
opinions of all bein^ equally {|2;nored.

Within one domain, at least, there in abso-
lute freedom from ccclesia'^tical quarrels,
the bitterest of all quarrels as our legis-

lators are accustomed to say, with that
happy blindness to the character of their
own contentions which is so common.
Now, even admittinp; that the statement
proceeds on a somewhat exaggerated esti-

mate of the (ganger to peace and good
feeling arising from religious instruction
flndinc, a place in the publio school, it is

an obvious gain to have in its exclusion
the door shut against one element of jeal-
ousy and discord. It may be added as
another advantage, that with religious
teaching relegated to the home and to
the church, so much more time is left for
tho'se secular branches which all admit
ought to form the staple of public school
instruction, and wnich in our day have
became numerous enough to tax the brain
and the time both of teachers and pupils.
In the light of such considerations as
these, it is not, perhaps, astonishing
that a purely secular system of public
school instruction, should present itself

to many persons as the best, or if not the
absolutely best, yet the best practicable in
a community where such diversities of
religious opinion exist as exists among
ourselves. Is it the best, then, or even
the best practicable ? Is it good at all ?

I do not think so, and ifc will be my aim in
the first part of this lecture to support
this opinion in the calmest and most dis-

passionate manner in my power. First,
then, I ask you to notice, that, when the
purely secular system of education is sup-
ported on the plea that it is no part of the
function of the State to teach religious
truth, consistency demands
THE EXCLUSION OF ALL -vELIOIOUS IDEAS

from the authorized text books, even
to that of the Divine existence, which
is not only a religious truth, but the fun-
damental truth of religion. If there must
not be religious instruction in the public
school, if the reading of the Bible even
must form no part of the exercises, be-
cause the State, which sustaines the
school, transcends its legitimate and prop-
er sphere, when it undertakes to teach re-

ligious truth,then.on the same ground,any
literature which expresses religious opin-
ions or appeals to religious sentiments or
enforces rbligioua obligations, must be ex-
cluded from the books used in the class-

ro6m,or these must be purged of the obtru-
sive if not obnoxious element, prior to
their admission. The principles of moral-
ity, if enforced at all by the teacher, must
be enfoi^ed by considerations altogether
distinct troci the authorii y, the character
or the will of the Creator. The Ten Com-
mandments, giving the summary of the
Divine will in relation to man and the ba-
sis for over three thousand years of hu-
man morals, cannot be taught. Such are
the conclusions which we are compelled
by a resistless logic to accept if we adopt
the fundamental principle of secularism.

viz., that the State oversteps its proper
sphere when it undertakes to teach relig-
ious truth, and on that principle argue for
the eixclusion of the reading of the Hible
or any definite religious instruction from
the exercises of the public school. And
some have not hesitated to accept them In
their entirety. France, logical, if any-
thing, has done so. It has not, indeed,
adopted the blasphemous atheistic cate-
chisms which have been long current
among a certain class of the population,
but It has, if I am rightly informed, with
an unhappy consistency, entirely removed
the name of God and the whole group of
ideas connected therewith from the text-
books which it puts into the hands of its

youth. An Australian colony, too, has
not hesitated, in conformity with the sec-
ularistic principle, whfch it has adopted,
to excise from a passage of Longfellow the
lines expressive of religious sentiment,
before giving it a place in the book of les-

bons. The people of Manitoba, I feel sure,
are not prepared for any such course in
the matter of public school edu-
cation. And in rejecting it—in re-
garding it with instinctive revul-
sion — they must be viewed as
at the same time repudiating the purely
secular view of the State and its func-
tions on which it is based and of which it

is the logical outcome.
So far, however, the conclusion is a

purely negative one. Religious instruc-
tion in the public schools is not ruled out
by the character of the State aa a civil

institution. But even if admissible, is it

expedient? Is it requisite? The answer
to this question, which is one of the very
highest importance, can only come from a
consideration of the end contemplated in
public school education. What, then, is

the aim of the State in instituting and
maintaining public schools ? There will
probably be very general accord on this
point. The aim surely is, or at least ^ught
to be

TO MAKE GOOD CITIZENS,

as far as education can be supposed to
make such; citizens who, by their intelli-

cence, their industry, their self-control,
their respect for law, will tend to bulla
up a strong and prosperous State; citizens
whose instructed minds, whose trained
powers, whose steadfast principles will
serve to promote the public welfare. This,
and neither more nor less, must be the
aim of the public school in the view of the
State, and as far as supported by it; not
more,—it overshoots the mark when it

seeks to develope the purely spiritual
qualities, the graces of a religious life, ex-
cept as these are subse.'vient to the origi-

nation and growth of civic virtues; and
not less, it falls as far short of the mark
when it is viewed as designed simply to
give instruction in reading, arithmetic
and other such branches, and thereby to
promote intelligence and to train intel-

lect. The idea of the institution is most
defective, so defective as to be virtually
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