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[PricE ONE-PENNY.

THE great test of a man’s faith in, and
love to, his religion, is his practice. If a man
live in open and perpetual transgression of
its commands, no profession can satisfy us
that he is in earnest, or that he really believes
what his creed confesses. Now let the ad-
vocates of the oral law examine themselves by
this test. They profess to believe in, and
to love the law of Moses; and their great
boast is, that Moses is their master, and that
:l;:{ are his disciples, but do they prove the

ity -of their faith by their obedience ?
They sometimes tax Christians with incon-
sistency in professing to believe in Moses,
and yet in neglecting the observance of certain
ceremonial observances ; but are they them-
selves more careful and less guilty in this
matter? We do not mean to allude to the
weightier matters of the law, love to God
and man: that is a question for the con-
science, not a subject for controversy, but we
refer to some mere external matters, easy of
observance, and open to the cognizance of
every man, Moses and the prophets have
commanded that the priests, the Levites,
oMb o, should be the teachers of the
law, and that from them the people should
learn. Moses does not say one word about
rabbies or wise men, omdr, but restricts the
office of teaching to the priests, the Levites :
now, do the modern Jews obey Moses in this
respect? Who are their teachers of religion,
and from whom do they learn? Are the
priests and the Levites, the teachers of Israel,
as Moses commanded, or are they taught by
their rabbies and Chachamim, of whom Moses
does not say one syllable ?

We assert, that Moses has commanded that
the priests, the Levites, should be the reli-
gious teachers in Israel, and in proof we refer
to the words of Moses himself. In the tenth
chapter of ypn, Leviticus, he thus writes : —
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¢ And the Lord spake unto Aaron, saying,
Do not drink wine nor strong drink, thou nor
thy sons with thee, when ye go into the taber-
nacle of the congregation, lest ye die: it shall
be a statute for ever throughout your genera~
tions: And that ye may put difference be-
tween holy and unholy, and betwcen unclean

and clean; and that ye may teach the chil.
dren of Israel all the statutes which the Lord
hath spoken unto them by the hand of Moses.”
Here the nature of the priest’s office is clearly
defined. It is, in the first place, to go into the
tabernacle of the congregation, and there to
serve before the Lord: and secondly, to in-
struct the children of Israel in the difference
between holy and profane, clean and unclean,
and especially to teach the children of Israel
¢ ALL THE STATUTES,” which the Lord
had given to Moses. The commission is not
only very comprehensive, but very exclusive,
If the priests were to teach ¢“all the statutes,”
there is no room left for rabbies, or Chacha-~
mim, or any other description of teacher, The
priests are the only divinely-accredited reli-
glous teachers in Israel.

If this passage stood alone, it would be
quite sufficient to establish the doctrine; but
it does not. Moses was particularly anxious
to impress upon the Israelites the nature of
the priestly office, and therefore repeats the
instruction again and n. Thus in the
law respecting a dead body found lying in a
field, after commanding that the elders and
judges should come forth, he adds—
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¢ And the priests the sons of Levi shall
come near: for them the Lord thy God hath
chosen to minister unto him, and to bless in
the name of the Lord; and by their word
shall every controversy and every stroke be
tried.” (Deut. xxi. 6.) One should have
thought that the elders and judges were
enough in such a case. But not so. God
had determined that the priests were to teach
Israel ¢ all his statutes,”” and therefore com-
mands that they should be present in this
case, that they should give the decision.

Again, when Moses was about to part from
Israel, and to leave them his dying benedic.
tion, he was directed by the spirit of prophecy
to impress upon them the same great truth,
and in the most solemn manner.
oy Yon oh T Tor
INN PINRY W LMD M W YN oo
;:;;'ubm:nmwnn‘nmnmmmu‘;

Moy \] mw

“ And of Levi he said, Let thy Thummim

and thy Urim be with thy Holy One, whom
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thou didst proke at Massah, and mith whom
thou didst strive at the waters of Meribah:
who said unto his father and to his mather,, I
have not seen him; neither did he acknow-
ledge his brethren, nor knew his own chil.
dren : for they have observed thy word, and
kept thy covenant. They shall teach Jacob
thy judgments, and Israel thy law.” (Deut.
xxxiff. 8—10.) And as this doctrine forms
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te.”” (Hilchoth T’phil.
lah, c. xil. 18.) And as the priests are thus
[ to be known, so the oral law ex-
pmol'.{ maintains that they still retain their
s:nyoﬂice,andmboundtodhclnrgetha

ties of it, so far as is possible, in the cap-
tivity : and therefore requires them to bless
the people as Moses commanded. Indeed the
Brm conviction of the Talmudists on this sub-
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¢ A priest who has none of these disqualifi-
cations for the lifting up of hands, even
though he be not learned, nor accurate in the
commandments; and although his com-
panions make & mock of him, or his d
should not be righteous, still he is to lift up
his hands [to bless], and is not to be
yuted,fonhhhpn n “ve .g:
ing upon every priest, who is otherwise qu
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Away, thou wicked man, thond'nq:;mnﬁ.::
from keeping the commandments. not
ask, saying, t prefit can there be in the
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bless them.” The priests perform the duty
commanded them, and God, ia his mercy,
blesses Israel according o his pleasure.”
(Ibid. c. xv. 8.) The existence, then, of the
mu,mdthelxeonmuedobll@dmw -
wdaoﬁdﬂduﬁuummponlm
acknowledged, yes, it is even as-
a wicked priest is by ne means to
be prevented from doing his duty : it has also
been plainly proved, from the words of Moses
and the prophets, that it is the duty of the
priests to teach, and of the Israelites to be
taught by them: and no man can deny that

are full
serted

the performance of this duty is possible. The
dnsu?:fuon of the temple revented the
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teaching : it is, therefore, a fair question to
propose to those who boast in their obedience

especting the teaching of the law
Julfilled? Are the the Lievites the re-
ligious teachers in all Jewish con 8 ?
or have they been excluded from the office as-
signed to them by Moses? and is it occupied
by others to whom Moses did not give it?
Every Jew must answer that this command
of Moses is utterz i the
office of the priesthood, as established by
Moses, has now scarcely the shadow of an
existence amongst the Jews—that the rabbies,
Chachamim, and the Melamm’dim are uni.
versally the religious teachers—and that hun-
dreds, if not thousands, of the priests are left
in utter obscurity, and not a few in destitu-

tion. Jeremiah com of the heathen—.
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¢¢ They not the persons of the

ts”* (Lam. iv. 16); but it is equally ap-
lmlh:l:le So t.he,adhezmu of th:qonl law.
ere and there a son of Levi may be a rabbi,
and then be bas the honour attached to the
rabbinical office; but the Mosaic institution of
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the priestheod, as the appointed arder of reli-
ﬂous teachers to Israel, is utterly disregarded.

oses declares, as we have seen aboye, that
it is the priest’s office * to Dbetween
holy and unholy, and between clean and un.
clean ;” but if a Jew has got a naw, 8 ques.
tion er 3 difficulty, it is to the rabbi that he

Torak, ¢ il.) When we see them enforce
this col ent of their own with such
zeal and severity, and yet appear s0 carcless
and Regligent t the command of Meses,
we justly infer that this negleot was inten.

goes to get the decision. Mloses says that the | himeelf had

priests are appointed by God “to teach Istael
8ll the statutes which the Lord hath spoken
to them ;” but now men are made rabbies
and Melamm’dim who do net pretend to be
of the family of Levi: and there are congre.
gations even where there is no Levite nar
priest at all, and where, therefore, this com-
mand is utteyly despised. But the worst
fmmindniadlmb:ll,mee is, that it is sys-
tematic. It is not one of the casualties of the
captivity, but it is the deliberate aim of the
oral law to degrade the priesthood, as estab-
lished by Moses, and to set up above it ano.
ther office, that of rabbi, of which Mposes does
not say one word, The oral law, instead of
deprecating the possibility of an Israelite con.
%r‘:gaﬁon existing without a priest a son of
vi, quietly lays down the law for doing
without them. When prescribing the order
in which persons are to be up 1o the
reading of the law, it says—
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¢ If there be no priest there, then an
Israelite is to go up, but no Levite is to follow
him.” (Ibid., ¢. xii. 19.) And again,
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« But if the n o ovre
ut congregation has no priest at
all, when tbcmdacomuwdmtpul:ofme
rayers he is to say,” &c. (Ibid., . xv. 10.)
Klow if the oral law were anxious to maintain
the institution of Moses it could make no
such supposition. On the contrary it would
urge upon every congregation the indispen.
sable necessity of having a priest of the family
of Levi, The supposition shows that its
suthors cared but little about the commands
of Moses, for where there is no priest it is
plainly impossible for the people to obey that
g precept to the law from
the sons of Levi. And yet the authors of the
oral law, who care 8o little for this command.
ment of Moses about the priests, command
the appeintment of Melsmm'dim, or school-
mastem, under pain of utter destruction.
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An ev city. An
evuya:icy in which there are not’ school-
children the men of that city are to be visited
with the Cherem, and if they still veglect, the
city itself is to be devoted,” (Hilch. Talm.

abundantly confirmed by v m1 mam, the
numerous and minute laws the
homour due to a rabbi, whilst the respect due
to the family of Levi is almoat entively disre.
his office evidently
w that of the former. As, for mstance,
in establishing the order in which captives are
to be redeemed, the oral law says the priest is
to be redeemed before the Levite, and the
Levite befare the Israelite, but then adds—
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“In what case does this hold good? In
me:?a&:hgshvmhothequd in wisdom,
t priest be an unlearned man,
and an itimate child be the diaciple of a
wise man (chacham), the latter is to have the
precedence.” (Hilchoth Matt’'noth Anii
c. viii, 17.) the office of the priesth
and even of the bigh priesthood itself is put
below that of the rabbi or chacham, and the
intention of the rabbinists to exalt themselves,
and their utter disregard for the law of Moses

and his commandments, is especially apparent.
The high priest was the chief in the
ithout him

whole Mosaic dis .
the blood of the offering could not be carried
into the holy of holies on the day of atone.
ment, and yet the oral law
o 2,
onour be both in
tivity, and. the latter s
rabbi, he is to be redeemed first,
less to add any further proof of the fact that
the command of Moses, respecting the family
of Levi, is systematically and intentionally
transgressed by the authors and adherents of
the oral law. The priests, the Levites, have
been thrust out of that office which God gave
them, and others have been made the reli
teachers of Israel who have no right at all to
this appointment. How then can the modern
Jews pretend to be zealous for the law of
Moses? They are living in plain and sys.
tematic violation of one of his plainest com.
mands. It will not do 0 say that the office
of rabbi is also of divine appointment. An
assertion which nullifies a Mosaic institution
must have the most unexceptionable evidence.
lupnmfmlmbeatli'utuchr urtel::
original appointment, To persuade an
lover of tgmouic law that the mbbielyhsve
a right to thrust out the family of Levi from
their office, and to take it upon themselves,
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declaration of God is absolutely
ewsarz. And if the rabbies could prove,
* which they cannot, that they are the lawful

teachers of Isracl, it would necessarily follow®
that the Mosaic law has been changed,
and then one of the chief dogmas of
modern Judaism, the immutability of the
Mosaic law, is entirely overthrown. When
Moses gave the law the priests were the
religious teachers of Israel. Since the do-
minion of the oral law, not the priests, but
the rabbies have been the teachers. Here
then is an important, yea, an organic change
in the Mosaic constitution. This change then
is either unlawful or lawful. If it be unlaw.
ful, then the rabbies have no right to be the
teachers of Israel. If it be lawful, then to
change and alter the Mosaic law is lawful,
and Lghen modern Judaism, which teaches that
there can be no change, is false. This is the
only alternative which modern Jews can
adopt,—they must either maintain the immu.
tability of the law at the expense of the
rabbinic office, or they must assert the legiti-
macy of the rabbinic office at the expense of
the law. In either case the oral law is con.
victed of teaching falsehood; and in neither
case can the modern Jews make a boast of
loyalty to the law of Moses. They charge
Christians with disregarding and transgressing
the Mosaic law, but let them point out, even
in the practice of Gentile Christians, any one
apparent transgression more heinous than the
expulsion of the family of Levi from the office
to which Moses appointed them. The fact
is notorious. This family is everywhere
neglected and in obscurity, struggling with
the cares and business of the world, instead of
occupying the station given to them by
Moses. Let all the lovers of modern Juda-
ism consider this fact, and then ask them-
selves how they can pretend to be keeping the
law of Moses? Let them remember that
they have themselves made a change in the
law by appointing rabbies instead of the
priests, and that, if they defend this change,
they teach the very same doctrine which they
blame in Gentile Christians, namely, the mu-
tability and abrogation of the Mosaic law.
Of course we do not mean to dictate to Israel
in this matter. If they are conscientiously
persuaded that the institutions of Moses have
been abrogated, they can then consistently
maintain the appointment of rabbies, but let
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them give up their commen, though mistaken,
argument against Christianity. But if they
believe what they so commonly profess, that
the law of Moses is not, and cannot be
abrogated, .then let them act consistently, re-
nounce the oral law, and restore the family of
Levi to the office from which modern Judaism
has excluded them for so many centuries.
To follow the oral law, and at the same time
to obey the written law of Moses in this
matter, is plainly impossible. The oral law
is for the rabbies and the Chachamim—the
words of Moses are for the family of Levi.
The Jews may, and of course will, choose as
they think best; but, if they determine upon
maintaining the rabbinical system, let them
not pretend to be followers of Moses. Let
them honestly confess that they do not like
Moses and h{s laws, and that tiey Ptefer the
new and modern religion of the rabbies. The
subject is important to all Israel, but espe-
cially so to the sons of Levi themselves,
God gave them the important charge of
instructing the house of Israel in his laws,
are they then at liberty to resign their sacred
office into the hands of others? Has God
dispensed them from obedience to his com-
mand? If so, what obligation rests upon
them to bless the people? By lifting up
their hands and blessing the people, they con-
fess that their office still continues; and, if
80, the obligation to perform all its duties
continues also. Either the law of Moses is
abrogated, or the priests are still the appointed
religious teachers of Israel.

The priests have the same alternative as the
people, i e. either to assert the rights and
Eer}:mn the duties of their priestly office, or

onestly to acknowledge that they do not be-
lieve in Moses, nor care for his religion, but
that their religion is that of the rabbies. The
responsibility is however much heavier on the
family of Levi than on Israelites of another
tribe. To the sons of Levi, God committed
the honourable office of instructing Israel.
They have been set as the watchmen in
Israel, and are therefore answerable, not only
for their own neglect, but for the error and
destruction of the people. It is then h
time for them to remember their duty and the
zeal of their forefathers in extirpating error,
and to show themselves worthy of their high
origin, and of their divine appointment, by
opposing the errors of the o ll::.
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