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(Dr. fiijcrnon^ Ponillon ovd Propnatl at Qiirhir.)

You will recollect thiit I iipi)e!ir(i(l bd'oro the (!i»iiiniitt('(! in no official

cupicity, but iis an individual witniiss in dbcdicncu to your Kunimons
;

that I was subsc'iuontly tlinist into an unusual proniinonco by the the

attempts made to break down my evidence. You know I };avc Mr.

Ijanuton and Dr. Wilson the advantage of the last word, without lejoindcr,

though it was my rij^ht.

You will also recollect that, at the close of the invcsti;_fation, I said, bo

far as I was concerned, I was for peace, and willinj;- to let the Ijei-islaturc

and country jud^o and decide by the publiealion of what had been re-

corded in the ndn'ifes of the Committee on both sides; but that if my
assailants were still resolved on war, they .should have it to their heart's

content.

(Kdi'h piirli/ Ir/t fi> piihllah its oirn Ei'ulrni'c.— I/iilvcmiti/ propifjandlsfni.

—Ml'. Laiir/ton and Dr. Wibon rcnciv the late, anttcst with J)r. Kijerson.^

Only about 50 copies of the Minutes of l*]vidence before tlie Connnitteo

having been printed for the use of members and witnesses, it remained

for each party to publish and circulate its own ovidence at its own dis-

cretion and in its own way. I had my defence of the I'etitioncra, in

reply to 3Ir. Latigton and Dr. ^Vilson, printed without note or comment,

just us it was recorded in the minutes of the Committee, without the

alteration or addition of a sentence. Mr. Lanjiton did the same in lofjard

to bis speech. Br. Wilson, not bein<^ satisfied with what he had laid

before committee in writint;, and which was recorded in its njinutcs, wrote

out, a month after delivery, a pseudo version of it luidev the iiom de

plume of a Mr. A. K. Edwards. A system of Toronto (JoHeue propa-

jiandism was set on foot, and openly proclaimed at a public tlniversity

dinner at Toronto, the Chancellor enjoining; each of the faitliful to

execute his mission on the house tops and in the streets throuiihout the

hind. This challenge was answered by tlie speeches and proceedings of

the Wesleyan Conference, held in Kingston in June, and various public

meetings. Mr. Langton and Dr. Wilson have lately renewed the contest

with me by jiublisliing a closely printed i)amplilot. (with copious notes)

of 90 pages, and entitled " University Question. The statements of

John Langton, Esq., M. A.. A^icc-Chancellor of the University of To-

ronto, and Professor Daniel Wilson, LL.D., of University College, To-

ronto ;
with notes and extracts from the evidence taken before the Com-

mittee of Legislative Assembly on the University."

In reply to that pamphlet, or ratlier to the notes of ii, I now desire to

address you. The speeches, or text, of the pamphlet are those to which
my Defence of the Petitioners was a reply ; and I should deem it super-

fluous to add a word to that Defence, were it not for the numerous notes

in which Mr. Langton and Dr. Wilson have spared no pains to impugn
me and misinterpret the facts of the question. At this busy season I

will answer them as briefly as possible—first correcting the misstatements

of each, and then stating and establishing the general facts and principles

of the question,—the question of questions for the pi'ogress and welfare' of

Canada.
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