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CONCERNING INNOVATIONS.

IV KNOXONIAN,

“That is an innovation,” says our conscrvalive
fricnd, when any change is propnsed, and he gener-
ally says it with the air of a man who feels certain he
has scttled the matter  \Well, supposing it is  Your
first baby was an innovation. Webster defines an
innovation to be - * Change made by the introduction
of something new ”  Every law, custom, rite and
practice in existence was an innovatinn when first in-
troduced. ‘The very customs that extremely conserva-
tive people cling 0 so tenaciously were at onc time
innovations. That which thcy fight /er now because
it is old, was fought agusnst years ago by the same
kind of pcople because it was new.  The innovations
of onc century become the good old things of the next.
1t isa little perplexing that the same class of people
should denounce a change when made and not very
long afterwards fight for the thing changed. Sucha
procedure would almost lead one to believe that the
merits of the question arc not taken into account and
that mere age is the only thing considered. Now a
custom is not neccessarily good, simply because it is
old. Drinking customs are old. Profane swearing is
an old custom. It is a long time since men began to
cheat. Lying began soon after the creation. Sinin
2 hundred forms is old. Satanisold. Anold custom
is not ncecessarily good any more than an old man is
necassarily good. Some old men are terribly wicked.

Every man that cver did anything conspicuously
good for God or humanity might be charged with in-
troducing innovations. The Priests of Baal nmght
have .ccused Elijah for introducing innovations on
Mount Carmel. The fire test was certainly a new
thing. Daniel figured as an innovator in Babylon.
Every prophet or priest or king that broke up a sys-
tem of idolatry might have been charged with innova-
tion. Pcter's sermon on the day of Pentecost was a
decided innovation. No preacher in Jerusalem ever
delivered a sermon like that before.  The Twelve in-
troduced an innovation when they asked the Church
to elect deacons. The cry agmast the founders of
Christianity everywhere and always was that they
were overturning established rites and customs. That
cry was put in a condensed form when they were
charged with turming the world upside down. Tum-
ing the world upside down 1s an extensive and rather
startling innovation.

Martin Luther was an innovator. So was John
Kuox. So was John Wesley. Dr. George Leshe
Mackay introduced some innovations in Formosa.

Now we thunk we hear some good man say: ** Uh
there :s no analogy between these cases and the case
of a man who wishes to make changesin these modern
times.” Well, we adnut the comparison does not go
on all fours, but we do most emphatically assert that
it is good n one particular : 1t shows that to shout
“1nnovation” proves nothing in regard to any given
question. Any proposcd change should be considered
on 1ts ments and mercly to say “*innovation ~ 1s L0 say
nothing.

The utter empuness of the cry about innovauons
may be seen 1 another way. Rauways are innova-
tions, steamboats are innovations, telegraph hines are
innovations, prinung presses and reaping machines
are mnnovations, coal oil lamps arc innovations, the
electnic light 1s an innovation, dady newspapers are an
innovation, improvements of all kinds are innovations
when introduced.  We live among 1nnovations, work
with 1nnovations, make money out of innovat.ons, en-
joy innovations, and would feel that many of the com-
forts of hfc were withdrawn if the innovations were
removed and we were forced back to the old state of
things. Of course people who are pinched a litle by
any improvement are apt to cry out agamnst the inno-
vation. The proprictor of a line of stags coaches
never hikes to hear the whistle of the locomouve. A
manufacturer of tallow candles 1s of course opposed
to gas, and the gas compames arc noi n love with
the electnc ight. A man who sells whiskey thinks
the Scott Act a most outrageous mnnovation. Rael
may come to the conclusion onc of thesc days that
the Gathing gun 1s a very dangerous Yankee innova.
tion. ‘He may cven conclude that finug fifteen hun-
dred shots a-minuic at him is wlfra tires, unconstitu-
f1onai, incomperent, an interfereace with his nghts,
and a lot of other things. But Kicl 15 not the nght

man to judge of -such matters. When the material
improveinents mentioned were introducad somebody
always shouted * innovation,” which proves, not that
needless and useless changes are good, dut the mere
cry of “innovation,” in and of itself, is no reason why
a proposed change should not be made.

Over against the very conservative people who con-
tend against any change, no matter what its merits,
there is another class, equally unreasonable and far
more dangerous—the class who want to change every-
thing. They fight against everything old just as the
others fight agamst everything new, and with just as
little reason.  They never look at an old institution
without feeling a burning desire to pull it down. They
clamour everlastingly for change, just for the sake of
change. They are uncasy, restless and dangerous.
It gives them great delight to prove that their fathers
were fools and their grandfathers asses,—propositions
the truth of which we might almost infer from the
character of the progeny. It grieves these people
very much that we can't have a new sun every day
and & new moon every night.  They want a new
Bible, and new standards, and a new church, a new
way of salvation, and a new minister, and new clders
and naw managers, and new Sabbath school officers,
and if they would tell the truth most of them want a
ncw God. This last mentioned want is probably the
parent of all the other wants. If they ever get to
heaven, which is rather doubtful, unless greatly
changed, they won't be there any time until they begin
to clamour for changes. As between these people
and the people who oppose every change there is not
much to choose.  Probably the people who cry “in-
novation” are the safer of the two. The right course
lies between these extremes. A proposed change
should be examined on its merits.  The main ques-
tion is not : “Is it old or is it new?” but “Is it on the
whole the best thing to do now and here?” Whata
world of trouble would be saved if everybody kept this
very ¢lementary question before his mind ¢

MARRIAGE AFFINITY.

Mr. EDITOR,—I am not better pleased with Dr.
McKnight's exegesis of Lev. %viii. 16 than with the
textual translation of Lev. xviii. 18 and the argument
founded upon it. The Pnncipal says: “Ind the
Mosaic .aw prohibit the marriage of a deceased
brother’s wife 2 1tas commonly supposed that this s
the meaving of Lev. xviii. 16. I beheve the supposi-
tion 1s incorrect.”  And then he goes on to prove that
it only prohibits sexual intercourse with a living
brother’s wife, or marriage with her should she be di-
vorced, and that it does not apply to marriage with a
deceased brother's wife at ali.  He says there ure de-
finite reasons for holding that deceased brother's wife
15 not referred to in the verse. 1 cannot accept this
view of Lev. xviil. 16: “ Thou shalt not uncover the
nakcdness of thy brother's wife ; it1s thy brothers
nakedness.” The following are my reasons :

1. I feel curious to know whether Dr. McKnight
would apply the same cnticism to Lev. xviu. 8, * The
nakedness of thy brother's wife shalt thou not uncover
1t 1s thy father's nakedness.” In the Hebrew verse 8
1s identical with verse 10, smutates mutandis, In other
words. if the term “ thy father” in the one, be apphed
to the term “thy brother” in the other, they shall
comnaide and be equal 1n every respect ; like two lines
which coincide at two points, they coincide altogether.

And should the Principal apply the same criticism
to verse 8 by which he interprets verse 16, then I should
feel curious to know how he would prove that the
father of the miserable Corinthian who viclated verse
8 was living at the time of the oftence. For if he
were not living at the time of the offence, was not Paul
a little too rash in administering to the offender such
a heavy and scathing denunciation and in ordering
such severe discipline. (1 Cor. v. 1-5.)

2. 1 find seven prohibitory laws in a group in Lev.
aviu., prefaced by solemn declarations concerning the
divine authonty by which they are promulgated, and
followed by terrible warnings derived from the fate of
the Canaanitish nations that had poliuted and de-
graded themselves by the sins which these laws pro-
hibit.  Dr, McKnight well says that the subject “is
not specially autractive.” The seven laws are;

(a) The law of incest, verse 6-7; (8) the law of
polygamy, verse 18, {¢; the law of ceremonial separa-
von fur uncleanness, vesse 19 ; (d) the law of adultery,

verse 20 ; ¢ the Jaw of human sacrifices, verse 21 ;

(7) the law of sodomy, verse 22 ; (g) the law of bestia-
lity, verse 23,

All these laws are bused upon the common {dea
of the vileness and unnaturalness of the sins which
they prohibit. These sins are very vile and odlous,
and, therefore, quite repugnant to the holy nature of
the divine Legislator. Violations of these laws are so
vilc and unnatural and disgusting that even the light
of nature, apart from any specific revealed legislation,
ought to deter people from committing them.  Itas
on this principle, I think, that we <an realize the
Justice of the dooin of the offending nations, whose
fate was made a beacon to the cluldren of Israel
And if the hght of nature makes the breakers of these
laws inexcusable, how aggravated 1s the sin of men
who, under the full blaze of Gospel light, tamper with
them ?

But, besides being grounded on the common idea
of vileness and repugnance to holiness, some of these
laws are also based on specific grounds of their own,
For instance, the specific ground of the law of incest is
near kinship, or relationship within specificd degrees
of consanguinity and affinity ; and the specific ground of
the law of polygamy is vexation tothe first and the law-
ful wife whose rights are violated by the introduction
of a second wife within the family dofain. Two
queens cannot live 1n peace within the same bee-hive,
neither can two ivomen live in peace in a_bigamous
or polygamous state, if their minds have been enligh-
tened Ly the truth of God. lgnorance, heathen en-
vironments and hardness of heart, may so far darken
the intellect and crush the natural feelings of a
woman that she may endeavour to content herself to
live in such a state. But ifshe is enlightened she will
be vexed ; yea, more, if she is enlightened she will
not tolerate it.

The 16th verse is part and parcel of the law of incest.
The declaration of the ground of this law in verse 6
applies to both kinds of relationships ; nor is there
anything said in the body of the law, in connection
with the specified degrees that come under the
prohibition, to limit or modify the prohibition. Now
plainly, the force of the prohibition within the con-
sanguincous degrees is such that they constitute
a bar to marriage forever. A man must never
marry his sister or his daughter or his daughters
daughter. Nobody disputes this. There are also some
degrees of affinity about which, 1 suppose, there 1s no
dispute. A man must never marry his father's wife
verse 8) ; nor may a man ever marry the wife of his
father's brother (verse 14); nor may a man cver
marry his daughter-in-law, whether his son is living
or dead. There is no limitation contended for in
these cases. Now, I ask where is the warrant for
suggesting or contending for a limitation of the forie
of the prohbition regarding a brother’s wife? There
is nothing in Lev. xviii. to warrant any such limitation.
Dr. McKnight says that the cxpression, “it is thy
brother’s nakedness,” requires the limitation of the
prohibition to the lifetime of the brother. But the
same reason is assigned for the prohibition in verse
14. The violation of it is the uncovering of the father s
brother's nakednessy and the same reason is assygned
in verse 8 also, “it is thy father’s nakedness.”

3. As to that part of the Doctor’s argument which
he founds on the levirate law, I sec no force at all
m it, and I think few, if any, will be influenced by .

4. Should any one say that the term “ wife” inthe
16th verse indicates that the prohibition must belimited
to the hfetime of her husband, he must agan be re-
ferred to verse 3, where t.  phrascology is the same,
and where no limitation must be allowed. But this
s not all. It can be shown that the cmployment of
the term “wife® hereis quite in accordance with the
usus loguends of the Hebrew.  When a woman hasbe- -
come the wife of a man, by Hebrew usage, she con-
tinues to be always spoken of as that man'’s wife.
Ruth iv. 5—*Then, said Boaz, what day thou buycst
the field at the hand of Naomi, thou must also buy it of
Ruth the Moabutess, the wife (es#es2) of the dead, to
raisc up the name of the {dead upon his inhentance.”
Verse 10—~ Morcover, Ruth the Moabitess, the wife
(csketk) of Mahlon, have I purchased to be my wife.”
She is still called the wife of Mahlon, and will, in He-
brew usage, be the wife of Mahlon after she has also
become the.wife of Boaz. 1 Sam. xxvi1. 3—“And David
dwelt with Achish, at Gath, heand hismen, every man
with his houschold, even David and his two nivcs,
Ahinoam the Jezreelitess, and Abigail the Carmelitess,
Nabal's wife.” (Esketh Nabal,) Sce also Gen, xomvii



