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students break down but the prize-winners? In the case of many bright
intellects found in weakly bodies who break down, is it flot known that the
seeds of disease were in the constitution, and very Iikely would have mani-
fested themiselves, even if there had been no attempts at prizes?

There is, however, one point in which 1 heartily agree with yotti corres-
pondent, and that is when hie makes the supposition case of a disappointed
medallist in one year havin g a h igher percentage than the successful medal-
Iist of some other year. This could be partly remedicd, if the faculty would
mark the standing of the honor candidates, as is done in the McGill College
Calejîdar: For example, if a student hias taken 75 per cent. of the marks
and obtains no meda], ]et him be ranked as having obtained First Rank
Honors in Theology, which would indicate thaL he had reached a standing
worthy of a rnedal, if there had been no candidate in that year with a higher
standing thian himselt

Hoping the Professors will make haste slowly, before nîaking a change,

I rernain,

Yours truiy,
R. S. T.

PRIZES.

Whien in the second issue of the COLLEGE JOURNAL I wrote against prizes,
1 had 'io intcntion at this carly date to write again ; but the rather harsh and
unfair criticism by F. H L. makes à imiperative npon me to reply.

He begins by accusin.- me in a rather severe manner of an Ilungenerous
imputation on the integrity of a fellow-student," this student being himself.
Let me just say that nothing could have been farther froni my mind than
this, nor do I believe that it ivas regarded as such by any except hiniseif.
However, since hie lias unhappily regarded it thus, 1 have only to repeat
that I believe 1 did give a fair representation of F. H. L.'s reniarks, and ask
the readers of the JOURNAL if you are satisfied with his explanation.

He says Ilthat it requires less mental calibre to criticize than to defend,"
and that, Ilin virtue of his limited capacity, lie would do himself mrore jus-
tice by arguîng against prizes than by advocating their continuance. The
latter requires brains, the former does not." For myseif I accept no sucli
an explanation and did I or any one els-C credit him with tlîis littie mental
calibre or limited capacity, which hie hiniseif assumes, lie would resent it quite
as quickly as any other student in the College.

However, accepting what F. H. L. affirms lie did say, Ilthat for the pur-
poses of argument, I would rather go against prizes, yet I preferred to see
them continued," I arn certain there is equally as great inconsistency in these,


