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sary, but this was the sort of general
preliminary statement or protocol that
formed one side of the covenant entered
into at Sinal, between Jehoviah on the
one haad, and the people of Israel on
e other. IHe promiised them His pro-
tection and blessing, on condition that
they enacted and enforeed laws of that
tenor. Listen to the assurance God
gives to the people before announcing
these laws, ¢ Now, therefore, if ye will
obey My voice indeed, and keep my
covemunt, then yo¢ shall bhe a peculiar
treasure unto Me above all people ; for
all the carth Is mine” (Ixod. xix., 3.}
Such was the acreement which they ae-
cepted. In terms of it the worship of
Jehovah alone was to be iolerated. and
all others forbidden, Jeloval's ¢luiracter
was not to be degvaded either hy ma-
terial representations of 1Tim or by
profanation of ITis name. The Sat.bath
rest was to be observed. Parvents were
to be honered. Life and praperty were
to be Quly protected. the rights of mar-
riage muarded. jusiice faithfully ad-
ministered. and oven the beginnings of
ovil, as far as possible. checked. That
covenant was made, not with the indi-
vidnal Jew, but with the nation as 2
whole. Individuals might break it, bhut
so long as the nation enforeed it and
punished the guilty. it wag regarded as
Keeping the covenant. Of course such
an enforcement must always have heen
piactically impossible. without a sym-
vathetie obedienice on the part of a
large mujovity of the people. hat ihe
entire history of the nation is made to
hinge on that covenmant with them as
an organized whole. In so far as these
iaws were carried oui. the nafion was
made to prosper. Whenever their rulers
neglected them and  failed to enforce
them. judgments were sent and disaster
hefell,  This was particularly true of
the statuies relating {o the worship of
Jehovah alone. It is the constant prac-
tice of the historians and prophets to
complain of the toleration of Canaanite
calizions. and of the introduction of de-
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graded forms of Jehovah-worship. Their
kings are constantily rebuked and criti-
cised for not vepressing these, and the
national -nisfortunes are attributed in
inrge degree to their weakness in. this
regard. The constant test by which
they estimate a king as good or evil, is
his attitude on this fundamental ques-
tion. David, though far from being a
man of spotless virtue, is a King after
God's own heart, because lhie is faithful
to the mational covenant. Jeroboam is
chiefly  condemned beciuse he set up
the golden calves, and his successors,
bhecause they walked in the way of
Jeroboam. and in the sin wherewith he
made Israel to sin.

This national statutory character of
the law of Moses expliins some things
that otherwise wotild seem strange and
unaccountiable. It explains, for ex-
ample, the apparent harshness of some
of the principles that are found in it
All eriminal law must sometimes ap-
peiar stern and harsh, if 2t is to do any
zood. It scems monstrous at first <ight
that Moses should calmly Iay down the
precept, “an eye for an eye, a {ooth for
o footh,"—un precept that is given three
times over in ihe FPentateuch. But it
becomes Latelligible when we remember
as the context plainly shows, that it
wits a principle 10 be observed by the
judges in assessing penalties for wrong
donie to another. In the more general
form tihat the penally shounld be pro-
pertioned to the wrong done, it is vir-
tually the principle observed in our
Courts to-day. It was not intended as
a justifzation for personal retaliation.
vut rather *o secure such a firm ad-
ministration of justice on the part of
the authorities as would take away all
temptation to personal retaliation.

This also explains the negative or
prohibitory form of the decalogue. From
the nature of the case. all eriminal stat-
utes must be prohibitory—a perpetual
“Thou shalt not.” It is only to & very
limited extent indeced, that legislation
can cnforee the positive virtues. Its




