendedby the Premier
last evening with such great ability, why should they now come
down andcay they will withdraw theproposition? If suchis to be
the conduct of the Government,Idonot know how wearetodepend
upon them inrespect toother measures which they may bring down.
Iprotest, on behalf of theCatholic population,against such action,
brought about by whatIcannotbut consider to be selfish motives.'1
Mr.Robs, themember for Roslyn, whoisunderstood to be a leading
advocate for the application of the

"
starve'em-out" policy to the

Catholic schools, congratulated the Government on their determi-
nation, and speaking, asbe did,immediately af erMr.Turnbull,-we
may lawfully draw the conclusion thatbis approbationwas accorded
principally because be saw that the danger of yielding someslight
relief to the plundered Catholics had been avoided. The Catholic
schools can hardly be starred out effectuallyunless thepeoplewho
support them are thoroughly impoverished,andMr. Boss willnot be
toblame if any failureoccurs inthatrespect. Inthedebate on the
School Committees Election Bill, Mr. Turnbull spoke again, in
answer tothe argumentof Mr. Shrimiski that the abolition of cumu-
lative voting would give Catholics "more ground for complaint,as
they would thenbe deprivedof power to electany memberfor them-
selves toa SchoolCommittee." And theadmissiononMr. Shrimeki's
part that Catholics have already any ground for complaint rather
surprises us. Mr. Shrimski, as we allknow, is a member of the
Jewish Church, and as such takesa veryaidentpartinthe promo-
tionof the.systemby meansof which the Jewsand atheisticalFree*
masonshope todestroy theChristianity of the worldand toblot out
the name of the common object of their hatred— the infameof the
atheist, the Nazarene of the Jew. We are nut surprised to find
thathe is aware that Catholics havegrounds for complaint, for that
anyone must see, but rather at his making any acknowledgmentof
the fact, and we can only attribute his having done sotoaslipof
thememoryor tongue. Catholics will have much weightier grounds
to complain than they evennowhaveif Mr.Shrimski and themen
he in truth represents ever obtain thefull exercise of theirsweet
will. Mr. Fergus was more cautious, and thought thebillshould
be opposed as it would give Catholics "a tangible reason on
which to bang up a grievance." And we may add in passing
that Mr. W. J. Hurst had been foolish enough to call the
present Education Act a ''sacred thing." But to quote Hansard" Mr.Turnbull wouldnot haverisen but for the remarks that had
fallen from the honourable member for Oamaru, who said that so
long asthe cumulative vote wasretained the Catholics had no real
ground of complaint in this matter. He could tell the honourable
gentleman, asfar as that wasconcerned, that the Catholicsdidnot
interest themselvesor interfere in these elections at all. Besides,
it would be simply ameresham if they did so. The Catholics were
one-seventhof the population, and for them toput onemember on
the Committee by cumulative voting would be doing what was
simply useless. He wished to point out that they desired tohave
nothing to do with the schools. They, the Catholicp, thought it
indispensableandnecessarythat religion should form apartof school
education, and he believed every Christian man shoulddo co. It
wassimply asham,andanexcuse topersecute the Catholics, to keep
this in. He wassurprisedthatany men calling themselvesLiberals
could exercisesuch acrueltyranny onabodyof people. They were
made topay the taxesand erect their own schools. Ina few years
such treatment would be looked on with astonishment. If this bill
werepassedthey would remove a sham from the education system.
This honest,outspokenprotestationrequiresnocomment, and it was
followedup in a mannerequally praiseworthybyMr. Dodson. "Mr
Dodson said that anyone who had listened to the debates inthe
House on the education question would arriveat this conclusion
that there wasa feelingon the pait of the majority of honourable
members that the education system should not be interfered with.
They heard that repeatedly, when this question came up. To his
mind, that was the veryreason why itshould be discussed. These
honourablegentlemen hadnoconfidencein the justice of thepresent
system, or they would not be afraid to trust ittothe good feelingand
judgment of the House. They knew thatit was not perfect,orin
accordance with the wishes of the country or of the majorityof the
House. He knew no Act so sacred thatitmust notbe interfered
with;and this Act of all Acts hadblemishes and faults that called
aloud for interference and redress. 'While they plumed themselves
on having an Act that would educate their children, they should
extendit to all their children, and not leave one-seventh of the
populationout,as wasdoneunder the provisions of this Act. They
knew there wasasection of the community who would not come
under the operationof the Act as itstood. If they were in earnest
in the continuance of the present system, it was their duty tosee
thatit wasbased on justiceand fairness. If they didso they would
look on thepresentsystem with feelings very different from those
they had now. He, for one, would neverbe satisfied with the Act.
They hadheard that evening that the cumulative vote was a conces
sion to the Catholics. Itwas a concession whichbad been rejected.
In very few instances had the Catholics endeavoured to put members
on the Committees,nor did they wish todoso. (OhI) Hewasspeak-
ing generally. There might be isolated cases. He distinctly denied
thai this wasany concession to the Catholics. They did not wantit.
He wouldnot rest satisfied with the education system untilitgave
justice to that large body of people, and removed the disabilities
which they now labouredunder." Where, meanwhile, were those
Catholic members of whomour contemporarieshavespoken? Echo,
perhaps, at least if it werelike that far-famed and sensible one we
had athome,might reply

—
Just wherever they could best make it

plain to their Protestant supporters that they were Catholicsonly
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