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only legitirnate object for which they may be given, narnely to reward dili-
gence; " bis last is, Ilthat prizes are instrumental in sending sorte of our

On noble:st students to premnature graves, etc." H{ere there is a manifest con-
Of tradiction. In the latter case, the writer's evident meaning is that prizes

UI- sornetirnes lead to the death of students by driving thern to fatal excess in
lis study. I endorse neither of the positions, but granting the second, the first
le is deni.d; for if students win prizes at the expense of their health, it is simply
r ; adding insuit to injury to tell these gentlemen that their acquired honors are

fl ot the resuit of diligence. Apart from, hard, hontest toil, I contend that
nl- .prizes are unattainable. We know fromn the very constitution of the human
7e mind that the certain effect of a prnffered rew ,Lrd is to excite in the M-inds
àh of a number of students a desire to secure that rewvard. This desire per se
te ivill inevitably lead to close application, and when several conipetitors are
)f arrayed against eaeh other, the additional elenient of honorable ernulation
LC %will stimulate to stili more deterniined effort. In view of these considerations
,e it is a transparent absurdity, confirmed alike by reason and observation, to
.e say tliat prizes are flot a reward of diligence. The very fact that the secur-
;t ing of a mnedai is conditional upon the attaininetit of such a high stan dard,
-S renders diligence an absolute necessity, to say nothing of the various other

~* motives that act as spurs upon those aiming at college honors. O. P. Q
Y cites the case of a gold medalist who stated that "lhe hardly ever looked at
Y his work tili after the Christmias holidays."l For myseif 1 arn inclined to
t attribute that sweet morsel of information rather to a vauntîng disposition

*than to superior ability. We have all heard that kind of talk and know what
*estimate to put upon it.
ISo far 1 have referred only to thle negative side of 0. P. Q.'s first argument,

tviz., that prizes are not the reward of diligence. He also states the same

- argument in positive forni, Iltzey are thte re.wiard of special aa"vantages."
Were O. P. Q. advocating the abolition of prizes in an Art's College like
McGill, 1 %vould at once admit the force of his position; but 1 fail to see that
it has the remotest application to the students of a Theological institution,

* except to those who are doubling their course, and these, 1 submait, are be
yond the~ legîitiimate range of the present discussion. We are ready, then,
to admit that a superior preparatory training (I wouldn't include wealth) does
often give one soldent the vantage ground over his less highly favored
fellows, and this inequality rnay and sometirnes does exist throughout the
entire university course; but if thest, student" do not stand on equal footing
when they corne to enter upon their Theological studies, it seems to me an
evasion of the truc cause to attribute such continued inequaiity to special
advantages. A man, after spending three or four sessions of judicious study
in our sister college of McGili, is, or ought to be, thoroughly equipped foi


