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copied a lost Primitive Gospel. it would
be perfectly natural that Matthew1,
Mark and Luke shoud have fifteen
complete words ini commion and it is
also perfectly natural that Mattbiew and
Luk'-, wvhen left to their own diction
shî,uld hiappen to use only tbree other
insignificant words in common, 'trie,"
,-but " and ' he said .'> but it is out of
the question as wve say immensely im-
prorabie, as the ca'culus of probabili-
tics says, that Matthewv sbould in six
verses use twenty-four other complete
words exactly the sanie, and in thie
saine position, as those used in Mark,
and that Luke shou d use twenty five
other cumplete words anîd those entire-
ly différent ones. l'le improbability is
nmull;'.>ns to, one»

The reader interested in this subject.
beginning at Matthew xiv., i, and
reading to the* end of the Gospel, will
find a very striking coincidence of
wording with Ma- k iv.. beginnin2 with
the 14 th verse and thence forward.
Maithew xxiv, r5 and Mark xiii, 14,
have t yen lhe sainie parenthesis as
have also Matthew ix, 6 Mark il, Io
and Luke y, 24. For verbal simitarity
of Luke anid Ma rk note tce cloie
resemhlgnce of Nlark i. 2 1, to, iii ~6 (ini-
clusi'.c) and Luke iv-, 31 t0 vi. Il.
Note also, the idcntity of Lukc's account
of the woman who touchcd the hem of
Jesus' garnient, (Luke vil., 43-48,> with
Mark's narrative (V., 25 34)

On the proposition that the language
which is commori to al] thrcc of the
Gospels is the language of a Primitive
Go)spm-1 uscd by Matthcw, Mark and
Luke as a basis of their narratives,
lWestcott thus sets forth the relation of
cach of the present Gospels to the
original.

Mark bas 93% of coincidences and
7% o>f différences.

Matthew has 58%/ of coincidences
and 4201 of differences.

Luke has 411l Of coincidences and
59*/. of différences.

).'hn bas 8'/. of comncidcnces and
92'1/ of differences.
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(A-.pier read before the Young Frie,:îk' As'oc:auain
ofNcw York, and Brooklyn:. 1irstday nihla, i211:
silo. t2, s897, at Schermerhoni Street Mtieing,
B3rooklyn, by Daniel Gibbons.>

TIhe skeptic, or, as he is variously
stylcd, the "unheliever," the "intidel,"
the "1h.-retic, ' tre what not. is a familiar
figure in history In tecd, for aught we
know, he probab y antc-dated wrtten
records, and may hav~e been an object
of greater horror or detebtation to thie
savage ancest irs of the refined nations
of modern limes than bis successor
has been to Iheir descendants. Judg-
ing hy analogy, it is flot unfair to
assume that soie pre-bistoric thînker
nny tiave suffeted disconifort, or niay
be death for daring to suggest to the
forefathers of the Englisli speaking
race that Th,'r was a m>)th, that there
wvas nio such person as Friga, the g iddess
of love, and thal lie did not helieve the
thu der was the voice of an angry
deity. Amo' 'g the Hehrcws, there
does nol appear to have been a very
militant type of unbcliever at any tirne
in their hisîory ; but among the Grecks
and Romans, diibc ief was very co'n-
mon and bas left ample evidenc1ýs in
their literatuire 'llie in )st distiriguisbcd
of the hereîics of the old myî'iology
was the famous Lucian of Sam i sala,
'Wvho, thoueli bomn in humble ci cum-
stances, arose to the first rank ainong
the thinkers of bis day, and has IcUt
works which are flot withouî a great
deal of interest in this day Ini his
fanious "Dialoeues," he saîirized the
the<'logy of the Greek and Rom mn
world in niany ways, and also tbe affect-
ati>ns of the philosophers of bis own
and carlier timeq. Tlhat lic was pos-
sesscd of keen judgnient and a grtat
dca) of tbe spirit of truc bumor, would
seemn to be a:nply prov n hy one or
tvo îhings, which I shail digress far
atid long cnough 10 mention :

In one of bis works, for instance, he
treais of an imaginary "Sale of ihe
Philosophers " Socrates, who, wiih
the good cînperor, Marcus Aurelius,


