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Sonte writer on Homihetics advises bisi

students ta study careiulhy the miethods aiz
event, preacher wbn obtains and keeps a
strong hold upon the commnnity. That is a
gond thing ta do, not onît, with great preach-1
crs but witb aLinluential mon. Influence is a1
peculianîtsubtle kindoaia tbing. Wbatmnakest
somo mon intluential factors in the commun-
ity, and aiber mon nf mucb the samo wealtb,
intelligence, social position and generai stand-j
ing, more cphrs ? Wbat makes samo
people magîîetic and other people, their
equals in morality, perbaps in spiituaity, ne-
piîsive? Even grace doos not niake some
people moderatelt, attractive.

It goos unsaid that Wilfred Laurier is at
the present tume the mnst attractive political
personalîty in the Dominion. Other public
men excel hilm in certain linos, but taking bîm
aIl round, Laurier ii easiiy frst in the matter
ni pensonal populaity. Mant, ni bis political
oppontents admire iin as nwuch as bis politicai
triends do, and probabît, mare than sanie ai
thern do. Thero is a type ai Grit that neyer
admires anybody. The bitter, j calons, fanît-
fanding Grit, tinks that bis dnty ta bis party
requires bu ta be continualît, proding and
kicking bis leaders. GriLs ni that kind do flot
admire Laurier for the simple reason that
thet, nover admire anybody but thonselves.
Nearît, ail the other people in the Dominion,
bowevcr, do admire Laurier, and, for the tino
being at eas, hc is Canada's most magnotîc
\man.

The causes ni bis poplarity are bard to

analyze. It is impossible ta lat, Vour finger
on ant, anc quality and sat,, Now, thnt is the
secret ai Laurier's popularity and strength. ln
the Stato ho occupios niuch the sanie position
as Dr. Donald Fraser occupied in the cburch.
We nover yet saw a man wbo couid explain
the secret ni Donald Fraser's power in the
pulpit. We bave beard a number ai very
shrewd men tny, but flot anc ni thoni seemcd
ta sncceed oven ta bis own satisfaction.
Dnnald Fraser was not what is popularît,
cailed a "man ai the people," Vt the people
rancît, failed ta ,lIlow him. If ho preached
thnee tures on Assembît, Sabhath in ant, Ca-
nadian city ho drew the langest and most rep-
resentative people every time, fia matter

.who preached in the other churches. Lau-
rier is nut a " man ai the people " in the sense
in wicb vulgar demagogues use that terni.
Ho is a plisbed, refined, higbly edncatod
gentlemnan. Like Donald Fraser ho bas a
gond deal ai stylo about bum. Ho bas tone,
genuine tone witbont the sligbtest suspicion ai
shoddy or pinch-beck. The taughest aid
canipaigner wouid not daro ta slap hum on the
back and ask bu ta come in and 'ltake
somoethîng." Ho is as unlike the old lino
liquar-np, hail-fellow-well-niet politician as
possible, and yet ho draws as largo crowds as
ever gatbered aronnd a public man In
Canada.

It ougbt ta be remembered, hawever. that
sa fa, hether by accident or designi, Lau-
rie's largest meetings have been beld if the
most cultîvated conimunitios. York, Brant,,
Peol and Winnipeg bas each a population
that for taste and intelligence cananotho sur-
passed if ant, part ai Canada, or for that
ni- atter in mant, parts ai the world. It would ho
easy ta namo communities in wich the Op.
position leader might find bis fine loquence
eclipsed by sanie orator wbose stock in trado
consisted ai vulgar staries told in a vulgar
way.

Laurier's snccess as an orator bas been
won in Ontario, an the face ai sanie immense
dîsadvantages. Ho îs a Frcnchnian, and for
years it bas been the busnness ai certain
parties in Ontarion t sr up teelanR against
thoîr French tellow-citizens. Ho îs a Roman
Catholic, and since the autunn ai 1886 the
rnost persistent eflorîs have been made in
Ontario ta turf Protestants against Catbolics.
He represents a panty that has beon in a min-
crîtY sînce 1878 and that perhaps nover had

a lorger majority against it in the Carninons c
that it bas now. Ho is not rich. Sa far ast
we knaw ho bas tew, i any influential con-t
nections. Ho bas no offices to give. Nearit,5
ail bis parliamontary lite bas been spent ini r
Opposition. And yet, \Viltred Laurier ist
easily the mast popular man in Dnominion 1
politici.1

We do nat pretend ta state, much less to
analyze the causes that bave iven Mr. Lau-
rier bis hugh place at a comparativoît, carît,
age. Ho is an bnnest man, but we hope
honest men are flot soscarce in Canadian public1
lufe tb~at commun honesty caonshîgb dis-i
tinction. Ho bas a fine mannor, but sa bas
nearly every Frencbman in the House, and
several wba are flot Frenchmen. His Eng-.
lish bas a peculiar charm because ho learned
it frram books, white most oi us learned part of
ours on the street. Ho bas fia sncb humour
as D'Arcy McGee bad, ar as Sir John Mac-
donald bad. Ho bas no such strengtb as
George Brawn bad. Btter voicos than bis
coutld ho counted bt, the dozen. Ho b as a
fine pbysique but so have mant, other mon.
His position as leader explains notbing, be-
cause if ho bad not been wbat ho is, ho nover
would bave been leader. Besides, it is the
businoss ai a certain type ai Grit ta belittle
their own leaders. The Grits who under vani-
aus naines tried to knife Sir Oliver, ast June,
as a reward for the twenty-years af taithinl
service wnnld naturally think ail the less ai
Laurier for bing their leader. Vert, likely
Laurier's snccoss arises ironi a combination
ai qualities rather than troam ant, ane quality
that mainît, makes hlm what ho is There are
menai tbat kind. Wehbave always thougbt that
Donald Fraser was ane oi them. It is bard
ta explain the power ai a man of that kind.
Tbey are mon ai a fine strang combinatian,
and because their strength arises froni the
combînation you cannot name any anc quality
that makes theni strang.

COMMON SENVSE VERSUS JuCHUER
CRJTICISM.-NVO. 1IL

BW REV. JOSEPIEiIiMILTON.

In a former papier I re.erred ta Dr. Driver's
contention that the earlier and later parts ai
the Book ofIlsaîah must heof aifierent author-
shîp, because ai the difference ai style, and
the diffrence ai thougiz!. b this papenl will
deal briefit, wth bis two other positions, name-
It, ihat there is a difference ai theology, and a
difference ni words, that caq ho accounted for
only by a différence ai athorship.,

The dîfference in thetheaoogy ai the earlier
and iter parts ai the Book that Dr. Driver
thinks s0 conclusive might ai course came
undor the head ai a différence ai thoughit;
but it is wortby ai being considered separatoît,.
Dr. Driver s vert, strang on the doctrine ai
distinctions. No matter wbat simîlarities ho
may flnd ta mun tbrough the whole ai Isaiab,
those count for nothing in bis argument ; if
ho can anît, flnd distinctive ideas or phrases
in différent parts ai the Book, ho thînks there
miust ho différent authnrsbip. He speaks
contemptunusit, ai theoIllists ai similarities "
that bave Ilbeen drawn up, and copied by anc
writor fromanother." Ho admits thai "simi.
larities ai figure or mtaphr" are ionnd ini
dfféent parts ai the book, but ho says thet,
are 'flot distinctive similarities." What kind
oi simlarities would satisiy Dr. Driver, or
givo bu nany suggestion ai identity ai author-
sbip, is more than I cau imagine.

1 amrnfot insisting bore that the similarities
in Isaiab prove anything. WVbat I want ta
show is, that the difféences in the thought,
and especialît, in the theology ai the Book,
by fia means prove, or even suggest, ant,
change of anthor. In any simlar case, but
especialît, in this case, might we flot expect
a dference-perhaps a great difference -in
the thought and the tbeology ai the writer ?
Only glance at the striking features ai the
case. Here we have Isaiab a man ai no
commun order , an edicated nman , a man ai
ardent temporament i a mnan, evidently,,ofa
strang, wide, progressive mind. Does-such a
man romain stagnant ? Do flot the processos
ai lie and ai bis awn mmid develop him, until
alter a white bis wholo manner ai thougbt s
changed ? That is what wo expect and find in

Our Own case, and why not in Isaiah ? Thon
this man bail a long tinte ta develap. Front
the record it semns that ho was no less than
sixty years in public 111e. Siirely such a man
migbt change a gond deai in that space of
ime. But besides this, Isaiah was inspired.

He was not tvholly dependent on the usual
processes of development. The Spirit %vas
with bum ta lead hbu juta higher and wider
truth. Suroît, in sucb a case Isaiah -might
really have sanie Il new thcology " by.and-by ;
and if tbere seems a new departure at saute
points, ought we ta ho much surprised ? Then
in addition ta ail this, Isaiah lived in very
stirring times ; the nation passedl through
severai crises during bis lifc ; and hoe was the
commissionedl ambassador of God, ta deliver
difterent messages ta the nation, suitcd ta the
changing conditions of the 'tinte. WVbat
change of theolaqy will flot such conditions
account for? Even if we discovered somte radi-
cal changes,-not errors correctcd, but changes
and devclop ment s-th at is anly what we might
reasonably look for. To seek for and sift
out a few minor changes of theoiogyV in the
later part of the Book, and to insist that these
indîcate a change of author, must strike any
candid mind as a vert, weak effort ta sustain a
foregone conclusion.

This would appear stili more evident if we
bail tue ta notice the instances in which Dr.
Driver secs such changes in the theology nf
the Book. Take but ane instance. Ho says
that Isaiah-meaning the author of the first
part of the Book-" depicts the majesty of
Jebovab ; the author of chapters xl-lxvi His
inflnity." Is ibis an abrupt transition ?
Surely flot, considoring the long pcriod in-
volved. Dr. Driver contonds, bowever, that
this is a 'lreai difféence," that impiies a differ-
ent author. This is flot one of the 'distinctive
similarities.' No ; this is a 1'reai différence.,
Bcst even il it were a radical difierence, what
would it amount ta ? Why, it invoives a change
af autborship ; thero is na other way af ac-
counting for it ; that is Dr. Driver's position.
Sa thon, Isaiah might live a long lueé, but hc
couid nover risc front the conception af God's
maiesty ta ant, conception or expression nf His
infinity. Isaiah migbt have the Spirit's con-
tinuaI inspiration, and hoe might attain thus ta
the idea af the divine maie.sty, but the Spirit
could not teacb bu ta say a word about the
divine infinity. The circumstances ni the
time migbt require Isaiab ta speak of God's
majesîty, but if any message were ncedcd as
ta God's infinity, Isaiah could nover deliver
that ; some other unknown persan must do it.
That is reaily wbat the ' higher criticism' in
this case amounts ta. Sncb trifiing, applied
ta a sacred theme like thîs, seems ta me no
less than cantemptible.

Sa far froni a new conception in theology
being unattainable by Isaiah, or by ant, of us,
it is the vory thing which evor thoughtfnl
mind exporiences. I remtember what Dr. Dale,
ai Birmingham, England, says an this point ;
for it coincides witb my own eixperience. He
says that proachers are liable ta ho taken, and
hold, and fascinated for a while by some parti.
cular trutb, and that by-and-by that truth mnay
cease ta ho the main attraction, and thàt some
other mat, take its place. 1 suppose most
preachers knaw more or less of this experi.
once. 1 remember that whcn 1 began to
preacb I lingered for ycars in the scones ai
aur Lord's life, before lever 1 got a text tram
Paul 4 but when I went over ta Paul 1 stayed
witbh hm a good while. But now 1 arn told
that no change or progross was possible to
Isaiah, with ait bis suporiar advazitages.
Common sense and experience repudiate ail
sucb nonsense.

The arhument for difféent authorship in
Isaiab iaunded on a differen;e in words 1
Eball flot dwell upon at length. It wîll ho
sufficient, 1 think, to notice twa exampios
that Dr. Driver cites ta prove bis point. Ho
cites the phrase, Ilin that day," as being used
thirty tîmos in the carlier part, ai the Book,
and only once in the Inter part. Wbat a pity
itis uscd at ail in thel&ter part. Iftho author
-whoever hie was-had been sa obliging as
ta omit tuat phrase, what a victory it would
have been for the higbter critics. But bocause
titepbrase is used but once, Dr. Driver
tbînks ho bas a good case. If Isaiah had
writton those latet chapters of the Boak-, ho
would surely have said Ilin that day " ever so

many times. It doos not matter whether the
sense required the phrase or not ; for doos it
inatter whetber Isaiah migbt change bis
phras.-ology slightly in sixty years. Ail that
conut for nothing. Isaiab was dnce addict-
cd ta the use af a certain phrase, and ho must
nover heave it off; if be does, bc is naet Isaiah
but sanie other man. It is realit, amusing to
sec how this point is drawn ont. Dr. Driver
brings in St. Mark ta belp him, and Mark is
a good man ta have on your side. Dr.
Drivor's versatility is seen in that ho bas been
studying Mark's phrascology, as well as
Isaiah's. And wbat doos ho flnd? Wby, ho
finds that Mark is addicted ta the use af the
Word « «straigbtway,l'just as Isaiab is addict-
cd ta the use bi the phrase Ilin that day," and
ho tries ta make Mark prove that Isaiah
would surely have used bis pot phrase if ho
bad been the author of the latter part of the
Book. Here is the way Mark is made ta
wipc out Isaiah : I"It is as difficult ta bo-
liove," Dr. Driver says, 'lthat Isaiab, bad ho
been the anthor ai a propbocy as long as
chapters xl.-xivi. . . . would have been con.
tent ta use this expresaion but once . . . as it
is ta beiieve that, had Sr. Mark written, as St.
Luke wrates a sequel ta bis gospel, the Word,
straightway, wonld have beon tound in it but
once only." That is ta sat,, if Mark bad
written some iurther bistary of bis times, and
if the Word straightway accurred but once in
the later troatise, that wonld ho enaugh ta
stamp it as spuri us ; iL couid not ho Mark's ;
if it were Mark's it would have bad the Word
Ilstraigbtway"I evor se many tinles. That it
bas the word once is ai no avaitl; that this
new treatise niigbt be many years later, and
that the anthor might have improved, or ai-
tered bis style, a ltte, cuts na figure at ail ; i
the ward Ilstraightway " must ho there evor
se many times, else the treatise is flot Mark's.
Ah, literary criticisma is a great thing, and woo
ta him who dares ta gainsay it 1

I will give an instance of a curious repeti-
tien ai another word, wbicb I1 think will sot
this matter in a very striking ligbt. Some
years ago 1 was reading Dr. Dale's book on
"The Atonement." This is the same Dr.
Date ta whom I referred a few moments ago.
As I rend I was struck with the troquent use
ai the Word unique. Wbcn I came ta about
the middle ai the book I was se amusod atr the
froquent returrence ai that Word that 1 made
an estimate as ta the number ai timos it would
ho used in the remainder of the book. Sa I
connted, and sure ennugh the Word was re-
peated as aiten as I had estimated, and a few
times more. Weil, that anly shawed me,
that even a great man is net usualît, great ail
round. Dr. Date was the slave ai a word, for
the time. But now suppose Dr. Dale hnd
net used the Word at ail, or bad uscd it anlv
once, in the last hait ai the book, wotuld I
have bad any douht about that part ai the
book bcing writton by Dr. Date? 1 don't
tbink I should have had any doubt about it.
But then, you sec, 1 am nut a higber critic.
That makes a great différence.' The higber
critic has acute literary perceptions aif bis
own. In such a case as 1 have supposcd ho
wouid conclude that Dr. Dale was flot the
author af the entire book. Had Dr. Dale nsed
the word IluniqueoI in the first hall ofithe book
vert, otteu, but only once in the last hall, or
ho could not ho tho author af the latter part ai
the book, jnst as Isaiah cannat ho the anthor
of the latter part ai the Book that bears bis
name, because ,bc does fnot use the phrase

in that day" IIoten enough te establisb bis
identityl Dr. Date, however, does ropeat the
word ailtbrough the book, and atten enaugh,
1 sbonld think, ta satisfy evon Dr. Driver as ta
bis idcntity ; but then, wbat about Dr.
Dalo's lat-r works? Hoe bas writtec many
things since bco wrote "The Atonemont."
Have these the sane unique trade-mark hy
which they are ta bc identiflod as Dr. Dalo's?
If that word "unique" does flot run tbrough
theni ail, thcy are none ai bis ; and if Dr.
Dale insists that thet, are bis, that only showsj
the man's impertinence,- ho is flot the author,
for if ho wore be wbuid have uscd that word
£tunique." Note, also, tbiat Dale bas net had
ncariy se much tume ta improve bis style as
Isaiah had. Yet, as a matter ai1 t acýt, 1 d àubt ifi
the special word ocurs once i n aIl Dr. ,Dte'
Inter writings. But even if ho daei use the

i


