
thiin. But, rni that tbc'y are stili
practiscd, andi that the W4i/ness wishes to
remiove theni, lias it raken the proper
ierboci of d~gso? H-as it gon e tg) the
root of the e%'il ? Vie think fot. In the
first place, it deals particularly with the
evil as existing in colleges iinid graded
schoois, and, as will be seen fromn the
relmedy suggesred, it is applicable only ru
these largler institutions. And h,2r, "'c
arc surpr ised to find that no reinedy is
proposed to couinteract the saine evil in
thi- smaller sc lw ere it is far more
frequently found than in tbe larger in-
stitutions. But vissingy over this, and con-
sidering only colleges and £gradcd schools,
we are still more suri>rised at the means
it proposes for remnoving, the evii fromi
these institutions, nanety, to re-establish
the old office of " whippingu master." Does
flot the Witness îîîan know that by ad-
vocating such a miethod of punisbment, be
is taking a step) backward ? Does be flot
know that such an office is nor even
tbougbht wvorthy of mention ini any of the
grYieat American %vorks on education ? If
lie does nor know these tbings, his knowv
ledgc of educational miatters m-ust be very
]iied indeed. And if this l)c so, lie
should flot commit hiniseif, by tratiig
subjects wvhicli lie does flot .understand.
At least he should hesitate before offering
bucli an anricjuated, long-forgotteni method
of admiinistering puniishmnent, lest lie drawv
on Iiiinself the derision of ail practical
teachers. In 'fact, jr does flot require a

Spractical teacher to see that punislimenrs
should bc admninistered by the one against
wvhonm the offenice is coinmitted, provided
alvays, of course, that this onc have tie
righi to punish. Now, although there
rnay be no law which -ives the teacher
the riglît to inflict corporal punisliment,
yet custorn rnakes it lawv, for it follows
from the very nature of his position as
teacher that he must maintain authority,
and must, therefore, have the means at his

disposai of miaintaining this autbority. No
court bas ever denîed the teacher this
riglir. Experience proves thar lie should
have ir, and, if the I1/i/,wes man lîad any
esperience in practical reaching lie would
knoiv rîat one of the best wvays of lessen-
in- a teacher's influence over his class is
to rake awzzy bis riglit of inflicting puuish-
iii-2nt ; and lie would also krîow that if a
teaclier have to send a boy out of his class
ýro be punishied, that teacher will neyer
obtain complere control over his class. If
the Wtncss can point out one school, con-
ducted according to modemn methods, in
wvhich this systeni is adopted, we are ivill-
ing to admit tbat our experience with boys
has served us to no purpose, and thar we
are absolutely ignorant of child-nature.
Trtie, i e plan may be serviceable to the
unskilful teacher; jr itay be a boon to the
weakmling wv1îo is utterly incapable of ad-
miinisterincr an effective punishmefit ; but
for the weakling w~e have no roomn in the
teacbing profession. And here we se
where the PYÛ'eçs has failed to go to the
root of ilhe difficulty. The nîiistake is flot
ini granring ro the teacher the right to
puiiisli, for, as we have said, this right
grows out of the very nature of his pro-
fession. But the miistake is in admitting
tlîat tliose reachers wvho punish injudi-
ciously have the right to occup)y positions
in the schools. It is these so-called teachers
wbom the Witncss should have attacked.
The very remedy which lie sug-gests shows
tbat lie considers thern unfit to govern
tlîemselves, and therefore unfit to govern
orhers. Why, tberefore, does lie flot attack
0dle teachers themselves, for abusing their
righr, instead of attacking the right itself ?
Vie ihink if the Wi/ness ivili look into the
case more tboroughly, it wvill find that ir is
the abuse and not the use of corporal
punishnient by the teacher, against which
it should niake its crusade. 'Let it be me-
memnbemed that ir is only bunglers, and flot
teachers, who resort to corporal punish-
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