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. 'NEWS:QF THE WEEK, " «.t-

The rejoicings in England on account of the pro-
clamatiori of ‘peace: have beeu very faint’ indeed ; the
general feeling'is that the terms are not such as mraht
have béen: demdided, and tbat vpon the ‘whole, the
result has’been entrrely to the advantage of our Al:
lies.. ‘The military-reputation- of .France is_ hrgher
than. ever;, ihe same can hardly be said:of England.
Some little anxiety:had been caused by: the refusal of
Austria to withdraw her troops from the- Prmcrpahtres,
but. this, it is' said, isinow at an end. " The French
army is -to- be’ reduced from' 600, ;000 to 400,000
men ; and the great paval armaments of Encrland will
also’ bé considerably reduced. After a' looo and
strict search,for. the missing. Pacific, the steamers
Taztar and Desperate: bavereturned to- port upsic-
cessful, . Steam transports are being ‘despatched to
the Crimea to bring home the troops. The: Tablet
asserts that the ‘Seat ‘onthe Beneh, vacated by the
deatb of Mr. Justice Torrens, is to. be conferred upon
Mr. W Keowh._. A B
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The Protestant'ot' the 12th instant is fully “sn.
tished that. 2’ very, small number of mtellwent Ro=
manists are’ true;and earnest believers in”. the: doctrine’
that the.soul-of the Blessed Virgin Mother of God
was, from the-first. moment “of its’ exrstence, free
from the stain 6f: sin—or, in other words, in'the doc:
trine of the * Immaculate Conceptioh” of Mary.—
Upon what' grounds our cotemporary comes to,this,

“to ‘him," satrsfactory conclusron, he does: not conde--
scend to jnform:us ;.and though:he speaks of “ gene-
ral arguments atramst this: dogma;» he: does not, and’
ke cannot assign one_ of the slrghtest value,” why we
Romanists should: doubt that the Virgin' Mary was
« Conceived” Immaculate, or without stain of Origi-.
ral Sin, Our fnend’s tnumph is therefore prema-
ture,

For, if’ by « Romanists’ our cotemporary means.
Catbolics throughouo the ' world in- communion - with.
the “See of Rome, we must;take the, liberty of as-.
suring bim that.there is not one intelligent member of
that- faith-who has. the’ slightest-doubts: about this’
« Papal‘decree,” or absurd dogma.” A Romanist’
is one who believes all the Church believes and
teaches, because, and only. because, she believes.and
teaches it. Other. reason than this for believing: in
any of :the- ‘mysteries of° revelation, no ¢ rotellrvent
Romanist” can-assign’; and: consequently, the moment
an ¢ intelligent” of A Iogtcal 2nd consistent # Roman-

ist” sees.reason’to. doubt.of the mfalhhrltty of the
teaching - of the::Church'on ‘any one point, ke sees
reason “to reject..hep teachmg upon;all. .. The #in-'
telligent” Romanist.therefore, who is,“ not a - true’
and earnest believer” in the doctrine of the ¢ Immacu- | ;
late-Conception;™ is not a true- believer in“the infalli-
bility -of the
can’ have “therefore "no reason:: ‘whatever: for 'believ-
ing in any of the other dogmas of that Church—and is
therefore,  neither Romanist nor Christian, but simply
an ipfidel. , The, Romanist, we say, bas no. better,
indeed 1o’ otker: réason, for ‘believing.in:the.: Divinity:|
of Christ—the JIncarnation of- the- Second Person of
the Trinity==thie Sacrificial eﬂlcacy ol' Christ’s death’
upon the cross, or the inspiration and superngtural®
authority. of the Scrrptures—than ‘be-bas’ for believ-
ing in the “ Tmmaculate: Conception®; of . Mary. -He |
has no reason for.accepting any’one of these. dogmas,
except  the - authorrty of the Chuirch; and if that
anthortty ‘be’insufficient to establish- any one of Lthem,
it is surely insufficient to establish themall,, .. .. .,

- But ‘why should either # intelligent?? Romanists. or.

@ mtelhgenﬂ’ infidels—why-should_any: one, who ap<:f’
3| 'sinners"—saye the-

peals -to- reason,fandJrejects the authontattre tedch:
ings” of : the’ Church-i ubt“for ‘ong moment of the,
Lu Immaculate,eConcepti :

ed Tmmaculate % 2\/Thie présymption certamly is that

all-thie; chrldren T fien’are’so ‘conceived ; nor is there

' belrenog the. contrary, rexcept: the,

ei. Catltoltc Church: - Here is the:sim-

X atestant ¢an’ showy

,,,.5.9 rthout appealm«r 46 "revela-

A %ld chse;. the. soul; of the newly

_ : aculate, or:stained' with: sin,.

then ‘will 'we admitithat:the doctrie of 'the’ Immacu-

late Conception is, as be ‘¢alls tt, @ absird,” " If h&

canpot do: this,; +he imust! excuse’us for: lookmg ‘upon
¢ The ,euthonty of tho Scrrptures in: the:pdthral orde

1bat s, - tbernhlatcnc credibility-must-be:established as

we. est.ebhsh o;credibllity, or historic value;of any> other*

‘ ang;etr;t; doeuments-—ofmhn wrrtmgs of Tecrtus'\or_

by 19" [obelk TR S J

. Lhim ..as..a0, lmpertment addle-patedz blockhe d,” h
‘. makes assertions:thatshe is unable’to sub;

antrate.

~:The-argument —if: 10*such rigmirol
p]y thé ‘term—of 'the .Protestunt ‘against™the, doc-
trine of the Catholic Church, in so far. as, we .¢an
make it ‘outy is—* thit when God toolr upon Hrmself

- |'to “Ueliver maii;' He ‘was born ¢ ‘of & worman,”. dnd

therel'ore not of “an rmmaculnte being:” " [.But why

, : | should not. 2. 2oman be an. immaculate. bezng 2. we
‘ I'ack..'Does not.even: the:Protestant.church. of Eng-

land admit -by.its: collect " for, Christmas- Day—m
.which it-is said ‘that Christ was” ¢ bornof ‘a - pure
vrrgm”—'—that a bemg may ‘be, pure. of zmmaculote,
‘and ‘at/the same time'a. woman ! And, if_it be not
repugnant to Teason .or ¥ absurd?? -to belreve that
Mary was pure or immaculate when® ‘she had attained
an age at which, as from experience . we know, most
chrldren ot' men bave: become 1mpure or stained with

" L actual sin;.why, or how'can it be ““absurd? to sup-

pose that her sou: “was'equally pure or free from all
stain of sin'at the first moment of 'its .création? 1If
the’ Conception of Mary was not Tmmaculate, how
and when did: she: become; what the collect of tbe
Church.of England calls ‘her,“a ‘pure virgin”
immaculate ?:."He who. qualifies ‘the .dogma of the
Immaculate, Conceptron as ¢ absurd,” is; if- amenable
to the: laws of! logic and common: sense,’ obliged ‘to
crrve a'clear and exp'rcrt answer.to-all these questions.
. The ‘Quebec Gazette does, we must admit; attempt
it reply to.the TRUE. WiTNESS of - the 28th ult: to
‘answer these: questions ; or rather, to prove from rea-

son, the transmission of the 'stain of original sin, l'rom.

Adam :to all. bis descendants. - As’ his nrgument is
novel, if ‘not'clever, we take this opportunity of lay-
ing tbe .gist theredf. before; the reader ;. premising
that. it - is.neither. tbeoloorcal nor . psychologreal but

e‘achrng of " the."Catholi¢" Chureh— |

on 2. What reason “can-any{, Lt
oné.assign why,Mary,should ot have ‘been: Concerv-r s

physrologrcal' o

: “Sbe”—Ma.ry—“ had a father and she bad a mother, and
must necessarily J:ave inherited their frailties, ‘there being
none perfect- nmong the desoendents of Adam. "—-Qucbec
G'a.em, 1st inst :

*This is beggmo the questron at'issue; - That, the
Blessed Viigin, bad a father and a mother;. it needed
not the, Gazette;toitell us; but what reason: can -he
assign’ why: the soul of ‘their newly conceived 'child
should inot- hare ‘beén pire or immaculate at the.mo-
ment, of its coneeptron'l Why- rnust it neees=arrly
bave inberited their frailties?

-#-Physiology-proves that the sing of the father deacend
nnto the tlurﬁy&ud fourth génerations.—7b,

:Physiology " does nig-such thing, Physrology may
prove that’ the ‘consequences of a particular-class of
sing’are; radsmrtted from. father. 10.son, but it-does

‘not-show that the: sisis'themselves are transmitted; it
‘does not show: that the soul of the son of the thief, or:

of the: murderer, is stained mth the sm of robbery or:

with blood. " -
fi: the Immaculate Conceptron

For the. doc rrne 0

relates: only to thesoul of Mary, or what theologians
call the’ passtve ‘Cénception. -

Now what light, would
weask of the Quebec Gazette, can physrolocy-—or
anatomical researcbes .however-minute, throw .pon
the state; “of 1he; soul?Even a Curvier.would Ybe sore

puzzled:to: :pronounce ‘upon'the conditioa- of a‘man’s
soulfrom’ ap* mspectlon of the of’ sacrum, of.a post:
niortem analysis: of “‘the. contents of his stomach,:
From these he. might.indeed conclide as to what the’
deceased ‘had.. had for: drnner, but ‘not ‘as to, ‘whe-;
ther he- was m ‘the habit'of sayma' ‘his prayers; asto’
the activity,of digestive - organs,, but hardly as to
bis: acceptabdrty wrth ‘Goda-

. Granted todits follést extent, the proposrtron of the
Quebec Gazéeé, that children inherit the frailties of
their parents—arauted ‘tbat pimples are bereditary,
that the wooden, legged father, invariably and asa
matter of course, begetswooden legged sons, and that.
the materpal wig is ‘combed upon:  the heads of the’
children even to the third and fourlh generation—'
granted all this—and the Quebec Gasette can bard-
ly ask usto grant more-—how can he thence conclude
‘that the soul—not the head orlegs, but the immortal
soul—of the newly conceived child of frail and sinful
parents, is also and already, by no act of its own, foul
with the stain of sin, and’ consequeutly the' object of
its Creator’s wrath? -‘Is this in accordance wrth
reason or physrolowy? C

But we object to- physrolovy as the test of doc-
tring, Apply the principles of physiology to ‘the nar-.
rative given by .St.. Matthew and ‘Sf. Luke of the
birth of Jesus;,. -and how will it stand that test? Is.
not that _narrativeyat the least; . ds - absurd” and as'
e conlrary ito: reason, to expenence, and the pnncr-
‘ples.of: physiology™ as the doctrine of the Immacu-
late Conceptton f the” Mother of Jesus? ' The Pro-
testant 'and his *friends’ should remember that Ro-
tna.nrsts are consrstent “and that, if they should suc-
‘ceed in’ persuading. the latter. to .renounce the .doc--
trine.of ‘tbe Immaculate . Conception of Mary, they:
will have also furnished-Romanists with an’ unanswer--
able argument for: rejecting - the equally “absird,”
and’equally’s unreasonable” doctrine of the Incarna-
stion—of that' Christ wis % born of.a puré Virgin.”

*One T man havin - ,crgo—ell men-ara begotten

' This’ ig. common 8sense, and |-
it ig the-teasobing of the ledrned'also.’ -

Cinajority] of enlltrhtenecl and educated,
‘hig: leadmg Protestant divines, me-.

taphysrctans and‘ ‘philosophiers,’ both. in. the Old and.|i—
‘New, World:—and-ofs afl who reject the Calvinistic:|
{| phase of Protestantrsm-—rerects, as monstrous, as in-

cconsistent. with reason and justice, the “ ergo™ of the

‘Gazétte—ibat: 4 one man having. sinned all.men areif
‘begotten sinners.?
ventrcle, the reasoning of the dld -women who'sit’ up- '
‘on-its benches; :bat *efertamly not of the learned:”

nThls may’be the'logic of the con-

It
may’ be: ardoctrme’o revelatron, but assuredly, it i
We'call there-~

not the: promptmu' of on'npon Sense. ..

‘forel pon the Ga'fem. .torprove his @ ergo;? to, show |
‘by reason, and common sense—that Sense’ whrch hesl

'and. we all have in common—that, * one man: hanng

smned all men: are-begotten smners 2
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se, for {he ‘sense of many. |
treacherous as “William’s |, massacre of the brare aud ‘

% We-should like  to- kiow”—says the Cobourg “
Star, a-Protestant paper’ ‘of” Upper ‘Canada—if it be |

true “that ‘the; Catholm rch condémns all, sec)et
socretres, srmpl)"' on the ground, of, therr being secret

Z- what,-exempts_ibe. Order, of,‘ “the, Jesuls from
this category,and the’still. more: ‘detestable institution
of' the: Inqutstlron ” We: reply—This—that;. neither
the :Orderiof the “Jesuits “nor “thé Inquisition i a
secret “society s and- tlrough in Spain ‘and ’ Portugal
anti-Catliolic sovereigns. may, have succeeded in per-
verting the ¢ mstrtutton of the Inquisition™into an
engine > of ‘their tyranny—the Catholic. Church cannot
be . heid -responsitle for the-acts of ber disloyal and
rebellious children.: “As conceived and instituted by
the Church, tle Inquisition was an admirable institu-
tion; asan-engine of State, and when under Statein-
ﬂuence, it may occasronally have degenerated into a
s¢ detestable- institution.” " From which we draw this
moral—not: that the Inquisition is detestable, but—
that all' interference by the State with"écclesiastical
institutions is corrupting, and injurious to the best in-
terests of religion and bumanity.

Again our cotemporary asks—* if Protestant Wil
r {liam. was.¢ cruel and bloodthirsty® what in the name'of
‘common 5ense, common honesty, and cormmon Jusnce
was the Romanist James 1177

- .James the - Second was a weak: ng, and a very
bad Cathiolic ; whose’ memory no “Cathalic feels him-
self called upon to defend, and whose name has never
been’ put forward as that of a & pious and glorious
sovereign.” AsaKing be attempted to-govern upon
the . Protestant -principle of the  Divine Right of
Kings®—~a principle first broached and defended by
Protestant writers, and eloquently refuted by the
Jesuitsy and the great controversial wrilers of the
Catholic Church, in the XVI, and XVII. centuries.
Early imbued with this principle—~one which whilst.
a Protestant he must have heard proclaimed. from
many a'Protestant pulpit, as the glarious characteris-
tic of Anglican Drotestantism—it is not. wonderful
that James' followed. the precedents of a Henry.the
VIII., ap Elizabeth, of bis grandfatber and his. fa-
ther, ratber than those of the old Catholic and con-
stitutional 'sovereigns of England. - The objects he
bad in view—viz.,—the abolition of the cruel Pro-
testant penal laws, and the establishment of religious
liberty—were good ; the means be employed to carry
them. out were perbaps bad, and certainly not ap-
proved of by Rome ; but bis undrcrmﬁed behaviour in
Ireland, his cowardly desertion of a brave and gener:
ous: people in arms for their lawful sovereign, and the
defence of their native land against the foreigner, are
crimes uupardonahle, in the eyes of ‘the Irishman-and
the Catholic. No Romanist therefore need under-
take the task of defending the, character of James
the Sécond, who was neitber the hero nor the cham-

‘pion, not. even a -dutiful son, of the. Church—and

whose memaory.is not- held in honor by Paptsts at the
present day."

Very different is the case as between Dutch Wil-
liam "of Glencoe rmmortalrty, and nineteenth century
Protestants.. He.,is' their special hero,. their glory,
and their cbampron His #pious and immortal me-
mory™ is their favorite toast, or rather their dozology ;
in which they at once sing praises to his’ name, pro-
fess their belief in the glorrous doctrine of ¢ Protest-
ant Ascendancy,” and commemorate the conquest of

nuland and Treland by the Dutch.

“We therefore. deem it unnecessary to pursue the
1 parallel betwixt the “Glencoe Massacre” of William,
and the * Bloody Assizes” of James, In the latter,
justice was not tempered with mercy ; but there isno
proof ‘that ‘punishment was mﬁrcted upon any except
rebels.who had taken anactive partin the Monmouth
rehellron. There may have been harshness ; the last
penny - may have been usuriously exacted with un-
Christian severity ; but there was neither injustice®
nor illegality, nor, above all, treachery.” James was
unforgiving ; but he did not, like Judas or William,
salute his intended victim with the kiss of peace.

None of these however were wanting in the * Glen-
coe Massacre.” The Glencoe men had committed
no crime against. God or man.- Having taken up arms
for.the defence of their king and country, they submit-
ted to-the foreign conqueror when further resistance
would have been useless; they complied,io so far.as they
could, with all the requisitions of the law which their
new. ‘masters imposed upon them ; they received the
/|strangers .who came into their straths, with hospi-
tality and generous confidence—giving them to eat
and to-drink of the best their glens could afford ; and
whilst relymg upon the honor and’ good t'axth of a
Profestant’ _prince, were, by lis ¢ express orders, mur-
-defed; in ‘cold blood,. and without ferm,of: trial, by.
their véry guests who but. a few hours’ before had
partaken of their bread and their:salt. . It is this
‘that . distinguishes -the - % Glencoe: massacre® from:
every otber. atrocity recorded in -history, and “bas,
| Soomed tbe name: of Duteh William 1o the eternal

“|:execration“not only of every truet Scotchman, of
.|every Catholic, but of every honest loyal hearted

‘gentleman throughout the world. " There have been
MAassacrés more; bloody, uumbermg more’ Victiris, but
none" o . unprovoked none ‘0 cowardly,. none S0

loyal Macdonalds of - Glencoe. -

. Boﬂom, in lus Constrtutumel Hu'tory ful]y admtta tbla.
¥ Macaiilay, who- glorifies the treacherons Dutchman,:
has, a8 our readers, ‘'We _Suppose are nware, been pnblrcly
burncd in efﬁgy in. tho Htv lands

Fme AT Qunssc.———A destructrve ﬁre‘;broke out'
‘in Champlam Street onSaturday-last, dad which was
not* extmgurshed before much ,property had been des
;stroyed e s

The river m front of the crt_y is now. clear of ‘ice..
‘The first steamers of the seasonarrived 4t our wharves
'_yesterday, and-the uavroatron may now”bf' eonsrder\“

‘| mistaken: sentimenis?tend’ to’ und _
| dearest - truths of the’ blessed Evangel 9= hiis’ 18

Tn_r: S.t‘nna'ru Qunsrton =The Montreat W
ues ‘the, discussion of thls"Questrou-
'but, wanders, sadly . from the, real point at, issue; Bu’
twrxt]Cathohcs, and;the. equue of Protestants to whi o
:he:belon 8y thére. is ro question as:to:the- duty of ;:?,h
istaining from:all ‘servile ‘work ‘on: the Liord’s Da
as to the obhgatton upon all Christians to obserre 0
day in seven as a perrod of rest. 'Fhe commands n?
the Church upon these’ points are explrcrt and the:
are! a' sufficient, as'well as the only, reason why y, q
Cathohcs, obserre the ﬁrst day ot' the week to ke o
it holy, . eP'
_But'the, real questrou that underhes all that load of
useless controversy beneathwhich the Montren? Wit
ness delights to crush his readers, ts—Are all mno
cent amusements—that i 18, amusements lnnocent
‘se, and perfectly lawful on Mondays and Thursda ¥
—ag well as all servile. ‘work, forbidden on Qundays’l
Is it of. divife precept;that, on that day, men, should
abstain from all ‘harinless sport, and.all cheerfu]. re.
creatlons, as well as from all servile work 7’ This 3

| the real quéstion’ at issue- betwixt the Sabbatarnms

-and those profane persons who il not Bow dowp be.
fore Mr. Spooner, nor ' worship_thie image whicl (he
‘Puritans of the XVI, century set up. .

We know that, :with the children of. Israel the
Sabbath, though a day on which all uhnecessary wgrk
was suspended, was also a day of feasting and enjoy-
ment; a day. on which the people made: imerry, and
re_;orced before the Lord their God ; ‘each man under
his own vine or fig tree, with music and song. . Are
these then ‘forbidden ‘to the children of the Christjag
dispensation 2—or is it’ enjomed upon ‘them to obserre
their Sabbath in’ silence’ and gloom, whrlst ‘the Jews
of’ c;l;l kept it as 2 day of rnrrtb and as'a joyful fes-
tlva -

The Catholrc answers these questrons in.the nega-
tive.. Neither from reason, nor revelation; neither
from .the matural . law, nor:the law: given through
Christ, can ke learn that amusements, innocent p
themselres, ‘which mterl'ere ‘oot with the hours of
worship, -and which impose 00 - necéssity for servile
work on_ the Lord’s Day upan’ “others, are offensive o
God. On.the contrary ; he is'taught that the Sb-
bath is for man, not man for, the Salgbath .that the
day was accorded-to him by an‘All Mercrful Father,
as a boon ; not imposed upon bim as a .dreary penance
by a capncrous and malevolent _tyrant. Hence and
herein ‘lies the difference’betwixt the Catholic apd
Puritanical observasnce of-‘the. Sunday The one
keeps the day as a “ Feast,” because it is Ais Lord's
Day;. and his Lord is the God of Charity, Whe
foveth-all things that He has made: " The Puritan—
and- in this he also is consistetit—observes it as Jis
Lord’s Day ; and 4¢3 Lord is the ‘God of Calvin and
of Knox——a being who has no one attributein com
mon with the God of Catholrcs, save that of mﬁmte
power. L Do S

Pno'rns'rm'r “ RULE OF FAt'rH ’,’—-A new ques-
tion ‘has been started which, it seems, -will mt be
settled by ‘our separated brethren without much 4. .
culty,:: It is this—¢ Is the Old.+Testament; as ‘w8
as the New, part of the Protestant ** Rule' of F Faith?
If so, is it the #* Rule of Faith” equally. 'and in.the
same sense as the other? and"if'it'is not,'in what re-
spects is it unequally, and ina dzzi’erem sense, to
be accepted by Christians as their ¢ Rule: of: Faith 1
These . quéstions are propounded. by the Ezaminer
—a Baptist organ—to the Observer, the exponent of
some other Protestant sect; -but “to” them the
Observer maketh no reply.- If he ‘deniés the Ol
Testament to be part of the Protestant % Rule of
Faith,” and_yet admits it to, be part of the Bible,
of Written Word' of God, it is clear that he must
renounce his old war-cry. ol' ¢ the Bible, the 2whole
Bible, and nothing but the Bible,” as .the Protestant
“ Rule of Faith.” Still- more: difficult will "be " his
position if be admits that the Old Testament'is in
any-sense part of the Protestant ¢ Rule of ‘Faith ;”
for he will then eitbeér have to admit that'the Old and
New Testaments are egualZy, and 75 the samg sense,
the rule of faith and practice for Christians—which is
absurd ; or to define clearly and sharply,whereinand in
what sense, they are botb part of the same rule of faith
and practice for Christians, and yet are'rot’ equally,
and 37 the same sense, that rule—which is impossible.

"The New York Church Journal=~an Anglicas,
organ—chuckles with glee over tlus drlemma, and
asks significantly i—._. )

4 Does the Observer pee'akicad the necessrty ofa (‘hurch’
whrch hath authority i in ‘controversies of Faith?” -

The - Catholrc, in like’ ‘manger, would ask-of the
Anglrcan——“ Does he—the latter—see the; necessity
of an; znfalhble Church 7.as sueh:alonecan have any
authorrty in controversies of Faith?? A fallible autho-
rity-is no authority af all; and if our, cotemporary claims
authority for what be calls his *“'chureh,’?’ he. must, to
be' cobsistent) claun for ‘it « enfalhbdzty” on. those
matters at least in whrc_h it. exercises.its authorrty,
and pronounces judgient. Otberwise his.position is as
untenable as . that of; hts fellow Protestant, the Ob—'
SErver, v it - o

: FUNNY.-—-The Toronto Cdurck, organ of the‘.
.Anghcan Protestant ‘sectaries in Upper Canada, sayS-.
'that it—* can ‘pity aid forgwe, while ‘it - deéply de-~.
plores, the very. serrous errors into ‘which' the Calvrn-»

| dstie ‘'portion“of’ our brethren: wrthm the church, have:
: fallen”—and % could afford. to'smile.at-the simplicity:-

with : which they’-’—the fallennbretkren—"style'
themselves par! mellence evangelical, did" we-not;
‘groan.;in spirit 45 we recollect' howﬂffearfully ‘their
e’ some of the;

rich’y' almost tor uch,, consrderm sthat. Calvrmsm,.

'_unmrtrgated Calrunrsm, is,the, doctrine. of; the. Church -

iof, Englagd’s.39 articles ; whrehmereudrawn' up by

| the principal Calvrmsts of tbé¢ XVI-century? SEEES



