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INTRODUCTION

On March 29, 1966, the Hon. William G. Davis, Minister of

Education in the Robarts Government, released the findings of the McLeod

. 1 . . .
Committee™ appointed in September, 1964, to examine and report on the
preparation of teachers for the elementary schools of Ontario. On the
same day he made the following statement in the Ontario Legislature:

The report suggests that the ideal programme should embody three

methods of qualifying as an elementary school teacher; a con-

secutive plan; a concurrent plan; and an internship plan. In

each case the teacher will be required to obtain a university

degree before entering the teaching profession. ...

I am in complete agreement with the programme suggested and it

will be the policy of my department to implement plans to this

end as quickly as possible. ..,

The Committee recommends that, while the responsibility for the

certification of teachers should continue to rest with the Minister,

the programmes for teacher education should be provided by the

universities which should, where feasible, offer both elementary

and secondary teacher education within the same faculty.

I am completely in agreement with having the universities take a

larger share in the preparation of teachers, both elementary and

secondary. The teachers' colleges have served us well ....2
Indeed, the Teachers' Colleges, formerly the Provincial Normal Schools
until renamed in 1953, had served the province since 1847 when the
Toronto Normal School was established. Barely more than three years
after the Minister's statement, on 1 July, 1969, to be precise, Lakehead

Teachers' College, then one of thirteen similar colleges in the province,

was integrated with Lakehead University. It was to prepare both element-

1. Ontario Department of Education, Report of The Minister's Committee
on the Training of Elementary School Teachers, 1966.
2. The Educational Courier, Vol. XXXVI, No. 5, May-June, 1966, 12-13.



ary and secondary teachers. In announcing transfer of its control and
operation to the university Mr. Davis said that it was the first of a
series of similar transfers to take place over the next few years,
meeting the recommendations of the Royal Commission on Education in
Ontario, 1950, the Report of the Minister's Committee on the Training of
Elementary School Teachers, 1966, and Living and Learning (Hall-Dennis
Report)3. Since then the following colleges have also been integrated:
University of Ottawa Teachers' College with the University of Ottawa in
1969, Windsor Teachers' College with the University of Windsor in 1970,
St. Catharines Teachers' College with Brock University in 1971, and

Lakeshore Teachers' College with York University in 1971.

These modern-day efforts to have Ontario's teachers, elementary
as well as secondary, trained in university settings, and where possible,
side-by-side within the same colleges or faculties have been generally
acclaimed as advances and as something new in the province. go too has
the decentralization of control and administration involved. In point
of fact, in some respects, these changes are revivals of partially
successful attempts which were made over sixty years ago to challenge
some of the principles and assumptions on which the control and admin-

istration of the province's teacher-training facilities were based in

the nineteenth century.

When Robert A. Pyne, Minister of Education in the new Whitney

Government, occupied his office, he found among his inheritances from

3. Ontario Department of Education News Release: 69-33, 26 May, 1969.



Richard Harcourt, his predecessor, a sheaf of correspondenceu

concerning
the recent educational activities of Samuel Walters Dyde, Queen's
University Professor of Mental Philosophy, and Chairman of the Kingston
Board of Education. The correspondence revealed that in April, 1804,
Dyde had "taken up the idea of improving the Model School", and such was
his vigor that it had moved E.J.B. Pense, Kingston's representative in
the Ontario Assembly, to boast that Kingston was 'mot slow-going in
educational matters'. "It keeps the others trotting", he had croweds.
The correspondence which Pyne acquired and augmented does not indicate
that either he or Richard Harcourt was interested in Dyde's ideas on
teacher education reform; in fact, Pyne's tone and terminology give the
impression that the Minister thought Dyde's reforms were, if not
incredible, then, to say the least, naive. For Dyde had put forward the
astounding proposal that Eastern Ontario's twenty-seven-year-old model
schools be closed down and regrouped at Kingston in one large teacher-

training facility affiliated with Queen's University. In 1905 such a

notion simply left the Minister gaspings.

However astounded the incumbent Minister of Education may have
been, Dyde's proposal was no personal fad; it had local backing. For
strength of conviction it drew on a resolution of July, 1904, approved
by the Board of Examiners of Carleton County, which ran as follows:

That the interests of the rural schools of Eastern Ontario will be

best served by establishing at Kingston a strong training school
in organic relation with Queen's University, thereby affording

4. P.A.0., RG2/P2/39 contains this bundle of correspondence: see item 11.
5. 1Ibid., Pense, E.J.B., to Harcourt, R., 28 May, 1904.
6. Ibid., Pyne, R.A., to Dyde, S.W., 8 April, 1905.



teachers of our rural schools exceptional opportunities for

culture and bringing them under the inspiring influence of

university ideals. 7
Dyde had inserted this resolution in a printed circular of October,
19048, soliciting the support of Eastern Ontario's educational author-
ities. For good measure he had included a similar, recent resolution
from the County of Frontenac Board of Examiners. It ran as follows:

That professional training and practice in teaching should go

concurrently with the academic work of the teachers' course

and, for this purpose, these training schools should be

affiliated with superior secondary schools or universities.
Dyde's ideas had also attracted the support of the public school inspec-
tor in Kingston, William Spankie, M.D. At the request of John Millar,
Deputy Minister of Education, Spankie had earlier ingpected some experi-
mental "courses of instruction and model lessons'" which the indefatigable
Dyde had persuaded certain university professors to provide free of
charge for the students of Kingston Model School during the fall of 19047,
Reporting that the experience was an '"unqualified success', Spankie
supported Dyde's belief that the problem of the province's model schools

could be solved by establishing enlarged and improved schools at different

university centres throughout the provincelo.

But Pyne was unmoved. Piqued, if anything, by Dyde's insistence
that Spankie's report be published, the Minister dealt firmly with Dyde's

basic proposals. '"The whole question if taken up must be disposed of

7. Approved 8 July, 1904; P.A.0., RG2/P2/39/11, Cowley, R.H., I.P.S.,
Carleton County, to Millar, J., 8 August, 1904,

8. 1Ibid., see item 106 for circular,

9, P.A.0., RG2/D7/10, Gordon, D.M., Principal, Queen's University, to
Pyne, R.A., 12 September, 1905.

10. P.A.0., RG2/P2/39/11, Spankie, W., to Harcourt, R., late autumn 1904,



with some certain policy",.he said, and then added:
+.+ It is also well for me to say that the late Government not-
withstanding the comprehensive knowledge which the Premier, the
Honourable Mr. Ross, had of the inception and progress of the
County Model Schools, never committed itself to a material
change in the existing system. 11
Anticipating that changes would call for large expenditures, Pyne then
cautioned Dyde:
My colleagues have not had time to take up the question, and
it would be unwise for me to disturb present conditions until
a well-defined policy can be matured. --- No favourable response
to your circular was received evidently from the authorities of
County Model Schools, such as Madoc, Athens, Cornwall, Morrisburg,
Perth, Prescott, Renfrew, etc.. 12
Pyne concluded that he had no reason to believe that Dyde's views would
be accepted. The proposal to unite the academic and professional courses
of public school teachers at collegiate institutes or universities, he

described as ''revolutionary". High and public school inspectors, he

pointed out, had never advocated any changes of that kind.

It is our contention that the Kingston experiment and Pyne's re-
action to it were significant occurrences in the development of teacher
education in Ontario: the experiment, because it is the earliest known
practical attempt to interest the provincial government in the possibility
of university participation in the planning and presentation of teacher-
training programmes; and Pyne's response, because it reflected official
attitudes and ideas regarding the development of teacher-education policy
at the beginning of the century. We have therefore selected the Dyde-

Pyne interchange as an inciting force for certain enquiries into the

11, Ibid., Pyne, R.A., to Dyde, S.W., 8 April, 1905,
12, Idem.



history of Ontario's teacher-training institutions. These enquiries

are outlined below in the form of questions we have asked with respect

to the pertinent events and opinions.

First, there is a basic question, spotlighted by juxtaposing
Pyne's discouraging response to Dyde's proposals of 1904 with Davis's
policy decision of 1966. It is this: What has accounted for the
apparent slow development in the Province of Ontario of university-based
institutions devoted to the professional preparation of teachers? An
attempt will be made to show that part of the answer is to be found in
the way in which teacher-training institutions developed in Ontario
during the first two decades of the twentieth century, that is, during
those years which lie between the first half-century of growth (running
from the founding of Toronto Normal School to the end of the nineteenth
century) and the last half-century of growth (running from the establish-

ment of the Ontario College of Education in 1920 to the present day).

In pursuing the answer to this basic question during the years
from 1900 to 1920, we shall follow two lines of enquiry. The first,
forming the relevant historical background for the second, will examine
the way in which Ontario's teacher-training institutions were controlled
and administered at the end of the last century. It will seek to set
forth the principles and assumptions on which the overall structure and
operation of the system were based, and to assess some implications for
the future. The second will examine some of the political, financial,
social and psychological forces which helped mould and re-mould the
system during the crucial opening decades of this century so that by

1920 it was set in a pattern which remained practically unchanged until



the 1960's? We believe that it is only by following carefully these
lines of enquiry that we can understand why, at the time the McLeod
Committee was appointed, Ontario's teacher-training system, from
certain standpoints of control and administration, retained features
of nineteenth-century design. Then we can better understand why
university involvement in the preparation of teachers seemed to be

slow in coming in Ontario.

To form the warp and woof of the chronological pattern of
development essential for an understanding of the history-making forces
involved and for a valid interpretation of events, opinions and policies
during the period under study, we shall be guided by two sets of sub-
sidiary questions, one deriving from the content of Pyne's letter to
Dyde of April, 1905, and the other from the apparent paradoxes, contra-
dictions, and incongruities of later events. Both are outlined
immediately below, starting with those questions related to Pyne's

comments to Dyde.

In his reference to the teacher-education policy of the
preceding government, Robert Pyne told S.W. Dyde that Ross and his
colleagues had never committed themselves to any fundamental reform of
the county model school systemls. Can it be inferred that Richard
Harcourt and the Liberals were satisfied with the province's quarter-

century old method of preparing teachers for the elementary schools?

What changes, if any, had Harcourt made or envisaged? Certainly Pyne's

13. See quotation, P.5, }.5. The Ross Government held office from
October, 1899, to February, 1905.



comments leave the impression that changes of the sort that Dyde and
his eastern Ontario supporters were pressing the government to accept
were out of the question. Pyne thought Dyde's proposal "to unite
academic and professional courses at Collegiate Institutes or
Universities would be in itself revolutionary'", and added in support of
his opinion that such changes had never been recommended by the
province's high school or public school inspectors. Did this mean that
at the beginning of the century Ontario's teacher-training institutions
and universities were far apart and had no interest in each other? And
did it mean also that the Minister's advisors and others in the
educational community had never thought about possible liaisons among

them? We shall examine these possibilities.

Also arising from Pyne's letter are certain closely related
questions concerning the ways in which reforms in teacher education were
introduced in those days. They emanate specifically from statements on
the anticipated procedure of the government made by Pyne when he told
Dyde that if and when the government took up the problem of teacher
education it would dispose of it only on the basis of "some certain
policy". "Experimenting is out of the question", he said, implying
that there would be no tinkering with the system and that reforms, if
any, would be decided upon and handed down by the government. Why was
the Minister so dogmatic? Why would the idea of experimentation be
rejected so forthrightly? How were innovations generally introduced
in those days? Did changes, if any, come only from above? Was the
system rigidly structured and unresponsive to change because it was
government controlled? Questions of this order will also guide part

of our emquiry.



The second set of questions derives, as we have stated, from
the apparent paradoxes, contradictions and incongruities of later events.
From the tenor of the Minister's letter to Dyde one could readily believe
that events would move slowly forward in the slumbrous world of educa-
tion. But it was not so. Within a space of barely twenty months, a
startling new design for the training of the province's teachers had
emerged, "Revolutionary" was the word to describe it! The new plan
called for drastic action. It would wipe out the model schools; it would
refurbish the existing normal schools and increase their number; and it
would bring into existence a new organism: a faculty of education, for
the simultaneous training of high school teachers and higher grade
elementary school teachers, to be created at the University of Toronto.
The question which naturally arises is how such a sudden transformation
in government behaviour and attitude can be explained. Why did the
Minister of Education eliminate the model school, an institution almost
as old as the institution of the office of the Minister of Education
itself? And through what gateway did the university, suddenly it seemed,
enter the world of teacher-education? We shall investigate these
questions.

By 1907 the first phase of this new programme was underway. But
by then further changes were being made. Surprisingly, there were now
two faculties of education, not one, the second being at Queen's
University! A year later, phase two took shape as the number of normal

schools doubled to six. Further questions automatically arise. Had the

Minister of Education undergone a change of heart? Had Dyde and his
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supporters achieved their objective after all? What was the form and
shape of the new system? And how did the reorganized normal schools

of the twentieth century differ from those of the nineteenth?

By 1920, however, there was another surprise in store. The
Queen's Faculty of Education disappeared from the scene and the Toronto
Faculty was transformed into a new institution, the Ontario College of
Education, devoted to the professional training of high school teachers
only. Though nominally part of the University of Toronto, the latter
was placed virtually under direct government supervision and there it
remained for nearly fifty years. The impact of the reorganization was
therefore traumatic, for no real changes in policy or plans for control
and administration of the province's teacher-training facilities occurred
until the late 1960's when William Davis was Minister of Education, and,
with the erection of new colleges of education and government approval
of the transfer of existing teachers' colleges to university control,
steps were taken to renew the process of university involvement in
teacher-education halted in 1920. The realignment of 1920 and the events
leading up to it therefore had an enduring impact on the history of
teacher education in Ontario in the years that followed, and so we shall
examine the nature of the reorganization of 1920 and attempt to deter-
mine how it came about. In particular, we shall follow the events which
led to the complete closure of the Queen's Faculty of Education, to the
apparent failure of at least part of Ontario's first attempt to involve

universities in the professional preparation of teachers, and to the

separation of elementary and secondary professional training.
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It is only by asking ourselves questions of this order and pursuing
the sources for incontrovertible answers that the history of teacher-
training institutions in Ontario may be recounted in relevant and

meaningful terms.

Finally, the selection of 1900 as the point of departure for our
study may be defended on other grounds. To be able to start a historical
study at the turn of a century is handy. To have historical justifica-
tion for so doing makes for respectability. So it is with our study
which takes as its historical benchmark the end of the nineteenth and the
beginning of the twentieth centuries. For it was in October, 1899, that
George W. Ross took over the premiership of Ontario from the tiring A.S.
Hardy. In the wake of rising opposition over the election scandals of
the previous two years, Ross promised action to punish the culprits, and
after the appointment of nothing less than a Royal Commission to search
the accounts of the Treasury Department since 1867 and furnish a state-
ment of incomes and expenditures of successive Ontario governments, he
tried to ease his government and Ontario into the new century. At that
time, across the aisle from Ross in the Ontario legislature, sat James P.
Whitney, Leader of the Opposition, a man dedicated to making life for Ross
and the Liberals as uncomfortable as possible. No Liberal government since
Oliver Mowat had come to power twenty-seven years earlier had faced so for-

midable a foe - if only from the standpoint of the size of the opposition.

Heading the Education Department at the close of the century was
Richard Harcourt. When Ross took over the government he switched his
portfolio as Minister of Education, held since 1883, with Harcourt who was

then Provincial Treasurer. His right-hand man was John Millar, Irish-
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born Deputy Minister of Education. He had served Ross throughout the
nineties and at the end of the decade was running the Education Depart-
ment with a headquarters staff of about twenty peoplelu. In him Harcourt
had the assistance of an experienced teacher, school principal, and
administrator. For Millar, like Ross and Harcourt, the opening of the
twentieth century had a significance of its own - if somewhat less
sensational. It marked completion of a belated stage in the history of
the normal school construction programme recommended to the Mowat govern-
ment by Ryerson twenty-eight years earlier’. 1In 1875 the government had
opened the Ottawa Teachers' College for the eastern part of the province;
in 1900, the new Ross Government opened the London Teachers' College for
the western part. Thus, like members of the Ross government, officials

in the Education Department responsible for teacher training were also

moving into the twentieth century under hopeful, new initiatives.

More than seventy years have passed since then. Today, even as
we write, officials in Ontario's but recently renamed Ministry of Education,
especially those responsible for the administration of the province's
teachers' colleges, are again moving forward under the impetus of promising
new initiatives. The programme of integration begun in Thunder Bay is
three years old, and plans are now being formulated to transfer to the
universities jurisdiction over the colleges remaining under direct govern-
ment control. Interestingly enough, with the exception of the Sudbury

Teachers' College, founded in 1963, those left are the oldest: Toronto,

14, Figure excludes assistants in the field: 80 school inspectors, 36
normal and model schools staffs, 12 Ontario Normal College staff.
See 0.5.P., 1900, Vol. XXXII, (No. 12).

15. Hodgins, J.G., D.H.E., Vol. XX1IV, 22-23, Ryerson, E., to Mackenzie,
A., 19 October, 1872.
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Ottawa, London, Hamilton, Peterborough, Stratford and North Bay, all
having been founded before or during the period we have chosen to study.
Six years ago, in 1966, when the McLeod Committee submitted to the
Minister of Education its findings on the future training of elementary
school teachers, our interest was kindled in the historical reasons why
integration of teachers' colleges with universities in Ontario seemed to
have been shelved. Later, inspired by questions raised by Robin S.
Harrisls, Ontario's noted specialist in post-secondary education, our
interest caught fire. Now, being personally caught up in the process of
integration, we have understandably looked for practical application of
our academic interest. Historical problems concerning the control and
administration of Ontario's teacher-training institutions, especially its
earliest faculties of education, have acquired added meaning, for hope-
fully our studies may prove to be a useful source of vicarious experience

from which profitable object lessons may be drawn.

We are not the first to have taken in hand a history of teacher
training in Ontario. Of greatest significance are the works of J.G.

Althousel7

» the renowned Ontario educator, who more than forty years ago
traced up to 1910 the development of the status of the Ontario teacher
towards professionalism, and of E.E. Newcombels, who in 1965 up-dated

Althouse's work with regard to the status of elementary school teachers.

16, Harris, Robin, S., Quiet Evolution, (Toronto, University of Toronto
Press, 1967), 70-84,

17. Althouse, J.G., The Ontario Teacher, A Historical Account of
Progress, 1800-1910, (Toronto, W.J. Gage, 1967).

18. Newcombe, E.E., The Development of Elementary School Teacher
Education Since 1900, (unpublished Ed.D.Thesis, University of
Toronto, 1965).
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Both writers devoted special attention to changes in government regula-
tions regarding teacher certification and academic and professional
requirements, with Althouse concentrating additionally on levels of re-
muneration, questions of supply and demand, and variations in public
esteem, and Newcombe concentrating additionally on the changing educa-
tional philosophy and curriculum content of normal school programmes. In
both cases, research focussed on printed sources, including ministers'
reports, provincial legislation, departmental regulations, circulars and
bulletins, college calendars, and professional journals. We believe,
therefore, that our approach is unique and we cite four reasons: firstly,
we have set previously unsought goals concerned with historical changes in
the manner of the control and administration of teacher-training
institutions in Ontario during a specifiec period, viz., 1900-1920;
secondly, as Ontario is currently in the throes of major changes in
jurisdiction over its teachers' colleges, we are enjoying new perspectives
on past developments along these lines; thirdly, we are the first to make
extensive use of the primary historical sources specified in our biblio-
graphy, particularly the official records and files of the Education
Departmentlg housed in the Ontario Archives, to carry out research in the
field of teacher-training history in Ontario; finally, as a teachers!'
college principal experienced in the administration of a government-
controlled teacher-training institution, we claim unique insight into

the problems we propose to study.

19. P.A.0., Record Group 2, Records of the Department of Education.
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CHAPTER I

Compulsory Teacher Training

In 1893 John Millar published a slim but compact volume on the
educational system of the province of Ontario. It included a thought-
fully prepared section on the training of teachers. Three years later,
at the request of W.T. Harris, United States Commissioner of Educatiom,
George W. Ross came out with his own volume about the school system.

It, too, contained its section devoted to the training of teachers.

Both accounts, the Minister's and the Deputy's, were significant for

what they said about the system and for what they did not say. With

some pride both authors expounded an initial basic principle on which
they claimed the system was based, namely, that no person should be
allowed to take charge of a school without instruction in the theory

and practice of teaching. "Every position from the lowest in the Kinder-
garten to the highest in a Collegiate Institute must be filled by a
trained teacher”, said Millarl. "To know a subject from the standpoint
of a pupil is a very different thing from knowing it from the standpoint

of a teacher", Ross added?. Twenty years later John Squair, a Toronto

1. Millar, J., School Management, (Toronto, William Briggs, 1897), 5u.
2. Ross, G.W., The School System of Ontario, (New York, D. Appleton and
Company, 1896), 89.
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University professor who taught student teachers at the Ontario Normal
College in Hamilton in the nineties, looked back over his career and
wrote, "On few points has there been such unanimity of so-called expert
opinion as on the necessity for such training. Scarcely has a dis-
cordant note been heard. All through the years it has been asserted

3"'

that this is one of our greatest needs To judge from an earlier

assertion of Millar about the province's "efficient army of well-ed-

lhv

ucated teachers™ one might conclude that in the 1890's the need was

filled.

It was a fact that since the establishment of model schools in
1877 every certificated new teacher coming forward to occupy a position
in an elementary school had to have some professional training as well
as a minimum level of academic achievement. To ensure that such teachers
would be available where required for Roman Catholic schools, it was also
a fact that in 1879 additional legislation authorized the Education
Department to set apart a separate school in any county as a model
school®. It was a fact, too, that since 1885, after earlier failures to
establish model grammar schools, the province had organized professional
training for high school teachers. It was in that year that the high
schools relieved the normal schools completely of all academic work, in-
cluding that for first-class teachers; thus, high school teachers were

now teachers of teachers, and the time had come to ensure that they too,

3. Squair, J., John Seath and the Ontario School System, (Toronto,
University of Toronto Press, 1920), 88.

4, Millar, J., Op. Cit., 3.

5. Ontario, Education Department, The School Law of Ontario, (Toronto,
The Goodwin Law Book and Publishing Company, 1894), 7.
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had some professional trainings. It was also in 1885 that the
regulations by which collegiate institutes and high schools were
distinguished from each other underwent change. From then on, each
collegiate institute had to have a specially qualified teacher in each
of four different departments. One reason why Ross transformed certain
collegiates into training institutes at that time was to provide pro-
fessional training for these 'specialists'7. Within a few years it was
compulsory for every person seeking a teaching position in a high

school to acquire a certificatea.

It was also a fact that, in 1890, after Ross contended that
English ought to be taught in every school, regulations were issued
permitting the setting apart of model schools for the training of French
or German teachersg. Before the Plantagenet school was so designated
in 1890, no successful attempt had been made to train French-speaking
teachers, although Ryerson had recommended to the Mowat Government
that in the Ottawa Normal School there should be '"one, or more, of
the Masters Roman Catholics, - one competent to teach French, and to
have a class in French ... ." It was also in Ryerson's mind that

similar arrangements should be made "in a Normal School situated in

Report, Minister of Education, 1885, 76.

High school teachers were prepared in Training Institutes from 1885-
1891, in the School of Pedagogy, Toronto, from 1891-1897, and in the
Ontario Normal College from 1897-1907 (see P.24). For information
on the development of specialist certificates, see Harris, R.S.,
Quiet Evolution, (Toronto, University of Toronto Press, 1967), 79-81.
8. Althouse, J.G., The Ontario Teacher, 152.

9. 0.5.P., 1891, No. 4, 59; Regulation of 10 February, 1890, post-dated
opening of Plantagenet Model School, 1890. A second school was
opened in Ottawa in 1896 (see P.25).

~N O



10, Ryerson was far

London ... for teaching German, and perhaps French
ahead of his time. Methods of teaching French would not be introduced
in the Ottawa School until 1964 and only then to English-speaking
teachers preparing to teach English-speaking pupils in the elementary

schools. By then, of course, a separate school for the preparation of

teachers for the bilingual schools would be established.

To have advanced legislation thus far in the direction of
compulsory professional training by 1900 was no mean achievement. For
there was opposition. In 1882 the Senate of Queen's University argued
that an educated individual disqualified himself from professional
training. Deploring the attempts of the Education Department to set up
lecture courses for high school teachers, the Senate stated in an open
letter that when a man "has been taught for four years by men whose
position is a guarantee that they are the highest kind of educators of
youth attainable, he himself has been trained to teach according to the
only method that ... is worth anything as a preparation for the actual
work of teaching". To subject graduates to professional training, the
Senate concluded, was to restrict trustees in their selection of
employees to those with "an inferior training", and to 'something worse

L. That such a line of thinking was still alive

than a superfluity
after the setting up of the training institutes in 1885 was evident from
a contribution to The Educational Journal in which a certain J.H. Farmer

regarded the idea of university men taking anything like normal school

courses as ''repugnant'". The writer looked on any graduate who could not

10. Hodgins, J.G., D.H.E., Vol. XXIV, 22, Ryerson to Mackenzie, A.,
19 October, 1872,
11. Canadian Education Monthly, December, 1882, 515,

18
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cope with the teacher's tasks as "lacking in native teaching power".
"To force our university men to a special training school would be ...

12y

to quench the last spark of liberty “", the contributor concluded.

In direct opposition to such critics of compulsory professional
training were men like J.A. McLellan, the high school inspector. "Ours
is the only system in this continent that demands some degree of pro-
fessional training as a necessary qualification for the teacher", he
boasted to the Minister in 1882 after touring American schools1®. Then
there were men like Sam Hughes, the normal school graduate who later
became federal Minister of Militia. Just a year before the first
training schools were established for high school teachers he wrote to
the Minister arguing in their favour. He spoke of high schools as
"really the nurseries of teachers'" and deplored the fact that not over
twenty per-cent of head or assistant high school masters were either
"trained teachers or ... first rate educators'". Then he proceeded to
lay out a programme of teaching requiring all future undergraduates and
graduates to pass professional examinations in education before being

permitted to teach in high schoolsl™.

It would be folly, however, to conclude that by the end of the
century all classrooms were filled with trained teachers. It was not
so. Following an intensive study of the period Althouse concluded that

compulsory professional training for all succeeded '"only in handing over

12. The Educational Journal, Vol. 1, No. 3, 16 May, 1887,
13. P.A.0., RG2/H1/9, see original report of McLellan, J.A., undated.
14, P.A.0., RG2/D7/10, Hughes, S., to Ross, G.W., 13 October, 188U,
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the vast majority of the schools to the half-trained and the

154

immature He pointed out that between 1881 and 1899 - just before

the London Normal School opened - the number of public school teachers,
including separate school teachers, holding third-class certificates
rose from 3828 to 4187, with the percentage of the total number falling
from 54.7% to just over 50%. This meant that a majority of the teachers
at the end of the century had received no more than fourteen weeks of

professional traininglG.

In the French schools of northern Ontario the situation was even
more serious. Here the ranks of Millar's "army" were seriously depleted.
The lament of Inspector George Grant of Parry Sound was particularly
poignant:

I am fairly driven to my wits' end ... There is not a French,
Catholic teacher in my inspectorate that holds a legal certificate
... The struggle appears to be hopeless. I am on the very best
terms with these people. I believe even popular amongst them.
When I urge upon them the absolute necessity of employing a
properly qualified teacher, ... they tell me to send them one
'and there I am floored' ... The priest sends down to Quebec and
imports a Quebec Teacher. I then, per force, must endorse that
Quebec Certificate until the next ensuing examination. But said
teacher is afraid to face the Ontario examination, and leaves us
at mid summer. After the holidays another is imported to take
her place until the next examination drives her away and so the
process goes on ... What am I to do with all this? 17

With the schools springing up around him "as thick as blackbirds in the
Fall", Grant dreamt of Plantagenet and complained to Ross that he had
"never heard or seen a graduate of that school". Ross cooly replied,

"You should have no difficulty in getting an ample supply of French-

15, Althouse, J.G., Op.Cit,, 81.

16. Ibid., 90.

17. P.A.0., RG2/P2/54/2, Grant, G., I.P.S., Parry Sound and Nipissing
Districts, to Ross, G.W., 1% November, 1897,
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English teachers from Plantagenet and Ottawa", and gave the Rev. Mr.
Grant the names of the principalslS. In Eastern Ontario, nearer Plan-
tagenet, the situation was not quite so bad. The criticisms of J.J.
Tilley, Inspector of Model Schools, were confined to the low standards
of the teachers available and to the inabllity of the model schools to
supply professional training to supplement the academic work13, At
least the schools were open in Eastern Ontario, thanks in some cases to
the fact that the teachers were members of religious orders from Quebec,
usually Christian Brothers or Grey-Nuns, who lacked Ontario certificates.
They taught under an interpretation of the British North America Act
which extended the provisions of Section 13 of the Scott Act, 1863,
beyond 1867. This Section stated that teachers '"qualified by law ... in
... Lower Canada, shall be qualified teachers in Upper Canada". The
interpretation that certain untrained Quebec teachers could teach in
post-Confederation Ontario without taking professional training in the

province had yet to be tested in the courts??,

Thus, though John Millar might justly take pride in the provi-
sions of Ontario law regarding the preparation of teachers, his inference
that the schools of the province were manned by battalions of trained
personnel was overdrawn, to say the least. Perhaps in his use of the
expression, 'a well-educated army of teachers', he appreciated better
than we know some subtle difference between being well-educated and

being trained.

18. 1Ibid., Ross, G.W., tec Grant, G., 26 November, 1897.

19. 0.8.P., 1897, No. 1., Vol. XXIX, Part I, Report of Minister of
Education, App. F., 2u47-249,

20. Sissons, C.B., Church and State in Canadian Education, 47-48
quotes The Leader, 13 March, 1863,
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CHAPTER II

Teacher Training Institutions, 1900

If a person wanted to become an elementary school teacher in
Ontario in 1900 he had to obtain a certificate from a County Board of
Examiners or, in some cases, from a City Board of Trustees, To do this,
he enrolled in a fourteen-week course at the county model school - a
large public school selected for the purpose of teacher-training - having
submitted evidence that he held a Junior Leaving Certificate (Part 1),
obtainable after three years' study at high school, and that he would be
eighteen years of age by the end of the course., At the model school his
whole time was supposed to be devoted to professional training in the
theory and practice of teaching, including instruction from the principal
in "the best methods of teaching all the subjects on the Public School
Course of Study ... and such practice in teaching as will cultivate
correct methods of presenting subjects to class and develop the art of
school governmentl". Success at the final written examinations, prepared
and marked in the Education Department, and at practical examinations

held in the presence of board members merited a third-class certificate

valid in elementary schools throughout the province for a period of three

1. Millar, J., School Management, 281.



years. To put it bluntly, the county model school provided no more than
a scanty, initial preparation for a teacher so that when he took charge
of a school for the first time, he knew what to do, and within certain
limitations how to do it. Then, as Ross put it, 'he could avoid the

mistakes of a teacher wholly inexperienced2".

By 1900 there were fifty-five model schools dotting Ontario with
an average enrolment of nineteens. Each was operated under regulations
of the Education Department dating back to 1877 and each was subject to
the jurisdiction of a County Board of Examiners, or if located in a city,
of the School Trustees. The former body was made up of the county
inspector and two others, appointed by the county council, and holding
first-class teacher's certificates and engaged actively in teaching.

The law required the County Board of Examiners to earmark at least one
public school in its county or inspectoral district - usually synonymous
since 1871 - as a model school. To encourage selection of the largest
and best-equipped school, the government made a grant of $150. per annum
to each county model school, to which by law an additional $150. was
added by the county council®. J.G. Hodgins, dean of the Education
Department and its historiographer in 1900, but Deputy Minister when the
model schools were established, said that it was originally intended
that they were to be "purely County Institutions for training of rural,
primary school teachers'", located in some accessible town or village.

This is why the legislation named county councils as supporters as well

2. Ross, G.W., The School System of Ontario, 95.

3. 0.5.P. 1901, No. 12,x.

4, Millar, J., The Educational System of the Province of Ontario,
(Toronto, Warwick and Sons, 1893), 58.
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as the governments, By 1900, however, many cities had obtained permis-
sion to set aside a public school for training teachers in this way.
Toronto, one of the first, persuaded the Department to adopt a plan by
which all of the city schools were to be considered practice schools
with one, Victoria Street and later Church Street, serving as a head-
quartersﬁ. It was here that James L. Hughes, Toronto's illustrious
inspector, instructed his tyros in pedagogics, doubtlessly supplement-
ing lectures by assignments in a thin but nerve-wracking manual he had
prepared to warn students of the hazards they faced., Each of more than
eighty sections was captioned in heavy, funereal type, "It is a mistake

to ...m

In the sparsely populated northern regions of the province there
were no schools sufficiently advanced to be designated county model
schools. Instead, district model schools were set up and encouraged by
government grants of $200.00 per annum on condition that minimum enrol-
ments and staff qualifications were met. Regulations called for the
provision of a course of professional training in the subjects provided
for county model schools "as the Inspector of the District may direct®n,
In practice, it was expected that the work would be "mainly the non-

9" .

professional course for teachers Both D. McCaig, the Collingwood

Inspector, and J.J. Tilley, the Departmental Inspector of Model Schools,

5. P.A.0., RG2/D6/Vol. 1, Undated Memo of Hodgins, J.G.

6. Hardy, E.A., et al, Centennial Story, (Toronto, Thomas Nelson and
Sons, 1950), 87,

7. Hughes, J.L., Mistakes in Teaching, (Toronto, W.J. Gage, 1879).

8. Millar, J., School Management, 282, quotes from The Public School
Act, as amended in 1896.

9, P.A.0., RG2/P2/41/14, Millar, J., to McCaig, D., Inspector,
Collingwood, 23 April, 1898,



admitted that this was all that the students could accomplishlo.
Graduates of the district model school received third-class certif-

icates limited to their respective districts.

Separate provision was also made for the establishment of biling-
ual model schools. By 1898, however, '"only two'" could be officially
designated as suchll. One of these, located in the village of Plantag-
enet, was established in 1890 following earlier failure to find a
suitably qualified principallz. The other, situated in Ottawa, had
been established in 1896. Both schools were intended to train French-
English teachers to instruct in English in schools where the French
language prevailedla. Here again little professional training was
provided. Effort was concentrated on ensuring that the teacher had a
working knowledge of English and that a sufficient number of teachers
was turned out so that the schools could be kept openlu. The Ottawa
school, encouraged by a special grant of $800., developed very shakily.
The number of students in attendance was small, and the institution did
not make sufficient progress to "justify its continuance or the payment
of the very large grantls". By the spring of 1900 it had disappeared.
When the Departmental Inspector arrived, he found that the principal had
b6,

taken another jo Soon afterwards, as will be shown later, the

future of the Plantagenet school was also in doubt.

10. Idem.

11. P.A.0., RG2/P2/39/6, Millar, J., to Blakey, E.A., Chief Clerk,
20 July, 1898.

12. o0.S.pP., 1890, No. 7, 15, Summerby, W.J., I.P.S., to Marling, A.,
Department of Education, 15 November, 1886,

13. P.A.0., RG2/P2/39/10, Education Department Minute, dated 17

January, 1896.
14. Between 1890-1896, 210 students graduated from the Plantagenet

School. See Report of the Minister of Education, 1896, 2u47-249,
15. P.A.0., RG2/P2/39/1, aide-mémoire prepared by Jenkins, W.H.,
Registrar, 2 December, 1905.
16. Ibid.. Item 10. Tilley, J.J., to Millar, J., 21 May. 1900.
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To obtain a permanent licence to teach in an elementary
school at the beginning of the century the holder of a third-class
certificate had to attend a normal school for a sixteen-week course
beginning in January or August. He had to submit proof that he held
at least a High School Junior Leaving Certificate, had passed the final
examination of the county model school and had taught successfully for
one year. He was awarded a second-class certificate, valid during good
behaviour anywhere in the province, following success in departmental
written examinations and in practical tests given at the end of the
College year by external examiners appointed by the department.
Teachers-in-training who had obtained third-class certificates at city
model schools and who had continued to teach under the instruction of
the principal a full school term could also be admitted to the normal

school.

Soon after arrival at normal school the student-in-training in
those days was given a preliminary oral and written test on his study of
previously assigned professional texts on the history of education and
on methods of teaching. The course he took was mainly professional in
nature, the academic work having been taken over by the high schools
after 188517, The aim was to have the student concentrate on a partic-
ular subject from the standpoint of the teacher rather than increase his
owﬁ knowledge of that subject. In addition to courses in the history of
education, science of education, school organization and management and

methods of teaching, the student received instruction in temperance and

hygiene, agriculture, reading, writing, drawing, music, drill and calis-

17. 0.5.P., 1886, No. 5 (Minister's Report, 1885), 76.
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thenics, and after 1898 in domestic science. Local clergymen gave
classes in religious instruction every Friday afternoon to students of
their own religious denomination. The programme also included opportu-

nities for practice in managing classes and in teaching.

By 1900 Ontario had three normal schools: one in Toronto, the
oldest, established in 1847 and located in St. James Square; one in
Ottawa, established in 1875 and situated on Elgin Street; and one, the
most recently established, in London. The total enrolment in the three
schools in 1900 was 63718. Each school had a staff of six including the
principal, vice-principal, and four other teachers., John A. MacCabe, 58,
a Dubliner by birth and a graduate of the Dublin Normal School, was
principal of the Ottawa Normal School. Egerton Ryerson had encouraged
MacCabe to come to Ottawa from the normal school in Truro, Nova Scotia,
twenty-five years earlier. In Toronto, William Scott, 54, was in charge,
having taken over in 1898 just after the school celebrated its silver
jubilee. Francis W. Merchant, formerly principal of the London
Collegiate Institute, had been appointed principal of the London school
as recently as July, 1899. There was an important difference between the
London school and the two older ones. The latter were in two sections,
one for the instruction of the teachers-in-training, and the other, called
the Provincial Model School, for student observation and practice teaching.
The model schools in both places were adjacent to the normal school
and were divided into classes as in the regular public schools. For
practice teaching purposes, students in London, beginning in the fall of

1900, made use of the Simcoe Street School which since 1891 had been the

18. 0.S.P., 1901, No. 2, (Minister's Report, 1900), x.



local model school.

Normal schools, like the county model schools, were non-
residential., Students' lodgings were inspected, however, and each
student could stay only at a licensed boarding house or with some
relative or friend. Male and female students were not permitted to
stay at the same house. In the normal school, men and women students
were instructed together but outside the classroom communication between
the sexes was "strictly prohibited", except by permission of the
principal or one of the masters!®. Ross put it thus: "Outside the
classroom they are allowed reasonable intercourse with each other, it
being assumed that their conduct would be such as would characterize

ladies and gentlemen in good society20m,

Apart from the programmes leading to second-class certificates,
each normal school gave special courses for young ladies who wished to
become kindergarten teachers. These began in 1885, following establish-
ment of kindergartens in Ontario three years earlier. To qualify as a
kindergarten director a student had to enroll in the Kindergarten
Training School, attached to each normal school, and pass prescribed
departmental examinations at the end of a two-year course. If she al-
ready held an assistant's certificate, obtainable following successful
completion of a course given by an already qualified director in a
recognized regular kindergarten under a board of trustees, the course

at the normal school was reduced to one year.

19. The School Law of Ontario, (1894), 389,
20. Ross, G.W., Op. Cit., 98x
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To become a high school teacher in 1900 or to obtain the high-
est grade of public school certificate - it also qualified one to teach
in high schools - a student had to attend the Ontario Normal College,
established in Hamilton just three years earlier. The college was
actually a combination of two earlier institutions which, for various
reasons, had failed: The Training Institutes and the School of
Pedagogy. When Ross was Minister of Education he set up five of the
former in collegiate institutes in Hamilton and Kingston (1885), Guelph
and Strathroy (1886), and Owen Sound (1888). They gave short five
months! courses including practice teaching and observation experiences
as well as instruction from the collegiate institute staff in methods
of teaching high school subjects. Courses were provided under agree-
ments signed on behalf of the Education Department and the respective
board of education. This method of training was abandoned not only
because of lack of enthusiasm reflected in low enrolments21 but also
because parents and trustees complained about the way in which the high

school pupils were being retarded in their work22.

In 1891 the Department of Education established a School of
Pedagogy in the Toronto Normal School with a regular staff appointed by
the Minister of Education. But the course became more theoretical and the
practice teaching more unreal despite a lengthening of its duration to

seven months. So for the next few years it operated without any practice

21. McCutcheon, J.M., Publie Education in Ontario, (Toronto, T.H. Best,
1941), 228.

22. P.A.0., RG2/P2/41/43, complaint of O'Connor, S., trustee, to
Ross, G.W., 22 February, 1891,
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school, while the students were expected to try out their skills on each
other until they could get out into regular classrooms at the end of the
course?3, The plan was that after passing the examinations of the
School of Pedagogy, students were given an interim certificate which
permitted them to teach as "apprentices" or "interns" for six months.

At the end of this period they took a practical examination leading to
the award of a permanent certificate?". Lack of practice teaching
facilities in the School of Pedagogy resulted in the transfer of the

institution to Hamilton where, in 1897, it was renamed the Ontario

Normal College and located in the Hamilton Collegiate Institute.

By the beginning of the century, then, the Ontario Normal College
was located in a brand new building of forty-five rooms costing the Board
of Education the sum of $160,000. and occupying an entire block in the
city of Hamilton25. Relations between the Hamilton Board of Education
and the Education Department were subject to an agreement which spec-
ified the duties of the collegiate institute staff, placed them under
the authority of the principal of the Normal College "for the purposes
of ... the normal college only", and fixed at $2,500. the amount to be
paid to the board for services rendered. This agreement which dated
from October 1, 1896, had a ten-year life with provision for subsequent
cancellation on a year's notice - a point of some significance in view

of later eventsze.

23. Ross, G.W., Op. Cit., 104,

24, Millar, J., The Educational System of the Province of Ontario, 67.

25. Hodgins, J.G., The Establishment of Schools and Colleges in
Ontario, 1792-1910, Vol. 1, 88.

26. P.A.0., RG2/P2/41/51, copy of agreement dated 3 March, 1896: see
also 0.S.P.. 1896. No. 64, 1-3.
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To become a student at the Normal College an applicant had to
hold a High School Senior Leaving Certificate or an Arts degree from a
university in the British Dominions, and he had to be at least eighteen
years of age by the end of the course. He received lectures in psychology,
history of education, science of education, and in "the best methods of
teaching each subject on the High School course of study", as well as
instruction in a wide variety of professional subjectsz7. Each graduate
was awarded a Normal College Interim Certificate which entitled him to
teach in a public school if he was under twenty-one years of age, and in
a public or high school if he was over twenty-one years of age. After
teaching successfully for two years he could obtain a permanent certificate
as a first-class public school teacher or as a high school assistant,

ordinary or specialist, according to his experience and qualification28.

In 1899 the Normal College had a staff of twelve and a student

enrolment of 14829.

Its principal was James A. MclLellan, sixty-seven, an
aging, rubicond gentleman of "herculean frame and sonorous voice' whose
lectures in psychology reflected an unusual interest in spectral phenomena
and hypnotismso. McLellan had served in the Education Department first
under Egerton Ryerson and then under three successive Ministers of Educationm.
In a variety of positions, including high school inspector, inspector of
normal schools, principal of the Toronto School of Pedagogy, and finally

principal of the Ontario Normal College in Hamilton, he had helped to shape

and mould the teaching profession in Ontario in the late nineteenth century.

27. Millar, J., School Management, 285-6, quotes Departmental Regulations.

28. Ibid., 287; the 'specialist' high school teacher had to hold an
honours degree approved by the Education Department, see Althouse,
J.G., The Ontario Teacher, 143.

29, 0.8.P., 1900, No. 12 (Minister's Report), xiv.

30. Douglas Library Notes, Spring, 1963, Vol. XII, No. 2; "Recollections
of the Ontario School of Pedagogy", by Sissons, C.K.
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Interestingly enough, twenty-five years before McLellan moved to
Hamilton he had offered himself as a Liberal candidate at a Dominion

general election.

The system of training we have reviewed tended to divide the
teaching profession in 1900 into at least two camps: high school
teachers trained in the Normal College or its predecessors: the training
institutes and the School of Pedagogy, and elementary school teachers
trained in the model schools and normal schools. The first group, based
in the Normal College, looked increasingly to the universities for its
supply of recruits, and thus tended to emphasize the value of the academ-
ic component of the teacher's background. The second group, based in the
normal schools, drew its students exclusively from the pool of model
school graduates who had the interest and the will to continue training.
It emphasized the practical component of the teacher's background and
looked to the normal schools to turn out efficient practitioners3
Bridging the gap between the two was the high school or collegiate
institute graduate holding a Senior Leaving Certificate. In theory, he
could enter the profession by two routes: through attendance at Normal
College where he could rub shoulders with university graduates and with
specialists fresh from honours courses, and qualify for dual certification;
or through attendance at a county model school where with other high school
graduates he could qualify for a third-class certificate. Naturally, if

he could afford it, he went to the College at Hamilton. As long as this

31. Harris, R.S., makes the point that the methodological orientation
of normal schools might have been quite different if they had had
to provide a course for more than a minority of potential
elementary school teachers in the last quarter of the nineteenth
century ; see Quiet Evolution, 75-76.



possibility was open to him, we can say that high school teachers and
some elementary school teachers were being trained in the same

institution in 1900.
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CHAPTER III

State Control of Teacher Training: Some Consequences

It is interesting that in the early 1970's J. Donald Wilson
should hold that the idolizing of Egerton Ryerson derived from a faulty
conception of historical development in the nineteenth century.
Ryerson's efforts to build a universal, free and compulsory educational
system, said Wilson, were "in the main stream of educational change"
occurring throughout the western world at that time. Ryerson was but
"one of a multitude" who were then relying heavily on state action to
achieve educational aims, and he should not be claimed as a herc - at
least not in the sense that he championed a unique causel. On the other
hand, in the late 1920's J.E. Middleton, and F. Landon held that it was
a fault to minimize Ryerson's accomplishments. '"Thirty years ago", they
observed, "everyone in Ontario was convinced that Egerton Ryerson was a
great man. Today there are many doubters; ... School administration in
Ontario is centralized and autocratic (they say) and Ryerson was the one

who began it2".

1. See Wilson, J.D., et al, Canadian Education: A History, (Scarborough,
Prentice-Hall of Canada, 1970), 21u4.

2. Middleton, J.E., and Landon, F., The Province of Ontario - A History,
(Toronto, The Dominion Publishing Company, 1927), Vol. 1, 609.



In 1897, exactly thirty years earlier, John Millar, the Deputy
Minister, published a wolume telling Ontario's nearly ten thousand
teachers how to run their schools®. To him one conducted a classroom
as one conducted a state. For an efficient classroom, power had to be
centralized in the teacher; for an efficient educational system, power
had to be centralized in the government. In both cases such an arrange-
ment led to efficiency and to worryless uniformity. His book did not
defend centralization. It adulated it, and by inference idolized
Ryerson who had been a contemporary of the author. "Authority is
essential to good government', Millar said., "The rights, powers and
duties of the teacher should be defined by the laws of the State ...
An efficient system of education demands a fair measure of central-
izationu". The reader who might detect a moderating tone in the last
comment would later find Millar adding:
The state should prescribe the course of study, decide what
textbooks are to be used, fix the qualifications of teachers
and inspectors, and determine the duties of all school
officers ... Those principles of school organization ...
accepted as sound by the leading educationists of the country
should be embodied in the statutes and regulations and should
govern all school authorities ... uniformity in the organ-
ization of the school system should be a marked feature of
the system. ...5

In Millar's mind it would be patently absurd to leave major decisions

to the unedified local teachers and boards. "To leave the course

of study to each teacher, or to each board of trusteed) he warned,

"is to ignore the conclusions ... reached by those who have made a study

3. Millar, J., School Management, (Toronto, William Briggs, 1897).
+. Ibid., 105-106.
5. Ibid., 155-156.
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of the science of education®. The Deputy Minister was a great believer
in tactics, and it is easy to imagine him running the Education Depart-
ment and the schools of teacher training as he would have teachers run
their classrooms. '"School tactics should be uniform and should cause no
confusion. By means of a little bell ... children may be called to
attention, assembled in their places, trained to stand or sit, or to be
dismissed ... with regularity, promptitude and decorum. ... order is

. It was not surprising then that when Millar came

indispensable ...
to describe the characteristics of Ontario's teacher-training programme
he took the most conspicuous feature for granted. It was unquestioned;
it was part of life; it had no need of articulation. Millar accepted

implicitly the idea that the state "owned" teacher training. There

could be no other way. It had been thus from the beginning.

In Ontario state control of teacher training received an initial
impetus in 1836 when Charles Duncombe's Proposed Common School Bill laid
down a method of financing "four Schools in this Prowince for the
education of Teachers ... located in such parts ... as ... provided by

8". Later, John McCaul's Commission

some future Act of the Legislature
on Education in Upper Canada, 1839, had something to say about a system
of certification for teachers at a normal school to be set up in

Toronto but no effective legislation was enacted before 1843, The

Common School Act of that year gave municipalities the option under

6. JIbid., 169.
7. Ibid., 111.
8. Hodgins, J.G., D.H.E., Vol. 11, 322,
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certain circumstances of setting up county model schools for the
gratuitous instruction of teachers, but probably because they ran

counter to a trend towards centralization Ryerson saw in them a danger

to his own plans. Althouse has hinted that after Ryerson was appointed
Superintendent, model schools were allowed to fade awayg. With the
passage of the Common School Act of 1846, following Ryerson's return

from his travels and submission of his famous Report, the prime role of
the state in the preparation of teachers began to take shape. The new
General Board of Education for Upper Canada was charged with the task

of adopting "all needful measurements for the establishment and furnishing
of a Normal School for Upper Canada", including framing regulations,
prescribing admission requirements and conditions of instruction, locating
sites, acquiring buildings, and determining salaries. Maximum sums were
set aside and instructions given 'that detailed accounts ... be annually

transmitted to the Governor, ... to be laid before the Legislaturelo".

Ryerson's proprietary interest and unflagging enthusiasm helped
determine the style and depth of departmental control of teacher-training
institutions for years to come. From the outset when the normal school
was located first in Government House, and then when the government
returned from Montreal, in its new location on Temperance Street, Ryerson
rivetted his attention on it. He gathered students through the press,
circulars, and letters and showed personal interest in its growth and

management. According to Pakenham, first dean of the University of

9. Althouse, J.G., The Ontario Teacher, 15.
10, Hodgins, J.G., D.H.E., Vol. VI, 60-61.



Toronto's Faculty of Education, Ryerson usurped the functions of the
headmaster and staff, and directed the everyday activities of the
classroom to the point where he and his colleagues on the Board of
Education supervised students' 'lates' and 'absences' with 'a parental
and personal authorityll'. It comes as no surprise, therefore, that
when the school moved from Temperance Street to the St. James Square
site, now occupied by Ryerson Polytechnic, Ryerson transferred the
office of the Department of Education from King and York to new head-
quarters located in the front of the new normal school buildinng. And
there the office remained until sixty years later when it was moved to
Queen's Park. Visitors to the normal school ~ they were frequent, for
it was one of the "showplaces" of Toronto - found the headquarters of
the provincial educational system visibly and thus intimately linked to

the normal school.

If at any time Ryerson toyed with the idea that teacher-training
institutions might be privately established in Ontario he subdued it
well, By 1871 when he was defending himself against charges that the

Department's book depository interfered with private trade, he pointed

out that the normal schools, too, were once condemned because they inter-

fered with "proprietary rights". Now, he said, normal schools were re-
garded "on this continent at least, as the exclusive property of the
State and not of private individuals or corporationslS", A year later

when the question of building new normal schools came up he wrote

11. O0.E.A. Proceedings, 1914, 202-12, "First Chapter in Teacher
Training in Ontario" by Pakenham, W.

12. Toronto Normal School, 1847-1947, 40.

13. Hodgins, J.G., D.H.E.,Vol. XXIII, 195.
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decisively:
I think all the Normal Schools should be subject to the oversight
of the Education Department, and under the same Regulations
formally sanctioned by the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council. This,
I think is necessary on the grounds of economy and uniformity of
standards and system of instruction ... 1B
And by that time, Ryerson had already made it clear that when he spoke
of the Education Department, he meant a "responsible Minister of the
Crown, with a seat in Parliamentl®". Thus Egerton Ryerson implicitly
accepted the theory that control of teacher training was a matter for
the provincial government. In the remaining years of the century
following his retirement, no one denied the theory. Teacher training

was the responsibility of the province, and in particular of its

Minister of Education.

When Ryerson retired from the Education Department, there were
no model schools for beginning elementary teachers in existence, and no
training schools at all forhigh school teachers. Ryerson's legacy in
the teacher-training field comprised two normal schools, one in Toronto
and one in Ottawa, and a centralized machinery for operating them.
Later, with the expansion of the public school system and the govern-
ment's determination to place a teacher with at least a rudimentary
professional training in every classroom, the demand for economy, as we
shall explain in the next chapter, led to the use of existing but
scattered school facilities, and inevitably to the introduction of a
limited measure of decentralization of control. A similar situation

arose with the training institutes before high school teacher training

14, Ibid., Vol. XXIV, 23, Ryerson, E. to Mackenzie, A., 19 October, 1872.
15. Ross, G.W., The School System of Ontario, 26.
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was centralized in the School of Pedagogy and then in the Normal College.

The outcome was that by 1900 the province ran three types of
training institutions, each centrally controlled by the Education
Department in a different manner and to a different degree. Firstly,
there were the normal schools, totally owned, operated, staffed, and
inspected by the Department; next, there was the Normal College, admin-
istered locally by a departmentally employed principal who worked on
the premises of a collegiate institute, owned, operated, and staffed by
the Hamilton Board of Education; finally, there were the model schools,
operated by county boards of examiners in selected public schools
throughout the province, and inspected regularly by a specially

appointed departmental Inspector of Model Schools.

Superimposed over all was the Minister. He was a politician and
a member of the government and he was responsible to the legislature for
the execution of provincial laws and regulations as they applied to
teacher-training institutions. More than any other person he appreciated
that the institutions were potential tools which could assist him polit-
ically, or potential cudgels, available to political foes, which could be
used to smite him down. For this reason, during the approximate quarter-
century following the appointment of the first Minister of Education, the
system, particularly as it applied to the operation of the totally owned
normal schools, came to acquire certain characteristic sensitivities or
tendencies, which as we shall see, could have important implications for

future development.

To suggest that Adam Crooksls, Ontario's first Minister of

16, Crooks, Hon. Adam, 1827-1885; Minister of Education, 1876-1883.
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17 pever framed a policy, formulated a

Education, and his successors
regulation, or phrased an official letter without thinking of the
political implications would probably be no exaggeration. Certainly it
would be no disparagement to their motives. George Ross, in fact, once
said that whatever the project he was involved in, small or large, he
could not allow himself to forget that some interested member of the
legislature was likely "to make it a matter of complaint on the floor of
Parliament or perhaps stir up his comnstituents to avenge at the polls of
the wrong donel8", Records show, for example, that the Minister could
not appoint or dismiss an employee - from the principal of a normal
school to the caretaker of the building - without thought for political
repercussions. Harcourt had hardly taken over his duties before he was
on his feet in the assembly justifying Merchant's appointment. '"Who has
been appointed Principal of the Normal School at London?" demanded F.G.
Macdiarmid, the Conservative member for Elgin West. '"How many years did
the appointee teach in a Public School? What normal school did the new
Principal attend and for what period? What experience, generally, has
the new Principal had in connection with public work, or the teaching of

Public School teacherslg?"

The Minister could expect to be subjected to
similar inquisitions if he released an employee. Some years earlier,

acting on the recommendation of Thomas Kirkland, the Toronto Normal

17. Ontario's Ministers of Education from 1883-1923 were:
Ross, George William, 1883-1899;
Harcourt, Richard, 1899-1905;
Pyne, Robert Allan, 1905-1918;
Cody, Henry John, 1918-1919;
Grant, Robert Henry, 1919-1923,
18, Ross, G.W., Getting into Parliament and After, 200.
19, P,A.0., RG2/P2/46, Millar, J., to Harcourt, R., 18 April, 1900.
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School Principal, Ross let go one of the Model School teachers, a
certain Miss Haggarty - apparently, she would not accept orders and
suggestions. Ross was called to account and had to produce the full

. . 0
correspondence for examination by members of the House2 .

Outside the House, too, the Minister had to move with caution.
There were people like Pat Farrell of Ottawa lying in wait. Pat felt
that because he had been "a life-long Liberal” and had contributed to
election expenses that he ought to be the one to fill a vacancy for a
caretaker at the Model School. To help secure the appointment he
enclosed with his letter of application to Ross a petition signed by
"the most prominent Liberals of Ottawa both French and English'". The
petition on behalf of Farrell's application had one hundred signatures,
including those of aldermen and ex-mayors2l. To judge from MacCabe's
enquiries, the principal had nothing to do with the appointment; in fact,
when a caretaker was appointed to the London Normal School he received
his official notification of appointment, not from the principal or the
Deputy Minister or the Minister - he got it from the Premier of the
Province22. Perhaps it is not surprising, therefore, that when an

engineer at the same institution complained of having to cut the grass

during the holidays, he thought he should write directly to the Minister23.

On the other hand, Ministers might expect to have to cope with

irascible individuals like J.E. Wetherell, Principal, Strathroy C.I.,

20. 0.5.P., 1893 (No. 54), 7.

21, P.A.0., RG2/P2/42, Patrick Farrell to Ross, G.W., 14 November, 1885,
22, Ibid,, see G.W. Ross's letter, 18 January, 1900.

23, Ibid., see letter to Harcourt, R., 7 July, 1902,
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who awoke one morning in late August, 1893, to read in the Toronto Globe
that a position in the School of Pedagogy allegedly promised to him by
Ross had gone to another man. Appalled by this "signal example of the
tortuous policy of politicians", Wetherell condemned Ross for his "free
notions of official ethics", and branded him forever "with the mark of
tergiversation and dishonour". The hot-tempered Wetherell then struck
where he thought it would hurt most:

... I have been loyal to you in this constituency ever since

1883 ... you shall have my supportm longer. ... At the coming

election my vote ... will be cast in the other scale, and will

help to swell the tide that is rising full against you in this

town. I now hold myself free to make public your offer, ...

and your subsequent duplicity. 24

An astute Minister, like Ross, knew the ropes, of course, and

prepared for them. It seems that he would purposefully write a lengthy
reply not so much because he was anxious about its fullness, but, he
admitted on one occasion, because 'correspondence on important matters

25". He once

like this may at any time be called for in the House
confided to Principal Grant of Queen's University that in managing
the Department he "carefully avoided all political interference and

26n_ Ross could even be accused of carrying caution

political pressure
to excess - even to the point of personal discomfort. In 1893, a
School of Pedagogy student signed her name on her examination papers

instead of on the slips attached to them - a practice required by the

24, P.A.0., RG2/P2/D7/10, Wetherell, J.E., to Ross, G.W., 26 August, 1893,
On 1 January, 1898, Wetherell wrote to Whitney offering him electoral
assistance: see Whitney Papers. In 1906, when Whitney was in power,
Wetherell was appointed Inspector of High Schools and Collegiate
Institutes. (0. in C., 28 May, 1906).

25. P.A.0., RG2/2/54; see G.W. Ross's letter, 12 July, 1894,

26. P.A.C., G.M. Grant Papers, 3931A, Ross, G.W., to Grant, G.M.,

4 December, 1899,
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regulations and carried on in normal schools until the 1970's. The
Department's Registrar was apparently instructed to write to each of
the examiners involved. He did so in the following terms: 'The
Minister refuses to issue her certificate because he fears the examiners
may have read her papers knowing her relationship to him, she being his
daughter27". Nellie Ross had already written penitently to the Board of
Examiners regretting "exceedingly that I inadvertently broke the

regulations of the Education Department28".

Such careful weighing in the balance of political disadvantages
against educational advantages was not a skill reserved by Ministers.
Deputies practised it, too, and taught their inferiors to do so. We
note, for example, how Millar gently advised MacCabe when the principal
objected to accepting a student who had arrived at the school four weeks
after the opening of the course in September, 1898. Millar knew that it
was too late but advised caution. "It is possible other inferences than
those you mention would be drawn", he observed, "if efforts were not
made to have ... the number admitted ... which the accommodations

warrantzg".

Millar was not far off the mark perhaps. In February, 1901,
under the caption "Politics at the Normal School', The Mail and Empireso
reported that Dr. J. Barr (Dufferin, C.) had complained in the House that

teachers taking part "in the Dominion election could get admitted to

normal school whereas others could not". Harcourt was forced to provide

27. P.A.0., RG2/P2/41/44; Nudel, F.N., to the examiners involved,
18 May, 1893.
28, Ibid., Miss N. Ross to Board of Examiners, 15 May, 1893.
29. P.A.0., RG2/P2/43/42, Millar, J., to MacCabe, J., 9 September, 1898,
30. The Mail and Empire, 20 February, 1901,
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full information on recent admissions, including numbers, names, causes
of rejection, etc.. By then the Minister had surely become more wary.
Earlier as Provincial Treasurer, he seemed to think nothing of asking
Millar to "arrange" an admission for a student whose family had given him

"their hearty supportsl".

Some civil servants seemed to acquire political awareness
quickly. If MacCabe was a slow learner in this respect, John Dearness,
the London Normal School vice-principal, was not. Dearness was not in
his position long before he was culling the occasional newspaper clipping
and sending it to the Minister, thinking it "might be quoted in a polit-
ical address in a locality where that newspaper may be supposed to carry

weight32".

Even students picked up the scent. When an enterprising
editor of London's new school journal wrote to Harcourt about a series
of portraits and sketches featuring the Premier, the Minister of
Education, and the Members for London, he knowingly saluted these

gentlemen as "promoters of the Institution®3",

That Ministers could be called to account for any aspect of the
administration of the Education Department, and thus of the training
schools, tended to concentrate decision-making power at the top. Thus,
as the training system expanded and the number of training schools,
including staff and students, multiplied, the need for generalized pro-
cedures grew not only because of the practical necessity of conserving
Ministers' obviously limited time and energy, but also because of the

need for impartiality and efficiency. Thus machinery for the organiza-

31. P.A.0., RG2/P2/29; see, for example, Harcourt, R., to Millar, J.,
27 February, 1899.

32. P.A.0., RG2/P2/44/4S, Dearness, J., Vice-Principal, London Normal
School to Harcourt, R., 1 January, 1902,

33. P.A.0., RG2/P2/42/27, Editor of Mnemosyne, to Harcourt, R., 10
April, 1900.
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tion and control of the training institutions evolved, aimed at
implementing the relevant school laws of the province and the regulations
of the Education Department based on these laws. In theory, at any rate,
the more comprehensively departmental regulations, instructions, and
schedules determined what was to be done by, to, for, and with students,
staffs (those in the normal schools were civil servants of course),
accommodation, and programmes of study, the fewer would be the uncert-
ainties, the indecisions, and the dangers, and the fewer would be the
references 'up the line'. A tendency existed, therefore, for rules and
regulations to multiply as their framers urged themselves towards that
ever-receding omega-point where, in theory, all eventualities were catered
for and no favourites recognized. Such standardization of procedures
developed at a time when uniformity in the classroom was admired.
"Uniformity will overcome the evils of diversity of methods", Ross wrote
in 1883 when he was inspecting model schools®*. Seventeen years later,
writing to a student about the training institutes for high school
teachers - "my training institutes'" as he loved to call them - he claimed
that simply writing the examinations preserved a uniformity of methods in
high schools "which the Training Institutes were established to bring

35". And after all, were not the normal schools so named because

about
therein students would learn to teach according "to rule"? Under such

conditions, standardization proceeded apace.

Uniformity and rigidity in the application of regulations were

nowhere more strikingly evident in the 1890's than in the manner of con-

f

34. 0.5.P., 1883 (No. 5), 78; Report of Ross, G.W., and Tilley, J.J.,
Inspectors of Model Schools.
35, P.A.0., RG2/P2/41/46, Ross, G.W., to McKee, J., 1 September, 1890.
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ducting departmental examinations. Millar's devotion of one-seventh of
his book on the Ontario school system to their description is indicative.
Doubtless the scandals of the late 1870's had left a legacy of concern
not just for the improprieties themselves but for the political implica-
tions. In 1877 a Justice of the High Court had been appointed to invest-
igate alleged collusion in the preparation of certain examination papers,
including those prepared by J.A. McLellan, the high school inspector, who
set some of the normal school papers. Though nothing was proved, John
Squair remembered how the inquiry left allegations of 'whitewashing' in
its wakess. Thus to a meticulous individual like Millar, a man scru-
pulous about the strict observation of regulations, the Department of
Education in its conduct of examinations was to be 'like Caesar's wife'.
Strict, fixed examinations aimed at severe impartiality, were the hall-

marks of a system which must favour no one - even a Minigter's daughter!

Such inflexibility created inevitable tensions, affecting inter-
personal relations and leaving their marks on personalities. In 1892,
for example, Millar and McLellan, then Principal of the School of
Pedagogy, ran headlong into each other. McLellan refused to run a
sessional examination which Millar asserted was called for by the
regulations. McLellan disputed the interpretation, maintaining at the
same time that the examination was unnecessarily burdensome to his
students. Millar was thoroughly put out. He referred the disagreement
to the Minister, reminding Ross that discussion with the recalcitrant

McLellan on the educational value of examinations at that juncture was

36. Squair, J., John Seath and the School System of Ontario, 42.
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'out of place'. To Millar, with the regulations spread out before him,
the problem was an administrative one, not a philosophical one. '"The
only question at present", he said coldly, 'is what are the regulations
and should they be ignored37". That this experience and others like
it38 helped change McLellan's resolute spirit was probable. C.K.
Sissons, a student, recalls how one late May morning in 1895, Principal
McLellan came to her rickety, little, portable table in the examination
room in the School of Pedagogy to see what "the philistines', the
external examiners, had done to his 'beloved Psychology'. The white-
haired, towering figure looked down as she feverishly tackled the
questions, and then from his great height muttered scornfully, "They

. 39'"
have no meaning whatsoever .

There is no evidence however that the principals and staffs of
late nineteenth-century training schools were excessively restive or
dormant under the burden of government regulations. Contemporary
critics, including the ones tracked down by Althouse during the 1880's
and 1890's, the period he labelled as "the dark days of the normal
schools", were subjective for the most part. Outspoken ones, like J.H.
Putman who attended Ottawa Normal School in the late 1880's, and mild-
mannered ones, like C.B. Sissons who went to the Normal College in the
1890's, did not link what one called a '"waste of time" and the other 'the

most barren and dismal year of my life", with government domination of

37. P.A.0., RG2/H1/9, Millar, J., to Harcourt, R., Acting Minister of
Education, 29 November, 1892.

38. P.A.0., RG2/P2/44/37, Ross, G.W., to Paxton Young, G., 16 April,
1888 and subsequent correspondence.

39. Douglas Library Notes, Spring: 1963, Vol. XII, (No. 2) pp u4-8.
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the training institutionsuo. The comments of John Squair, another eye-

witness who lectured at the College when Sissons was in attendance, are
penetrating though inconclusive. He talks of a departmental tendency to
lay "undue stress on uniformity'", and of the proneness of officials to
make elaborately detailed syllabuses for the guidance of teachers and
students; in particular, he remembers forty years later a twenty-page
discourse of 1884 on the operation of model schools with content so

"obvious and trivial as to be almost comicall",

J.H. Sangster, a former and unusually flamboyant principal of the
Toronto Normal School who resigned to take up the practice of medicine,
was less temperate in his criticisms. In 1892, twenty-one years after
leaving the normal school, he flayed 'the powers-that-be'", blaming them
for the "dull, dead flatness and almost corpse-like insensibilities" of
teachers. For their uninspired condition and for every other weakness in
the educational book, he blamed bureaucracy and "the unhappy alliance
between politics and education". His most acrid comment he reserved for
his attacks on the "dry disquisitions' of the allegedly spiritless School

of Pedagogyu2.

Sangster's criticisms, expressed on this occasion before a teachers'
gathering at Stratford, are more interesting, however, for the measure they
provide of an astounding change of heart he underwent by the time of the
Toronto Normal School's Golden Jubilee celebrations a few years later. It

was in 1897 just after the closing of the Shool of Pedagogy in Toronto, so

40, Putman, J.H., Pifty Years at School, 10, and Sissons, C.B., Nil Alienum. 62.

41, Squair, J., John Seath and the School System of Ontario, S6.
42, Sangster, J.H., "Ontario Schools", a paper read at the Teachers'

Convention, Stratford, 1 March, 1892; published by The Educational
Journal, Vol. V, p. 662.
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perhaps that had something to do with his metamorphosis. Be that as it

may, he now chose to praise the Department for the "fluent character" of
legal enactments and departmental regulations. He spoke of '"the rigid
conservatism" of former years and of the "more prompt adoption of obvious
improvements and needed reforms", and he congratulated the Department on how
'quickly amenable it was to public opinion when conveyed through legal

channelsua".

What was the explanation for Sangster's cheerful change of
attitude? Was he mellowed by having his portrait painted, and hung in
the school? Hardly! Evidence suggests that at the Toronto celebrations
he was referring obliquely to changes evolving in the application of
certain long-standing regulations concerning fraternization between male
and female students at the school. Perhaps, subconsciously, he was re-
lating the rules to not dissimilar personal experiences of an earlier
year. A breakdown in the barriers which since 1848 had kept students of
the opposite sex apart in normal schools would have afforded him some
psychological satisfaction, it is suggested - perhaps an exoneration too!
For, in 1871, Sangster had resigned his position as principal at the
Toronto school, it seems, to marry Miss C.E. McCausland, one of the Model
School teachers. According to J.G. Hodgins, they had married in the United
States in September of that year, and Carrie McCausland had resigned in
October. An earlier letter from Ryerson to Hodgins explains the apparent
tensions that had built up in the normal school in preceding months, and hints

darkly that they were related to what was probably a clandestine affair'™,

43, Toronto Normal School, Jubilee Celebration, 73.

44, Sissons, C.B., Egerton Ryerson, His Life and Letters, Vol. II, 591;
see Ryerson, E., to Hodgins, J.G., 2 June, 1871, and Hodgins, J.G.,
to Ryerson, E., 23 September, 1871.
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The reforms to which Sangster was probably referring in his
address were significant not only for the light they threw on social
mores of the day, but more importantly for the example they provided of
the way in which Departmental Regulations could be "changed" - in this
case by students - and allowed to take effect. The story of what
happened really began in mid-May of 1848 when the startling second
session of the Toronto Normal School opened. Twenty-two women were
admitted! Regulations were immediately drawn up controlling fraterniza-
tion between men and women, and in 1853 - apparently, for the first time -
posted in the school's waiting rooms*5. The regulations of the Council
of Public Instruction stated in part:

1. That ... salutations are permitted ... between Male and Female

students when they meet, but within the Normal School buildings
... are not permitted, ...

2. With the above exceptions, Male and Female students ... are not
permitted, either during hours of recreation, or holidays, or
at any time, or place, to hold any communication with each other,
direct, or indirect, by visits, walking together, conversation,
Letters, Notes, or Messages, of any description.

3. Nor can any Female Students be permitted to form acquaintances,
or to have intercourse of any kind with young men in the City,
not of the Normal School; nor can Male Students ... have inter-
course of any kind with young women in the City, not of the
Normal School. 46

These regulations, or ones similar to them, remained in effect for at
least forty years - probably fifty. By then they had been extended to
the School of Pedagogy and to its successor, the Ontario Normal College.
0ddly enough, they never seem to have been applied to the model schools,

Was such discrimination imposed on the Education Department by its

inability to enforce regulations universally?

45, Hodgins, J.G., D.H.E., XI, 23-4,
46. Hodgins, J.G. D.H.E., XI, 17.
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By the end of the century, however, the regulations had undergone
subtle changes in interpretation as well as in wording. Those for the
normal schools simply said, "Ladies and gentlemen shall not board at the
same house, and shall have no communication with one another except by
permission of the Principal or one of the Masters". The regulation for
the old School of Pedagogy had been precisely the same, but by the time
the transfer to Hamilton was complete,the regulation for the Normal
College had been changed to, "Ladies and gentlemen shall not board in the
same house, nor shall they mingle together in the classrooms or in the

halls of the Normal College"7".

By then it had become common practice for students to submit
petitions to the Minister of Education. These often concerned grievances
over the number or severity of examinations, the length of courses, and
exemption from writing final examinationsua. No petition was more
elaborately prepared, however, than a hand-written masterpiece prepared
in Ottawa by fifty-four men and twenty-five women "attending the Normal
Schoel during the Michaelmas session'" of 1886, who, ironically enough in
view of the subject matter of the petition, signed in two separate groups,
men first, then a space, then women. Addressed to the Hon. G.W. Ross it
described as 'very offensive" the rule which "prohibits any communication
or social intercourse whatever between the ladies and gentlemen attending
the said Institution which rule is enforced with the utmost strictness,

and it regretted the aspersions cast upon the petitioners". They

47, Millar, J., School Management, 284-5, quotes Departmental
Regulations.

48. P.A.0., RG2/P2/40/15; RG2/P2/40/21; RG2/P2/u41/34 contain petitions
for the years 1890-1900.
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requested that the rule be rescinded "in keeping with the spirit and

tendencies of this enlightened ageug".

By the following year the tone of a second submission by Ottawa
students to the Minister had hardened. Now the petition was abrupt; it
was a firm protest. It talked forcefully of injustices, arbitrariness,

and "bad policyso".

Correspondence of the day shows that MacCabe gave
in - but regretted doing so. He liked the rule, he said, "in all its
strictness", but he admitted that he had to face the inevitable facts.
To the Minister he wrote in tones more reminiscent of modern-day dis-
orders than of 19th century student troubles:
But I must say ... that in every class that comes to the school,
there are some students - and the number is greater every
Succeeding Session ... who no pledges will bind to observe the
rule ... I cannot fail to notice especially among the young men,
a growing tendency to question every rule, even those absolutely
necessary for the preservation of order ... Radicalism is be-
coming stronger and stronger every day among our students. I have,
therefore, to say that unless you are prepared to dismiss a whole
class if necessary ..., the rule ... is practically a dead letter;
and should be relaxed somewhat. 51
So the Minister relaxed the rule, apparently, and MacCabe
reluctantly yielded - but not without a last-ditch stand. He was pre-
pared to allow students to talk to each other in and around the school,
on the streets and at church socials, and they could walk together on
the streets but he insisted that "under no circumstances" should they be

allowed to visit each other at their boarding houses, nor appear to-

gether at any place of amusement. He would recommend "instant expulsion

49. P.A.0., RG2/P2/43, Ottawa petitioners to the Minister of Education, 1886,
50. Ibid., Item 131, Gowan, J., and others to the Minister of Educationm,

26 May, 1887.
51. Ibid., MacCabe, J.A., to Ross, G.W., 28 June, 1887,
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521, yhat happened in the end was

if this latter regulation were broken
that the regulation was kept on the books, but it was left to the dis-
cretion of the principals of the schools to enforce it when and as they

saw fit. Gradually it fell into desuetude, and by 1904 the regulations

contained no more references to forbidden communication between the sexes.

In spite of Sangster'srevised impressions, evidence indicates
that resistance to change characterized Ontario's teacher-training
system in 1900. Events in the early years of the twentieth century, to
be detailed in Chapter V, will bear out further that the system was
sensitive to alterations of any kind, including deviations from regular
procedures as well as upheavals affecting the size and shape of the
system itself. The reasons, we believe, were that new ways of doing
things were subject to at least two kinds of scrutiny: educational and
political, the former carried out by educational experts and advisors in
the Education Department who evaluated change in the light of accepted
educational goals, and the latter carried out by the Minister and other
members of the government, who measured change in terms of political
criteria, which, in their crudest form, boiled down to questions of
seats and votes. More often than not, of course, the educators found
themselves thinking politically, while the politicians regarded them-

selves as professional educators.

The big problem was that educational outcomes of particular
changes were hard to predict, let alone guarantee, and hard to

identify let alone assess. Whether or not the model school course

52. Idem.
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might be lengthened or eliminated was a question of this calibre in
1900. Whether or not manual training and lousehold science, subjects
expensive to finance, should be introduced into normal and model
schools was another. In the long run, therefore, changes, recommended
by educators, whether emanating from common sense, intuition, or hunch,
were often settled on the basis of anticipated political consequences.
If educational outcomes seemed inconclusive,or even favourable, and if
political outcomes seemed dubious - in those days they usually were if
expenditures were involved - the tendency was to avoid unnecessary risk,
shelve the venture involved, and hold fast to the 'status quo'. In
other words, Ontario, in 1900, had a teacher-training system which was
inclined to be slow to change. It seemed to be directed towards a
politically worry-free, and thus educationally sterile state of uni-
formity, standardized procedures, multiple rules, and deferred
decisions. Under such conditions experimentation would not be

preferred; experimentation and innovation would not be encouraged.



CHAPTER IV

Some Fundamental Assumptions

Writing in the 1890's John Millar indicated that Ontario's

teacher-training organization, which he administered as Deputy Minister

of Educationl, was based on four assumptions. He made them explicit,
We shall examine each of these together with a fifth assumption, an
implicit one, which for reasons to be made clear, he did not mention.
Millar's first assumption ran as follows:
... It is assumed that the different grades of schools ...
require teachers of different qualifications whose professional
attainments should be gained at institutions specially provided
in each case for the purpose. 2

On this assumption Ontario had provided itself with training

schools which separated high school teachers from elementary school

56

teachers, and third-class, semi-trained elementary school teachers from

second-class, fully-trained elementary school teachers, or to put it

another way, as S.W. Dyde did later, the system incorporated a "lateral

1. Ontario's Deputy Ministers of Education, 1876-1934:
John G. Hodgins, 1876-1890;
Alexander Marling, 1890;
John Millar, 1890-1905;
Arthur H,U. Colquhoun, 1906-1934,
2. Millar, J., The Educational School System of the Province of
Ontario, 55-56.
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as well as a vertical cleavage" among the professional and non-profes-
sional training schools. The former were separated from the latter and
from each other. Dyde made a diagram of the system, as he envisaged it,
and inserted it in the Queen's Quarterly of October, 19043, so that
readers could picture the segmentations of the system he deplored. His
diagram is reproduced below to enable the present reader to picture more
clearly the segmentations which Millar, presumably, admired. The double
lines were drawn in by Dyde to call attention to the geographical and

functional 'cleavages' inherent in the system.

Non-Professional Professional

University

Ontario Normal College
High School

Normal School
High School

Model School

High School
Model School
Public School

Though Millar wrote as head of the Education Department's perman-
ent force of officials, it would be faulty to conclude that all of the
Minister's advisors held the same viewpoint as he on the organization of

teacher training in the 1890's. Interestingly enough, in October, 1892,

3. Queen's Quarterly, October, 1904, 165, "Should There Be A Faculty
of Education in the University?", by Dyde, S.W.
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just months before the publication of the book in which the Deputy's
assumptions were outlined, J.A. McLellan who, since 1882, had been
responsible for "the supervision and direction of the work of the
Principal and Masters of each normal school", submitted a report to
the Hon. G.W. Ross "on the present condition of the normal schools™.
It was confidential, and as McLellan put it stated opinions as
"pointedly as possible without reference to the requirements of final
literary form'*", Anticipating Dyde's comments, the report referred to
the lack of unification throughout the system of training and described
as mischievous "the present want of comnection among the several parts
of our training system". '"Why should the kindergarten 'system' be
independent of the model school system, this independent of the normal
school system, and this again (not so much now) be independent of the
secondary training system?" Then McLellan posed the question to which
Millar apparently gave the official answer, "Is there one set of
principles for the kindergarten, another for the model school, etc.?"
As a step towards unification, Mclellan's report suggested that
for "economy of working" the terms of the School of Pedagogy and the
Normal School should be similar so that the masters could take some of
the lectures in the School of Pedagogy "and perhaps vice versa', meaning,
no doubt, that instructors in the latter might also takeclasses in the
Normal School. He also suggested occasional meetings not only between

staffs of the two schools ("One of us might deliver a lecture on (say)

literature-teaching with a practical analysis of the lesson ... followed

4. P.A.0., RG2/P2/44/51; received by Ross, G.W., 15 October, 1892.
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by general discussion, etc."), but also conferences between normal and
model school staffs ('to discuss the psychological bases of actual
criticism; and ... the general principals of Educational Psychology and

their applications in rational method").

McLellan's report answered, in part, Robin S. Harris's recent
query about the possibility at the time that the School of Pedagogy was
housed in the Toronto Normal School buildings, of Ontario's teacher-
training system being viewed "in the round and as a continuing process,
rather than in a segmented and static forms". As if to demonstrate that
teacher training "in the round" was not an unconsidered concept in the
Department in the 18390's, McLellan suggested to Ross that one committee
of professionally trained men ought to have charge of all training
institutions, so as to secure unity in aim, principles, methods and
results. "Unity is fundamental in System", he affirmed in summarizing

his thoughts.

There is no indication of any follow-uﬁ action having been taken
on McLellan's advanced suggestion. His tattered report, worked over
meticulously to judge by the innumerable amendments and deletions, was
simply marked, '"Received, 15 October, 1892", If Millar saw it, he was
not so impressed that he changed his basic line of thought. But Ross,
who like Millar had also been a teacher, was probably convinced about the
educational soundness of McLellan's recommendations. "The psychological
principles which apply to the development of the child's mind in the

early stages of his education apply to his development in all stages",

5. Harris, R.S., @Quiet Evolution, 79.
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he observed towards the edd of his term of office as Minister of
Education®. But educational reasoning did not override practicalities,
for in 1897, the School of Pedagogy was moved out of the normal school
building and out of Toronto, and the gulf between elementary and
secondary teacher training widened. The opportunity of which Harris

speaks was seen, but too dimly to be seized.

John Millar's second assumption emphasized the Education Depart-
ment's preference in the 1890's for professional courses of study which
were 'consecutive' as opposed to 'concurrent'. It ran thus:

It is assumed that the professional training of a teacher should

be taken up after, and not in conjunction with the acquisition
of knowledge gained at a high school or university. 7

The implication of Deputy Minister Millar's second assumption is
that fully fledged, separate professional courses of study, different in
scope and content from regular academic courses, were offered in the
training institutions in the 1890's. In the county model schools the
assumption was generally being applied, for the urgent thing in the
short time available was to prepare the young, immature student for the
eminently practical, imminent task of facing large classes of children.
The assumption, however, was not applied in the lower-grade district

model schools and bilingual model schools where little time, if any, was

spent on courses in foundation subjects, such as History of Education,

and Psychology, or in Methodology. As for the School of Pedagogy and
the Normal College, students' academic backgrounds were more advanced,

and the courses seem to have been more highly theoretical.

6. Ross, G.W., The School System of Ontario, 104,
7. Millar, J., Op. Cit., 54.
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The question of maintaining rigid separation between academic
and professional work at this level did not arise until after the
faculties of education were set up in 1907 at the University of Toronto
and at Queen's University. It was in the early years of the history of
the faculties thatlJohn Seath in the Department and Cecil Lavell in
Queen's took ominously opposite views over whether or not students should

review the complete curriculum of the elementary schools and high schools

from the standpoint of the teacher.

The real test of the application of the assumption in the 1890's
was in the normal schools where, at least for the first thirty years, they
had done their own non-professional work as well as professional. Up until
1877 when Adam Crooks set up the model schools, the normal schools taught
not only an academic programme, but they were also supposed to provide
what Ryerson regarded as the science8 and the art9 of school teaching. In
modern parlance, the courses were provided concurrently with the object of
doing for the teacher what an apprenticeship did "for the Mechanic, the
Artist, the Physician, the Lawyer - to teach him theoretically and pract-

ically, how to do the work of his professionlo".

Whether the course or
any part of it in those early days could properly be called "professional"
was doubtful. Later on, MclLellan looked back and claimed that there was
no professional training, but a "mere literary education" and that pupils

were so concerned about matter they could not attend to mannerll.

8. Hodgins, J.G., D.H.E., Vol. VI, 198, para 6.

9. Ibid., Vol. VII, 171, para 3.

10. Ibid., Vol. XX, 139,

11. 0.5.P., 1886, No. 5, 76-78; see J.A. Mclellan's report for 1885.
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In any case, after the founding of the high schools in 1871, and
the establishment of the model schools as a training stage between high
school and normal school a few years later, the bulk of the non-profes-
sional work of the training schools was, on paper at any rate, transferred
to the high schools. The Minister's Report for 1877 stated that instruc-
tion in the normal schools for first-class certificates from September to
July was literary and scientific, and also professional, while for second-
class certificates, for which attendance was obligatory for a twelve-week
session, ''the whole time" was "devoted exclusively to the instruction in

the theory and practice of teachinglz".

John Seath, then a high school
principal, and a man of destiny in the world of education, liked the idea
so much, he wanted to see the non-professional courses for first-class
certificates relegated wholly to the high schools tooc. '"The Normal
Schools ... would thus be enabled to devote themselves wholly to their
proper duties", he wrote in 1879. '"Professional training would become a
well-ordered course; and important branches now omitted would receive

attention. Foremost among these would be psychologyls".

Two years later the matter was still on the mind of Education
Minister Adam Crooks, for he despatched High School Inspector McLellan to
the United States to examine the "extent and modes for the separation of ...
professional from the general training". McLellan reportedl'+ that only one
American institution, the City Normal School, Boston, illustrated "the

Minister's idea of the true function of a Normal School - viz. that of

12, 0.5.P., 1879, No. 5 (Minister's Report, 1877), 18.

13. Canadian Educational Monthly, January, 1879, 23; "The Training of
First-Class Teachers'" by Seath, J.

14, P.A.0., RG2/H1/Box 9, see original report of 46 pages.
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giving professional training alone". He argued, however, that if
education could be carried on regardless of expense, it would probably

be better for the normal schools to give the entire education of the
teacher, general as well as professional. But the expense, he warned,
would be -"enormous". Quoting figures of current expenses in the State of
New York - in 1880 it had 271 graduate; at an annual cost of $185,000.00 -
McLellan concluded that as a matter of economy it was "imperative" to
separate general from professional training, and to make the latter the
chief business of the normal schools. Besides, he claimed it was a
"reckless waste of public money" to maintain normal schools to do the

same work as high schools.

Four years later McLellan reported gleefully to the Minister:

I am not aware that there is a single State in the Union that has

solved the problem of 'separation of the academic from the pro-

fessional training of teachers'. It has been solved for the

first time in Ontario ... Ontario stands without a rival among

the States of the Union. 15
So pleased was Mclellan with Ontario's achievement that he was repeating
his words of joy five years later. By then he was thoroughly opposed to
the concurrent course, pointing out that a study pursued with constant
reference to the use that is made of it loses a considerable portion of
its cultural valuels. Ross seemed to agree with his advisor's opinion
but his reasons were different. Again they were non-educational and
concerned powerful forces which no politician could ignore. In his

report of 1894 he stated:

... If the province could afford to maintain ten or twelve normal
schools where teachers were required to take a two or three-years!'

15. 0.5.P., 1886, No. 5 (Minister's Report, 1885), 76-78.
16. 0.S.P., 1891, No. 4 (Minister's Report, 1890), 410-u437.



course, ... no doubt the normal school training, professional
and non-professional combined, has its advantages. 17

Under existing circumstances, however, Ross concluded that such a
combination, was "far from satisfactory'". He would prefer to keep the
courses separate so that the student's mind was free to consider but

one thing at a time.

Taken alone the observations of McLellan and others might lead
fairly to the conclusion that the separation of professional and non-
professional courses was complete as far as the normal schools went,
and that a valid, professional course was being provided. Suspicions
are awakened, however, when evidence is found that in 1879, two years
after the alleged separation, female students at the Ottawa school sent
a letter to Hodgins, the Deputy Minister, complaining that the public
knew nothing of the non-professional subjects on which they were exam-
ined. "They, therefore, think our course here purely professional,
the students lamentedls. Suspicions harden, when sixteen years later,
Principal MacCabe of Ottawa is found reporting to the Minister of
Education that "in what is intended as purely professional training the
non-professional aspects of the Subjects must not be neglectedlg". On
the other hand, Kirkland, the Toronto principal, in his report of 1895,

said that the school was "now strictly professionalzo".

To judge from these reports, the amount of time and energy

devoted to non-professional studies varied from one normal school to

17. 0.S.P., 1895, No. 4 (Minister's Report, 1894), xxviii.

18. P.A.0., RG2/D6/1, Ottawa Normal School students to Hodgins, J.G.,
18 June, 1879.

19. P.A.0., RG2/P2/43/57, see Ottawa Normal School Principal's Report
for 1895.

20, Ibid., see Item 79.
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another, and to judge from examination papers prepared in the 1890's from
subject to subject toozl. But the course was too short to be ostenta-
tiously entitled "professional", despite the flavour lent to it by inclu-
sion of subjects such as Psychology and History of Education. In effect
it was a narrowly practical course, not surprisingly so when the qualities
of staff as well as students (if McLellan's opinions on this subject were
valid) are considered. His comments sent to the Minister in his 1892

22 were enlightening: Ottawa model school teachers he described as

report
not filled "with the spirit of progress, love of learning and the personal
strength which comes from it"; normal school masters he found wanting and
queried where the men were who had a knowledge of '"educational Psychology,

of the science of education, of the application of this in rational methods
of educational History - and all this united with long practice in school-
work, and the training of teachers"; normal school students he concluded
showed "a decided lack of scholarship and of the power to think ..."; and
model schools impressed him with the fact that the training provided was
generally "purely empirical and grounded on meagre scholarship not to say
illiteracy". Confronted with such comments, the politician who considered
the past and had to decide on the future had an unenviable task., One could
sympathize therefore with Ross's non-committal conclusion that the separa-
tion of academic and professional work was possible '"without injury to either

course of study23".

Millar's third assumption dealt with what happened to the teacher

21. See Ottawa Normal School's examination papers: September to
December, 1886 in P.A.0., RG2/P2/43/98.

22. P.A.0., see RG2/P2/u4/51 for McLellan's 1892 report.

23. Canadian Educational Monthly, October 1893, "How Teachers are
Trained in the Province of Ontario", by Ross, G.W.
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after graduation from a model school or from the Normal College. He wrote:

It is assumed that a person may ... after taking a course at
a training school, fail when in charge of his own school. 24

Millar was making the point that there were teaching qualifications which
could be acquired and tested only by actual experience. Thus, he concluded,
the Education Department had accepted the principle that a life certificate
should be given '"to no teacher until he is tried by the only true test -
that of experience". On the basis of this assumption, by the end of the
century the Education Department had built into all teachers' courses a
third stage, following the academic and professional stages. Having com-
pleted it and thus proved himself '"on the job", the teacher received his
permanent licence. To Millar, the teacher did this by showing he could

"get on" with parents and trustees and by showing his ability to exercise

"a large amount of common sense'".

The introduction of a probationary in-service period for high
school teachers was comparatively late in coming. Before 1885 no endur-
ing training plan had emerged for this group, and it was only after the
School of Pedagogy retreated into the Normal School and withdrew its
students from practice teaching classrooms in the Toronto high schools
that post-graduate experience became a prerequisite for permanent certif-
ication. Thus it was failure to provide adequate practice teaching ex-
perience in the training schools which helped to bring about internship,

and to initiate a plan of interim certification for high school teachers.

As for elementary school teachers the application of the assump-

tion could be considered as dating back to 1877. At that time, of course,

24, Millar, J., Op. Cit., S5.
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the introduction of a certificate valid for three years aimed at keeping
out teachers with no training at all or with no proven ability. The
object of postponing permanent certification, Millar said later, was "to
prevent incompetent persons from holding positions, and by offering their
services at low salaries, shutting out energetic teachers and injuring
the schoolszs". Right from the beginning it had been expected by the
framers of the 1877 plan, according to J.J. Tilley, the Model School
Inspector who was one of them, that holders of life certificates would

be sought out by trustees and that they would be encouraged by higher

salaries to go to normal schoo126,

The scheme was fine in theory. Good teachers would be encouraged
to eliminate bad teachers. It was not so in practice, Following an
interesting variation of Gresham's Law, the bad teachers drove out the
good, and not simply by a process of slow replacement but by a crushing
numerical preponderance which makes Millar's comments on the reasons for
postponing permanent certification sound ludicrous. As early as 1880,
records of reports sent in to the Education Department by elementary
school inspectors began to show defects in the plan which aimed at pro-
viding a large number of otherwise teacherless schools with partially
trained teachers, while recognizing the prolonged time they were permitted
to teach in these schools as a stage of their training. There is "ab-
solutely a plethora of teachers" wrote Inspector Morgan from Barry in
February, 188127. Some years later, in 1888 Inspector Henry Reazin in

Victoria (West) repeated the warning about the surplus "working a great

25, Millar, J., Op. Cit., 58.
26. 0.8.P., 1908, No. 12 (Minister's Report, 1907), 582-591.
27. P.A.O., RG2/H1/7; see report dated 10 February, 1881.
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deal of mischief to the profession" by permitting inexperienced third-
class lady teachers to underbid and supplant experienced and successful
third-class teachers and even second-class teachers28. In 1894
Inspector J.J. Wadsworth, Norfolk, in his personal report to the
Minister, was still complaining of '"too much raw material" being thrust
into the profession every year2g, while J.W. Garvin, Peterborough, told
of "the keenest competition" for positions with the result that the
most worthy were frequently '"thrust from the teaching ranksao". In the
same year from Lambton, No. 1, Inspector C.A. Barnes complained that
sixty-five percent of the teachers were of the lowest grade and that a
complete change occurred every three or four yearsal. His neighbour

in Lambton, No. 2, Inspector John Brabner, lamented that it was not at
all uncommon to find that the worstteachers were the '"most thought of32n,
The fact was, as J.J. Tilley summarized it in 1890, the system brought
into the profession every year hundreds who intended to teach but a short
time. They competed with teachers of experience, kept salaries down and

forced the most promising teachers out of the profession.

Since 1883, Ross had been running a system based on expectations
which had no more validity in the 1890's, when they were enunciated by
Millar, than they had had in the late 1870's when they were formulated by
Tilley and his departmental colleagues. In the early days, Crooks, Ross's
predecessor, might justifiably draw comfort from the thought that though

some might condemn the scheme as "a farce", the student was better off

28. P.A.0., RG2/P3/31/44; see report dated 13 February, 1888.
29. Ibid., Item 21; see report of 15 February, 1894,

30. P.A.0., RG2/P2/33/56; see report of 15 February, 1894.
31. Ibid., Item 60; see report of 20 February, 1894.

32. Ibid., Item 61; report of February, 1894,
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than he would have been with no model school at al133, But by the end of
the century, nearly twenty years later, Harcourt, Ross's successor, still
had no other source of comfort to turn to. Money seemed to be the answer,
but even here the politician'é hands seemed tied. In the annual report
for 1898 he wrote - rather dejectedly it seems:

All that can be done by legislation is to lay down the highest

feasible standard of qualification and to hope that public

opinion will, 'ere long, recognize that the best policy for

trustees ... is to select ... those teachers who, by scholar-

ship, experience and character will exercise the best
influence upon ... youth ... 34

The fourth and last assumption expressed by John Millar in his
description of Ontario's teacher-training system of the 1890's stated
explicitly:

To train students how to teach is not, it is felt, the
province of the University or High School. 35

In a strict sense, this assumption of the Deputy Minister meant that the
university and the high school ought to have nothing to do with teacher
training. In its applicability to the latter, however, the assumption
came closer to a conclusion induced from existing circumstances, rather
than to a principle guiding future operations. For in 1893, when Millar
wrote, high school training was in that uncertain, transitory period
between the defunct training institutes, housed in selected high schools,
and the Normal College, yet to see the light of day in a single Hamilton
high school. Similarly, as far as university involvement was concerned

the statement was closer to an acceptance of university disinterestedness

33. P.A.0., RG2/H1/7; see report of Inspector Nichols, Kent Co.,
10 February, 1881.

34, 0.5.P., 1899, No. 1 (Minister's Report, 1898), xviii.

35. Millar, J., Op. Cit., 54-55.
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in teacher training than to a principle of government policy. At any
rate, events of the last quarter of the nineteenth century seemed to

indicate so.

In 1887 the University of Toronto Federation Act specified that
education, as a separate subject, could be taught in the university.
Sam McAllister, past-president of the Ontario Educational Association,
spoke as if the establishment of a chair of education was imminent3©,
Three years later when the Education Department was trying to solve the
problems connected with the programme for the training institutes, it
offered to recognize as an alternative '"the course presented by the

University of Toronto in connection with the Chair of Education37".

There was no follow-up.

In 1905 The Globe complained that eighteen years had elapsed

since the Federation Act assigned education to the university and

38y

"nothing has been done The reasons were enunciated later by at

least two government officials. In 1906 John Seath, Superintendent of
Education, presented a brief to the Royal Commission on the University
of Toronto stating, in part:
About twenty years ago the late Government made a proposal to
establish a Department of Education in the University, but was
forced to withdraw it on account of the opposition of the
University authorities, who took the ground that the available

funds were needed for purely academic purposes. 39

In the same year, Normal College Vice-Principal R.A. Thompson used

stronger tones in lamenting to his colleagues attending 0.E.A. that when

36. 0.E.A. Proceedings, 9-11 August, 1887, 125,

37. Minister's Report, 1890, 93; quoted by Althouse, J.G., The
Ontario Teacher, 151.

38. The Globe, 5 May, 1905.

39. P.A.0., File No. B-4-4-1906, Report of the Royal Commission on
the University of Toronto, 4 April, 1906, 140,
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the School of Pedagogy was '"most in need of support, ... the university
professors were openly opposed to professional training for secondary

teachersuo".

Teacher training seems to have been the one problem on which the
academics at Toronto and Queen's shared a common outlook. The views ex-~
pressed by the Senate of Queen's University in the early 1880's about the
"superfluity" of professional training persisted into the mid-1890's at
which time, according to C.F. Lavell, later Dean of Queen's first Faculty
of Education, anyone found advocating teacher training was "a scarcely
endurable heretic". In Lavell's opinion Queen's had had an "ancient

contempt for the very word 'pedagogy'ul".

Herein, perhaps, lies the ex-
planation for the content of an address given by Daniel Miner Gordon,
Principal of Queen's, to the University Council in April, 1903. Speaking
on "The Functions of a Modern University', he told of how the university
stood "for service, ... of the human kind, ... to the largest number, and
along the greatest variety of lines'". He spoke proudly of the School of
Applied Science, affiliated with Queen's, and of the School of Forestry to
be added shortly. He spoke of "men of other callings that might ask what
can we do to fit them ... for ... service to the nation". He spoke of
journalism and commerce in the university. Yet, he did not mention the

42, Gordon's blatant omission seemed to

teaching profession ~ not once
indicate an utter lack of interest in the teachers and in their prepara-

tion. Yet, it was too deliberate. To presume that Gordon and Queen's

40, Q.E.A. Proceedings, April, 1906, 124,
4l. Queen's Quarterly, 1907, XV, No. 2, 134-7, "Queen's Faculty of
Education", Lavell, C.F.

42. Queen'’s Quarterly, 1903, X, 487-497, "The Functions of a Modern
University", by Gordon, D.M.



72

still wanted nothing to do with teacher training would be a grave error;
in fact, the reverse is suggested. Swiftly-moving succeeding events, to
be recounted later, seem to show that he was more likely biding his time;
indeed, his coming to Queen's but four months earlier to replace Grant
might be looked upon as a turning-point in university involvement in

teacher training in Ontario.

Events that dated back more than a quarter century lend credence
to this possibility and suggest that while the waves of progress seemed
to gain "no painful inch" at the turn of the century,

Far back, through creeks and inlets making,
Comes silent, flooding in the main.

On a late-October day in 1875, a large crowd had gathered in the assembly
hall of Ottawa's new normal school. The Hon. John Crawford, Lieutenant-
Governor of Ontario was there; so was Alexander Mackenzie, Prime Minister
of Canada; Oliver Mowat, Premier of Ontario; Egerton Ryerson - then
nearing retirement; and Adam Crooks - Mowat would use the occasion to
announce his appointment as the first Minister of Education in Ontario.
Also present was the pastor of St. Andrew's, Ottawa's first Presbyterian
Church, and he was none other than the Rev, Daniel Miner Gordon, who, in
1902, would be Principal of Queen's University. The Ottawa Times reported
that when Gordon addressed the meeting he spoke about the need for
universities to play their part in teacher preparation. Paraphrasing
Gordon's comments the newspaper reported him as saying:

While we were extending our Normal School System it would surely

be wise, if not absolutely necessary, to extend also our Univer-

sity System. It might, he thought, be fairly questioned whether

the mere training of a Normal School was sufficient to produce a
first-rate teacher without any University education. 43

43. Hodgins, J.G., D.H.E., Vol. XXVI, 310.
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Twenty-seven years later after sojourns in Winnipeg and Halifax,

Gordon reached Queen's at just the time when Dyde was becoming interested
in teacher education. There were others, too, in Ontaric in those earlier
days concerned about the relationship between the universities and the
teaching profession. One was Sam Hughes and he was worried. In October,
1884, in a letter to Ross, written in Hughes' notoriously forthright
manner, evidence is revealed that the universities were not alone to
blame for their apparent lack of interest. Hughes commented revealingly:

In past times the normal students were trained deliberately to

look with contempt on a university education; hence many,

including myself, were some years in learning by experience

that we had been taught to undervalue university college ...

Had there been a proper spirit existing ..., I am not rash, in

asserting that the now great majority of high school ...

masters would be men trained in the normal school who sub-

sequently would have taken a university course. As it is, few

of them have ever had a professional training. ... To bring

about that connection between the two institutions would, in

itself, be a great, indirect, educational gain. 44
His letter then went on to suggest a programme of teacher preparation to
be provided by the university., Here, then, is the first-known solid
suggestion for a thorough-going teacher education programme in a univer-
sity, and it was suggested by a future, war-time Minister of Militia and

Defence for Canada who at one time had been a graduate of the Toronto

Normal School.

A few years later, inspired perhaps by urgings from men like

Hughes or from the occasional article on university involvement in teacher

education which by then was beginning to appear in professional journalsus,

44, P.A.0., RG2/D7/10, Hughes, S., to Ross, G.W., 13 October, 1884:
(Some changes have been made in punctuation.)

45, For example, see Canadian Educational Monthly, March, 1884, 97:
"Education as a University Study", by Payne, W.H.
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Ross put out the feelers mentioned earlier. But, in the late 1880's,
the universities were not ready to think about teacher education.
Federation was in the air; academic departments were multiplying fast;
new buildings were going up; and women had just begun to enrol at
university collegeue. Ten years later, however, new pressures, those
gentle but persuasive psychological pressures associated with desires to
emulate for fear of losing ground, were beginning to make themselves
felt in Ontario. It was only a matter of time before resistance to

university participation gave way, and Millar's claim that teacher

preparation did not fall within the province of the university crumbled.

In 1898, the eminent Toronto philosopher, Professor J.G. Hume,
went to Halifax to address the Dominion Educational Association and to
advocate pedagogy as a subject worthy of university studyu7. He placed
Scottish universities on a pedestal because pedagogy had become an in-
tegral part of each. He saw their salutary influence reaching into
Dalhousie and McMaster both of which had dignified themselves with chairs
of pedagogy, but he regretted he could not say the same of Toronto or of
Queen's. The following year J.G. Hodgins, former Deputy Minister,
returned from an official tour of England to report the unexpected

success of an integrated programme of academic and professional studies

for both elementary and secondary teachers in King's College, Cambridgeus.

46, 9 registered in 1884; 70 in 1890; 155 in 1897,

47. Proceedings of Dominion Educational Association, 1898, 38: "Pedagogics
as a University Subject", by Hume, J.G.

ug. 0.5.P., 1899, App. N, 191-259; report submitted 20 February, 1899.
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By then, too, educators were interested in the writings and
thoughts of John Dewey. J.H. Putman of the Ottawa Normal School claimed
that the philosopher's writings helped him acquire fresh insights into
the educational value of so-called fads and frills, like physical culture,
gardening, handwork, nature study and artug. F.W. Merchant, principal of
the new London Normal School, journeyed to Chicago to sit at Dewey's feet
just a few weeks before the school opened in 1900°%, These normal school
leaders would be aware, of course, of Dewey's insistence that schools of
education, devoted to discussion and experimentation, were '"obviously and

without argument'" the responsibility of universities®l.

And if they could not afford to buy Dewey's works, or to visit him
in his own bailiwick, they had but to turn to J.G. Fitch's, "Lectures on
Teaching", a practical textbook prescribed for students' use in Ontario's
training institutions - it was based on lectures delivered at Cambridge
twenty years earlier - and read the early pages. No science, said Sir
Joshua, should be "mainly pursued ... in separate training institutions or
professional colleges where the horizon is necessarily bounded. ... It
is to the university that the public look for those influences which
will prevent the nobler professions from degenerating into crafts and
trades". If the schoolmaster, he says, is not to be a pedant, he must
obtain from the university an attestation of his qualifications because
"that is the authority which can testify that he is not merely a teacher,

52y

but a teacher and something else In April 1900, William Johnston,

49, Putman, J.H., Op.Cit., 28,

50, P.A.0., RG2/P2/42/43, Merchant, F.W. to Ross, G.W., 4 October, 1899,

51. University Record, (University of Chicago Press), 18 and 25 September,
1896; "Pedagogy as a University Discipline'", by Dewey, J.

52. Fitc?, J.G., Lectures on Teaching, (Cambridge, University Press,
1883), 4.
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Inspector of Schools in Leeds, No. 1, stood up before the Inspectors'
Department at 0.E.A. and told his colleagues that the Normal College
should rightly be connected with Toronto University, that its principal
should be a professor of the university, and that the instructors
should be members of the university staff3,

In front the sun climbs slow, how slowly!
But westward, look, the land is bright!

Upon completion of our examination of the assumptions which,
according to Deputy Minister John Millar, underlay Ontario's late nine-
teenth-century teacher-training system, we pause to note that, with
certain minor exceptions, a striking similarity exists between these
assumptions and those which we have observed from personal experience
pertained to the system sixty years later. In the early 1960's 'consec-
utive', wholly professional courses®" for elementary and secondary school

55

teachers were provided in separate institutions”> which were virtually

56

independent of the province's universities>®°, and for both groups these

53. 0.E.A. Proceedings, 1900, 349,

54, Two emergency training courses: The In-service Course and the Two-
year Course offered in the teachers' colleges in the 1950's and 1960's
to otherwise academically unqualified high school students were
temporary. In the present context they are considered exceptional.

55. The optional courses at the 0.C.E. leading to certification as element-
ary school teachers were offered only to candidates for high school
certification. Candidates seeking only elementary school certification
had to attend a teachers' college.

56. Under the terms of the 1920 agreement between the University of Toronto
and the Department of Education the connection between the university
and the professional courses offered at the 0.C.E. in the early 1960's
to high school teachers-in-training was nominal. W.G. Fleming
(Ontario's FEducative Society/V, (Toronto, University of Toronto Press,
1971), 95) states the affairs of the College were "of minor concern" to
the university in the early 1960's. The connection between the
University of Ottawa and the teachers' college named after it was
also nominal,
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courses led to permanent certification after a follow-up period of in-
service probation. At first glance, therefore, it might seem that events
of the twentieth century substantiated the hypothesis propounded at the
end of the last chapter that Ontario's teacher-training system in 1900
would be slow to change. But, as we know, such a comparison between
conditions in 1900 and in the 1960's exaggerates the similarities. The
lack of change is more apparent than real. Changes and reversals of
change did occur in the first two decades of the twentieth century and

it is these that we intend to review in more detail in order to under-
stand better the reasons for the apparent inertia of the system. Before
doing so, however, we must examine a further important assumption which
intimately affected the four already specified; indeed, it influenced all
aspects of teacher-training development, particularly its propensity to
change slowly. This assumption concerns the financing of the system and
gives rise to our claim that when it came to furnishing and supporting
their own training facilities Ontario governments in the late nineteenth

century were parsimonious.

John Squair was a part-time lecturer in the School of Pedagogy in

the early 1890's. For $150. a year he taught French and German®’ in the

eerie gloom of the borrowed lecture room in the Normal School where, cramp-
ed and uncomfortable, students wrote on their kneesse. Although he assert-

ed that the Mowat Government '"did not waste much money on Pedagogysg”, he

57. P.A.0., RG2/P2/46 gives detalls of Squair's appointment.

58. For conditions in the school from a student's viewpoint, see article
by C.K. Sissons in Douglas Library Notes, Spring, 1963, Vol. XII,
No. 2.

59. Squair, J., John Seath and the Ontario Educational System, 87.
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must have noticed, too, how Conservative opposition members, including
one James Pliny Whitney, a rising newcomer, played their parts in keep-
ing down the costs of running the school. 1In 1893, they demurred over
the approval of funds to pay Squair, and in two succeeding years they

objected to voting supply to defray the school's maintenance expenses .

Squair's personal view of government tightfistedness was doubt-
lessly shared by others in the pay of the government: for example, the
lowly nightwatchmen who guarded the normal school buildings for $400. a
year, a sum which did not change in a fourteen-year period from 1889 to
190361; or the normal school principals in Toronto and Ottawa who, in
1902, reminded Harcourt that their maximum annual salary had remained
fixed at $2500. for eleven yearss2; or the school inspectors whose 'scale
of remuneration", The Globe reported with astonishment, was not revised

in a third of a centurysa.

G.W. Ross, who had been in the Ontario legislature since 1883,
and who followed Mowat as Premier soon after the latter's move to Ottawa,
transferred some of the onus for governmental tightfistedness to Mowat's
predecessor, John Sandfield Macdonald. Writing about the '"chronic conserv-
atism" of the Ontario legislature in his personal memoirs, Ross said:

In my early days it was under the spell of Sandfield Macdonald's
economic fatalism. To propose an increase of the estimates or an

60. See Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Ontario:
Vol. XXVI, 195 (Motion of 26 May, 1893);
Vol. XXVII, 179 (Motion of 27 April, 1894);
Vol. XXVIII, 1895 (Motion of 9 April, 189u4).

61. P.A.0., RG2/E1l/4/folder 5; see pay lists.

62. P.A.0., RG2/44/50, Merchant, F.W., to Harcourt, R., 16 December, 1902.

63. The Globe, 27 March, 1905. Though public school inspectors were "to
all intents and purposes" officers of the Department, they were
strictly county council employees. Their salaries, however, were sub-
sidized by the provincial government at a rate fixed by provincial law.
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advance in the salary of a clerk in the Civil Service was a high
crime and misdemeanor. Sandfield's surplus was a sacred legacy,

and must not be reduced, no matter what interests starved and stag-
nated. If a motion were made for reducing an appropriation, members
seemed to shiver, at the calling of the 'yeas' and 'nays'. ... to
erect a public building until driven to it by the direst necessity
would mean a prolonged discussion or a vote of confidence. 64

The financial restraint imposed by successive governments on the
province's teacher-training system in the last quarter of the nineteenth
century was in part an outcome of the "spell" that Ross and his colleagues
lived under in those years. But the hardship and deprivation that the
system underwent can also be linked to the bitterness which clouded the
final years of Ryerson's superintendency and arose out of the controversy
over the future composition of the Council of Public Instruction, the
twenty~five year old governing body of the province's public schools, and
over the Council's alleged mismanagement of its equally old Book Deposit-
oryss. For it is hard to see how the acrimony and antipathy which per-
meated the correspondence exchanged by Ryerson and government leaders after
1872 did not affect the conditions under which the Ottawa Normal School was
planned, built and staffed between then and 1875. Ryerson had first
recommended the building of two more schools in 1871, one in the east and

one in the west®®. The possibility was mentioned favourably in the throne

speech of that year67.

Then in mid-October, 1872, just days before Mowat took over as

Premier from Blake, Ryerson's arch-enemy, the superintendent advanced

64. Ross, G.W., Getting into Parliament and After, 195.

65. For further details see Sissons, C.B., Egerton Ryerson, His Life and
Letters, (Toronto, Clarke Irwin Co., 1947), Vol. II, Ch XVI, passim..

66. Hodgins, J.G., D.H.E., Vol. 23, 192; see Ryerson's "Annual Report,
1871", Sec. X.

67. Ibid., 285, see Speech from the Throne on 8 December, 1871.
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his recommendation to three schools, one at Ottawa, one at Kingston, and
one at Londonss. He warned, however, that comparatively few students
would be trained, due to their lack of scholarship and to the consequent
need to begin their training "low down'". The inference was that per

capita expenses of training would be high.

Of the three locations recommended, Ryerson gave Ottawa highest
priority as it was located in the centre of an area where schools were
backward and the influence of the Toronto Normal School least felt. He
also thought that because there was a considerable French and Roman
Catholic element in Ottawa and the surrounding district, one or more of
the Ottawa masters should be Roman Catholic, including "one competent to
teach French, and to have a class in French, although there should be
nothing Denominational in the normal school at Ottawa, any more than

69". He was confident that there would be a

there is in that at Toronto
sufficient number of students to fill new schools at Ottawa and Kingston.
Referring to London he argued in favour of providing for teaching German,

for in the region to be served by the proposed normal school, there were

about eighty schools in which German was taught.

Mowat's Government chose to build only one school for the

moment, turning aside Ryerson's recommendation for three, as well as

68. 0.5.P., 1873, No. 34, Vol. V, Part III; see letter of Ryerson, E.,
to Provincial Treasurer, 19 October, 1872, in Return of copies of
correspondence relating to the establishment in Ottawa of an
additional normal school.

69. P.A.0., Miscellaneous Collection of Pamphlets, 1875, contains a
copy of a letter E. Ryerson wrote to The Mail on 20 September,
1875, about the special circumstances surrounding the first staff

appointments to the Ottawa Normal School, including that of John
MacCabe, an outsider and a Roman Catholic.
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additional pleas from Cornwall (despite its "proverbial freeness from
miasma and malarious diseases, and all epidemics'"), Ingersoll (despite
its "numerous streams of pure spring water"), and Woodstock (despite
its "good cheap and plentiful markets'"), as well as submissions from

Prescott, Brockville and Stratford7o.

But even after limiting itself to a request for funds for one
new school, the government had difficulty in securing assembly approval.
On 28 March, 1873, a resolution from the Committee of Supply requested a
grant of $96,000. "to defray the expenses" for Ottawa Normal School,
including $16,000. for land and $80,000. for building. Six divisions of
the Assembly were required to secure final approval. The first of these
wanted to strike out the $96,000. altogether because of the financial
burden involved at a time when "expenditure is increasing at a rate which
is perfectly enormous". Other motions of the opposition held that the
necessity for new schools had not been proved; that present accommoda-
tion was perfectly satisfactory; and that it would be much cheaper to

transport students from eastern Ontario to Toronto for training7l'

The succession of opposition motions spelled doom for additional
normal schools. A site selected in Kingston was abandoned, and although
Ryerson and other normal school officials had visited London to examine
Hellmuth College, offered by the Bishop of Huron, nothing came of

the idea. In fact, by the summer of 1875, Mowat was worrying that the

70. 0.5.P., 1873, No. 34, Vol., V, Part III; see respective petitions
and requests.

71. Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Ontario,
1873, Vol. VI, 360,
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cost of the Ottawa building might exceed the original $80,000. "It is
absolutely necessary", he wrote to Ryerson, "if we are to go on with

this Normal School, that the whole Expenditure for the principal Building
and Outbuildings, Fences, Furniture, etcetera., should be within the

sum for which we took a vote, namely $80,000. How are we to reduce the
cost of the Building so as to accomplish this72?" Ryerson met the demand,
but was soon preparing statistics for another Return requested by the
House. This time it concerned costs and pupil enrolments at normal
schools. We have to agree with the conclusion of J. Harold Putman, Vice-
principal of the Ottawa Normal School at the beginning of the century,

that Kingston and London were abandoned largely because of 'the apathy of
the Legislature in regard to expense". Putman concluded that it was doubt-
ful if, at that time, "any Governmment could have forced ... a vote for such

73,
a purpose .

In 1876, with no more than two normal schools at his disposal,
Crooks had to face the problem of training the five thousand under-trained
teachers in the expanding elementary scheools of the province. Estimates
showed that the required number of schools would cost the province
$150,000. for buildings and at least $u40,000. per annum for maintenance
expenses. To Crooks the building of additional normal schools was out of
the question. What was needed, as J.J. Tilley, the Model School Inspector.
candidly remarked, was "a simple and inexpensive way of providing ... some

training for all7u". The county model school system met the need. The

72. Hodgins, J.G., D.H.E., Vol. XXVI, 303, Mowat, 0., to Chief
Superintendent of Education, 9 July, 1875.

73. Putman, J.H., Egerton Ryerson and Education in Upper Canada, 255.

4. 0.5.P., 1908, No. 12 (Minister's Report, 1907), 587-91.
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economies achieved by the model school programme were soon ''clearly
apparent", according to Crooks. Following the graduation of over
thirteen hundred students in 1878, he boasted that the expenditure
involved amounted to only $3.81 per student, or $7.62 in cases where
County Councils gave the same sum as the government75. Twenty-one years
later, in 1899, the cost to the government for 978 county model school
graduates of that year, on the basis of $150. grants for each of 59 model
schools, was $7.81. Comparative figures for the training of each of 478
normal school graduates of that year was $39.98 after taking into account
the per capita cost of the education of the model school pupils at the
rate of $9.28 per year, then the current cost of each elementary school
pupil. The annual cost of the education of each high school pupil, based

on total attendance in 1899, was $32.1576.

In 1893, Inspector Craig looked around the counties of Leeds and
Grenville. He thought about the trustees elected "to curtail expenses
and reduce ... school tax"; he considered teachers' salaries, set much
too low to induce the required number of well-qualified persons to enter
the teaching profession; and he pictured in his mind's eye the '"very
immature' boys and girls who were the elementary school teachers. And,
with many another inspector, he wondered, 'Are our teachers not as well

d77? "

qualified as the country can affor The answer depended, of course,

on the government's appraisal of the place of teacher education on the

75. 0.S.P,, 1880, App. C., Annual Report of the Minister on County Model
Schools for 1878,

76. Per capita costs obtained from or based on statistics in the
Minister's Report, 1900, viii, x, xiv.

77. P.A.0., RG2/P2/31/1, Report of T.A. Craig to Minister, 24 February,
1893.
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public's scale of preferences. Clearly it was not high in Ontario in
the late nineteenth century. Ross, himself, included educational

problems of the 1890's among 'minor issues' the government faced’8.

More objective evidence, however, comes from the Report of the
Royal Commission on the Financial Position of the Province of 0ntario79,
mentioned earlier, which Ross set up just after taking office late in
1889. It showed that in the period from 1lst July, 1867, to 31st October,
1899, out of the total expenditures by successive governments of $103.2
millions, $17.8 millions, or 17.2%, were spent on educationso, and that
out of $9.5 millions spent on public buildings, $433,000., approximately,
or 4.6%, was spent on teacher-training institutionsel. The Report also
revealed the illuminating statistics that the Agricultural College built
in 1873 cost $476,000. approximately, (5.0%), and that the Central
Prison, built in 1871, cost $873,000. approximately (9.2%). The last
figure was exactly double the cost of normal school construction in the
same period at Toronto, Ottawa and London. Adding the further costs of
the Penetang Reformatory, built in 1870, and the Andrew Mercer Reform-
atory, built in 1880, total government expenditure on three prison and/
or reformatory buildings was more than two and a half times the expend-
iture on the three teacher-training institutions built by the government
a82,

in the same perio For the total period of thirty-two years and four

78. Ross, G.W., Getting Into Parliament and After, 189.

79. P.A.0., RG-18-File No. B-13-2-1900, Report of the Royal Commission
on the Financial Position of the Province of Ontario, 1900,
(Corrected version), 13 February, 1900.

80. Ibid., 10.

8l. Ibid., 13.

82. Ibid., Toronto N.S. (1871): $177,670.25; Ottawa N.S. (1873):
$217,051.76; London N.S. (1898): $38,667.13,
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months investigated by the Commission, the Report disclosed that
successive governments accumulated a total surplus of $600,000.00.
Sandfield Macdonald's "sacred legacy", as Ross called the surplus,

had been preserved!

One cannot fail to agree with the conclusion reached by E.E.
Stewart, Ontario's present Deputy Minister of Education, that in late
nineteenth-century Ontario, development and operation of the province's
educational system was "not of great importance in the public mind83".
In fact, when the Deputy Minister's opinion is applied specifically to
teacher education, and when the evidence given above is examined, one
has to admit the existence of the implicit assumption underlying any
plans to improve the quality of teachers in the late nineteenth century,
namely. that expenditures incurred had to be ruthlessly pared to a

minimum "no matter what interests starved or stagnated'.

83. Stewart, E.E., The Role of the Provincial Govermment in the
Development of the Universities of Ontario, 1791-1964, 236.
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CHAPTER V

Teacher Training in Trouble: 1900-1905

In April, 1899, when Richard Harcourt was still Provincial
Treasurer, he wrote to John Millar pressing him to ease departmental
regulations so as to help the Public School Board in Welland solve certain
problems it faced in the local model school. The board wanted to hire a
qualified teacher to teach the model school students so that the principal
could give more attention to his regular duties. Also, because of the
alleged inefficiency of the model school students, the county inspector
wanted to confine their practice teaching to primary classes, for the
astounding reason that their time was "less valuable than that of the
senior pupils'". When Millar insisted that Welland follow the regulations
like other Boards, Harcourt was put out and replied sharply, "I do not
think that any School Board which is even in a modest way able to comply

with your regulations will want a Model Schooll™,

In mid-November, 1901, when Harcourt was Minister of Education,

1. P.A.0., RG2/P2/39, see Harcourt, R., to Millar, J., 27 April, 1899,
and preceding correspondence on this question. Harcourt (L. Monck)
was a Welland lawyer and a former inspector in the Niagara Peninsula.
The correspondence shows he was clearly interested in the possible
closure of the Welland school. "If application be made to you in
regard to it", he told Millar, "let me know before you come to any
decision'". (See Harcourt to Millar, 11 April, 1899),.
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he received a plaintive appeal for assistance from H.J. Talbot, Principal
of the Beamsville Model School. Just the year before, J.J. Tilley, the
Model School Inspector, had addressed local townsfolk telling them that
he expected the model school term to be lengthened and, more to the point,
that upcoming changes in the regulations would probably also permit
principals to devote more time to the public school pupils in their care.
Talbot lamented that the regulations had not been carried out and that
the Beamsville Board was about to close down its model school - hence his
plea to the Minister. Harcourt's reply, sent two days later, was en-
lightening:

I wish we had fewer of them ... There are too many weak schools.

How to overcome it is, I repeat, a difficult problem. It would

help if the weaker ones were closed. I mark this letter con-

fidential since it may disappoint you ... We cannot take any

immediate steps. When the change does come, it will be in the
direction of lengthening the term. 2

One senses in the Minister's laconic phrases the deep helpless-
ness of a man burdened with a problem he could not solve. When he
questioned Millar so imperiously in 1899 about Welland, he simply wanted
to do something for a school in his old inspectorate; in 1901, when he
had direct responsibility for over half-a-hundred such schools, he had
to find answers as well as pose questions. Clearly, the whole model
school affair was now worrying Harcourt; there were so many aspects to
it, As John MacCabe of the Ottawa Normal School put it when he cautioned
impatient teacher education reformers at 0.E.A. the previous April: "Several

related questions have always to be considered when changes are made3",

2. Ibid., Item 100, Harcourt, R., to Talbot, H.J., 15 November 1901.
3. Italics inserted; MacCabe was actually quoting Harcourt's own
words; see Minister's Report, 1900, xliii.
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Reports submitted to Harcourt by Tilley and others in 1800 and
1901 suggest that during these years the Minister gave considerable thought
to two basic questions leading to possible changes in elementary school
teacher training. One was whether or not he should phase out the model
schools. The other, a related question concerning normal schools, was
whether or not he should lengthen their programmes and have them take over
the work of the model schools as well., In comparison problems about high
school teacher training were less pressing. Sooner or later, after years
of trial and error, first with the abortive model grammar school, and then
with the training institutes, the School of Pedagogy, and finally the
Normal College, a link between high school training and the university
would probably have to be worked out. For the moment, however, the exist-
ing contract with the Hamilton Board had some years to run, and so the

question of high school teacher training could wait.

On the other hand, according to the advice given to Harcourt the
plans for the future of elementary teacher training could not. In 1901
there were just over nine thousand teachers in the elementary (public and
separate) schools in Ontario. Nearly a half had third-class certificates
or lower, and women outnumbered men two to one. Assuming an average
length of service per teacher of nine yearsu, one thousand new teachers
were required annually as replacements alone. Considering wastage,
training facilities were needed therefore for a minimum of about twelve
hundred students per year, two hundred below the average annual attend-

ance at county model schools in the previous ten years. If training

4, It was more likely seven years. Official records of experience were
not kept until 1906.
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were extended to one year in a normal school, then, if the recently
erected London Normal School were taken as a unit, at least eight new
normal schools would be required. The London school cost $96,000.,
including grounds, buildings, and equipment. To this over $9,000. per
annum had to be added for maintenance. The minimum total cost for one
year's operation would therefore be about $840,000., an amount not much
less than the legislative grant for one hundred and thirty high school
and collegiate institutess. And if the normal schools took over some of
of the background academic training of candidates for elementary school

teacher training, the amount would go still higher.

That normal schools should assume some of the load being carried
by high schools had been hinted at by none other than James P. Whitney,
the Conservative leader, who early in 1900 criticized the government for
allowing the province's high school system to degenerate into "a manu-
factory for teacherss". But, as Tilley explained to Harcourt, Whitney's
arguments were without basis in fact. Statistics for 1899 showed that
out of just over six thousand high school graduates, fewer than thirteen
hundred (just over a fifth) went into teaching, whereas over fourteen

hundred went into mercantile life, and over nine hundred into agriculture7.

5. This para contains the gist of Tilley's argument in his report to the
Minister, 1901, See 0.S5.P., No. 12, Vol. XXXIV, 1902, 161-9. 1In
1900, the grant to 131 high schools was $103,200 (Minister's Report,
1900, viii). Actual cost of L.N.S. up to 31 December, 1901, including
site, plans, advertising, contract, wages, equipment and construction
was $96,4u48,47. See RG2/P2/uu4/11, A.W. Campbell, Asst. Commissioner,
D.P.W., to Millar, J., 6 February, 1902, attaching D.P.W. Certificate
of 5 February, 1902, re London Normal School.

6. Whitney, J.P., quoted in The Globe, 20 February, 1900.

7. See Tilley's report of 1901, Op.Cit.
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On the basis of the foregoing evidence, therefore, with nearly
one-half of the certificated teachers in the schools coming straight from
the model schools, it seemed to Harcourt that he had to keep them in
operation. Increasing the length of the course to eight months and
appointing assistants to relieve the principals would probably meet most
criticisms - Beamsville's, for example, and Welland's too. More money
would be needed, but he might find this by reducing the number of model
schools and increasing students' fees. There were then fifty-six model
schools - fifty-seven if the bilingual model school could be opened in
Ottawa the following year - with an average of twenty-one students per
school. If the number of schools could be reduced by twenty to thirty-
five, it would mean training thirty to thirty-five students in each, thus
permitting elimination of the weak model schools. Extending the term
might also eliminate weak and transient students and the number of third-
class certificates might be reduced. County model schools could then take
over the training of second-class certificates; the normal school could
train first-class certificates, now being trained in the Normal College,
and the Normal College could be left to train secondary teachers only. So

the argument ran - at least in the mind of Inspector Tilley and many others.

But the problem was not that simple. McLellan and the normal school
principals were constantly condemning the overcrowding in their schools.
MacCabe in particular, pushed for a long list of reforms including more
staff, complete elimination of outside examinations, higher admission
standards of scholarship and health, and "the imperative necessity" of a

ten-months' courses. Then there was the new principal in London who made

8. O0.E.A. Proceedings, 1901, 381-6; "The Training of Teachers in
Ontario", address by MacCabe, J.A..
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painful comparisons with progress in the United States. Ontario, he
complained, could not do in four months what the States did in two to
three years. The present system was '"not to our credit", he concluded

9
shamefully .

It was all very well, however, for Tilley to recommend an exten-
sion of the normal school course, for the principals to want an extension
of the normal school course, and for the O.E.A. Training Department to
back them with recommendations that both courses be lengthened to one
yearlo. With a longer course, the model school student could rightly
expect the duration of his certificate to be extended perhaps to five or
six years, or even made permanent. The normal schools and model schools
would then be giving almost the same class of certificate. Coﬁsidering
the short time that women stayed in the profession, that there was a
small salary differential between normal and model school graduates, and
that the cost of attending ﬂﬁrmal school away from home would rise, few

students would want to go to normal schools. The schools would be emptied.

And that was not all. There were yet other related questions, more
far-reaching, perhaps, which the Minister had to consider. At that time
the school curriculum was undergoing a realignment aimed at rendering
education more practical. It was the outcome, in part, of a drive for a
larger dose of scientific and technical content in school subjects which
looked back to Herbert Spencer and T.H. Huxley for its inspiration, to
the Crystal Palace Exhibition of 1851 for its initial boost, and to the

1871 Speech from the Throne for its origin in Ontario. Members assembled

9. 0.S.P., No. 12, Vol. XXXIII, Part IV, 1901, Report of Minister of
Education, 1900, xiii.
10. 0.E.A. Proceedings, 1901, 50.
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for the Fourth Session of Ontario's First Parliament had been told,
Our System of Public Instruction should provide a suitable
preparation for agricultural, mechanical, manufacturing and
mining pursuits ... and thus be promotive of the highest
material ... interests of the people. 11
Thereafter, especially with the industrial expansion of the mid-80's and
the accompanying movement to the cities, the demand for this sort of
curriculum re-orientation gained momentum, and a trend from the "ornamental”

to the "useful" and from the '"theoretical" to the 'practical set inlz.

In Ontario's elementary schools the changing emphasis made its
appearance in the form of new subjects like manual training and household
or domestic science. Thanks to the liberality of Sir William Macdonald,
the Montreal tobacco millionaire, the efforts of Mrs. Adelaide Hoodless,
the founder of Women's Institutes, and the ceaseless urgings of reformers
like J.E.L. Hughes of the Toronto school system, who advocated curriculum
changes more for educational and cultural reasons than for economic, plans
were in operation or underway by 1902 to provide training programmes for
teachers in manual training and in domestic or household science (cooking
and sewing) in the three normal schools. Albert Leake, the Department's
Inspector of Technical Schools, boasted that from the standpoint of
quarters and appliances, the new London Normal School was probably the

best-equipped manual training centre in Canadala,

But the fact was that vast numbers of Ontario's teachers

never entered normal school. Their professional training was limited to

11. Journals of the Legislative Assembly, 1871, 2, quoted by Stewart,
E.E., Op.Cit., 187.

12. See Wilson, J. Donald, et al, Op.Cit., 293.

13. 0.8.P., 1903, No. 12 (Minister's Report, 1902), 153.
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model school experience, and as George Ross pointed out in 1898 when he
introduced the first lecture courses in household science into the
normal school, no real progress towards changes in curriculum was

possible without suitably trained teacherslu. John Seath re-emphasized
the problem in a long, seventy-page report on manual training and house-
hold science courses in the schools in 1900, in which he recommended that
training be given in the county model schools where most of the elementary

school teachers started out'®, But nothing really effective was done, and

in the early years trained teachers had to be brought in from Bnglandls.

The problem was that a thoroughgoing programme in the model
schools meant appointing special teachers and setting up specially
equipped, additional rooms; thus, if Harcourt reduced the number of model
schools, extended the model school programme, and included in it new
courses in manual training and household science - and all three were
urged upon him by his advisors - he would not only risk the danger of
emptying the normal schools, he would run into exorbitant expenses.
Whatever he did, therefore, it was obvious that he could not ignore the

related question of impending curriculum reform.

To complicate life further for Harcourt yet another controversy
was simmering in 1902. It concerned the future of Latin. 1In the high
schools and in the universities where the advocates of the traditional,
classical emphasis on education held sway, tempers were getting frayed

over the opinions of men like Merchant and Seath that the prospective

14, 0.5.P., 1899, No. 1 (Minister's Report, 1898), xxxvi.
15. 0.8.P., 1901, No. 12 (Minister's Report, 1900), 216-286.
16. Johnson, F. Henry, A Brief History of Canadian Education, 86,



elementary school teacher had no need for high school Latin. Up to one-
third of a student's time in his last year of high school was spent on
the language, according to Merchant. Expressing his viewpoint, he wrote:

... The students that come to us are but very poorly prepared

in the subjects they have actually to teach ... because a

large proportion of their time in preparation is taken up with

subjects which do not bear directly upon their work, and which

as pursued by them have but little value from the standpoint

of general culture. 17
Such viewpoints widened the gap between the classical men, whose ideas up
to the beginning of the twentieth century had monopolized education, and
the advocates of the utilitarian approach in the normal schools and
elementary schools, who looked upon the school as a microcosm of the out-
side world where boys and girls learned how to live. Sooner or later
Harcourt or his successors would have to bridge this gap. Harcourt who
knew that he would be called upon to adjudicate could not ignore the

implications for the structure of the future system of teacher education

of a permanent split between the two groups.

In the end, however, the most significant related questions for
Harcourt concerned the government's strength in the Legislative Assembly.

Any venture needed not only the support of his cabinet colleagues, but,

9y

more importantly in the long-run considering the government's thin majority

in the House, it required approval of the assembly before expenditures
could be made. So, with an election in the offing - the last was in 1898
before Ross became Premier - the government was hardly likely to take any

risks. On lst April, 1902, just weeks before the election, Harcourt spoke

17. P.A.0., RG2/P2/42/51, Merchant, F.W., to Harcourt, R., enclosing copy
of letter sent to The Globe, on 8 May, 1902 (or 1903).
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to the General Assembly of the 0.E.A. assembled in the Normal School
Building. He would like to have another normal school in the north, he
said; he would like a broader course too; and he wanted to extend the
term. "You can render me great assistance", he told the teaching
profession, "by constantly directing public attention to our education

18,,

needs in these directions Harcourt knew who his masters were. He

would wait until election day for them to speak.

They did so on May 29, 1902, and they left Ross clinging to
power with a narrow majority of four. Within weeks election appeals had
sliced it to one. By September there were rumours of a coalition with
the Conservativeslg; the government was in fear of collapse! 1902 was
obviously not a year to risk disapproval of an educationally apathetic
public on reforms in the province's teacher-training programmes. Not
that Richard Harcourt had any plans in his pocket! As he indicated at
the O.E.A. in 1902, he was anxious to move forward, but he was clearly
dubious about public support for new ventures. So it was that in April,
before the election, he committed the Education Department to no more
than a plan for a summer school for teachers in Toronto. It would be
limited in scope, inexpensive, and thus politically harmless. Apart
from this nothing definite was promised for either the model schools or

the normal schools in 1902,

The summer school, held in the Toronto Normal School during

18. 0.E.A. Proceedings, 1902, 54, "Opening Address" of Harcourt, R.
19. Ontario History, Vol. LIX, No. 2, June, 1967, p. 102; see "The
Gamey Affair" by Humphries, C.W.



three weeks in July, provided up-dating programmes in manual training,
domestic science, nature study., music, and drawing. There were no fees
and diplomas of attendance were awarded. Thus, by using an idea borrowed
from the United States20, Harcourt sought to cut into the mounting back-
log of practising teachers who had received no tuition in handling the
new subjects then being introduced into the elementary school curriculum.
Though the initial summer schools were small in size - usually limited to
a hundred each, and though their means were modest - instructors in the
London summer school of 1903 were paid $75. each for the three-week
course, they were enthusiastically supported. Understandably, perhaps,
sceptics will look askance at the elaborately contrived closing exercises,
for three daily newspapers were invited to attend. There seems to have
been great fanfare and the students passed a motion giving their "unan-
imous opinion that the work taken has been a very great benefit to all of

us'', The seconder came from Winnipegzl!

Early in February, 1903, after three by-elections had restored
the Liberals to a more comfortable majority22, the Minister yielded to
the insistent demands of the normal school principals for an extension
in the length of the professional course. An order-in-council terminated
the double sessions, held annually since 1847, with the exception of 1849
and 1875, and introduced a ten-months' course beginning in September,

1903, The government took this step "not one hour too soon'", said

20, P.A.0., RG2/P2/42/50, Harcourt, R., to Merchant, F., 12 March, 1903.

21, P.A.0., RG2/P2/42/15; see accounts of closing exercises., P.A.O.,
RG2/P2/4l4 holds documents relating to subsequent courses at Chatham,
Cobourg, Kingston (1904) and at Normal College, Hamilton, 1906.

22. Humphries, C.W., Op.Cit., 103.
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Harcourt, and thus provided much-needed time for practice teaching and
revision of academic work. The latter would be "from a pedagogical point
of view", he hurried to add lest anyone might think that the principle of

separation of professional and non-professional courses were in jeopardyzs.

There was another problem at hand, however. Normal school enrol-
ments slumped to 210 for the 1903-4 session?” from totals of 613 in 19012
and 619 in 190226, Attempting to recapture some losses, the Minister re-
laxed the regulations by a last-minute concession to a limited number of
students who had not taught a year. He incurred the wrath of one opposi-
tion member who described the system as '"revolutionary in character', and
accused the government of introducing a one-session system at a time when
"the whole teaching profession and educationists of the province were
satisfied with the ... two sessions". Statistical Returns were called
for and the Minister had to defend even this modest change in the pro-

gramme of teacher preparation27.

Educational reformers now applied their zeal to winning an exten-
sion for the model schecols similar to that secured for the normal schools.
John Seath of the Education Department, President of the Ontario Educa-
tional Association in 1902-3, set the pace, asserting that improvement

of the model schools, which trained a majority of the province's six

23. 0.85.P., No. 12, Vol. XXXVI, part V, 1904, Report of Minister of
Education, 1903, xlii.

24, Ibid., 168-170.

25. Ibid., No. 12, Vol. XXXV, part IV, 1903, Report of Minister of
Education, 1902, x.

26, 0. §P., No. 12, Vol. XXXVI, part V, 1904, Report of Minister of
Education, 1903, xii.

27. The Globe, 11 February, 1904, The member was W.H. Hoyle (Ontario
North, C.).
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thousand rural school teachers, should have top priority28. Other conven-

tion speakers took up the cry.

By the end of the year the Minister seemed to be edging towards a
change. Guardedly he talked about reducing the number of schools to a
dozen or fifteen "well-equipped in our largest cities and towns". Then,
one evening in late March, 1904, he met with the enthusiastic represent-
atives of the Public School Department of the 0.E.A.. A week later they
reported that the Minister was satisfied that the model school courses

should be extended. '"This will be done", he was alleged to have saidzg.

In support of their arguments for model school improvement the
teachers could draw on a body of "alarming' statements of fact. In 1903,
3,250 teachers out of a total of over 9,450 had received training solely
in the model schools. On a teacher-pupil ratio of forty to one - it was
often higher - over 176,000 children out of a school population of about
450,000 enrolled in the schools in that year were taught by teachers with
moedel school training or lessao. Added to these disquieting statistics
was the further fact that about four out of five teachers were women, who
were not expecting to make teaching a career, and that the fifth, the man,
on the salary received, could not make a living attractive enough to keep
him in the profession. Stocked with such weighty evidence of a seriously
deteriorating situation a succession of speakers used the occasion of

April, 1904, O.E.A. Convention to keep up the pressure for reform.

28. 0.E.A. Proceedings, 1903, 76-77.

29. Ibid., 1904, 46-U47.

30. Report of Minister of Educatiom, 1904, viii-x, see tables of
statistics.
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It was no coincidence that the demands for longer courses and
fewer schools should reach a peak at this time. The year before, the
Education Department presented to the Convention its draft of proposed
revisions in the curriculum from kindergarten to university matriculation.
In 1904, with a few modifications, it was to be accepted. In all probabil-
ity the new curriculum would be implemented in September 1904. The draft
presented an ambitious programme based on the premise that children ought
to study elements of many subjects, including, of course, the practical
subjects, the ones featured in the summer school programmes of 1902 and
1903, and thereby sample several types of knowledge, thus initiating new
habits and new ways of thinking appropriate to each subjectal. Such pro-
gramme improvements would call for qualified teachers. Where would they
come from? President Young and his colleagues at 0.E.A. in 1904 ' did not
believe that the model schools as they were then constituted could provide

them32.

In the weeks that followed Harcourt seemed to be making a genuine
attempt to reduce the number of model schools. To enforce an absolute
reduction in the number was now within his power; yet he preferred to use
persuasive methods. He started with the small schools. To the Secretary

of the Whitby Public School Board, Millar wrote cautiously on his behalf

31. Ibid., No. 12, Vol XXXVII, Part IV, Report of Minister of Education,
1904, xvii-xviii.

32. 0.E.A. Proceedings, 1904, 97. This viewpoint was amply corroborated
by J.J. Tilley in 1907 (See Report of Minister, 1907, 584-585), By
then, under a new Minister,Tilley argued that the curriculum revision
of 1904 made model school closure inevitable. Speaking of providing
training "in these new subjects .. in the Model Schools', he said,
""No business man would entertain such a proposition for a moment ...
The decisive factors, according to Tilley, were the need to lengthen the
term, provide separate rooms for manual training and home science, furn-
ish necessary equipment, and engage special teachers. By then, of
course, the Whitney Government was planning to build new normal schools.

"
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that it was in the interests of education '"to discontinue county model
schools where the attendance was less than 12". Not true, replied the
Chairman of the School Management Committee. Smallness of attendance

was not a valid reason for discontinuationss. A similar letter to Port
Perry deluged the Minister in petitions. Reeves, councillors, board
members, all joined in. Every conceivable argument was thrust at the
Minister, including the telling one aimed at the politician that '"the rate-
payers ... have liberally spent large sums of money on premises and equip-
ment ... which would have been unnecessary only for the Model School3u".
The number of model schools which since 1900 had remained at a steady

fifty-four and fifty-five rose to fifty-seven in 1904 - so much for the

efficacy of the Minister's efforts!

The Minister was clearly not willing to use his authority to
achieve a goal approved by his educational experts, and it cannot escape
notice that, as a politician and a member of the government, he was inex-
tricably caught up in the political excitement which still followed in
the wake of the odious Gamey Affair of early 190335. Harcourt had to
think twice before arousing local ill-feeling and risking the government's

precious majority in the assembly. Every vote was vital. There could be

33. Ibid., Millar, J., to Secretary, P.S.B., Whitby, 11 June, 1904, and reply.

34, Ibid., Item 12, Secretary, Port Perry Board of Education, to Minister of
Education, 16 June, 1904,

35. R.R. Gamey, M.L.A., was elected Conservative member for Manitoulin in
May, 1902. When the 1903 session opened, he informed an astonished
House that he had been paid for a promise of support for the Liberal
government. Gamey implicated J.R. Stratton, the Provincial Secretary.
This was the opening charge in the so-called "Gamey affair". Later a
Royal Commission cleared Stratton and labelled Gamey as a liar, but as
a result there was bitter, prolonged debate in the House and across
the province. For further details, see Humphries, C.W., "The Gamey
Affair" in Ontario History, Vol. LIX, No. 2, June, 1967, 101-109.
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no other explanation for the Minister's lip-service to his promise to the
0.E.A. representatives that he would reduce the number and extend the
course. "This will be done", he said. Thus the day for implementation
of a brand new curriculum approached, and apart from an extension of the
programme for the three normal schools, and a number of three-week summer
courses - modest advances at the most - the programme of teacher training
in Ontario was much as it had been twenty-seven years earlier. The
warning given by Premier George Ross in 1898 when he pointed out the

need for teachers for new programmes had not been heeded.

While Harcourt tossed and turned in Toronto in his efforts to find
a solution to the general problem of the province's model schools, an
episode in the development of a teacher-training programme for teachers of
French/English schools was being played out in the Ottawa valley. If it
had turned out successfully, it might have told of the birth of Ontario's
first bilingual normal school; instead, it told only of another failure

for problem-ridden Richard Harcourt.

In August, 1900, just after Tilley's discovery that the Ottawa
model school was defunct, Harcourt published a circular36 telling of a
brand new scheme for the preparation of teachers for bilingual schools.
Its design was based on the assumption that the professional and non-pro-
fessional parts of teacher-training programmes should be separated. The
Plantagenet High School, or any other high school, would provide the non-
professional course starting in September, 1900, and in September, 1901,

prospective teachers would attend a September-to-December professional

36. This circular (No. 30, dated 1 August, 1900) and other documents
referred to in this section are located in RG2/P2/39/2 at P.A.O..
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course, similar to that given in the county model schools, at a bilingual
model school at Ottawa. Successful students were to receive a third-class
certificate valid for three years in any school where the inspector cert-

ified that a French bilingual teacher was required.

To have arrived at this point was no mean feat for Harcourt and
his assistants. Earlier, Millar had piled up a mountain of regulations
containing legal objections to recommendations from the bilingual county
boards in Prescott and Russell for a programme of this sort. But Harcourt
had obviously been keen on the idea and he chose to interpret the regula-
tions liberally. What is more he closed his eyes, surprisingly, to the
excessively high costs involved. Millar had estimated that under the new
scheme it would cost the government $100. to train each bilingual teacher,
whereas the complete cost to the Department at that time of a whole model

school was only $150. per annum, or $10-$15 per teacher trained37.

Millar's involvement in the programme was incidental, it seems.
Up to then he had been more or less "out of the picture" as far as the
bilingual schools went. J.F. White, Inspector of Separate Schools since
1885, and later, in 1903, Principal of the Ottawa Normal School, was Ross's
chief liaison with the bilingual boards. In a memorandum to White when the
scheme was in its infancy, Millar said that up to then he had not given
much attention to the question of bilingual teacher training "presuming
that you had a general understanding with the Premier, when Minister of
Education ...". Millar added, however, that he was in "full sympathy" ...

with the objects that White had in mind, indicating thereby that White was

a prime mover behind the whole plan38.

37. Ibid., Harcourt, R., to Millar, J., 20 March, 1900, and reply, undated.
38. Ibid., Millar, J., to White, J.F., 29 March, 1900.
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Indeed, White was keen on a separate professional school in
Ottawa. In his opinion, language difficulties called for more experienced
and better trained teachers in bilingual schools than in the regular
schools, and he felt that teachers-in-training for bilingual schools ought
to have ready access to schools where the most capable teachers could be
observed. Ottawa could better supply such facilities in the Normal School
and in the public and separate schools than could Plantagenet. Bearing in
mind his further idea that Ottawa should train teachers for Nipissing and
Algoma, as well as for Prescott and Russell, it seemed as if White had in

mind the setting up of an embryo, bilingual normal school.

The Plantagenet school with an enrolment of eighteen opened as
usual in September, 1900, and it was visited several times by W.J. Summerby,
the Public School Inspector, who on each occasion explained about the trans-
fer of the professional course to Ottawa in 1901, He told White later that
all students 'seemed clearly to understand". By the spring of 1901, how-
ever, there was utter confusion over whether the Ottawa school would open.
Summerby began to waver. He suggested that the old arrangements might
continue "for this year". Perhaps he knew that the Plantagenet students

had no intention of going to Ottawa.

Simultaneously, a problem arose over the Ottawa principalship, the
identical problem on which the founding of the Plantagenet school had
foundered in the 1880's. According to White, Telesphore Rochon, the
Inspector of Bilingual Training and Elementary Schools, who had had two
years' teacher-training experience in Manitoba, had been appointed in

September, 1900, more to fill a need for a teacher-trainer than for an
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inspect@rag. Rochon had different ideas. He thought he was going to
inspect schools in the North as well as in the Ottawa Valley. According
to Rochon, the following M.L.A.'s were of the same opinion: Mr. J.
Loughrin (L. Nipissing), M.0. Guibord (L. Russell), and M.F.E.A.
Evanturel (L. Prescott). Writing to Millar in a style clearly intended
to arouse the Deputy Minister's interests in the political implications
of his appointment, Rochon stated:

«++ I could hardly teach the Normal, and efficiently inspect

the schools now under my charge while I could much easier

inspect the bilingual schools of Nipissing which are about

forty. Moreover I beleive (sic) myself that it is not

desirable that I should take charge of the normal on account

of my English speaking being defective. 40

Rochon did not want the job.

Alfred E. Evanturel, Speaker of the House, had different ideas too.

On lst June, 1901, he wrote to Harcourt complaining, "There we are without
even knowing if the Plantagenet Model School is now in existence or not ..."
He said the children entered school believing that it was a model school.
The Minister's Circular came too late. In his opinion Plantagenet had been
doing "marvelous (siq) work", while the Ottawa model has been "a complete
numerical failure". He did not like the move to Ottawa because of heavy
expenses involved and because parents feared for the morals of their chil-
dren. He then added resoundingly:

As the representative of Prescott, I desire to place myself on

record as protesting emphatically against the closing of the

Plantagenet Model School ... which has done so much to improve

French Canadian Teachers in the pronounciation (sig¢) of the
english (8i¢) language. 41

39. Ibid., see undated, unsigned summary of the situation in early 1901;
calligraphy and content suggest White's authorship.

40, Ibid., Rochon, T., to Millar, J., 24 April, 1901.

41. Ibid., Evanturel, E.F.A., to Harcourt, R., 1 June, 1901.
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Millar conceded - on behalf of the Minister of course. He wrote
to Evanturel, admitting that the number of students might not justify the
opening of Ottawa in September. 'We will issue temporary certificates”,
he said, "as we did last year". He then struck back with a memo to
Prescott and Russell teachers rebuking them for assuming that Plantagenet
would continue to be the model school. On the same day, The Advocate, an
Ottawa Valley newspaper, printed Evanturel's letter in full. John Tilley
picked up a copy at "The Yeon House" a few days later when he went down
to patch things up. He made arrangements for the Plantagenet graduates to
complete their professional training at Vankleek Hill with supplementary
lectures on French-teaching from Rochon and practice teaching in the local
separate school. Evanturel, Rochon, Summerby, he said, "all approved

stronglyuz". Thirteen students passed,

But Evanturel had not finished. In mid-June, in a final despatch
to Toronto, he exonerated everybody in Prescott and Russell for the failure
of the scheme: "... if there is a complete shortage in the number of

teachers in coming years", he warned, "it would be the fault of the system

43,

and no one could be blamed here Confirmation that the Ottawa scheme

was still-born came on 27th February, 1903, when the Bilingual Teachers'

Association met in Ottawa and approved the following motion:

... that whereas at the last convention of bilingual teachers
held in Ottawa in 1901 a resolution, stating that the French-
English teachers regretted being left without adequate means
of qualifying had been passed and forwarded to the Hon.
Minister of Education and whereas no answer has yet been
received, it be resolved that our need be again brought to
the notice of the Hon. Minister. 4l

42, Ibid., Tilley, J.J., to Millar, J., 5 June, 1901.
43, Ibid., Evanturel, E.F.A., to Harcourt, R., 14 June, 1901.
uy, Jbid., See Gratton, J.D., to Harcourt, R., 12 March, 1903.
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The Deputy Minister replied, "The matters referred to ... are still under

“Sn_ It was then one and a half years

ate,

the consideration of the Minister

since the Ottawa school was supposed to have opene

Meanwhile, back in Toronto, the Minister was no nearer a solution
of the general problem of what to do about the province's model schools,
and educational leaders connected with the training system were growing
impatient with his procrastinations. On 15th April, 1903, within a day
or so of receiving the Ottawa motion pressing specifically for action in
the matter of the bilingual schools, he was practically forced into ex-
plaining his general policy on model schools - by one of his own officials!
Just the night before, John Seath, O0.E.A. President, had addressed the
annual convention on the "present plight" of the model school training
system, and he had been quite candid. With obvious reference to Harcourt's
earlier expressed wish to erect a fourth normal school in northern Ontariou7,
Seath had stated openly and fearlessly that reform of the model schools was a
"far more pressing" need, in his opinion, than increasing the number of
normal schoolsus. Harcourt's response the next day seemed half-hearted and
inconclusive. "I sincerely wish and hope to improve the studies in the

county model schools", he said and that was a11*?. The Minister sounded

weary of the problem.

45, Ibid., Millar, J., to Gratton, J.D., 13 March, 1903.

46. Minister's Reports for 1901-1905 provide no statistics of attendance
at either the Plantagenet or Ottawa Model Schools. Either the make-
shift Vankleek Hill arrangements continued and/or temporary certif-
icates were issued to teachers for the French/English schools.

47. 0.E.A. Proceedings, 1902, 54,

u8. Ibid., 1903, 77.

49, Ibid., 1903, 103.
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A year later, at the following 0.E.A. Conference, another official,
John Dearness, Vice-Principal of London Normal School, had some practical
advice for the Minister on how to go about avoiding the '"'delicate duty" of
selecting model schools for extinction. Provide a grant of, say $10. per
student, he said, to a maximum of, say, $500.; have this sum supplemented
by the county. As a result the small schools will disappear; the term can

be doubled; efficiency will improve; and costs will not increase®?. Eureka!

Seath and Dearness were high-ranking civil servants in the Education
Department from whom, normally, the Minister would have expected to receive
advice through official channels. To say the least, it was not customary
for him to receive it from them via public podiums. It was as if both men
wore two hats, an official one and an unofficial one, reserving the latter
for attire among convention colleagues. Perhaps, the explanation was that
they wanted to disassociate themselves from the lethargy into which,
according to John Squair, the Department had slumped at the turn of the
centurySl. More than likely, however, they were also attempting to nudge
the Minister in the direction of much-needed model school reform., The
fact was that Harcourt had promised much. "I hope to change them; I wish
to change them; I will indicate the direction', he had told members of the
0.E.A. soon after taking office52. Dedicated men like Seath and Dearness,
frustrated by inaction, and feeling personally hurt by criticism of the
Department to which they were obviously linked, would feel impelled to

move forward, shake off the weariness, and provide the leadership the

Department lacked.

50, Ibid., 1904, 276.
51. Squair, J., John Seath and the Behool System of Ontario, 94.
52, 0.E.A. Proceedings, 1900, 71.
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Far more blatant than Seath's or Dearness's remarks, and far more
obvious in intention it seems, were those made at the 1904 convention by
J.H. Putman. His impatience had built up not over model schools, but over
normal school examinations. Putman was then the Principal of the Provincial
Model School in Ottawa, and had formerly been Vice-principal of the Ottawa
Normal School. The story culminating in his outburst of 1904 also began
about 1900. Up to then it was customary for a handful of public school
inspectors to hold the final practical tests, two twenty-minute lessons per
student, in each normal school. Then difficulties arose because some
inspectors could not stay the full time - more likely, to judge from the
circumstances, they felt their services were redundant. But the regula-
tions did not permit Millar to dispense with them, so he used the inspec-
tors part-time, filling in the rest of the time with teachers from the
model schools. He rationalized that few students failed anyway because of
their experience as teachers, and that term evaluations in practical teach-
ing determined students' abilities far more accurately than external
examinationsS3. Thus, Millar did not flout the regulations; he merely

changed his interpretation of them to achieve a different and, in his
opinion, higher purpose.

A few months later, Millar boasted openly that the staffs of the
normal schools and Normal College had virtually a controlling power in
preparing their official reports on students' progress. They have been

"saved from ... possible injustice", he said beneficentlysq.

53, P.A.0., RG2/P2/44/17, Millar, J., to MacCabe, J.A., 26 February, 1900,
and attached memorandum.

54. Canadian Educational Monthly, October, 1900, 286, article by Millar,
J.: "Bad Effects of Examinations".
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He was referring to the Regulations of 1901 allocating two-thirds of each
student's mark in practical teaching to the internal (normal school) exam-
iners and one-third to the external (departmentally appointed) examiners®®,
a situation which caused Merchant in his annual report of 1900 to observe
knowingly that as the normal school staff gave the greater proportion, they

could pass whomever they pleased. He therefore advised the Minister té dis-

pense with the external examination completelyss.

Principals of the normal schools and McLellan of the Normal College57

naturally used official channels in this way to offer recommendations and
make criticisms about the examination system. And they showed no hesitation
or fear in excoriating the administration if, for example, their sense of
justice and fair play did not coincide with Millar's. This happened to
MacCabe in 1901, and he wrote to the Deputy Minister in a style abnormally
curt for him. It was about an examination in History of Education set by
one of the external examiners appointed by the Educational Council, a body
comprising university men, high school teachers and a public school teacher,
responsible for departmental examinations, including normal school final
examinations. In no uncertain terms MacCabe told Millar plainly that, for
want of time in a session of three months, the school had to follow the
prescribed textbook very closely. MacCabe explained:

Why then make a paper, half of which is on topics not given in

that book? Either give up naming a textbook or, if one is made,

then follow it, or make the session longer and allow us to
discuss History of Education in its fullest semnse.

55. See table of component marks in Newcombe, E.E., The Development of
Elementary School Teacher Education in Ontario Since 1900, (Ed.D.
thesis, unpublished, University of Toronto, 1965). 57.

56. 0.5.P., Vol. XXXIII, Part IV, 1901, Report of Principals of Normal
Schools, 1900, 185-186.

57. P.A.0., P2/40/2, MclLellan, J., to Millar, J., 8 July, 1902, for
example.
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Calmly, Millar replied that the examiners were following the regulations

"laid down on page 19 of the Normal School Calendarss".

Students also contacted the Minister directly on matters of this
sort. Usually they used petitions. 1In 1903, for instance, the Normal
College students petitioned Harcourt to cancel final examinations on the
grounds that candidates were being over-examined. "From the very day we
enter until the day we leave we are under examination", the petitioners
complained, adding that they were also subjected to unnecessary strain by

"writing six hours a day for more than a week %

But none of them, not even MacCabe, had a feeling of injustice
like unto that of Dr. A. Maxwell, Public School Inspector in South Essex,
and an outside examiner. He was "hurt, keenly hurt" and wished to be
relieved of his services. One normal master, he claimed, had actually
told him that outside examinations were "of no account". The master
claimed, Maxwell said, that the normal schools could pass every candidate
irrespective of the examination. "The fact that for about five or six
years, not a student at the normal school has failed, is a cause of adverse
comment", he said, and then added mysteriously, "How comes it to pass that
at every examination since I have been an examiner, more candidates are
passed than papers were sent to me?" He wonders if the whole thing is less
than "a roaring farce'". "Is our work just for appearance?" he asked. His

nine-page letter marked "private" shows the word "acknowledged" on it®0,

58. P.A.0., RG2/P2/43/81, MacCabe, J.A., to Millar, J., December, 1901; and
reply, 21 December, 1901.

59, Ibid., Box 40/4,0.N.C. students to Minister of Education, May, 1903.

60. Ibid., Box u4/22, Maxwell, A., to Millar, J., 27 October, 1902,
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In 1904 it was Putman's turn to take the bit in his teeth. He
chose the annual convention of the Ontario Educational Association as the
place at which to do so. He stated that in his ten years' experience
with eighteen-hundred teachers he could '"count upon the fingers of one
hand the students to whom certificates have been absolutely refusedel".
After Maxwell's disclosure, Putman's admission comes as no surprise.

John Dearmness in London had also said almost the same thing in 1902 when
he commented that "practically all attendants pass", but he had used a
private letter to the Minister to do 8062. In any case, what Putman

said must have been public knowledge. The surprise at the time was that
he went on to exclaim that it was "no secret that every graduating class
... contained a few who were utterly incompetent and doomed to certain
failure". (Perhaps these were the ones whose papers never reached
Maxwell waiting patiently for them to arrive in Essex County!) But the
real shock came when Putman went on to talk about applicants who should
have been rejected at entrance. "The schoolroom is no place for consump-
tives, confirmed dyspeptics, dull ears, stammering tongues or unsightly
deformities'", he added. And if this gruesome information were not enough
to make his audience take notice, Putman wound up with the disclosure,
startling because it was public, that one of the reasons why 'incom-
petents' graduated was that responsibility for their testing was divided
among the normal school staff, the inspectors who examined practice teach-
ing, and the departmental examiners of the final written work. "Each can

shift responsibility on the other", he concluded in a blanket condemnation

of everybody. Such an airing of dpartmental dirty linen by a civil servant

61. 0.E.A. Proceedings, 1904, 293,
62. P.A.0., RG2/P2/44/45, Dearness, J., to Harcourt, R., 1 January, 1902.
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would hardly be tolerated in modern times.

There were other factors, however, which suggest that there was
probably more of reason than either daring or spite in Putman's remarks.
They involve both a possible sequel and a background to what he said.

Two months after the convention of 1904 John Millar had occasion to write
to Merchant in London advising him that there was no point in normal
school principals meeting to discuss uniformity of examination results
"in view of the provisions ... which properly leave this matter to the
staff®3", The suggestion is that with the extension of the course to a
year's duration, real attempts were being made to transfer more

responsibility to the masters for determining passes and failures.

The Department, it seems, had been working towards this goal since

1903. In February of that year Millar asked Merchant of London, Scott of
Toronto, and White of Ottawa - he had replaced MacCabe after the latter's
death in 1902 - to give opinions on the abolition not only of external
practical final examinations, but also of sessional examinations as deter-
minants of ultimate successsu. That was four months after Maxwell's out-
cry and two months after Putman, himself, had also written to Millar about
a final examination problem on his mind. Records show that it was at the
end of December, 1902, that Putman first told the Deputy Minister how
professionally abused he felt because normal school marks never corresponded
to model school marks:

I have wondered again and again, during the past eight or nine

years, how it could happen that certain students, pronounced

incapable by Mcdel School staff, should invariably or almost
invariably receive certificates.

63. P.A.0., RG2/P2/42/7, Millar, J., to Merchant, F., 8 June, 1904.
64, Ibid., Box 42/121, Millar, J., to Principals of Normal Schools,
26 February, 1903.
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Millar's reply had been vague. He hoped, he said, that "some uniform
arrangement" could be reached following discussion among the principalses.
So Putman's outburst at the 0.E.A. convention in 1904 was in fact an open
corrcboration of what he had independently and privately told Millar nearly
eighteen months earlier when he chose the interregnum between MacCabe's
death at the end of November, 1902, and White's official appointment,
commencing at the beginning of January, 1903, to write directly to Millar
about his local grievance. His timing seemed to show a nice appreciation
of personal feelings and protocol. It is fair to Putman, therefore, to
conjecture that after a reasonable length of time he became impatient over

the apparent inaction, and that to expedite matters he spoke out.

In the absence of a direct link between his comments and the afore-

mentioned move in the direction of enlarging normal school staff
responsibilities, the conclusion must be, however, that the principals, in
one way or another, had played a part in persuading the Minister to permit
at least a modest advance in the fortunes of the normal schoolsse. But
neither the principals nor the Minister's other advisors could register
even minor successes in improving the fortunes of the model schools,
Pleas in this direction had been to no avail. Harcourt could not be
budged. He neither improved the schools; neither did he remove them.
So they continued to turn out ill-prepared teachers who added to the
plight of the profession caused by massive over-production of "poor

. . . 67
material" in previous years ',

65. Ibid., Box 43/8, Putman, J.H., to Millar, J., 30 December, 1902, and
reply, 8 January, 1903.

66. Newcombe, E.E., Op.Cit., 57, shows that by 1907 external examiners
were no longer used.

67. Seath's expression; see 0.E.A. Proceedings, 1903, 77.



114

Under such circumstances it was no surprise to Samuel Walters
Dyde in Kingston that men shunned elementary school teaching, or used
it as a stepping-stone into other fields. By 1904 it almost seemed to
him as if pains were being taken to place "the stamp of inferiority"
on public school teachers. But he did not blame the Education Department
alone. He arrived at his astonishing conclusion after considering the
part that the universities of Ontario were playing in the preparation of
the province's teachers. He looked at the training of doctors, lawyers,
clergy, and engineers, and he considered, too, courses in journalism,
music and fine art. '"Teachers are the only exception', he observed. 1In
the university., he saw regular arts undergraduates being steadied and
stimulated by the presence of graduates pursuing some professional work,
and he saw these graduates hold on to their status as students and remain
directly under the university's influence. He noted that wherever a
profession was thoroughly organized, the professional training was carried
on ''side by side with the liberal teaching of '"Arts''. Not so with teachers;
they were the only exceptions, he exclaimed, pointing out that all teacher
training was given outside the universities, and that only those who looked
forward to teaching in high schools got academic training there. '"The
others", he said, "never spend an hour within the wallsss". Dyde did not
argue in 1904 that all teachers in the province should hold Arts degrees.
That was an ideal, he suggested, towards which society should move, and

then added:

68. Queen's Quarterly, October, 1904, Vol. XII, 175-176; "Should There be
a Faculty of Education in the University?', by Dyde, S.W.
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-+« If this ideal be kept in view, fewer mistakes, fewer retreats,
and fewer dislocations in our system will be made. While accomm-
odating ourselves to the conditions, we should head in a given
direction. Even if we cannot sail across the Atlantic in a day,

we can nevertheless sail across the Atlantic if we sail daily to-
wards the same point ... Hence & is of importance to keep in view
that all teachers should come in contact with the university. That
leaves the way open to every desirable future advance. 69

Dyde began to translate his ideas into action in the summer of 1904,
concentrating on the work of the model school. Here the need was greatest
and there was a school in Kingston to use as a growing point. Harcourt, he
hoped, would work out a "proposed grouping of neighbouring models70". But
that was not to be. The Minister had no intention of getting so involved.
"All advances in the way of grouping", Harcourt said, "must come from your

71". There-

Board and it must not be felt that the department is interfering
upon, Dyde sought the cooperation of surrounding school boards as we have
already indicated. At one point he hinted darkly that if certain model
schools were 'wiped out', there was no guarantee that remaining schools
would benefit; at another point, he suggested gaily that if they 'vol-
untarily" joined forces, they might be able to pool the grants then spread

over all72.

Dyde's actual plans for the Kingston Model School were quite
elaborate. He invited College professors to give courses in mathematics
and science, as well as in reading and literature, and, by special arrange-
ments with the Department of Agriculture in Ottawa, he managed to secure the
services of a specialist for a course of lectures and demonstrations on

plants, trees and insects. He also obtained access to the Manual Training

69. Ibid., 176.
70. P.A.0., RG2/P2/39/11, Pense, E.J.B., MPP, to Harcourt, R., 28 May, 1904,
71. Ibid., Harcourt, R., to Pense, E.J.B., 16 June, 1904,
72. Ibid., Dyde, S.W., to selected school boards in eastern Ontario,
25 June, 1904,
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Department of the Kingston Collegiate Institute, to some of the classes
and laboratories at Queen's University, and to two ungraded, nearby
schools so that students could come face-to-face with rural school

conditions73.

Dyde left no stone unturned, and his conviction and enthusiasm
were infectious. E.J.B. Pense, Kingston's member of the Legislative
Assembly, was attracted to the scheme from the outset. Local county
boards of examiners passed resolutions of support7u, which found their
way to the Education Department in Toronto, and at least one local news-
paper took up the cause, attempting, it seems, to pressure surrounding
boards into abandoning their small model schools75. Finally, in October,
when Dyde was still worrying himself about possible university aloofness,
Chancellor Sandford Fleming included the following paragraph in a
circular to Queen's graduates requesting financial support for the
university:

In the educational system the university is the real foundation
... the spirit of the university becomes the spirit of the high
school, and the high school passes on this spirit to the public
school teacher. If the public school teacher is an extra-mural
student, the relation between the university and the public
school is more direct. By virtue of this connection the
university is the chief agency in moulding the minds of the
young all over the land. To have a strong university is the

only way of providing the best instruction to thousands of
children who will never take a college course. 76

Meanwhile, as Dyde's experiment got under way, Richard Harcourt

looked on. He was non-committal. He could not allow it to be thought

73. Ibid., For further details see circular of Dyde, S.W., to selected
school boards and county councils, dated October 14, 1904,

74. Supra., see Introduction.

75. See The British Whig, 11 August, 1904; 20 August, 1904,

76. P.A.0., RG2/D7/N-Ru, 10, Circular from University Council to Queen's
University Graduates, 17 October, 1904,
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that he was encouraging the possible closing of model schools in
politically sensitive rural areas. Later, at Dyde's suggestion, he

sent Inspector William Spankie into the Kingston Model School to prepare
a report, but when Dyde then made a plea that the Minister express the
Department's "direct interest and deep concern ... in the work", Harcourt
could not be cajoled into any expression of support despite Spankie's

highly favourable comments

It seems clear that the time was not opportune for the Minister
to make any pronouncements on such a touchy question as the role of the
university in teacher-education programmes. He was already in the black
books of the university community. Earlier in the year he had been
thrust into the middle of a distasteful feud over his earlier decision
that beginning in 1905 Latin would no longer be an obligatory subject for
teachers intending to qualify for second-class certificates. College
professors had been on one side of the fence while Harcourt's departmental
officials had been on the other. Then the climax came. One evening
during the 1904 O.E.A. convention pro-Latin forces apparently '"packed" a
meeting to win "emphatic approval of the retention of Latin78”, and
condemn the Minister's decision. Harcourt, accused of having broken
faith with the Latinists, felt he had been put in a cruel position. Now,
in the late fall of 1904, when the debate was dying down and The Globe

79
no longer chastised him for abandoning Latin , and Seath no longer

77. P.A.0., RG2/P2/39/11, Spankie, W., to Harcourt, R., Autumn, 1904,
78. The Globe, 12 April, 1904; see also editions of 8 and 15 April, 1904,
79. The Globe, 15 June, 1904,
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congratulated him for his courage in not waveringeo, Harcourt had no
inclination to re-open the wound by making any pronouncements on the
role of university participation in programmes of teacher-training

especially when there was a provincial election round the corner.

For Samuel Dyde the time must have seemed out of joint. In the
fall of 1904 a deteriorating political situation cast a dark shadow of
gloom over everything the Liberals did. At the Sault Ste. Marie election
trial in September yet another scandal was revealed involving, this time,
a score of Americans aboard the Minnie Mgl. As Dyde struggled hopefully
to win support for his project, Ross grappled hopelessly to regain support
for his., In late-November the Premier rebuilt his Cabinet and a day later
held a massive rally in Toronto. But it was too late for fence-mending;
time was running out for Ross and for the Liberal Party in Ontario too.
Party morale was withering. Ross wrote later of 'the insidious appeal
that it was time for a change". Three weeks afterwards the Lieutenant-
Governor dissolved the Legislature and on January 25th, 1905, the people
voted. Two days before election day Ross issued a final appeal to the
populace. Education was barely mentioned - and teacher training not at
all! On February 8, 1905, after a third of a century in office and nine
victories at the polls for the Liberals, power passed from them to the
Conservatives. George W. Ross handed over the reins of office to James

P. Whitney; and Richard Harcourt transferred responsibility for the

80. P.A.0., RG2/D7/S,11, Seath, J., to Harcourt, R., 12 April, 1904,
copy dictated by Seath.

81. Ontario History, Vol. LIX, No. 2, June, 1967, 125-128, "The Cruise
of the Minnie M", by Brian D. Tennyson.






