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SenooL TrAcnitRs AND, PUPILS.
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(a) In the rase of Lander v. Scaver,2r it
was held that, although a school master
has in general no right to punish a p'îpil
for misconduct comrnitted after the dis-
missal of the school for the da), and the
return of the pupil to bis home, yé-ý he
inay, on the return of the pupil to school,
punish him for an ymisbehaviour, though
conimitted out of school, whicb ba
direct and imniediate tendency to injure

1 the scbool or subvert the master's au-
thority.

In the recent case of Dcrkins v. Gossi 7

decided that tbj teacher lias the righit to
make a rule, and to enforce it by whip-
ping, prohibiting the boys froîn swearing,
quarrelling or figbting on their way home
from school and before the parental au-
thority over them bias been resumned.

(b~) But it lias been held tbat the teacher
bad no rî4ht to compel the pupil toi study
certain branches whben the pupil wvas ex-
cuistd tberefromn by bis parent, andi that if
the u2acher attempted to force lie pupil
so to do and the pupil rL-fused and tbe
teaclier iîîfiicted corporal punislîient up-
on sticb pupil for sucli refusaI. that tile
teaclîer wvould be guilty of assauît and
battery.'-

And it wvas said that unitil conitiusory
eduication wvas establislied that the court
wvas titNvilling to establsbi tile mile tbat a
teacber miay punish a ptupil for not doing
sonietbiing tbe parent bias requested the
pupil to be excused froni ton2

he fact tlhat the scbool wvas a public
one, iii wlucli the studies were prescribed
by statuite, di-i flot varv tbe general rule
as to tbe righit of the parent to diret the
omission of a part of the prescribed

4. Pwier of lExpusin-Tbe teacher
bias niot, it svenîs, a discretionarv power
of expulsion, but only for reasoniabie
cause.Y The power of expulsion is usu-
ally placed in tbe hands of tlic scbool
directors or otiier coînnittee in charge of
the sebool. And the teacber gteîîeralive
lias îp»N'er ofîly to, Suspend the puipil uintil
t le iatter can be brougbt to the atten-
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tion of such superior body. This is regu-
lated by statute in sortie of the State.Y
For a Nvrongful expulsion the teacher
would be fiable in damages, flot only ta,
the chîld, but in Roc v. )etiiutg, it was
heid that the father of a ehild, entitled ta
the benefits of tbe public sclîool. of the
subdistrict of bis residence,1 may maintaîn
an action against the teacher of the school
and the local dirctors of the subdistrict
for damiages for wrongfully expelling the
child froni sclioo1.-"

This queistion wvas v'ery thorouglily dis-
cussed in State v. Burfon,14 in which it was
said that " the teacber is responsible for
tbe discipline of bis school, and for the

1progress, conduet and deportmient of bis
j pupils. It is bis imiperative duty to main-
1tain good order and require of bis pupils

a btfiil performance of their duties. If
hifails to do so lie is unfit for bis position.

To enable him to discharge tbese duties
efféctuallv lie nmust necessarily liave the
power to enforce prompt obedience to bis
coînmands. For this reason the law gives
limi the power, in prnper cases,. to înflict
corpor-al punislîîreîit upon refractory pu-
puls. But tl.ere are cases of misconduct
for whiclî sucli puiiisbment is an inade-
quate renmedy. If Uic offnder is incorrigi-
bIe, sitspcnlsion or expulsion is the only
adeqîmte reîîedy. In general. no dot'bt,
the teachlu2r sboîîld report a case of that
kinîl to the proper board for its action iii
he filst instance, if no de]ay will neces-

isarilv resiilt fromi that course prejudinial to
the lîest initercsts of thie scbooi, But the
conduevt of a recusant puipil niay be 5ucbi
tlîat bis presence for a day or a-i bour may
lie disastronis to the isiiî of the
sclîooi and even to the inorals of tic other

~i~I. ii such a case it seemis abso-
lutely vsý îîtial to tie welfare of the school
thînt the teacher sbould have the power ta
suispend tlie offenîder at once fromi the pri-
vilegce of tfile school: and lie miust neces-
sarily decide for hiniself wlietber the case

j requires that rî'niedy. If hoe suspend the
plipil, lie sbiotu'il proniptly report bis action

ito the board. It wil] be sehlom that the
jteachuer iii charge of the sebool wvill be
conipelled to exercise thîis po-wer, because
usuially lie caîî readily conîmuîiiiicate witli
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