S THE CATHOLIC SHIELD.

the woltire and progross of Separate Schools us they do
for the growth and development of the man in the
moon.  Why the C(atholies of this Province have
tamely submitted so long to such a fareical system of
Separate School Ingpection, we cannot comprehend.
Wo can easily understand how Catholies are excluded
from tie Edacational Department ; how that lioutenants
to the Ilenorable Adam Crooks cannot chance to be
Catholics—nay more that even one member of the
Central Committee could not happen to bo a Cutholic ;
bt that Protestant Iliyh School Inspectors. in whoso eyes
Separate Schools find no favor, should be permitted to
enter our Scparate Schools and report them from tnne to
time seems indeed incredible. Now, we ask the Catholie
teachers cugaged in the Separate Schools of Ontario
the question: Does the inspection administered in their
respective schools by Protestant High School Ingpectors
promote the interests of these School~? The answer
will be without doubt in the negative. But mark you,
the Xigh School Inspectors are not supposed to inspect
Scparate Schools: their duty is wholly bound up in
the word report. ‘That is, they muke a pedestrian tour
around the Separate School building; interview the
teachers concerning their salaries, certiticates and
number of classes; oxamine the Daily Register; fire a
few High School questions at a ¢lass of little boys or
girls of seven, cight, or nine years of age; and then
bow themselves out. That is the end. Noj; e forgot;
tl(sy report at the Department. Yes, they report; but
through what procees of churning these reparts go eve
thoy appearin the annual Report of the Minister of
Edacation we do not know; but this we do know, that
the Annual Report of the Ministor of Education, so far
as jt relates to the Separate Schools of Ontarie, is a
delusion and a snare, caleulated to mislead the publie,
caleulated to injure Separate Schools, culenlated to
show up the liberality of Protestants in School matters,
where no such liberality exists. But we may be aceunsed
of making rash statements. Well, let us sce. According
ta the report of the Minister of Education for 1877, the
number of Soparate Schools in the Province was 185.
In the Annual Report for 1878 the number of Separate
Schools is put down as 177 showing the report gnes on
to say a decrease of nine, Now there i3 not only a
false discrepancy hero but the veports of the wmmbor
of Separaie Schools for these two years are false on
their very face. True, some attempt was made we
beliove at tho time of the issuing of the Annual Report
for 1878 to rectify or explain away the bungled
mistake; but the impression left upon the public by
the press commenting on the report was that Separate
Schools were on the decline, and that they wore losing
favor even in the eyes of their Catholic supporters.
Again the report for 1878 goes on to say, ¢ that of 789
teachers of the Roman Catholic Church 456 are
employed in the Public Schools of Ontario.” Now we
claim this is entirely misleading, and misleading too
for a purpose. It js a well known fret that there exists

in Ontario, especially in rural districts, a very large
number of schools, nominally designated Public Schools,
but virtually Separate Schouls, almost wholly supported
by Catholic rate-payers, with a Catholic Roard of
Trustees. In theso Schools Catholic teachers find
employment, and in the Annual Report such Schools
are denominated Public Schools ; and thus the liberality
of Protestant School Boards, in ongaging so many
Catholic teachers in such Public Schools as these, is
spread abroad. Now we challenge the Minister of
Education or his subalterns in oflice to point out 1o us
a single prominent position held by a Catholi¢ as Heads
master in either the High or Public Schools of this
Province. It is painful, for us to throw out this
challengo ; but we have a duty to perform, and we intend
to write aftor this form till we have fully exposed that
monopoly, the School System of Ontarlo.
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PARENTAL RIGHTS IN EDUCATION.

No other vight is =0 sacred, so holy to Cutholic
parents, as the right to cducate their children after the
manner of their own heart; and this is a vight which no
state nor set of men can wrest from them. Not only is
the education of children by parents a right, butitis a
sacred and binding duty as well.  So Dr. Wayland in
his Moral Philosophy writes: ¢ The duty of parents is
to educate their children in such manner as they
believe will be most for their futare happiness both
temporal and eternal.  With his duty in this respect
no one has a right to interfere. While ho exercises his
parental duties within their prescribed limits, he is by
the law of God, exompt from intorforonce both from
individuals and from society.” So far Dr. Wayland.
Now, let us hear what Herbert Spencer, in the chapter
on National Education, has to say upon this point. Wo
feel sure that our Protestant friends, who are such
urdent admirers and warm supporters of a Public
School System of Edueation administered by tho state,
will not refuse to pay heed to the opinion of so eminont
8 Protestant writer on Educational subjects, as Herbert
Spencer.  Ile thus writes: “In the same way that our
detinition of state duty forbids the state to administer
religion or charity, so likewise does it forbid the state
to administer education.  Inasmuch as the taking away
by Government of more of a man’s property than is
needful for maintaining his rights is an infringement,
and therefore a reversal of the governmeont’s fanction
towards him, and inasmuch as the taking away of his
property to educate his own or other people’s children
is not ncedful for the maintaining of his rights, the
taking away of his property is wrong.” Mr. Spencer
then goes on to prove his proposition, and rofuto
objections brought against it by various clusses of
objectors thus: “ The reasoning which is held to estab-
lish the right to intellectnal food, will cqually well
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