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ligious persuasion can cluim on constitutional or
public grounds, that any of such schools should be
made scctarian, or that public funds should be ex-
pended for the support of sectarian schools at all-—
much less that such schools should be placed upon
the same footing as public schools. The sole object
of public schools is secular education ; the leading
object of sectarinn schools is sectarian interests—
with which the State does not interfere where there
is “no semblance of union between Church and
State.” If, therefore, the State does so far depart
from the principle of a nntional r ;> em of instruction,
as to permit any members of a religious persuasion
to separate themselves from it, and to even give them
public aid for a sectarian school, it i3 & favor granted
them on the ground of indulgence, but upon no
groand of constitutional right; since no sect basa
costitutional claim to more than equal and impar-
tin} protection in the enjoyment of access to the pub-
iie insutitions of the country. It was on the ground
of toleration or indulgence that separate schools were
first sanctioned by liw both in Upper and Lower
Canad : but with this diftference, however, that in
Canada East, where the union of Church anl State
exists, the schools of the majority are for the most
part denominational schools, wiile those of the mi-
pority are nou-denowinativnal—the reverse of what
exists in Upper Cauada.

It is only since 1850 that any persons pretended to
demand separate schools as a right, and not as a fa-
vor. But when corporate powers and privileges are
once granted to persons, they then acquire legal
rights which cannot and ought not to be lightly taken
from thetn, however unadvised nnd to be regreited
may have been the act of conferring them in the
first place. And itis upon this ground that I have
stated in former reports, aad repeat here, that I think
the clauses of the school Jaw providing for separate
schools ought to be allowed to remaun on the starute
book. I fuund clauses in the school law for that
purpose when I assumed the charge of the depart-
ment in 1845; I have since successively submitted
the re-enactment and extension of them, as far as |
could counsistenly with the efliciency of the public
school system, and the rights of individuals and Mu-
nicipalities, and so as to place the parties supporting
separate or  dissentient” schools in both Upper and
Lower Cunada on perfectly equal footing; but the
separnte school clauses of the law as prepared and
recommended by me were compluined against by
some leading advocates of separate scbools, and a
bill was prepared on their part, and brought into the
Legizlature mn 18534, without any knowledge respect-
ing what I had done, and substitating, for my clauses.
the provisions of the Separate School Act now in
force. But though I have had nothing to do in pre-
par.ng the provisions of this Act, and though I doubt
whettier they are as beneficial to the parties of se-
parate schools as the provisions tor which they have
been substituted ; yet I think they should be allowed
to remain undisturbed. They were prepared and
accepled by the complaining parties themselves as a
seitlement of the questien ; they have not affected,
bor do 1 (hink they will atfect, the general working
and eflicicney of our school system; they leave not
the shadow of pretext for the complaint that Roman
Catholics in Upper Canada are less liberally treated
than Protestants in Lower Caanada, and especially
since providing in a Lower Canada School Act dur-
ing the recent session of the Legislature that Pro-
testants in Lower Canada must levy and collect
themselves whatever sums they may require for
schuol purposes, and taking away from the Munici-

pal Councils even the power to levy and collect any
rutes for  dissentient’ schools. ¥

But if the parties for whom separate sehools are
allowed, and aided out of the Legisiative School
Grants, according to the average attendance of pu-
pils (which is the principle of disiributing the school
grauts amohg the common schools in all the town-
ships of Upper Canada) shall renew agitation upon
the subject, and assail and seek to subvert the pub-
lic school system, as they have done, and endeavor
to force legislation upon that subject against the
voice and rights of the people of Upper Canada, by
votes from Lower Canada, and the highest taivors ef
cecelesiastical authority, then I submit that the true
and only alternative will be to abolish the separate
school law altogether, nnd substitute the provisiong
of the national system in Irelund m relation to united
secular and separate religious instruction, and extend
it to Lower as well as Upper Canada.  To the prin-
ciples of that system in relation to national schools
no party can object. It bhas been in successful oper-
ation in Ireland for more than twenty years, and has
been recently re-affirmed after the fullesy discussion,
by the unanimous vote of the British louse of Com-
mons. It is too much that the people of Upper Ca-
vada, like the Israelites in their work of rebuilding,
a3 meantioned in the fourth chapter of Nehemiah,
should be compeled to stand constantly on guard for
the protection of their school system, to libour at
the erection and completion of thair cducational edi-
fice ©every one his sword girded by his side,” and
¢ he that soundeth the trumpet by Lin.”  There can
be little doubt as to the result ot an attempt, by
means of external votes, at systemniic legistution
against the voice of the great majority of the people
of Upper Canada aund their representatives, on the
vital question of public instruction. No such at-
tempts have been made to repeal und change school
laws in Lower Canada by bills brought in by Upper
Canada members of the legislature, and carried by
votes of an Upper Canada majority auainst the voice
and remoustrances of a majority of Lower Canada
members. I believe the leading members of the le-
gislature from both sections ot United Canady, ave
satisfied that the clxuses of the laws in regard to se-
parate schools in Upper Canada are, upon the whole,
move favorable to their supporters thau are the cor-
responding clauses of the lnws in regard to dissen-
tient schools in Lower Caaada.

It is true there are difliculties attending the es-
tablishment and support of sepurate schools in Upper
Canada that are not experienced in establishing wad
supporting dissentientschoolsin Lower Canada. But
that difference arises from social canses, and not from
partiality in legislation. In Lower Canada what are
fegally the nauonal schools, are, as a general rule,
church schools, the ceremonies and religious teach-
ings being such as are directed by the authorities of
the Roman Catholic Church.  Where this is the case,
there can be little difference or relactance on the
part of the Protestant minority to establish and sup-
port a dissentient school. But in Upper Canada the
national schools are non-denominativnal; the reli-
gious convictions of all classes are equally protected,--
as much so as in the mixed schools in Ircland ; they
are equally open to all clusses,—are altogether or

# Yot I see in the columns of the ultra advocates of scparate
schools, statements to tho effect that there are several essontial
lmxliculurs in which the ease of the supporters of separate schools
in Upper Canada is bad in comparisen of the rupperters of “dis-
sentient” schools in Lower Cannda—satatements which are ground-
lessand delusive, and put forth to justify the high-handed Lier-
archical proceedings which bhave been adopted to subvert our
school system, or make it the ally of ono partienlar church

against the great msjority of the people of Upper Canada.



