
THEi OWL.

%vould b.- neither difficuit nor dis-igreeable
-to shio% that the mecthods and resuits of
the Christian B3rothers' educ.itiotial systeni
are unsurj>assed bw any other body af
teachiers in this counitry. It is siniply to
our present purpose to inquire whv1 the
report of the Ontario commissioners hias
1-ivezî rise in the îninds of niany to grave

doubt,; regarding its fiairness, hnniesîy,
accuracy and impartia]ity ; wvl, fr<>m the
firsi, numierous truc friends oi educational
reforni looked wvith suspicion on tie
composition of the commission, and camn
flot nrnv accept ils conclusions.

Lt is claiined that the Christian
13rothers %vere inefficient .ihiat thiey did
flot hold qualifying certificates ; and that
tie tecigo nlisli, as hy Iaw
rcquired, %vas nî-lgected in the French
schools. 'Io inquire into thesc-and
other - charge.s, a commission %vas
appointed, and there the dificulty hcgan.
'l'lie Minister of Education appointed the
i-nemibers oft ile comimission-but on)
whiose suggestion ; It i s very important
to have a satisfactory answer to this
question-and ta others. How came it
that on bozUî the fusst and second ccnî-
mission, tliere was at least one niember
riotorious1y unfricndly ta the Christian
Brothiers? WVere the accused or their
friends consultud ini any wvay regarding
the formation of the commnission ? WVIy
were graduates Gf the Brothers' schiols
caretully excluded fr6i-m the commission ?
Wrere the cammnissioners; at ariy tinie,
directly or indirectly, under influences tiat
might reasoriably be considered hostile ta
the B3rothers? Did the Commissioners ever
see a Christian Brother teaching, or did
they know anything about the Brothers
methads? Did any mernber of the
commuission everhave artydifflcultywtith the
Brothers, or haàd he any prejudices against
therm? .Since a large ninjor.îty ýof the
schools an.d scholars ta be examined were
French, %vhy were coinmissionersappointed

%vho had not the sliglitest practical knsoiw-
ledge of the French hanguage ? D'à any
mcînber of the commission ever do any in-
efficient teachiiîg hi:îîself? Did hie ever
ne.21ect bis school to look after his personal
Avancement ? In fine, %vas the commis-
sion such as the commissioners ihemn-
selves wvould like to be judged by ? Was
it lionest ? XVas it impartial ? \Vas it
tunprejudice:d ? Had it no axe ta grind,
no iminai.ry sliglîr to avenge, no former
cojurse (À action bo justify ? We await an
anstver ta ail of iliose questions before
c<.-ndemniing, the Christian 13rothers and
tilîir Ottawa sclîools. One tlîing is certain,
îlîat ifithe enemiies of a systeni or ofan
order, have had the narning of its judges,
the vrdict is flot worth Uic priper on
%%hich it is %vritten.

TUJE B17'EIS BITTES.

The result af the recent investigations
into the worlkings of Uîe Outaa separate
schools lias been givcn ta th.e public in
the formi of an official, report. The T-rze
14i.'ess picks the following flaws in the
formn and matter of the document. We
prix-a the criticism wvith the greater pleasure,
as the Edito.7 ai the 7rze Wifneis, I)r. J.
K. Faran, is one of aur Aluni.i and bas.
single-handed, raised lus paper ta a
proud position amion- the Catholic
journals of America.

'« As the ereat ohjcct of the commnission wvas
tw investigate the teaching of English ini French
%chnols, let us here give some -tmention to the
English used by the very gentlenmen who com-
poscd the commnission.

(Sec report, page 19.) "«On arrivig at this
school the next nîoring, Brother Director Mark,
inforrned them, 'etc." Who arrived ? Brother
Mark or the commissioners ?

.(age 2 1.) " Tbe boys cotînt their fiiugers." Didl
thejloys count tbeir fingezsour S; their lingers ?

(«Page 21.) "1The boys werc apparently taught
tiothing," c-tc. Is. 'lapptrently"'in lis proper
place?

<Pge 43.) "'Pick out tic adverbs,"' etc.
What do the commissioners meain by "tpick out ?
Ls it a dignitled exprcssinn ?


