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much more severely thah I have remarled even in this letter upon th* proceedings

of Bi«hop Charbbnnel. I remark, third^, that my discussing the provisions of the

law respecting separate schools in bU one annual report ^Uringften years, suf-

ficiently shows that there muHhave b4n some strong necessity for i^jt. the time;

and a reference to that report ^will furn<|h ample'proof of that necessity, ap well as
amply justify the observations made. ]jrefr)ar]i, fourthly, Jhat if Bishop ChaVUnnel
found anything officiaily objectionable ij that report, he should havetprnpiaine* of
me at the time to the government, andfct brought it forwali privately at this latk
period to aid in accomplishing a partidlar object. I remaji, lastly, that it argues %
an obliquity of judgment, not easilyjsonceived, to; suppose that I cannot B»
impartial (even if 1 had to decide ther on matters between separate and public i*

flchods, because 1 intimated that the la sr could not be destroyed by the former (as ^fe

some advocates for abolishing the sepai e school clauses of the law had contended!
as I believed the latter would, aftei- fail xperiment, be preferred by*all partes tothev ••

former. The very fact that, with all t anxiety of the Bishop to seize upon,every '

triflinl'sbadow of complaint, he has no rentured to charge me in any irftjance with
administrative partiality, ^hows the utt injustice of his imputations. I have cxpres.

sed my belief, and that frequently and ' th great earnestness, that free schoofa'kra^

more economical and advantageous f all classes than rate-bill jnchools; yet the
majority of the schools of the country a still of the latter class

; hnt how perverted
must be the mind that would on that

:
;ount assail me as partial in administering

the law in regard to rate-bill and free
i lools.

I may also observe that the obj ion is equally absurd that I must, in the
discharge of my official duties, be ho e to the Church of Rome because (H my
replies to the attacks, and my remir upon' the statements and proceedings of
Bishop Charbonnel ; I have found it t sssary in justification of the school system,
and of myself, to reply to Protestant jlesiastics as distinguished, and of much
longer staiiding in the country than ] lop Charbonnel ; but who would on that
account think of charging me with itility to the churches of wMch they are
ministers ? Nay, on more than one si occasion, I have expressed the sentiment*,

as well as advocated the interests o e great majority of the members of the-

churches referred to. To no class of
]

ons, more than to Roman Catholic states-

men, was the former correspondence Bishop Charbonnel with me painful and
mortifying ; and none more than they i feel scandalized at the fabulousness of his

recent statements, and the unconstitut I character and unheard-of provisions ofc

his draft of bill.

I think I have now shown that lop Charbonnel's complaints against the

school law of Upper Canada, in comp; an with that o^ Lower Canada in regai-d

to sepnra'e schools, are without found? i ; that the comparison of exemptions and
poweis is in favor of the separate scho of Upper Canada ; that if separate schools

in Upper Canada are not multiplied i if those established languish or are soon
abandoned, it is not in the law that the se is to be found, but in the acknowledged
greater efficiency and more popular c icter of the public «chools in Upper than

of those in Lower Canada—in the greaK eedorh Oi our school and municipal systems,

and the unwillingness of the great bod the Roman Cifholic population to'isoliite
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