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THE SECULAR PHASE OF OUR EDUCATION
: : SYSTEM .

A DISCUSSION - -

-

(By the Editor of the New Zealand Tablet.)

The following article on the above subjett—the sixth
of the series—appearéd in the Otage Daily Times of Feb-
ruary 13:—. .

VI.—SOME NON-FACTS AND PALLACIES CON-
SIDERED. ] R ~

When Sir Edward Fry was jnaugurating an investiga-
tion of the working of the Irish Land Acts, he exhorbed
the lawyers ‘so to present the case on either side as to
generate the maximum of light and the minjimum of heat.’
To achieve this happy result with the least misunderstand-
ing and the lesst waste of time and energy, it is well,
where possible, to get back to some dominsant fact or prin-
ciple on which both disputants can agree. - With this object
in view, I have all along strongly insisted upon-one general
ground of agresment upon which both.the Christian sup-
porters and the Christian opponents of our secular system
of public -instruction can stand together—namely, .a com-
mon acceptance of the teachings of Christian philosophy and
revealed religion, in regard to the origin and the sublime
destiny of the child. Here we stend hand-in-hand in a
common. belief and hope, and, 1 trust, also in the bond of a
common charity. This common teaching (which is not
Christian exclusively) determines broadly for us what

should be the chief aim in any and every system of training.

the child; it indicates, moreover, in & general way what
the processes of such’ training should be.

Among the supporters of the secular system who have
thus far taken part in this discussion there has been, how-
ever, a singular unanimity in avoiding the fundamental
issue—namely, the Christian philesophical and pedagogical
justification of the exclusion of religion from the school life
of the child. Yes, as already shown, this is the ounly ground
upon which an. effective defence of the secular system by
thstmns can be set up. An anonymous writer has fur-
nished four out of five articles on the religioua diffieulty.
These have, unfortunately, been couched in a heated and
exagperated tone. The points of view with which they
deal will receive due attention at the proper time, For
the present, let the following summary remarfks suffice:
(1) He, in effect, contends that Catholic prelates (or some
of t'..hem) were really the persons who lowered the flag of
Christ from the public schocls of New Zealand and Vie-
toria, and brought about the conditions that prevail at
present in the educational system of. New South Wales.
But (a) even if the writer’'s version of these matiers were
true in every particular, it would not .prove. that the
Catholic bishops were even the occasion, much less the
cause, of the banishment of God and religion from the
schools ; neither would it in any way affect the fundamental
merits or demerits of secular, as opposed to religious, edu-
cation. But (b), the anonymous writer's statoments are
(umntenmqnall_y, no doubt) misleading to an amazing de-
gree. This will appear.at the proper time. (2) He seis
forth to ‘ prove ’—chiefly by ‘quotations {more or less) from
the Byllabus of Pins IX. and from deductions based there
on—that the Catholic claims in regard to edueation are so
pbreposterous that ne sane legislature could for a moment
entertain them. At the proper time the reader will see
tpa.t the anonymous writer’s treatment of this subject is
simply ablaze with errors in fact and inference. (3} He
ropeats, in a way, the argument from results, both for the
secular, and against the Catholic system. Af the time
that he pemned this argument, he had before him {ag he
admits) the two last preceding articles of this series, which
clearl_y set forth the principles on which alone 2 rational
and informative discussion on that argument from results
ean be carried em.  But, significantly enough, he neither
attempted to disprove these Principles of discussion nor
to follow them. He preferred the pitfalled path of fallacy.
And his contribution to this part. of the discussion is of
interest chiefly as evidence of the extent to which, logic
apart, ‘you can prove anything by -statistics.’

A very imporiant contribution to the seeular side of
this discussion is,the article by the Rev. N. A. Davis un
*Church and State and the School.’ It is marked by an
ability, clearness, and courtesy that those who know the
Rev. N. A. Davis expect of him as 2 matter of course,
He frankly ¢ upholds the purely seculer school gystem ’; he
sustains it, moreover, on a Christian principle~—to wit, on
the ground that the civil Government, heing a secular
institution for secular purposes, should ncither teach, nor
pay for the teaching of, religion, but ‘should be restricted
to secular instruction. Added.importance is, given to the
Rev. Mr. Davis’s meaty and.we]l-writ‘.ter;___ article by the

- pedagogy?

) fact that it reflects views that are current among the

adherentz of several Christian Churches in this Dominion.

. Catholies are hand-in-hand with them in denying the com-

petency of the civil Government to set itself up as a direct
teacher- of religion. Its funetion (in our view, and pro-

- bably in the view of most of the Christian ereeds) is to

procure the good of the people in the secular or worldly
order—to protect and co-ordinate their rights, o press
upon them their social duties, to secure public tranquility.
These temporal objects it does not achieve by the direct
teaching of religion. The duty of the civil law in regard
to these is rather of the protective order—the ‘hindering
of hindrances’ (as Bosangquet puts it), the remdval of
obstacles, the affording of facilities of environment, and

s6 on.,. By these variougs means, ds Devas re-
marks (Key {to the - World's Progvess, p. 194),
people are ‘enabled to live more easily in agreement

with the rule of reason or the law_of (Glod, and to Ffulfil

the very object for which they are on earth.’ 7
Catholics do not admit the competency of the civil

Government as a-teacher of religion. But neither do they

- conclude fréom this that religion must therefore be excluded
- from BState-subventioned systems of education. :

1. The guestion raised above is, practically, the question

" of the respective rights and duties of State and Church

(and, presumably, also of the family) in education. But
the real issmes under discussion here lie back of all that.
These issues are, in briefest terms, the following: Is reli-
gion In education inconsistent with, or hostile to, the trus
end and aim of the life of the Christian child, and the true
principles of pedagogy (the science of the training of youth)?
If so, why and how? Does the exclusion of religion from
education promote the true end and aim of the life of the
Christian child, and accord with the true principles of
If so, why and how? . If religion is clearly
proved to be a mischieveus, or even a useless, factor.in
education, there is an end of the matter. ' If, on the other
hand, religion is (as the immemorial belief of Christendom
holds, and must be deemed to hold rightly) an &ssential
part of true education, it must retain its rightful place
therein, even if the heavens-should fall. If the State
cannot itself directly effect this, it becomes its duty to
entrust it to those who can.

2. The civil Government may not itself teach religion.
Docs it follow from this that State-aided schools must of
necessity be purely secular? Certainly not. Does it follow
that the State must therefore create a monopely of freo
education, and banish therefrom religion and morality
based on rveligion? Certainly not. .

3..The civil Government may not itself teach reilgion.
Does it follow that the Government must therefore perform
the hostile act of excluding religion and religious training
during the formative processes of education~—when such
training is calculated to produce the best and most per-
manent results? Does it follow that the high capacity of
the child for religions and moral development during school
life is to be neglected as of ne practical use or interest or
value as 2 national asset?  Are not carefully-trained and
dslicate consciences better safeguards for social order an.l
temporal well-being than battalions of bayonets or hillocks
of policemen’s bludgeons? And when can this priceless
culture be imparted under more favorable conditions than
in the training processes and the religious atmosphere, of
the ideal school ? ‘ - '

. 4: The civil Government may not itself teach religion.
Doos it follow that it may not therefore provide in some
way-—or gebt provision made in some way—through thase
who are competent, to make religion what it has been
from immemorial ages in Christendom, the very soul of
education?  This does not, of course, necessarily imply
& money payment for religious training—QCatholies, at least,
do not éxpect or require this.” Religion is, for instance,
a chief factor in the training and reform of inebriates by
the Salvation Army on Pakatoa Island. But that religion

- is not paid for by the State; the State {(as I am informed)

merely makes a capifation grant for the maintenance of
those committed, and affords facilities and a snitable en-
vironment for the play of religious influences in that noble
and well-conduacted” charity. There we have in actual

" operation the substance of the Catholic demand in educa-

tion. If this principle.is good (and it is) for inebriate
children of & larger growth on Pakatoa, how can it work
migchief to the life-aim of our little men and maids
at school? Our Health Department rightly lays the chief
stress- on preventive- methods. 'Why does our Fducation

. Department so neglect them?

5. The civil Governmient must mot impart religious
training. Well and good.- Butb either thie child is, or 13
not, to receive a religions training (this is something vastly
more than religious instruction).- If not, why not? (I
am writing all the time for Christian men and women.) If
the child is to receive such training, its doses of religiom
must, in the secular system, be administered in different

+

! 1t’s selling well, because it’s satisfying well.” Hondaj
Lanka Fea represents ‘ the mpst for the money,’

‘ Be kind tae auld-Grannie. Ladies appreciate & box
of Hondai Lanka 25 a Ghristmas present. )



