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to eternli puni4umnent, for the sake of
savingly brixîging to Christ the Jews
who ofren st.oncd hini, and as far as
tbey coutd, took lus life. Whoever
Ioved Christ sa inteiisely, if indeed
we may call it love, aund not som-ething
else far surpassing? Shall we then
compare ourselves wvith hîn, seeingr
that he received so much grace froin
on higfli, aiid that he displayed so
mucli personal excellence ? Than
sucli a coniparison, wliat could be
more audacious ?

But I will farther endeavouîr to
show, that Paul was not uncultîvated
in the sense, ini which the objectors
suppose. They themselves admit that
a person mnay be called uncultivated,
citlier becatise lie is iiot 1)ractised iii
the stibtlety of discourse, or because
lie is flot able to defend the principles
of trutlî. But Paul said that he was
rude, not in both these respects, but
only in the former; for hie lias care-
fully made the distinction, saying tlîat
he was 'rude in speecht, but nut in
linowtedge.' Now, if 1 demianded ln
a mnister the case of Isocrates, the
force of Demiostheries, tlie dignity of
'1'lmnicydidt's, and the sublimity of Pla-
to, it woulcl Ucjust to allege against
nie this affirmnation of' tîte apostie;
but I disiniss ail tliese tliings and
hiighîly laboured embellishment of
style, as I arn îîot cotîcerned about
diction and el'îcutioîî. But let, if you
piea.,c, a mninister be eveli a poor
speaker, and let his arrangemnent of
ivords be simple and unpretending,
only let Iimi flot bc rude iii knowledge
and in a discriminating uinderstanding
cf the faith ; nor let hlm attempt to
conceal luis owu) il)efficiency by des-
poili;ig the blessed apostle of his
greatest excellence and chief praise.
l'or by wlîat mcauis, tell me, did lie
confboiîd the Jevs iluat dwelt in Da-
nhiasciis, %vlien lie had flot yet coin-
hîîenicedl to work miracles ? l3y wslat
ineans did lie vauîquisli thc [Icllcîi-str.?
Oni wliat accolint was lie ( Acts ix, 30)
s(uit awýay tu T;tar.,us, \as i t i iut

because lie miglitily prevailed in ar-
gument, and puslîed them so bard
that tliey were exasperated to murder
lin, as thîey could îîot, brook def'eat?
Lt cnuld not be owing to lus mimec-
uliois power, for that 'vas îîot yet in
exercise. No one can say that the
multitude thouglit Iilm a wvonrierful
mai), lu consequeuice of reported mir-
acles, and tluat his atitagonists were
discomfited by reason of' lis reptita-
tion; for tiI! tIen lie had triuînphed
only by speaking. How did hie con-
tend and dispute wvith those who en-
dlcavorcd to Judaize in Antiocb ?
And tiîat Areopagito of that xnost
supcrstitîous city, %vith the Woman
(Acts xvii, 34.), did they not flollow
hulmn in consequence of his public
speaking? And how did Eutyclius
fait froni tIc window ? Was it not
after lie lîad attended to lis instructive
discourse till midniglit? XVlat hap-
pened in Thessalonica andin Corinth?
What in Epluesus and in Rome itself?
Did he not spend days and nights in
succession in explaining tIc Scrip-
tures? Wliat sliould wve say of lis
di.gcourses with the St.oies and Epicu-
reans? To mention aIl thîngs would
demand much time. Since then lie
appears to have made great use of
speaking, both before miracles and ini
tIc midst of tlcm, liow wvili any stili
dare to cati. hM uncultivated, who
%vas exceedingly admired by ail froin
h is conversations and publicspeeches ?
For on what account did tIc Lycao-
nlans suppose hîim to be Mercury ?
He was indeed taken for a God in
consequence of lis miracles; but hie
wvas supposed to be Mercury, flot
from, his signs aîîd wonders, but from,
bis eloquence. By what did thé
blessed man surpass the othier apos-
tics; and low is le so mudl inb tutu
mouths of aIl in thc civilized w'vorld?
Howv is lie wondcred at above ail not
only by us, but also anon- the Jews
anîd Greeksý? L il not owiîîg to the
excelIlenice of lus episIles, by wvhicli
lie lias ben..4ited iot, ouuly tie fluldiful.
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