
THE EXPOSITOR 0F HOLINESS.3'

to thesc questions ive do flot find it neces-
sary tc give a decided yes or no answer.
For, iv'e remark, ive do not demr it ncces-
sary to have positive views conccrning the
matter ourseif, or 1c-ss them upan others.
But we do propos to examine both sidcs
of the question to sec if the foundation of
this deliverance is so solid that it ought to
be trustcd ta hold tip safely the mighty
structure wvhicli bas. been buit with its aid.

Upoan what thien does its truthfulness as
a doctrine rcstP Let us minutoly ex-
amine, believing that lie wvho would put
the slîghtest obstacle in the wvay of sucli
honest and truth Ioving examination
must be in that act siniply promptod by
superstition or bigotry, or bath.

Instinctively ive turin ta the B3ible for
proof. And ive flnd ail the proof known
in the first parts of the twvo gospels,
Matthewv and Luke. In these twvo places
it is distinctly and clearly stated as truc
to façts. Nowv, granted the absolute truth-
fulness of every word or even every para-
graph in the New Testament Scriptures,
and the proof must be satisfactory to all.

But upan what does the truthfulness
of these béginnings of the two gospels
depend ? This is a question which fewv
will face long enough to investigate. A
very superficiaf giance at these tv:'> pro-
ductions will separate the parts w!X:J. tell
of the life of Christ before His baptism
from those parts which refer ta -bis life
then and afterwards.

In the case of Matthew, admitting the
truthfulness of the tradition which makes
iiim the author of the wvhole gospel, stili it
is evident that, whilst in the bulk of bis
gospel, hie tolls wbat he sawv and knew by
personal contact with Christ, concerning
the other part hie necessarily tells wbat hoe
heard from othors. That there is an im-
portant- distinction ta Le noted bore aIl
muxst admit. Hence we maintain on the
strength of this fact, that proving the un-
reliability of thefirst part would not neces-
sarily discount the rest.

In a recent article we referred ta

the history of th.e 'vars of Ccasar iii Gaul as
wVrittén by, lii:nself and shawtcdl that %vhat
hoe wrote about the animiais of Germnany,
from hear say, does not niake incorrect
wvbat lie wrotc as an cye îvitncss. It so
happens that some of his !iear-say stories
are nat truc ta facts. But thon it is also
truc that what hce %%rotc as th-_ outcome
of pcrsonal observation is, in tbc main,
truc ta facts. The sanie criticisrn, if ap-
plied to Mattliev, nma, have a simular rc-
suit, viz., discredit the hecar-say story and
establishi that whiich %vas knowvn to lmf
froin personal observation.

Aidc the sanie rnay be siid cancerning
Luke's gospel. i-aowvecr, %w-ith respect ta
tbis lattcr historian, we drav attention ta
the fact that tuehe r-a part and that
w'hicb hoe had much grcater opportunity
ta verify are separated vcry distînctly the
ane from the other. In fact, t wviIl be
noticed that there are tWo distinct com-
mencements ta bis gospel, a fact wvhiz'i
ntight easily ,tlaken the suspicion that lie
wvas nat the wvriter of bath pants. Moreover,
in this cannection, ive would also draw at-
tention ta bis reference in the books of
the Acts, ta this, bis Gospel. His words
are " The former tr.ý-atisc have I made
0 Theophilis cancerning ai that Jesus
began bath ta do and teach, until the day
in whichi ho wvas rcceivecï Up." This re-
ference certainly botter characterizes bis
Gospel from the second beginning, than.
the whole as it now stands, and tends
ta strengthen the suspicion, that, like the
last paragrapb of Mark's Gospel], it is an
interpolation.

Again, bath MVattbeiv and Luke, in
the possibly apocryphal parts, are made
ta trace the genealogy af Jesus ta
joseph, the husband af Mary, and yct at
the same timo declare that Jesus wvas not
the son af joseph.

As an offset ta this, however, it is assert-
ed by some that one genealogy is made
ta include Mary and the other Joseph.
But, even granted tlis, nevertheless-, anc
may well criticise the manner by which it
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