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-was Luke by a conîparison with, the
Aýcts. It is needless to rehearse tie
process as it is faîniliar. Thiere is a
difference iii the style we allow :but
-.he différence is so small as easily to
be explained by the different ages of
life at whichi they were penned-for
iio main writes at fifty as lie did at iorty.

There is a lately-found eî'idence.
Paul reverts to Luke as the " beloved
pliysician "; and the third Gosp)el
bears traces of a iniedical authorship.
The miracles of our Lord arc closety
.described ; and there is an exacter
reference to organs and blood-vessels
in the third Gospel than in the otliers.
The evidences are convergTent, and
the probability as to, Luke being the
writer is so higli that any sensible per-
-son (even an evangelist or a rheto-
ricianl) accepts it.

The question riscs : Since the case
for one side seemns so clea-r,'wvhat are
the objections whiich. critics hlave tlung
ag-ainst it? The controversylbas heeîî
sharp and acrinionious, and where-
fore? The author blas shown blis
good judgmient in te niethod of b.is
answer. It is obvious that the reader
%vould only hlave been weaide( out bv
a- len-thy review of the objections.
The niaàn of the ivorld, reverenýtly, or
not, is thro.vn into a coinic temiper by
the spectacle or furious and veheient
discussions over a date, or over a
patristic lettcf; and lie concludes
..he srnaller tlic point the loudcr thc
sounds of strife. EVen schoolbovs
'ivould be ordcred off to an asyluni if
lavishing sucli bot and abusive nanics
upon cadli other as the gentie gladi-
etors in thc olden times used to iii-
dulge in when nientioning cach other.
This is the opinion*of thiose who care
not for subtle and finely-drawn dis-
~quisition; it is the feeling of those
who %vill die withaut thc dcgrcc of
Doctor of Divinity (liowever corn-
mon it becoriac.!) but Nwho possess
common sense. Wce do not dcfcnd
this sentiment altogether.Teu-

lic is thankless ; people neyer imagine
their peace to be the resuit of these
earlier antagonisms ; they are the ini-
lierito7s, and as is Uic usual casethey
never dreani of dt labour and blood-
shed îvhichi preceded the agreeable
settiemients of doctrine. Tbey forget
thedouglity champions whose acliieve-
inents forced the fiercest iiîfidels to
feel that tiie Gosp)el was a p>ower flot
ta, be ridicuted. On thée oilher hiand,
it is no delicious treat ta rcad Uic
word-catchin- asperities of schools,
ivhere the mere naine of another
sect was the signal of stormiy rage,
wblere there ivas greater love for thc
creed tlîan for thc trutlî.

Dr. Wace lias acconîmodatcd ]lis
reasoning to this popular sentiment.
H1e, therefore, selects M. Rezan-a
criticwhoseknowlcdge of thc assailants
ci the Gospels, and who, mioreover, -%as
biassedsonicwhlat aaiinsttUic orthodox
forzîîulas. We compliment Iiiîn for
this skilful stroke. It is literary
diploniac)y

M. Renan, whose tinikiing carcer,
by the way, ivas igual fickle, ivas
a rationalist. 1-11- recoiled froîn
miracles. Bct lie i.~ too, ciear-sighited
to throw away tUec histories. There
aire records of Buddba, of Confucius,

Iof Xcrxes, whicli are autîentic ee
Ialthough intersp)ersed %vitî incredible
exploits; Uic fictions do flot neces-
sarily injure the works. There is a
Ilip)pant srepiticisrn wlîiclî satirizes the
miracles, and ierefore recpccts Uic
Gospels. These aspiring infidels are
not abrcast oftflieirowsî professioni; tlîey
are lagging bcliind. Foriîrly U:eir
champions disdained the îniraiclus,a-nd
tiierefore disclaiînd the Evangels ;
latterly, tliey refuse Uic iniratrles, but
reccive Uic Gospels. The change is
subtie but it is dcadly too. The for-
nier thiouglîit that Uic cargc sunk Uic
shlip -iltogetl.ier. 'Modern critics, hîow-
cvcr, throw over thc miracles to,
liglîten Uic vessel ; but if so, the),
niake it so light that e-ecry little gust


