
Conclusion

chance which gave us a non-political Education 
Department during our formative period.

Ryerson’s greatest admirers can scarcely 
claim that he was a scholar. This was his 
misfortune and not his fault. He never failed 
to embrace whatever opportunities for intellec­
tual improvement came in his way. His read­
ing of history was broad and discriminating. 
He had little interest in anything that did not 
bear somewhat directly upon the problem of 
human virtue. Consequently his interests cen­
tred largely in civil government and theology.

Nor can we claim for Ryerson that he intro­
duced original legislation. Hardly anything 
in our system of education was of his inven­
tion. New England, New York, Germany, and 
Ireland gave him his models, and his genius 
was shown in the skill with which he adapted 
these to suit the needs of Upper Canada. Even 
in the details of his school legislation, espe­
cially that relating to High Schools, Ryerson 
adopted suggestions of men more competent 
than himself to form a judgment. To say this 
in no way detracts from the man’s greatness. 
Little a fter all in modern legislation is actually 
new, and to say of a man that he is successful 
in using other men’s ideas is often to give him 
the highest praise.

In one department of work Ryerson stood 
in a class by himself. He was without a peer 
as an administrator. His intensely practical 
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