
National Education.

Tyndall, Huxley and Frnude, and
Hi crbert Spencer, are examples of what
may bc developed under the patron-
age of denominational education. Nor
have national colleges been behind in
furnishing defenders of religious truth.
One of the most gifted champions of
Christianity in our own day, vas a
student of Harvard college; yet Rev.
Joseph Co<.k lias routed the whole
band of B3ston innfldvls and free-
thinkers. The president of McGi 1
College, an undenominational inistitu-
tion, has secured a wvide reputation,
no less as a scientist than as an up-
holder of religious power. Denomin-
ational universities cannot boast of
their superior government and the
healthier moierale of the students. '-
cent events ' Yale College indicate a
laxity of discipline, unexampled at Cor-
nell. 'he disgraceful conduct of some
of the Princeton College students, as
exhibited a short time ago, does not
place at any disadvantage Harvard,
Aun Arbor, or our own Toronto.

When a church takes away from the
state institutionis its sympathy and
support, the latter must lose as well as
the former. By refusing to give its
proper share of encouragement, the
very defects wvhich it suspects miet be
produced. Vould it not be more pat-
ritic for a denomination to maintain
is -right in determining the religious
aird moral character of the national
schools? It is preposterous to sup-
pose that any college in Ontario could
retain its position as a recipient of
public funds, if there is any well-
grounded apprehension of defective
moral teaching. Are not the peop>le
who rule the country the adherents of
the various denominations; and sur-ly
the influence of religion is more effec-
tive than that of infidelity. When a
member of a church speaks of "our
university," he shnuld mean the na-
tional institution; if not, the policy of
either the state or bis church is wrong.
The church that does not stand by the

national system of cducation, acts an-
tagonistic to its own inferests. That
denomination will eercisÔ,most weight
in the country, in proportion to its
population, that ti.es nost fully the
admirable system of ed ica'ion which
the state provides. That church that
shuts itself out froi ihe provincial
institutions vill find its adherents,
through want of inteilsrtual power,
occupying sccondary positions in the
service of the country. Do -s not our
own experience prove the truth of each
of these propositionw? One of the
religious bodies of Ontario has been
frequently charged with havinr more
than its due share of political power.
Its adherents are said to gain the
greater number of positions of trust,
numbering more seats in Parliament
and ofices in the Executive than any
other body.

If such is the case I attribute the
fact to no national clannishness, or
superiority of church organzation.
If its influence is high the cause
arises from the educational advantages
which the wise policy of that church
lias secured. That church has ever
stood firm in defence of our national
system. It has resisted every effort
made to transfer the w.rk of educa-
tion from the domain of the State to
the domain ofreligious denomi nations.
Its ministers give no uncertain sound
when spasmodic attenpts are made to
disendow our highest seat of le.arning.
As a church, it builds no colleges,
except those for theological purposes,
and naq made no eff arts to secure
university powers. Ve have, on the
other hand, a church that has repeat-
edly complained of not having a fair
proportion of represent Ltives in Parlia-
ment and in municipal councils. So
strongly do many of its adh- -rents feel
on this point that leagues have some-
times been formed with plitical
parties to secure increased power in
the administration of pub'ic affairs.
A neglect of its wihes in this respect


