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[PRicE ONE-PENNY,

How a nation, so acute and so fond of
learning as the Jews, should ever have been
im upon by so clumsy an imposture as
that of the oral law, is truly astonishing. The
exceeding folly of some of its ordinances, the
incredibility of the legends with which it
ubounds, the extravagant pretensions of its
doctors, the grinding tyranny of its despotic
tribunals, all seem calculated to awaken doubt
in the mind of the most credulous, and the
most ignorant. But the utter want of evidence
to support its claims ought to be sufficient to
open the eyes of even superstition itself. To
establish the genuineness of an oral tradition,
an unbroken chain of witnesses, from the rise
of the tradition to the present time, is indis-
pensably necessary. ‘The succession of persons
who received it from their predecessors, and
trapsmitted it to their followers, must be
clearly and accurately made out; and the
want of a single link, or the existence of a
single chasm in the chain of transmission is
quite sufficient to discredit the whole, and to
invalidate the claims to genuineness. To
prave the genuineness of the 7 Ywiw Tn,
oral law, it is necessary not only to point out
a succession of persons, but a succession of
Sanhedrins, for, as we have seen, the Sanhe-
drin was regarded as the foundation and
pillar of tradition. If a single chasm in his-
tory exists, where a Sanhedrin cannot be
pointed out, or if the assigned succession be
inconsistent with the written and inspired
records of the people, the claims of the oral
law are invalidated, and the Jewish nation
convicted as the abettors of a pious fraud, or
the unwitting dupes of an imposture. Now
we have already shown that the Sanhedrin
was not instituted by Moses, and was never
heard of until after the Greek conquest of the
land of Israel; and hence it inevitably fol.
lows, that the oral law is totally destitute of
that chain of testimony, by which alone its

enuineness could be established. From

loses to the Maccabees there is one con-
tinued chasm, an immense and impassable
abyss, which scparates between modern Ju-
daism and truth. But as the rabbies have
" endeavoured to fill up the yawning gulph, or
rather to build a bridge in the air for the
purpose of passing it, we think it necessary
to exawmine the success of their efforts. They
say, that a chain of testimony, such as is

wanted, does actually exist, and have en.
deavoured to point out the various links. If
this prove fallacious, then the last and only
hope of modern Judaism is gone; to prove
the fallacy does not require much argument,
The chain of testimony, as pointed out by
the rabbies themselves, is inconsistent with
history, and wants continuity even at the
very commencement. The first part of the
succession is thus described—
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¢ Although the oral law was not written,
Moses our master taught it all in his Council
to the seventy elders ; Eleazar also, and Phi.
nehas, and Joshua, all three, recéived it from
Moses. But to Joshua, who was the disciple
of Moses our master, he delivered the oral
law, and gave him a charge concerning it.
In like manner Joshua taught it by word of
mouth all the days of his life; and many
elders received it from Joshua, and Eli re-
ceived it from the elders, and from Phinehas.*”
(Preface to the Yad Hachazakah.) Now here
the want of continuity begins, immediately
after the third link in the chain. That Joshua
should inherit the oral law from Moses is very
likely, if there was any to be inherited, but
who was Joshua’s successor the rabbies
cannot tell us, It is not enough to say that
the elders received it from Joshua; who were
the elders, and who was the next president of
the Sanhedrin, and who was the president
after that? To make out a chain of witnesses,
we must at least have their names, but cught
to know, besides, their character, their piety,
their probity, before we can depend upon their
testimony. The absence of this detail shows
that the rabbies had no information on the
subject, and were merely trying to make up a
story to impose upon the credulous. It is
self-evident that if they had possessed an
accurate detail, they would have given it;
but as they do not, we must infer that they
had itnot ; and as the Bible gives no informa-
tion on the subject, we must assert, that the
chain of testimony terminates at the second
link. So far are the rabbies from being able
to prove a succession of Sanhedrins from the
N
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time of Joshua to their own, that they are
compelled to make & grand leap from Joshua
to Eli, and thus to leave a chasm of more
than two hundred years, which of itself is
sufficient to overthrow the claims of the oral
law, and to stamp the Jews as the most
ulous of men if they believe without any
evidence. Itis true that the rabbies endeavour
to stop up this great cavity with a great false-
hood. They say that Eli received the oral
law from Joshua’s elders, and from Phinehas;
which assertion implies that all these persons
lived to be about three hundred years old !
And yet, if it were true, would not be suffi-
cient to make out the proof, for which the
succession of Sanhedrins is absolutely neces-
sary, and especially for this period. From
the book of Judges, it appears, that in the
interval between Joshua and Eli, and even in
the next generation after Joshua’s death, the
people forsook the law of Moses, even the
written law, and gave themselves up to idolatry.
Thus we read—¢ And Joshua the son of
Nun, the servant of the Lord, died, being an
hundred and ten years old. . ... And
also all that generation were gathered unto
their fathers : and there arose another genera-
tion after them, which knew not the Lord,
nor the works which he had done for Israel.
And the children of Israel did evil in the
sight of the Lord, and served Baalim.”
(Judges ii. 8—11.) Now, here the inspired
writer says that Joshua and all that generation
died, which expressly contradicts the Rabbinic
assertion that Joshua’s elders lived to the time
of Eli; and, further, he says, that the Israel-
ites turned aside to idols: where was the
Sanhedrin at that time ? If it existed, why
did it not stop the torrent of corruption, and
punish the transgressors? And why was it
. mecessary for God toraise up Judges todo the
Sanhedrin’s work ?  'We do not once read of
the Sanhedrin, or any other council, helping
Israel. In the book of Judges, deliverance is
ascribed solely to the judges whom God
raised up. ¢ When the Lord raised them up
Jjudges, then the Lord was with the judge,
and delivered them out of the hand of their
enemies all the days of the judge. ..
And it came to pass when the judge was dead,
that they returned and corrupted themsclves
more than their fathers.” (Ibid. 18, 19.)
Indeed, that saying so often repeated in the
book of Judges, ¢ In those days there was no
king in Israel, but every man did that which
was right in his own eyes,” shows that there
was no Sanhedrin either. If any council of
the kind, armed with sach despotic power, had
existed, the children of Israel could not have
done that which was right in their own eyes.
Whether, then, we look at the Bible or at the
Rabbinic account, we have a period of more
than two hundred years, during which there
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is no evidence at sll either for the existence of
the Sanhedrin or of the oral law. The chain
of testimony, therefore, offered by the rabbies,
is not complete ; and is, moreover, unworthy
of credit, as it contains a gross falsehood con-
cerning the age to which Joshua’s elders
lived. A little more examination will show
us that it contains more than one falsehood.
After telling us that David received the oral
law from Samuel and his council, it thus
proceeds :—
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¢ Ahijah the Shilonite was one of those
who came out of Egypt, and a Levite, and he
heard the oral law from Moses: but he was
little in the days of Moses, and received the
oral law from David and his council. And
Elijah received from Ahijah the Shilonite and
his council.” Now, in the first place, this
statement is very absurd. To suppose that
one, who had heard the law from Moscs, should
at last receive it from David, is contrary to
robability : but to assert that Ahijah was a
ittle boy in the time of Moses, and that he
lived until the reign of Solomon, that is, above
five hundred years, is manifestly a falsehood,
and, whether wilful or not, completely destroys
the credibility of this attempt at a succession
of witnesses. If involuntary, and the result
of error, it shows that the rabbies who have
transmitted this story were so weak in intellect
as to swallow any improbability ; and that as
they transmitted one lie, they may have
transmittcd more. But if voluntary, no one
will argue that the testimony ef wilful liars is
worth much. This last attempt, therefore, to
prop up the authority of the oral law is vain.
But this Rabbinic chain of testimony goes
on to tell us that, amongst others, the oral
law passed through Jeremiah the prophet.
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¢ Jeremiah received from Zephaniah and
his council, and Baruch the son of Neriah
received from Jeremiah and his council.”
Now, if this means that Jeremish was the
N3, or President of the Sanhedrin, it is
plainly false. The whole history of Jeremiah
shows us that he was not the powerful head
of a despotic and irresistible council, but an
unprotected and persecuted man. Had he
been president of a tribunal so dreadful, and
whose sentence of excommunication was in
itself sufficient to protect him, the people and
the princes would never have dared to reject
his words as they did, much less to make an
attempt on his life. But if, on the other hand,
it be said that Jeremiah’s council does not
mean the Sanhedrin, then we have another
chasm in the succession of Sanhedrins, and



eonsequently the proof fails again. But. this
chain of evidence is not only contrary to fact,
and to the inspired writings of the prophets ;
it is also inconsistent with the oral law itself,
for it asserts that two proselytes forma a part
of the chain of transmission.
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¢ Shemaiah and Abtalion, proselytes of
righteousness, and their council, received from
Judah and Simon and their council. Hillel
and Shammai and their council received from
Shemaiah and Abtalion and their council.”
Now, according to the oral law, itisunlawful
for proselytes to be bers of any il
or tribunal. Respecting the Supreme Council,
it is expressly said—
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¢ None are to be made members of the
Sanhedrin except priests and Levites, and
Israelites of so good a genealogy as to be fit
to intermarry with the priests; for it is said,
¢.And they shall stand there with thee,
(Numb. xi. 16,) i. . like unto thee in wisdom,
in piety, and in genealogy.” (Hilchoth
Savhedrin, ¢ ii- 1.) And even of an inferior
tribunal it is said—
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¢ A tribunal of three, one of whom is a
proselyte, is unlawful.” (Abid. 9.) If then,
it was unlawful for a proselyte to be a mem-
ber of the Sanhedrin, or any other tribunal,
how is it that we find two at the head of one
of these councils through which the oral law
was transmitted ? If the decisions-of the oral
law be valid, that council was illegitimate,
and therefore totally incompetent to the trans-
mission of tradition, and then we have a break
in the chain of testimony even at that end
which is nearest to the rabbies. But if that

ncil be idered petent, then the oral
Iaw which condemns it cannot eontain the true
tradition. But in either case, the genuine-
ness of the law is overthrown.

The sum of what we have said is this:—
That even if we were to give up our other
arguments against the authority of the San-
hedrin and the oral law, and were willing to
rest this question on the testimony of the
rabbies themselves, the defectiveness, incon-
sistency, and falsehood manifested in that
testimony, would be sufficient to throw dis-
credit on all their claims. They have not
only no proof from Scripture, but are not
able themselves to find in tradition an un-
broken_chain of testimony. They fail at the
very 6utset. After producing two links, they
leave a chasm of above two hundred years
unaccounted for. When they take it up
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again, they are convicted of gross falsechood
in asserting that men lived, after the deluge,
to the age of five hundred years: and are
not able even to make out a story that will
agree with the oral law itself. The most
favourable ground, then, that can be taken
for the defence of the oral law proves un-
tenable. But if to this we add the arguments
contained in the former papers, and remember
that the Sanhedrin is in direct opposition to
the law of Moses, is never mentioned in any of
the sacred books, norheard of until the Greek
language was spoken in the land of Israel,
every support is taken from the oral law, and
it sinks down to the level of a mere impos-
ture, of which the Jewish people have been
the dupes and the victims. How long they
will remain so, it is for themselves to consider.
The times of blind faith, such as modern
Judaism requires, are gone by ; the Jews can
therefore no longer remain the blind followers
of the superstitious and ambitious rabbies,
Either they must honestly confess that they
and their fathers have been deceived for the
last eighteen hundred years, and earnestly set
about seeking that truth which they lost; or
they must be content to be regarded either as
interested upholders of error, or reckless de-
spisers of truth. No one, who at all knows
the nation, will ever believe that they are so
weak in understanding as to be unable, under
present circumstances, to detect the clumsy
pretensions of the oral law. Some Jews may,
indeed, still obstinately refuse to investigate
the evidences of their paternal religion, and
persist in professing Judaism simply b

their fathers did so before them; but such
persons must be content to acknowledge that
their faith is not that of a rational being,
or that their religion will not stand the test of
reason. All who will take the trouble to in-
vestigate, must, if they be honest men, make
up their minds to renounce the religion of the
rabbies. There is not any one argument, either
of internal or external evidence, in its behalf,
on which a msn of ordinary understanding
can rest for a moment. The only shadow of’
a basis on which to support the oral law is
the doctrine of the Sanhedrin, but this, as we
have seen, disappears so soon as we approach:
the illusion. Instead of giving authority to
the other parts of the oral law, the doctrine of
a Sanhedrin appears one of the most objeetion«
able of its many errors, for it bears upon its
front the stamp of selfishness and ambition.
It was an invention of men, who aimed not
only at a spiritual dominion, but also at a
secular despotism. The Sanhedrin was merely
the engine whereby the rabbies hoped to get
all the power, both of Church and State, into:
their own hands, and thereby distinguishes the
Rabbinical religion in the most striking man-
ner from that of Jesus of Nazareth. Chrise
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danity contains no apparatus for securing to
its teachers the dominion of the world ; and
therefore the professing followers of Christ,
when they aimed at worldly power, were first
obliged to invent an oral law of their own.
Jesus of Nazareth seeks nothing but the do-
minion of truth. * When he perceived that
they would come and take him by force to
make him a king, he departed again into a
mountain himself alone.”” (John vi. 15.)
His doctrine was, ¢ My kingdom is not of
this world.” And in Jike.manner he taught
his dieciples not to seek after worldly power.
¢ Ye know that they which are accounted to

phets. For though we are Christians, we
firmly believe that true faith in the Old Tes-
tament must terminate in Christianity. The
only real obstacle in the way of a Jew’s re-
ceiving Jesus as the Messiah, isthe prejudice,
that his fathers, who rejected him, must have
been in the right; and this obstacle we are
endeavouring to remove. We have already
made it appear that they were in the wrong ;
and ovr late papers have removed the s est
objection that they urge, namely, that the sen-
tence of the Sanhedrin was decisive against
his claims. We have shown that the Sanhe.
drin was altogether an unlawful tribunal, not

tablished by Moses, but, as its name inti-

rule over the Gentiles exercise lordship over
them: and their great ones exercise authority
apon them. But so shall it not be among
you: but whosoever will be great among
you, shall be your minister: and whosoever
will be chiefest, shall be servant of all. For
even the Son of man came not to be minis-
tered unto, but to minister, and to give his
life a ransom for many.” (Mark x. 42—45.)
Jesus and his apostles are perfectly free from
the suspicion of making religion subservient
to the promotion of ambitious schemes. The
teachers of the oral law had, and even now
have a temptation to uphold its doctrines, be-
cause they make them the absolute rulers of
the Jewish people, and this tendency is a
strong ground of suspicion. When God sent
Moses, he preserved him from all similar
imputation, for though he possessed the su-
preme power during his life, his claims were
attested by miracles which could not be de-
nied: and at his decease his children were
chief neither in Church nor State. The
priesthood remained in the family of Aaron,
and the chief magistracy fell to the lot of
Joshua. Thus disinterestedness distinguished
the characters of Moses and Jesus from those
of the rabbies. The doctrine of the Sanhedrin
reveals but too plainly the motives by which
the authors of the oral law were actuated. Of
course we do not mean to ascribe the same mo-
tives to all the advocates of the oral law in
the present day. Those motives are neces-.
sarily confined to those times when Judaism
can be realized, and cannot, therefore, be
called forth until there is & prospect of restor-
ing the Rabbinic polity. Our object is not to
condemn the modern Jews, but to open their
eyes to a true view of that system by which
they have been so0 long deluded. And if they
should ask us, Where, then, is the truth to
be found ? we reply, in Moses and the pro-

mates, by the Greeks, and modelled by artful
and ambitious men for their own purposes:
and as the tribunal was unlawful, so was the
sentence, Indeed the fact that the Lord Jesus
Christ was condemned by an unlawful tri-
bunal is a testimony in his favour. It shows
that he disapproved of and opposed their un-
lawful doings. Jesus was not condemned by
the friends of Moses, but by his enemies.
The religion of Christ was persecuted, not by
those who conscientiously kept Moszs’ com-
mands, but by those who had first defaced
every feature of Mosaism. The men who
condemned the Liord Jesus were the tyrannical
usurpers of an authority which Moses had
given to others; and if Moses himself had
ap%eared amongst them, and asserted the
rights of the priests and Levites against the
rabbies, they would just as readily have cru-
cified him as the Lord Jesus Christ. The
Jews, therefore, of the present day, who ap-
prove the condemnation of Jesus, unite with
the enemies of Moses; but those who are
lovers of the Mosaic law must approve the
efforts of Jesus to deliver it from the corrup-
tions of wicked and ambitious men. An un-
lawful tribunal condemned him for doing
what every true Jew must acknowl to be
right.  Whether, then, they acknowledge him
as the Messiah or not, they must confess that
he died a martyr to his zeal for the law of
Moses, and are, therefore, bound to reconsider
his claims. Jesus was put to death, not be-
cause he violated the Mosaic precepts, but
because he reproved others for their trans.
gressions—not because he endeavoured to
overturn the religion of Moses, but because
he resolutely defended its truth against those
who were introducing a new religion upon its
ruins.
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