PRINCIPAL EWERT'S ARGUMENT.
Elzawhere on thls page the Free
Press publishes an article upon the
dMlingual school situation by H. H.
Evert, Principal of the Mennonite
Qolleglate Institute at Gretna. The
tAlef reason for publishing Mr.
Evert’s views is that he Is a Mani-
ota educatlonist of standing, and
erefore entitled to ba heard.
¥r. Ewert was the first Mennonite
(German - speaking) organlzer of
pwdlic schools in Manitoba. He oc-
¢opled this position for twelve years,
viz, from 1891 to 1903, and during
Bhat time he ralsed the number of
Mearconite public schools from some
balt dozen to over forty. This was
2 notablo plece of work amongst a
People by no means frlendly to theo
dbublic school system. Mr. Ewert, it
may also be montioned, is the father
of a Rhodes scholar, now at the
front. \
Mr. Ewert Is evidently just as
falised as the Free Press that the
Présent bilingual clause is Inde-
fensible and must be abollshed. 1n
dur discussions of the bilingual ques-
tlon we bave always pointed out
that the abolition of the bilidgual
clause did not mecessarlly imply the
ibandonment of second - Innguage
leaching where circumstances are
propitious, Allowing the last hour
o the school day to be dcvoted,
+ Under Carefully - defined Depart-
. m'enlal fegulations, to the teaching
U* 3 second language might be ex-
iedlent waere (eacher, trustees,
‘aleparers and children belong with
oot IeW exceptions to the same
th 8 but it 1s not desirable where
:'e School attendance is mixed, os
:inl:creasing]}- the case In the Pro-
beene.l Alr. Ewert's experience has
e "“:891}' in the Mcnnonite re-
e » Where the population Is al-
St solldly Mennonite. What Is
:;?:t;cable there is neither practic-
oy “?111- dealrab_le {n the school dis-
les ¢re two or three nationall-
o I‘"c represented in the school
.‘32“ atlon. To give second langu-
b :‘lghts o such a district would
hgpol; be 0 encourage the organiz-
tmurmnatlonuat sroups intent upon
. € the school board In order
A they might secure the second




‘language privilege for their onnw
;chlldron. There 1s already far too
much of thls; and it needs, not-en-
couragement, but discouragement.
Where conditilons make it possible
to permit for a short period of time
cach day the teaching of & second
language, it ought to tuke place
under permissive regulatlons—not,
L.y express authority of law. To ihe
objection that thls permits polltical
manipulation, the' answer must be
that there will only be man!pulaﬂon
If the people put In office a Minister
of Educatlon who is not an educa-
tionist but a political heeler. We
have bad such Ministers of Educa-
tion in the past; but we hope for
better things in the future.

For these reasons we must also
take exception to the statement In
the very last sentence iu Mr. Ewert’s
rather lengthy artlcle, which reads:
“In primary grades the teacher
“should have permission to use the
“native language of the child In-
‘“ cldentally at any time of the day.”
In taking this view, Mr. Ewert is
agalt no doubt thinking chiefly of
the Mennonite public schools, which
are those with whlch he is best ac-
quainted. What language of In-
struction would Mr. Ewert suggest,
o be fair all round, in & primary
room where there are children of
three or four different non-English-
speaking nationalities? The langu-
age of Instruction everywhere must
be English. Upon this polnt there
can be no compromise whatover.

Mr. Ewert’'s argument that strict
monolingualism creates a tar be-
tween non-English-speaking pareuis
and thelr children deserves the most
serious conslderation. 1f it can pe|
shown t1hat such a resiit ~aogues in
any appreciable degree, it would
form a strong argument for the
second-language privilege of one
hour at the close of school. DBat
loes not \lr Ewert greatly exag-
gerate the oﬂ'ect of monollnguallsm
In schools upon noun-English child-
ren? What has been tho experience|
of the Icelanders? They have never!|
had anything but English schools;
but are they not truly -bilingual?|
None of the terrible -consequences{
painted by Mr. Ewert have followed
the fallure to teach them Icelandic)
n the public §chools. The Icelanders|
ducated in this country do not find!
hemselves cut off from their parents|
hrough ignorance of the paternall’
ongue; and the church services in|:
lielr own language are not strange|:
o them. The experionce of the Ice-|:
anders is the cowmplete answer tol
1ire-ténthe of the " arguments in|.
'avor of bllingualism. |

Further, admitting for argumants’
sake that Mr. Ewert's contentions|
ire not without force, an obvious|
Juestion ralses itself. How long!.
ire we going to have in Manitoba|
parents who cannot sﬁeak English?}
Surely the number, both absoluto ?
and relative, must e on the da- X
crease. We cannot possibly act on
the assumption that we are always|
o have in Manitoba a conslderable!
proportion of parents who cannot|
speak the common language. Onej
weakness in Mr, Ewert’s position 1s]:
that there are many adults and!|
young persons, born In Manitoba,|
who today can practically speak not|.
a word of English because they did!:
not attend a public school in which /|
the instruction was in Engllsh For|
such a condition there Is no hxcuse, |
and It cannot-be countenanced. - - |
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