
Review.-Thce Parablc of the jSowei'.

'àîips ivhere the sermon was preachied, and pre-
isuming no doubt on his reputation as an author,
'questioning thein as to, the authority of their
iminister to prcach the gospel, and that; in
thie matinor rather of' a èonsiable'or messen-
ger-at-arrus, t han as à cairn lover of truth or
spiritual adviscr. I-earing, this, wve were indu-
ccd to give the discourse a second perusal, and
judgo of odÙr surpiizo, when lookingc into ]3ishop
fleveridge's woroe, *e find that the grreater
part of it is flot the 'iriter's own9 but a barefaced
plagiarism, froin Dr. es discoursé on the Paia.
ble of the Sotver. We should alvays wish to
be chari.ub1e to the nuthor of a sermon-and if
sound in doctrine wve should'hardly presumne to
censure hlm for handling the subject in uny
wvay, or adopting any style that is most natural
to express his own views and sentiments. Ve'
know ii is a somnewhat difficult task to write a
goôd sermon, and we should not despise any
tribute, however small it miglit beý to the strcam,
of our sacred literature. Nevertheless; us
gious journalistsi we cèrtaiiily hold it to be our
dut', f0 reiuire ibiaf What an wulhor publishes
as his own, should not belong toi another man.
When tho jaekdaw came dressed up in thé plu-
rnage of the peacock it %vas only an act of pro-
priety to rnanifest ;vhose if wvas--and the para-
bie hoids in rofèrence to authorship. It is a
special dishonibui done io the memory GI un au-
tiior, ývhen those wvritings on wvhich he had
bestowed much care, and had bequeathed us bis
Lest legacy to a grateful posterity, ufter being
garbled and interlurded by a less skilful hand,
are servedl up again fo thepublie under a flise
naine. To ullowv this to pass without being
notieed, wvould bu fo connive at the givingý( of
praiso wlmere praiso wvus not due, and1 withho]d-
ingf it where it wvas righteously earned. Ida-
Iny otit~r niluot donsiderations seem fo require
of journiilists io Be vigilant in judging of thé
authoisbip of writings that corne under their
review; It is Horace, wve fhink, wvho reprco-
sents tire public us feeling a peculiar interost in
authors. They point to thein with the lingYer
ia the-public walks, and it is orily right they
should not bie undur a niistake as f0 thoir identi-
ty. It wouid moreover bu an anomaly in the
philosophy of mind wvhicli it wvould seora could
not bu easily explained o, howv one .,who liad the
naine of beir.g "gthe ingenious author" of such
'a book or pamphlet should yet give no other

symptoins of any ingenuity ut all. Hie would
have tlic voice of Jacob and the.hands of E gau.
It is for such, reasons wc doulit not, that a pla.;
giarisin in common literuture is s0 odious-buI
we lumbly think it is ovt'n more so in Sacrecl
literatic. If appoars to us that ir thiefls are
censurable in thie republico' letters, tfIcy are
more so ii the church of God. We must say,
too, wu wvondcr grcatly that un author who is
an advocato for the apostolie succession as cuný
tcringr e.<ciusiveiy in lus owrn bishop, should
have exposeci this doctrine to àtucl eminent
pui by a hI'terary larceny. Presbyterians are
moderateIy wvell read, und wve do not think ilhc
claim f0 the aposiolical succession, wvould weighi
a feather wvith them,_if they found the virtue or
comnmon honesty awanting in those wvbo madé
if. It is not every onu,' the author probably
knows wvbo is capable of discussing, withi him nihe
historicul part of the argument adduced for this
doctrine. The catalogue of a lino of bisiiopc
for 1800 years is a nice uffair ivhichi requires a
good logician to examine its relevancy-and
thon fewv would bave bistoricai furniture enougli
f0 ascertain its fruth-and therefore we wondcr
uiiucli* how a champion wvbo in a dilspute %ýith
the peasantry liad sucli a higrh vunfage ground
on which to stand and bid duflunce {o their mis-
siles, should bave desconded from, this urena and
chalIengred disinfction by bis ucquirements in
thucoioy. "\Ve cannot foUiow yod,"! tIIuý
would say, 11fhrough tbe linkcs of a chain that
terminafes nearly two thousand years.ago, in
the days of theaposties; bttu judgu of apos..
tolie mon net by their pretensions,- but by tlieir
products; wve know that Tiunotiynover piifercdi
any of flic writings of Pnff, neither did Paul
those of TPimothy, nor Peter of Paul. WVu jtidgc
of wvhat is before ils-truth must, bc consistent,
and n3 lie is of the truth.l \Ve four i oh
bu a poor set off to say %viiCh this author, (fot
wvo do not find the wvords lu Bishop Beveridge's
sermon)-" it is te, the office, f0 fthe commissiolle
not to the man thut this doeply rospectful cone
siderafion is to bu paid."

But lest wvo shlold bu thôughit ici muze nvirc
monts %vithout oidcnce, ive shujil now provd
our charge that the groafer part of the --crmor-,
does not belong f0 the atithor %% hic naiineX
boars, but fo J3ishop l3everidgo %vIozýc naine ;y
nover once xnentionied.


