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GONTROVERSY

BETWEEN DR. KING AND
MmR. EWART.

Dr. King and Separate Schools,
Po the Editor of the Free Press.

8ir,—The Rev. Principal Kiug, when
thinking freely, is a clear headed and
anstute reasoner, but in a matter involv-
ing “Popery” (of which he says his
eburch is “an uncompromising foe,” if

“there is one aaywhere) he is, tomy
mind,amere psy chological phenomenon.
In so saying [ trust I sball notbe
thought to attack the rev. principal’s
good faith, or to have in view the Jdepre-
siation of the very high opinion usually,

"and properly, held n regard to him.
Wothing could be farther from my pur-
pose. I do desire, however, to show
shat being an “uncompromising foe,” be

" thinks as one, and thus makes grievous,
and very palpable, errora with regard to
the school case—errors, too,wholly with-
out excuse, for their true character lias
often been exposed.

I. Dr. King said: “Up to this date,
while there have been difficuities in
other provinces—in Nova Seotia and
New Brunswick —there never hus heen
any case in which these difficulties have

" not been solved without invasion of pro-
wingial rights by the central prrlia-
ment.”” By this time even uncompro-
mising foes ought to know that there
pever were any school difficulties in
Nova Scotia ; and that with regard to
the New Brunswick school case, the
eentral parliament did interfere to the
full extent of its jurisdiction. If Dr.
King means to point out merely that
parliament went no further than that, T
aun only wonder what nse he can i
agine the precedent i3 to lim. And
when he uses tihe plrase, “invasion of
provineial rights” he forgot that be had
just admitted that he coull not depre-
eate Dominion interference, 'us an
wnconstitutional procedure—invasion of
provincial rights, for it seems now set-
tled, that in the matter of education, the
province 13 not possessed of unqualitied
autonomy, but exercises its right sub-
ject to appeal.”

2, Dr. King added : “If there was to
be interference now it would be a new
thing in our system, almost amounting
to a revolution. If it wonld be “a new
thing in our system” it 18 only because
“Dr, Caven, Mr. Dalton McCarthy, and
their Equal Rights association, failed to
sufficiently arouse the “sleepy Protest-
" ants” of Q'uebec to go on with their ap-
pealto the Governor-General-in-Couueil
in the Jesuits' Iistate case. It isa mis-
take to think that the Catbolics in
Manitoba were the first to appeal to the
Governor-General-in-Conuncil as provid-
ed for in the constitution. 1t was the
Protestants in Quebec that are entitled
to that distinction. By what straining
of language, too, can it be said
that a proeeding in eXact ac-
‘cordance with a statutory constitu-
ton, amounts almost to “a revolu-
tion. A word like that, surely, means
"something different from parliamentary
action, upheld as to its authority by the
" highest court in the empire!

3. Dr. King's resolution opposes “the
bestownent of public moneys in support
of denominational or sectarian schools.”
“He would have more freedom,” hesald,
“in dJenouncing the action if it were at-
tempted by a pranch of the Protestant
church.” Dr. King was perfecily honest
when he said this, and that fact consti-
tutes the interesting part of his case;
for every one knows that aithongh
schools of Lis own denomination have
been assisted by public moneys, e has
never exercised any freedom whatever
“in denouncing the action.”

4. Prior to 1890 the doctor’s college re-
ceived a share of the public funds rais.
ed by the sale of marriage licenses. The
same session which deprived the Catho-
lics of support for their scbools, depriv-
od also Dr. King’s college of this portion
of its revenue.  While in enjoyment of
that revenue the doctor took the money
and denounced nobody. When it was
taken away he denouuced the men who
did it ; and at the same time, upon fun-
damental principles, praised them for
slopping the Catholic supplies.

5. At the same meeting ot the synod
at which the doctor made his recent
speech, and denounced, upon principle,
“the bestowment of public moneys in

support of denominational and sectarian
schools,” the Rev. Prof. IHart presented
the report “of the present condition of
the various schools and reserves nnder
the care of our Church in Maonitoba and
the Northwest Territories.” “This work
extends over twenty-two reserves, with
fifteen mission centres.” Towards the
maintenance of these schools the Dom-
inion Government contributes large
sums of money., The report dees not
gay 80, but the Dominion accounts do.
The school at Regina receives about
$15,000 per annum,and the other schools
872 per scholar per aunum. Here wasa
great chance for denunciation, brought
promptly under Dr. King’s very nose;
but it passed by,aud the Catholic schools,
which were in no way before the synod,
were dragged there in order that they
may be denounced.

6. Bat the doctor need go neither to
the past nor to the mission fields for a
chance to denounce “‘a branch of the
Protestant church.” In this very eity
the denominational colliege of which hé
is at the head, is to-day assisted by pub-
lic funds ; for it enjoys immunity from
city taxaiion, which means that others
have to pay more than their share in or-
der torelieve its exchequer. That the
doctor ean fail to be shocked at this
ig, 1 say, psychologically phenomenal,
explainable, possibly, by this only, that
while he is an *“‘uncompromisiny foe” of
separate schools, he is un uncompromis-
ing friend of Manitoba college.

7. Bui the *“uncompromising foe”

thinks that there ought to be a com-.

promise. Dr. King's better nature struyg-
gles hard to agsert itself against his prof-
essional antagonism. DBut what an ex-
traordinary result ensues. \While tle
Presbyterian dominates him he would
have a compromise, which would not
“deserve the name of compromise”’—a
mere modification  “in slight detaiis.”
But wheun the kindly natuore of the man
asserts itself no speaks ia this way :

“A large portion of the Roman Catho-
lic population is situated alouyg the two
rivers, where there are aimost no Pro-
testants ; accordiugly in nine cases ont
of ten the ftriustees would be Roman
Catholies, and Kowan Catholic teachers
could ant would be chosen. If they
used their scliool houses outside of
school hours (and the schionl  hours
might be st:ortened for that purpose) for
sheh religious teaching as a teacher hav-
ing their confidence might be willing to
give, all that moderate people wousd re-
gard as reasonable would be guined;
and other poriions of the commumty
thau Roman Catholies might be el to
look with more favor ni the sysiem
tirongh such relaxation of the law as to
gehool hours.  Sume other arrangement
might need o be made for sincih my xe!d
communities as are found in Winnipeg.”

Cutholies, a3 I have often said, ask
that in schools wiueh snone but Catho-
livs attend it should be permitied that
the Catholic religion might be taught to
Catholic children, and that where (ag in
Winnipeg) there are children enongh of
hoth denominations to reqnire several
schools, that the Catholie children cught
to be allowed to occupy one or ore of
them, so that they might get thie beneht
of religious instruction.  Dr. King, it I
interpret hLim aright, is not very far
away from this. It is the concession of a
very large portion of weat Catholivs have
heen most strenuously denied. Tae
doctor’s reservation as to “outside of
school hours” may be to him a matter of
everlasting principle ; but if the scliool

hours can be arranged so that they will
not interfere with religious educatiion,
to wy mind the principle is one “with a
gwival Lo it"—to use the Rev. Mr. Grant’s
expressive phrase.

8. It seems impossible to get an “un-
compromising foe”’ to understand the
conscience argament. By the rules of
the Catholic church it is the duly of
Catholies (1) to establigh Catholic schools
wherever they can ; (2) where there are
such schools to send thieir children to
them ; and (3) where there are none
they may (under certain limitations)
send them to the public schiools, If this
be their duty surely itis a matter of
conscience to perform that dutv, This
seems plain and easy enough ; but what
does the doctor make of it ?  According
to him “Roman Catholics say that our
public school system isan offence to
their consciences, that their consciences
forbid them to have anything to do with
it, except to oppose it"—an “uncompro-
mising foe” very seldom understands bis
enemy’s position. Dr. King would not
intentionally travesty Catholic doectrine.
That & man usually clear headed, and

always ionest, can pen such a burle-
sque of it, is I say,psychologically phen-
omenal.

Perhaps an illustration will help.  All
over this province and the Northwest
Territories the Protegtant denomina-
tions. in the wildest rivalry, are build-
ing little bits of cliurches, and fighting
one another for possession of the set-
tlers. How does this happen. The first
eight or ten families worship together.
When there are a few more, it becomes
a matter of conscience to set up, say, a
Presbyterian church., That ie tosay,
Preshyterians will go to a Methodist
churell untll they are strong enough
(with the help of the mission funds) to
have a room 0 themselves, and then, as
a matter of conscience, they separate
and go to their own church, I say “as
a matter of conscience,” for it i3 not a
matter of economy, nor as a beautiful
example of Christian harmony. Inthe
same way, Catholics will go toa public
school until they can do better, when, as
a matter of cpnscience and i obedience
to the rules of their chureh, they do do
better. Is not that clear ?

9. I do not blame Dy, King for falling
in with the current nonsense about with-
drawing the remeildial order. In alaw-
yer of conrse it wonli be inexcusable, for
there is no more power to withdraw the
remedial order than there is to restore
a corpse to life.  Our Constitution says
that when certain conditions are fulfill-
ed the Dominion Purliament is to have
jurisidiction over education to a certain
extent. These conditions have happen-
ed~a remedial order has been made
and compliance hias peen refused. No-
thing that ean happen can remove the
jarisdietion whi:h the Dominion Par-
hameat now s to pass legislation.

S . Joux 8. EWaRT. |
Winnipos, Nov, 29

A REPLY TO MR, EWART.
To the Elitor.of the Free Press.

Sit.—-I notice that the speech given by
me at the late meeting of synod on the
edication question has received Mr.
Esart’s attention in your issue of this
worniog. 'T'his was ¢t be expected, Tfit
had failed to encounter his criticism, I
wotld have been led to doubt the sound-
ness of the positiem taken in it.  Little,
however, needs to be said in reply. In-
deed. but for the zndeavor to fasten the
charge of inconsistency on me and by eon-
sequence on the churchswhich adopted the
resolutions proposed by me, I should have
thought it unnecessary to take any notice
of the letter.

The statement ‘'made in the firsg para-
g';:iy)h * that thave never were any school
difticuleies in Nova Seotia” intended as a
corvection of what I bad said, will be
news to the Rov. Mr. Pitblade, the Rev.
Mr. }[:)gg and other ecitizons from that
})I‘UVHIGH.

[ etill adhera to the staternent as both
fair aud moderate, that the interference
of OQuirawa in the way, either of overthrow-
ing the existing system of public educa-
tion or of seitiug up another aloug-ide of
it, would amonut almost to a revolution
To Mr. Ewart it 13 & straining of langu-

" 3 i

age,’’ thus to charaecterize ‘g proceeding
in exact accordance with a statutory enn-
stitution.”  Take another case as an ex-
ample. The queen's veto of a decision
reached by both houses of the Imperial
parliament, is also in strict accordance
with her constitational rights, How
much short of & revolution woqnld its ex-
ercise be 1n these days?

The ounly part of Mr. Ewart's letter
requiring attention is that in which on
three grounds he seeks to conviet me and
by cousequence the charch with me of
inconsistency in maintaining that the be-
stowment of public moneys ia support of
denominational education is wrong in prin-
ciple.

The first ground i%, that the Presby-
terian church (in common wigh the An-
glican, Methodist and Roman Catholic
churches) is in the receipt of public
moneys in connection with its educatlonal
work among the {ndians.  This ground is
obviously of no account for Mr. Ewart's
porpose. Everyone who has given any
astention tu the subject knows, and none
better than Mr. Ewart, that the position
of the treaty Indians is altogsther peculiar.
They are the wards -of the nation, the
government stands to them ‘¢ ip Joco par-
entis,”” In taking their lands, it has
come under distinet obligations; one of
which is the obligation to educate their
youth. If, in these circamstances, the
government, having regard to the civiliz-
ing influences of Christian ideas, choose
to call in the aid of the various Christian
organizations in conducting the educa-
tion of Indian childreny and these organ-
izations’ respond to the call, and accept
assistance (for it is no more than is given)
from the public chest in support of the
werk, their doing so may be expedient or
it may be inexpedient, it is certainly not
inconsistent with the strongest protest
against the use of public moneysin support
of sectarian education, in respect of per-
sons possessing the full rights of citizen-
ship—persons towards whom the govern-
meut sustains no such_relationship as it
does to the bulk of our Indian population,
i. e, those with whom treaties have been

made-—the prinsip'e hore is the same with ‘ college, and other Presbyterian institu-

that in which all Christian governments !

employ and pay chaplains in the army
and penitentiaries. Oae can surely main-
tain the right and even duty of the British
government to send chaplains with the
Queen’s troops in camp and battlefiold,
and yet consistently protest against state-
sapported separate schools for the children
of ordinary citizons,

The exemption of Manitoba college, in
common with the other cwlleges, from
municipal taxes, is the second ground en
which the ch arge of incousistency is based,
This ground is just about on a par with
the former. 'The college was placed where
it is on the yuderstanding with the council
that it should enjoy this exemption. I
need not say it gives back to the city
vastly more than 1t receives in the means
of higher education which it brings within
the reach of avery citizan at a very woder-
ate rate. It shares this exemption from
taxation in common with the churches
and various other institutions. There
are no doubt some excallent men amongst
us, who disapprove of all such exemption,
as inconsistent with the entire separation
of church and state, but thus far the
healthy common sense of society has re-
fused to give its sanetion to such extremsa
views. [y may be due to my obtuseness,
but it will need a great deal ol argument
from my friend Mr. Ewart toconvince me
that the exemption of Manitoba college
from muuicipaf taxes oaght to close my
mouth on the subjest of the injustice of a
separate schoul system supported by public
money. Ttis obvious at least, that any
charge of inconsistency based on thiscon-
sideration would hold equally good on the
ground of beiug a member of s congrega-
tion exempted from municipal taxation on
its place of worship.

That the collega of which I have the
honor to be priuvipal was, in common
with the other colleges, in the receipt for
a tims of a small annual sum irom the
government supplies the third ground on
which tha charge of inconsistency is
based. T at once admit its force; only 1
ask leave to add a word or two of explana-
tien. I do not insist at all on the fact
that the collega, while connectel with and
sustained by the moneys of the Presbyter-
lan church, is not sectarian in the sense
that the separate schools of the Roman
Catholic chiirech were and are, For not
only i3 the whole teaching of tha college
acceptabls to Pretestast and Catholic
aiiko, the daily religions exercises cven
are such that Catholic ssndents, which the
college has saldom been withous, have
aniformly attonded them. But nos to in-
sist on this. I may say that the college
wa3 10 the receipt of this grant—made up
of the proceeds of the marriage license
money of persons married by Preshytericn
ministers—whan I came to teach it. It
had, indeed, enjoyed it from the heginn-
ing. The grant grew, in a manoer oug
of the voluntary bestowment on the then
existing schools of similar moneys by
ministers in the early pre-confeleration
iimes.  As the gevernment did not find
its2lf in the possession ot fands to under-
take itself the work of higher education,
it seomed a very small departure from
right principle that to the colleges which,
amid many difficulsies, were actually do-
ing thlg work, this old allowanes should
be continued, and I thought at the time,
anud may have said that it was rather a
shabby act to withdraw it until the time,
then thought tv be near, whon the gov-
ernment itself was to commence to do
something in the mattar of higher educa-
tion. It was, however, withdrawn, and
if it be uffered again to-day, I would de-
cline for mysolf and belicve I could say
the same for the board of the college, cer-
taluly for its chairman, Chief Justice Tay-
lor, decline to veceive it. This may be
news to Mr. Ewart; it has been well knowy
for years past to tho friends with whomn I
am accustomed to speak on college mat-
ters.

The only other point on which I may he
allowed a word of comment is Mr, Ewart'y
account of the Catholic conscience, Kven
a cursory reader can scavcely fail to seg
bow widely it differs from that given in
various pronouncements on the subject
by the head of that Church in this pro-
vince, Which is correct? Archbishop
Langevin's or Mr. E~art’s? On sach a
matter most people will probably cime to
the conclusion that it is safer to take the
priest’s than the lawyer's interpretation

though one might wish it otherwise, be- |

cause the Roman Catholie conscience in
Mr. Ewart's hands, if it has not, to use
Mr. Grants's phrase, a swivel in it, is
cerbai_nly more accommodating than is the
conscience speaking through the lips of the

archbishep,
. JOHN M KING.
Winnipeg. Nov. 29, 1893.

P. 8.—1It will be seen that I have taken
no untice of Mr. Ewart’s characterization
of my speech as a * psychological pheno-
nemon.” Mr. Ewart is fond of employ-
ing these piquant cateh-words. For
mysolf, in any discussion, I trust I shall
not be tempted either to use such personal
characterizations or to criticize the use of
them by others. They do not aid us in
reaching either truth or justice.

Rejoinder by Mr, Ewart,
To the Editor of the Free Press.

Siz,~Dr, King seems to think that
my object 1n writing & criticism of his
speech was *‘to convict me, and by con-
sequence the church, with me, of incon-
sistency in maintaining that the bestow-
ment of public monies, in support of un-
denomiational edueation, is wrong in
principle.” My object was not that, but
this, toshow that inasmuch as Dr, King’s

tions, were in receipt of public monies, it
could not, even from hisown standpoint,
be “varoug in principle,” and that by a
curious mental twist it only appeared to
him to be so when Catholics got the
money. By hisownadmission the prin-
ciple was violated in favorof his college
(although he says it was “a very small
departure”) up to the year 1890 ; and
that he “mayv have said that it was a
rather shabby act to withdraw it at
that time. That is my point, exactly,
“It was a shabby thing” to put an end to
this violation of prineiple, when the doc-
tor’s college was getting the benefit of it;
but it was a praiseworthy act to term
the same sort of thing violation of prin-
ciple in the case of Catholic schools.

Asto the pnblic assistance given at
the present day to his college, Dr. King
says three things : (1) That it was so
agreed with the city council—but surely
if the principle be wrong the fact that
there is an agreement will not make it
right 5 (2) That the college “yives back to
the city vastly more than it receives in
the means of higher education, -ete.,”"—
granted, but if the principle of “the be-
stowment of public monies in support of
tlenominational education is wrong, giv-
Ing back value in education will not
make it right. Lot the doctor apply the
same reagoning to Catho'ic schools and
he will at once see the fallacy of such an
argument ; (3) That the same arzament
would apply to exemption from tuxation
of churches— [ am not concerned to s;ly
whetheror not it would. If the prin-
ciple be wrong, the fact that its enforce-
ment would hit the c¢hurches, will not
muke it right.

With reference to public monies given
to the Presbyterian chureh for educating
Indians, Dr. Kiug says: That “the posi-
tion of the treaty I[ndians is altogether
peculiar” ; that tihe case is “not incom.
sistent with the strongest protest. against
the use of public monies in support of
sectarian education, in respect of per-
sous posgessing the fall rigats of citizen-
ship” and he gays that the government
has by treaty agreed to educate the In-
dians. Now supposing that the govern-
ment has agreed to educate the Indians
is that any reason for violating the prin-
ciple that “the bestowment of public
mouies in support of denominationaj
cehools is wrong”' ?- Surely the govern-
ment cau carry out its bargains without
indneing the churchito do that whiel, “ig
wrong in  principle,” It ig probably
right, in principle, for the government to
pay every dollar required botl, for equip-
mentand running expenses of a Presby-
terian school at Regina—a school in
which Presbyterian converts are made,
and it is absolulely wrong, in principle,
for the government to organize the Cath-
olics of Munitoba so that they may tax
themselves for the support of their own
schoals, in which no converts ave made !
And wiy ? Because in one case the
Government has agreed to educate the
Indiaug , and in the otber there is no
agreement, but only a daty to educate
the Lalf-vreeds !

As to the Catholic conscience, I have
no doubt that “a cumrsory reader can
scarcely fail to see now widely” my ac-
count of it “differs from that given in
yarious pronouncemants on the sabject
by His Grace Archbishop® Langevin.
; ArrExTIvE readers will find no difference.

If Ur. King cando so I would be giad if
{ he woult point it out.

For fear of further misapprehension,
let me add that I do not object to Pres-
byterian coileges getting government
support, for I am perfectly satisfiad that
thatthey give value thirty-fold for every
doliar they receive. AllthatIdo object
to is the condemnation ot Catholic sehools
upon a principle that is of no value
whatever when agplied to Presbyterian
institations.

L Jouy 8, Ewarr.
Winnipeg, Nov. 29, 1890.

CANADIAN EXCURSIONS.

Once again the time of Canadian ex-
cursions 1sat hand. Asusual the North-
ern Pacific expects to “‘get there.” You
know what we have done, what fine
trains we have run, what splendid ac-
commodations we have given you. Our
vestibuled trains are as good as ever.
Dining car service first class—and our
entire train equipment as perfect as can
be ide,

The old folks in Ontario and Quebec
will feel better if you start on your long
trip over the Northerm Pacific. Don't
make them feel bad by doing otherwise.
Call on our agents for particulars and
tickets.
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