MARRIAGE WITH A DECEASED WIPE’S SISTER
CONTRARY TO THE WORD OF GOD.*

A Turh diseussion of the question reparding Marriage with the Sister of a Deeeased Wife fuvolves
a variety of points, tonching respectively on the law of God; the laow of the land, the crecd and
discipline of cerfain churehies, and the general interests of society. It is to the first of these we
ave iow to confine ourselves—the avgument from Scripture. ;

"Phis i3, in some respeets, the most important ; lying, as it docs, at the foundation of oll the
vest, It i5 slsy that which is likely to make the deepest linpression on the inhabitants of this
‘country, Scotelimen being always accustomed to appeal to the Word of God as the ultimate standavd
of right and wrong. But it is not w ithont its difficullies. These arise, in part, from the peculinr
deliency of the subject itself; in part, also, from the verbal eriticism to which it is necessary to
have recowrse; bub chielly from the inferential characler of the evidence to be adduced. There
are many who will not hear of inference, in 4 matter of this kind, Nothing will satisfly them
but express precept. This they arrogantly demand, as if they were entitled to dictate to God in
what form he should reveal his will.  But ib has been Leld, by many more than the Westminster
Divines, to be a sound principle, that wiat by good, and necessary consequence, may be dedced
from Seripture, is as wieh the counsel of God as that which ts expressed in so many words.
Tf, indeed, we are not to be allowed to infer, it is compavatively little good that we can expeck
‘o derive even from the Bille itself. There mnsé be an end, ton, of all reasonming; as cvery
-argument supposes an inference—every syllogism an engo. %

T. Altention is requesied to a few GENERAT PRINCIPIES.

1. The law of marviage, by which cverylhing cannected with this velation is {o be regulated, is
1o be sought for in the Seriplures, especially in the Book of Leviticus.

"TMhere ave have the law of Ged, and there, also, the only foundation for the laws of man, on this
subject. If it is not to De found there, where are we to Joolk forit? I it is not there, it is
nowhere.  Without the Word of God, the laws of men have no solid basis on which to rest—
nothing but the ever-shifling sand of expediency, Diseard the law of God, as contained in his
Word, and the whole subject of marriage is thrown loose; is lelt entively to the casualty and
caprice of mere hwman legislation.  In this case, men may do what they choose in regard to this
matter, without committing sin. A man may mury any womin whatever—his own sister, his
own mother, nay, even his own dimglter —without conlricting guilt in the sight of God. Such
are ihe monstrous eonsequences that result from viewing the Jaw of Seripture as nol moral, but
coremonial ; s nob binding upon all, but peenliar to the Jews. Tt is impossible fo show {hat the
laws in question had a peculiar bearing on the Hebrews. Indeed, the ihings prohibited are
expressly spoken of as ‘ihe doings of the land of Beypt,’ ¢ abominations,’ “abominable customs
which were commilted by the men of the Jand’ of Canaan, and whereby ‘the land was defiled;’
showing clearly that they were of a moral nature, and hinding on Gentiles and Jews alike (Lm:‘
xix. 8, 27, 20, 30). The Jaw laid down in the eighteenth chapter of Teviticus may, thevefore Tk
regarded as THE STATUTE DAW OF TEAY ex on the subject of marriage, which nf:c’mmts fUl',i.hc
peculiar solemmnity with wlhich it is introdneed—* Speak unto the children of Israel, and say unt
them, I am the Tord your God! 4 L

9. The sewes are to be vegarded as convertible.

Man and woman are placed on the same footing m regard to the law of marriage, What the
one may do, the oilier may do, in like cirenmstances; and what the one may nocﬁ do, the other
may not do. The permissions and prohibitions of the law apply cqually to Doth '.’l‘hc 1: 1fml
and the prohibited degrees of marriage to a maw in respect of o woman, are tile lwl‘uimq u1
prohibited degrees of marriage to a woman in vespect of a man, Thisisa somnd principlcl in rcrv“u-cl
to everything mord, as well as to that under consideration. It necessarily follows from \’iﬁ\??lliif
men and women as equally moval heings, as alike possessed of Immortal sonls, and responsible to
God. Admit this, and the gencral principle eaunot e rejected, that the sexes are convertible &

3. In respect of the law of marriage, afiinity and consanguinity are held to be epuivalent §

Tn the case qf mgu;scd persons, the relations of each uve alike to both, of the same degree ‘ T
the Fusband, his wile's relations are {le same as his own of the same degree; to the wj . ] 3
hus'hr_uul's relations: ave ihe same as her own, of the same degree. To i‘he,lmﬂ)and ?:bf? .m
_marrmge is concerned, his wile'’s mother, sister, nicee, are the same as his own mother, ;igi}erﬁnm?ﬁ

* Deine the substance of o Specch, delivered Apeil 16, 1850, at ; A
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nicee; to the wife, her husband’s father, brother, nephew, ave the same a3 her own father, brother,
and nephew, as far as marriage is concerned. T is, however, in respect only of the parties thcm:
selves united in marriage that thig law of affivity holds, and met in respect of their mutual
relations. The relations of each are the same to the other, but these respective relations are not
the same to one another, The brother of the husband is the brother of the wife, the sister of
the wife is the sister of the husband 3, bnt the husband's brother and the wife’s sister are mot
})l‘othc_r aud sister as regards one another. The ground jon which this law of affinity rests is
‘h:tt which lics at the basis of the marriage relation, and is recognized in the words of fustitufion :
—*Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife; end
they shall be one flesk (Gen.ii, 24; Mark x. 7, 8). The peculiar identity constituted by marriage
between the parlies entering into this state, is such as to give rise to an jdentity in regard to the
vespeetive relations of both. It is of the ntmost importance, in a moral puint'of view, that this
ulz;nht_v be rccogm_ch and respected. This is done in the laws of our country as they at present
exist. And the principle, that aflinity and consanguinity are equivalent, pervades the whole of the
ughtcenlh c]mpt-gr of Leviticus, where the law of 111:11'1‘viagu is 1aid down. It is remarkable thet,
of .thlc stventenn mlst:mcus_ of prohibited degrees which ocenr in that chapter, eleven arc eases of
-.1}11m;t§z and pn]y sl eases of cousm}guiuity. There are nearly twice the number of eases of aflinity
:_{OIEHPi?md with t-]105c of consangninity. From ilis we are swely warranted to conelude, that
: 1{[]11 y colnstltutfza af Jeast as valid a ground of prohibition as consanguinity. The general prineiple
S made out, that affinity and consanguinity are equivalent; and it is, thercfore, not without
E}??(}‘l EAsOL that the Weshminster Divines have declared, that © the man may not marry any of his
wile's J\_lud.l‘ed neaver in hload than he may of his own, nor the woman of ler husband’s kindred
siegrer in bload than her owi.—(/est. -Confwehap, xxiv, § 4.) i
43-3. T{ee f;::ofezfirzied degrees all take their rise out of one cirenmstance, nameli, 1earness of fin.
: Propinguity 1§ the common root from which they all spring. Toundation is Jaid for this in
pihat ]Ims h?_cll_ already remarked, that married persons are <one flesh.”  If so, nearness of kan
Ca_ﬂlriot be affected by the question of affinity or consanguinity, Tu cases of the one deseription,
as well as in those of the othey; thercfore, the law of pmhih{tion is nearness of kin. 'The grand
law on this subject is propounded, T.ev, xviii. 6, ‘None of you shall approach to any that is near
of kin to him, to uneover their naledness; I am the Lord”  That this passage refers to marriage,
i‘l’}]ﬂﬂl'_s from the words ¢ to uncover their nakedness.”  Ifs wntversality 1s expresseﬂ in the terms,
None' of you; toany. The ground of universal prohibition is propinguity——*te any that i near
of kin to him.’  The stringency of the law may be gathered from the useof the word ‘npproach’
Aud the peculiar sofensnify with which itis clothed, should not pass unobscrved, a3 this is brought
Jouf in the closing phrase—<T am the Lord” This verse, {hen, may be looked upon as containing,
what, in the langasge of modern legislaiion, may be called the enacting elaunse of the statute—the
great _priuciplc by which all the suceeeding clauses are to he I:I]_ﬂaiﬁcd. This prineiple is {hat, on
the simple. score of nearness of kin, marriage is prohibited to persons between whom ccrfait
degrees of consanguinity or affinity subsist,

II. With these general prineiples before us, let us advance to THE PROOY, that marriage with
ihe sister of a deceased wile is contrary to the Word of God. oy

L. Inthe Word of God, & man is expressly Sorbidden to marry kis 017 sister. i

Lev. xviii. 9, “The nakedness of thy sister, the daughter of thy father, or daughter of thy
mother, whether she be born at home or born abroad, even £
uncover;*see also Dent, xxvil, 22. The argument from {his passage is VEry simple. The verse
distinctly prohibits the marringe of a mon with his oWR sister; whether his jul I sister (the
daughter-of his fatherand his mﬁﬂmﬂ ot his Aalf sister (the daughter of his father o of his mother,
by anothier martiage). . Hle is not to ‘ancover the nakedness of cuch.  But, according to the third
general principle, already lid down, thai affinity and consanguinity are equivalent, this Jaw
forbids, not less clearly, the marriage "of & man with the sister of Iis wife. DBy that prineiple—
a prineiple, as we have seen, which is in Larmony with Seripture, reason, and common la\\_-'—_-the
sister of a maw's wile' is the same to him as his own sister; and, consequently, the prohibitien
'\':']l](:]l_ s}111t5 him onb from marvying the laifer, chuts out also from. marrying the former.
Sanguinity forbids his marryinz the one, and affinity Torbids Tis marrying the other—for afﬁfl}.t}'
and consanguinity are’ equivalent. The general prineiple once admitted, there is no possibility
of evading the farce of {he ‘eonelusion at-which-we have arrived—that the marviaze of aman with
"his deceased wife's sisteris contrary to this part of the Word of God.

2. In the Word of God; a man s forbidden to marry Tiis Brother’s wifes g fer

Lev. xviii. 16, * Thon shalt not uncover the nakedness of £liy brother’s wifey it is thy brother 8
nukedness; see also Lev. xx. 21, No Jaw can he more explicit than {that which 18 :hcrc lnid
down,  Now, mark its bearing on the point in hand, This beaving uay De exhibited in adwo-
fold form, » i ;

Tt may first be statéd this:=A man mny not marry his brother’s wife. [ 80; 2% according
to the second general principle, the sexes are convertible; a woman may not marTy her hugband’s
brother; if the man may not marry the woman, the woman surely is not at Tiberly to marry the
man;, the woman, shom  man cannot marry, cantiot, 6f course, marry thab man: “Well, then,
a woman may not mavry hier liusband’s Lyotlier; but a Ausdand's brother and  wife's sisfer ard

their nalkedness thou ghalf not |
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are convertible; and, conseqnently, the low which forbids o woman’s marrying her husband’s
brother, cqually forbids o man’s marrying his wife's sister. ;

Or, the case may be put thus:— A man, by the very terms of the law before us, may nob mary
his brother's wite, A brother's wife, however, and a sister's Ausband, nve precisely annlogous
relations. It follews, the .sexes Deing, convertible, that . the  law which prohibits a man from
marrying lis brother’s wife, prohibits: a woman from. marrying her sister’s husband. But when
4 man marries his wile's sister, the woman nust, necessarily, marry her sister’s hushand ;
consequently, the Jaw. which prevents o woman. from marrying her sister’s husband, shuts the
man for ever out from forming o relution by marriage with his wife's sister.

The inference to which we are thus conducted is no way weakened, bub rather. confirmed, by
the 1-cgnlatiou which existed under the former dispensation, authorizing a man te marry his
brother’s wife, under cerfain civeumistanees (Deut. xxv. 5, ), ¢1f brethren dwell fogether, and
one of them die, aud have no clild, the wife of the dead shall nob marry without unto a stranger;
her hushand’s brother shall go in unto her, and take her to him to wife, and, perform the duty
of an lusband’s brother nnto her, And it shall he, that the fivst-born which she Dearelh shall
suceeed in the name of his brother which is-dead, that his name be not put cut of Teracl! This
law formed an exception to the general rule {rom which we have been arguing.; but it, in various
ways, confirms that general rule. T, first of all, shows that no anthority less than that by which
it was enacted could dispense, even for o lime, with its obligation.  Then, its having been
ntroduneed for o particular specified purpose, SUPPOsES that, in. all other cases, its authonty was
binding, And still more, tlie specilic object for which the exceplion was made having ceased to
exist, the original law is leftin full foree, without any evception whatever, Il these considera-
tions fnil to command conearrence in the permancnt oblization of the law in question, we heg 1o
call attention to the fact, that the exceptive law, of which we are speaking, did not mexely permit,
but obliged a man, in the given citoumstauces, to ATy s brother’s wife.,  If persous, then,
will. argue, from {his cxceptive law, for exemption from the original law on. which we have
been reasoning, their arguwent will carry them forther than they intend, It will not mercly
p?er.:ui.t them {o mary o deccased wile's sister, which fs what they want, but it will compet
them to do soy it will oblige’ every man, whose wife dies leaving o marriageable sister, to
marry that sister; and this, we presume, will not always be vegavded as cither quite convenient

jrecisely analogous relations—the ouly difference Leine that of the sexes. The sexes, however,
1 ¥ B = y »

or agreeable, 3, : ! -
8. In the Word of God, degrees of affinity more remale than thatof a wifes sisler are pro-
fibited. . :

We solicit particnlar attention to this, TItisa point to which great impertance iz attached.
Indecd, we sce not how it can be got over by our opponents.

Well, then, look at Lev. xviil. 1d: ¢1hon shalt not uncover the nakeduess of thy father's
brother, thou shult not approach to his wife; ‘she is thine aunt.”  Here is marmiage forbidden
with an quni-in-law. Look also at Lev. xvii. 17: ¢Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of a
woman and lier danghter, neither shalf thou juke her son’s daughter, or her. daughter’s daughter,
o uncover her rinkedness; for they are her near kinswomen: it is wickedness.” Ilere is mar-
ylage forbidden with a wife's grand-daughter (the daughter of that wife's son or danghter, by a
{ormer marringe), that is, with the man’s grand-step-danghier. Now, what is the gronud on
which such marriages, with an auntdn law, ox with o grand-step-daughter, are prohibited ? Of
couvse, agrecably t5 verse Gl on the groundof propinquity—ncerness of kin ; and with regard to
the latter of the two cases, {his is especially noted in connection with the prohibition itself—* for
they qro her near kinswouwen.’ Bat the parties-in question, namely, an aunt -in-low and o prond-
step-daughiter, are, leb it be covefully marked, collateral relations of the second degree; while a
wile's sister 3 o collateral relation of the /st degree, ong deavee nearer than the others. - And,
it marriage with the former (the more remoate) is nmluwiul on thie geore of mearness of kin, how
55 the conclusion to Le vesisted, thab, & Foriori, marriage wilh the latter (the less remote) is
unlawil also? -, b

We have thus three separate arguments, auy one of which had been sufficient of itself to
cstablish the point in hand § < but, _i:\]:en {ogether, _ﬂmy 1‘111-pi5h snli:‘:ﬂml‘ury and iyrefrngahle proof
of the proposiﬁuu——t-}mt the marviage of o NI witly the sister of his deceased wife is contrary to

{lie Word of Godi

117, But is there 1ot o verse, somewhere in the -chapter which lhas been. g0 often veferred 1o,
which s anderstood to anthovize such o conneetion as that -\\:hich we have Iulu}_d to be forbidden?
The  passnge jn question is certainly not 1o be I-uverl_noked in such o discussion as the present.
Nex have: we any wish whatever to keep it oub of view:  The very reverse, indeed, is the cases
as we feel 1Jcl‘sunded that, however %tuuﬂ}hng_: it, may appear af, first sight to. such as have nof
Yeen led fo examine cavefully inte its meammg, {his ‘only requires to be done to produce the
conviction that it refers fo 2 diffevent subject allogether,

‘'he much-vounted texb 1o which we refer is Lev, xviil. 18: ° Neither ghalt thou take a wife to
Tier sister (marg., one wife fo another), to vex her, to wncover her nakedness, heside the other in
hor lifetime.”  Un this passage, we beg to vemark:—
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* 1. If taken' in the seuse aitached lo it by those who hold the lawfulndss of marriage with a
‘deceased wife's sister; it pocs to lezalize bigamy in every case, except in that of sisters, If 2 man
is only prohibited from taking his wifie's sister during her lifetime, if follows that he may take
‘any other woman while his first wife Lives.
~ 2. Only two verses before, 2 man is forbidden to marry his brother's wife.  This, as we have
gcem, supposes that o woman is not to marry her husband’s brother. Is it possible that, with
" almost the next breath, the Lawgiver can be found newiralizing, nullifying, indeed, that prohibi-
tion, by giving his sanction to the formation of an exactly analogous relation, with only a simple
change of the sex ; this being all the distinetion that cxists between o fusband's brother and a
eife’s sister? T3 it to be supposed that, in one verse, we lave n conneelion of a partienlar kind
forbidden, and, in lhe nest verse Lut one, a conncction of precisely the same nature fully
authorized

3. The marginal reading of the passage under consideralion supplies the ey to its meaning:
Instead of the phrase, @ wife ¢o fer sister, vend, as in the margin of the common version, ome
wife fo another, aud the whole aspect of ihe passame is changed. Tts bearing is no lenger on
incest, which is the subject of the preceding verses, but on polygamy, of which it gives a pointed
prohibition. This is confirmed by the manner in which the original phrase, which is of frequent
oceurrence, is {ranslated in other parts of the Hebrew Seriptures. Its idiomatic meaning is oxe
fo another ; by which words, or words of corresponding import, it is usually rendered.  In some
cases it is in the masealine form, in others in the feminine. - When maseuline, the words, literally
rendered, would be, @ man Zo Ais drother ; when fominine, a woman (or wife) fo her sister: Intt
whether maseuline or feminine, they mean, idiomatically, oue o another. The authority of the
most learned Hebrew lesicographers ean be adduced in support of this. In the passage before
us it is, of course, the feminine form that occurs. But the very same phrase, in the very same
form, ocenrs in Exod. xxvi, 3, 5, 6, 17, where we read of the curtains Leing coupled fogetier
wone to another ; of the loops taldng hold one of another; of the curtains being conpled fagetier
with the taches ; of the tenons being set in order one against avother. Aud also in Xek. .9, 23,
where the wings of the cherubim are spolen of as joined oxe fo another, and placed one {oward
another; and, likewise, in Ezele. iii. 13, where we read of ‘ the living creatures that fouciicd one
anofker.”  In short, the phrase in question oceurs, in the Old Testument, thirty-five times; iu
Ahirty-four out of the thirty-five instances, it is idiomatically rendered by the words one fo anotier,
or words to the same effect. The thivty-fifth instance is that of the verse now wnder review,
where it s given Ziterally in the Zexs, and idiomatically in the margin. It reguives bub that the
lextual and the mavgingl readings be made to exchange places; #4af in the text being transferred
to the margin, and Z2ef in the margin introduced inte its place in the text, to sceure perfect
uniformify In all ihe places where it occurs. Can any eandid individual hesitate to admit that
such transposition onght to take place? And, when it has taken place, what becomes of {he
counfenance whicl the marviage of a deceased wife's sister is supposed to derive from the Word
of God? Tt has vanished like a miduight dream. :

4. Nor must we emit to notice the confirmation which the view we have taken of 1he meanine
of this celebrated passage devives from the phrase “to vex her,’ which ocours in the verse itsolf.
Aire we to suppose that the only thing that can vex a married woman, is her hushimd’s marrying
her sister 7 W onld his marying any olher woman not vex her?  Such, certai nly, contrary toall
ihat e ]\'no_v-', is the conclusion to which we must come, if the view of his verse which we are
combaling is taken. That her husband should marry her sister during her lifetime would vex
her, of course—whether more or less than his marrying another woman, we cave not to inquire—
bub certain we ave, that his marrying any woman whatever, would inflict a pang more vexatious
than language can express; and, therefore, we regard it as ntterly inconceivable that the prohihi-
Aion hefore us could ever he designed to be restricted to one small eliss of females, “Ile view
“we take of if, by giving it a meaning commensurate with the sex, converts it into an interdict
against polygamy in every form ; and, at the sume time, restores to the reason assigned an import
which finds its confirmation in the bosom of every virtuous female.

These remarks scrve to show that the text in question has no bearing whatever on the Point in
hand, Tt belongs not to those cascs of prohibition which come under the eategory of nearness
of hin; the reason assigned takes it clearly oub of this class, and places it in another, {he generie
feature of which is wering. The conclusion, therefvre, to which we had come, by a Process of
inferential ¢ reusoning out of the Seriptures,” stands unimpaired; and we regard oursclves as
entitled to hold it proved, that THE MARRIAGE OF A MAN WITH HIS DECEASED WITE'S SISTER 18
CLEARLY CONTRARY TO THE WORD oF Gon.

* Wherefore, come oub from among them, and be ye sepavate, soith the Lovd, and Toven xor
THE UNcLEAX rHING; and I will receive you, and will be a Vather unte you, and ye shall be
my sons and daughters, saith the Lord Almighty,’
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