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and maliee denorinced E-iai as fi blas-
phernous pretender.

Alibinugh manifold views have been
advanced concern ing.iý Christ, ti'ey may
211 be clas.sifled under one of these opin-
ions. Some'hiave ass-eried that the Lord
Jestis ivas simply mn; others again
that he wè divine-that HUs humanity
mwas unreal-that his bodily form was
but a shadoiw.

And there is stili a third view, which
is the belief the Christian Churci, nnd
which was clearly tnalit by Christ
HÏimself:-;-that He ivas God as -well as
imas-ihat lie was onie w'ith the
IFather-the Saviour of mankind-and
lhe judge Who wvill yet summron the
whole liurnWn race before the tribunal
of eternal justice, and ulter the sentence
fraughit with endless, bliss or woe Io
every sou].

Need wè» Wonder that inan ln his
feeble efforts to comprehend the mys-
ferles of the God-head-in atternpting to
solve the ffiYstery of mysteries, God in
human form incarnate, bhould have sig-
nally failed and have arrived at resulu.
as ffur nppcsed as it aspossible to en-
tertain ? .$ no mn himaseif fenrfully
and ivoncertully mnade ? Flow much
lbas the research of ages left unkçnown
concerning the bumnat organisai? Is
not the union oflmind and body as great
a mystei-y to-day as it wnas ln the dawn
ot Philo.:phiy ? Have Nwe not in oùr
oWa, time schools of thought: wholly at
variance as to the essence of mind?

And if our knowled-e of mnu is
limited and imperfect; how much more
@0 our knowledee of God; and how
proue miust the humnan understanding ha
ta es-r when it attempte ta deal with the
4qgsery of the persan qf' Jesus Christ
,whch embrace,ýthe deity Paid, hwum.anfty
-the inex~picable union reprmeeted by

own illumIingtion bas er&ded by ignoring
the bumanity or DIivinity of the Say-

ioùer'R pèrson. These ore 4od eriors.
and to them all subsequent erroneons
views en be reduced, qltlhouegh they
may differ as to their t4ode o? exprebsion.

Moderni objections againist the hu-
ma-nity or Divinity of our Lord do not
materially differ from, cither one o? t bose
fakse opinions whsich prevailed fair back
la the history o? the Christian Church.

The arguments non, advanced may be
more subtle-more seductivg and char-
acteristie -of the age in whichi they are
urged ; but on close examination it will
be found that they are based upon the
radical error that the Lord Jesus uvas
purely aud exelusivelv hunian.

Few, even o? the boldest of' infidel
writers have ventured to deny the ex-
f ,stence o?É the Main Christ J.erus,; -a!-
though they have reverted Io rnny in-
genious deçiees- to reduce Pimn Io the
rânk of a pprely huma» being. As a
mnu they have paid the highest tribute
to B-is moral excellence-have àdinitted
Ris unequal greates-1-Ji, stairileFs
eharacter, but would fn rob lm of
Hlis Dîvinity.

Amorig ilhe opponents of Christi»ruity'
who coula lay dlaim to bigh intellectual
distinction, but one alone was so daring
sud infatuated as to relegate thsihistori-
cal narrative of the lif'e and chia-acter of
the Lord Jesus to the roythical do-
mn.

But is ther' not a consistency ln isý
bold scepti,-,sm, even though ,ît wvoulil
sap the fouridation of ail historical nar-
rative, that is wanting ln thai infidelie
whiclî so far rýýsr2!cts the testimnony of
former ages that it adniits thie reality of'
thé personage of 'the Lord Jesus, but rýj
gardà Hlm only as a moralist of u1Q9-
qglled purity, and wcrthy o? the h1ghZý
est v1eneration?

XF'rw tlbose -h profess to ha honestly
imi search of trigth, who dlaim ta be. d»in*
did in their investigations and really -de-.
$ixpus of erjivingatcniuis.bae
uppn incontrtvertible testàniony, .con. go


