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By this thoughtful and prolonged perusal of the products
of the master-minds of the literature, the student will pre-
serve and strengthen what is national and idiomatic in his
mental structure, while at the same time he will more
genially appreciate, and heartily relish, what is national
~ and idiomatic in other literatures. And, what is not less
important, he will be storing his mind with the best sense
and reason of the nation to which he belongs; he will be
_ planting the seeds and germs of all noble and ennobling
truths, thereby preparing himself to be an original and influ-
ential thinker and author in his own day and generation.
For the words of Chaucer are as true now as ever:

Out of the olde fieldes, as men saithe,
" Cometh all this newe corn fro yere to yere;
And out of olde bookes, in goed faithe,
Cometh all this newe science, that men lere.

ARTICLE V.

THE HISTORICAL AND LEGAL JUDGMENT OF THE OLD
TESTAMENT SCRIPTURES AGAINST SLAVERY.

By George B. Cheever, D. D., New York.
[Continued from p. 48.]

Statute for the Protection of Oppressed Fugitives.

Tee Mosaic legislation, the more it is examined, is seen
to be a system of supernatural, divine wisdom. Amidst a
congeries of particulars, sometimes seemingly disconnected,
great underlying and controlling principles break out. The
principle revealed in the statute against man-stealing, is the
same developed in the next statute which we are to consider,
in the order of the logical and historical argument from the

1 Assembly of Foules. Stanza IV.
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Old Testament Scriptures against slavery. The principle is
that of the sacredness of the human personality, which can-
not be made an article of traffic, cannot be bought and sold,
without a degree of criminality in the action like the crimi-
nality of murder. As the sacredness of human life is guarded
by the penalty of death for the crime of maliciously killing a
man, so the sacredness of human liberty, the property of a
man’s personality, as residing solely in himself, is guarded
by the same penalty against the crime of stealing a man.
The theft is that of himself from himself, and from God his
Maker. As murder is the destruction of the life, so man-
stealing and selling is the destruction of the personality, the
degradation of the man into a thing, a chattel, an article of
property, transferred, bartered for a price, as if there were no
immortal soul nor personal will in existence.

The statute in Deut. 23:15, 16, is properly to be examined
next after that in Exod. 21: 16 and Deut. 24: 7. The whole
form of the statute is as follows : “ Thou shalt not deliver
unto his master the servant which is escaped from his mas-
ter unto thee. He shall dwell with thee, even among you,
in that place which he shall choose in one of thy gates, where
it liketh him best : thou shalt not oppress him.” Of the in-
terpretation of this statute, there cannot be the least doubt;
as to its application only can there remain, in any mind,
some little question.

The first thing to be considered is the language : % Thou
shalt not deliver up the servant to his master, which is
escaped unto thee from his master.” The servant to his mas-
ter, vw-bx 933, Itis not, the slave to his owner, or the heathen
slave to his owner, which would have been the proper form
of expression, if either slaves at any rate were under consid-
eration, or heathen slaves alone. The word for servant is the
ordinary 932, and the word for his master is %, which is
to be compared and contrasted with the word for owner (>$32),
the latter word being used when a beast or an article of
property instead of a human being is spoken of. The con-
trast may be fairly and fully seen, and the usage demon-
strated, by comparing Ex. 21: 4, 5, 6, 8, with Ex. 21: 28, 29
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32, 34, and 36, and likewise Ex. 22:11,12, 14, 15. Here, in
the first case, where the subject is a human being (the ser-
vant), the master (111%) is spoken of, but never the owner.
The relations and responsibilities are brought to view be-
tween master and servant, but never between owner and
slave. But in the other cases, where the subject is property,
88 an ox, ass, sheep, or article of raiment or furniture, the
owner (b73) is spoken of, not the master. The distinction is
one of purpose and care, and not accidental’; and in no case
is any such relation between human beings brought to view
as of the one being owner of the other, with sanction of such
relation. The history of such relationship is the history of
crime, and the selling of human beings is always a criminal
transaction. The whole transaction of the selling of Joseph
is described as the crime of stealing ; and no person in Ju-
dea could ever have sold any human being, no matter by
what means in his power, without the conviction of doing
what was forbidden of God. Man-selling was no more per-
mitted than man-stealing. Accordingly, there are no in-
stances of its being practised.

Now if there had been in Judea, from Abraham down-
wards, the system of what we call slavery, the system of chat-
telism, the purchase, ownership, and sale, of human beings
as articles of property, there must have been some traces of
shich purchase, ownership, and sale, in the history of the peo-
ple. Their domestic life is so fully set before us, that, if this
systemn were a fixture of it, the evidence could not fail to have
leaked out; nay, the proof would have been glaring. If this
fixture, with all its concomitant transactions and habits, had
existed, had been maintained, as a national institute, against
the divine law, we should as certainly have found it in the
history and the books of the prophets, as idolatry itself; we
do find it instantly recorded, in the only cases in which it
was attempted ; and the case in which the erime was com-
pleted, occasioned the instant vengeance of God, in the de-
struction of the Jewish State. But if it had existed by ap-
pointment of the divine law, under the sanction and favor of
God, then much more should we have found some traces of

Vor. XIIL No. 50. 31
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it, not only in the law itself, but in the manners and cus-
toms of the people, and in their historical and commercial
records.

But in the whole history, from that of Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob, down through the whole line of their descend-
ants, not one instance is to be found of the sale of a man, a
servant or a slave. The only approximations to such a
thing are treated and denounced as criminal; as for exam-
ple in Amos 2: 6, thus saith the Lord, “ For three transgres-
sions of Israel and for four, I will not turn away the punish-
ment thereof, because they sold the righteous for silver, and
the poor for a pair of shoes.” When they obtained servants,
or purchased them, as the phrase was, they purchased their
time and labor from themselves; but if they attempted to
gell them, it could not be done without stealing them; it
was making articles of property out of them ; it was assert-
ing and violently assuming ownership in them ; it was man-
stealing. But if slavery had been a legal institution appoint-
ed of God, a righteous policy and habit of the domestic life,
we should have found, somewhere, some traces of the trans-
actions by which always it is attended and maintained. We
should have found mention not only of obtaining servants
by contracts made with them, but of buying them, as slaves,
from others, and of ownership in them, and of the sale of
them; and if they were considered in law as chattels, as
articles of property, we should have found legal provisions
for reclaiming and securing them when lost, fugitive, or
stolen; just as we do in the cases of oxen, asses, sheep, or
property of any kind, lost, strayed, or stolen. It would not
be possible, for example, to write the history of laws and
customs in the United States for a single century, without
such traces of slavery and of slave-laws coming out.

‘When, therefore, we search for such traces in the Mosaic
legislation, what do we stumble upon? The first thing in
regard to fugitives is this law before us, & law made for
their protection against their masters, and not in behalf of the
masters, or to recover their lost property. The judgment
gathered from this law in regard to slavery is in condemna-
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tion of the whole system, and remains in full, to whatever
class of inhabitants the passage be applied. The question
is, whether its operation was intended to comprehend He-
brew servants, or heathen servants only; whether it was a
law for Judea at home, or for the nations abroad, or equally
for both.

1. There is no restriction or limitation expressed ; it
would have to be supposed, and a construction forced up-
on the passage, which the terms do not indicate, and will
hardly permit. It would be unfortunate to have to treat
any passage in this manner, to make out a case, unless the
context required it, or the history and some more comprehen-
sive laws enforced it. Compare, for illustration, the com-
mand in Isaiah 58: 6, 9, where it is enjoined: “to loose the
bands of wickedness, to undo the heavy burdens, to let the
oppressed go free, and that ye break every yoke.” And
again: “ If thou take away from the midst of thee the yoke.”
‘We might assert concerning these passages that they re-
ferred only to the heathen, whereas it is notorious that they
applied to abnses and oppressions committed, not among the
heathen, but in Judea itself, by the Hebrews themselves, and
not against strangers only, but against their own country-
men, as in Amos 2: 6, and 8: 6, and Jer. 22: 13-17, and Hab.
1: 14-16, and other places. But when it is said, that ye
break every yoke, it is not meant that the lawful and ap-
pointed contracts with Hebrew servants or others were to
be broken up, for those were not yokes, nor regarded as
such; and it only needed the application of common sense
to know perfectly the application of the passage to unjust
and illegal oppressions. But again, if a stranger or a
heathen was thus oppressed and subjected to the yoke, it
applied to him, as well as to the Hebrew; and the distinc-
tion was well known between oppressive and involuntary
servitude, which was forbidden of God, and the voluntary
service for paid wages or purchase-money, as appointed by
the law. The command to take away the yoke from the
midst of thee, applies to every form of bondage imposed up-
on any persons whatsoever in the land, contrary to the
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divine law, and without agreement on the part of the servant.
The fugitive from such oppression was to be relieved and
protected, and not delivered back to bondage. The Hebrew
is emphatic, nyin 73im Wvop-oR, if thou remove from the midst
of thee the yoke; the yoke in thine own countty, not in a
heathen country. And so, in the statute before us, the op-
pression, the escape, and the protection are neither, nor all,
exclusive of Hebrews.

2. But second, it is contended by some, that this is mere-
ly a law to prevent heathen slaves that were escaping into
the land of Judea, from being sent back to their heathen
masters. It certainly comprehends this class of persons, and
this would be an inevitable result of its operation, at any
rate, whether Hebrew servants were excluded, or not. But
no intimation can be found, either in the text, the context,
or the whole history, of its application being restricted to
the heathen. The word in this statute used for servant is
733. Itis not a statute concerning the kired servent, the
2319, nor the six years’ hired servant, who could not be com-
pelled to remain at service any longer than that period, but
was free as soon as his engagement was over. It certainly
could not apply to him, for he received his pay from his
master beforehand, and the law would have been an incen-
tive to dishonesty and villany, if he could have received his
six years’ wages, on entering into covenant of service, and
the next week could have decamped from his master with
the money in his pocket, secure against being retaken. Such
a person was not the "33 contemplated in this law, nor
could there have been any danger of its being so perverted.
At the same time, the proofs are numerous that in the land
of Judea, among the Hebrews themselves, there were, and
would be, persons unjustly held as servants beyond their
time of service, as contracted for, persons oppressed in such
bondage, and for whose protection such a statute as the
fugitive law before us, might be more necessary than for per-
sons fleeing from idolatrous masters in heathen lands.

3. In the third place, then, we must remember, that there
were servants in Judea, both of the Hebrews and the hea-
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then, whose term of service was not limited to six years,
but extended, with somewhat more undefined dominion of
the master, to the Jubilee. There were servants of all work,
indentured servants, bound, by their own contract, for the
whole number of years intervening between the time of the
contract and the Jubilee. These were mostly of heathen
families, though also of Hebrew, and were much more in the
power of their masters for ill treatment and oppression, if
they were cruelly disposed. Now it is most likely that the
statute in question was interposed for the protection of just
this class of servants from the cruelty of their masaters; ser-
vants, the nature and the term of whose service was, to such
a degree, undefined and unlimited. There certainly was such
a kind of service, and such a class of servants, to which and
to whom the expressions 733, and service of an 333 pecu-
liarly applied. See, for example, Lev. 25: 39, 40: the He-
brew servant, contracting till the Jubilee, shall not be com-
pelled to serve with the service of an 33y (the servant of all
work), but as a hired servant and a sojourner. But the term
of service was unlimited, except by the Jubilee; and so, in
some respects, was the power of the master.

The statute before us seems to have been passed for the
protection of such servants from the possible cruelty of their
masters. Although it was not deemed best entirely to
abolish that kind and tenure of servitude, but to lay it mainly
upon the idolatrous nations who were to be conquered by
the Jews ; yet God imposed such protective safeguards in
respect to it, as would keep it from being a cruel and unjust
treatment, even of them ; such safeguards, that the masters
should find kindness towards their servants not only com-
manded by the letter and spirit of the law, but the only safe
and profitable policy. Therefore it was enacted that, if any
servant chose to flee from a tyrannical and cruel master, and
could succeed in getting away, the master should not be able
by law to recover him, should not be able to force him back ;
or, at all events, that none shonld be obliged to return him
to his master; on the contrary, that those to whom he might
flee from the oppression of a cruel master, should be bound

31*
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to protect him, should not be permitted to deliver him up,
but should give him shelter, and suffer him to dwell in safe-
ty, wherever he chose, without oppressing him.

This beneficent statute was, in this view, a key-stone for
the arch of freedom which the Jewish legislation was ap-
pointed to rear in the midst of universal despotism and sla~
very ; it formed a security for the keeping of all the other
many provisions in favor of those held to labor or domestie
service; it opened a gate of refuge for the oppressed, and
operated as a powerful restraint against the cruelty of the
tyrannical master. There might be cruelty and tyranny in
the land of Judea, but there was a legal escape from it; the
servant, the 133,if men attempted to treat him as a elave,
could quit and choose his master, was not compelled to
abide in bondage, was not hunted as a fugitive, nay, by law
was protected from being so hunted, and everywhere, on his
escape, found friends in every dwelling, and a friend and
protector in the law,

It is impossible that such a provision as this should be
made only in regard to the heathen slaves of the Canaanites,
or of the nations around Judea, since the Jews were forbid-
den to enter into any treaties with the Canaanites, and were
commanded to bring under tribute of service as many of
them as were spared. Their whole legislation, in regard to
all the heathen, was by no means that of amity with masters
or kings, but of opposition and of jealousy against them.
They were forbidden to enter into covenant with them.
Nor was there any more need of a statute for not restoring
heathen slaves that had fled into the country of the He-
brews, than there would be of a law in Great Britain for not
restoring the slaves of Egypt, or of the South-Sea Islanders,
or of the cannibals or savages in New Zealand, that had got
away from their masters. But there might be need of such
a law among the Hebrews, to mitigate the evils of servitude,
to preserve the 732, the indentured servant of all work, from
cruelty and oppression, to prevent his service from passing
into slavery, and to render it for the master's interest to treat
him well and kindly, as knowing that, if he did not, the ins
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jured servant could escape from him, and seek another mas-
ter, with impunity, 8o, if he would not lose him altogether,
he wae compelled to treat him kindly.

There was no such law as this, no such humane statute,
among the heathen ; and hence the heathen masters were
ferocious despots, and were aocustomed to restore fugitive
slaves, even for the support of the system of slavery, that
there might be neither relief nor release from their own au-
tharity, nor restraint nor check upon their own crnelty. Ao-
cordingly we see the terror of the Egyptian slave whom Da-
vid encountered after the foray upon Ziklag, lest he should
be sent back to his master (1 Sam. 30: 15). The slave called
himself a youmg man of Bigypt ("%3"2), the servant (333) to
an Amalekite (1 Sam. 30: 11), and his master had left him
to die, because he fell sick. He made David swear that he
would not send him back into that slavery. There was no
such system of slavery among the Hebrews, and, with this
humane law, there could be none. The operation of this
law, in connection with other statutes, was certain, at
length, to destroy all remains of slavery among the people,
and to make ell within the limits of the Hebrew nation
wholly free.- To bring about this desirable end, God so sur-
rounded the system of servitude with wholesome checks,
and entangled and crippled it with such meshes of benevo-
lent legislation, such careful protection of the servants, such
guardianship of their rights, such admiseion of them to all
‘the privileges of the covenant, such instruction of them, and
such adoption of them at length as Hebrews, even when
they were fareigners at first, that, in that land, among that
people, there could be no such thing as that system of injus-
tice, cruelty, and robbery, which we call slavery. It did not,
and it could not, exist.

Force of the demonstration from this Statute against the pos-
sibility of Property in Man.

This law, like the grand statute againat man-stealing,
strikes at the principle of property in man. It shows that
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God would not permit human beings to be regarded as
property, as slaves in our day are considered property.
Even if they had been called slaves, it is clear that their
masters were not considered to be their owners, for they could
take themselves off at pleasure, if oppressed, and neverthe-
less no wrong was charged upon them for thus escaping
from bondage. They did not belong to the master in such
manner that wherever found he had a claim upon them, and
they must be given back. 'When they fled away, they were
not considered as having stolen themselves; and the man
who found them neither acquired any claim over them him-
gelf, nor was under any obligation to the master to return
them or to inform against them. The master, in such a case,
‘was not the owner.

This statute must be compared, under this view, with the
laws concerning the restoration of articles of property, whether
found or stolen, and it will at once be seen what a difference
is made between the ownership of a man over his servants,
and over his cattle, his lands, his houses, and all riches.
Ex. 23: 4 : «If thou meet thine enemy’s ox or his ass going
astray, thou shalt surely bring it back to him again.” 8o in
Deuteronomy : % Thou shalt not see thy brother's ox or his
sheep go astray, and hide thyself from them ; thou shalt in
any case bring them again unto thy brother. And if thy
brother be not nigh unto thee, or if thou know him not, then
thou shalt bring it unto thine own house, and it shall be
with thee until thy brother seek after it, and thou shalt re-
store it to him again. In like manner shalt thou do with his
ass ; and so shalt thou do with his raiment ; and with all
lost things of thy brother’s, which he has lost and thou hast
found, shalt thou do likewise ; thou mayest not hide thyself”
(Deut. 22: 1-3).

Now as to the force of this demonstration that men can-
not be property, that men-servants and maid-servants were
not and could not be the property of their masters, it makes
no difference whether this statute be restricted to the heathen
or not. It was incumbent on the Jew, if he saw the ox or
the ass, even of his enemy, even of a heathen, or a stranger,
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going astray, to inform him of it, or bring the animal back;
it belonged to the man who had lost it, from whese power
it had escaped. But if the servant of the same man, werth
to him fourfold, escaped from him, and the Jew knew if,
there was not only ne obligation to let the master know, or
to help return the fugitive, but & diwect commeand from God
not to do this,’but on the conirary to aid and protest the
fugitive. It is impossible to deny ar condemn more forcibly
the assumptionof property in man. Yet that is the assamp-
tion on which slavery is grounded, and if God condemns
the one, he does the other.

We may add that, if the servant in any class, either the
‘133 or the ™3¢, Aad been regarded as praperty, and if the
law against the recapture or restoration of fugitive servants
was intended ouly with reference to foreigners, and did not
apply to the Hebrews, then must the exception necessarily
have been made clear in such a statute as Deut. 22: 1-3.
“All lost things” of his brother’s, a Hebrew was bound to
restore ; and if slaves were property, and the Hebrews had
beld slaves, then inevitably must lost er escaped slaves have
been enumerated as among the things to be restared. Com-
pare Ex. 22: 9, “ For all manner of trespass, whether it be
for ox, for ass, for sheep, for raiment, or for any manner of
lost thing, which another challengeth to be his, the canse of
both parties shall come before the judges, and whom the
judges shall condemn, he shall pay double unto his neigh-
bor”” If men had nat been forbidden thms to challenge the
fugitive 133, the escaping servant, as their property, a like
provision must igevitably have been made for trying this
claim also before the judges. But in the whole history of
the Hebrews, thepe are no instamces on record of the re-
clamation of fugitive slaves in their country, under their
laws, 'There are cases mentioned of servants escaping; and
the statute iteelf was the supposition that they would es-
cape, and formed @ protection and a safeguard for them;
but there is never a case named, nor any intimation of any
such event, of a master hunting for slaves, going in search
of, or reclaiming, his runaway property, in the pountry of
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the Hebrews. There are instances of men going from Dan
to Beersheba to hunt up and reclaim an ox or an ass, but
never a hint of any such thing as a man hunting, or reclaim-
ing, or recapturing, a fugitive servant.

And yet, from incidental testimony, the more striking be-
cause it falls out naturally in the course of the history of
David, we said that it was no uncommon thing for servants
to escape, and to be going at large, unmolested. Nabal's
complaint to the messengers of David proves this; “there
be many servants (5"12%) nowadays, that break away every
man from his master (1 Sam. 25: 10);” and the manner of
the complaint argues the anger of Nabal becanse such a
thing could be, and the servants get off with impunity. Bat
no instance can be found of any man undertaking, with
marshals, or otherwise, to recapture them. There is no hint
of any posse comitatus at the disposal of the master for this
purpose. Had there been such a thing as a Fugitive Slave
Law against the slave, instead of one for his protection,
Nabal’s language would rather have been that of threaten-
ing, than complaint. “ You rogues, if you do not take your-
selves off, I will have you arrested as fugitive slaves, such
as you doubtless are, you vagrant rascals. I will have you
lodged in the county jail, and, if your master does not ap-
pear, you shall be sold to pay the jail fees.” But Nabal's
language is that of “ a son of Belial,” who is furious because
there is no help for such insubordination against tyranny.

- The case of Shimei must be considered in illustration,
because, at first thought, it might seem to be an exception,
and might appear as an instance of reclamation. ,1 Kings
2: 39,40. Two of the servants (2v13y™3%) of S8himei ran
away to Achish, king of Gath, son of Maachah, and from
thence information came to Shimei; and in his blind haste
to recapture these runaways, forgetting or despising his oath
to Solomon, he saddled his ass and went to Gath, and
found his servants, and brought them back to Jerusalem.
It is no wonder, from the description given of Shimei’s
cursed manners and disposition, that his servants, even
purchased, as they may have been, from the heathen, could
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not endure his service, but preferred to run away even into
a heathen country; and it is not a little singular that the
first and only instance of a slave-hunter figuring in sacred
history is that of this condemned liar, hypocrite, and blas-
phemer. But he captures his servants in the country of the
Philistines, and not in a land under Hebrew law. Doubt-
less, they were foreigners and heathen, not Hebrews, or they
would not have fled away to Achish king of Gath; they
would have been secure against Shimei’s claim in their own
country, but there was no law for the protection of slaves in
the land of the Philistines; and, although they imagined
themselves more secure from. pursuit there, especially as
they must have known that their master himself was a pris-
oner of State within certain limits in Jerusalem, yet the rage
of Shimei defeated their calculations, and they were brought
back. It may have been by some friendship of Achish with
Shimei, and a spite against king Solomon, that this was ac-
complished, which made king Solomon the more ready to
inflict upon Shimei, without any farther reprieve, the sen-
tence he had brpught upon himself.

The history in 2 Chron. 28: 8-15, has an important bear-
ing in illustration of this and other statutes, especially those
for the protection of the Hebrews from becoming slaves.
The kingdoms of Judah and Israel were at war, and the
latter had taken captive of the former two hundred thous-
and, whom they proposed to keep for bond-men and bond-
women, the ordinary fate of those taken captive in war,
But the fierce wrath of God was instantly threatened, if
they carried this intended crime into execution; and some
able and patriotic leaders of the tribe of Ephraim resisted the
proposition with such effectual energy, that the men of the
army left the captives to their disposal; whereupon they
generously clothed and fed them and carried them back free
to their own country. The intention had been, contrary to
the divine law, to bring them into bondage in a manner ex-
pressly forbidden. It is to be feared that in some instances
the legal prohibitions against such slavery had already been
set at defiance both by rulers and people in the two king- .
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doms; but never yet had the attempt been made in so bold
and public a manner, and on so huge a scale, to over-ride
the laws.

There are very decisive intimations, however, that look as
if this iniquity of a forced and continued bondage, by which
the Jewish masters retained their servants contrary to law,
had become, at a later period, one of the great outstanding
crimes of the nation. After the divulsion of the kingdom in-
to two, those persons unjustly held in bondage would be
likely to take refuge from cruel taskmasters in one kingdom
by fleeing into the other ; and the law in Deunteronomy was
unquestionable and explicit : “ Thou shalt not deliver unto
his master the servant which is escaped from his master un-
to thee. He shall dwell with thee, where it liketh him best.
Thou shalt not oppress him.” Contrary to this great stat-
ute of Jehovah, there may have been compacts or compro-
mises, between the two kingdoms, for the delivering up of
such fogitives; or if not between the kingdoms, at least be-
tween confederacies of masters. Bat, whatever fugitive
slave laws might be passed, or compacts entered into, they
were all as 50 many condemned statutes, judged and con-
demned beforehand by the law of God, and to be held null
and void by those who would keep his commandments.
Nevertheless, with the example once set, first in one king-
dom, then in the other, of such unrighteous statutes, it might
become comparatively easy, through powerful local interests,
by the combination of large holders, or of those who could
profitably become slave-masters by trading with the heathen,
not only to evade the divine law, but at length to get stat-
utes paseed, though manifestly and directly contrary to it,
for the protection of slave-property, or to assist in retaining
or recovering such property. There might be enactments
for the interest of the masters, setting at nought all the pro-
visions of the divine law for the limitation of servitude, the
preventing of slavery, and the protection and emancipation of
indentured servants.

That some such form of oppression began to be prevalent
soon after the separation of the kingdoms of Judah and Is-
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rael, the tenor of the Prophets and the Psalms, from Joel to
Malachi, leads us to suppose. It is probable that this legisla-
tion for the masters, this care for their interests and their fa-
vor, this oppression of those whom they held in bondage, and
this disregard of the divine law in their behalf, are referred
to by the prophet Amos, especially in the fourth chapter of
his prophecy, where God rebukes the princes, the rulers, and
the wealthy and great men, for oppressing the poor and
crushing the needy, but saying to their masters : Bring
business and wealth, and let us trade and drink together
(Amos 4: 1. Compare also Amos 2: 6.) : ¢ They sold the
righteous for silver, and the poor for a pair of shoes.”
Scott’s note on the first of these passages presents the case
in a manner not improbable : ¢ They crushed and trampled
on their unresisting brethren, and sold them for slaves.
Having made the iniquitous bargain, perhaps on low terms,
they required from the purchaser, in this slave-trade, to be
treated with wine.” It may have been partly in reference to
such sins as these, that the rebuke of God by the prophet
Micah was directed, that “the statutes of Omri were kept,
and all the counsels of the house of Ahab” (Micah 6: 16).
For, immediately after that indictment, it is asserted that
‘men are hunting every man his brother with a net, and the
prince asketh, and the judge asketh, for a reward, and the
great man uttereth his mischievous desire, and so they wrap
it up, the best of them being as a brier, and the most up-
right sharper than a thorn-hedge’ (Micah 7: 2, 3, 4).

It was in reference to such iniquity, this great and glaring
guilt of oppression especially, that many passages in the
Prophets and the Psalms were written. ¢ Wo unto them
.that decree unrighteous decrees, and that write grievousness
which they have prescribed, to turn aside the needy from
judgment, and to take away the right from the poor of my
people” (Isa. 10: 1). « He looked for judgment, but behold
oppression” (Isa. 6: 7). “ Hear the word of the Lord, ye
rulers of Sodom ; give ear unto the law of our God, ye peo-
ple of Gomorrah. Your hands are full of blood. When ye
make many prayers, I will not hear. Put away the evil of
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your doings. Seek judgment ; relieve the oppressed” (Isa.
1: 10,17). “Wo unto them which justify the wicked for re-
ward, and take awny the righteousness of the righteous from
him. Therefore, as the fire devoureth the stubble, and the
flame consumeth the chafl, 8o their root shall be as rotten-
ness, and their blossom shall go up as dust, becaunse they
have cast away the law of the Lord of Hosts, and despised
the word of the Holy One of Israel” (Isa. 5: 23, 24. Comp.
Jer. 6: 6 and 7: 5,6 and 22:17).

It is in the light of such historic references, showing to
what a degree the Jews had corrupted justice, and set up
oppression, in a system of precedent and law, in contempt
of the divine law, that we come to the consideration of the
great illustrative record in Jer. xxxiv. The progress of the
iniquity and the ruin therein recorded had been gradual,
from father to son, from generation to generation (Jer. 34:
14); but at length it arose to the crisis of an open, com-
bined, and positive rebellion against God, in entirely tramp-
ling under foot the great ordinance against Hebrew slavery,
contained in Ex. 21: 2, and confirmed and guarded by other
statutes. The crime of injustice and rebellion was the more
marked and daring, because it had been preceded by a fitful
penitence and acknowledgment of the oppression, and ac-
ceptance of the law as righteous, and a return to its observ-
ance, with a new covenant to that effect. So the whole peo-
ple, princes and people, loosed their grasp upon the servants
they had been unjustly retaining in bondage, and for a sea-
son, at the word of the Lord, let them go. But on reflection,
they felt that it was too great a sacrifice of power, and a re-
linquishment of property, to which they would not submit.
% 8o they turned, and caused the servants and the hand-
maids, whom they had let go free, to return, and brought
them into subjection for servants and for handmaids” (Jer.
84: 11). Then came the word of the Lord, and its execution
followed, as the lightning doth the thunder : “ Because ye
have not hearkened unto me, in proclaiming liberty, every
one to his brother, and every man to his neighbor, behold I
proclaim a liberty for you, saith the Lord, to the sword, to
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the pestilence, and to the famine, and I will make you to be
removed into all the kingdoms of the earth” (Jer. 34: 17).

It throws a solemn light of additional warning upon this
transaction, to compare with this chapter of Jeremiah, the
contemporary prophecy of Ezekiel, in the twenty-second
chapter of that prophet. As men gather silver,brass, iron, lead,
and tin, into the midst of the furnace, to blow the fire upon
it, to melt it, so God informed Ezekiel that he was now
gathering the whole house of Israel, that had become dross,
priests, princes, prophets, and people, in the midst of Jerusa-
lem, to pour out his fury upon them, and melt them as
refase metals in the midst of the fire. The indictment of
their wickedness in this chapter, issued just three years be-
fore the prediction of Jeremiah, in the thirty-fourth of his
prophecy, closes with these words : « The people of the land
have used oppression, and exercised robbery, and have vexed
the poor and needy ; yea, they hove oppressed the strangey
wrongfully. And 1 sought for a man among them that
should make up the hedge, and stand in the gap before me
for the land, that I should not destroy it, but I found none,
Therefore have 1 poured out mine indignation upon them ;
I have consumed them with the fire of my wrath ; their own
way have I recompensed upon their heads, saith the Lord
God.”

Almost at the same moment, and in view of the same
predicted event, though residing at so wide a distance from
each other, these two prophets were charged with God’s de~
nunciation against the same sin of oppression, as the one
climacteric occasion and cause of the destruction of the na-
tion. God refers the people back to the first covenant of
freedom (in Ex. xxii), abolishing and forbidding slavery for-
ever ; and the violation of that covenant, in the attempt to
establish the forbidden sin, is distinctly and with sublime
and awful emphasis, marked by Jehovah in his one, final,
conclusive reason for giving over the nation into the hand of
their enemies, and sweeping the whole community into
bondage. It would not be possible to transmit, in historic
form, a more tremendous reprobation of the sin of slavery,
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and of slavery as a sin. From Ezek. xxii. and Jer. xxxiv.,
this lesson stands out as the one grand lesson of God’s ven-
geance in the captivity.

‘We have now to consider the institution and law of the
Jubilee, as the completion of the system of social benevo-
lence and freedom embodied in the Mosaic statutes.

Meantime we have before us, even if we stopped short of
that, a body of laws embracing, as thus far traced, beyond
all comparison, the most benign, protective, and generous
system of domestic servitude, the kindest to the servants,
and the fairest for the masters, ever framed in any country
or in any age. The rights of the servants are defined and
guaranteed as strictly and with as much care, as those of the
employers or masters. Human beings could not be de-
graded into slaves or chattels, or bound for involuntary ser-
vice, or seized and worked for profit, and no wages paid.
The defences against these outrages, the denouncement and
prohibition of them, are among the clearest legal and histori-
cal judgments of God against slavery. The system of sla-
very in our own country, even in the light only of these pro-
visions, holds its power by laws most manifestly conflicting
with the divine law, and stands indisputably under the di-
vine reprobation.

Four forms of statute-law combined, in this divinely-
ordered social arrangement, to render slavery forever impos-
sible among a people regardful of justice and obedient to God.
First. The law of religious equality and dignity, gathering all
clagses as brethren and children of one family before God.
Instruction, recreation, and rest, were secured in the institu-
tion of the Sabbath, and its cognate sacred seasons, follow-
ing the same law; and freedom, not slavery, was inevitable.

Second. By the same system,the original actof oppression
and violence, which has been the grand and almost only
source of all the slavery in our own country, was branded
and placed in the catalogue of crime, on a level with that of
murder, to be punished by death. It requires no particular
acuteness of vision to perceive that what was an injustice to
the parents, worthy of death, cannot be transformed, in the
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next generation, or the next after, to a righteous institution,
sacred by the grace of God. By covenant, the curse of the
Almighty is upon it.

Third. The right of possession to himself, is recognized as
resting, by the nature of humanity and the authority of God’s
law, in each individual ; and the sacredness of the human
personality is demonstrated by the same law to be sach, that
a human being cannot, but by the highest violence and crime,
be degraded into an article of property and merchandise. From
the Mosaic statutes, it is indisputable that such is the judg-
mentof God; and the successive history, which takes its course
and coloring from them, or from their violation, confirms the
demonstration. From the statutes and the history together,
it is ‘as clear that slavery is a moral abomination in the sight
of God, as it is from the history in Genesis that the iniquity
of Sodom and Gomorrah was a sin. The destruction of Ju-
dah and Jerusalem for the iniquity of oppression, in this par-
ticular form, of a forced irvoluntary bondage, was a more stu-
pendous and enlightening judgment by far, all things con-
gidered, than the overwhelming of the cities of the plain with
fire. How can it be possible for any unprejudiced reader of
the word of God to avoid acknowledging our own condem-
nation in this light ?

Fourth. The protection, by statute, of the servant escap-
ing from his master, instead of any provision for the master’s
regaining possesgion of the servant, was another interposition
in behalf of the weaker party, in the same design of rendering
slavery impossible,and is another plain indication'of the judg-
ment of God as to the iniquity of American slavery, and of
the laws for the support of it. The Hebrew system was so
absolute and effective a safeguard against oppression, and ren-
dered any form of slavery so impracticable, and in its legiti-
mate working would have so inevitably subdued the slavery
of all surrounding nations to its own freedom, that it stands
out as a superhuman production, the gift of God. The wis-
dom and benevolence of the Almighty appear in it to such a
degree, in comparison and contrast with the habits and mor-
als of the world, that the claim of the Pentateuch to a divine

32%
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inspiration might, in no small measure, be permitted to rest
apon it.

The Law of Jubilee. — Universality of its Application
Demonstrated.

‘We come now to the consideration of the Law of the
Jubilee, in Lev. 25: 10, 35-55. This great statute of per-
sonal freedom was as follows: “ Ye shall hallow the fiftieth
year, and proclaim liberty throughout the land unto all the
inhabitants thereof: it shall be a Jubilee unto you, and ye
shall return every man unto his possession, and ye shall re-
turn every man unto his family.” LiBERTY THROUGHOUT
THE LAND UNTO ALL THE INHABITANTS THEREOF. The ex-
pression is chosen on purpose for its comprehensiveness. It
is not said to all the inhabitants of the land, being Hebrews,
or such as are Hebrews, which restriction would have been
made, had it been intended ; as is manifest from the case in
Jeremiah xxxiv, where the restriction is carefully and repeat-
edly announced. But the phrase all the inkabitants of the land,
seems to have an intensity of meaning, comprehending, pur-
posely, all, whether Hebrews or not; it being well known
that many of the inhabitants of the land were not Hebrews.
This phrase, the inhabitants of the land, had been frequent-
ly used to describe its old heathen possessors, the Canaan-
ites, and others, as Ex. 23:31; 34: 12, and Num. 32: 17;
33: 62. It is used, Josh. 2: 9; 7: 9; 9: 24, in the same way.
It is never used restrictively for Hebrews alone ; not an in-
stance can be found of such usage in the Mosaic books. It
is used in Jer. 1: 14, an evil on all the inhabitanis of the land,
and in Joel 1: 2, and 2: 1, let all the inhabitants of the land
tremble. In this statute in Leviticus, it is the whole num-
ber of inhabitants of the land, held in servitude, that are in-
cluded. Ye people of Israel shall do this, shall proclaim
liberty to all the inhabitants of the land.

And proclaim liberty throughout the land to all the inhabil-
ants thereof. The Hebrew is as follows: paa miv7 ooxopy
mawrbsd, and preach freedom in the land to all the dwellers
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thereof. The expression is emphatic; the proclamation to
be made throughout the length and breadth of the land, not
to those only who inhabited it as Hebrews by descent, but to
all that dwelt in it. Had it been intended to restrict the ap-
plication of this statute, the class excluded from its applica-
tion would have been named; another form of expression
would have been used. Had it been intended to make a law
broad, universal, unexceptional in its application, no other
phraseology could be used than that which is used. If it
had been a form of class-legislation, it must necessarily have
been so worded as to admit of no mistake. But the ex-
pression employed is found, without exception, in all cases,
with an unlimited, universal meaning. It is mever used
where a particular class alone are intended. The proof of
its usage, and the demonstration from its usage may be
seen by examination of the following passages.

Is. 18: 3, All ye inhabitants of the world, and dwellers on
the earth. 7 m3©1 b3n "3aghb2. Here are two words used as
synonymous. The first is the word employed in the law
under consideration, from the verb 3%, with the meaning to
continue, to dwell, to inhabit; and this is the word ordinarily
employed to designate the whole people inhabiting a coun-
try. The second is from the verb 2%, to encamp, to rest, to
dwell, employed much less frequently, as in Job 26: 5, the
waters and the inhabitants thereof, bijvsty e, Also, Prov.
1:33; 8:12; 10: 30. Ps. 37: 29; 102: 28. In Is. 32: 16; 33:
24, and in Joel 3: 20, and some other places, as in Ps. 69: 35,
both these verbs are used interchangeably. But the verb 29
is used exclusively in a number of passages which speak of
God as dwelling among his people, or in his temple. And
hence the use of the word Shechinah, n"9%, the tabernacle
of God’s presence. In Is. 33: 24, we have the noun 53¢ for
snhabitant, and the verb =t for the people that dwell. But
the noun j24 is very seldom used, while the participle from
o is employed in more than seventy passages to signify
the inhabitants of the land, or of the world without any re.
striction. For example:

Lev. 18: 25, the land vomiteth out Aer inhabitanis, mqu,
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Judges 2: 2, make no league with the inhkabitants of #he

Ps. 33: 8, all the inhabitants of the world, ban “3th-be,

Ps. 33: 14, all the inhabitants of the earth, ywn 3%

Is. 24: 1, 5, 6, 17, inhabitants of the earth. Also, 26: 9,
inhabitants of the world, b3n ~auws,

Jer. 25: 29, 30, inkabitants of the eorth, and Lam. 4: 12,
of the world.

Joel 2: 1, let all the inhabitants of the land tremble,

And so in multiplied instances. There is8 no case to be
found in which this expression signifies only a portion of the
inhabitants, or a particular class. Of the two words te
which we have referred, the form 2% wounld most probably
have been employed, if only a portion of the inhabitants,
and not all classes, had been intended. There would be
just as good reason to restrict the denunciation in Joel 2: 1,
or 1: 2, give ear all the inhabitants of the land, to a particular
and limited class, as to restrict the expression in which the
law of Jubilee is framed.

Indeed, according to the universal reason of language,
and especially according to the necessity of precise and
accurate phraseology in the framing of laws, had the bless-
ings and privileges of the Jubilee been intended only for
native-born Hebrews, or guaranteed only to such, the ex-
pression universally employed on other occasions when that
particular portion of the inhabitants alone are concerned,
would have been employed on this. There being such a
well-known phrase, capable of no misunderstanding, the law
would have been conveyed by it. The phrase must have
been the common one, of which one of the earliest examples
is in Ex. 12: 19, w3 banoy 013, the congregation of ILsrael
born in the land. In Ex. 12: 48, the same distinctive expres.
sion, to particularize the native Hebrew, is used along with
Y%, thus, s v, the born in the land, the native of the
land, of Hebrew birth or origin.

‘Whenever there was danger of misinterpretation, misap-
plication, or confusion, as to the class intended by a law, this
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phrase was employed, and the distinction, whatever it was,
which the law intended, was made plain; or, if there was
danger of making a distinction where none ought to be
made, that was equally plain. For example (Lev.16: 29),
the fast and Sabbath of the day of atonement being ap-
pointed, its observance is made obligatory on the stranger
as well as the native Hebrew, by the following words :
BIINR YW NNND, both the native born and the stranger that
sajourneth among you. So in Lev.18:26: “ Ye shall not
commit any of these abominations, neither any of your own
nation, nor any siranger, ymnvgn. Again (Lev. 19: 34):
As one born among you, shall the stranger be that dwelleth
with you,anosbmnrozomw; and it is added : Thou shalt
love him as thyself, for ye were strangers in the land of Egypt.
Again (Lev. 24: 16) : He that blasphemeth the name of the
Lord, as well the stranger as he that is born in the land,
mo~2.  And, Lev. 24: 22, Ye shall have one manner of law,
as well for the stranger as for one of your own couniry,
e,

Bo in regard to the passover (Num. 9:14) : Ye shall have
one ordinance, both for the stranger, and for him that was born
in the land, Yoo, The same in regard to atone-
ment for gins of ignorance, and punishment for sins of pre-
sumption (Num. 15: 29, 30), two instances of the same ex-
pression, employed where there was any danger of 2 misap-
plication or insufficient application of the law. In the first
instanoe, the expression, him that is born among the children
of Israel, 8701 ~33 8N, is set over against the stranger that
sojourneth among them. Inthe second instance, the compari-
son is more concise : whether the born in the land, or lhe
stranger, “wrpanmwrie.  Josh. 8: 33 affords a striking ex-
ample where, to prevent the expression all Israel from being
restricted so as to exclude the stranger, it is added : as well
the stranger as he that was born among them, "33, The
expression all Israel not being necessarily so universal as the
expression all the inhabitants of the land, its enlarged mean-
ing is defined ; and just so, if the expression all the inhabi-
tants of the land had been used in any case where not all the
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inhabitants of the land, but only all the native Israelites
were meant, the restrictive meaning must have been defined ;
otherwise, it would inevitably include both the native and the
stranger, both the ™ and the ™.

This word m, used to designate the native Hebrew
in distinction from the stranger or any foreigner, is a very
striking one, from the verb 1™, fo rise, to gvow or sprout forth,
as a tree growing out of its own soil. It is used in Psalm 37:
35, to signify a tree in full verdure and freshness; in the com-
mon version, a green bay-iree, REanim. It is thus a very
idiomatic and beautiful word for particularizing the Israelita
of home descent, the child of Abraham. There cannot be a
doubt that this expression must have been used in framing
the law of Jubilee, had it been intended to restrict its privie
leges as belonging not to the stranger, but to the home-born.

Moreover, it is obvious that, if this comprehensive and ad-
mirable law meant that only Hebrew servants were to be set
free, but that others might be retained in servitude at the
pleasure of the masters, or in other words might be made
slaves, the law would have acted as a direct premium upon
slavery, offering a very strong inducement to have none but
such servants as could be kept as long as any one chose,
such as were absolutely and forever in the power of the mas-
ter. 8o far from being a benevolent law, it would thus be~
come a very cruel and oppressive law, the source of infinite
mischief and misery. If the choice had been offered to the
Hebrews, by law, between servants whom they could com-
pel to remain with them as slaves, and servants whom they
would have to dismiss, at whatever inconvenience, every
sixth year, and also at the Jubilee, it would have been neither
in Jewish, nor in human, nature, to have refused the bribe that
would thus have been held out, in the law itself, for the estab-
lishment of slavery. Even in regard to Hebrew apprentices,
it was so much more profitable to contract with them for the
legal six years’ service, than to hire by the day, or month, or
year, that we are informed (Deut. 15: 18), that the 733, the
servant of six years’ apprenticeship, was worth double the
price of the 3, the Aired servant. 'This difference at length
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came to be felt so strongly, and operated with such intensity
upon the growing greed of power and gain, that the Jewish
masters attempted a radical revolution in the law. And what
they would have done, had the law allowed, is proved by
what they did attempt to do against the law, when they forced
even Hebrew servants to remain with them as slaves ; and
because of this glaring iniquity amd oppression, in defi-
ance of the statute ordaining freedom forever, they were given
over of God to the sword, the famine, and the pestilence.
The intention and attempt to establish slavery in the land,
constituted the crime for which, and the occasion on which,
God’s wrath became inexorable. There is no possibility of &
mistake here. God’s indictment was absolute, and we have
already examined and compared the passages.

The motive for this crime was profit and power; and now
it is clearly demonstrable that, if the people of Judea had had
arace of human beings at their disposal, whom, by their own
law, they could possess and use as slaves, chattels, property ;
and if the law had marked off such a race for that purpose,
and established such an element of superiority and of des-
potism in the native Hebrew nation, over such a race, conse.
crated for their profit to such slavery,—it is demonstrable
that the Hebrews would not have degraded any of their own
to such a state. It would have been quite a needless wick-
edness to set up slavery as a erime, if they had it already
legalized as a necessary virtue, Their attempt to make
slaves of the Hebrews, is a demonstration that they were not
permitted, by law, to make slaves of the heathen.

The analogy of other statutes is in favor of this interpre-
tation, nay, requires it. This statute is a statute of liberty
going seven-fold beyond any other; intended to be as extra-
ordinary in its jubilee of privileges, as a half century is ex.
traordinary above a period of seven years. But already, by
the force of ather statutes, a septennial jubilee was assured
to the Hebrews; the law would never permit a Hebrew to
be held as an apprenticed servant more than six years; in the
seventh he should go free. Every seventh year was already
® year of release to most of the inhabitants of the land, so
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that the fiftieth year, if that jubilee was restricted to the
Hebrews, would have been little more to them than the or-
dinary recurrence of the septennial jubilee. What need or
reason for signalizing it, if it brought no greater joy, no
greater gift of freedom, than every seventh year of release
must necessarily bring? But it was a jubilee of seven-fold
greater comprehensiveness and blessing than all the rest;
and whereas the others were not designated nor bestowed
for all the inhabitants of the land, this was; and in this cir-
cumstance lay its emphasis and largeness of importance and
of joy. This constituted its especial fitness as a prefigura-
tion of the comprehensiveness and unconditional fulness of
our deliverance and redemption by the gift of God’s grace
in Christ Jesus. It was a jubilee, not for those favored
classes only, who already had seven such jubilees secured to
them by law during every fifty years, but for those also,
who, otherwise, had no such gift bestowed upon them, and
could look forward to no such termination of their servi-
tude. It was a jubilee of personal deliverance to all the in-
habitants of the land, Hebrews or strangers, whatever might
have been the tenure of their service. The servants, ap-
prenticed or hired, were all free to seek new masters, or to
make new engagements, or none at all, according to their
pleasure. The Hebrew land-owners were to return to the
possessions of their fathers, “ every man unto his posses-
sion, every man unto his family” (Lev. 25: 10). But no
man could carry his apprenticed servants, his 8139, with
him, or his hired servants, except on a new voluntary con-
tract ; for all the inhabitants of the land were free.

The clause preceding this statute is an enactment con-
cerning every seventh year, to be observed as a Sabbath of
rest for the land, but not necessarily of release for the serv-
ants ; consequently, provision is made in the promise of sus-
tenance through that year, ¢ for thee, and for thy servant,
773554, and for thy maid, fnexby, and for thy hired servant,
asehy,” all of each class, being supposed still with the
family. But when the enactment of the fiftieth year as a
year of rest is announced, it being announced as a year of
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liberty for all the inhabitants of the land, nothing is again
said of the servants of the family; neither in regulations as
to buying and selling, with reference to the proximity of the
Jubilee, is there any exception made in regard to servants,
as though they were not included in the freedom of the
Jubilee. But in regard to some things there are such excep-
tions stated, as in Lev. 15: 30, of a house in a walled city,
and verse 34, of the field of the Levites; showing that, if
any exception had been intended in regard to servants, it
must have been named.

‘We come, next, to consider the phrase =i onxpsy pro-
claim liberty, announce deliverance. The strongest corre-
sponding passage is Isa.61:1, to proclaim liberty to the cap-
tives, and the opening of the prison to them that are bound ;
to proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord. In this pas-
sage, it is called Yi22-ra¥, the year of acceptance, or of benefits,
or, as it might be rendered, of discharge. In Ezek.46:17, it is
called by the word with which the law is framed in Leviti-
cus,niNan MY, the year of liberty. And the passage in Ezekiel
is emphatic in more respects than one. (1) It is a recogni-
tion of the year of Jubilee at a late period in the history of the
Hebrews ; it is also a notice of a prince giving an inherit-
ance 1o one of his servanis, v1350'mxb, who might be, not a
Hebrew; but in the year of liberty, the servants were free,
and the inheritance returned to the original owner, or to one
of his sons. (2) It is an incidental argument against the
existence of slavery, when we find the servants made co-
heirs with the sons. It cannot be slaves who would be so
treated. (3) Ezekiel’s designation of the year of liberty cor-
responds with that of Isaiah, at a period more than a hun-
dred years earlier. The allusion, in both prophets, to the
Jubilee, is unquestionable ; and, in both, the grand designa-
tion of the year is that of a period of universal free-
dom. In Isaiah it is deliverance to captives and prisomers,
pvoxby i evatb,  Those that are bound, includes those un-
der any servile apprenticeship ; but if any one should con-
tend that it means slaves, then it is very clear that the Jubi-
lee was a year of deliverance to such, and therefore certainly
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applied to the heathen, inasmuch as among the Hebrews
there were no slaves, and by law could be none. But if it
was & year of freedom for heathen slaves, admitting they
could be called such, then it was the complete extinction of
slavery ; it was such a periodical emancipation as abolished
slavery utterly and entirely, and rendered its establishment
in the land impossible.

Here we see the inconsistency of lexicographers and com-
mentators between their own conclusions, when they assume
that the Jubilee was a year of deliverance to slaves, and at
the same time restrict its emancipating operation to the He-
brews. For example, under the word =11, we read in Gese-
nius the definition of the year of kberty, "M XY as
“the year of deliverance to sLavES, namely, the year of ju-
bilee. This is either assuming the Hebrews to be slaves,
contrary to the well-known law which made this impossible,
or, of necessity, it assumes and asserts the application of the
law of Jubilee to other classes, namely, of strangers and of
the heathen; and interprets that law (as, beyond all ques-
tion, its phraseology demands) as applying to all the inhabi-
tants of the land. The Septuagint version of the proclama-
tion is, dpeoww éml Tijs yijs maos Tols KaTowolow avriy, deliver-
ance to all the inhabitants; and the Sept. version of Ezek. 46:
17 is, &rovs s aéoeaws, the year of discharge or deliverance ;
and the Hebrew for the year of jubilee, b3t%1r3%, is translated,
in the same version, by &ros s déoews and énavros dpéoews,
the year of freeing, of discharging, of letting go.

Itis of little consequence whether the Hebrew appellation
was adopted from the instrument, the species of trampet, used
in making the proclamation of the jubilee, or from the mean-
ing of the root-word, from which the name of that instru-
ment itself was derived. The Jubel-horn may have been &
ram’s horn, or a metallic trumpet. But the name 53, to de-
signate, repeatedly, a jubilee, and b3, the jubilee, and b3%+3,
in jubilee, and >3i1ryY, the year of jubilee, besides the ex-
pression raksnbainired, the year of this jubilee, would lead us
more naturally to the verb ¥3), to go, to flow, to run, as the
origin of the appellation, by its peculiar meaning of deliver-
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ance, freedom, remission, a flowing forth as a river. This
is the more probable, because the appellation b3i, jubilee,
is not first given in connection with the blowing of the trum-
pet, but with the proclamation of liberty. When the forty-nine
years are passed, “then shalt thou cause the trumpet of rejoic-
ing to sound—in the day of atonement ye shall make the
trumpet to sound ” (Lev. 25: 9). The Hebrew, here, is not
the trumpet >3i%, of jubilee, as might be supposed from our
version, but nyvn wiY, the trumpet of rejoicing or of shouting
Jor joy. After this trumpet-sounding, comes the proclama-
tion of liberty; and then, first, we have the name jubi-
lee. The Hebrew, in its connection, is full of meaning:
m3b mman by reagTbab yana i ensaps, and proclaim liberty
throughout the land unto all the inhabitants thereof : a jubilee
it shall be unto you.

The leading idea in the law is that of freedom from servi-
tude, and the proclaiming clause is the proclamation of lib-
erty; and from that proclamation, and not from the enacting
clauses immediately folowing, in regard to restitution of
property and the return to patrimonial possessions, is the
name of the jubilee taken. The trumpet of rejoicing shall
sound, and ye shall hallow the fiftieth year, and shall pro-
claim liberty to all the inhabitants of the land, anp THis
SHALL BE YOUR JUBILEE. And inthe year of this jubilee, ye
shall return, every man, unto his possession. And 8o on, with
the detailed enactments of the law. It is manifest that this
great year is called the jubilee, from its ruling transaction
of liberty: that joyful announcement, in the proclamation,
gives it its reigning character; it would have been worth lit-
tle or nothing without that. It was the breaking of every
yoke, and the letting of every man go free.

[To be concluded.]





