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The following is the report of a lecture lately deliveredat Invercar-gill by theRev.FatherMcEnroe, S.J. :—
Great stress has been laid by the advocates of the State-schoolsystemon the supposedadvantageof having the youth of New Zea-land,of all religious denominations,brought up in thesameschool,

at thekneeof the same mother. Specious pretence this, which hasdeceived thousands! For who is it that does not desire tosee Chris-tian youth trained in the school of Christian charity andof everyChnstian virtueI— not only desire it as agreat blessing,but regardit as the only solid basis of social happiness and prosperity. Norwould itbe too much tosay that anyone who would ignore the vitalimportance of such charitable training deserves not the name ofChristian. Butwho arethey, letus ask, whoclaim tohaveat heartthat the futuremenand womenof this Colony should be traineduptoahigh moral>tandard ? Monstrous that anyonewould seriouslypretend to give effect tosuch wishes by the secular system 1 AllChristians concur in believingthat the Gospelmaxims, as they havebeen thebasis of all true civilisation in thepast, so must they be ofthe highestcivilisation attainablehereafter. Andyet, strange con-tradiction,those whoare so clamorousfor aneducationbefitting thehoped-for grand future ofNew Zealand are the verypersons whodis-severmoral trainingfrom secular instruction, andbanish the formerfrom the schoolroom. Not only the moral instruction of religionbut the verygroundwork of Christian morality, the redemption,andadivine sanction for divinelaw,areignored by the system andrele-gated from the schoolroom. If thecase is reallyso bad asthis howcouldsuch asystem havebeen introduced, andhow canit be allowedtoexist? An explanation is needed why an eminently intelligentChristian peopleallowedits introduction,and why they do not rise
asone manandhurlit to destruction. And the explanation is notfar to seek. Theftamers and themost influential abettorsof thesystem saw it asyou andIsaw it to-day, and they intended it forthevery purpose itis so well calculated to effect— the gradual sub-versionot Christianity. Itis essentially a Freethought institution.The Catholic Church, fromits experienceof a like system inFranceandelsewhere,has from the first doneall in.its power against it.And though manyreligiously -minded Protestants,clergy and laity,werenot alive to the mischief at first, theynowcommonly declarethemselvesconvincedthatif Christianity is tobepreserved the freeeecular,and compulsorysystem of educationmust come toanend

—
theBible, they cay,must be introduced into the schools. It hastakenthe peopleof thesecolonies someyearstounderstand the mis-chief with which the secular system was fraught;butnow is heardL mallquarters acry for religious instruction of onekindor other
in the schools. For years,then, a Christian people,possessing freeinstitutions,havebeengovernedby a fewFreethinkers. A morere-markableinstanceof howa nation, possessing the most liberalinsti-tutions,may be tyrannised over by a few is affordedby BelgiumBelgium is oneof the mostCatholic countries in the world. Itisdensely populated,and its people enjoy aneminently high degree ofprosperity. Parliamentary representationin that country is remark-ably comprehensive,andyet the State system of education there isas 'odless asour ownhere,andlikeus, too, the people there havetoestablish andmaintain Catholic schools out oftheir own private re-sources. All thisseemsa paradox,but like allparadoxesit has itsexplanation. The Freemasons who throughout the Continent ofEurope are it»fidel, andare at the same time very numerous andpowerful,govern the country, chiefly by the agencyof an infidelPress, ina waythebulk of thepeopleabhor. There seems to be avery flagrant error underlying thecountenance that somereligiously*minded men would give to the secular system. They think Chris-tianitymay well flourish under it, and theyresent as a grievouswrong the accusation that it is at all calculated to injure eitherChristian faith orChristian discipline. In all this they think andspeakseriously. Bnfc do theyfancy that Christian faithand practicecanbeobtainedas readily as goods exposed for sale in the market-place. Do theyfancy thattohave themind andheartendowedwith
divine faith and love,neither parentnor child need take any con-cern? Do they think a mannaturally possesses them, that they arethe outcomeof everyone'sownheadand heart ? Have,Iask, thesemen to be told that everyone is born a Pagan, that no naturaltalents, no literary or scientific attainments canraise anyone to theknowledge of ths Trinity or the Incarnation; that for the know-ledge of these and other truthsof religion wemust own ourselves in-debted todivinerevelation;and that since these truths aresohighabove thebest efforts of thehuman mind to reach or fully tocom-prehend them,even, when known,our mind has to be trained toaccept them, and further still theinfluenceof divine grace is needed
tobend reason to faith1 Didnot ourLordHimself give a long andcareful training to many of His disciples, and even when thattraining was gone through,and under such a master, they remainedbut indifferentscholars until after the descent of theHoly Ghost ?And observe,my brethren, theyentered ourLord's school instructed
in the Old Testament,whichwasa preparation for the New. Yourchild is. asonce you wereyourself,andas allof usoncewere,aPagan.Andall the evidences of divine revelation have to be brought in-dividually beforehim—the sameslow processhas tobegonethroughinhiscase, as in case of the first disciples, before he can possibly be-come a sincpieChristian. So far regarding faith. But what shallwe say of the training in the morallaw of the Gospel1 The Chris-tian law has beengiven inorder toguide andcontrol every power ofthe soul, todirecteveryact of the Christian'slife, his every thought,every desire. Inyouth and in oldage,inprosperity andinadversity',his nau waywardheartmust neverbe allowed toswerve to theright c£)3> the left, butmustever steadfastly aim at and strive forsomptb ,ighigh indeed,and most worthyofhis ambition,but yet far
ab^ wiHn,future, invisible. And for this future and invisible good
thi ol' ,<yera of Christ must be ever ready to sacrifice,if necessary,cve1/ ,.oasure,every honour, and the whole world's wealth. Does
not Christianity require allthis1 Andsurely to beprepared for all

this is the most gloriousachievement of a Christian education. Whowouldhope the Christian law would be co observed by one whohashardly been taught evenits existence? To say, therefore, that thepresent system undermines the faithof our children,is tospeakveryincorrectly. Your children naturally have no Christian faith tobeundermined. What it does is to keep them in the heathenism in
whichthey wereborn. Oh1 youwillperhapssay,my children wereall baptised in infancy, andby baptism do they not receive thebabitof faith ? True. Buton occasionof your child'sbaptism, was there
not the god-fatheror god-mother, or both, pledged to look to the
Christian instruction of that child,when he should arrive at an age
to learn ? Lest youshould notlive to impartit,or lestyou shouldbe
irreligious enough to.neglect this first duty of yours -to those souls
whom God has intrusted to your paternalor maternal care, sponsors
undertake the responsibility of giving religious instruction to their
god-child. The child does, indeed,in baptism receive the habitof
faith. But soonafter hehas attained theuse of reason,he will be
required by thedivine law to exercise the habit of faithby acts offaith,and todo soat frequent intervalsall his life. The motives of
faith must, therefore, be presented to him whenhe is capableofun-
derstanding them,and increasedknowledgeof them imparted with
the increasing development of his understanding. Andall through
life,but especially inyouth, the vigour offaith has tobe sustainedby
frequent reference tothe truths of Revelation. Let the clergy ab-
stainfrom the controversy,itis said,and soon it will be seen what
side thepeopleare on! Singular means this of discovering God's
side ina dispute. The meaningof this argument, ifargument itcan
be called,mustbe that thelaity would be always right in case of
any differenceof religious opinionbetweenthem and the clergy. 11is equivalenttosaying, letthe clergy withhold from the controversy,
and theaction of the laity will determine the uprightness of theStateschool system. Strange requirement1 Let the clergy with-
draw from a disputein which theveryexistenceof Christianity is at
stake! Ifthe clergy must be silent on this question, when,Ishonldlike toknow, wouldit be proper for them to speak1 Is it tobe
silent when the dearest interests of their Divine Master are im-
perilledthat the sacerdotalorderhas been instituted? Who would
invite us tobecome likethe Jewish priests whoare thus sketched by
theProphetIsaias:

"
Their watchmenare blind,they are ignorant,

dumb dogs not able tobark?" Shall theCatholicclergy, who have
converted from Paganism Christian nationonearth, andwho
areat thishour gloriouslyprosecuting thesamedivinemission among
the blacksof Australiaand of Central Africa,and, indeed,among the
heathenseverywhere,shall theyas "dumb dogs

"
not opentheir mouth

while the childrenof those whohave inherited the Christian faithfor
decadesof generationspast,arebeing robbed of their sacred birth-
right ? Butarethe laity necessarily right inany differenceof opinion
regarding faith.andmorals, should any difference of opinionon sucha subject arise between themand the clergy ? Or rather,insuch an
hypothesis, wouldnot thepresumption be thatthe clergy wereright 7
Are they not theauthorised guardians andexpoundersof the divine
law ? Arenot they the salt of theearth to preserve it from corrup-
tion? "For thelips of thepriest,"says theprophetMalachy," shall
keepknowledge, and they shall seek the law athis mouth,because heis the angelof the Lord ofHosts" (Mai. 11,7). "Go," saidour Lord
to the Apostles, " teach all nations .... teaching them to
observeall things whichIhavecommanded you,"etc. And are the
Catholicclergy faithful to their divinecommission? There is much
thathas ever been admired in the Roman Catholic clergy. They
are faithfulto their flocks,evenat the peril of their lives. No con-
tagiousdisease,however virulent, will deter, them a moment -when
called on to minister to the dying. Celibacy enables them tobebrave,whenmarried clergyareinasensefraced tobecowards. And
the Catholic clergy in this southernhemisphere,and in this our own
day,have wonfor themselves speciallaurels by the zeal with which
they havedevotedtheir time and money to maintain Christianity
ever sinceiibecame so seriously endangered in these colonies. As
they havebeenGod's authorised ambassadors to man, thank Heaven,
they haveshown themselves determined,at any cost, to deliver their
Master's message. It is a very unwarranted assumption that the
Catholic people prefer godless education, for their children. God
forbidthere wereany foundationfor sucha charge. Certain alluring
baits are offered to induce Catholics to betray their conscientious
duty—

valuable prizes, scholarships, State and other influential
patronage,besides gratuitous instruction. What greater temptations
couldbe offered ? Yet even they who bendtheknee to Baal would
decide on the abstract questionwhich alone weareconsidering that
it is unfair, andin the highest degree criminal, that such school
advantages should be offered only on a condition imperilling theChristian faithof the scholar. Why not offer them to all insuch a
way that all may accept them with a safe conscience and with
gratitude asfor a gift of heaven1 Thereasonableness of our claims
toa share of the public expenditure for educationis sopatent that
rarely does anyoneopenly dispute it. Ihepublic money is pocketed
by the dormantparty, whosay nothingaboutit. And very fitly do
people abstain from discussing any act of theirs which they findit
difficultor impossible to justify. Anutterance has, however, lately
beenmade on the subject, and though itis as goodasperhaps could
be made in the cause,itispitiable in the extreme.

"Who are to
rule," itis asked, " the majority or the minority ?

"
The question

implies that no medium is conceivable between public plunder on
oneside orthe other. What an inconsistency, it is asserted, inone
who calls himself a democrat toentertain the Men <>f giving V,c
minority a share of the education grants

—
that is, of giving luem

their own7 If the democrat, then, is bound by his principles to
shelvethe just claims of the weakand theoppressedpoor, in whom
are theweak and thepoor toput their trnst? Ifnotin the democrat,
is itin the aristocrat, or theplutocrat,orthe autocrat1 The common
opinion used to be that the interests of the weak would-bebest
consulted inademocracy. Yes, and democrats generally will not
admitthe oppressionof a minority tobea necessary part of-their
principles. They will repudiate such an idea. Neither can they
evenindoing so claimfor themselvesany specialadvantage;for the
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