MARRIAGE AFFINITY BILL.

‘REPORT

Qr TIE

PROCEEDINGS AT A PUBLIC MEETING,

HELD IN GLASGOW, T0 OPPOSE THIS BILL,
ON APRIL 16, 1850.

QIR JAMES CAMPBELL TN THE CHAIR,

Ox Tuesday evening, a large and influential meeting of the citizens of Glasgow
was held in Hope Street Gaelie Church, in complinnce with o rcquisition,
numerously and mosb respectably signed, and presented to the Lord Provost in
opposition to the Bill before Parliament for legalizing the marriage of a husband
witl his deceased wife's sister.

Amongst the gentlemen on the platform, we observed Sir James Campbell, of
Stracathro ; Bailie Playfair ; Andrew Wingate, Esq.; Andrew Galbraith, Esq.
Dean of Guild; James Wright, Esq.; Willinm Connal, Esq. ; Dr. Rainy; T
James Wilson; William Buchanan, Esq.; G. L. Walker, Esq.; Nathaniel Steven-
son, Esq.; Alex. Bryce, Esq.; William Davie, Esq. ; John Pattison, Esq.; Hugh
Brown, Esq. ; Robert Lamond, Iisq., writer; Anderson Kirkwood, BEsq., writer ;
J. I. M Clure, Esq., writer; John Meiklem, Esq.; James Scott, Esq.: Rev. Dr.
Hill, Rey. Dr. Smyth, Rev. Dr. Symington, Rev., Dr. Buchanan, Rev. Dr. Craik,
Rev. Dr. Lorimer, Rev. Dr. Napier, Rev. Dr. Runciman, Rev. Dr. Paton, Rev,
Dr. Boyd, Rev. Mr. Gibson, TRev. Mr. Bonar, Rev. Mr. Somerville, Rev, D.
Brown, Rev. A. M‘Dougall, d&e.

Oun the mobion of Jomw Parrisow, Esq., Sir James Camplell was called to the
chair.

Dr. Hinn commenced the procecdings by offering up a suitable prayer.

The Cmarraan read the requisition calling the meeting. Te said, This meeting
has been convened for the purpose of opposing a Bill, which bas been brought into
Parliament, to alter the role of affinity of marriage in this land —a rule which we
hold to be the law of this country, and I believe the law of all European nations
for ages past; and also, as we conceive, and according to the prineiples we
profass, the law of God. (Cheers.) I will n of enter upon the subject.  There
are gentlemen here who will address you, both in reference to the Divine authority
and the civil authority, in respect to this proposed innovation, in my opinion on
the usages of the people of this country, and oppesed to their Dbest feelings
(Cheers.) He concluded by calling on Dr. Symington to propose the first
resclution.

Rov. Dr. W. Snareroy said—The object of our present meebing has heen ex-
plained by the Chairman. The measure we have met this evening to oppbse is 01‘13
that has respect to the earliest of human relations—the marriage bond, the integ-
rity and the inviolability of which_ stand more intimately connected with individugl
happiness, and the peace and purity of society at large, than almost any other one
thing. The particular question now under consideration has been long regarded as
definitively settled. Forffieen centuries in the Jewish Church, and for Stl’?‘v'entee
conturies in the Christian Churc‘h, the law of incest was held to be fixed. Wheln
at o comparatively recent period, and in another country, the guesbion w t
raised whebher a man might not marry his deceased wife's sister, it took t]::;
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1st chapter T e winga of rses; and again, 1n the book of Ezeli
e g s of the cherubim were joi Lzekie]
original it is, ¢ awife & n vere joined one to another.” In the
Now avit e er sister ;' but idiomatically it is n the
g -111-:1: thougthi:ﬁl];?g on lil‘ns. let me make a genf_‘rnl}’st.:d:z:}mer(;;[;1 3 fJ{‘)I;F“mthm.'"
Old Testament; and tl?il;'t}' ?oggn;az tof E}.lﬂs“;ﬁr‘," iyl thiﬂ'y'ﬁ‘:e ti‘mt)spil:lmt?e’
rordetad “one. ; ut of the thirty-five times it is idi 0 the
«'Llluflcdef‘go imc-lt‘o ancther,” and the thirty-fifth is this"::r?hit l% Idiematically
idiomati ,1]I} ‘-‘ llch“thg text is translated “a wife to a sister,” ; ?,1‘3 PASSRIE D03
rmso:l 15.1 t} read, ““ one to another.” 'This is further con ﬁi‘,m;‘dmfe it should he
pa “}a lis' assigned for not taking a wife toa sister namely “thmk» by the
L M et of wutf’s Rathnhe Eha only (g thay wool Lo Ty
o l ’ he marrying qf another woman, although not her “isge- at would vex her?
Tut P:‘Z ._:Elgjlj{;y,_she might be less vexed at her husband 111{1‘1‘ -il, not vex her? In
P ‘Il 3:1::‘:11)1 if he married any other woman, that \\‘01;1(1 )‘.’?5 her own sister:
the :‘l'c'.\"of? tg ay, thish. she e I have now given of the ‘1-}L 1101: not a little.
atd the ganer_liai:losttlci?zt-]rled lexicographers, such as BuEtﬁfip mdq.éest'.ion i
al import of the verse af large, is the vi . ff and Gesenius;
by the most learned raen i arpe, is the view which has b us;
5 : en in every age of tk 1 has been supported
taken— ; ¥ ag the church. ha vt orte
tﬁ ;(‘f;]lj”thl t]l;g ?]m}me c{f the modern defenders of incest—b VIR[;:L the view which is
m“t]m(”r-ig ; .lel 1ag laid down in this matter might shame the -Om,e_ff himself; and
o ding t?‘llisn] L:\Jt\]\' and lai\'. morality in the presentday. In :hl;mtl\fdtllmls who are
£ abt At verse has no hemting whataver on £ rt, I think I h
-afers only € 2 orn : i 3 ¥ = atever on the L s ave
lznf-t»cse f:: ]‘} tf!l]flgdmt"’ or polyzamy; and, therefore, the jf{uefstmp‘hefm.e us. It
ntrary to the Word of God; and if weare to pay 1‘85P£’5t ?00351(0 n;ﬁ}asul‘%éhen, ’
d e voiee of God, we

care ho nd prope
Il proper means to llE‘f‘e:’lt this atroeion 1511]. Ny [l}!
se O H C & W be
to u o

Parlinment. (Cheers.) Let us

atlia ] T8, zo to the Legis e :

brealking down the laws of the country and of (?éﬁ?lﬁlﬁggeﬁ T‘tllmnf, fuseri of
he lax morality
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of men who, however great in rank and iniluence, to bring up the conduet of these
men to the standard of these laws. Let these men be taught, as they need to be,
that, rather than that ihe laws of God and man should ba broken, in accommoda-
tion to the ervors of certain individuals, it is a thousand times more reasonable
that the incestuous contracts of these parties should be forthwith broken up.
{Loud cheers.) This is the course we should pursue, if we arc any longer to
have the power of singing:—
¢ Hail ! wedded love, mysterious Iaw, true source,
Of human offspring = # # % % =
Perpetual fountain of domestic sweets.”
Let us, by whai we do this evening, as citizens of Glasgow, which © flgurishes by
the preaching of the Word,”—let us wash our hands ‘free of all participation in
the guilt of those who have gone up to a forbidden bed, saying, each for himself,
in holy indignation, “ My soul, come not thou into their secret ; unto their assem-
bly, mine honour, be not thou united.” {Great cheering.) Dr. Symington con-
cluded by moving—* That the proposed measure is contrary to the Word of God.”

Bailie Pravrar seconded the motion, which was carried unanimonsly,

Mr. Kieewoon.—Mr, Chairman, I have the homour to submit te the meeting
the next resolution, which is in these terms :—¢ That the proposed measure ia
destructive of domestic purity and peace, and injurious to the well-being of sociely
at large.”  And, if it has been demonstrated to your satisfaction, that the measure
is contrary to the Word of God, I might assume that it must be as injurious to
domestic and social Lappiness, as my motion declares it fo be. DBut this is not
the point in hand. I take up my resolution as a sepavate proposition; and, if I
succeed in establishing it, I shall then be entitled to turn round and say, that
what is destructive of domestic purity and peace, and injurious to the well-being
of saciety at large, eannot possibly be in accordance either with the letter or the
spirit of the Word of God. Before proceeding, howover, to the proper business
intrusted to me, it is very desirable to know something of the erigin and history

of this measure. Were it a public measure, ealled for by the community at large,
in order to redress some clamant national

grievance—were it o measure intro-
duced upon the responsibility of Government—were it a measure originating

with a powerful, even with an independent party in the Legislature—we mi ght
approach its consideration with temper and moderation. But the Rill we have
met {o oppose has no such recommendations. It is, on the contrary, a private
Bill, in the strictest acceptation of the term, as I shall presently show. (Hear,)
The agitation which has led to it commenced in 1840. Tt has talen ten years to
develope. Tn 1840, a gentleman, who had cither married or who was desirous to
marry, contrary to law, the sister of his deceazed wife, felt unensy in his conscience
or his status. He bethoueht himself of various expedients to set himself right;
and ult-lma]tely resolved that, as the law was {he pinching point, he had better
apply to his lawyer for relief, Straightway he goes to a highly respectable firm
of solieitors in Coleman Street, London, and they undertook his case, and the case
of a few others in a similar predicament, They have performed their professional
duty admirably, They began by boldly asking the Arvehbishop of Canterbury, as
the head of the Church of FEngland, to espouse their cause, but his Grace very
properly declined to interfere, They next tried the other archbishops and
bishops, but with equal want of sucecess, exceph in the case of the Archbishop of
Dublin, who is generally somewhat singular in his epinions. Having thus failed
with the dignitaries, they had a clever pamphlet written, designed and ealeulated
to unsettle men’s minds on the question, and this and other pamphlets were
industriously eirculaied amongst the parochial clergy of England. Many of the
clergy were caught in the trap, and committed themselves. Tlushed with this
partial sueccess, the solicitors of the measure were emboldened to try the bishops
again, at a time when it was politely said they would be less burdened with their
arduous parliamentary daties; but this second application was not mueh more
successful than the first. ’l‘lhc'sol-icitors then agsumed that there was no Serip-
tural har tq the measutre, Having so easily disposed of {hjs formidable objection,
the next thing done was te talte mumerons opinions of eminent English counsel ;
but I do not imagine anybody will think that o paveel of such opinions would be of
use one way or the otherin settling such 5 question, Next, we have a foreign
Jurisconsult censulted as to the law of marriage in other c-ol.;ntries, particnlarly
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rusei o o an opinion as to the law in the United States, Now, I
E:if; s:;. re;‘ffml;i‘;i él;scoru thi)ng i_mportec'[ duty free from these places, but 1 have
an insupera.blgdislike to morality being admitted on the same easy tfzrmsA (:? langh.)
With regard to Prussia, you must rcco_llcct _the saying of lf-§ greatest mon?lr_ch, that
 Noses did not consult me when mzl_kmg his laws, and I will qot consult:, im whgn
making mine.” Iis subjects have literally 1_"01}10\79(1 _lus adviece ; for,' in Prus_sm,,
they nﬁow a man and his niece, by consn.ngum]ty, f;o 1r1t}2rmnr1'§', :ll.'ld it lf no won-
der, therefore, that they find no obslfaple in relationship hy_ afﬁmfty: c:?mﬁt’
thc;-ef‘orc, consent to follow Prussga 5 n':oruht‘y. And, with re exenﬁ} Od‘ 10
United States, it must be borne in mind thz}t, owing ta‘thc‘ prevalence o “oa.r_tn;g
establishments in America, no fair comparison can he instituted lgetwe@n dleila ate
of domestic society in their country and ours.  We must, on f’h}.s grgt{nt o, ?Inl-?,
setting aside any higher, decline to tal:r:\ an example from the United ..]1 es. e
next tiinn' the promoters did, was to enlist th_c sympa,f.hy of 80 Lu:lmdon 50 1cmorfi :tts
petitione?s in their favour, and to employ nine barristers and sf‘fudents-at-lmT] o

et up a case. One of the barristers rcmamgd at }.L_ch—qum‘_tel"s in .Lun(%on.' ltlc
%ther eight scoured the populous manufacturing, mining, ShIPI”_“‘f:‘-'- and {%]I‘mul 11(“1
A disimote of England, to collect instances of the forbidden marringes. dmy 14
o S in London; but, in the other towns visited by them, they found about
S ..uccr:si : ]jdut the\: furpish no names or particular§ to enable any ene to trace
iy catuetzr @ cases " One of the barristers in question—a Mr. William Qamp—
and tfls -,,11951 -1; re(;ently ventured aecross the Border, and ]mq rcndcr-;d lnmgelf
e 1_] : maintaining, that not to hear a paid advocate at a public meeting
gonsp;m{ou_s r*i}af :::onstitun?onal liberty—an interference with frcged_om of spee_ch.
T llnl‘ﬂsufiho last individual to prevent the full expression of opinion by gagging
T “:Ou ; -clmt it werc monstrous to permit the hired agent or barrister of a party to
EEE 'Szi‘?lﬁxnmlfon‘a. publie meeting. If the meeting to which I refer had known who
?\'Irf Sleigh \:'as, T am mucl mistaken if they would not have given 1'{1[11 .’I.m}.lf.‘,th Wor]ie
receptim?t]mn they did. So much for the means employed by the pr Emlnjot‘figs DTifwe
outaecase. DBut they had still to try a more popular fgpndatmn for ..Ll ar “}m(lﬂl-;'t ¥
inguiry. They must, therefore, have a general pz:‘tmm_l from th‘etc crg]y an( titt;o}r;‘
And, after canvassing 51 cities and tow;:s,the:{' goltu 147 53 fﬁ?i{;tiic;nqulzct; :; 1{;’; ition
—being at the rate of 100 signaturcs for each p ace‘h o S;; 11-1;‘ i\"ortley £
the Royal Commission of 1847, which was rnnveil ¥ Mr. Stus b _}‘D o
issioners were appointed, ingluding M. Wortley; and inelu ing also thu
gooiflngsd:“;ﬁtz of Scotﬁnd. The Commissioners _exammed 41 \\'15“05:3!-3:—]..1. lf_o;;
midable number, certainly, if their testimony were 1m[_)01‘t:1.11t‘ But let 1{s‘t0n)‘ Lfm.
the composition of the witnesses. You have, in the iu-:_;t place, tllm SOIICI or
the promoters, and his nine paid barristers. 1\_.‘0body will call their testimony 1[]:1—
partial evidence, Next, you have twelve parties (many of them :mu&{ymn}us) who
have either married, or who are desirous to marry, their sisters-in-law. These, gurely,
ave not disinterested witnesses. And the same remark applies to the cndcn{fe
of Mr. Rice, M.P., Lord Ilill, and Mr. Richard Cobden, 1\-1_.1:‘, all of \v_hom hrlu‘x_e
near relatives marvied to sisters-in-law. Dismissing f:h:ase different classes of. wit-
nesses as inadmissible, the number 41 dwindles down to 16—one n?f w”l':-om is :1.‘]'0101gri
ju;isconsult, thirteen are clergymen, ene is an Irish lnrv‘mm'u (Il\lr. Matthews), anc
ne is the Lovd Advocate, himself a Commissioner, The Jurisconsult cannot mlr.l
1 lf‘I‘h lergymen ave divided in opinion, as to both Seriptural and moral obli-
u'st.tion E]_glft gc)ren those in favour of the Bill can give scareely any facts in
‘Ig':ﬂrral‘d- to the prevalence of such marriages. One clergyman says }JE.“RIIO‘\\'B Ug
tw% cases. Another ean condescend 1pon None in Pl],'l:nOL‘l_th, u-—lugh is lus.‘pilesexi1
arish, although he speals of some h‘a.vm_g Uccurl’ed_ in ]JlﬁLPI'BX’l?US parish.
?hird clergyman says there are none In l_us own parish, but hie knows of seven
f;lse\\'hcre? And, without further detail, it may be stated It-]m.t ‘not. :ll'lmvff. E:gxti,leén
cases are thus spoken to by disinterested witnesses. ;P;"LSSll‘Ig from t lle clerical to
the lay witnesses, Mr. Matthews _st-ates, that thpre is a very strong upls‘uon in
Treland against marriages by affinity. And the following is the Lord Advocate’s

i : Scotland : ) .

evzile\r;f;e L-futou.wa.re whether these marriages do take place in Scotland?—These
.i;lgcg take place in Scotland, I should say, hardly at all. Certainly, T do
E‘:)T f.h(il'lk that persons in the better classes of life would be received in soclety,
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having made such a marriage; and T should think that, in the lower orders, the
impression against it was very strong indeed.” ]

There ig not a single disinterested layman examined to cxpress the fecling of
England and Wales. And this is the sort of evidence which forms the foundation
of the Commissioners’ Report. The substance of the Report, in so far as the
feeling of the community is concerned, will be found in the following paragraphs :—

“ We are satisfied that a greaf diversity of opinion prevails, among the clergy
of the Established Church in England, upen hoth questions, We think that very
many of them do not consider such marriages to be probibited by the law of God;
but that the majority object to them, either upon this or upon other grounds.

# In Treland, the great majority of the clergy of the Established Church are
represented as disapproving of these eonnections ; which are rare, also, among
the Presbyterians in that country, and are generally disapproved of by their
ministers,

“ In Secotland, the opinion of the clergy is decidedly against these marriages,

“* Among the laity of the United Kingdom, divers opinions obtain; but we think
that the prevailing feeling is against these marriages, and that a large majority, if
asked their opinion, without time for consideration, would eXpress o very strong
dislike and disapprobation of them."”

Such is the Report of the Commissioners, and then, in 1849, My, Stuart Wortley
brings in his first Bill, making it lawful for a man to marry either his sister-in-law
or hisniece by affinity. T'bat Bill was read a first and second time, and was then
withdrawn. But it re-appears this year with the niece struck out—the sister-in-
law remains in; so that we are asked to swallow the camel and to strain out the
goat. TFrobably the gnat will appear in another year. Having thus gone over
the history of this enrious attempt at legislation, I think you will agree with me
that it cannot Dbe considered in any proper sense 4 public measure.  On the con-
trary, it is a private Bill, originating with interested parties, asitated by means
of their inflience and their money, and promated solely for their advantage.
And is it possible not to be indignant, in such circumstances, at the introduction
of a measure which, if passed into a law, will infallibly be destructive of domestic
purity and peace, and injurious to the well-being of society at large! (Cheers.)
‘This is a serious but a delicate subject, and does not require to be dwelt upon,
hecause the objections to it come home spontaneously to the feelings of the
meeting. At present, a sister-in-law is ecither the permanent or the frequent
inmate of her brother-in-law’s family.  She is treated as a sister, with the same
familiarity and affection. Ier prescnece and aid are freely called for and given,
in the time of domestic distress. She is offentimes the nurse of her dying sister,
and as often does she continue in charge of the family, after her sister’s death.
But pass this Bill, and the relationship must be changed. Fhe sister-in law must
he treate(_l with the reserve of a stranger, lest any look or word should ereate a
jealousy in the wife. The world's Lkeen glance must also be studied, and a
restraint pub upon the free interchange of the Lindnesses of domestic life.
In times of sickness, the sister-in-law cannot be resorted to; and what will he the
parties’ feelings in cases of death, when one sister feels herself shiftin g from the
scene, and sees her successor standing by her bedside. The conflicting strugele
of duty and affection will be most painful. And then, with regard to the poorer
classes, the misehief will be still greater, for their domestic arrangements and
accommodation do not admit of the presence of a sister-in-law, except as & mem-
ber of the family. To descend a sta ze lower in the social circle, and who can tell
what may oceur in the annals of erime? Poison is now the favourite agent of
murdgr, and it will be no difficult matter thus to get rid of a wife, if the husband
and sister-in-law conspire together for the purpose. (Hear) I is bui yesterday

that we read in the public prints of two executions at Cambridge for this very
¢rime; and if this has eccurred even when the law forbids the fature marriage of
the guilty parties, may it not far more readily oceur, if the law shall sanction thab
marriage ? Qn every domestic and soecial ground, therefore, do I ask your assent
Egen?_r tt'es.’o‘lut]on' against the Bill. The only arguments in its favour are,—Ist, %'ﬁ
pass 11]]61—_1}1_1;]_“. is the proper mother of her sister'sichildren ; but, should the 4
» wne sister-in-law will necessavily be excluded from that’place in her sister’s

household which at present fits her for taking charge of the family. But 2d, Tt

e

g

e

%

And cave of her own sister. Especially,
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i i riages should not be branded with illegitimacy,
3 1 iihef.c lgliil‘;?': gﬁa{.}lﬁllinrg? % This argument, however, if good for anything,
ik they_al_&i lfo er to remove the stain from all illegitimate children whatever,
woue m&kc{ I}zolﬁ enourh to earry the argument that length. _But I cannot
e tine lonzer, and I shall therefore conclude by reading the follow-
ffghi;;rlﬁ%gfti reTnm-I;DS o'f one of the clergymen examined before the Commis-
s1n1'r‘101'5:t inly one great abject of Christian marriage has been to make the union,
oy Cer]?'tte{'nl offects, as entire and as ultimate as all the rqla.t.lonshlps of‘blgod.
m ol (v'dclntl p for ,the good of society, and the well-being of the offspring.
Sl lcut] fs:{l osod alteration, all the brotherhood and smt.qrhood of aflinity
B;f.fi;lﬂéa:earchcgp if not destroyed. T have also an :;pprehsnsu}n, ﬂ'PPTPﬂI‘Ch}:L‘E
b tninty of anticipati at in many cases the seeds of suspielon, !
'.mml c‘crnaan{:-:: fth:ltllzﬁ:g:hs‘o‘{lilf Fil.lc 50WN iny the heart of the wife. Especlallvy
e e fﬂ v f‘ecling:s be maost likely to arise, and to interfere with domestic
wauld thoss B ?PIE under such circumstances as would render them the most
peace and com 0?_’1 mean when a woman of delicate health might find herself
B d would more and more require the endearing dftention
gradually dedining, 40- 1 I must add, would these causes operate
f her confinement. Doubtless, a husbgn];:lt and wife Olf
- S «nciples and purity, and firmness of chnrnf:t-fa1 , might prove suc
high Christian pr pies L idividual ease, eroundless; but taking human
; ion to be, in their individua ¢, g . e i)
an npplehcnsll? - it to be, I eannot help hoping that a wise Legislature wo
NI tm::mm‘e that prohibition which either entirely excludes, or tends
be um},-;llmé." 1gitirfnt" these breaches on the blessings of wedded life.
m:ﬁermllyl ¢ aoain s’lfter the death of the wife, when the widower feels his home
s hfn’ (?f desolation, and when no one could so naturally or so ef'f'ect_u—
kel E. ai(:i; aid and administer comfort through the first days, rma_i wee]xs_,l
ey com?l ; f ‘hlis l;m'eavcment, as the sister of her whose love and dex-ot-e;lnesi
and ‘Inoll;l 1;11?]3 memorials everywhere around, I have reason to fear that an a m'o:
to him he table obstacletothe widower'sbeing blessedfnnhthntsolace_w%pldopg:LIe
!ns}mnm_llld-': ¢ most women of refined delicacy and ingenuous sensibility. uco]f
e m{n Ilochrini‘- from exposing Lerself to the sqspicmu_of others, or l’-";en :
3 ‘unc “Dllr:sgience‘ that selfishness was mingling 1t5e_1f‘ \v1‘th her hgnevz fniﬁé
?m:l (’:m‘t ci?l dévotiniv herself to the consolation of her sister’s hulsb:m ’IT : ionﬂu-
illl-br‘:ir:g of her sister’s children, she might, at the same ttme],t_lc, Iggll-vliJlg:::Jomitlﬂ
enced by the secret desire of er;}gafi:%‘clﬁliagsftto:?; tt?:rrzf“‘}odlgain Lot man?f
is wi Sivi 1t such ¢ H a. ds Y
Ejlas,c‘s‘lt;?:.atc]:-igﬁjy ?E%ﬁcf?;fg av.i-iih one of the truest at:ld purest cl:m'm‘cs olf 1113, an;lé
in other cases, where the mind was less under the influence :::f h%bﬁt.ua and pu
feelings of delicacy, would tarnish and corrupb _timt_chamty. _( ] eers.) Lt
The Dray of GuiLp seconded the motion, which was r:t“iso carried un:m;mT n};.s
I}r Bruomavay, who was received wii]h chcc?-;, said— _Ii;]ultlzol-c:olutl-lo;i]fért ]-1 ;[P vy
S A Thave sk i 1e meeting is as follows :— That the pro-
.+ ha.\'e. bcfr}ltasl;::i:?g;kg;glilfg standards, ﬁnd subversive of the DISCI[)]IIDO,
posed me{tsmf_}tl \ian Churches in Scotland, and, so far as known, of all the other
L Plcsj?i\ ch‘hristirm church in Scotland.” There are some questions which
prander Ofnlm = both to the State and the Churches of Christ,—questions of
mafasty hc. m%’f t Both of these parties are necessitated to deal with them,—
such a nat.u‘lfi .r?licil the State on the one hand and the Churches of Christ on
(-lucm?mt - tof;‘rm a judgment, and must lay down a rule. Marriageis ETIdEnltl}'
LSt mu; thi .)'l:l-tl.ll'e: Tt is indispensable that the State should handle the
a question fo ,,u.l:is.w(; The State cannob get rid of the responsibility of dealing
question oT]n ‘very necessity of eircumstances requires the State to come to a
ne mto who those parties are between whom marriage may be lawfully
Ju[IgmelJ:t ]as If the State werc not to do this, then it would of necessity leave
s 10( subiect of the law of succession and the rights of property in a state of
th.c whalg Esu_ qus eonfusion,~—in a word, it wounld leave society exposcd to al} the
il e lgmabom‘ina.tiuns "of Socialism,— every man, in respect to marriage,
horrors {m{t 1o what seemed right and good in his own eyes. (Hear, hear.)
being left ;0 I[ in that the Church, on the other lLand, must also handle this
Tt is.,cqm“:r'r}:ca (‘hu;ch cannot keep lher own communion pure, unless she lays
questlon. .

is s

during the trying seasons o
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down in her standards what it is that constitutes lawful marri
parties are who are living in lawful wedlock. If, then, thcsclaa%ri,oa?)ir:i];: E}—lt?lw
State on the one band, and the Church on the other,—are necessitated f:,o d 1?
fnth this common question, What is to be the rule that is to detérmine f;hec;‘l
Jjudgment concerning it? What is to be the rule for the State? Is itt }:r
simply the light of nature? Unquestionably, if it'were a heathen State, a Sc" te
on which thp light of Divine Revelation never shone, it would he nec:essftit ({ate
do the best it could in regulating that question, according to the licht f.‘ net o
alone; :m_d t1n_15 we find, that all the states of nnt-iquit;, destitute {;hg ]at?m
were of the light of Divine Revelation, had their code of laws ¢ e “ i
marriage and the prohibited degrees, more or less near to that “:hich i(;'l(}!cmlﬂlgv
gpfnlllble rule—for even they, without the light of Divine Revelation 'I‘LfJ . lﬁ ’ :i-,
it to be _essentml to the existence of sacicty, that rules should be Iqi(f d:1 i =
t.h}s_subject-‘ But }\‘111 it be said that a Christian State, enjoying tlu; ines?i“n i_?ln
privilege o_f possessing the Ilely Scriptures, is to take the glimmering taper E}Rt] :
light _of nature for its guide, when it may walk through the intricacies of ‘oh]'c
question in the broad sunlight of the Word of God? (IIear, hear.) quifestlls
Sir, on_every subject that the State is called to handle, if it be a SL;bject .o);:
which God has spoken, a subject concerning which God has indicated his mind
and ml],’t]}e State is as much bound to take the Ward of God for its rule, ns
is the minister of Christ when preaching the glorious Gospel. I need not
53y, t}mt if it is ;nanifc_stly the duty of the State to take the Bible for its
rule, in determining this guestion, the Church must take the same infallible
nuthor.{ty for its guide. The Church has no other guide, it has no other
_a.ugho!lt_v hut Christ speaking in his Word, and this Word must be its guide
in ?ymg dqwn a rule on the question,—who are the parties who may contract
t?o“;l l{}l lgﬂl'l‘fiﬂge, and what, on the other hand, constitutes an incestuous connec-
! n determining that question, it must be guided by the authority which
aen IS m-emn}r]g been so Iummous!y and impressively expounded. (Ilear, hear.)
5 ;:n-:f]]j’ \‘i'je llzwe these two parties,—the State for its own purposes determining
Hie oy Q:m ully contract marriage,—the Church for its own purposes dealing
pan Ln.E]ne question ; and both with the Word of God in their hands. For
ol %r'yl hommlss‘mners,lop Whi_:lsc report the bill has been introduced, confess
ca‘dit ug;!-i zlihspohen on T..!ns point, and if God has interdicted these marriages,
point. = No O’<f i gucstwn is at an end ; there is no room for discussion on the
Imm]l.e i w, i é e so that these two parties, the Church and the State, are to
o e nglili?st_lop, and each to handle it by the same authority, is it not a mat-
o m.-mil‘e-sfatlhletsn‘momen't that they should come to the same decision? Is it
Pl at if the State declares that to be lawful which the Churell of
: ares to be sinful and abominable, it is layi o ax t of
public morality, and shaki 16 1s laying the axe at the root of
of God itself? ,(Cheor‘;‘)mgl-%‘}if confidence of soeicty in the authority of the Word
of whom I have spoken 2 81 herto it has been our happiness, that the two parties
B ey 1, the State on the one hand, and the Churches of Clrist o
S s 2 been m'thrs favoured land both at one on this questi W e
cady told that since st v it dieion,, Lonbars
of Christ nod il ever the question was agitated, since ever the Churches
haden that,TlmRSl?n to !ny down & eanon on the subject, they have been of onl
d, he mind which h ' isevening in tl i s
Dt that e which has been set forth this evening in the opening addresa
by the Wordot G'OL‘[?I 1%%%{::5‘:.01-?;11;1];:112]1 ]‘f:.hc slistcr of his deceased wife is 1J?ollibitz;(l
Hihitedit,  Unheppily; mdasd, fos Brgland om the cormrintion oo cqually pro-
between the eivil and ecclesiastical courts ur’j urisdictions Eimn-t]] oh in. that oungry
left to the ecclesiastical courts, such as questions aﬂ:ectinr,r m n-\f' i somethingeare
ters of that nature,—from the complication of the two cl?lcp;:lyfage’ wills, and mat-
a certain ambiguity which made the decision of the State A ”Gﬂm‘ts el
of that kind of marriage, not 50 clear and manifost as in ite own orn o, [0, e validity
The validity of any marriage, according to the law of En 1 g e
the ecelesiastical court. The civil court eould notinterl‘erftandd’ mugt be decided in
of succession or property that might grow out of the mam-'o aealwltfh 21
astical court had first decided on it—first found that ghe mf;“.-e’ unill: the- soclosl:
gr bad. TIn this position of matters, supposing a man ma;;l'aﬁe was either good
tﬁ;eased wife, undl 05? i ec]clei!aitlcm court took the case inlehaiﬂlmf Isf:ell;zgf 1];13
e marriape voi secular tribunals i ! MC LG Hesares
ze void, the s ar nals could not toneh the questions of succes-

¥ question

|
|
|
b
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" of Christ in these lan
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sion or property which might have grown out of that marriage ; and the secular
courts feeling that this was a grave inconvenience—that it was injurious to the
public interest, that they should be barred out from doing their own proper duty
until the ecclesiastical court was pleased to perform the functions which belong to
it, about 200 yearsago sought that a limitation should be provided, by which it was
declared, that unless the ceclesiastical court pronounce its sentence in regard to
the validity of a marriage, While the parties between whom it as coniracted are
still living, they should not be competent to touch it at any subsequent period.
And this was done for the purpose of preventing confusion in regard to the
1a+w of suceession and the rights of property. It was this eircumstance which gave
vise to n distinetion of mest mischievous import in England, between marringes
which were void and marriages voida}:lc—-nmrri:zges which, from their own nature,
swere from the beginning null and void, and marriages which could be made so by
a process in & court of law. This kind of marriage manifestly by the law of

Eneland was meant to be vyoid, and it needed only that any individual whateveér
fsho‘\jlld go to the ecclesiastical court, and eall atf;enhg)n to the case,to have the ques-
tion raised and the marriage declared void. But in consequence of the state of
matters to whieh I have referred, people 1mag1ncq that the law was not so ‘clc‘:u-
and decisive on the question a3 it really was, and it was begause of that ambignity

: arringes began fo creep gradually into English society. Dut

:Il}g:; '[?;}ﬁlr{;ffi?sst?smxkct, w%ﬂch wzg{s passed in the year 1835, declared these marria‘ges
without any process at all, natively null and void and of no effech w}mte\-er, with-
out requiring any;sentence regarding them to be pronounced. In Scotland there
never was any such complication or ambiguity ; and not only in Scotland would
such marriages have always been held no marrjages, so far as Gl\ill consequences
were concerned, but they srould have been lLield as incestuous marxiages, and liable
to bring down on the parties concerned criminal pumshmeqt. Irepeat then, that
the Church and the State have hithel_'to been at one on this ques@mn. It is very
true that the same unity does not existin evcrxcount_ry on the (»o'ntlnnent; and when
recently in London,ona mission cunnec.bed_mt}l this very question, and when con-
ferring about it with a distinguished person in high authority, that fact was put that
there were nations on the Continent in which these kind of marriages could be
contracted. I took the liverty of inguiring, Why is itso? Isib not manifestly
because in these continental nations societyand legislation have gpncawz}.yfrn_}m the
great standard of the Word of God, relaxing all the bonds by which societyis held
together? And is it not the glory of Great Britain, that to this hour it has not gone
after the example of these other lands, but has stoed in the main 1n th?‘palth!;
of our fathors, and bLased its legislation on the foundations of Divine Truth?
{Cheers.) DBuf now we are to have this distinction taken from us, and we are to
follow the example of our continental neighbouvs ; and, not only without the
voice of the country, but against the settled con victions and usages of the country;
wa are to have a state of law introduced subversive of morality. Thisisa question
which goes to the foundations of society itself. We are to have, if this bill passes,
the State saying one thing, and the Church of Christ saying another thing—the
State saying that that is Jawful which the Church of Ghrist pronounces to be
if that Bill passes, that it must bring

incestuous and abominable. Tt is manifest, 1 i1l 1 .
on serious collisions between the civil and the ecelesiastical courts of the Church

ds ; and must, therefore, materially damage the discipline of
1t is quite evident, that the framers of the bill have

he Churches of Christ. . Z
2] the [ mpshes hese dangers are involved in this measure. The bill

' 1selves foreseen that t
i o 1d in my hand, shows that they are to some extent aware

itself, a copy of which I hol

of these dangers, because it w
prevent them. For example, thls_lnll P
one of these marriages—the marriage of a ¢ ]
ghall not for that deed be exempt from any censure to which the law and authority

t¢ Church may expose him for so doing. The bill states, that he is not to be
]ﬁil]:llsasc :L‘E:ired h{;r i.hlis Act to celebrate the marriage, a.nd’thelrefore, if he does i}:,
e does it at his peril; and is to be subject to suqh eccleslast_lcal censure as his
Church may deem it necessm‘y’to inflict upon him for so 15[011_1g. But, observe,
while this provision seems to be intended to protect the discipline of the C hm-!:h,
it refers only to ministers, and refers fo thgenj. only on the one point of celcbl'a.t‘mg
the marriage. The Bill will not carry 2 minister seaithless through the ecclesias-

chows that they have done something, apparently to
rovides, that if any minister shall celebrate
man with his decensed wife's sister, he
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tical courts, if he celebrates that marri : : : "
scaithless if ke form sueh o marria, 181'1?50: ?but fhiod Vi BIIL will toieey 1

PR ge himself, and it will carry scaithles
member of the Church who contracts such a marriage Cinley ATy
that the Bill v : ek ge. Mr. Kirkwood mentioned,

ill of this year was a second edition of the mea d i
o DAl ar 1ohs S tint GF1R80 I Ehtus Gt i DoRE T 4 oy Aeheg
with. The Bill of 1849 read in this way :— = ¢ patit, L.am g dealing

« And be it enacted, that no clergyman or 3
liable to any suit, action, or pl'oceedi%);r, civil orot{'::]l}icrzirlf;m?;ltlflmu lllgli?ﬂf‘tc'r bE:
any other courts of this realm, in respect of the con:::acz-gn . ec% %s.ms_t Tha m.
solemmizing, or refusing fo solemnize, any such marriage bctwégénce in lm:m'al, t}?l
sister of his deceased wife, or between a man and the d?.ughter of fhm:ll;n- :g]u -
sistor of his deceased wife, by reason only of the aflinity betweenet} 1.0 s
thereto, nor shall such affinity be or be deemed any Iawful-impadimeng:ftfflr?fs
meaning of the several acts regulating and providing for the granting 0f1 lm-t'ﬁe
cates or licenses for marriages.” e

In th_e‘ﬁrst edition, h_c is to be ca;ried scaithless for contracting, celebrating, or
solemnizing these marriages. Ile is not for any of these things to be subject to
censure or punishment in any court, civil or ecclesiastical. Buot in the Bill of
this year there is this difference, that he is left exposed to the censure of the

Church, in so far as he may celebrate or solemnize these marriages, while the
contracting remains the same as before. The last clause of the Bill of 1850 reads
in this way :—

«Provided always, and be it enacted, That nothing in
be deemed or construed in any ¢ivil or ecelesiastical court of this realm, o alter
or in anywise affect any doctrine, canomn, or Jaw ecclesiastical of the United Church
of England and Ireland, or of the Church of Seotland, whereby the degrees of
consanguinity and affinity within which marriage is now held to be prohibited by
the doctrine and discipline of the same churches respectively, are settled or
defined; and no eclergyman, minister, or officer of cither of the said churches
shall be required or authorized, by virtue of this act, Lnowingly to selemnize or
orant any license for solemnizing any marriage contrary to the doctrine or
discipline of the church of which he is such clergyman, minister, or officer; nor
shall any sueh clergyman, minister, or officer, who may hereafter knowingly
solemnize or grant any license for solemnizing any such marriage he exempted,
by virtue of this Act, from any spiritual or coclesiastical censure or punishment
to which he wounld by law be subjeet if this Act had not passed; but this Act shall
nevertheless operate and be construed to prevent any marriage which has been or

whieh may be hereafter actually colebrated between a man and the sister of his
decensed wife, ecither by any clergyman or minister of the said churches respec-
tively, or otherwise howsoever, from being afterwards annulled or pronounced
void (except in the cases hereinbefore specially excepted) on account of any
cnnomqal or other objection or impediment founded only on such affinity as
aforesaid to the validity of such marriage or to the celebration theveof, or fo the
validity of any licence or cortificate under which the same may have been cele-
brated: and the affinity of a man to the sister of his deccased wife shall not, for
any civil or temporal purpose, be deemed or considered any legal impediment to
marriage, except in the cases hereinhefore specially excepted, nor shall the
sariies to any such marriage be by reason only of such afiinity subject to censure
or pzr.m'sl.’.-ri'zc;'e-t Dy suit in the eeclestastical court.” U
1t is quite plain then that we are to be landed in this difficulty. If the State
shall pass this Bill, if it shzl{l hecome the law of the land, and supposing that a
minister of oue of the Established Churches contracts one of these marriages, no
Joubt his Chureh, according to its standards, wonld find itself called upon to
depose him as living in an incestuous and an unlawful connection—and they wvould
depose him from his oflice. (]:‘311‘5 by this clause of the Bill he would be upheld in
his oflice notwithstrtuding. The law would say I}e is not to be liable to be cut off
for having done this _th'mgfrh(-: has done nothing but what the law proclaims
to bo lawfal, and he is entitled to stand upon this enactment, and claim all his
emoluments and privileges 10 conn_eqtmn ‘w1th his office as a minister of the
Fstablished Church. But this collision will not be limited to the Established
‘Churches ; it cannot be ]imn;et_l to them. Suppose it were in any of the non-
the kingdom that the thing took place. Supposeé the

established Churches in ]
ial member of the communion of a non-establised Church con-

case of an influenti

this Act contained shall

3]
(2 )

Church to which he belongs wou
dards, to call those parties befc_rl'e it, and to'ndu}on—_
ish them, that they had entered inte an incestuous connection; and ‘_""11113 they
continued in it they must be excommunicated from the Church as peraoﬂs l1tuug
in open wickedness. Neither they, nor the offspring whlchhth!?}' I}:}Sumfﬁnzi?
could be admitted to the privileges of the Church. Int es:uiﬁam;r‘ringc:

there e ; 3 . capable of contracting 1
there can be no doubt that the man \ﬂm\:iﬁ?& -13150 et onf oing this uthn_er
pation for the ill

ltIll defiance of the law of the Churc{\, B i
hing, capable ¢ to the civil courb and demancing Ifuts =, i
which ]mtl{ blzmnoc{m%eﬂ lil;lcab htiz character, and to that of his children, 10 !‘ﬂ; Eg iﬂﬁf{l
branded as illegitimate, while his marriage was canctioned by the Jaw o flaot‘tin‘;
I put it to you, Mr. Chairman, to say what would be the cpnsr:\quence 10 8 0";
the law of the ,C]mrch of Christ and the law nf_ thq State in d11'ectdcof1 éflglivhola
question such as this? Society would De torn in pieces, and the;n‘l_ﬂﬂ :—ould be
would be, that geadually the fone of public morals and right fee m"'}" s
lowered, and we would sink down far away from the honourable pl:wed“’E ugccu)
And why is all this to be done? Youhave heard an accoun re uﬂpreccdented in
to find, in the

i i sk jcve that they o
In which this measure has originated. I belicve that they are
1 helicve that it would be impossible bt

ot ) 3 R i
tracting such a marriage, the would find it indi
pensable, according to its stan

the histor tslati !
7 ¥ of lezislation. ) HE
history of lesislation in this kingdom, anything more deservins - B

" gisu R e q s Droken the
£ of a handful of memn, who, having ll)gth i

deliberate conspiracy—a conspiracy i
o o e o o bl 5 80 5 mofbitanding
2 s eers. ab, X
n shamefal cnds& gn El’a.{;liamcnt, this measure h:L}S receiy etil}:
i 'e 18 &
it is not yet too late to arrest its progr Qonﬁdcnt tIhimfaEéaiﬁitt tlalc ;}ublic
apathy in this city on this question, it only arises frout he, ¢ b hoS e interest
mind has not beon aroused, bas not. been brought til ;:}npp’ intended to make
that s in dangor, and thab people do 1ot T¢& believ® » " (Cheers.) 1 trusbit is
%0 fatal a change in the law and usag® of this 1;1“5‘_]0“1",11 ¢ separate withoub
not too late togm,mﬁe +hem, and 1 hope this meeting Wi L .“.? sh;?l‘l are
taking measures of a permavent oharacter—mensures 000 ™ ( Cheers)
operate until this revolting Bill is finally crushed and ding the resolution.
Winniaym CosNAL, ]E‘;sq.i3 had the greatest pleasure il seconding

—Carried unanimously. i
b 5LY- . ; rogecding I :
Roperr Lamoxp, 1sg., said—We have becn Pt 3 >+ the next resolutiot,

Suceessive steps, and I beg to ask this mct}téu]g E?'Fﬁgglﬁf;%ﬂposcd SR
which has been given to mo to propose. lls,d That the Dot woei et
ekl invasiontlof tl:}e {g\;i' %fc;lllim?l’l’ ; it is (not necesdary to tale up :';
" slines e and. I 2 . P
:;Le‘:llghcd f‘cl-r}éni%s%f@nlﬁng ufpthe law of England on this snébjel?bt.i 11].\:;:;1?51??:;.1‘:)
to ﬁt"l fqgn;fqted by the C ommission ‘f-ItELt there was som{a f?aﬁ;emelnt tﬁm‘: ol
law g‘fl gl,cot{‘md although they acquiesce 1R thePge.neiEnmz .ta e e
9F Begtlagd ‘is _ﬁ;unded ot B1 Wordv(;{m(;l?n.:t st:tﬁld:l. The first extract is that
tences, which I have iéﬁ;ﬁﬁtﬁ; ];;g_:;ties betwixt whom it is to be coutgncﬁgdﬂ; It}l_l[(;
which thats of m?‘r]rlﬂé".mts of the more awful; guestion of crimes. ]Jl}S 1:}1 °. }‘19
sscond is fhat Yire ;J’:ect—-—ﬂrst, in treating of marriage : and, secont, }\:‘el P
o passages on the Efl, ‘!qul subject of crimes, In the first passage A . )0:
ds e e ot S e een it is cont.ru.ctcd within the degrees of propmqu_; ¥ 0
« Marringe is null wllt‘m,.1 lA d again, As to the degrees in which marriage is
nd again, - S8 0 5 wish law. By act, 1667, ¢ 15,

affinity, forbidden by law. o ]
P!‘Ohw}wd’ thtclff;f;,;’_f,,icﬁﬁl?Ing:‘;: f'f‘ccpas God had permitted it ; and that ;econd
declaring tha ¢ consanguinity and affinity, and all degrees further removec, con-
in the degre® ?\Tm.-d ot God, may lawfully marry; by _wiuch manner of reference,

tained in the o remind you of ihe argaument 80 a‘dmu'nb]y pub by Dr. Symington,
and here let I £ inforential consruction of Seripture, ** it would seem that our
of the necessity © tter, to be obligatery onall

: ¥ . nsidered the law of Moses, in thal matte ‘
Leg_lsmﬁ?'";f,‘li}tf:ecﬂgﬁls_fu By Lev., chap. xviil., the following rules are established,
nations. 4 v

g g, degrees prohibited by

: i < by consequence ;' —among others, ©* The degrees prolibitea by

either 6X[ l{jsjig:iln c}:)usa-ﬂg?linity ave in every case virtially prohibited in affinity

th?llﬂwt;fal’lfﬂfés"-id Act, 1567, the prohibition is equally broad in the deprees of
and by the < :

subverted for their ow
of the favour which, in high places an

1ethodieally, and by
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affinity as in those of ini
At il consanguinity, Thus (and lef m s tenti
very sort of cannécti‘gﬂrdi-whwh almoss 5"-"31'51 as if thz (\}Siil'ni:uﬁ:iltuguh'?n e
says) one cannot mary "}.lch‘th‘c Bill before us would sesk to le I}Il Eflw th}at
gﬁrt of his Tnstibutes. z’ hl;i 1}(1::{’0(: ;: ;:}src: o};ore than ke can IzEa own e Iiz[i thcl li]:zh:i
servations,— ; s to treat of eri r : B
who stood wi’thinIﬁ?f‘feﬁ”“m qqt he committed byctiurgﬁi"glgfh\}s qt fwsﬁ Ln{)po;}t.mt
was forbidden—( Ley., t\'?irie?'s either ofconsanguinity or aﬁ‘mlt; IPHLS}" il y. -loie
he adds, * the law has o -16)—and it was punished Crlpit-ll]'vj{n w Iéc I maﬁrm?s
and though an act was Paesz ?ldopt.ed by us in al q-espec!‘s h;' tim‘::f:‘t 1?')5" D‘IV:‘t'
former to certain dogre, ed during the Usurpation in 1649, whicl 807, B, 1%
of Charles II., and nov S more remote, it was repenled e e
e el never revived” Lord repeale b_y the * Act Rescissory’
R 1tsll by jurists cousidered Ourr Stair, an earlier Institutional writer,
* The degrec‘;f,‘f :’gﬁsdi,em‘]d' he assigns the Iﬁzofstoxrzléos}?glifﬂ' w}l'iterz It:lys dto“-ﬂ
U]_'ng - : & - b 8 : “in “‘hiﬁ} i 2ot aw in nis statement .—
5 m‘;’;ifﬁiw;‘. & w g AIT]PLTQ:%;!S allowed or forbidden are by Di-
ok Be i ¢ expressed, and uplawf, ore, (Lev, xviii.,) where the degrees
naii s 25) ¢ Defile not yoursel A% ul connections forbidden, it is subjoined
4 ;T;i ?}re glcﬁlele which [ ca.ét O:fff blnf‘ any of these ihings, for in all these the
i 1 iniquity thereof upon it ’ cfore you, and the land is defiled, therefore I
(g werea part of the | pon it.’  DBui unless these desr £ prohibited -
o all nati aw of nature, writben i SN e Lol
ations, the TLord, who hat), ’ff‘t‘:lc]!t'ifgdnilmff:uhs heart as a positive law known
; not have 7 g hat he will judge men by the law
And again, Bogl L T, lé'lvc"]édgcd“_he Canaanites bythegrm?srﬂ'essiongthereof‘.”
et e, o tl?a.ct,cgtu-l'r further observes— Marriage is also void
nd afﬁﬂ‘t{e thg st degree collaterf.lfh‘m the degrees preseribed in Lev. xvii,
v 1}., which malkes those joi Wy O",]}f prohibited both in consanguinity
o age one flesh.”  And hep Joined in affinity in the same degree as being by
Wﬂsonmg of Dr, Symingt ere, again, let e ask you to recollect the beautiful
hord of God_ And ﬁn%l‘i{l *;1 these last words, in his argument drawn frc‘rm the
1_15_;-‘1111‘10 View as Law, and}s,- rofessorr More, the latest editor of Stair, affirms
Soe ted by Parliament iy 1Guppol‘t5 it by reference to the Confession of Faith, as
cotland, as laid dowy b 90, and by the Act 1700, cap. 2. Such is the law of
question on hand, ag ey ¥ our institutional writers ; and the Levitical law, in the
Wle have been accustomgiefsed in its ordinary aceeptation, in the manner in which
gm Support this ney bil[o ll'eccl\'e it, and not with the gloss of the witnesses
d."f:““r_—'dﬁciaions, howere 123 been confirmed by decisions in our Supreme
1stant intervals, ayen er; most honourable to Scotland, oceurring at very
g&)llleqtcd oceurred in 4 with centuries intervening. The first case 1 have
i1_]((111_1:11f:ed, aceusit, andleeffar‘lgls_ A person of the name of ‘Sutcwn.rt :ﬁ'as
amiloémenf;, in the langu‘l:"eke\glt by the publi‘c prosecutor for incest, whose
etestable cryme: o of that day, ran—* Pursued for the vyle, odious
eternall Gog his,-F .c,.m the presence of Almychtie God, and be the Aathe
Tane lord, gy ofei\l?lﬁss Word, sa cleirlic condemned; thairfore our sove-
Actes of Parliam 1;8 .godllu desposition and  zeale, be dyuerse his hienes
Persone or pepso ent, hes expreslie statute and ordainit, that guhatsocvir
Puneisched 4 hthréesdcm“mlttea the said abhominable cryme of incest, sall ho
Iroportes ; Boburith tEatl_l, as t.ho_ saidis Act gf Pa:rlia.mgmt in thame selffis
wentb to trial gn ﬂs_ anding quhairef, &e.” Now, in this case the accused
Criminal wo cond-us gha,l-ge; the eapital erime was found ]_jn‘cn'e(l; and the
4 case which geaq ?F“Eel » and suffered the extreme penalty. No doubt, this was
& oot st t:m‘ during the sister’s lifetime ; but the erime is laid specially
0 ineest and aq Ie indictment the conclusion is for the pains of Iaw applicable
Falh, o contas ultery, but adalfery was not at that period punishable eapitally.
hill, the riosts ¥ :Lf'uer\mrds,__m the year 1705, in the case of Drysdale and Tanna-
Gil'cumsta.nce 1o'nlocc_urycd in a clear and unambiguous form, and just in the
2 Gast 1o s‘“hmh it is the object of the present atroclous Bill to legalise. Tn
ihdisteg ,f'::u-“%l the ‘:"er 5 deatly, the husband married her sister. They were both
Zoverned v 1mcust upon the law of God, the law of this and all other well
Tound the 1-1‘;L ms, on the Act of the 14th Parliament of James VI."  The court
thia ¢ Ccisioln el relevant to infer the pains of death; and MaeLaurin, who colle ur
EVer hoon c,aaud ].TEPO']_:f.S‘ _Jt, hints no doubt of its anthority, nor h,rts any (]DL}&:
st upon it till some time ago, and again vecently by one of ;!h‘;
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Advoeate, who. states in his evidence
ered o manuscript note by a Lord Roys-
d Royston was, no lawyer here knows,
igh in Scotch law as an authority.
has been afferded that

witnesses for this bill, the present Lord
before the Commission, that he has discov
ston, doubting the deecision; but who Lor
and -certain it is his name does nob stand h
Dut, in still more recent cases, the most conclusive proof
the Levitical Inw has been adopted into and forms the. statute law of Scotland.
In a ease which occurred in 1842, before the Court of Justiciary ab Pearth, in
which not the crime to be legalised by this bill, but another, between a father
and a daughter of the name of Cuthbert; and in a case in 1545, in which an uncle
and niece of the name of Stewart were indicted—crimes which we may well fear
will fast become ton ecommon if this bill passes—and in each of these cases the
crime charged is incest, and the form of the indictment is very remarkable. In
both, the words are these—* Albeit, by the laws of this and of every other well-
governed realm, ineest is a crime of an Licinous nature, and severely punish:l‘blc;
and albeit, by an act passed in the 1st Parliament of the reign of King James the
Gth (c. 14), entitled < Anent these thab committes Incest,’ it is statute and ordained
¢ That quhatsumever person Or persons that committes the said abhominable crymo
of ineest ; that is to say, quhatsumever person or persons they be that abuses their
bodie with sik person in degree as God in his Word has expressly forbidden in any
time ecamming, as is contained in the 18th chapter of Leviticus, will be punished
with death: and albeit, uncle and niece arc of such persons in degree as are =6
forbidden in the said 18th ehapter of Leviticus. Yeb true it is and of verity,'” d&e.
It was in trying this last case, that the present Lord Justice Clerk, in conecur-
rence with Lord Weod, in commenting on an argument by the counsel for the
aceused —whether he was onc of the travelling barristers alluded to by Mr. Kirk-
wood T know not, but who had been urging the same sort of objfacr.ions as are scat-
teved through Mr. Wortley's Commission—made use of these unpolrt;_mt words,—
« Tt is (he %nid} a different matter al‘tagethcl', when you hmlfo' ::0;{11{1g to urge
acainst the decisions on the subject of 111c_esi; except the (_}‘zf,‘l'—rlgl‘dlspll'lt of former
times : for of this I am thoroughly convinced, that decisions, dictated under the
inﬂuenlce of the spirit which acifuate(l our early Reformers, would be more con-
sistent with reason, and more in accordance with the Word of God, than the

-ned and refined _discussion_s of modern speculating theolo-
result of the most learn this is a rapid sketch of the law of

. » . <y Well, Sir James,
.gsléli;ltslﬁnd (ofiI:‘l:llils: shueb:.lilcgt; and if you have already agreed, that the connection now
sought to be legalized, is contrary to the Word of God, and to the Standards of
the Church, you may be equally assured it Is prohibited by our municipal law.
I have no hesitation, thercfore, in asking the {tssent of this meeting to my
resolution, that the proposed measure is an unjustlﬁuhle invasion, nof an innova-
tion, but an actual invasion of the law of the land. It is not justified, as has been
shown to you already by Mr. Kirkwood, by any necessity, but called for only by a
few who have been, and nat too strongly, termed by Dr. Buchanan, conspirators
— o knot of conspirators against our laws and our morals, And need I ask you,
whether, in the seeond part of this reselution, the measure is an oufrage on the
dearest feelings of the country? No. Ever since the light of Christianity
beamed upon these lands, and ever sincé the early Reformers incorporated into
their statute-books the Word of God, as the qlone rule of faith and manners, so
long has the existing marriage law been cherished and revered ; and surely we
chall not now wantonly defile it For these reasons, I move the resolution which
T have already read. (Cheers.)

AxprEw Wixeare, lisq., seconded the motion.—Carried.

Dr. Craux moved that a petition, {ounded on the above resolutions, for the
rejection of the Bill, be presented to both Houses of Parliament, and that a
standing committee be appointed, to use all proper means against such a measure,
whenever, and by whomsoever promoted. The Rev. Dr. urged upon the meeting
to exert themselves for the arresting of this abomination, so deeply to b?;
deplored, and which, there was reason to fear, might speedily be conzummated,

Dr. Bast seconded the motion.—Agreed to,
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Unto the Honowrable the Commons of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Ireland, in Parliament assembled.

The Petition of the Citizens of Glasgow, assemblied in Public Meeting, Opposed
to the Bill presently before Parliament for Legalizing the Marriage of a
Alan with his Deceased Wife's Sister,

Humbly Showeth,

That your Petitioners have observed, with deep regret and serious concern,
the introduction into your Honourable House of a Bill, for the purpose of
Legalizing the Marriage of a Widower with the Sister of his Deceased Wife:

That, in the humble opinion of your Petitioners, the proposed measure is
contrary to the Word of God: That, if passed into 2 law, it would be destructive
of domestic purity and peace, and injurious to the well-being of society ab large:
That it is at variance with the standards, and subversive of the discipline, of tho
Presbyterian Churches in Scotland, and, so far as known, of all the other branches
of the Christian Church in Scotland : And further, That the proposed measure is
an unjustifiable invasion of the laws of the land, and an oufrage upon the long-
clierished feelings of the people of Scotland.

Your Petitioners therefore humbly pray, that it may please your
Honourahle Ilouse to take these and similar considerations into
account, and refuse your sanction to the present measure, or any
of similar tendeney ; and your Petitioners shall ever pray.

Names of St-rinding Committee to appose the * Marriage Affinity Bill

The Very Rev. Principal | Rev. A. S. Patterson. John Bain, Esq.

M Farlan. Rev., Mr. Watson. Andrew Wingate, Esq.
Rev. Dr. Hill, Sir James Campbell. Jas. Buchanan, Hsq.
Rev, Dr. Black. Andw, Gallraith,Esq.,Dean| N. Stevenson, Esq.
Rev. Dr. Symington, of Gild. Hugh Monerieff, Isq.
Rey. Dr. Patterson, Henry Dunlop, Esq. of | Wm. Buchanan, Esq.
Rev. Dr. Buchanan. Craigton, Adam Paterson, Esq.
Rev. Dr. Lorimer. Baillie Playfair. Johin Pattison, Esq.
Rev. Dr. M<Leod. Roberi M:ITafiie, Esq. of | Dr. Rainy.

Rev, Dr. Paton. LEastwood. Anderson Kirkwood, Esq.
Rev. Dr. Smyth. John Henderson, Esg. of | James ITannan, Hsq.
Rev., Dr, Henderson. Park, Adam Monteith, Esq.
Rev. Dr. Roxburgh. Andrew M‘George, Fsq. Wm. Robertson, Esq.
Rev. Dr. Craik. Alexander Bryce, Esq. Jolm Mitchell, Esq.

Rev, Mr. Gillan. William Connal, Esq. J. 1. MeClure, Esq.
Rev. Mr, Gibson. i Baillie Gilmour.

With power to add to their number, and to appoint Sub-eommittees.

Wy, Wivoars, Convener,

The Cmammaay intimated that letters, apologising for unavoidable absence, had
been received from certain gentlemen, amongst whom were the Very Rev.
Principal Macfarlan, and John Henderson, Esq., of Park.

Dr. Buonaxay said he had been in Edinburgh to-day, where he learned t]mt ab
a similar meeting held there, it had been detcrmincdvta seng} a (;cput:ltmn ta
London to arrest the bill. The deputation was to consist of Principal Lee, Dx.
Cunningham, and Professor Swinton ; and perhaps it might be advisable for the
Committee appointed by this meeting to adppt a similar coErse‘ .(}(;lleers_) :

A vote of thauks having been given to Sir James CamPDEUéOI HS conduct in
the chair, the proceedings were concluded with prayer by Dr, Smyth.
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