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The conclusions to which we came in our notice
of Mr. Jenkins’ first lectare—on the “ One source of
Roeligious truth”—wepe—I1st—"That the Bible is not,
to Christians, the safe fountain of all revenled truth;
because Christianity is older than the Bible, having
flourished loug &:fore the Bible was written, snd,
therefore, without it ; 2nd—that the Bible is not the
sole source of all religions knowledge; becmuse it
cannot be proved from the Bible, of what seriptures
it should be composed ; and 3rd—that most impor-
fant truths and doctrines caze be established without
the authority of aeritten word of God; because
the whole of the traths of Christianity wwere so es-
tablished.  Ilaving done this, it would appear almost
awerk of supererogation to attempt the refutation of
the other ¢ principles of Protestantism,” whicl, as a
relgious systenr, mnst stand or full with the truth or
falsity of its Lirst principles—that ¢ the Bible is the
sole fountain of all revealed tFuth,”—p. 153 5 and that,
“no truth, or doctrine, can be established but by the
authority of the werittén word of God™—p. H0.—

We shall however coutinue our dissection of Mr. !

Jenkins’ lectures; and though, in a mere newspaper
review, it is iinpossible te notice !l lis objections
against Catholicity, we will do our best to pick out,
atd reply 1o the imost prominent of them.

0. Jeuleins quotes largely from Catholie writers;
but as he rarely gives awy references to the places
sthere his quotations may:bw found, and stilt inore rare-
ly, the originals, we cannol voucel: for their aceuracy,
having no weans to verify them.  Trom sowme speci-
wons, bowever, which Le has given, we should not
feel inelined to place mueh reliance, either on his
ability, or his houesty, as a translator, or copyist.—
For instance, by way of showing the *iuolatry” of
the writers of the Cutbolic Church, when speaking
of the Dlessed Virghn, he gives, at p. 98, a transle-
tion, of some of the expressions used towards her—
« Dh most adoralle body of my dear Mother.” At
page 124, he favors us with the original of this idol-
atrous invocation, which rms—< O addoloratissimo
Corpo deila min cara Madre.” Literally— Ol most
affficted by’ &e. With such evidence of Mr.
Jenkins® lidelity as a translator, in cases in which he
does furnish us with the original, we must confess that
we can place no great reliance on his travslations of
those passages which he more prudently suppresses.
We will endeavar to avoid giving Mr. Jenkins’ rea-
sons to urge a sinilar complaint against ourselves, by
acknowledzing the sources from whenee we borrow
any quotations which we may happen to use. We
will now continue our examination of our authes’s
Protest against the Cathahie Chureh.

M. Jenlins’ Grst lecture, as we have shown, treats
of the * Rule of Yaith”—a subject which coversthe
whole gronnd of controversy betwixt Catholic and
Protestt 3 having disposed of it to kis satisfaction,
the lectarer proceeds to attack the doctrizes of Ca-
tholicity in detail, beginning with the doctrine of
Papal Supremacy, against which he enters the [ollow-
ing Protest :—

“«The Tefonmed churches of Christendom protest against
the assumpzian by any particular ehurch, and therefore by the
Chureh of Rome, of the right to apply 1o itseil’ alone, thetile
of Catholiv, or Universal P—p, 3.

The # Relorined Churches of Christendom™ might
bave spared themselves the trouble of Protesting, and
Me. Jenkins wight have been saved from a lavish 2x-
penditure-of small talk, if they, and be, hail but mk!en
the pains to ascertuin if' there was any occasion for
sieha Protest. The « Reformed Churches of Cliris-
tendom,” and Mr. Jenkins of Montreal, are not alone
in their Protest against the assumption by any “ par-
ticular church? of “tle title of Catholie, or Uni-
versal.? Papists as we are, we are perfectly prepared
10 join with them in their Protest; and to agree with
them in denouncing the assumption, “ by any parti-
rizdar chwreh’ of the title, © Catholic, or Univer-
sad,? as waseriptucal, illogical, and sheer,uunitigated
halderdash. s against Catholicity (hen, Mr. Jen-
king’ Protest is perfectly inoevous, becanse the Chureh
of Rome, in the sense in which he uses the words—
a ¢ partientar church”—does not, and never did, as-
sune Lo itsell the “ title of Catliolic, or Universal.”

The Chnreh of Bome—as a ¢ partieular” Chureh
—is merely the ¢ particular” diocese of the Bishop
of Rewme; and, as “perticular,” no one in liis
senses would dreaw of claiming for it the title of
 Ungversal,? any more than he would for the ¢ par-
ticular® churches of Paris, or Lisbon, of Montreal, or
{Juebec. Members of these « partieular® churches
—though all Iomau Catholies—are no more mem-
bers of the ¢ particular™ Church of Rome, than is
My, Jenkins bimself and it is a ridienlous misnomer,
or rather a dishonest artifice on the part of Protest-
ant writers, to inclide them as members of the
Church of Rome, in the sense in which they employ
those words, aud iutend them to be understoad. [t n
not then to any * particular? church, but to the uni-
versal bady of Taithul, dispersed throughaut the warld,
lolding communion, through the Bishops of th'en'
“marticular? churches, with the Bishop of Rome, that
we spply the title of « Catholic, or Universal.” L

The nest negation, or « Protestant principle,” in
so far as we can gather it from amidst the ass of
verbiage in which Mr. Jenkins shrouds his meaning,
is—That theve is no visible head of the Churel upon
warth; and that therefore, the claims of the Bislop
of Rome, as snccessor of St. Deter, to be that visi-
ble head, is an ustirpation to be resisted, and Drotest-
ed against.  Of sourse, if Protestantism be the Orn
Riricrow, this claim was never asserted duving the
period before corrtiption commenced—i.e,, belore the
Pontilicate of Gregory the Great, A.D. 580 or, if
asscrted, was constantly and wniversally resisted, or
Drotested against. et us sec if history will throw
auy light upen this Protestent priuciple, or bear out
Ale, Jeukins® thesis, that « Protestantism is the-OLp
Rruicion.

Three things -we will oadertuke te prove from the

.earliest records of Christianity, as contfained in the
writings o the Church, prior to the end of the V.
century :— .

1. That, before the Pontificate of Gregory the
Great, it was the general opinion of the Christian
Chureh, that special privileges, and a special oflice,
bad been conferred by Our Lord upon St. Deter,
who was thence denominated the Prince of the Apos- |
tles.

9. That it was equally the- opinion that these pri-
vileges were transmissible 5 and that this office was to
he perpetuated in the Chureh.

3. That it was also equally the prevalent opinion,
that these privileges, and this office, had been trans-
mitted to the Bishops of Rome, as successars of St.
Peter, the Prince of the Apostles.

If we can prove the truth of these proposiliona—
that, prior to the time of Gregory the Great, thesc
opinions did obtain in the Christian Church—we shall
have proved, from history, that modern Protestant-
ism, is at issue with ancient Christianity, and there-)
fore is not the “Orp Rencion.”

We shall have but little dificulty in establishing
the 1ruth of our first proposition—ibiat, before the
Pontificate of Gregory the Great, it was the general
opininn of the Christian Church, that special privile-
ges, and a special office, had been conferred by cor

Lord upon St. Peter, who was thence denominated
the Prince of the Apostles. Mr. Jenkins even, is i
ready to admit, not indeed that this opininn once ob- |
tained, but that it is strongly borne out by the words g
of St. Matt. ¢. xvr, v. 181020, ¢f it can be |
sliewn that our Lowd soid to Peter—1hou arta
rord: and wpon this rock—or, thou art a store, and
upon his stane”—thatis, if it can be shewn that te
employed the same word used to designate LPoter, 10 |
designate also the rock upon which e promised to
build ITis Chureh.  Mr. Jenkins’ reasons for hold-
ing that Christ employed different words are, that, in
the Greei., Latin. and English translations of St.
Ma(thew’s Gospel :—

¢ The two words are different—one is € prtros’ which means
n small stone or pebble—the other is ¢ petra? which signifies 0

irock. The vulgate so far as the Latin Ianguage enables it to

(o o0, maimains this distinction. * Lu es Petrus et siper hane
Potram.? Wour Lord had said, thou avt a rock, and upon this
rord—ory thou arl a stone, and upon this stone, We might be
ready 1o allow that the literal interpretation af the words wonld
cpent 1o fuvor the meanitg that Jesus Christ intended to aidinm
that 1Te wonld build His Church upon Peter.—p. 77,

T4 Mr. Jenkins will but eall to mind that our Lord
spoke neither Greek nor Latin, nor yet English, he
will at once perceive how puerile is his objection ba-
sed upon mere grammatical peeuliaritics.  Inreader-
inz the original Syvo-Clatdaic of his text, the un-
known transtator of St. Matthew’s Gospel was oblig-
ed to adapt himsell to the genius of the language |
in which e wrote. In this it was necessary to give
the word rock, when applied to a man—Peter—a
maseuline termination—und hence the difference of
aenders, ¢ Petros, Peira?  But in Syriac, the lan-
suage in which Our Lord spoke, there is no differ-
enee of geaders, and therefore no difference, betwixt
the wordl used to designate Duter, and that which
Our Lord employed to designate the ree/e upon which
ITe intended to huild His Church.  In support of
this we appeal to the Pesehito, or ancient Syriac
version of the DBible,” a version made at the time
shen the langnage of Our Lord was still the vernacu-
lar to thase who made it; and in which—as admitted
by a writer in the last number of the North Dritish
Reutcw we bave in many eases, « the exnct words
employed in their pudlic ministrations by Our Lord
and ITis Aposiles®—an advantage which we cer-
tainly do not possess in any Greelk or Latin versions
of the Bible. Now, in this Syriae version, we find no
sueh differences of termination as those which occur
Lin the Greek or Tatin translations, and upon which,
the whole foree of Mr. Jenkins® objeetions, to the

calue of the text, in favor ol the special dignity of
Peter, rest. Tn the Syriac the words—in all proba-
bility the ipsissima verbu of Our Lord—are—

¢ Apath Cuten, vehall hada Cmiena :?

the sell-sume words leing applied by our Lord to
“ Peter?—and the ¢ rock” upon which Our Lord
promtised to build Ilis Church. The argument,
therefore, fonnded upon the distinetion of genders, in
the Greek translafion of Our Tord’s words, falls to
the eround ¢ and if teue to bis promise, Mr. Tenkins
must he ¢ ready to allow that the literal interpreta-
tion of the words favors the meaning, that Jesus
Christ intended 1o affirm that ITe would build Ilis
Chureh” upon the reck Peter.

That this was the general opinion of the early
Christian apologists and controversialists, is clear
from the language employed by them whenever they
have occasion to allwle to St. Peter. St. Ignatins—
Tertullian, before yielding to the errors of Montan-
ism—Origen and St. Cyprian—St. Cyril, St. Basil,
and St. Crysostom in the East—St. Oplatus, St.
Ambrose. and St. Jerome in the West-~nay, the
Bishops of Rome themselves, long hefore 1t ¥ may
be said that the corruption of the Church of Rome
had commenced ®—all wnite in admitting that special
privileaes had been conferred on St. Peter; and not
only admitted it, but almost invariably appealed to it
as a universally recognised faet, in all their dispuia-
tious with the heretics of their time-—more learned,
more [ormidable, aniagaonists, but not less bitter opo- !
pents of the prerogatives of the See of Peter, than
the heretics of ours. Titles, such as—¢ Prince of

* In the apinion of many learned men, the New Testament
prortion of the Peschito version of the Scriptures, was made,
at the Jatest, ot the beginning of the thind century, and from a
(ireck text. This strenzihens our argamént: for it shows
that, within two hundréd years niier onr Lovd’s departure,
there were, in the langnage which He_ spoke whilst on earth, |
no menns of marking the distinction between © Setros’ and }
& Porra® which obiamed in tbe Greek text, and which the
Orientals would have been sure to have maintained, if the grnm-
matien! structure of their language had afforded them the op-
portunity, or religions opinions, analogous to those of Mr.
Jenking had imposed npon them the necessity, of sodoing. ]n_
proot of the antiguity of the Peschito it is sufhicicnt to mentioi,
that it ia constantly relerred to, ag, evenin his tiine, of od
sianding, by St. Ephrem, who lived in the fiouwrth century.

the Apostles—Supreme Herald of the Cliyrch—"Tle
Blessed one who was preferred to the other disciples
—The mouth of all the Apostles, the summit of the
whole college ” (St. Clhrysostom). % The Doctor
of the whole world,” éh.—abound in the writings of
the Fathers of the 2nd, 3ed, awd 411 centuries, and
were by them freely conferred upon St. Peter.  But

it is unnceessary to multiply quotations : we would

refer the reader to Archbishop Kenrick’s admirable

Dook on *'Ihe Drimacy.” i which he will fnd

them at full length, with ample references given, wd
means of verilication.  Wo will proceed to the
proof of our second amd third propositions—1ihat it
was the general opinion of the ancient Chureh, that
the speciul privileges of St. Peter were transmissible,
and kad been teapsmitted, throngh the Bishops of
Rome, as the successors to the privileges, and oflice,

Lof the Prince of the Apostles,

And liere onr only diffienlty arises from the abun-
danee of matemals 2t band 3 we know not which to
select. Dt as Mr. Jenkins hag been pleased to

{quote, and comment upon a well known passage from

Et. Trenmas, in which that Tather bears most explicit
testimony (o,the abhorred tenet of # Rowmish Supre-
macy,” we will commence with that.  "The passaee
in Latin—for the Greek original has been lost—reads
thus :—-

“ Ad hane eccesiam *—he Chirrch of Rowe—S propter
potiorem *? wnany read *F potendiorem =% principalitatem ne-
cesse est omuem convenire evelesinm.”

Tlaw are we to understand ¢ convenive 777 “ Tf we
take the word in its intellectual sense * says Nean-
der, the passage must be tuken to mean—< All
Cliwrehes must agree with the Roman Churel, as the
one having pre-eminence over the rest.”—Neander,
vol. 1. Eeel Hist, See. 2. Dut this meaning would
not square with Mr, Jenkins’ theory 5 so he seeks to
evade its loree, by attaching another maaning to the
word in dispute—¢ convenire ?—and gives, as the
tue rendering of the passaze—¢ Lo this chureh it
must needs be that the whole church should resore.”

We do not deay that the Latin is siisceptible of
this interpretation ;5 but, in the absence of the origi-
nal, Mr. Jenkins has noright to pronounce so positive
an opinion, not rven pausing to tuention that the
true meaning of the passage has been the subject of
long and laberious disewssion amongst the fearned—
and that the contrary opinion to that of My, Jenkins
tias very gencrally obtained amengst Protestants.

¢ It is very guestionable® says Neounder, < what Greek word
the term ¢ cuhvenire * correspomls 1oy whether 1o siemdeeiie-
fn ax iz supposed by Dro Geiseler, and by Dr, Nilszeh, o to
Sesurerfesthed 2 1f the fotter, then by coming, wust be un-
derstood @ eomning to that place in person.*— /5,

Now, Mr. Jenkins Las no right, avbitrarily to as-
sume, in opposition to critics hike Geiseler, that ¢ (he
latter™ was the Greek word corvesponding to the
Latin « convenire ;7 move particularly when he las
the authority of Salmasius,ou this very passage, dead
against him. Do the testimony of the latter no Pro-
testant will object; a zealous Calvinist, bis literary
qualifications as a classieal eritic are thus recognised
by the Protestant 1Tallam:—

¢ Bt the areatest in this provinee of literature was Clade
Saumaise, best known in the Latin form, Salmasivs, whom
the generad sufitage of his cumpeers placed at their head. An
incredible erudition, so that it was said, what Salmasius did
uot know wax beyond the bounds ol knowledge; a memory
sneh as none bat these great scholars of former tines seem
have possessed ;5 a lite passed, naturally enough, in solitary la-
bor, were suflicient to establish his fame among the learned
—Jfallam, Intr to Lit. of Iurope, c. ), sect, 1.

Now, the commentary of Salmasius, in his treatise
“ De Primetw Pape,” ¢. B, on the above quoted
passage, from St. Irenzus, is as follows :—

« Necessc cst, dicity omnem Eeelesiam conveunive ad Roman-
am guod siguifient convenire, o concordare

Vin velus fidety et doetyina cum Romana Leclesin?

Backed then by the opinion of scholars Jike Sal-
masius and Geiseler, we will adopt the « intellectual”
meaning of the word ‘ convenire;™
Mr. Jenkins, claim St. Jrenwus as a witness to the
fact, that,in the second century, it was the general
opinion of the Cluwistian Church that it behoved all
churches to agree “inmatters of faith and doctrine
with the Roman Church i’ and that, therefore, Pro-
testantism, which rejeets this opinion, is not the ¢ OLb
Rreuicion.”

But we can afford to dispense with the testimony
of 8t. Trenmus to the faet, that, before the Pontifi-
cale of Gregory the Great, it was the general opinion
of the Christian world that the special privileges, and
office, of St. Peter had been inherited by the Bishops
of Rome, as the successors of St. Peter the Prince
of the Apostles. In the V century, “it may be
said,” that the corruption of the Church of Kome
had not commenced ; yet at the Council of Lphesus,
AD. 431, we find the following clhims openly put
forward by the Presbyter Philip, in favor of this in-
corrupt Romar Church, and the Supremacy, of Celes-
tin ., as succossor of St. Peter:—

¢ It is beyond donbt—yca, known throughaut all ages—that
the Blessed Teter, to this time, and for ever, lives in his sue-
cessors P —Act, Cone. Bph., queoted by Geiscler,

But not to multiply quotations, wlich we might do
without end, we will content ourselves with eiting
Prolestant testimeny to the facts, that, in the earliest
ages of Christinnity, the Bishops of Rome claimed
for themselves, and the Church generally recognised
in them, certain special privileges, as successors of
St. Pelar, the Prince of the Apostles:—

¢ Yery early, indeed, do we observe in the Roman Bishops
fraces ol the assumplion, that to them, assuccessors of St.
Peter, beluniged a paramount anthority in ecclesiastical dis-
putes; that the cathedre Petriy oy 1he source of the Apnstolic
tracition, must take prevedence of all vther eeclesies apostolice.
Such an assumption was put torward by the Roinan Bishop,
Victor, when, about A.D. 190, —Jong before ¢ it may be said,
that the corruption of the Churéh of Rome had commenced,’
—he excommunieated the churehes of Asia Minor on ac-
count of vome triling dispute refating toa mere external matter,
[n the Montanistic writings of Tertullian, we find . indications
that the Roman Bishops already issued peremptory edicts on ec-
clesiastical matlers, endeavored to make themselves considered
as the bishop ol bishops—cpiseapos episcoporim—and were in
the babit of appealing to_ 1he authovity ot their antecessores””
~—Neander Iicel, Hist., Vol. 1, Sect. 2.

The same author admits that, in the time of Cy-

and, despite of

prian, “the transference of the politieal supremncy
ol Rome in this spiritual form” was “already com-
plete ;7 and cites, as ¢ uncontroverted,” the ];ussnge
from St. Cyp., Xp. 53, ad Cornel—* where he styles
the: Roman Clurch the— Petri cathedra, ccclesin
rincipalis, wnde unitas svcerdotalis exorta 152
—db.—1b. 1lealso cites St. Optatus, of Mileve,
i the IV century, as beholding, in Peter the head of
the Apostles, and * in the Roman Chureh (he inde-
structible cathedra Desa?, standing in the same rela-
tiou to the other cpiscopal churches, as the Apostle
Ueter stood to the rest of the Apostles.”— Neunder
Lecd, ¥list., Vol. 3, Sect. ™.

In urbe Roma, a Petro primo cathedram episcopatem esse

collatam, in qua sederet omuinm apastoloram caput Petrus, i
gt una eathedra unitas ab omnibing servarciun — fi.— 29,

But were these “ assmptions of the Roman Bi-
shops™ recognised in the varly ages of Christianity ?
We answer unbesitatingly-~Ifhistory may be helieved,
they weve. We turn 1o the Canons of the Coun-
cil of Surdica, A.D. 346; and we lind the supreine
jurisdiction of the loman Pontills fuily recognised,
in the recognition of theirright to appeint judaes 16
hear the appeals of all Bishops, candenmed by infe-
vior tribunats.  \We have already seen.the high, an:l,
in the opinion of Protestants, the arrogant pretensiona
ol Yope Celestin, through his leantes at the General
Council ol Liphesus; in its solemn sentence of depo-
sition against Nestorius, we find that auzust assombly
fully ratifying, by its decrees, those prefensions )
 Coneti per saevos eanones, et epistulnin sanctissimi patris
nostri—Cuwlestini Rumnne Ecclesiie episcopin??
T'his sentence, conlirmed by one hundred amd
cighty-eight Bishops, fully shiows what was their opi-
vion of the authority of the oly Sce, aud proves
thal it was o vain boast on the part of the Roman
Presbyter Phillip, when, confirniing, in the nawe of
Pope Celesting the acts of the Couneil, he addressed
the assembled athers as follaws 10—
T ix not doubited by any oney i rathier it ims been welt
kirown in all ages, thint the holy and most blessed Peter, the
Pritice and head of the Apostles—ihe pillar of faith, and’ tle
fonndation of the Gatholic Gharch—reecived trom Quy Lord
Jesus Chirist, the keys ol the Kingdom and power
1o Lind and lovse was given w ltim, who, town to the present
timey awdd forcvery lives and judges G0 his sweecssars ' — At
Cone, foph, Lhoid Col —quated Ly Gedseler.

At Chaleedon, as at Tophesus, the authority of De-
ter was recognised in the person of his successors
and a Leo, as well as a Celestine, successtully assert-
ed the supremacy of the Diship of Rowe, over the
Jmperors, and the Patriarchs, of 1he Itast.

“His Legates,” says Gibbon, “ required in a peremprory
tone the presence of the Emperor; and the weary tathers were:
wansported to Chaleadon under the knmedinte eye of Marcian.,
and the Senateut Constintineple. ., Six hundred and
thirty Bizhops wereranged in onder, in the nave of the Chureh
but the Latrivrchs of the Iust vere preceded by the Legutes,
of whom the third was a priest Y—Giblon, c. xIvii.

The subscquent proceedings of the Roman Pon-
tiffs, as narrated by the same Pvotestant bistorian, are
conclusive as to the fact, that, prier ta the VI cen-
fury, the Bishop of Lome, as suceessor of Peler,
claimed, and exercised, supreme jurisdiction.

¢ For accepting the communion of Alexandrin, without o
formal wpprobatiom of the same svnod?~—~Chalecdon—*¢ the
Patriarchs of Constantinople wereanathematized by the Popes.
Their inflexible despotism. . . Afinally abolished the me-
mory of four Byzamine Pontills, whe had dared to oppose the
Nupremacy of” Peter 2—10,

T the West, and at the same carly periad, we find
the same deference to the Chairof Peter. A Coun-
cil of Bishops, in North Africs, send their decisions,
on a controverted point of doctrine, to the Bishap of
Rome for ratification. L'he Tope Innocent I, replivs—
AD. 417 —praising them, in that they ¢ had consi-
dered themselves bound to submit the matter to his
judgment,” in accordance with the divine, not hunan,
counsels, ¢ that, whatever was transacted in pro-
vinces, let tlem be ever so vremote, should not be
considered as ratified until it had come to the know-
ledge of the Apestolic Chair.”—Neander Eecl.
History. On the avthority of the Roman Church.

Tt will be objected that these assumpiions were
often contested ; and the angty correspondence of
St. Cyprion will be cited as a case in point,  With-
out going into the merits of the Cyprianic controversy,
which our limits do not permit, we would observe
that modern Protestant writers, on * Romish Supre-
macy,” find, in the correspondence alluded to, such
striking evidence of the recognition of the claims of
the Roman Church, (hat, in order to get rid of their
testimony, they hesitate not to pronounce them for-
geries—fabrications of a lale date—by a corrupt
Church, in order to impose its usurped duthority upon
an ignorant, and easily deluded multitude. We re-
commend to Mr. Jenkins a perusal of the Rev. Mr.
Sliepperd’s * istory of the Church of Romwe to the
end of the Ipiscopale of Damasus, A.D. 3843 in
which the writer, an Anglican clergyman, is obliged,
by way of frecing himself from the awkward position
in which he would be placed by recognising the ge-
nuineness of the Cyprianic correspondence, to treat as
extremely doubtful, even the existence of such a per-
son us St, Cyprian; as to the letters themselves, he
at once proncunces them to be Romanist forgeries,
so pawerlully do they assert the validity of the Ro-
mish claims, and refute Mr. Jenkins® theory, that PPro-.
testantism ¢ is the Oup Rericion.”

But we have trespassed too long on the patience
of our readers. Soma other remarks which we have
yel to make, we must defer until until next week.

It is rudnored that it is the intention of the Crown.
to take the prosccutions of all the parties charged
with murder, on the evening of the 9th of June, into
its own hands.

Birth. .
Tn this eity, on the 12w iust., ¥rs. John Campbell,
of a son,

THE OPENING of MONTREAL COLLEGE will
take place on MONDAY, the 20th inst.

A. NERCAM, President.




