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ecoples are etﬂl left at the Boa,rd ’e oﬁ'ice in
Ballinet Stroet; Wellington. Its price (in*’

clud.mg postage) ig- 28 6d..

" Boys’ aible' Class.

"The Bible Class Camp this year will be’
The tentative dates are.’
from December 27 to J a.nua.ry 5, the charge -
For caupers north
Allin-’

held at Timaru.

belng £1 for ten days.
.of Welhngton it will be only 10s.
formation : éan, be obtemed from the Do-

“minjon:. Secretary, Mr. Trevor Wﬂha,ms, ‘

College Houee, Chnetchureh

Correspondence.

To the Edltore, _
4 NLE Ghurchman 17

Sn-s
napessary to fill two eqlumns of the” July
issue of the ‘‘N.Z., Churchman’’ with auto-

biographieal - details, he taeitly acknow-.
ledged the néed:of some apology for the
lame ‘and impotent. conelusion of kis letter

—his statement of the grounds of his op-
position to the policy of the Religious
Exercises in Schools Bill, -The-plea that
Canon Wilferd’s own work of 22 years
will be undome. if the Bill becomes law
will not persuadé any large body of New
Zealand Churchmen to revolt against the
action of ‘their leaders.
will read the provisions of the Bill, which
have stood ubchanged for three years, they
will find that it ddes not contemplate the
undoing of anything which'has been hithei-
to accomplished ‘in the long fight for re-
ligion in our schools, Clause 6 provides
that ‘‘if at any school it has been the
practice prior to the commencement of this
Ast to conduct -religious -exercises in a
foxm other than that preseribed herein, the
controlling authority of the school may

authorize the continuance of the first-
named exersises in liew of- those presenbed :

by 4hip Aot,”
Lot us 160k at the facts. Because vari-
ous’ Christian bodies eould mot sgree 49
years ago as to the manner of infroducing
religion into the schools of the edémmunity,
it was dee1ded (against the wishes of the
: mq,;on.ty of the, people) to exclude religion
altogether.

.educatlon hag remained ‘f godlees” be

ciuse’ Chuetmn people ha.ve mever beforo
reaehed siibstantial agreement about what

they -wany ‘and:’ eught to- have. At last
there is g policy - whmh by its fau-nese “and

—When Canon ‘Wiiford thought it ypeligion.

Moreover, if they’

“the Justlﬁeatmn for .
phla,se (wluch has heen premment m Te:.

“Who" have beel . reeponelble,-
cin tbe final ana,lysm, for barrmg God’ onit.:
‘of ‘the schivols and banning the Bible? Onr

_reasonablencss has commended itaelf 1:0.';'
the leaders of our own and other rehgmue
bodles, who .Tcpresent between 70 .and” 80.

per cent, of the populetmn The B111 has
won the approval. of parents and others

Athroughout the Dommwn JIE it beeomosf.
~law, ‘then - in every eehool in‘ the land,
gree.i; or small,"in town of be.ekbloeks, the;-',
Name of God w111 be. hotioured, eomethmg"-'
of His ie.w a.nd Hle love will be told in the
words of Holy Scnpture, and the chlldren' '

will be-led to lift up their hea1ts to, God
in'a s:unple act” of Worslup Canon” Wil-

ford remmds us that ”by not teachmg e.“
' truth, you do by ‘that very fact teaeh that

'thmg hes been done for helf a. century-‘
‘the total exelusmn of re-
]1g1011 has tended to crea.te in *‘he mmds_:'

in our schools

of the ehlldren, _af; thelr most 1mp1ese1on
able. age, a" posmve presumptmn agninst

justified by his arguments. He condemns

the Bill because it would ‘‘rob the Church
of the first work its- Founder-gave,’’ and

would ‘‘separate. the Bible "from the
Chureh at enorimous risk.”’ Let us examine
facts again, The Bible lessons are to be

contained in a.‘*manusl compiled by the

Education Department after consultation
with the representatives of the Christian
Churches. !’ [This clause appears to be
Canon  Wilford’s

cent Roman Catholic attacks on the Bill)
‘‘g, new kind of State religion.”’] What

more could the State do than call in the

aceredited leaders of the various religious
bodies as experts‘# Let us suppose that

they decide (as well they may) to adopt_

the ¢¢Children’s Blble” and’ the ‘‘Little
Children’s B1b1e,’ » pdited by Dr. Nairne,
Di. Glover, and “Q,’’ for similar schools
in Englend What "« ‘enormous
could attend the 1ntroductmn ‘of those
books into our schools? But, presumably

the rigk is incurred by #llowing the State
school teacher to fill a pl_aee which should -
‘be. ‘exclusively reserved for the Tecoghized
minister of religion or his deputyl " Is
there not the same risk in allowing the" -

mother-to read the ‘Bible to i little ones

athome? Would Canon Wilford view euch :
" “action. with apprehensmn e.nd alarm? T -
“alt eivilized e_ountries, to-day edueatmn 18
regarded ras one of the most important-
funetions “of govemment
prove it or not; but’ the fact is’ that the'

- is.no agent-to be compared with religion

Few Wl].]. ‘be found to deny that
the provisions of “thig Bill would confer;
. great religious’ benefit upor’ the children,

When Canon “Wilkerd” oppoges this- reforin”
in- the e'upposed mterests of ‘the Church,
Jhe ineurs a  grave responsibility, hardly

- guage. -
~yond the evemge of the commumty?

1‘131; 1

We may- ap- -

_S’cate, through 1te eehoole, s tekmg ever .
more eomplete “possession.of the «¢hild, The_!
influerice of ,the teacher is a factor in the.,
development . of -the, children,, seeond only
to. the. mﬂuence of the parents:, Many.
teaghers reglize the great truth that there

i

for, moulding’ 'end"‘streugtheniﬁe:t'hq ‘char-
acter of the growing child.. Is it Canon

- Wilford’s eontentlon that the tea.cher must
‘nevertheless be depnved of ‘this weapont
. Are’ we required by’ Catholic pnnexple to

keep the Bible ‘out of the Hand: of the-

_teachers? “OFf Gourse Cahon Wﬂford hev-

ing said ‘so mireh, is’ -compelled’ to say
more; snd He does 10t ghrink from brend :
ing -the great me.ss of teachers ‘ag iirre-’
ligiotts men’ and ‘womef; who would ¥not
understand ‘what they weré handling, have
not found God, have no faith, do not kibw
what prayer means.’’ Tt is difficult t& finnd -
words to charaetenze such reckless lan-

Are: our teachers 1r1e11g10ue be-

There nre feW patochial elergymen Whr*'

- have mot a fair’ proportion of Sta.te eehom

teachers ‘among their ‘communicanis  and
workers, ‘As for the pieture of" teaehers_
who ‘‘reject the fe.lth’ *yot take part in
religious evercises *‘in which they do ot
believe’’ rather’ than ““take shelter undér.
a conseience -clatsé’*~let ‘the congeience
clause Spea,k for itself. The' tea.eher neeil
only ‘riotify the Board or other controlling
anthority of the 'sehiol in Awntmg that he
has cofiseientious obaeetmn” to the exer-
cizses and he beecomes antomatically’ ex—:
empt. The Bill contemplates the cdge in’
which “all the teachers: will notify con-
geiéntions objeetiom .-There is complete
freedom of the teacher. Religious perse-
cution in New Zealand is unthinkable to-

day. ‘Does any Christian’ parent wish his .

children to be taught - religion- by those
who reject it? Canon Wilford finds-the
Bill “‘unfair to ‘the “teachers’’; f: but ‘his’
own scheme would eompel any teeeber who
degited to bring ‘s religions influence :to’
bear on the children, to do so as the ac-

eredited representatwe of some denom:ma ‘
‘tion for the childreri of that denomma.tmn .

That might certainly pre;luchce ¢%both his -
populaiity in the ‘district and his' chance
of ‘being appomted to enother distriet. i

The Ohureh is not eeekmg o “shirk her‘ )

: duty to the chlldre:i she is Weleommg the -

chanee of . being able to do it better Ot~
eourse we do’ ‘tiot believe that the rellg‘musf-
cxe1e1eee cail’ be substltuued for ‘the’ re
ligious training ‘that the Chureh must pro-
vide for her ehildren. But we believe that™
these excruises w1]1 in meny cases provule.



