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PRIZES.(

In the last issue of the IlCOLLEGE JOURNAL" appearcd a lengthy article on 1.
the subject of "lprizes,"l in which the wvriter, after an untraînmelled sweep of t
six, pages, suddenly turns off at right ang,,ls from bis therne ta throwv an un- s
generovcz imputation on the integrity of a fellow-student. Here are bis s
words: "'There is one student who takes a rather strange position. He ii
frankly admits tliat rnuchi more can be said against prizes thani in their favor; a
biii,btit,btit lie believed that he would like to see theni continued,"-followed n
by a satirical, side-splitting anecdote. The manifest design of C>. P. Q. in pen- p
ning these iwords ivas to bury the unfortunate student referred to in thc grave n.,
of speechless humiliation, by dint of sarcasm. Hlad this last sentence, w'hich o:
I have quoted, been delivered before a public audience, accornpanied by the IV
appropriate gestures, a significant pause between each butd, with a look of ai
intense surprise at the close, it would doubtless have produced an electric
effect. But appearing as it did. on the rigid, unemotional column-ns of the i
IICollege journal," it became reduced ta, a species of literary stuttering, more
calculated to provoke a smile than to excite pity for or indignation against il,
the Oabject of attack. Now, as I have reason to believe that 1 arn the hapless re
student wham O. P. Q. had in bis rnind's eye, ]et me offer a word of defence. y,
To begin with, the writer has flot made a fair representation of the cursory ci
rernark w'hich fell from my lips in private conversation. What I did Say hi
was, thatforb~ivtoses of argiueet I would rather go against prizes, but yet at
Ipreferred ta see them continued. The statement involves fia inconsistency th.

whatever. The question of prizes is one in which the arguments for and es
against are p5robable rather than deimausýrative in their nature, and in al
questions of this kind it is inherently easier tc, attack than ta defend. Let i
0. P. Q. pit hirnself against a wrell equipped atheist ta prove the divine exis- ari
tence, and he will be made paiiifully conscious of the force of mny rernark. A w%
fool ca-a pull down in one hour what it wiIl takce a wise man a hundred yeaÂ-s 1M
to build up, but that doesn't necessarily condemn the work nanship of the'wise it
man. And so, with respect ta prizes, it requires less mental calibre ta criti- ex
cize than ta defend; and hence by strict logical inférence, the only thing yo

Jimplied in rny statement was. that in virtue of my limited capacity, 1 would Io
do nmyseif more justice by ariguing against prizes than by advocating their oft
continuance. The latter requires brains; the former does not. fel

While i candidly admit that I am no enthusiast either for or against the en-
giving of prizes, yet my sympathies have hitherto been on the side of their ivh
continuance, nor can I detect in O. P. Q.' arguments .iiy peculiar force evé
that would alter rny views on the question. The w'riter sets forth no less ad,
than nine points against prizes. His first position is, that prizes Ilfail in the in


