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ALL logical argument should be based on clear defini-
tions, Probably Mr. Ewart may not be to blame
for having failed to understand some of the terms used in
our remarks on the Manitoba school question in the sense
In which they were intended, but it must be evident to
the careful reader that, if he had so understood them, a
large part of his rejoinder in anotber column would not
h‘&Ve been written in its present form. For instance, Mr.
Ewart devotes a considerable part of his article to an
attempt to show that our statement that the true Pro-
testant attaches no less importance to religion as an indis-
_Pensable factor in all education, than the Roman Catholic,
8 not correct ; nt least so far as Manitoba is concerned.
1\‘IOW, in the first place, what is meant by edwucation 7 Mr,
Ewart’s whole argument rests apparently on the assump-
tion that it means simply and only the training which is
or ought to be given to children in the public school. We
regard the part of education that is or that can be
mparted in the public school as but a fragmentary part of
the education of the child. He agrees with us that the
parent, not the State, is primarily responsible for the edu-
cation of the child. But his whole argument rests upon
the assumption that this work of education as a whole is to
be handed over to the State and done in the public school.
We, on the other hand, maintain, as we hoped we had
made clear, that the State’s right to intervene in the mat-
ter at all is merely derived and inferential, and that it
ex.tends only so far as may be necessary to secure that
minimum of intelligence which will fit the man or the
woman for the discharge of the ordinary duties of citizen-
ship. Hence when we said that the true Protestant, no
less than the true Catholic, regards religion as an indis-
pensable factor of all education, nothing was farther from
our thoughts than the notion which Mr. Ewart seems to

‘work from, that the public school is the sole educational

agency. We regard it as but one, and by no means the
most important one, of a variety of agencies which are or
ought to be constantly and simultaneously at work in the
educational process. The purely intellectual and moral
elements of this training may be relegated (in part) to the
public school. Other and higher elements of it the public

school is, from its very nature as the creature of the State,
unable to provide. It by no means follows that these
elements are not to he supplied by their own proper
agencies, 4. g., the Church, the Sunday school, above all,
the powerful and perpetual influence of parents, and the
sacred associations of the home-circle. If it be objected
that the latter are too often defective or wholly wanting,
we cau only reply : * More’s the pity.” But the public
school cannot be and ought not to be relied on to supply
the lack. It can be supplied only by the zeal and energy
of the agencies which are distinctively religious. When
we denied that it is within *“ either the power or the duty ”
of the State to provide for genuine religious teaching we
should perhaps have stayed to explain our meaning, By
50 doing we might have prevented Mr. Ewart from over-
looking the word * power ' in the construction of his syllo-
gism. That word was of primary importance, for it is evi-
dent that what the State cannot, in the nature of the case,
do, that it cannot be its duty to do. What we meant to
ingist on as the true Protestant view is this: Religion is a
thing not of the intellect, but of the heart. Inother words,
it is spiritual in its nature and can be understood and dis-
cerned only by the spiritually minded. Hence it can be
efficiently taught only by teachers who are spiritually
qualified. But the State is not necessarily religions. The
Government which constitutes its executive may be infi-
del or agnostic or even atheistic. Hence it cannot be
trusted with the examination of teachers to see whether
they are religiously qualified. It will be seen, then, that
the fault which vitiates Mr. Ewart’s first syllogism is the
ambiguity of its middle term, education. In the first
premiss education means and can only mean that modicum
of intellectual training which can be imparted in the pub-
lic school, whereas in the second premiss it must mean the
complete round of training and influence which mould the
whole nature, intellectual, moral and spiritual.

IN the second place, we must point out very briefly

another faulty assumption which quite invalidates
Mr. Ewart’s argument to show that Protestants in Manitoba
do not attach the same importance to religious education
as do Roman Catholics. This assumption is that the two-
fold division, ** Protestantand Roman Catholic,” exhausts
the citizenship of the Province. But Protestants find
themselves bound by their own cherished principle of lib-
erty of conscience to have regard constantly to the rights
of various classes of citizens who are neither Protestants
nor Catholics. There are always a considerable number
in every community who do not wish their children to be
taught the creeds of either Protestants or Catholics. Some
of them belong to no religious sect. Others object on prin-
cipleto Laving theirchildren drilled in any dogmatic system,
Yet Protestants recoguize that the rights of citizenship
of these men are just as sacred as those of any other class of
tax-payers. Another distinction of still greater import-
ance, in thig connection, is ‘the outcome of the principle
of religious liberty, which is dear to the hearts of all true
Protestants. As a result of the operation of this prin-
ciple Protestants are divided into numerous sections among
themselves, each holding its own peculiar views of religi-
ous truth, and diffaring from others on minor points of
doctrinal belief. From these two sources, their regard
for the rights of non-believers, and their differences of
opinion among themselves, as well as from their broader
objections to the teachings of Catholicism, representing as
it does the principle of authority as opposed to liberty in

veligion, also from their utter unwillingness to permit the -

secular authority to meddle officially with the sacred doc-
trines of Christianity and the; no less sacred rights of
conscience, it is surely easy to see why the various Pro-
testant hodies should reach the conclusion that religious
teaching in State schools is as impracticable in fact as it is
objectionable in theory, and so to acquit them of the
charge of being indifferent to religious teaching itself, for
which they make other provision.

ADMITTING for argument’s sake the force of the objec-

tions to religious teaching in State schools, as involv-"

ing the principle of a union of Church and Stats, Mr.
Ewart goes on to point out what he deems a way of escape
i from this difficulty, without the sacrifice of the religious

teaehing in the schools. He would substitute for the
State school, the State-aided or the State-organized school.
The objections to both these alternatives are to our think-
ing 8o many and serious that we are at a loss to know
how to deal with his subject in the small space still at our
disposal. As an illustration of the principle involved in
the State.-aided school, Mr, Ewart instances the case in
which the city of Toronto subscribes to the maintenance
of some Roman Catholic charity, and says that it is very
clear that there is no breach of the principle of separation
of Church and State in such an arrangement. We suppose
he will think us hopelessly cantaunkerous when we say
that on the contrary we think it a distinct violation of
that principle. In the same way we hold that the prin-
ciple is violated in England, where denominational schools
are helped by public funds. On the religious side, we
maintain that the Christian religion is a system of volun-
taryism in its very essence and that one of its funda-
mental principles is violated whenever a professedly Chris-
tian body accepts funds derived by compulsory taxation,
fot the carrying on of its work of any kind. From the
political side we maintain that the system is wrong in
principle because the funds collected by the State are
trust funds, and the Government and Parliament, which
are the trustees of these funds, have no right to appropri-
ate them to any institution which is not under direct
Government inspection. Here we note another confusing
ambiguity which lurks in the use of the word “religion.”
Would the Catholics be satistied with any religious teach-
ing that could possibly be acceptable to Protestants ¢ If
not, it is not religious teaching but Roman Oatholic teach-
ing for which they are contending. It is well known that
doctrines which the Roman Catholic holds to be of the
very essence of religion the Protestant regards as the wmost
deadly error, and vice versa. What more irrational than
for the same (lovernment with the one hand to help
spread the disease and with the other supply the antidote ¢
What more unjust than for it to use the taxes paid by the
Catholic to aid in the propagation of the doctrines which
the good Catholic detests, and the opposite? What more
clear than that the only proper and logical attitude for
the Government of a free country in relation to the sects
is that of strict neutrality ? But if not State-aided schools,
why not State-organized schools? Why not find a modus
vivends in ‘ separate schools with no State aid at all—
only a charter !” To prevent misapprehension let us say
just here that we hold firmly to the right of any body of
people, Catholic or Protestant, or neither, to unite and
organize for the establishment and support of schools for
the education of their children, on any plan and according
to any system which they deet best, so long as the intel-
lectual education provided is sufficiently thorough to meet
the reasonable requirements of the State in regard to
citizenship. It would be, in our opinion, an outrage to
forbid the Catholics from continuing their separate schools
for the education of their own children, and, so far as we
are aware, no such outrage has ever been proposed in
Manitoba. The main question, then, is as to what is

meant by the State organization—the charter-—under the

proposed system ! Why should the aid of the State be
needed ! If merely to confer corporate powers, there
could be no objection. But if to enable compulsion to
be used to make any one contribute to and patronize a
denominational school against his will, simply because he
might happen to be recognized as & member of that
denomination, we should demur. This suggests other
serious objections. Suppose that the different denomina-
tions were able and willing to support their respective

"separate schools, whal would be done with. the scattered

remnants of population, those who would regard it as an
infringement upon their rights of conscience to compel
them to choose between the denominational schools? If
all citizens were either Catholics or Protestants, and the
Protestants were as homogeneous in their religious views
as the Catholics, the question would be greatly simplified.
Even then, however, there would arise the serious ques-
tion whether the State should have nothing to do with
preparing its future citizens for citizenship. On the
whole, is it not pretty clear that the fairest settlement of
the difficulty is secular teaching by the State, and religious
teaching by the parents and the Churches?



