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A CHARGE, &ec.

My Brethren of the Clergy and of fhe Laily :

Two great questions concerning Marriage, than which questions
few can be reckoned of more importance, are forced upon the
attention of the Church at the present time by proposed amend-
ments to our existing canon on the subject of Marriage. The
first question is, Whether, according to the law of God and the
teaching of our Lord Jesus Christ, Marriage, when once rightly
contracted, is ever, under any circumstances, dissoluble. The
second question is, Within what degrees of existing relationship
Marriage may, according to God’s law, be lawfully contracted.
The first question was treated with some fulness in my primary
Charge, delivered in 1896, and reprinted with some additional
matter in 1898. The second question I propose to discuss now ;
calling your attention, at any rate, to the subject, and suggesting
some principles which must be kept in mind in connection there-
with.

Neither question, 1 must remind you, is purely speculative.
Both frequently come before us, in a practical form, with refer-
ence to concrete cases, and challenge an answer, The Church is
failing in her duty if she does not teach and guide her members
in a matter of such grave importance. To bind and loose, de-
claring by legislative enactment what is allowable and what for-
bidden, is one of the functions committed to the Christian Society
by our Lord.* “The priest’s lips,” we are told, “should keep

* St Matt. xviii. 18.
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in any case, they are in danger of being overborne by the force
of passion.®

Accordingly, to the Jewish nation, the people of His older cove-
nant, Almighty God gave direct commands forbidding unions in
marriage of persons near of kin such as were common among the
nations around. The ground of these prohibitions was doubtless
twofold, physiological and moral. (1) With regatd to the first
ground, there is abundant evidence that where, owing to bad laws,
or to social isolation, or to other motives, intermarriages have been
frequent in one and the same family, the tendency of such mar-
riages is to produce some hereditary taint, whether in the way of
a bodily defect, or of mental eccentricity amounting at times to
idiocy.f (2) There was also a moral or social object in such pro-
hibitions, to preserve the purity of family life and freedom of
intercourse therein, by the exclusion of the thought of any mar-

riage relation.f
I11.

God’s law on this subject given to the Jews is contained chiefly
in three passages of the Pentateuch, Leviticus xvill. and xx.

# ¢ Though the teachings of Nature and Revelation are found to be fre-
quently in harmeny, yet it cannot be demied that there are unions, con-
fessedly disallowed by Scripture, which would not naturally be repugnant
to a people living in ignorance of what God had revealed, . . . To go back
to antiquity the Egyptians a_ud Persians had no scruple in sanctioning mar-
riage between brothers and sisters, and even such legislators as Solon and
Lycurgus interposed no barrier to a man’s union with his half-sister, In
Ther best state, however, Nature has been found strict in probibiting con-
sanguineous marriages.”

The teaching of Scripture forbids us to limit the restriction to relation-
ships of consanguinity, by placing certain relationships of affinity within its
circle of prohibition. (Luckock's History of Marriage, pp. 245, 246.)

} See Harper, Feace through the Truth, 1L p. 579, Lecky, Democracy
and Liberty, 11 p. 180,

1 See Abp. Temple, quoted in Appendix A.
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such unions of a character displeasing to Him as might be special
temptations to the Jews on account of the customs of their
heathen neighbours. That the catalogue of marriages here for-
bidden is not an exhaustive list of unlawful unions is shown by
the omission of a daughter and a grandmother from the relations
whom a man may not marry, while step-daughter and grand-
daughter are mentioned.* From the principles which are seen
to underlie the prohibitions here given the Christian Church has
learned the mind of God and framed her marriage law accord-
ingly.t

Two rules of interpretation (the reasonableness of which will
be generally recognised) have been applied to the prohibitions
specified in the Levitical code, in accordance with which the
principles that underlie the prohibitions are made clear, along
with the application of these principles to analogous cases.

(1) In the Levitical code, the cases are always stated from the
man’s side ; what is specifically forbidden in the case of a man
is inferentially forbidden in the converse case of a woman. For
instance, since a man may not marry his aunt (vv. 12, 13), neither
may a woman marry her uncle (which, of course, means that a
man may not marry his niece.){

#The Jews always understood the law as covering more than the speci-
fied cases, though different schools ameng their later expositors adopted
different extended rules.

t See Bishop Jewel, Letter XXVIIL in his Works, published by the
Parker Society : ** We must needs think that God in that chapter [Levit.
xviil.] hath specially and namely forbidden certain degrees; not as leav-
ing all marriage lawful which had nof there been expressly forbidden, but
that thereby, as by unfallible precedents, we might be able to rule the rest.”
The whole letter is given in Appendix B.

1 1o the former case there would be a reversal of relationships : the man
who as nephew owes reverence and a certain subordination to his parent’s,
sister becomes as husband her superior in the family. TIn the latter case the
uncle stands in a sort of parental relationship to the child of his brother or
his sister.
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added.* These and all other prohibitions that did not {fall
within the principles of the Levitical code, as already explained,
the Church of England threw off at the Reformation, grounding
her Table of Prohibited Degrees, within which a person may not
marry, upon Holy Scripture and the consent of antiquity. ‘This
Table, put forth by Archbishop Parker in 1563, and reénacted in
the ggth Canon of 1603, gives (let me repeat once more) the
prohibitions of the Mosaic code with such additions, and such
only, as the principles of that code require.f

Iv.

Objections are frequently urged against a particular application
of these principles, in the prohibition of marriage with a deceased
wife's sister. It will be well to notice briefly the chief arguments
which are used.

1. It is said that this prohibition is not required by, and may
even be regarded as inconsistent with, Levit. xviil. 18, “ Thou
shalt not take a woman to her sister, to be a rival unto her,

; € wordg ; . . S : : i
Btauge marriag:f fthe Levitical law in the second degree, probab}i beside the other in her life time.” This text is of very uncertain
a . . . . -
3 tual descep; was Mt" Persons more distantly related to one another ! : interpretation. It is unnecessary to discuss its exact meaning here.
P cont, ation s .
i *Man ang pyg Ereat templated a5 4 possible or probable tempt“tt‘ A It seems to have reference to polygamy, and to be intended to guard
ANgyinte, » At-grandeh; 2 i . collater " . . . . .
‘—‘entul-}gq;mty n the fourgy de ?;ld‘ First cousins are related b_3 thl)me qith against a particular aggravation of that evil, such as Jews might
the Divg, ﬂ'llitted that marri‘lgesg} ® St Augustine of Hippo mb‘ Aden BY think sanctioned by the example of the patriarch Jacob.{ It will
€ lan ; E Detw, ' rbi . 5 Fer 5
he aPDI’ovedaw‘ While the gepera) fce‘;f“ first cousins were not f? e, A7 be noticed that I have in no way rested the prohibition upon this
are : g of his ¢ rag againg ;i . . .
W 't Omay Empire €Dt Prohibition of Suc}inm!iljgtu;leb“zj :g:;vﬂ faw of ¢ verse, but upon the general principle laid down in verse 6.
! ] . arriages by th b
. o of, 3 - . . i
zh‘ 4§ Sons A“gllshne dwells o o # The idea of spiritual relationship was probably suggested by the re-
g B of 4 3 . . 7 i
E,‘\\_.\ ik} {i and erent ang 5 0 the sociq7 advantage of marriages petween ll:ips lationships by virtue of adoption, which were recognised by the Roman law
\'1 | % P“Eadlng the bonds E:f;“nm:tc:d families, thus multiplying relations and regarded as impediments to marriage. When in the case of adult
. :; the time of Gre 00 Charity, p, Civitate Dii. xv. 16. fing Baptism the Godparent had much to do with the preparation of the catechu-
: ] ’ iddi ; -
e (( Struct’ama € of firgy cgo r3f the Great (A.D. 600), the civil law fmbld . men for the sacrament, as well as attending at the Font, it was natural that
W 1 ns 3 . i i % T s P
&’.. 4 i ‘:]ns o i 1';1115 had beep repealed : but Gregory in hlsl;'m:{ a desire should be felt to protect this intimate spiritual relation from associa-
' 11 e of Ca ! : falli 5 : ;
"b-f . ?‘ tween thogeneral Prohibitiop Aterbury condemned such unions 235 < be- tions of a dlﬂ‘erent. Lhzrlracter. N .
&‘... . e © Niear o - of the sacreq law, forbidding marriagt - } For the English Table of Prohibited Degrees see Appendix D,
' 13 omag ':"':’"f Wb vo‘l f{ﬁp. i T Translaté i + See 5t. Basil's Letter, p. 16, and Appendix E.
i tivi] LYeL X ! i
| law on g4 subje tI" PD. 74, sqq. The varfations
] Ct a

§ f¢ noted by Watkins, p. 670
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consequently a woman were free to marry her deceased sister:s
husband, though a man might not marry his deceasecil brotht?rs
wife. Much was tolerated in the older and temporary dispensation
which is unlawful for Christians, who are called by our Lord.and
enabled by His Spirit to realise the true standard of domestic as
- rity.
i ieils"iza;rgtmgnt in favour of allowing marriage with a deceased
wife's sister, based on the supposed practif?al advantages of such
an arrangement, seems to me entirely fallacious. What s(‘:: natural,
it is asked, as for an aunt to care for and play a m.other s parrtﬂ to
her sister’s children in whom she will have a peculiar Ifltﬁ%'esl' ? The
argument fails to consider that this arrangement, in 1tse.1£ most
natural and desirable, will in many cases be rencllered nmprac-
ticable, if the wife's sister is regarded as hm: po?snbh? succesvsor.
She can more readily be the guardian of her sister's (.:hﬂdren wh(in
she can stand in no other relation to them or to jtheu- fa.the.:r.. To
permit a man to marry his wife’s sister is to abolish her privileged
siti is sister-in-law.
PG?II‘Eanzzo}zrsmiiilZn of reiationship.s of Affinity within which .mar-
riage is forbidden is seen by this mst?mf:e to be no .mere ar]f)ltrary
or technical theory; but to have a distinctly practical bearing on
the purity and the intimacy of intercourse between members of a

family.*

# See Appendix A. It will be understood thaF r.m change of the eivil
law is here contended for ; but only that the Chr.15t1an F?ocwty ‘shou.ld be
clear in its mind and utterance as to the marriage unions which it ecan

i anction.
Sole;ns;ziliﬂs:i:z:ion Between the civil law and the law of God 1'; well flrawn
out in An Essay en the guestion of The Lawjfulness g f B arrmg‘cl rzu‘;zf; the
Sister of a Deceased Wife, by the Rev. W, J. Seabury (1868). The law
of God obliges the consciences of men to obey human law’s, but human .lzva.ws
do not profess to exempt the consciences of men from obedience to the Divine
law. ; age, |
which the Divine law forbids ; but the Divine law remains in fo.rci all 1?1e
same ; the civil law cannot touch it, and does not profess to touch it.”" p. ix.

They very often, however, as in the matter of marriage, permit actions
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ition
d ecognitio
The maintenance of this safeguard depends on the r

ions
o . Exception

of the principles on which the prohibitions are based
¢annot be allowed which violate these

e
principles ; if allowed, they
will not stang alone,

V.

the

It is for this reason that the Church has jealously ﬁenfor}fii the
Warriage law, The attitude of the early Christian Churc may be
time of the Breat Councils, with regard to these matters, qréa in
gathered fropy a letter of S, Basil, Archbishop of Cgfs'tin" N
CaPPadocia, in the middle of the fourth century. Wl c,nDthe
Diodoryg (perhaps but not certainly Bishop of Tarsus) up

e—
. : it as s0M
Subject of marriage with 5 wife's sister, Basil speaks of 1 « First
thing to he shuddered a¢,

of all we have 1o allege th
such Matters—the Custom

He begins his argument thus : o 8
at which is of the greate‘st w'eliquw—
established among us ; which lshanded
as such ordinances have been  any
¢ and the custom is, if a person, 2

: law-
. . : 1 into &
an Impure passion, shall have faller ot
O sisters,

time, Mastered by

less unign with tyw
to Ieceiye such
they arg ge
Nothing g
18 tight,»

2 ri"l, €,
neither to account this a marrag

that
; fore

at all into the body of the Church, be € had
Parated from gpe anothe

£ w
1; so that even if
€ 10 say,

That
ard of W
custom had sufficed, as a safeguar

cpaisitin

: ion with Levit. xvills

Basil goes on t0 argue the point in connection with L' charge"
{ ¥ - 7 5

taking one by one mogt of the positions maintained in thi

* It has been urged, h
Use of this g

OWN opinigy
may haye given Permission fo,
T s
‘he Whole tong of St. Basip's epi ious par

o . o

tion e the Contemporary enactments of councils in vari
m,

St. Bagipg letter i given

Pusey,s
y Father Harper, in his eriticism of' I:;siné’ b
Distle, tlia¢ St. Basil is only to be regarded as exP Diodorys
his diocese, He conjectures .th-ﬂt dio
such a marriage in his adjoining

osi-
hoa SHPP
stle seems to be opposed to suc ts O

and the Custom of ceses

» A5 ap
Christendo

in full in Appendix E,

AR ! Vi I AT VE IE
pu¥
4]

) resentative
ith the teaching of t_hls g,reat'srt?;, with his
In accordancel wit ;Iiages of a man with ;\Wfih:; condemned
Bishop we find ma oman Wwith ftwo BIOtET B0 T
stepdangafensend ;f an:i?e?r;ubjected it Varymgegzli?rl t:f;t’ej
as incestuous, and the 1:; of Christendom of even. Asia Minor)
councils in different pag_‘qz4 atid NeO-C[esal'Ca.(mted as equally
Diibests gn Spain) :g)mfcil ,of Orleans (511) 1L(lfawith a wife's
315, while late.r t:e“.ifh a brother's widow an
unlawful marriag J \arriages
sister. * id that from the sixth centwry Oﬂrlueiruzgl}' added
It has been said tha or of spiritual kin) “-ere.gﬂ these pro-
(of more distant relations itical code; and IYOT nted in
to those covered by t.he .Lelwhw dispensations were glia of any
hibitions of the ECClesmsnf E:t[he‘ first undisputed i1115t5:;;(’ez is not
the Western fC hurciar:)rge within the Levitical deg
i sation for a ‘ rife’s
e ard to marriage with a ;ceceilcri;‘)lical
*¥ At first some laxity with r;ir in the Cightecn_th o ced that no one
sister was probably toler;tle_déo the third century) it 1sndvec;cn the lowest,
Canons (belonging e sl b "
il::.:il:kalljr;ollu‘:el}f forbidden to a Christian lays

ons : able of pro-
h untons d o table o
- ’ r allowed suc  oat Forme i
* The Rormr:i lslu.\ é},,-{stiaﬂ Clurch had as ye A natural shrink
; less : and the ——
;h;r: zoden'rees or passed any resolution who had contr robably the
1ibite g 1 lusion of all perso“s_ rvice, but there p : de.
ing led to the exclu ot of Divitie 5¢ A
; N . X
E share in the con o an en cidem s
from' rl'ny he carliest ages came F ases, which, while o Id lead
restrictions of t‘{? - the recurrence of ca: (;hristiﬂn spirit, wou -
velopment of dlsmplhzf:t I th? U B i :
X ohibited, ¢ horits i W
e i B P”_J d cleiiberation, to au‘l‘ Watkins, Holy Malri
to inquiry, to unite oty oncurred."— Wz
t ac
would seem to be wha
. 084, o
’ On the other hand, it should b rally enacted
narily initiate a rule, They are generali
arl

h a marriage was
i lowed
i ctice al
rish pra
the Jew

ject. "
;s acted such unions
7

¥ ordi-
ered that cand 15 do not

mb th a view to enf:m:e an
w d

N art of the
ion on the par
-esh action
its violation calls for fre
isti hen its £
existing custom, w

Church,
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until 1509, * I
' n thc
Emmange], king of ;;O}’ear, Pope Alexander VI. (Borgia) allowed
both being daigiters rtugal; to marry his deceased wite's sistel
of Ferdinand, king of Spain, another of

whose dg
ughters y i
i (1503) tzas Katharine of Aragon, who was allowed DY
‘ ma i :
a{]d K Henry V1171 1y successively two brothers, Prince Arthu?
to Ferdi -0f England.  Alexander VI. also gave @
" erdinand IT, of Sicily :
= t has beep claime }
r sation, By this claim
eally different case ity
M 1 ;

to marry his aunt by blood-

d that F :
at Pope M -

«]'Zz-tm V.in 1418 granted a similar

= + %

ThOlnassinus % based on a misunderstanding of 2
Fetus of nova ecclesia diseipling, pars

cap, 2§ sec
¥ . I_D) ﬁl‘ld ] i i
Anno 1418), who o Rainaldus (the continuator of Baronitss

. l-h .

Thomace: fe's sister, wrote hisen € Case as one of permission to marry &

ke s-.;mus quotes, nearly 1 £ alterwards ; Rainaldus, the earlier, whom
of F ¢ WO centuri ;

turies later; while Antoninus, Arch-

lorenc
¢, Who wag
s a
stion of Contemporary of Martin V., states it t0 have

Wwor 2 ma :
i tEZnéa\::ose sister he p : d I;i:zfojlimved to continue in marriage with‘ a
ton of 1, S€em to be all on the sid sly seduced. The internal probabiliti®®
decree ¢ ¢ fact that Rainaldyg l eo_f Antoninus's version, with the ex¢eP”
which exake<u from. the aTChivegmmS in full what professes to be the actual
i AMination shows some o of the Vatican, This decrce, howeVe”
e Us at the time, ang tob"COHni‘l for suspecting, was unknown both t2
f IVE event, wag Specially g ardinal Turrecremata, who, twenty years
XL) for gate ap app]i::;ted by Martin's successor, Popeé Eug?'
on from the Dauphin (afterwards Louis

Permiss;
his onin: Slon to m ;
Opinig arry his
n thay s deceased wife's o =
‘ = V1 - Ay
such g dispensation fe's sister, Turrecrematd &

£ Martj

0 time, g6
o » 48 by Fa}
%) te Truth 11 l

P- 1773 ; 1884
Ffor “’hi(_'h I ;

bﬂen a quE

C
The Question g

was : ;
our gy s beyond the Pope's power-

n's dj - ;
s 1spensation having been keenly debated 11
YPeT, i his criticism of Dr. Pusey (Peact

' P 400), and i
10 » and in the Guar 11,
1 PD. 246, 287, ¢ Guar 1882, by
T

¢ 1
M ndebted ¢, 4 31:;‘ 348, 386), the passage from AntO
£t The quﬁtatiole- i Dr. A, G, Mortimer) is given jn full
eenth century wigp 18 Impertant as showing the ground taken
It will be s egard to dispensation by one high in office and
2 » Moreay )
eim 1o gran 5 g er, that, according to Antonints: lll‘];’
rod

on ¢ :
n.the Union, byt

dian newspaper (

Spensati :
Aicia ation to contract a marringe, ¢
eci : Ny
ed, after consultation with theolog2™>

was bep
as better not to cause the scandal of 2

Would
1€ the past secret sin,

make publ
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Following these and similar evil precedents, perbaps compelled

thereby, the Council of Trent, in I 563, claimed for the Church a
power of dispensation “in some of the Levitical degrees,” making
the whole question one of ecclesiastical discipline.* Consequently
the later Roman Church has allowed, with different degrees of
reserve, (in affinity) marriage with a deceased wife's sister, a
brother’s widow, and (in blood) marriage with a niece and with
an aunt.

The English Church went back, a
as in others, to the rule of Scripture an
once abrogating additions made to the
any power in the Church to subtract therefrom.

Whatever may be the actual canonical obligation in the Protest-
ant Episcopal Church of the English Table of Prohibited Degrees, t

* The decision of the Council of Trent (session <xiv., Canon 3) is Very
guarded, It anathematises those who hold that oniy the degrees of Con-
sanguinity and Affinity mentioned in Teviticus can hinder marriage, and

that the Church cannot dispense in sowe of these. ‘‘Si quis dixerit, eos

tantum consanguinitatis et affinitatis gradus, qui Levitico exprimuntuf, posse
ot dirimere contractum ; nec posse

qut constituere ut plures impedi-

s has been said, in this matter
d the Primitive Church, at
Divine law and denying

Impedire matrimonium contrahendum,
ecclesiam in nonnullis illorum dispensare,
ant et dirimant ; anathema sit.”
$In 1808 the .Ilouse of Bishops (only two mem

Present, Bishop White and Bishop Claggett), in 1eP
the House of Clerical and Lay Deputies in regard to the Table of Degrees
of the Church of England, said that

; "* They consider the Table as now obligatory ©
will remain so, unless there should herealter appear
out departing from the Word of God, oF endangering the
order of this Church.”
. It is worth noting that this jud

Agl‘eeably to the sentiment entertaine
ccclesiastical system,” and followed by 2 recom

should be considered and acted on at a futuré Co
and the compard
(Bishop Perry's Re

bers, however, being
ly to a message {rom

n the Church, and aswhat
cause to alter it with-

peace and good

aced by the words

gment Was pref
) to the whole

d by them in relatior
mendation that the subject
nvention O account of the
extreme importance of the matter tively small representa-
I ‘ 1 :
tion in either House at that Convention. print of Journal

of the General Convention, vol. 1., p: 355.)
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its appeal (for both negative and positive purposes) to Scrip

ture and Antiquity is our professed pattern and rule. . .
A very grave responsibility would be involved in setting HPlose

other standard in such g matter, especially in view of the ¢

_ : mmunion
relations between different churches of the Anglican Co

f
. House ©
Subsequcntly a long report was drafted by a Committee of the

1-
. the promt
Bishops (with Bishop White ag chairman), which recom mﬂﬁ"j‘f‘.l1 S Cl;urcha”
gation of the English Table as ** received and established in th

with the proviso in reference to m

i
r's
. s ot a brothe
arriage with a wife’s sister or ¢
wife that,

of
although the Church disapproves of such marriages, bec:-lkus?o!-_
temptations to sin in the allowance of them,” and therefore ':“;Prcs.s Yes, if
bids any clergyman to celebrate such a marriage, yet these mama%nion,
entered into, should not be a cause for repelling from Holy (.jcmm;mw(‘
This report does not seem to have been presented. Lifz of Bishop
by Bird Wilson, Appendix I11,, P 343.

Whatever hindrances 1}
and whatever consideration
become entangled in forbidd
the Church cannot bless a 1
be received to her
is lawful, though
if unlaw{uyl,

tepipling,
ere may be in the way of enforcing dl::gplglletst
may be shown to persons who have 10 i
én marriages, the proposal openly to d{f“v e ey
arriage, but that the Persons contrgctmi i
highest privileges, seems utterly illogical. 1f a me

to bless it
Perhaps undesirable, the Church cannot refuse ally

she cannot w

3 unlawl
elcome to the Communion persons
joined together,

~antion
In recent times 3 Joint Commission presented to the General com:ssing
of 1880, a Teport op ** Marriage with Relatives,” recommending the P note
by both Hoyses of the declaration of the House of Bishops in ISDS‘;hqa de-
above ; minority report objected to the prohibition of marriage W1 deferred
Ceased wife's sistay, (Journal, 1880, Appendix XIT1.} The matter was

. ,ion
int Commiss
Convention, another lengthy report of a Joint non
1886, with

Divorce,’

from Convention to
being presenteqd in

ca
4 ended
the recommendation of an am

“Of Marriage ang

3 is
v pMarriage b

"of which one clause declared, M;e%'recs o

prohibited y 11, Word of God, and by this Church, within the def

556'
o . " ﬂa[l I
sanguinity and affinity specified in Levit xviii. 6-18." (Jour
Appendix XIII.)

This wordin
Unworka

a

¥ Seems to
ble in Practice) he
a0 exhaustive list of proh
Caseg Specified are illustra
degrees Ust be Jikewige

tely
‘e (absoltl
have been agreed to as a compromise (

ave
tween those who hold that the Levitical Zozfaf the
ibited marriages, and those who Coljlw? the sané
tive, and that all others which fall within
forbidden,
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ite
- 'es and thC Unl
in England, Scotland, Ireland, the British CO!O;_::] lilissionaf}’ sater.
States of A:nerica and in view of their comm
ate a,
. *
prises, for instance, in ]apanz . i o8
In our own country there is Speml ving withal its
sistent witness to the Christian law, sho¥ f the civil law i
ness—owing to the varying enactments 0 o ¥
T ite stan
States, and in the absence of dﬂﬁ?llte:
among the Protestant bodies genera Y'e —
‘Two chief purposes have 1nd1..1ced11nismtion’
(1) With regard to ecclesmst'lcii‘-]l €g ce of the subj
Concerned to weigh well the lmpoftﬂ? enactments W
great danger of ill-considered Canon:;a 1
= 1 1+
commit our Church to a lax standa‘r ¢ at least questionab
(2) Knowing how many marriages O I would (as I am
. r e
Character are entered upon 1n ‘gnora?c Lefore those for whom
bounden) do what is in my power to bring Christian Church
=11 114 \ e
I am responsible the general teaching of th

us to bear a con-
reasonable-
n different
e subject

uss this matter. 11
I would beg of 2
eCt; and the

hich might

Con-
ching General

. ; the approa : shole
The canon proposed for consideration at to which the W

s of Deputies, t0 W ording
vention by the Committee of the IIou.sc as referred, in lts. w s
Subject of legislation concerning marriage ‘1‘ ecified in Leviticus: t
E y 5 5e1L
limits prollibi:ed marriages to the cases aci.:u'al )_ Pgne object of the prese
show the untenable character of this position 15

Publication,

T 5
ention Of 1€ ou
att tt varl

f  the sovited in
. to w]uch 1" oaray IOV
* Among the recommendations W

T seral Chur
Synods and other governing bodies in thfe :f;; » of 18
the official letter of the ** Lambeth Confe h of the Church,
* That steps should be taken by each braﬂ‘f: of marriage, 38T 1
its own discretion, to maintain the sanctl})’ - Christ hath
Principles set forth in the Word of God, as t;.;f:.’?'mmf. p. 185:
received the same.”—Davidson's Lambeth Co

1 See Appendix F, em of dispensa

However we may deplore the Sysicmnembﬁmd g
Roman Catholic Church, it is to be rer

‘hat

» and (2) tha

. sons,  an g

fessedly granted only ** for grave rea <istence and &

cgeis the following:
70, according to
ecably to the
hitherto

tions granted BY the
1 o -
y that these aré prof
hat the possibility 2

uthority of the
. Az the €
d1spensation in particular cases points to
general law,
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concerming i ;
tionships. g impediments to marriages arising from existi 1
The Prayer Bo i e
marriage, wamn th(;kp}ilj-s the minister, at the solemnization of
otherwise than as (:Oc{’es th7at “1if any persons are join d('3 i
lawful.”  Marriage rre § Word.doth allow,  theix 1111;' tog’ether
¢an be repented a6 i:n ember, is not a single ac w}:ickiaiie o
Involves, unless it ]3:3 di 1s a union which if unla.\\jfull C erIlg"
Surely, then, we are issolved, a continuous sinful reﬁat'ontmded
fJUI people be fOteh&ndunder a distinct moral obligation Iton" :
lng“tflilis matter. as to what is God’s revealed will ?:;I;S;lrl;t
i ocan. e sufficient]
riage which the y express the happi
Church comments shih e mchatic abation

confirms

,and the b .

h enedicti

eavenly Father ratifies? i‘iﬁn seals, which angels report and the
2

IEItulllan, A{ff(xa?l'.’ﬂ 1. 9
y 11, G,

e

APPENDIX A

ARCHBIS
HOP TEMPLE
PLE ON_THE PROTECTION GIVEN TO FAMILY

LIFE BY
TH
E PROHIBITION OF MARRIAGE BETWEEN PERSONS

NEARLY -
Y RELATED TO ONE ANOTHER. Seg P+ 7

“Wea .

thing, tha:ci ;a?;r:»rht in the New Testament as plainly as we are taught any-
Precise dil‘ecticml-e old law we are to look, not indeed for tmmediate and
“ihich a6 B B b, about our conduct, but for the principles and the spirit
directions we :rm c.rn our conduct ; and that when We consult those old

¢ to ask ourselves, * What is the spirit in which these aré
What, then, do i find is the
rohibitions of marriages?
d object of them has
2 mere matter of

Written ]

very fu;z;i how ?10 they bear upon us?’

Tt scems t ental idea, as 1 may say, of these P
o me unmistakable that the purpose a1

It is, as

ely protects the purity

The im-

always been ¢
fact, quif:zem l?I'OI'ECI: the purity of the family.
of the dOmCS:iialrf that there is nothing which so suf
Possibility of m:U.Clc 3'5. the jmpossibility of marriage within it
lr.l cases of ten; rim_‘ge with a sister by blood is a real ar \which constantly:
which would imp Efmfm. Protects the family from impurity, and anything
‘éoﬂld very SQri:'rlcm with the prohibition of marriages of consanguinity
__h"iﬁtian chpjeus y affect the purity of the home an ity of all
tion gn the grot . And it scems to me, further, that any mar
on Precisely th:-;nd of consanguinity is & prohibition of marriages @
tamily St Hsame grounds. It is intended to throw OVEF the
bhat just ag Ll; 10. same shield as is thrown over the man's OWR family
etween the mcre is put a bar against eveR a possibilit}' of connection
embers of one family, so, 100 there shall be the same baf
d the mem is wife's

uestion to wha
be pass
her sisters
¢ marriagé is
ulses [rom the
hich

d the moral
riage probibi-
f affinity
\i-'ifc's

bers of b
t is to happen
ible that &
which

to Prohibi

fﬂmily‘ lbj\tnzu. C_D““‘?Ction between a man afn

after the wife H is impossible to confine this q

™A shal] pe ;; dead. Whilst she is still alive shall it
owed to entertain those feelings towards

would
possi
alloweq, ibly end in marriage afterwards

flesh

o And if th

h natural imp
f no way inw

such fepli
s are absalu:elhn.g s, such temptations, Su¢
ely impossible to prevent, and Iknow O
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they can be s .
s And? ;;":Z;ﬂ;;:yt:%tlfuued as by the law of the Church as it now
It is proposed to telax t‘hc 11:\:-5-01}1}' y par.ticulm- instance that is proposed:
Siesionrs wanlon :, in one particular case, but we all know that
many men who will adv il :’:lwa}'s come by degrees. There are very
idea of a man marrvi‘rww;zztefhls mEstligh oL besioeket 0 B2
such a thing were ;HO;M _ step-daughter—you would feel at once that if
of a man whose step-da })'.ou \YOUM ?ut a terrible temptation in the way
in his mind to protect I:Iiizu,e ' 1.“:“1 with him. There would be no horror
within him if he could Ioo}tgfamSt allowing improper feelings to grow up
feelines: dnd SRR orward at some future time to gratify those
with her mother, is almost |M cpjdm-}ghler' who, because of his marriage
brought into close falniliar'tl-ec%sar”? under his charge, and is necessarily
This is strong enough at pie}; with him, is robbed of a natural protection.
ent to make the great majority of us feel that

there would b
& somethi i i
ing horrible in allowing marriage between first &
g=1

woman and then
the d:
anghter of that woman. But if you begin by alter
& B .

ing the law in th :
€ partic - T
may depend upon it th“u;m proposed, how long will this horror last? You
at the moment you allow an alteration of this kind @

large number ;
of like s : .
e alterations will follow Teople would h i
. ; ave no prin-

ciple to guide them at all - i
» and inasmuch as it would become a mere ques-

tion of L i i
43 expedlency, 1 rould be elt that 2
t wou f we h

one ano 3 r . 5
ther. ave no right to press it upon

Address of Archbi

i chbishop Te

3 s m ’ A

Diocesan Conference, October [Eige when Bishop of Exeter at the Exeter

legalize marriage w
part 1., p. 1541,

ith a deceased ,-‘ in a discussion of the proposed bill t0
sed wife's sister,—Guardian, vol. XX XVIL,

APPENDIX B

BISHOP JEWEL
ON THE PR
OHIRITION
N ONS B
NG THAT THE LIST THERE GIv Siis Bp SHEE
EN

E
XHAUSTIVE.  See p. g IS NOT INTENDED TO BE

' Whe i
o ereas ye desire to unders
in the eighteenth chapter of
G :
ot unlawful for 2 man to
arr

ta
L:fitil:‘:s pbn or advice: touching certain
SuCCBSSive]: _Y which words you think it
other m y his own wife's sister, 1 would
“in f] atter to defend, For it is not the
matters in doubt with ‘1e5e troublesome and doubtful times
of life to open any gu?:th_]}u:t czusc, nor in this intemperance
e breach of laws. I reckon the

; - :
ye had rather taken in hand sop
me

best v N €
Vay, 11 my Udgnl@llt neith
X ]

to call more
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Uxorem el soroyemt

words o e
f Leviticus, whereon you ground, are these:
illa adluc

R
mz:i:d [ﬂi;'i:z;da"{‘ cane ne ducas, ut velegas turpitudinent jaes,
men, and in somle “Drd?s _I know have been diversly constl:ued by d.ivers
Paulus Phagius q;zezs']udgl.nents se‘em to sound.of your side. ' Pellican,
lawfu] ; an:; th;tc o yra, with certam. others, thmlli such. marriage to be
one time, both‘of ho farb.ade the having o.f two sisters 1n T :
and continual co E e being t.Ogether on .lwe; and that, for the spiteful
them, a5 appmre;‘cnt]lml and jealousy \\-'hu:'h m.ust neec!s grow between
Leah, Anq ey ;“ t‘_E CxalnPlc of Jacob with his two wwes,.Rachel and
them, as |awfy] = 0_“5 ﬁi?mﬁ think the Jews continue cuch marriages among
Al the punledag
greatly mi;l?k:“ngs HithErto HELEDn JORr 108
men now livige me, saving that I find the judgments ©
g, and the continual practice of all ages, an

Public .
onesty

esty, to the contrary. There be otherwise women ene
drave him to

and the same would not
f the Dbest-learned
d in manner very
ngh to

have chpie
Marry :2:112;0 _that no man can justly say that r{ucessit}' .
The A , in our manner of speech, he sometime called st »
decreed thay onl of former times appearcth by the capons ; where as it 1s
ORIt g o ﬁ carnalis copula cunm prelio septent annorih
swall say Upoi—i ? pucllae sorore posiea secttlitil. But I know
the canons, and sooner rest yourself upon these W

the ¢
ext, ¢/ :
man mp @ adfuc vivente. And thereof thus you ground your reason ! &
Y not ergo, e May

Mar
]a11—y her

ster.

: dirimil matri-
you make
ords in

; B ; ; . -
harry his wife's sister, while she is on live;
aft i ,
o alter she is dead.
his reason ¢ s 1

negativis is very weak, and maketh no moreé pr
donce eXsieed
are dried Op- O,

ergo,

oof in logic

tha
n th;
15 doth,
h; core 4
fquge . s corvms non est reversus ad areailty i

j asepfy

“7geo, he i .
-, » he is returned again, after the waters
L LTI aTT . 3
SROVEL cam, donce peperissel Jfeliwan s ¥d

Oseph |
inew her " :
Such othe, like after she was delivered of her first-

rimageniiuri
begotten child ; or

Yot wi
Make ]i:lglf];iu say, although this manner of reason be weak, and the worj5
Make oy you, yet this far the reason is good enough ; fof et worv J
. against you, Which thing notwithstanding I mig" graat, YE°
reason follow of the other side: there are no ess words 10

t‘;lln not this
e Le\“it'
ical law, whereby I am forbidden to marty my wi ergos
ted lawful.

by the 1,
unto the eight

“'ithstﬂndi
¢

hapter of o

of consanguinity

t certain

a;
"4 affinit
Cree
5 a it was

expr
fe's sister i
For, not-

vitica]
law such marriage is to be accout i
een

0 the statute in that case make relation
arees
remember tha
£55,

Leviti
ticus as unto a place whereunto the de

Y are ;
wlis touched most at large ; yet you must
ere left out untouched; within which, neverthel

atrimony at
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i thing
: ere is no
never thought lawful for man to marry, For example, thhis it |
provided there by express words, but that a man may marry

- i cle by the
mother, or his grandfather’s second wife, or the wife of his un

A ter but
i ibition in all this chap
mother’s side. No, there is no express prohibition in

any of
. ay that any
that a man may marry his own daughter. Vet will no man say
these degrees may join together in lawful marriage,

Wherefore we must needs think that

- 11 -
God in that chapter hath specially
and

toe lawful
namely forbidden certain degrees ; not as leaving all Tnarnaﬁg: o
which he had not there expressly forbidden, but that thereby, p———
fallible precedents, we might be able to rule the rest. As whcri e name of
No man shall marry his mother, we understand that under t‘l ife. and
mother is contained both the grandmother, and the grandfather 5’“ 110‘m31“
that such marriage is forbidden, And, when God commandeth that but in
shall marry the wife of hig uncle by the father's side, we doubt n:Jt '
the same is included the wife of the ynele by the mother’s side. Thus 3
see God himself would have us tg expound one degree by anoth.cr. s o

So likewise in thig case, albeit I be not forbidden by plain wot

s which by
marry my wife's sister, yet am T forbidden to do so by other words, W
exposition are plain enough,

t
For, when God commandeth me I sl‘?ﬂrbriz-
marry my brother's wile, it followery directly by the same that he fo
deth me to ATy my wife's sister.
and one woman apq two brothers jg
my judgment, in this ¢

For between one man and two -51;“::
like analogy and proportion ; wlucr:llc.
such like ought to be taken for 9.divers
And therefore the ra Jews have expressly forbidden

degrees by this ule, Plain words forbade not. il
And this is one payy of the tyranny of (he bishop of Rome, that he

: d by bis
take upon him 1o rule God's fommandments at hig pleasure, an
dispensation to maye that

lawful in ope man for the time, which God h‘L:z
plainly forbidden as unlawfy] i, all men for ever. He hath diSpensed “—1cd
L brothey's wife, as yoy know, He hath dispcr;m
: Ty his own natural sister, ag you shall find in S#7
10 these words p,

be o™

; . Pe*  And what marvel ? He would

nipotent, and gajpy he may dispense zgy,
S glogsg,

ase and other
bbins of the
Which Gog by

4 man to marry hig ow

with the brother tq ma
Angelica

sed
L e : may

: T jus divinwm, as you

10, q. 1. chzs;:gw

* This seems g be a mj isled by the

. Mistake, but gne in which Jewel was misled by us,
e S i o et
F X FICE, as gq ing ¢ 3 Al %7 s he ha i1
informed, . accorded o' gigpel & that Pope Martin ‘h.' l}ad;;ﬂ_ied his ow?
Sister,” gui g, ? @ man who had n

x ote
; is misquot™
it txarem.  Antoninus is misq he
€ seen frgp, his

ords given in Appendix G-
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dI
} . our demand, an
But thus, by the way, you have my mind tou.d:jl‘ifiﬁ be your mind.”
doubt net but, all things considered, the same min

iv., Parker
. el, part 1v.,
Letter XXVIIL (1561) in the Works of Bishop Jewel, p
Society.

APPENDIX C

P AND
LATIONSHI
ON THE METHOD OF COUNTING DEGREES o;g:}; "

ON OTHER TECHNICAL TERMS.

. ; two persons who
) C”"“"“"’é.fm’:zz’:‘j’ is the relation which subsists bct\\‘::::ﬁr.
Within Certain limits are descended from a common m?bbgtwecn two persons,
Lineqs consanguinity is the relation which subsists arents and children,
one of whom i descended from the other;"” e.g., P
gr

Andparenty and grandchildren.

5 en two
: sists betwe
" Collagey ity is the relation which subsi
Aleral consanguinity is

the

one from

s but not .

Persang who are descended from common ancestors, ancestors in their
Tl

e & brothers and sisters who have commo

fathe,

and mother ;
gran(lfathm- an

& Aﬁuig:
Pair ang thog
or collateral

< in their
cestors 1n
first cousins who have common an
ITE =
jed
d grandmother, . reen each of a marr
BT0Ws out of marriage, and exists betw inity. It is lineal
© g 1nity.
© who are related to the other by "‘mbangl-q o
anguinity;
r dccording to the nature of that cons gf 4 man is related by
is connectgd with itg step-mother by lineal affinity ‘. her mother o her
l ty to his wife’s sister, and by lineal to
g “ghter g1,

e of Marriage,
¢h D:Lvey Evans, The Christian Doctrine vf
P 309, !

ﬂ.g' 2 Ch]]d

collateral affini

i Shoulg be noted that Affinity is distinctly limited.
tl?mﬁs felated o

r family.
all his wife’s relations, as a mcmbe; ?f ]I;ft there is 1o
e‘ Wife 1q her husband's, as a member of his family ’1 do not become
Usigp the tyo f’\miiies,’ the relations of the husband
allieg g '

ter: 5 ro brothers
3 . i here is no bar to two

UOl s f the wife. Hencet

m yi ‘

twa isters, 5)

The husband be-
and

et nor (2
B -(LP Was ngt of an ownp sister, but of a wife's smit:rr‘,mrriag
‘Vho‘e on to Marry a wife's sister, but to Conmﬂ'}Fhe sentence
is giy Sister the Wan had previously seduced.

Hg oM both i, th

: English translation,
Per. os ¢ original Latin and in an English
the Pope Withoy

} was the dis-
e with a wile
from Angelo

by Father
lumniating

ras Ca
elo was

dpparently the discovery that Ang

Pogrs

tfu’ozrgﬁ. the Traei, T1. p. 420.
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i ; of the par-
30 with regard to Consanguinity, this does not bar unless'fflil.c © itatllit
ties is descended from the father or mother of the other. This

: from
i i scended
excludes the marriage of uncle and niece, for the niece is de

; ic de-
; : i neither 1S
the uncle’s father, but it allows the marriage of cousins, for

s f
PN, st point ©
scended from the father or the mother of the other. Their neare p
contact is in the grandparents, See Watkins, p. 648.

d
= ravws understoo
Adegreeisa step. ** The term gradus, or degree, is always

to comprehend al] those who stand

: upon
in the same proximity, all that are up
the same platform

: .
» and resting on the same level with one anothe carti
; men
Badeley's speech (in which he refers to Blackstone’s Com

St 53.

{fe's Sister, P-
vol. I1., p. 203) in Pusey’s Marriage with ¢ Deceased Wife's Sister, P
There are two ways of

(1) The rmethod of the Ci
astical or Canon law,

o & . 'onshiP3
reckoning the degrees or steps in rEI:\tlFCCIeSi'
¥il or Roman law (2) the method of the E

“ In the direct line of aspent an

—_
S anonis
d descent the Civilians and the C
are agreed, counting so m

e
degrees as there are generations, or as the;
forefather, Thus, Abraham, Isaac, Iacoorl
degree from Abraham, being the third }-,e’rlﬁ 3
third generation from Abraham exclusively-
® of Marriage, Adultery, ang Diworce, vol. 1., p. 258.)

itk . an ivilians
Certaining the degrees of collatera] consanguinity the C
count the degrees or ste

be defined, back to the commep ancestor
a brother and sister are related in e

one step from the father,
degree, for

any
4I¢ persons exclusive of the

Dinah,—Dinah is in the thirg
besides Abraham, or in the
(Morgan’s 74

+ T (0]
ionshipist
Ps from one of the two persons, whose relationship

»and then down to the other. T heu;
second degree, for each is rcmo‘i i

An uncle gpg niece are related in the thl:i_
there {5 gpe Step from the upele to his father (the niece’s gran
father, ang fOmmon ancesoy

: iee  First
) and twe steps from him to the nicce.

cousing are refateq ourth degree
+ And two doyy to the ot

in the f
common ancestor

{2) Accordin
the common an

. the
» there being two steps up to

her cousin.
& 10 the Jater method th

Cestor down to
hip
the degree in whic

& Canonists count the steps from
€ remote of the two desccnda_nts‘
nd the number of steps dcte”nmfz
The principle of this rule seems
seendants of his ancestor in the same

eestor himself. Tt will be seen thati‘:
3 caleulation, , degree is practically eqnivaled
Brothers and sigterg are related in the first degree ; first
dren) in the second degree, second cousins (great grand-
ird, and gq forth, -

the mor,
15 to he ascertained, a

h they ape related,
be that a map is relateg to all the e

whose relations

cousins (grandep;)
children) in the th
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for that is the gen-

EPTCE
i are related in the second degree, the more remote
An uncle and niece s H m

jece
shich the miece,
eration from the common ancestor to wh
descendant, belongs. A
The earlier method of the Civil lﬂa\\ n Church follow
the English Table is based. The ]Last‘cr to the method of
3 o
While the Latin Church reckons r.Lccorcllr!:_,el ¢+ the same “"ﬂ?r husband.
Degrees of Affinity are counted in prECl; }pl'lcc of the wife 0; doctrine of
- wife taking the pt iv., < of the :
32 inity husband or wife h. xiv., **of ) ‘.-,
Sy tth/u stian Doctrine of Marrigge ¢ in this Appendis: 35 g-iv
Sep [ FeEftan Y s -
. See Evans, :fn aronted Dis Evans’s word 5 that I kn
Incest,” 1 have free ¥ o
ing the ¢l '1} cs:; statement of the different 1“(;1&3 Appendix L.
AT s 1
See algg Harper, Peace through the Truth, 11,

ler, and is that op which
i s the same method,
the Canon law.

as those of Con-

2
A (common ancestor)
|

|
Clara
Bcrln'lrd (bl’Other and SIStET)

ch!e and Riece)

Emma
Donald (first cousins)
ana

APPENDIX D

Ep DEGREES.
jerreD D
THE Encuisy Taeiz oF ProH  contained th

See p- 13
Ereinr

. he prohibitio
By three changes, not affecting any of the P

d
. B), an
. tated H ; 5ntZLl (
the Englisy Table may be more stmpiy Tatiﬁns: filial (&), P2
enital ré
I, We begin with the fundamen

-efront
s ved theref
i derived
chich are
ing from these to those ™ h
€ral(C), and advancing i
. r BC).

or A1, B or Br, For AC,and G o e i

2. The relationships are translatet‘l 11;5 i
easily Tecognised terms ; e.g., son's wife

{rag

re
used and mo

;
5
in-law, father

only
ghter-

ant

iage. :
i marriag jgnation
TOther's wife ig equivalent to aunt by ne desig in

i ) under o
3. Inthig way it is possible to group

a her's
int &l ars fat
tionship 7 27 " v i
Caseg which a1 belong to the same rella st by marr:ag_stcr and wife
ile a 'y SISEELy
3ther’s sister 4 her's sister ; whi ther's
E nd mother's s fa
toth

. .t fe's
] i 2 ife, Wi
TS wife, mother's brother's W

Inoth&r's sister,

. b
7 «llsh Ta
By these means the 60 cases of the ﬁn;dc)-
Stated unger 36 relationships (18 on eac
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A man may not marry his
1. Grandmother

2. Grandfather's wife

. Wife's grandmother

. Mother-in-law

P T T e

Father's sister

Fraes

Mother's sister
Father’s brother’s wife
Mother's brothet's wife
Wife's father's sister

. Step-daughter
. Daughter-in-law

s

adll o

Wife's mother's sister

i
i

i

;
|74
|
|48
{
3

. Step-grandmother

- Wite's mother . Grandmother-in-law

. Granddaughter
. Step-granddaughterL
. Granddaughter-in-law

Wife's daughter

——

. Brother's wife . Aunt by marriage L

TAEA S s

- Son's daughter
- Daughter’s daughter
. Son's son's wife
- Daughter's son’s wife
. Wife's son's daughter
4. Wife'sdaughter's daughter

. Niece by marriage

. Brother's daughter

- Sister's daughter

- Brother's son’s wife

- Sister's son's wife

- Wife's brother's daughter
. Wile's sister’s daughter

L denotes that the 50 marked s among the Levitical pro-
ith a daughter is specifically
tion of Levit., xviii. 17. It
cily this prohibition,

loned, correspond  with grand-
evitical prohibitions.

with aunts, and are therefore for-

forbidden, depends op th
probably was not cons
* Grandparents,

children, who are specified amgp

manner nieces gy
arriage by imp|

31
MARRIAGE WITH REL4 TIVES
ations whom &

: ble of rel
ding Ta orm it exactly

orter f
o the Man: class &
e in either casé

Itis unnecessary to print the correspon I
Woman may not marry. Inboth the longer an‘% t.hc ’
€orresponds with the Table of marriages pmhl-bltcrj ) sam
corresponding with class B, and Bwith 4, C being tiCG with F.
) corresponding with E and E with D, F with G anc s of the half blood

In both Tables, the longer and the shorter, relatlol If sister a8 @ whole
aTe considered the same as of the full blood, &8+ a laxv‘iii‘ rx would be
Sister. The specification of the half sister in Levit

natural where polygamy was prevalent.

APPENDIX E

See po 1 6
ST. BASIL'S LETTER TO DIODORUS.

name Of

to Dio-
with the
ked

od me under the

. h
T T have received the letter ¥ which has reac r than

i . : any
d ‘odorus, but in what it contains creditable t0 ]r'ued your name:

Orig, he was 25
Mtentjg eceased wife's

one rathe

Some ingenious person seems to have asstl ears that
n of getting credit with his hearers. ?t apprith his ¢ d
_YSOme one if it was lawful to contract mer.rrlage. w s heal‘d it unmove i
Sister . and, instead of shuddering at such a questloﬂ-lv desire. Had I his
+od quite boldly and bravely supported the e ld have bee?
SHer by me 1 would have sent it you, and yo! W(i-.rho 5
both yourself and the truth, But the Perso? by of triuP
AWy again, and carried it about as & Kiadt of troipng
* "ho had forbidden it from the beginning: deCIIﬂ;ay atte
on i writing, Now I have written to you that £+ T

it

.= whereby !
oey : it no force ¥

i Ment with double strength, and leave it
3 Teaderg

'dcfend

m

t-
. ch ma
t irﬂportﬂnce Lo 5’-11 o have
mos b emtse the raie

&

2. Pirgt of all T have to urge, what is of
If any 00%

ter aw
ES‘ QUr owp custom, which has the force of 1 f:;-
en by It is as
ome 1, nded down to us by holy men. tercourse With ©° o into the
hot ¢ ¥ Wnpurity, falls into unlawful in to be admitte although
. O be looked Upon as marriage, nor aré they her
i ; - ther.
i ::h Until they have separated from OBE anotom »
Te o . cus
. Possible to say nothing further, the

*eguard whay i right. But, since th

1lows :

e writer @

. onature of -
. g signd
® Better, a letter bearng thesie

SR A LT
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oured to introduce this mischief
under the necessity of nat omitti

ters which are perfectly plain ev.
than argument.

into our practice by a false argument, e
ng the aid of reasoning ; although in mat-
ery man’s instinctive sentiment is stronger
3. It is written, he says, in Leviticus, ** Neither shalt thou take a wife
to her sister, to vex her, to uncover her nakedness, beside the other in Ae7
life time."* From this it is plain, he argues, that it is lawful to take her
when the wife is dead. To this my first answer shall be, that whatever the
¢ who are under the law ; otherwise we shall be
the sabbath, abstinence from meats. For we cer-
e find anything which falls in with our Pleasur‘CS'
yoke of slavery to the law ; and then, if anything
in the law scems hard, have recourse to the freedom which is in Christ.
We have been asked if it is written that one may be taken to wife after her
sister, is safe ang true, that it is not written. DBut to
argument w
not of gne
these terms, any one who
the life time of the wife,
written, he says, * They shalt not take a wife to vex her : " so that, apart
from vexation, there is no Prohibition to take
indulge his desire wi] maintain th
they cannot vex ope another 4
bition to live wity both, and
sisters ?  This ig not w
Stated.

law says, it Says to thos
subject to circumcision,
tainly must not, whep w
subject ourselves to the

Let us say what
deduce by sequence of hat is passed over in silence is the part
of a legislator, who quotes t]ie articles of the law. Indeed, ffn
likes will he at liberty to take the sister, even 1D

; il . e is
The same sophism fitsin in this case also. It

her. The man who wants t@
at the relationship of sisters is such t]l?’ft
Talke away the reason given for the prohi-
hat is there tq prevent a man's taking both
’ ritten, we shal] say. Neither is the former distinetly
The deduction from the argument allows liberty in both cases.
But a solution of the difficulty might be found by going a little back t©
what is behind the fnactment, 1y appears that the legislator does not in-
clude every kind of sin, bug Particularly prohibits those of the Egyptians:
from among whom Tsrael haq gone forth, and of the Canaanites among
whom they were gain ;

B £. The Words are ag follows, ** After the doings of
the land of Egypt, wherein ye dwelt, shap e not do: and after the doings
of the land of Canaan. whither T ¥

i i a1l
bring you, shali ye not do: neither sha
alk i i : A you, shall :
ye w. k in their ordinances, I Itis Probable that this kind of sin was 1ot
practised at that time the P
lawgiver was, it may be SUPosed, wage. :

: 4 the
nong Under these circumstances .

s ninis
Ro necessity of guarding again
*Lev. xviii, 18,

t Better, that the dispogit;
TLev. xvii, 3. e

the sisters ig free from jealousy.
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ime. How then is it
it} the unwritten custom sufficed to andeﬁ};‘ tthz}::::the less? Bacaus‘e
that while forbidding the greater hc‘\\fas'SI Cnm many who indulged then:
the example of the patriarch seemed lnl_uﬂ_ous ime. What ought to be my
flesh 5o far as to live with sisters in their life time.

re upsaid?
t they leave
ork out wha the
course ? rtow ght not to have

f the most

To quote the Scriptures, 0

= ou
. P her and SOM .
In thege laws it is not written thata fatl ht deserving ©

Same concubine, but, in the prophet, it_ls thgug” it is said, ** will g0 ;'n
extreme condemnation, ** A man and his fat efr'rms of unclean lust have
Unto the same maid.” * And how nmny‘otht‘-.r.‘ Oe seripture is silent abou;
been found out in the devils’ school, whll.e m:lnuames of filthy things ans
them' not choosing to befoul its dignity with tltll plisieys apOSﬂE Paul says,
“ondemning their uncleanness in general terllhi .it not be onc
“ Fornication and all uncleanness 7

: both
able doings of
' 5 ca},ablc H c
YO as becometh saints,” $ thus including the m; ‘ It follows that silen®
Maleg and females under the name of uncleanness.

“ertainly does not give license to uolipiuaip n

4. T, however, maintain that this point .h{its'on
that the lawgiver has made a distinct PthIPI fl ki;1 s
Yon shal] approach to any one that is near O

:inship, for ¥

. hi 1 of kins £ whs
n:kedness. t embraces also this forn T ;
¥ the wite,
B ; his wil 5 mother,

o left in silences bu‘;
+ eo
The words Non !
him, to uncover the:
hat could be more

n flesh? ko
the sister

ot bee

man than his own wife, Or', mth: : tthroufar
they arq no more twain, but one flesh.’ 5 C,1‘1 not take
s mage akin to the husband. For as he Shic his wife's sis )
0T yet his wife’s daughter, so he may not tatiler hand, it will not
4Y not take his own sister. And, on the ©

lation~

ihts of re

s Lin, for the g B

for the wife to be joined with the husband’s 1\11.1;' to every On€ \th e

‘ L eth

?1‘-11) hold good on both sides. But, for mY P this world pass e s

: hey that have ¥ e

ang that both they e

( o of the times. Tt
S P g-

gscivioll

ion, pot @ means of tl,dut i

t1o -

C‘z‘ll tt?hem marty s tt

E

ter, because ¢
Jawful

aboug marriage I testify that ** the fashion of
the time is short: ‘*it remaineth
thougp they had none.” q If he impmpfr{y e
hd Multiply,” %% T langh at him for not discer

Secongd marriag

. 4 forni
e is a remedy against
Nesg,

" If they cannot contain,” it is said,

they must not break the law. gi
5+ But they whose souls are blind-f:d‘by .
" Dature, which from old time disting®

nOt TEg ard
ey,

do

le Tust ily.

silﬂr'o];mt:,ames of the famty
hed the

-
- g s, Math: ¥ g

. i, 28.
. xviii, 6 #* Gen:
i Amos jj, 7. + Eph. v. 3. iL:i‘-;;‘” iven.
L Cor, vij] 3L b1 COT- n‘_'m;:mds were &
11. Bd"f"’ﬂ the times when different co
T C e

Or. wii, 9.

3

« named among

i e
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e s gt ramas e s
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For under what relationship il

their sons? Wil they call them brot
on account of the confusion,

-mother ;
her who ought to cherish them
who extend thejr hatred evep
with the dead :
what I say is {hig -
whole world ;if he is o
mare restricted, “that he may know k.
tion and honour, not in the lugt of ¢
more, but the iy

its of my letter le
exhortation may PTOvE stronger tf,

with a mother's love,

If any

let it ahide,

Ep. clx, B

enedictina edit
The translatig

i ion of gt Basil's
n here

works, tom. IIL, 13'—-24?;
iven is talo S Post-Nice?
Lathers, ad series, vol.gVIlnL,l‘}pp&}k;{lz f;?;n e icene and
APPENDIX F
arviL ENACTMENTS, See p. ar
On this subject reference may he made to
United States, by the Rey, ..

. p the
Marriage and Divorce in
- Dunean Cony

€n. 1y,

ers (Phila., Lippincott Co., 1889),
+ " 'Who may po; Maryy

All the States hay
citizens are not 1q mary
But (L) the courts different theorie
riages contracted in co €ntion of these |
(@) as being ip themse]y,

4 . SelVes null ang yoiq without any action of a court;
T as beip & by decree of
volked,

5 . in-
2 court, should its action be

; . . . eir
© certain ** prohibiteq degrees ™ within which th
7.

held S as to the character of mar-
Ntray aws

Moreover (IT

-} the degreeg
hibited v

ary in different

of relationship b
martiage w

+ What may
9]
Sleg, N

: Stateg
ith a step-daughte
other State forbig

ithin which marriage is pro-
be innocent in New York (g‘g';
is Wrong in Vcrmont, and what \f‘crtnf)nt
€W Hampshire the marriage of firs

i Thess, iy, 4.

allows some
cousins),,

those who contract these unions llrime
hers or cousins of one another? F Oj-’
both names wil apply. O man, do not make
the aunt the little one’s step do not arm with implacable jealousy
It is only step-mothers
beyond death ; other encmies make a “uci
step-mothers begin theiy hatred after death. The sum ©

One wants to contract a lawlul marriage, the
is open to hin nly impelled by lust, let him b? the
OW to possess his vessel in sanctifica-
Oncupiscence.” # 1 should like to 5a¥
ave me no further room. I pray that my
an lust, or at least that this pollution may

Y 0Wn province, Where it hgas been. ventured on there

av
ersons méy
fonsent of parties, so as those p

3
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from
se are chosen
but these

night
erous (one 1
dang o rule be-

iven
Far more startling variations nﬁ_ght :f ffli:v ,how
neighbouring States, and are Suﬂicmfﬂ 1e religious pe K
S2y impossible) is the line taken bgobct’:d or enforced bY ad:e L 10)
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