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UNIVERSITY QUESTION.

Or. Byeraon's Reply to a Recent Pamphlet of Mr. Langton
and Dr, Wilson,

——

TO THE HON. M. CAMERON, M. L. C.,
&e., ., &e.

LerTer L
( Petitions and Parliamentary fnvestigations on the University Question.)

Sir,—To you, as an old friend of Vietoria College, and an avowed
pdvocute of the views of the Wesleyan Body on the University
Question, was eonfided last year for presentation to the Legislative As-
sembly the memorial of the Conferencs of the Wesleyan Methodist Chareb
in Canada in behalf of Victoria College, and in favour of a national Uni-
versity on a national basis. O your motion, that Memorial, with various
others on the ssme subject, wus roferred to a Belest Commities, of
which you were Chairman. That Memorial alleged, that the national
objects of the University Aet of 1853 had been depart:d from
in the nature and prodigality of expenditures, snd in lowering
instead of keeping up the standard of University education as preseribed
by the Statute. That these allegations were proved to a demon-
stration, I believe neither you nor any other persons who witnessed the
investigation, or have read the Minytes of it, have ever for a moment
doubted, whether they agreed in the theory or prayer of the Petitionars or

o (Bffect of the Investigation at Quebes.)

The Committes, by the close of the Session, ceased to exist without re-
porting ; but the convietions produeed by the investization in the minds
of the membera of the Legislatars were amply attested by the fact, that
the Parlismentary grants to the two Colleges of the Petitioners, which

never before passed the Legislative Assembly withoot some debates
snd divisions, were not oaly continued, but incrcased £500 to each
College, and g&md without division or objeotion—a proceeding unprese-
dented of its kind in Canada, and illustrative of the trresistible power of
the trath, justice and patriotism involved in the Christian principles and
nationsl views of the Petitioners when brought into eontact with the
minds of intelligent maen of all parties. And the effeot has been and will
be the same wherever the same prinsiples and views are brought into con-
tact with enlightened Christisn minds.
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( Dr. Ryerson’s Porition and Proposal at Quebec.)

You will recollect that T appeared bofore the Commitiee in no offieial
eapacity, but as an individual witness in obedience to your summons;
that I was subsequentiy thrust into an unusoal prominence by the the
attempts made to break down my evidence. You know I pave Mr.
Langton snd Dr. Wilson the advantage of the last word, without rejoinder,
though it was my right.

You will also recollect that, at the close of the investigation, I eaid, so
far as I wes concerned, I was for peace, and willing to let the Legislature
and country judge and decids by the publieation of what had been re-
corded in the miuutes of the Committes on both sides; but that if mry
assailanta were still resolved on war, thay shonld have it to their heart's
content.

(Bach partyleft to publish its own Evidence.— University propagandism.
—Mr. Langton and Dr. Wilton renew the late contest with Dr. Kyerson.)

Only about 50 copies of the Minutes of Evidence before the Comnittes
having been printed for the use of wembers and witnesses, it remained
* fur each party to publish and circulate its own evidence at its own dis-
cretion and in its own way. I had my defence of the Petitioners, in
reply to Mr. Langton and Dv. Wilson, printed without note or eomment,
just ae it was recorded in the minutes of the Committee, without the
alteration or addition of & sentence. Mr. Langton did the same In regard
to his specch. Dr. Wilson, not being satisfied with- what he had laid
before commiitee in writing, and which was in its minutes, wrote
out, s month after delivery, a psendo version /of it under the nom de
iplume of a Mr. A. K. Edwards, A system of Toronto College propa-
pandism was set on foot, and openly prociainied at a public University
dinner st Toronto, the Chaneellor epjoining each of the faithful to
execute his mission on the house tops and in the streets throughout the
land. This challenge was answered by the speechea and procesdings of
the Wesleyan Conference, held in Kingston 1o June, and various public
meetings,  Mr. Langton and Dr. Wilson bave lately renewed the contest
with me by publishing a closcly printed pamphlet, (with copious notes)
of 90 pages, and entitled * University Question. The statements of
John Langton, Eeq., M. A., Vice-Chaneellnr of the University of To-
ronto, and Professor Dantel Wileon, LL.D., of University College, To-
ronto with notes and extraets from the evidence taken before the Com-
mittes of Legislative Assembly on the University.”

In reply to that pamphlet, or rather to the notes of it, I now desire to
address you. The epeeches, or text, of the pomphlet are these to which
miy 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 ne pains 1o impugn
me and misinterpret the facts of the question. At this busy season [
will answer them as briefly as possib rat correcting the misstatements
of each, and then stating and establishing the general facts and principles
of the question,—the question of questions for the progress and welfure of
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{(Mr. Langton and Dr. Wilon pullish o combined edition of their
pamphlet at the expense of the Univermty Funds.)

Before entering inte particulurs, I bez to make three general remarks:—
The one is, that this pamphlet, (if not the preceding ones also,) has been
published at the expense, notof its authors, not of the College whose mon-
orﬂy it advocates,—bul xt the expense of the Funds of the University,
of which the parties whom they assail are as much mwembers as
themselves,—a fuct which I should not have known had not Mr. Langton
been rejected from contiouing Viee Chancellor.  'While in that office, Mr.
Langton could come to Toronto and provide for any sort of expenditure
out of the University Funds, and then go to Quebee and audit and puss
the sccounts of thewn, In the investigation of this public question, the Com-
mittes of which you were Chairman, ardered that the expenses of both sides
should be equally paid ; but Messra. Langton and Wilson have resorted to
the University chest for sapplies in their renewed effort to ossail me and
defeat the advocates of University reform.  Mr. Langton, who is known to
be the greatest pluralist in Canada—having filied four offiecs besides the one
which is supposed to cecupy hiw fully, and for which he receives a full salary
—might, I think, have spared the University funds in this instance, if Dr.
Wilson had no such sense of propricty and fairness. Of this I am con-
fident, that had I proposed to do the szme thing as to my speech in belalf
of the petitioners, Mr. Langton would have held it unlawful, s<is bis and Dr.
Wilson's proceeding in publishing their speeches and notes out of the income
of the University. They may pervert the University Aet to such & parpose,
as it has been to many eimilar purposes ; but such clearly wos not its design.
And it is an insult 28 well 88 & wrong to the petitioners of University
- reform and their representatives, for Mr. Langton snd Dr. Wilson to as-
sume & right and uss of University {unds for their personal and party
purposes azainst others equally and more disinterestedly eoncerned in tha
Natignal University than themaselves,

- (Mr. Langton and Dr. Wilson's Amalgamation Specches.)

My second remark is, that these rpecches are the enme which Maosarr,
Langton and Wilson published last May and June, They were thun pob-
lished sepurately and without notes ; bat they seemed to fall still-born.
The authors appear at length, to have thought that the two nbortions might,
by incorporation together, and by ewothing the feebler parts with the ban-
doyres of personal aud vitaparative notes, mectamorphosed into & very
Hereules of strength to erush the Chief Superintendent of Education.
The thought was an ingenious conception of necessity ; but the new.born
amalgamation seems not answerable to the labour of bringing forth. The
taw of nature is still toe strong fur the feeble ariilice of the ex-Viee Chan-
cellor and his attendant Professor; for even “in this Canada of curs,”
two bincks cannot make one white, or even chemical affinity add to the
weizht of volutile particlea.

(Origin of Personalilies—Summary Fiew of the Question.)
My third remark is, that this discussion ought never to have been en-

cumbered with personalities. This festure of the dizcussion wus intro-
duced by Dr. Wilson, and hae been pureved by him and Mr. Langton
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with relentless tenacity in order to divert attention from the great prin-
ciples and merits of the question. Dvr. Wilson in his lost psper laid be-
fore the Committes, says, in reference to his epecch, (which eommenced
the Eerum:alitieanrf the discussion’) * On obtaining permission to address
you," “1 felt it to be my duty to show to the committes that, neither by
previous education, by speciul training or experienee, nor by fidelity to the
trust reposed in him s « member of the Senate of the University, does
Dir. Ryerson merit the confidence of the Committee, or of the Province, as
a fit advizer on a system of University edocation.” This is Dr, Wilson's
own adwission and avowsl of hnvinﬁ{mmed attention from the merits of
the question to the demerite of Dr. Ryerson. Hence the painful neces-
sity of my answering these personal sttacks (which are renewed in the
notes of the new pamphlet by Mr. Langton and Dr. Wilton) while dis
cussing the general question. But that the reader may, ut the outset,
understand the whole guestion, (apart from any personalities,) I will con-
clude this introductory letter by giving & summary view of it. The advo
catea of University reform maintain the following positions

1. That there shall be a National University for Upper Canuda, as was
contemplated by the I,'.f::mi'ifcrsil;gr Act of 1853,

2 '1th the SBenate of the University shall be under the control of po
one colleze more than another ; ehall be independent of all collepes, and
Bremibe the etandard end eourse of studies for all colleges (execpt in

ivinity), snd dircot the examinations, and confer the University honors
and on the stodents of all the eolleses.

3. t no oollegn connected with the University shall confer degrees
in the Facultics of Arts, Law, or Medicine ; that no eollege shall receive
suy publie aid for the support of 8 Faculty or Professor of Divinity,

4. That each eollege eonnected with the University, (whether denom-
inational or non-denominational) shall be entitled to pablic aid from the
University Fund aceording to the number of its students matriculated
(not by such mgi?a but) by the University, and taught in the eourse of
studiea prescribed by the University: provided that a etipulated sum
adequate for the efficient support of University College at Toronto, asthe
college of these who wished to have their youth edueated in 3 non-denom-
inational eollege be allowed ; and provided that no denominutional college
shall receive more than half the smount allowed te University College.
This last is a generous concession on the part of the advocates of denom-
inational eolleges, upon the ground that those colleses will do a8 much
‘work at half the public expense as a non-depeminational eoliege will.

6. That the publie provision for University (as for Common or Gram-
mar School) education, whether arising from the sale of lands or par
liamentary grants, or both, shail constitute one University Fund, and dis-
tributed, as in the case of Common and Grammar Behools, to each college
according to its works in imparting the edoeation preseribed by national
authority. .

The advoontes of University Reform complain that the present system
of eollege monopoly at Toronto is at variance with the intentions of the
University Act of 1853 ; that most extrovagent expenditures of the Uni-
versity endowment have been made, while the standard of University
education has been greatly reduced, iostead of being kept wp as intended

.
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by the set. They claim that the reform which they advocate ia but the
faithful earrying out of the avowed intentions and provisions of the Uni-
veraity Aot of 1853 ; that it provides one bigh standard of edueation for
all the colleges, and recognizea the equal righta of all olasses scoording to
their works; that it combines the ¢ of all denominations, as as
thoae of no :ienumiu.ution, in the great work of liberal edueation ; that is
will eontribute groatly to the extension of University edncation, while
elevating its character ; that it is in harmony with the fandamental pri

ciples of our publio echool eystem—the state siding each section of the
communily sesording to its works in teaching the prescribed subjeets of
public education, am% providing that parents and the clergy of each church
can in the one cnse-a8 well ns in the other, sccording to the mature and
eirgumstances of eseh kind of edueation, provide for the religious instrue-
tion and oversizht of their sons while taught the secular branches of eda-
cation. The illustrations sod proofs of statements will be given

sole for the present system of monopoly is the pretext of k

ing up & high standard of University education, while the whole mm::l:f
the p ings of its managers has been to lower that standard beyond
all suthoritalive precedent or parallel, as I shall demonstraie in my nexi

two letters.
T have, &o., .
Toronto, March 26th, 1861.

E. Ryxrson,

Lerrer II.

Sm,—I now proceed to particulars, and address mysolf first to the
notes a'ippenﬂ.ed to Mr. Langton's speech, which occupies (with its appen- *
digea) the first fifty pages of the pamphlet.

(Misstatement aslo Dy. Barrett ing Ficloria Ci i
o re?ﬁ;mt g ollege in

To all that Mr. Langton has said in the firat twelve pages of his s
about the intentions of the University Act as to buildings, other Cal
Library and Mussum, I have fully replied in my Defence of the Petition- -
ern; but in a note on the Sth page, in regard to Dr, Barrett (of U. (.
College) sitting in theSenatc s a Representative of Victoria College, Mr,
Langton says—" Dr. Wilson and Mr. Langton never said that he (Dr.
Barrett) now represcnts Victoria College ; but they snid that he first took
his seat and for some time sat there as President of the Toronto School
of Medicine, which was at that time the Medical Faeulty of Victoris.”
And on 62, Dr. Wilson says,. that “ Dr. Barrett, it is well known,
never had & seat in the Senate in any cther capacit; than as Dr. Rolph's
or the Toronto School of Medicine; and who as such took his seat for the
first time to represent the Medical Faculty of Victoris College at the
meetings of the University of Toronto, while its students were systematio-
ally prevented from graduating there.”” The eharacter in whish Dr
Barrett took his seat in the Senate iy not of the lenst importance to the
University question; bat Mr. Langton and Dr. Wilson both magnifying



