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DECEASED WIFE'S SISTER
PROHIBITED BY THE WORD OF GOD.
Bv WILLIAM GREGG, A. M,

Mintster of Cooke's Church, Toronio.
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I is tanght in the Westminster Confession of Faith that o man
“ may not marry any of his wile’s relations nearer in blood than
he may of his own.” This implies that he may not marry his
wife’s sister, aunt, or niece, inasmuch as he is not ab liberty to
marry his own sister, aunt, or niece. The Scriptural authority of
this doctrine has been ealled in question at late meetings of the
Synod of the Canada Preshyterian Church, and a member of the
Synod, the Rev. John Laing, of Cobourg, has published a pam-
phlet in which i is denied that there is any foundation for the
doctrine in the Word of God. Other publications of a similar
character have been circulated in the Province. Marriages within
the forbidden degrees have been actually contracted befween per-
sons whose position and character give weight to their example.
In some Churches the members ave pevmitted to form such
allianees withont being subjected to discipline; and attempts are
being made to sanction a gimilar practice in the Canada Preshy-
terion Chureh, Many of our people, and zome of our office-
bearers have apparently given to the subject but little attention.
Some, who have studied it, are in doubt as to the validity of the
argnments from Seripture, and ask for fuller discussion. In these
pircumstances I deem it proper, believing as I do that the mar-
riages in question are forbidden in the Word of God, to present a
brief statement of the Scriptural argument.  As it is prohibition
of marriage with a deceased wife's sister which is chiefly ques-
tioned, so this particular point will be chiefly kept in view.
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It might be useful to show that, apart from the Seriptuwre argu-
ment, there are sitrong arguments against marriage with a de-
ceased wife’s sister on grounas of expediency. It isless necessary,
however, to dwell on these, as their force is admitted by many
who question the argument from Scripture. Thus 1t is satisfactory
to find, that, while contending that the Seriptures pem-mit the mar-
riage, Mr. Laing in his pamphlet is strongly opposed to it on
?mmcls of c_.x'}zedxency. “While we are convincad (he says) that
:’ the llu.w of (mrlﬂoe:s not prohibit the marriage in question, we
‘are far from thinking that it is a proper one.” (p. 32) He gives
{_J:?Ot:l 1'(3:1.'{011T ‘alsu. for this opinion.  “Such marriages (he says)
3 .%re undou JL.IE(U.}' opposed to the general sentiment of Christian
A O?Ietlj. It matters not to what that sentiment may he owing;
“11:_ is the Jfuct that has weight, Tt is most inexpedient to do
- violenee fo the general sentiment of any community on a meral

question, and therefore such marriages should be avoided.”
‘I‘-I_e says also:—“These marriages seem calenlated to have an

injurious effect on the harmony and peace of families, and on the
“confidenee which should subsist hetween their vm-iuu;membars-”
ind i;}lrf.hel‘”—_" we th.mk that when men and women are con-
S stantly 1}1%1,1113 uu_t;l:ms of the greatest intimacy, it should be
_perlec_tl_}- underst_oo@ that marriage between them is out of the
“question. In this light we think these marriapes inexperdient
Hand thus wrong.” He moreover eonsiders that “these marriaces,
«iﬁ ﬂ»“[" 1?.\\: 1;5 :El(m'h, ouqasiun ull}ufusi on in Chureh and State, gn(-’i’.
« therefore are mexpedient. So lung as the law does not enjoin
: Eﬁ; étl-"f ‘e‘-_\P_E)EhmILL to conform fo it”  He further adds that
e tfj&lﬁlﬁéiilg \\%rong);.a{;:;u as being confrary to law.” He
L gal in the Provinee of Quebee, and in the Provinee

of O‘utu.lrm confrary to law, and voidable durine the life of the
‘*'_Olgtli_w.t'mf:’l 1]33’-'t1‘33—t-]‘1‘~_t-, notwithstanding the cmc{tral'y supposition
el made, L-}my cannot he voided by the Civil Law
Pk ijJJmF:]IGC of ILCB[GS:L’ISEICS.I Courts.” He holds, there-
‘:)];i:rlll{f i_nn\?l 1L: the law remains as it is, such marriages are
pey C.‘.I]_)gﬂ }fzut and wrong.” These reasons, founded on the
prevailing Christian sentiment, the happiness of families, and pub-
lic law, have certainly great weight; and might easily be illustrated
and 00511?'1']‘1@[13]3}' an appeal to an mrerwheh%inrr array of facts and
a,ut]ml'_lLLes. But as their force is franklv admitted. I confine
myself to the argument from Seripture, i

The Divine Law of forbidden degrees is found in the 18th
chapter of Leviticus. That the law there Taid down is hinding on
Christians was admitted on all hands by those who took part in
the discussion ab the late meeting of the Synod, Mr. Laing says
algo in Lis pamphlet (p. 19) that he “Delieves that Seripture
¢ teaches that there is such a thing as Incest, forbidding marriage

)
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“in certain relations; that in Levitieus xviil. chiefly this law is
“found; and that this law is of permanent obligation, binding on
#“ Ohyistians.” There can indeed be little doubt of this. Viclations
of the law are spolen of as sins of the Egyptians and Canaanites.
It is not, therefore, a mere Jewish law. The following is the lan-
ouage by whieh it is introduced and followed:—* After the doings
“of the land of Beypt, wherein ye dwelf, shall ye not do,
“and after the doings of the land of Canaan, whither I bring
i you, shall ye not do, neither shall ye walk in their ordinances”
(verse 3). Ve shall therefore keep my statutes and my judg-
“ments, and shall not commit any of these abominations, neither
“any of your own nation, nor any stranger that sojonrn eth among
“vou (for all these abominations have the men of the land done,
“3yhich were before you, and the land is defiled),” (verses 26 and
27). In the New Testament we find the Apostle Paul saying
(1 'Cor. v. 1.)—4 It is commonly reported that there is fornication
“among you, and such fornication asis not so mueh as named among
““the Glentiles, that one should have his father’s wife” Plainly
the Apostle assumes that there was some eode different [rom that
known among the heathen, which Christians were bound to
acknowledge, and whieh prohibited a man’s marriage with a
stepiother,  No law on this subject is found in the New Testa-
ment, but only in the Books of Moses, to which therefore Christians
must look for guidance in respect to the prohibited degrees.
Let us now examine the Divine Law which is laid down in
Leviticus. Leaving out of view, for the present, Lev. xviii. 18,
(whieh, according as we adopt the rendering in the text, or in the
targin, forbids the marriage of two sisters, while both are alive,
or simply, of any two women, while both are alive), we find the
tollowing are the only relatives whom o man is expressfy forbidden
to marry.*
1. His mether (Lev. xvifl, Theoivns i ioaa oo relative by blood.
2. His father's wife (7. e, stepmother) Lev, xviil, 8, and xx0 113 arvelative by marriage,
. Hissister (Tev, »vill 8, and ¥ 1T} .oooniiiiiniiiiiii, a relative by blood.
. His half-sister (Lev. xviii. 9, and xx, 17), ..a relative by blood.
. His son's daughter (Lev, xviil. 10 .4 relative Ty Bood.
. Iis danghter's danghter (Lev. x 10} ... .. relative by Llood.
. His father's sister (Lev. xvill. 12, and xx, 10),........... e a relative by blood.

e L N |

* 1t seems suffieiently evident that the prohibitions in Lev. 18th inelude prohi-
hitions of Marringe They were so inderstood by the Jews, and are so understood
by Christians generally.  The terms used are not, in themselves, applicable merely
+o unlawful intereourse hetween persons not married to cach other—they are else-
where nsed with reference to marringes. Besides, if there be here no prohibition of
incestuous marriages, such marriages are nowhere else forbidden, and thus a Jew
might marry his nearest relatives without being guilty of incest. Although inter-
conrse with them was punished by death, if there was no marriage, yet if’ the par-
ties were married no punishment was inflicted ! 1t need searcely be added that the
“fwifg" whom a man is forbidden to marry means “ widow.” Twe men, father and
son, or nephew and unele, cannot be supposed to have been married at the same
time to the same '“wife,” TIE is, obviously, the “widow™ of the father and unele
whom the son and nephew arc forhidden to marry. This is a common use of the
word “wife” in other parts of Seripture.
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£, His mother's sister (Lev. xviii, 13, and xx. 10° iv
9. His f_at-lzcr s brother's wife (Lev. xviii. 14, :mtl)')\:ﬁ.' QU} 11':]11.?3‘?}:11‘;0 HI‘:LEI?!{:E‘
10. His sowa wife (Lev. xvilt. 15, and xx. 12),...... 0. '3 relative by marmiage.
1; }%Zs bmt]_:m s wife (Lev, xvill, 16, and xx.21), a relative 1)2;' nurri&gc-
313. is wife's mother (Lev, xviii, 17, and xx. 14), . ‘a relative by mariage.
L\ H]f; “.Ef-nrb daughter (Lev. xviil. 17, and xx, 14) a rc]:u-'\-t 1}}' mar t ge.
14. His wile's son’s danghter (Lev. xviii, 17),..... . .l relutiva by marriage.
15, His wife's daughter's daughter (Lev. xviii, 1 a 1;[6111.11‘\?_ b,i ;Ert:;;:;g::
. : . i ol alive by i B
4 I\?o Olnle'lcm-l' suppose that the aliove are the only relatives whom
it }\Iou d e sinful for o man o marry, or whom' the Divine Law
evidently intended to forbid. Thus, for example. neither i
Levitiens, nor elsewhere in the Bible, is e e
T el T expressly forbidden
L ser, his nlece, or even his daughter: but
who can imagine that in giving a law on e subject of marm
God did not intend to forbid narey i S ey
G 0 forbid marriage with such relatives? Evi-
lently there are some marriages the prohibiti [ which i
necessarily inplied, a]t.houghnotztpresc'cd We Olz]o St
to the method of ‘inference in the inies i of dnShE of
fe: t in_ the interpretation of thi ]
e e o preta of this, as of
:R[ln?.)l ?l,ihr_!ll 1}1\)11.1}.»]} laws, Nor are we to apply this method
;_*‘L-ll"‘:tu‘, %.)ﬂ 1(, case of gl ive: by blood; we are homnd ia faimess
to extend the nethod to the ease of velatives by warriaee Tl1efé
e s ¢ 'T:J,'fﬂ}ml By A5 ve s[ml'l_ see, for inlerving that, it 3s sin ful to
ma1 1\ a wife's aunf, sister, or niece, as for inferring that it is sin ful
to marty one’s own grandmother, niece, oy daughter T‘imhqqm
I{““C’]i']“"_ \\-Ihluh lead to the conclusion that '[,ht? one elass nFI]';m-L
!]_]_{‘{I'.]: ]ua:_l to e same conclusion with 1es 1&!' to ‘l] :
Jass of marriaves, i g v
ety ;
This will appear {rom the general principle
el ,,_1,1.1 M }'I,,:;nur_d ;?ljilrg.Llj}c, _t.]mi. € Ten ey not
Yt o oyl who e .ar.a,-‘t_:' Of siat to i, This is the aeneral Taw as
}tr'.ul down in Lev. xvili. 6. “None of you shall J.‘l]_'r]t";l.'ofluh to AN'.L
G that s near of kin to him, fo uncover their naledness ¢ Ia {1
‘Lord.”  The words translated “near of kin to hin I’.;;uelfn; n:} n
the marginal rendering, “remainder of flesh,” ey 311(:111}:{33 ‘lli‘l
near re es by Dload.  They include also near relatives liy 111"11'
rviage or by aflinity, asitis called. That they apply to relatives II' F
marriage, and not 1o relatives by DLlood morely, is cvi,d‘cﬁ;‘(i; )
ifl}e fjm!', that of the fifteen particular cases ﬂpﬁ'o,iﬁv'ﬁl as ¢ 11e'11?1r}1f
- 3T40r - a17E e ".'.- : “.'1' '.‘\ 3
}m,ﬁm‘ght are _1]da.h_\ es by marriage, and seven relatives by blood
the first on the list being a relative by blood, the sceond o
relative by marviage, the next six heing relatives ]3{,.- b]oodl
and 1::1153 last seven Deing relatives by marage, i ¢ ;
of kin” had been intended to j G e e
1 e g tended to inelude merely relatives by
slood, it is unaccountable that the second on the list should
] e a 1(_]%&]‘]0 T;} IAMARE and preceded and followed by
relatives by Jlnpfl; and that the remaining relatives by marriage
should be mentioned without any note that they were not includsd
+ the reneral de 1 @ i) By . .
mi(lm__tht, c{t'thf],Lf'l ;lelt}LElPil%mtm‘n ‘near of kin”  Allis {3121‘111 when
“E-(']qs"’ﬂurlﬁ] oy 14 ves .FJ‘:V miu tlage as well as by blood are “near
of kin,” This view is confirmed by the fact that hushand and wife,

-
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who are relatives not by Dblood but by marriage, ave said to be
“one {lesh,” which is equivalent 4o being “near of kin.” - Thus
not; only does Adam speak of Eve “this is flesh of my flesh,” but
adds, with regard to hushand and wife generally—* Therefore
<ighall o man leave his father and his mother and shall cleave unto
“his wife; and they shall he one flesh,” Gen. 11, 23 and 24, Thus
men and women ave “near of kin,” not by hlood only, but also by
mariage. Now sufely a wife's sister is a near relative, a very
nedr relative, by marriage; and if a man is forbidden to marry any
whao ave near of kin, he is certainly, according to the general law,
nob ab liberty to marry one who is so nearly relafed as bis
wife's sister. If it had been lorhidden to marry some only who are
near of kin, there might have been some room for doubt, but the
prohibition i against all who are near of lin; assuredly, therefore,
the law Torbids marriage with a wife’s sister.
Tn the more particular interpretation of the law laid down in
Leviticus—talking in counection the general principle with the
specified instances—it may fairly he assumed that when marridge
is expressly prohibited between velalives of a certain degree of noai-
ness, 16 s wnlawful between velutives of an equally distant degree,
Thus, although a man is not expressly forbidden to marry his own
niece, this may fairly be inferved from the express prohibition of
a man’s marriage with his own aunt, who is an equally distant
relative. In like manner, although theve is no express prolibition
against o man's marrying his daughter, the unlawfulness of this
marriage may be inferred from the express prohibition of marriage
with his mother, who is equally removed. This principle, in its
applieation to the law of marriage, is admitted by Dr. Chalmers in
the same posthumous work in which he that Lev, xyiii. 18 im-
plies the lberty to marry a deceased wife's o1y as well as “a con-
nivanee at polygamy.” In his “Readings” on Lev. xx, we find
the following words:” “On verse 19 let meremark, that a mother’s
“eistor iz not nearer of kin than a sister’s daunghter; noris o father’s
«rother of nearer kin than a brothers daughter” TIn other
words, an uncle or an aunt is 1ot nearer than a niece, Dr. Chal-
mers mentions this evidently for the purpose of showing that
although a man is not expressly forbidden to marry his niece, yet
this is unlawful, because the niece is as near a relative as the aunt,
Let this rule be applied to the case of a wites sister. A woman
ig as nearly related to two brothers of a different family, as a man
iz to two sisters of a diffevent family. It follows by the rule, that as
marriage is expressly forbidden between & woman and  two
hrothers in succession, so it is unlawiul between a man and two
sisters in suceession.  The marriage of a woman with two hrothers
is expressly forbidden in Lev. xviil. 16 and Lev. xx. 21 “Thou
shalt not nncover the nakedness of thy brother’s wile, it is thy
brother's nakedness”  “If a man shall take his ‘hrother's wife it
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is an unclean thing,” It is true that i
1 thing,” It is true that in Deut, xxv. 5 there is an ex-

ception 1 3 2
= I;;:fde g‘;a&qa]{l t{le_FﬂSC of a }‘Jl‘other dying childless.  Allusion
e e rJ:n %X?)(L}I)Jmn'{ﬂ case . one of the Parables of our Lord

rothers in suceession are sai : S&d
e 1 ! ees ¢ said to have been married
inher?t:rrloéi??n. o The design of the exception was to pl'r‘scrvemzlew
E - D n(l alglaan in the family to which it was aftached. But

ground of the exception has passed awayv. i} SyriE sl

iigses, and the general law remains, that g Byt excepuion

ak ;AW remains, that a man may no 'y

 brother’s wife. This being the general expr, ¥ nobt marry
&'11'1]'_5/ fUlI.OWS, accordzug io th@ol)l'inciple ¢ 4\1]1_(‘53 ];l'l\f, it meces-

: : of equi-dist relations
11::emg} forbidden, that & woman May not marr qhig _d{”“ml:t relations

n 'I?ltl rer words, a man ought not to marvy hig, m} ;ISt?rLS husband.

o 5 pi i 2 5 sister.

sntiore i snother principle which may fuirly be applied to the
inter n of the law of marriage. When: PP 1
between relutives of a cerfain degree D‘t' ; B inogRengerlidian
mf morermantly, rélatal Thug - :n?;a;s,sugi.la%fdul be}tween those who
salats S ! t wn daughter i aTer
wi;i?:ﬁ iﬁi’f‘? ‘igzléﬂmt; dggl the express prohibition ngli;f“]};i:‘
hibition of marriace HoeoIoing to the principle stated, imply pro-
e riage with a daughter.  This ]nincip];e is Isy o
b ine:; . :ith ;3 b {t{commends itself at once to the accept‘-mccoot?f]]'j"
hti;ed by ahl(;f)du e t?.-mﬂ"'}’ ey who are near of kin—near]
“nearness” ms ot marriage. It may be doubtful to what P:I\rtlll
. nearness” may reach.  Buf nothing can he plainer the ab extent
is ascel tained to reach, in varions directions PR I it P
1-;,:_11110]ten esg, it includes all neaver ov less rem
rle be applied with referen

sl o o wih sference o tho case . o, X st
wife, Nowa u:.lu: Liflé“’ }J.Y'Illi;ll'r}iage than a father’s ljrot}.lle:’:

e oW Hian 18 expressly forbidde —
hro_Lhoz s wile, (Lev. xviii. 14) “Thou‘l;] ul) iy b el
nakedness of thy father’s brot} shalt not mmeover the
she is thine aunt,” Tn othey werds p L2110t approach lis wife
father’s sister-in-law, an r"lL }]ml words, he is forbidden to marry hi
sister-in-law, who is’l;u:;etlfllgl-?lwm ]ie ought not fo maxry his own
o ala - owore nearly related to him, As he i e
moreynetz‘lrf):i‘(fﬁlétlzl{i (E“ ]} sister than to his father's .'si%telf :i 111[(130?:
sister-in-law, an‘d i3 t?lerl':j’og;n; ’Siﬁtel‘—i‘n—law gt hi’s 1':J.ther’l.~:
”ls,tl?]l"i“'ldw than his father’s i th:_i;th];ﬂ)erty to mary his own

ere is yet another form in which e

A 15 ye in whie o : :
Dited which is drawn from the s luch_ the argument may be exhi-
bt tedie frubidde b bhe law laid down in Leviticus. What-
relations. 'Thus a man is T;Ef 2 f . fforbz‘;ijdgn, lowavomans im Sundian

/ L H 5 essly forhidd : &

S i : ¥ forbidden to marry his d-
e ottt Rt o o i @ e
f : i 1) to marry he

B r grand-son, her father
) ) . Me : :
ally admits this pri marriage with a deceased wife's sister, virtu-
‘*ctyb?' }mlsl ' ”;’. prineiple, when arguing that his views may be
established by fmir inferences, as well ag T @xpress statements.

» to o cerfain degree of
wte degrees,  T.et this
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“ Fven in the New Testament (he says) the lawlulness ol a man’s
“marrying a second time is left to be proved by inference from the
“permission given to a widow (Rom. vii.,) to take a second hus-
“hand” There are other cages in which it is equally necessary to
assume the principle that what is unlawful to the man iz unlawlul
to the womar in similar relations. Thus the tenth commandment
is addressed particularly to the man, and forbids him to covet his
neighbour’s wife; hut surely it is equally smful in a woman to
covet ier neighbour’s husband. TLet this principle be applied to
the marriage law in Leviticus, which is just an exposition of the
fifth, seventh, and tenth commandments. It is forbidden, as we have
already seen (Lev. xviti. 16, and xx. 21) to a woman to be nunited
to two brothers in suecession; it is therefore unlawiul for a 1an
t6 e mayried to two sisters In suceession.  Nor is it possible.to
sot aside the foree of this argument, so plain and simple, by the
assertion that in many respects the woman differs fram the man,

It may be true that the man is stronger than the woman; that he
tailed upon the

is the head of the woman, that inheritances are ent

man tather than the woman (as they ave on the elder rather than the
younger son); that in ancient times the choice of & woman in
forming marriage alliances was held of little aceount; that adultery
may be-n more aggravated sin in o womai than in & man. Bul
none of these things affect the prineiple that what is forbidden to
o man is forbidden to o woman in similar relations. A nan may
not marry his mother; who would venture to argue from such
ditferences as those mentioned, that a woman might mary her
futher? When, therefore, two brothers may not marty the same
woman, why should it be argued from sueh differences that two
sisters might be married to the sanie man ?

It will now, I trust, be sufficiently apparent that it was the
intention of the Divine Lawgiver to I orbicd marriage with a wife’s
sister, and on the same prineiple, with a man’s own danghter,
grandmother, o niece, although none of these relatives are expressly
prohibited. If all who are near of kin are prohibited, and
“near of kin” applies, as we have seen it does, to relatives
by marriage ag well as by blood, a man is mot ab liberty
to marry a_ wile’s sister, who is very mear of kin by mar-
viage. 1f, when marriage is forbidden Dbetween relatives of a
certain degree of nearness, it is unlawful between relatives of an
equal degree of nearness; then as it is forbidden to & woman to e
married to two brothers in succession, it is unlawful to o man to
he married to two sisters in suceession, II, when marriage is for-
bidden between relatives of 2 certain degree, it is still more
plainly unlawiul between persons more closely,related; it is nnlaw-
Pul for o man to marry his wife's sister, who is more nearly related
to him than his father’s sister. If that which is forhidden to aman
is forbidden to a woman in similar relations, a woman may not
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marry her sister’s husband, since 2 man may not marry his brother's
wife. Any one of these considerations is conclusive against tilz
marriage in guestion, Their combined foree is, in my opini
resistless. ‘ Al
,‘A]t.hqugh marriage with a’'deceased wife’s sister is the subiect
f:.hleﬂ}-"]ll question, it may be proper to add that, from the élon-
siderations “advaneced, marriage with a wife’s :mni; oI niece may
easily be shown to be unlawlul. Thus, a man is express] f:;f—
bidden to marry hisfather’s brother’s wife (Lev. xviii. 14_) I;:“fgrllm
thal a waman is forbidden o marry her mother’s .qistel-;s huﬁban‘dn
which is precisely the same thing as to say that o ma&n may not
marry his wile’s sister’s daughter. ~ Further, if he cannot Iii'ly o
his vife’s‘sist-er’s daughter, he cannot ma;-l‘y l].i;; 1:.'5:['3’5 %i’%
ﬁ@&m‘, since both relatives are equally distant. 8o 11:&; it is
ymlavwiul fprlijm to marry his wife's hrotlier’s d aughter, Sl'thli-s ,\\-"l['c’z
ﬁﬂﬁb er's ﬁ.ﬁé €r; which relatives are equally distant with a wile’s
g1~1.(: r’s mmthrerm danghter, and with a father’s brother's \‘;;fe Il:
like manner, by an application of the prineiples laid down it may
be shown generally that, as stated in the Confession of Faith, “a
man may not marry any of his wife’s relations neaver in blood t,hall
he muay of his own.” Here it is proper to note (as much miseon-
ception prevails on the subjeet), that the Confession does not teach
nor do we hold, that a man is debarred from marrying his -n:ife’.;
f'ufm’ tves Dy el rrage equally with his own 1'(‘1!1[‘_1_\-'(?&;1)\-‘6})10011; 1t
is only to fiis wife's relatives by blood that the prohibition is held to
extend. A man is not equally related fo his wife's velatives by
marriage and his wife's relativeg by Dlood, and the instances given
in Leviticus do not warrant an extension of the prohibition to hotl
alike. If there had been even a single case in which a man was
expressly forhidden to marry a wile’s relative by marriage—for ex-
ample, a wife’s unele’s wife—it would have been proper to infer
r:li'-ht-:l' cases of double aflinity. But there is not @ single instance of
173 wq_ﬁ:s relatives by murriage being expressly forbidden o the husband,
ar of the husband’s relatives by marriage bcfi{g Forbidden to the wife ;
hLenee, we are not warranted to extend the meaning of “near of
kin” to any such relative.
" In order to place the subject more cleatly hefore the mind, and
to exhibit the conclusions arrived at by an examination ol the
Divine law, T subjoin the common table of forbidden degrees,
marking, in Ttalics, the relatives forbidden, not expressly, but by
inference, h

A Max May Nov Manny His A Wonaw Mav Nor Mamny Her
1. Crosdmotier, I . Grandfather,
?. Grandfuther's wif, . Crandmother’s husband,
3. Wife's 1~1!1L1m-::1'1mr, . fwsband's grandfetier,

PR o

4. T ster, . Father's brother,
4. Mother's sister . Alother's brotier,
6. Father's brotiwr's wile, G, Futher's sister's hustoad,
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7. Mother's sister’s hushand,
8. Husbands father's brother,
0. Iushand's mother's brother,
10. Father,
11. Step-futher,
12. Husband’s father,
13, Son,

4, Wife's danghler, 14, Husband’
5 15. Danghter's

Son's wife,
. Bister, 16. Brother,
Hrife's sister, 17. Husband's Brather,
. Brother's wife, 18, Sisfer's husband,
. Son's danghter, 10, Soit's soit,
. Daughter's dangliter, 20, Daughter's son,
21, Sow's son's wifly Son's danghter's hushand,
. Daughter's son's wif . Danghiter's davghter’s husband,
2. Wile's son's danghter, . Husbond's son's son,
a4, Wile's dauchter's donghier, . Ifushond’s deghter's som,
5. Brather’s doughler, . Brother's son,
5. Sister's danghter, . 5i i,
7 s daunghtei’s husbend,
Teaegliter's husband,
they's som,

7. Mother's brother's wife,
8. Wife's futher's sister

0. Wifes mother's sister,

. Mother,

Btep-mother,

. Wile's motlicr,

. Daunghter; -
tsbaud,

. Hus
40, Husbne

Tt will be observed that the seeond columm is merely o state-
1aent in g different form of what is contained in the fivst column.
Thus, No. 10 in the first column is the same as No. 13 in the
second—yprohibition of o man’s marriage with his mother being
the samie as prohibition of a woman’s marringe with her son. 1t
thus appears that the number of distinet prolibitions in the
two eolumnsis thirty. Of these fifteen arve expre 1y prohibited,
and the other fifteen—those printed in Felics—by inference.
That the inferences are good and necessary in most of the cases iz
generally admitted. Thus, Mr. Laing admits that they ave all
cood, on various principles, with the exception o t five, viz: a wile's
aunts (Nos. 8 and 3), sister (No. 17), and nieces (Nos. 29 and 30).
Prom the fact that a man is forbidden to marry his unele’s wite,
lie infers that he may not marry his nephew’s wile, but denies that
from g woman’s heing prohibited to marry her hushand’s nephew
may be justly inferred the unlawiuness of mariage hetween a
s and Dis wife's niece. The reason of his denial he extends to
the case of a wile's sister. Let us endeavour to understand his
reason, and sce whether it is a cood one. e thinks @ man is not
so nearly, or in the same way, related to his wife, as the wife is to
her hushand. By marriage the wile Tecomes his blood relative,
Jut he does not beeome her Hloed relative. Bhe becomes consan-
guineous with Iiiw, but he does not, become consanguineous with
fier, Henee, he is less closely related to her relatives than she is
Tt follows that lie may marry her sister, aunt or nicce;
not marry his uncle, brother, or mephew. Ie further
go [t as marriage is concerned, a. sister iz not s0 near

s relatives
s relatives by

to his.
but she may
asserts that,
10 1 sister as a brother is to a eister.  Therefore, a &

iy marriage ave nob so near to & woman 4s 4 hrother
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marriage. Hence, while o woman may marry her sistor's hushand,
a man way not marry his brother'’s wife.  "While a man may IATTy
two sisters in sucecession, a woman cannot marry two brothers in
succession. T think a mere statement of this style of reasoning
is a sufficient refutation of it* Few, I supposc,'wil 1 place muc.i:;
stress upon the physiological considerations which may seem to
countenance it, in the face of the Bible declarations respecting the
hushand and wife, fgllztt “they bwain shall Lo pne Hesh,”? 'd.udu the
language in Ley. xviil, 12 and 13, which represents o man’s sister
1o be his near Iinswoman (his flesh) and at the same time a woman’s
sister to be her near kinswoman (her flesh). These and similar
statements entirely discountenance the idea, that, so far as marriage
is concerned, a man is less nearly velated to his wife and her rela-
tives than she i3 to him and his relatives; or that a brother ande
sister arc more nearly related than two gisters; and thus leave us
ab liberly to extend the prohibitions to a wife's aunt, niece and
sister, as well as to a hushand’s uncle, nephew, and hrother,
Having examined the Divine Law, as contained in Lev. xviii..
6-17, and seen that, hy good and necessary in ferenee, it forbids
marringe with a deceased wife'’s sister ; let us now attend to he
18th verse, which, according to the translation in the English text,
‘may zeemt to imply that such a muarriage is permitted—but whicl,

" The following extiaess from Mr, Laing's pamphlet, with 1
Llinetions, will, I doabt not, be vead with surprise:—

TWhat we cail in questi
“* erecoviilng do dhe o of A1
same o8 a velationship for
“femployed, we

¢ to his dis-

5 of the compound relation—whether,
ip Jovaed by dload wid sarriage s the
and blomd & or, to use the terms already
) v whether, aceording to the law of Moses, simple affinily in the
= G_Ull-'ff_::-lj!l Iime is the same in efect as consanguineons aflinity in the collateral
3 ling # (P2 Who does not regard as revolting, as subversive of all morality,
“‘:mrl aof the family institution, to speak of polygamy amongz women? Who would
i ]leuci 'fot' Ll]:m‘: Men muy h.'n-g more wives than one, but there is no ¢confsion or
o mingling of hlood so long as wives arc elhaste.”  With rence to what he calls
., simple affinity,” and ** consunguineous aflinity,” he : ¢ Now let us remember
i t]_taf? Wo have two distinet and pergeetly diffeorent velations nnder the name of affi-
“1.1”-1, and let us not deceive owselves by the ambiznous term.  The first results
from the marriage of a woman with the man’s blood relatives ; the oiher is the
‘ relation in which a nian stands fo Dis wife's blood relafives.” *“To establish the
o argument umlcrr notice we would require a stutement to the effect, that being the
z sister of & man's wile is a bar tomarringe, on the prineiple that two sisters are
. one ilesh. Now Lgus is nowhere said, but the contrary is implied.” “DBut it is
i §n1d, impatiently, Wllgt nonsense! Arve not a sister and sister as much one flesh as
., & brother and sister # We answer no—not in the only sense affeeting the argu-
T ment, A min s forbidden o marvry his sister. By doing this there wonld take
7 Place confusion of Dblood. The thing is not possible in the case of sisters, there-
., fore it needs no prohibition. Just £0, » wan might marry his brother's Wifc,
++ which would produce confusion of blood, therefore it is forbidden ; bub though o
L man should nicry Ins wife's sister there is no confusion of blood, therefore 1t is
. Dok prohibited, for that reason, but for the special one *to vex her.’ Strange as
..t may seen, in the two ecases the man and womnn are not brother-in-law and
., Sister-in-law in the same sense. This will appear from the simple statement that
. the children of the one sister-in-law are heiry at law of the man ; the children of
e oflier ave not in the line of succession at all.” If thers be any foree in the
last illustration, a sister is nearer to the eldest Lrother, who is the heir, than te the
younger hrothers, who are nob heirs of the entailed inhevitance !

“is quite right.

&
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. smplv it.  The words of the English text ave: “Nei-
;ﬁg :ﬁgﬁséfw tlakye a wife to her sister to vex her, to uncover _her
nakedness, beside the other, in her lifetime. s "’.ﬁgms,w Jﬁm ¢
ply that after the death of the wife he may marry h & ﬁﬂieﬁ 1:11

this is by no means a necessary inference. This My, Daing trankly

admits.  He eays : ¢ Taken, then, in its obvious sense, and in ifs

“ gonmection with the preceding part _D}f ﬂyf ]ﬂ‘\‘\', llt scuus kohmrelzsu
“ 4 mnan is forbidden to marry his wife's sister; thus xle_-mn? .c]ify
“ doing ¢ Tich is ineestuous beside a sister during her Iife.
et E]O]P" tha h -oves that he may marry her when his wife
# This by no mmi;si;tﬂ I:‘:stﬂ'fﬁé it Acsain ha says : “ If it can be
s 5 Tt 1 Tl 3 ot 1 LY .
I ]:h%:\l};}f;égl?gﬁer passzuéres that this Illz}rl‘l:l.ge is ”':ﬁ;ifﬁvﬁl?’, ﬂlﬁlé
¢ thig verse (18) cannot malke it 10t _]I'L{.',Untl.llol‘l..‘s, oF Justs l{ t”
That which is forbidden for _:L}I;;alliélc\t}l (:; :??f?ti?
1 poason ceases at a particular time, might bewrong a ber-
:‘:i:;g}; 0111 other grounds.  Thuswe n_nfi_{h_ t iutlljll'fES]‘IBEI:\(!;:L&?]\,D;E(:{hc;i
to marry & woman of Canaan, lest Ty cmnﬂ g bl e
father and m’()thel]' dtu]muﬁlit;iﬁli 1].1111551 (“mfl ;fx?ijtish T s
urge, that he e o i i
;niréil m;\*c:?y, t.h,e Very Teason which would {1 i]d;u,?\ilflﬁ E:lr‘rﬁ‘{ 11;23
a vexabion to the pm‘eut;_&; iﬂigi‘tﬂﬂ li E“;L:%\T]?;nl; etk o i
";:G}C‘{:ﬁ;{ﬂ!ﬂ;\‘tﬁtlllt:\l.i._];f zlming the life of his W\lfflr lblﬂ:, 11:-‘1 ZE;T;:EE
\I-‘c‘c lcmi', it does not follow as a 11311L1tt0.1- of Laof::-;llz(ltt,]lzoll—[.h gm]j"m)
lice et Fhe. dl? Hf Ll 2£11:]11ir?t‘igi;—{[{r}i?u\hci{?uuld be o souree of vexa-
{!11 ch-fum,.t.m of t e alive, might prevent the marriage afte_rwards,
tion to the wife 4 ].lvl-af 1 Not simply by her husband’s having two
How is the ; "lt?}“"\;:,., sivated wickedness of consorting with her
WAV ES, ]Jrutj o tﬁ i:tfb‘rl.-pgl‘u\.'utig'[.]_ of this sin would render her
L . ]m »I'J}"e{("\ ‘S]w.:‘could never think of it but with abhor-
mmcmhlrﬁl m-]i-]\ ‘ﬁveﬂ Nor would that which rendered 1b so vex-
e “'hl_e_ 3 btt',, with her life. Justasit would vex a woman
BHons tm-i-l.flﬁ.-ahf,r hushand were to marry her danghter, and as
through‘li_b aiye glfmmﬂ of the vexation—the unlawful natuve
e s 1,“-:;%_0!.1—“'0111[1 continue to be sinful :1‘11'.{;1*\\-‘9.1'&55; 80, A
of the (-,01111{].6 rexed by ler hushand marrying her sister, and the
wife wwl.-d IJC . L ation—the unlawiul nature of the connection—
groung Oitjﬁ o \"ﬁr‘n'\'-‘mﬂs. Thus, the translation in the English
would rim.n 11']111:-3, ‘tréo(lrﬂl' .meces_sal'y inference in favour of marriage
o uﬁ?la{ y -'-];d wifes sister, in face of a law which as clearly for-
w.l-t]" o Lq?ij‘fm-bids marriaee with a daughter or niece. It does not
E]d? lt' u? 1'1{_~g.3,j.'-,; at I 111;?31 here be mentioned that, although the
2 O_Iivterj,_ iu'tn'pted in the English text was generally veceived for
;l,-ggtl i:is in the Christian church, it was ﬁ;mccl}} (lzﬁr“-g:y‘x}\effi
to givb. countenantce _i'n_the_nm-rrmge in (lt}e? 1‘0"1}1 W 1]1.“ WHR GO ﬂ. 1
ally regarded as forbidden in the previous verses.  Hven abter the
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faulty Greek and Latin versions ceased to he slavishly followed,
and the original Hebrew text and its idioms hegan to be more
carefully studied, many of the most distinguished Reformers
{Calvin, dor example), while translating as in the En glish text, un-
hesitatingly rejected the inference that marriage with o deceased
wife’s sister was permitted ; holding that it was clearly forbidden
in the previous verses. So also the rendering of the text is ac-
cepted by distinguished writers of the present day, who, never-
theless, contend that it affords no warrant to tho marriage in
question.
But if the marginal {ranslation is adopted, there remains not
even the slighfest apparent countenance to marriage with a de-
ceased wife’s sister. The marginal translation is : « Neither shalt
thou take one wife to another to vex her, &o.” According to this
translation, the 18th verse simply forbids the sin of polygamy,
and does not touch upon the question of marriage with o wife's
sister. There are many reasons on account of which I cannot re-
sist the conclusion that this is the correct translation. These are
fully exhibited Dy Dr. James Gibson, of Glasgow, whose treatise
on the “Marriage affinity question” is the most satistactory which
I have seen on the subject. The chief reason is that the idiom.
atic form of expression translated in the text “wife to o sister,” is
elsewhere wniformly and, as is admitted, correctly translated “one
to another,” or by words of similar import. There are wpwards of
thirty cases, and the rendering in ihe text is the Oll}}' case in
which there is a departure from the general rule.  The following
are a few of the cases : In Gen. xiii. 11, it 13 said of Abraham and
Lot that they separated themselves “one from the other”—the lit-
exal words are “a man from his brother” In Gen. vxvi, 21, it is
said of Abimelech and Tsaac that they sware “ one to another,”—
literally, “a man to s brother” In Ex. xxvi. 17, we read : “bywo
tenons shall there be in one board, set in order, one against ano-
ther”—literally, “a woman against her sister.” Tn Jox, xxxyil, 9,
it is said of the Cherubims that they “ covered with thoir wings
over the merey sent, with their faces one to another”—<literally, %y,
man to his brother.” Now there is no good reason to depart from
the usual meaning of the words in the translation of Lev, xviii.
18. If the same, or a similar form of expression, be translated by
“ one to another,” or words of similar import, in thirty-four out of
thirty-five cases, it is fuir to conclude that it should De similarly
translated in the remaining case.® The marginal translation, it

* It has been objecied to the marginal transiation, that it would require e
Blural noun “women” to be inserted before the phrass “woman to her sister,” trans.
lated, ‘‘one woman to another.” DBut why should we require the word “women "
heve, more than the word "“men " in Gen. xiil. 11 and Gen, xxvi, 312 In all &hese
Places the plural noun is alike ncedless, and alike omitéed.  When Moses had Dbeen
speaking of Atnaham and Lot, it was needless to say, and he does not say ©f they
separated themselves, the men, a man from his brothe (that is, one from another).
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. + o1y, by L ivine
may be added, accords with the fact that poly zrinlllfl’ ]:?q-tiali?j'?lll It
law, as indicated in Gen. ii. 24, aild e iu;r; ‘:;n\flll in aneient
i i 1. by many that polygamy was sin anaie
i ek ]m'nf‘i s I'E}CI‘GIEB is made, among other things,

. 1

imes: & in proot of ! > s ks .
:;i)mfﬁé Eﬁe:lotj Abraham, David, and other polygamists. But

s wer roamists does not prove
the hogiin{ibutdy al}g_{’]—)]mﬂl}zl :r\!;tf;é)cilﬁr&:ﬂ%; faet that }ibm.
- -y - g 1, 4 a5 5 R
that ]301‘} gamy w as IlOt;il a ,auﬁg David of murder, w D'Ll].(]: prove
ham sas guilty of falsehood, t sins. So far as David was
that falsehood and murder 'W?rif‘ﬁ nx?inl;t.icln.x of a specific law, with
concerned, his polycamy was it e e e
Tgﬁi;ﬂt%{’t];lbﬁlinn};contained in Deut. xvil, 17 . tl\lc\l?‘lrelr 1 ﬁc_
he multiply wives to l1i1115011’}.i{1111§ his hfam%, tug:.ztll o“c ’1. p obigeni
sides inl. the case of Uriah's wife, 1t 1s 1@1)5 %atll hut‘ that he after-
David had not only put her husband to deat?, Glod’s declaration
t“c]il 111]-{ her to be his wife. If itis alleged that Goc s1 . e-’q‘ \‘\'ivo:
}c\hﬁ Isu:E ?‘0 m};} David his master’s (that 15, hi]‘slila.—t hoct} —.;:.E!}:‘;].{)RHGWL:
inte his 536&0111 Justilies his polygamy, the 0 )‘1- r declaration i
i _:ll b" seéll h} comparing it \rlt.h_ i.lae gimi dt A ch’wz—
o Vi DO SO A T e the land of Egyptunto it
which God is said to ' g 1 which eannot be said to vindieate the
cus King 0! Bab}’l?ll,h?;:!; in his agoressive wars. (}od:}m lil“
3 | Nebuchadnezz: A may thus be
L?:It:gilzlcffugz: 1:Ie?‘mii.s; wicked men to do _\\ID]HS'E at‘;i i}j}lplies e
_lt?aid o gvg:q;,r; ghem the desire of theu.'illfflf:;[{ ];&"ﬁl‘l' It f_‘i.'lll form
sanction of their GOPduufi:; a.:;ﬁ 1116112%1::51‘11 i,
jection, therefore, 10 the mMars U » sanctioned by the
?g (Ijllljllaicgg;l%*here P‘Jl):g”’m-‘:'? 12 51:1131‘)'%%(}“{&;;" r;rI"llc 01'igij.1aly law
word of God. The suPPC“;ltll0 2 ﬁ’e\?lf viii. 18 is a simple re-enact-
- ol _- » repealed. -3 -
agamsl;fligtps nowhere repeale BV e T
ment of it 5 arrminal translalion, it w bIEa )
i efer the marging s periden
But ‘ILulre \f-elﬁc(iopt the marginal or the t(_.,,\tllfllf ru.lulu‘mgi
that, whet 1CS neither proves 10T justifics t.110_151:11‘1-1n;Ir_e c{:‘] a decease
s Py o 4. HETE T g
L‘?‘,’-’ xviil. | in the face of a positive prohibition. n the 1.111 ev im:l:
Wiies Qlf"mé is a prohibition as distinctly and clearly 1131113 letfl a3
Verses tl 1(}1 tit;ll of marriage with o nlece, danghter, o1 gm%u. 11{3 101;
the prohibi .-.]mnld not marry lis aunt, so a \E_Dln[ugl 3}03. nvou
U nlml% b,wlc . us a man should not marry Ius n‘io 1? ] ‘:O.a,‘i ?:
m:‘”}] 1e11 ‘il ot 1;_1;11‘1’3-' her father ; as & man shonld nlo 1.11}&113 i 3
O & avoman should 1ot marry her grandson. In
granddaughter, so o

remselves a man from his bl‘ot!}m'.:' (t'h:f:fl;sr ?Fflll‘i

ko manner, when Moses is writing of women “110;-1 a Iél:t ]_“Hq_l;
from another.) Tu like manies, B %% 1 he does not sny “thou shalt no talke wo-
not to marry, it was lu_'.mlltl’g-"(ﬂnt“i-ﬁ‘ one woman to another); but snnplytslrl} 5 t_-.m_u
Inen—uwoman to her s]S_tl‘-ii o 'si‘ﬁcl"l' (that is, one woman to another). The _(:rltae 15
shalf not fake a woman to e of the Taces of the cherubim, and tho tenons, nops
very differentwhen he “‘“f 1 ele. Thus, in Bx. xxvi. 6, the meaning w oulil 11oE have
and curlains in the tabernac 500ty sy “mhg verse wowld love been *thou
boen apparent without the wo 1 couple togebher a woman to her sisber (iat is,
shall make ity taches of gold, A, PG W lins” is necessary after “eouple,”
one to another) with the taches.” Thewo

to prevent o ridiculous mistake.

He simply soys, * they geparated il
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like manner, as a woman should not be married to two brothers in ,

suecession, 5o o man ought not to be married to two sisters in suc-
cession, I trnst the argument, as I have endeavored to present it,
will commend itself to the reason and conseience of all, and espe-
cially of the members and office-bearers of the Canada Preshyterian
Church. T think that, if seriously, eandidly and prayerfully pon-
dered, it may contribute o prevent our members from contracting,
aud our office-hearers from sanctioning, such alliances as brought
down the judoments of the Almi ghty on the Egyptians and Cana-
anites, and, as I believe, expose us to similar judgments.

"ToroxTe, October, 1868.



