
with rcli iitlcss toniicity in ordi r to divert ntliiilidn froni ilio pioiil piin-

ci{)lf.s ami nirrilH ol' the (|Ui'sti()ii. J)r. ^V ilroii in his last |)iijn r Initi l)0-

fore lli(! Couiniittj'i', HayH, in rcfcn^nco to his sprccli, (which conmicnct'd

the jM'rHonalitioH of the; discussion) " On ohtaininji; iicrniission to adtlicss

you," " I felt it to ho my duty to show to tin; coiiiinittct! th.il, lu iiher hy

previous t'dncation, by sjnt-iul traininj;' or (;';|)('rient'i', m/V hy lid', iity to thi*

trust reposed in him as u niemhiT ol' the h'enatc of the rninrsity, dots

Dr. Uyerson merit the confidi-nce oi'tlie Committee, or ol'the I'rovince, as

a fit adviser on a system of I'liiversity eduention."' 'I'his is Dr. WilsDnV*

own admission and avowal of liavinji tnrned attention from the merits of

the (jucstion to the demerits of Dr. llyerson. IIciie(! the p:iinftd neees-

sity of my answering these personal attacks (whicli are renewed in the

notes of the now jtamjihlet hy iMr. lianuton and Dr. ^Vilson) while dis-

cussin;:; the general (|uesti(»n. Mut that the reader nuiy, at t\\v. outset,

understand t!>" whole (juestion, (apart from any personalities,) 1 willcon-

cludt! this introductory letter hy giving a summary view of i*. 1'he advo»

cates of Tniviusity reform maintain the following i^sition:- : ,

1. That there shall he a National University lor Tpper Canada, a.s wu8
contemplated hy the Mniversity Act of IH'u't,

2. That the Senate of the I'nivcrsity shall 1)C under tlie control of no

one college more than another; shall be inde])endi;nt of all colleges, and

prescribe the standard and coiirse of studies for all colleges (except in

Divinity), and direct the examinations, and confer the University honors

and degrees on the students of all the colleges.

3. That no college connected with tlio I'nivorsity .shall confer degrees

in the Faculties of Arts, l^aw, or ^Medicine ; that no college shall receive

any public aid for the suj)port of a Faculty or Professor of Divinity.

4. That each college connected with the Cnivor-'-ity, (whether denom-

inational or non-denominational) shall be entitled to public aid from the

University Fund according to the nunibcu' of its students matriculated

(not by such college but) by the University, and taught in the course of

studies prescribed by tlie University: i)rovided that ti stipulated sum
adecjuate for the efiUcicnt support of University College at Toronto, as the

college of these who wished to have their youtli educated in a non-denoni-

inational college be allowed ; and })rovided that no denominational college

shall receive more than half the amount allowed to University College.

This last is a generous concession on the part of the adv( cates of denom-

inational colleges, upon the ground that those colleges will do as much
work at half the public expense as a non-denouiimitional college will.

5. That the public provision for University (as for Common or (Jlram-

mar School) education, whether arising from the sale of hinds or par-

liamentary grants, or both, shall constitute one University Fund, and dis-

tributed, as in the ease of Common and (iranniiar Schools, to each college

according to its works in imparting the education prescribed by national

authority.

The advocates of University Keform complain that the present system

of college monopoly at Toronto is at variance with the intentions of the

University Act of 1853 ; that most extravagant expenditures of the Uni-

versity endowment have been made, while the standard of University

education bus been greatly reduced, instead of being kept up as intended

die


