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POLLARD'S OPERA COMPANY.

WEDNESDAY AND THURSDAY, 28th and 20th MY,
1.A PERICHOLE ; om, 1118 STREET SINGER.

FREDAY, 3mh MAY, and Folloaing Nights,
FLORODORA.
Miss AT, cE EDGAR . ... A% el LADY Howny. ooD
Miss Connie Doattie as Doloree.

RATLWAYS

OF WALES BIRTHDAY, 3rd JUNKE. 1002,

EXCURZION FARES,

HOLTDAY EXCURSION TITKETS will be issued from ANY
STATION TO ANY STATI )N on the Tlurunui-Bluff Section from
30th May to 3rd June, and will b3 available for return up to and
includirg Tuesday, 24th Juce. .
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PRINCE

The Return Fares will be :
FIRST CLASS, SECOND CLAS&S,
94 per Mile 1d per Mile
The Minimum being 4~ and 2s respectively.

The journey must be commencel on the date that ticket is
taken out, and may be broken at any stat-on where the train is
timed to stup after travelltnz 235 miles from the original starting
station, provided the specified time 14 bot exceeded,

By Order.

WAZ\'TED. an intelliget Single Mun, to act asz Gicom and

Garderer, thorcughiy well recommende’, Good Wages, Board ard

Lodging, Apply—Catbolic Cathedral, Christchureh.

ANSWER TO CORRESPONDENT.

IoxoraxT.—If you ea'l on our Manager he will give you an
estimate,

Ty promole the canse of Deliginn and Juslice by the rways
of Truih und Deace)

TITURSDAY, MAY 20, 1802,

CRANIOTOMY.

A2, e |
“ﬁ N o letter which appeared in the public NI

regarding the muoch-disenseed medical  cas”
the following sentenee  occurs :—*§  mich
add  that thig  instrumcont, which I have
never used during  the coumrre of twenty
years' practice, is employed in destraying
the Iife of the child in order to renler
birth  possible, or, af  the child s dewd,
to rednce the size of the head.  From the foregoing sen-
tence it iz evident that the opcration of craniotomy is still
practised by some medical men, who consider 1t a morally
lawful operation. But is it morally lawful? In other
words is it morally lawful for a doetor to kill by craniotemy,
or by any other form of opuiation, a living child in order
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to vender birth possible, and save the life of the mother ; or
ig it lanfal for the f-ther or mother to conngel or consent to

have such an operation performed 2 From what has been

gaid, and more so from what has been left unsaid, in the

local discussion which has arisen on the snbject, we are

led to believe that the wenersl public consider iv guite

lawful to kiil the child to save the mother. We have no

hesitation in saying thael herein they are mistaken. The

opetation of craniolomy is never lawful, and, therefore, the

doctor who perfoving ic amd the fathier who counsels iv and the

mother who consents to it are gniliy of grievons moral wrong,

are gouilly of au ach weich the Catholic Church has ever

looked on as murder pure and simple. The reason of this

is obvious. The unborn child from the moment of con-

ception has got a hwnan soul, and is a human being, This |
proposition is proved by both medical and sacred seience.

The unborn child, therefore, as truly as the born child,

possesses all the rights of u human being, which rights are

inalienable, and must not be interfered with, on the con-

trary, in strict justice they must be respected by other

human beings. The tirst and chief right of every haman

being is the right to live—to live in this world for that
term of years which Gon, who gave the life, has assigned
to it.

L 1]

Let us gee how the right of every human heing to live
is establighed and protected by GoD’s positive law. Having
finished the work of Creation Gop gave man dominion
over all the brate creation; they were made for man,
therefore man may lawfully vse them for his benefit and
pleasure, aud when the brute hes ministered to man’s use
1t has attained 1ts end. Man was created for an altogether
different end, e was created to the image and likencss of
Gon, for the honor and service of Gob, and nob of other
men. In this respect all men are equal, and have equal
rights. They have the same essence, the same nature, the
same destiny.  Hence, when the Creator speaks of the life
and destiny of man IHe unscs lavguage different to that
which He vses when speaking of the brate creation : ¢ Who-
socver,’ e suys, *shall shed & man’s blood, his bloed shall
be shed, for man is made to the image of Gop’ (Gen. ix.,
8). At the bhand of every man will 1 reguire the life of
man.! And the great preeept, ‘ Thou shalt not kill® is as
deeply engraven on the human heart ag it once was on the
table of stone. The person, therefore, who deprives another
human being of life, takes away from him what is his
inalienable natural right, he also grievously violates Gon's
right ; and It us make no mistake these vights belung to,
they are the property of the unborn child as certainly as
they are of the fuli-grown mun.  The reason given by
(il wuaddnst taking away the life of man proves this, ¢ For
pun s made to the fmnee of Gon” applies to the unborn
child as truly as it decs to the father or mother of that in-
fant, or to the doctor who counscis that the life of this
innocent homan being, who has never injured any man,
shonld be sacrilced on the alar of expediency. We
are fully aware that specious argnments are made use of
to justily the dovior 1 taking the life of the child when
from some reason or other the mother’s life is in grave
dunger. It is sud that there are caceptions to the general
commandwnent, © hon shalt not kill."  One of these ex-
cepuiong 13, That it is lawful to deprive a man of life in
necessary self-defencé,  That s, were a man to make an
atack npon the life of auother, which attack could not be
1o lled without causing death 1o the aggressor, it would be
Juwful for the man attacked to kill sacli a person in gelf-
defence.  Tlis proposision is true when no other means
short of dewh are at band whereby the attack can be
repelled.  In such a case the person whoe makes the attack
loses any right which he has to bis own life. It is he also
who violates Gon's right to a human life, and it is he who
will have to answer to Gob for it.  But can this argument
Le justly estended to the case in point? Can it be said
that the unborn babe s an nnjust aggressor on the life of
the miather; and, therefore, can it be sald that it is lawful
for o doctor to tuke away the life of this human being, and
for the parents to consent to have ib taken away in order
thit the hfe of Lhe mother may be saved thersby ?

*

We shall answer this question ie the words of the Arch-
bishop of Melbourne, In o most useful and important
pamphlet written by him recently on this and kindred sub-

UNDERTAKERS AND MONUMENTAL MASUNS, SPEY AND Dek Srawsrs
INVERCARGILL,
Evcry description of Monuments in Stock. We supply and ereot all kinds of grave fences

Funerala conducted tc or from any part of Soathlana,
Tpscriptions neatly cut, Telephone 25



