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A N article whicli was published
recently in the Vaisity with

regard to tlie affairs of the Inter-Uni-
versity Debating Union bas been read

carefully here by those who are inter-

ested lu this Union, and the JOURNAL

lias been asked to take up its parable

and offer some coninmelts upon the

matter. The article in question first

quotes the Kingston W<hzim's report of

the recent Varsity-Queeli's debate,

and then proceeds to miake the follow-

ing statements:
i.T hat no reflection mlust be cast

upon the decision nmade by the judges

in the recent contest.
2. rhat a new method of appoifltitîg

judges should'be introduced; each of

the three Universities naming one,

the representative of the nieutral Col-
lege occupyiflg the position of chair-

man of the board of judges.

3. That in stating the decision of
the judges tlie cliairman shouîd Sunli
Up the arguments adduced and the

reasous for tlie decision.

4. That the metliod employed by
the judges in the last debate, by
wliich Queen's was given seventy-five
per cent for arguments and VarsitY
twenty-five per cent for style, was a

peculiar anonialY, since it implîed that
Queeni's had no0 style and Varsity no
arguments.

5. The remainder 0f the article is
concerned witli sonie detaiîs Of the
recent debate, the writer Claimng that
the debate was largely decided on an
argument introduced inl the repîy
made by the leader of the Queeu's
side, namely, that the negative liad
flot suggested anything to take the
place of Trusts. This argument, it is
asserted, sliould flot have bad any

weighit with the judges, because it i,

based on a wrong conception of wliat

the negative bas to do ini order to esta-

blish its case.
0f these five opinions the first is the

only oue which we can unhesitatingly

endorse. In ail coiitests, whether of

muscle or wlt, lu which judges are

appointed beforehlaid, and especially

in such circuinstailces as the presenit,
the word of the judges should be abso-

lutely final and decisive. Neither il,

public nor in private is it graceful 1tor

the contestants to challenge the judg-
nient which lias beets passed uipou
their efforts. It is a littie strige,
however, thait after Snech a dignified
statemnent the Writer iu the Varsi/j'
forgets the mlaxilli which lie lias se )t
forth, and il, lis fourth and fifth

Opinlions OPenly questions tlie wisdom
of the gentleilien whose judgment was
to have beeln accepted witliout ques-

tion. We munst thus deprecate most

eniplatically the last two opinions of

this writer. The method of awarding
mnarks to the opposing sides was simply

a device used by the judges to repre-

sent roughly the weight of the ad-

dresses giveni, and is capable of no

sucl imechanical interpretation as tliat

Put upon it by our contemuporary.
The concrete nlunbers were eniployed


