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THE INTERPRETATION OF LEVITICUS XVIIL 18,
AS RECEIVED FROM THE DAYS OF
THE APOSTLES.

My pEAR Siw,

ArrEr what occurred at the election of

Proctors for the Archdeaconry of London, you will not

be surprised to learn that I have been led to reconsider

the opinion then expressed respecting the lawfulness of

| marriage with a deceased wife’s sister. Until then I

. had been satisfied with the knowledge that our Author-

, 241 : ized Version of Leviticus xviil. 18 was correct, and that

the marginal translation was inconsistent with Hebrew

idiom and the context. But the strong feeling mani-

fested by some of the elergy on that occasion has com-

pelled me to Jook more seriously and attentively into the

natter, and to you, as my interrogator, I now address
the vesults of my inquiry.

On some points, I think, we agree; as, for instance,
that the final appeal in questions relating to marriage
ust be to the Word of God. ““What saith the Scrip-
ture P myst be the question uppermost in the minds of

h_J'iStia.n men. 1 rejoice, therefore, to see that recent
Writers against the proposed change in the marriage-law
take their stand upon Scripture. One learned and
f(BSPected author says:—“I begin by asserting that
‘ Leviticus xviii. contains an enunciation of preceptS_ of
“the moral law, not merely of precepts to the Jewish
“ nation. , . . . Until near the end of the fifteenth century,
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“ law favourable to our own pleasures, we are in this to
“ put ourselves under the yoke of the bondage of the
“ law, but, if any of the things enacted by the law seem
“to be grievous, we are then to run off to the liberty
“ which is in Christ.” * 1, also, believe that St. Basil is
here entirely mistaken, and am convinced that the laws
in Leviticus xviii., being a part of the moral law, stand
on a totally different footing from circumcision, or the
Jewish Sabbaths, or abstinence from meats. Indeed, T
believe that this marriage-law was given to the Gentile
‘Churches in the famous decree of the Couneil of Jeru-
salem. When the Jewish zealots wished to impose the
yoke of the Mosaic law on Gentile believers, the Apostles
and Church at Jerusalem refused to sanction any such
imposition, but required the observance of four Mosaic
precepts which they call ““necessary.” It seemed good
to the Holy Ghost and to us to lay upon you no greater
burthen than these necessary things (réw érdvaryres rotrov),
that ye abstain from meats offered to idols, and from
blood, and from things strangled, and from fornication.”
Why were these things considered necessary, when the
law itself was declared not to be binding ? Was it
merely to please the Jews? No; to please the Jews the
Church at Jerusalem must have imposed the whole law.
The reason for these special requirements was, that
Moses himself required these four things from the Gen-
tiles as well as from the Jews. The apostles did not
feel themselves bound by Jewish traditions, but acknow-
ledged the authority of the Divine law. What the law
did not impose upon Gentiles they left free. What the
law imposed upon Gentiles they required as necessary.”’
Now, mn Leviticus xvil. and xviii., these four things are
found together, and by Moses required of the Gentiles .

# This is quoted from the translation of St. Basils letter given
by the Rev. W. Palmer, published hy Dr. Pusey in his «Eyi-
dence,”
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meats offered to idols (xvii. 8, 9); blood (xvii. 10—13);
things strangled (xvii, 15); wopvela,® or unlawful concu-
bitajge (xviil. 26). ~ On this ground, I believe that the pro-
hibitions of Leviticus xviii. are binding on all Christians,
and that the prohibitions vefer not merely to marriage
but to all carnal intercourse with the prohihited persons;
Wh@t}lﬁl‘ openly illicit or under the mame and form of
mmarriage, except as allowed or commanded, by God. I
fi‘-gl‘ee, fu};ther, wi'th those who interpret the word
x W?ll'mn O “wife” in these prohibitions as compre-

ending widowhood, so that these females are pro-
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that when the first wife is dead, it is lawful to marry
her sister. Others, on the contrary, render the Hebrew,
according to the margin of our Bibles, “ Neither shalt
thou take one wife to another to vex her, to uncover her
nakedness beside the other in her life-time,” and infer
that simultaneous polygamy is forbidden—that is, that
it is forbidden to take a second wife whilst the first is
living, but that when she is dead it is lawful. The first
question is, then, In which of the two senses did the
Apostolic Churches receive this verse? To pursue this
inquiry profitably, we must remember that the Church
of the Apostolic times consisted at first entirely of Jews ;
subsequently of two branches—the Church of the cir-
cumeision, all Jews, and the Churches of the Gentiles.
The Jewish Churches, zealous of the Law, having
possessed it from their forefathers, and having been
brought up in the national interpretation of its precepts,
would naturally continue to interpret them as they had
done before, unless particularly warned against so doing.
Now, the national interpretation of Lev. xviii. 18 at
that time, was that which was favourable to marriage
with a deceased wife’s sister. The Jews as a body
were, 1n the time of the Apostles, divided into Hebrews
and Hellenists—the former speaking Aramaic, and re-
taining Hebrew as the language of the Synagogue and
the schools; the latter speaking Greek, understanding
but little of Hebrew—if they are to be Judged by
Josephus and Philo—received the LXX. as an inspired
translation of the Hebrew text, and their great authority
in matters of religion and divinity. How, then, did
these two great bodies of the Jews interpret Lev,
xviii. 187 Did they accept the version preferred by
our own translators, and therefore placed in the text of
our English Bibles, or that assigned to the margin ?
And do they agree or differ m their reception Happily
these questions can he answered satisfactorily, as there
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- In verse 6, the same. . :
In verse 17, 7ms S»apb 7m, ““one answering to one.”
These are all the passages in the Pentateuch, where

these words occur. In five, Onkelos translates - idio-.
matically—in the sixth, Lev. xviii. 18; literally, showing
that here he took “sister” in its strict and -primary
sense; and as this translation was read i_1{ the Syna-
gogues, 1t shows the sense commonly received among.
the Hebraizing Jews of that day.® :

We now turn to the Hellenists, who, as having more
intercourse with the Gentiles, and being less exclusive
than their Hebraizing brethren, are important wit-
nesses. How, then, did they interpret Ley. xviii, 182
Their interpretation is represented by the LXX itself:
It is well known that in the days of the Apostles this
version was looked upon by all classes of Jews, even the
Rabbinists, as an inspired book. To the Hellenists it
was their Bible, the source of religious law and divinity.
If, then, the Septuagint, as used by them, differed from
Onkelos, and presented the marginal or modern nter-
pretation of this disputed verse, that fact would go far
to neutralize the testimony of Onkelos. If would have
exhibited the mind of a very numerous, perhaps at that
time the most numerous class of Jews. Buf the Sep-
tuagint version differs very slightly from that of Onkelos,
and is equally favourable to the controverted marriage..
It 18, yuvaira ér aderdy avtis ol My dvribmov édmoxa-
Mras T doympocivyy abris &’ abri, & Gbons, adris:
« A woman in addition to her sister thou shalt not take,

# This conclusion from the language of Onkelos is confirmed
by Jonathan's Chaldee iranslation of Ezekiel. The words A
woman to her sister” oecur in chapters i. and iii. of that prophet,
in the idiomatic sense, and Jonathan translates them accordingly.
Tn Ezek, i, 18, 81 2P 87T in i, 13, 079 T
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Fruxnevias « mapépyecbar. Again, he does not allow

‘the same man to marry two sisters, neither at the

same time, mor at different times, even though one
should happen to have divorced her whom he ﬁl‘?t
married ; for, whilst the first cohabiting with him 1s
still living, even though she be divorced, (and in
the latter case) whether she remain in WidOWhOO(E'l,
or be married to another man, he considered 1t
not pious that the gister should succeed to the place
of the unfortunate.” Philo then understood the pas-
sage of two gisters, and that the prohibition was
against marrying ‘a wife’s sister as long as the wife
was alive. Thus Onkelos and the LXX and Philo
oive us the mind of the two classes of Jews, the
Hebraists and the Hellenists, in the days of the
Apostles, and all concur in taking the Hebrew Wgrds
in a sense favourable to marriage with a deceased wife’s
sister. Indeed, the Septuagint carries us back 280
years before the Christian Era, and shows how the
passage was commonly understood when that trans-
lation was made, 4.e., before the existence of Pharisees
and Sadducees, and proves that the sense of Lev.
xviil, 18, adopted by Onkelos and Philo, was not a
new one that arose out of Rabbinic tradition, but the
ancient interpretation. The unanimity of the authors of
the LXX, of Onkelos and Philo, proves it to have been the
received opinion of all classes of the Jews in the days of
the Apostles, the sense, therefore, of the Jews of that
time before they became Christians, and which they
would maturally carry over with them into the Christian
Church; and therefore the i11terp1’etatiou of the apos-
tolic Church of the circumcision, unless it can be
shown that the Lord taught his apostles, or that
the apostles taught the Churches over which they
presided, & different interpretation. - Buf, in neither
the Gospels, nor the Acts, nor yet in the apostolic
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uncover her shame upon her in her life.” The Syrian
translators also observe the distinction between the
literal and idiomatic use of the words, “A woman to
her sister,” here in Lev, xviii. 18 translating literally,
. Bxod. xxvi. and Bgek. fii. translating idiomatically,
ar_ld retaining the sense found in Onkelos, the Septua-
gint, a.n'd Philo. And thus this authorized version of
jche Synau_ Chl‘lI:CheS negatives the idea that any new
Lnterpretatlon,- differing from the Jewish reception, had
oen communicated to the Church at Antioch.

OSTSE: gl‘:}?kﬁpealdng Christians had either already
Possessed the Septuagint version, or received it as the

il;i[(]ﬂmnzed copy c?f Seripture from the apostles ; but,
neesoever derived, they received it as it was then
this verse, nor q They had no peculiar reading as to
this versio’n i ho e Bt any warning that here
editions of n’s]llg tLlead oo astray. There were various
Philus, Tiei s Origen, Busebiug and Pam-
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If he had, he n;ouldn}erelx & PTOhibitioﬁnSfatmn which
%8 the shortest ang mfﬁﬂlbly have e v [_)olyga.my.
argument, B Sad Tos effectug) re ‘longht 1t forward
still stand‘s : 1111; he Iecelyed the tll'qu to !Jhe opponents’
from i, anC only argyeg againstcnsla‘tloh then as it

Indeed, thyg 10 6Hliegr s nference drawn
er Iterpretation was

—i

-y
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known, or, if known, rejected, is further rcomfim;;l]ed
by the reception of the Latin Churches. They also
had a version of their own, made P%‘Oba'b-ly Wt télm.e
in the seeond century ; but that version, in 1ts _1'611 e1-‘
ing of Lev. xviii. 18, does not differ _from Qukelos (1)(11
the TXX, or the Syriac, but gives in Latin thEXOX
Jewish sense. Tt is, in fact, & tra'usmtl-on ('Jf th‘:lj "
“ Usorem super sororem ejus nom accipies I Z& h:mcl.]le5
This version was the text-book of the Latin C urTChat
until it was superseded by that of St. Jem?-e'nslation
Father, for divers good 1€asons, made & new I{L made
from the Hebrew, and, in his new translation, 1’1 this
any important and .]'udiGious a.ltel:aﬁwﬂ]; does not
text, though he has made 0De alteratlzn,r r he makes
materially alter the sense. Qn b C?D r]ﬂéé:.y; and intel-
the application to a wife’s sister .lnow]lc’ wum T illius
ligihle : <« Sororem uxoris tu® I iy 10{'}15 adhuc illa
non aceipies, nec revelabis turpitudinem €}t

Vivente,”

_ . ome the Bible of the
Jerome’s version gfﬂduaﬂy bec;;ﬁ;?j until the age of

whole Tatin Church and contnue ho interpretation of
the Reformation, so that 1m giving the f the Western
Jerome. we oive the i1'1tel'preta.t10n lot_ Tk b
i ]Zany centuries.  Transia 11;(; el
LXX, as the Athiopic, i E(giyfltmjiml;ii all retain-

2 fanl, an 16 Al , & :
the Georgian, the Slavoniat, i iptures of
n %Cmgmliént interpretatlon, Were th? Sclltp‘;l;e of a

thg ot}fcrag?ltu-ohess and thus, as there 15 10 11

- aAuse

* ddition to her sister thou shalt not take to ca

< H in & i

A wife in o concubinage with

jealousy.” !
z still living.”

t «Thy wife's sist®
her, nor reveal her shame :
Tostatus gives the Corre e
* Dicitur quod mnon acclplenliqlm pellex, U h tl
i ici im €888 ¢ re, 18 much t
sororis. Dicitur .emm s The sensé, therefmC,_ 18 ; the
cujus viri habentis uzorem: See also Grotius in loc.

2 rd, DTS
same as of the LXX, dvinhov GuTy

» thou shalf not take i_nt

‘st the former 18 ving. -
w]ttliuterpretation of }Jelkcate&fn thﬁs .
n pellicatul, 7.6, Uk Slt_PG L.X
& est concubina ali-

|
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new apostolic explanation of TLev. xviil. 18, in 'the
Acts, or the Epistles, so there is none in the versions
n common use among the Gentile Churches.

Syrian, Greek-speaking, and Latin, and those whose
translations were made from the LXX, are all unaiii-
mous in witnessing that the ancient Jewish version was
that which they had received from the Apostles, as it
had been receved by the Jews 280 years befove the
coming ‘of our Lord. But wot only is the translatiou
universal. There is also evidence to show that the
words were interpreted as a prohibition of simultaneous

marriage of two sisters, as in the case of J acob.  Philo
speaks of this as the usial inter

The Mishna, compiled in ihe se
that it was the common and
Hebraizing Jews.

pretation in his time.
cond century,* testifies
: received sense of the
St. Basil tells us that it was the

_ by one whom he con-
d(‘,‘r].nnCd_ L4 It iS W']‘itten:: he Says,“ in LeVitiOuS ‘ Thoﬂ
Sty not take a wife to her sister for a riva] be’side her
n he'r 1'1fe't1me,’ T 3% manifest, thep f1‘0n,1 et
thﬂt it 1s per 2 aby

mitted to take her aftey 4] ki
5 A T th ¥ r1ie 18
dead.” Tt was the sense known o Gt e

century, ag 4 et :
his 86th quest; V> S appears from Thegdoret, In

and answers,
S of an ungodly
Por this reason God,
that sort of marriage,
ToUToY .é'vemev w,uaeea Woman to her sister

* Supposed to have Veg
3 I arpy : i i
enc of the ist, of arly i Yy o Oder by R, Alkiva ot the
according to some,

he seeopng .
ot nd century, 4ng completed,
assigned for the o)

i‘n the }'ear 141 '

s b 3
Tiche Voore COmletion i gig” e, % 189, The Lyt date
Sc e \Z?rtmgg der Juden, D467 , mp. Zung, « Gottesdianst-
tOl‘lco’ All‘t. Gluda Nassi, '\101_1 H] nd a R.

A Osﬂi T3 o Lo
s P 145, » ““Dizionario

arraryopeves yauon* 0% Ny ydp dnoe yuvaira én adehgy aﬁr_ﬁé
avritynov abriis.” Tt was the sense known to the Africati
Church, as appears froln Augustine, who says: —
“ Uxorém™ super sororem éjus ion accipies in zelum,
Hic non prohibuit [quamlibet] superdicere quod licebat
antiquis propter abundantiam propagiationis, sed sororem
sorori noluit superduct, quod videtur fecisse Jacol sive
quia nondum fuerat lege prohibitum, &c.;” 7. ¢, Lev.
xviil. 18, according to Augustine, is not a prohibition
of polygamy, but of d sin_iultaneous marriage with two
sisters, as in the ‘¢ase of Jacob. Tt was the sense pre-
served in the Hast, at the beginning of the seventh
century, as we s¢é from the commentary of Isychids, or
Hesychius, of Jerusalem, on TLev. xviii. 18. After re-
marking that his command is agreeable to the will of
Him who wishes all, specially relatives; to live at peace,
he says: “Quod subvertit, si simul quis wxori Soror_iqué
ejus jungatur, ut sorores simul habitent, et ut inter
simul habitantes excitetur zelus, unde contentio rixaque
generatur.” + g
In the ninth century we find the words of Augustine,

as cited above, in the commentary of Rabanus Maurus,

and thence derived into the “Glossa Ordinaria® attri.
buted to Walafrid Strabo. _ .

In the eleventh century, in his “ De Parentels Gra-

dibus,” Peter Damiani, though opposed to the marriage,

# « A wife in addition to her sister thou shalt not take to promote
jealousy. Here he did not prohibit the marrying of any wife in
addition fo the one already married, which was lawful for the
anciénts for the sake of abundance of propagation ; but he was
nnwilling that sister should be married in addit.ion to sistel-? ivl.lich
Jacob appears to have done, either because it had not yet been
forbidden by law, or, &c.” _

+ “ Which he subverts, if any one be united at the same
time to a wife and her sister, so that sisters dwell together,—
and that between them dwelling together jealousy be ‘excited,
whence contention and strife are generated.”
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In the 14th century, Nicholas de Lyra (died 1340)
shows that Lev. xviii, 18 was understood of marriage

says :—*In Hebreo habetur, sororem wuxoris tuz non
‘ with a wife’s sister: “atque ut quod dicimus sacr® reciples ad anxiandum; quia si una sit magis dilecta
‘Y auctoritatis testimon.io cogn robemus, preecipitur it quam alia, oritur invidia minus dilectse,” &e. ; and on the
i - A LTl LR - . .
% Levitico.  Turpitud; P ! %, ot filie | words, ““adhue ill4 vivente,”* he says: “ Quia si prima
¥ + LWpludmem  sororis uxoris tuwe |
5‘ | eJus non revelahis,”’ *

soror sit mortua, talis invidia non oritur, et ideo alia
| soror tunc accipi non prohibetur,” +
In the 15th century, Alphonso Tostatus, called in his
- dvivunt . own times Stupor Mﬁmdé,_ says, in his commentary on
318 ?u;}lg)iamp ace}p}?nt duln];!. : :ll(: uni ' the words “ Adhuc illa vivente,”  Quasi dicat, quod
hus preecipit sororibus,

In the twelfth century, about 1157, we find it in the

1 commentary of Radulphys Flaviacensis, ¢ Quod superius
L de duohug fratriby

utrique, hoe nupg
% nubant, utraque vi

- g quando vivit soror, qua primo accepta est in uxorem, non
defunct 6 vivente, Trgo neg fratrum, si primus ! licet accipere alteram, sed cum ipsa mortua fuerit, potest
i € : . S - P il living '—¢ .
Pri;icol,:ﬁ ]T-l;eut’- uni muht?rl, nec duarum sororum, S accipi alia soror.”  Whilst she is still living '—= t}‘mt Is
= : il s iadg ity + to say, that as long as the sister who was first married is
In the 13ty century the same interprotation is giver
ke n the “ Pogtif], »
| I .

alive, 1t is not lawful to marry the other; but when she
of the famous Hugo de Sancto Caro, 1s dead, another sister may be married.”
Bible students of his time,—famous And now, with the revival of letters, the study of the
of the first concordance, On the words, Scripture in the original languages also revived, and
S tum,” he Says: “Bed nunquid Jacob \

- omeof the preqatest
| asthe compiley

. “Sororem uxor
duxit duag sor

soon the Reformation compelled all active spirits  to
bl aum it dag(}S? Solut. Reyers duxit. Sed nov- investigate the meaning of that book to whic'h t-hfa Re-
it fuit,  Nee ess:ét uerat, ve] frau-de Suppositionis deoeptﬂf -_formcrs 50 confidently appealed. A wide diversity qf
i adveniente 74 AJEStUlI‘l Ut priorem dimitteret, secundd interpretation on other passages soon -appeared; but,
A ik U.XOl:e A :\11 L 0n iy peﬂicatum,” beadds. « Qua_sl with regard to Leviticus XVii. 18,. there was 1o differ-
non :e,sset ux & vente nop ducas sopopem ejus, quid ence. Protestant and Romanist with one mind adhered
or Sed PBHBX.” § ]
¥

to the ancient interpretation. Thus,
g Al’l (1 ¢ " w

hat we In the 16th century, C
sacred authm-ity, it 2Y prove what we

18 i
uncoyep the S‘ﬂ«'lme L commanded in T,

Y

ardinal Thomas Cajetan

82y by the testimony o (d. 1534) on Lev. xviil. 18: “ Connubium eum duabus

“; Y Wife's o GViticus, ¢Thoy shalt 0% sororibus utrdque vivente inhibetur . . . Nee prohibetur
! ok ¢ What he comme . SISter or hey daughter.’ ” hujus modi connubium propter affinitatem (quia sorore
hat they ghoyyg ot 1y Mandeq gl % Concerning two brother® )
alive, thig b, 10w eom Y. O1€ Womap whilst both brothers 4% o
should net mary nds with, l‘etfa]; 5k both bro they * In Hebrew it i3, “ Thy wife’s sister thou shalt not take to
follows St Allgust(') A, while bgth to two sisters, tha: He torment, because, if one be more loved than another, envy arises
2 * me ig 3 518 alive.
) velating to {he Tife of tl-:n Mterpreti ol telr.s). are alive b B e T Lovan
“But diq - be twvo bl'Oﬂlers Profibition verse 10, 1 “Because, if the first sister he dead, such envy does not
a . . . : e
: But ghy; law hag 21: WO sisterg p Solution : he did truly* avise, and therefore another sister is then not forbidden to be
1 . : 0lution : he di
: ie fraud of Substitutjon, Een. en, op 1 was deceived PY taken.”
2 SIS the former g¢ the a3
= 3 i

¥ i (1]
adveyy f Vould no have heen just k
> the second,”

c

1d Dot e wi-ng’ thoy mayest not marty
F o B wife, g a concubine.”
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ed
'orem in uxorem) 8
mortud licehat ducers alteram sororem in W

Propter pacem inter sorgreg »

in 1528, the
Sanctes Pagninus, whose Bible appeared in 15

; .orrect
ive o COLl
first after derome who endeavoured to gve &
Latin translation, ang

lie
devoted twenty-five years tt(? ﬂie
work, made Inany altemtions, more agl‘cenbl-e more
origingl text, but heye gives the same sense, 1.11 @ X yes
literal translation . « Usorem cum sorore sua non acci]
ad lacessendu_ljn, a

: er
itiidinen. 8108 SUp
d revelandum tuwrpitudinem eju
6 ipsh vivente. 4

ed 1
Luther’s translation of the Pentateuch appeared
1523, yq Whole Bil,

2 Melanc
le, revised by himself, Me
thon, Cl‘uciger’

) wa.S
Justug Jonas, and Bugenhagen,
Published 1, 1530

T and
© DUt however bent on vefor m:JIIlOn
Opposed tq Popery, they retaineg the translation cor
10 the uniyepgy) Churel;., en

(14 &, 1 : 1]:[-
DH. sollst anely deineg Weibeg Schwester nicht neb wel
n_eben il {hpe Schagmy "0 entblossen ihy zuwider, ront
pt . 1 g . - 1ec ife (¥
Slle 1och lobet, 7 1 and iy his Tyget on married life er-
Suelichen Tghqp ® 5278, “ Giott hat diese Personen \.i;lﬂ
3 3 Te1l . B
Stieﬁ‘, s Vater's Bryg L, meines Sohnes Weib, lnhter
T, Mejneg Stiefr hne r Stieff-toc
. s We SUeH-g0 mes, oder S b ]Gbct-
: -1&5"\, sqtan 3 in Weib l¢
Sc wwester, weil mein Wei qo ich
. 1 Keing hap, en, die andere m Ten,
arfy : 4
den m Geld drumb ge

liv, | WWriage
Sre N e

twg o §
Cithey Slsters

deCount qp affingt

¢
is forbidden +hilst bOtlll o
tl]is 2ot ljl'ollibitc" r ILI
10 take th being dead, it Wni;;veen
e sake of peace

ih Ty Sister 41 ke, ¢
T shg . 10U ghqe -
hoy zlizﬁli(: ltnl{:at she § Sti]j I;itinlri(,)’? take to p -
. Wcoyer her Sham: “3. the Sistep o h; -~ — with e
Alive.» > in Pposition ¢

she
© her ag long as

naLl'l'iuge,
3 Jecﬂ'll"e .
€ othey 8 Wi; * Ong Blstep

% but g
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%
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1 Veibes Schwester
hmlich meiner Braut oder meines Weibes Sc
nehm
. i 3
ihrem Todt. . ' y
m%l enhagen, in his Saxon Bible, glyves thef st w0
2 r. ’ - v Hyowr
i s Luther: “Du schalt ock dyner rew
N ; éven €r, ére Schemde tho blstende
Siister nicht némen néven ér, Scher
' tho—weddern dewyle se noch lévet. - »,
elj hn Brentius, of whom Walch says, that as
ohn ; — ' o
sitor of Scripture he ranks next to Lujchu, ) e
XPOS re : i n |
. nentary on Leviticus, pronounces marriage W LA
i € . : -~ ’ :
dooen ed wife’s sister lawful, in words very 31_md0
mr of Fagius, given below, and the same Ju o%
o tllos_ﬂ also t’given m a Tract on the subgect] Ip
. 1 suchlin
e 1age.t Martin Borrhaus, the pupil of 1t{u1 b
rTiage. ¢ the B
st Lg" d of Melancthon, in his cqmmm} ary
i fllenB 11 1557), says, < Uxoris sororem, ed vivente,
iticus (Bas & 5 ; - :
P (,(ducenda.m, ut cum ed rem habeat, f;atz
1 esse . : ol
- Akt es uxorl molestiam ac dolorem a era
additur, ne ea r il
uod in conjugio Jacobi accidisse pals it NP
" la, whose Bible appeared in 543 ¢
i te, translates Lev. xviii. 18 thys.:
1 > i . H & |
e i suam ne ducas ad Iacessendum,
5 eIl AC Sororem a ; . A e,
UXOlif' t( retegas turpitudinem ejus vivente
ut scilice g

in his

. 8, my father’s brother’s wife,

v “GOd- e forl;;gfgaz?lffesezz;nsizep-};on’s or step-daughter’s
s ‘vlf"e"m{ter whilst my wife is living. Of thege persons
Shild Jy wilo ?Lthe, other I may have, and need Pay no 1110ne§:
1 oan bave A - of my betrothed, or of my wife after her death.
il onthe Slfft}la 1a,” tom, ii., tit. vom ehelichen Leben, cited by
U qu ‘ ’§'232. Some have said that Luther after-
BucholzIBeSpgﬂe};‘:E ’mind. But thig is not the fact, as Bucholx
wards changed b1
profe’i"ractatus casuum gquorundum matrimonistium.
au:hore. A, 1532, pp. 15 and 16,

1 “The wife’s sister

Joann Brentiq

is not to be married whilst she is

reason is added, lest that matter should cause trouble a
the wife, as

alive, The
is well known to have happened in the
Jacob.”

ud grief tq
marriage of

c 2
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his Bible expre ses thie

A% g Bible mpl‘(,s& 57 _1{)0

‘ 3k 1R - --.Lu e
Juda, Blbhandu, and Congpy

gether with Teg v

T.eo de
I.Oillt Ol)i]lioll Uf]:b{,]-O e
{licall, who wm:lfzt task
hilst Tie lived, and foglpletbd r
after his death, which took place In 13;’ .1'eplltati,on’ WE;’

Vatablus, who, on account, of 11'15 3)1 ?is in 153 l,_sgg ik
appointed Professcﬁ' of He“brow, lel\gguacéipias ml:jleéoll‘
n hig note + op ) Misas ean, .
:Iliquam pm]Lmore CUM sopore ejus, u wfﬂl%;ie el uxo}f
cumbendo gy, Sorore gjyg, Praesente sive v 11 cor 1iceb“‘ :
Sorore,  Nan Uxorig demoptyq sororem US in 11X01,gs+»
Quasi. dicat, Qa8 sorgreg simul non duce ¢ poteris. o
UXOre tamey tud mortug, Sororem ejus ducer his tril-ﬂsla_

aulng Fagiug (dieq 1547), in hig note ct‘oEtsi in 16%;’
tion of the T agUm of Onkelos, Says,~— I_icllit duabu
Mosi Polygaiig CONcessa, £yt tamen non o perpetu?
simy] SoTorihyg jungi ¢ videlicet altern ﬂlt’el‘a hee factunt
a igcret, qQuod § conjugio Jacobi patriarc
est.” § Then follow ¢},
Ote of Y, ablus, cong)
tud S0Toren o

U8 dyge
Wife gy er g;
Ulegyap hep
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e tam
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1 th “ux
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o pub
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o eared In
1t1on app G
ster, whose first ?d 10N aceipies 1
Sebastian Mun 1]1’cum sorore s linem ejus dum
(ore DIt
173‘{_[‘ hﬂs I URO '1' ef; 1‘61’3133 tulplfu € In ZBmu]'a-
0 } x em ut seihe .n his D_Ote} i : -
Zeln T st ivit; " * and has i lludit ad matrimonin
vit; - udi
illa adhuC. . tribﬂla'tlouem' fl SOTOres, quarum una
TS slve : ventes -
tionem habuit v T
; as ; labatur,
Jacob qui dltluo ob mﬂl'ltllm] ajin]uist emended
@ ished h
e rho publish
alteh_ P Clarius, who p lation and note o
Teldare both the transla |
ts i Siniilars
o ﬂd_op he translation is similar
as just given r’s Bible, 1540, tlfll and her sister also to
‘anme nman g i no
In Cran 3 sebedake o i r her secretes as lo 3
“Thou shal 1 woldest tneove anslation  Cranmer
X hel-, that th,Ol And to this tl;{nf rmatio ]'Jeg]_‘.[]_ll
ves i ; ' “ Refsimis
as she liveth. 7 be seen in the the joint ]‘ndgment
¢ 1S Ma : cpresses the M
adhered, 2 n}” which Skprean , Peter Martyr, and
Eeclesiasticarum, drick, Cox, May, \eratio personarim
JE Cranmer, Goo llh ’ v. is “ Enumera oo personze
0 : A : C ap. v. itico diSpOSI 3 - i
Rowland rla'yloll:bit‘ll'um' In Levitic ca, soror, filia fili,
43 0111 " e VEerca, o
m Levitico 1)10_ inibus, mater, no atrui, nurns, i
itantur his nomir natertera, uxor jhlr uxoris, filia filize
C {% . -ta M 2 ; fl’t 1111113 2 1 .
. amita, % OI'18, filis N 48 ) ]:11 the
2 i, Ak filia uxoris, f dit., p. 48.)
fratrls, filia fla'mbi,s. " {Cordwells ([;uglibel‘t, Bishop of
¢ i C ¥ 1] . o -
uxoris, soror umlﬂne].ss Bible by Cu me translation is
R_evision of Ci:;ldley in 1541, the Slt;t the margin to
J 1 3 4 i .
Durham, a.ndaL a reference gwendcrstood it of simul-
: nde
ined, and & that they u
retamned, howing .
(XiX., shov 2 70 sisters., 1
Gen. L ge with two si Lyons, 1544, Ty pe
tfmeOuS ]]lﬂlllao h tl"'lllsl&tlon’ .Y ’S‘], SRUT en 50N
< Y < r ] L 2
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Castellio, in his Bible, 1550, has “ Uxoris sororem, ea
vivente, ne ducito, ut cum e4 vem habeas, qua res uxori
dolorem faciat.” *

Jerome ab Oleastro republished Pagninus’” Bible at
Lisbon in 1656 with notes, Op Lev. xviil. 18, he says :
“ Sensus est : non addas ad uxorem tuam sororem ejus ;
ut scilicet uxorem angustis, afficias,” &e. Dum ipsa
vivid.  Coneedit post mortem uxoris Posse sororem ejus
accipere. Noverat Dowinus, qualiter Rachel an gebat Liam,
1deo noluit talia connubia in suq populo permittere.” 4

In the Geneva Bible, 1560 :  Also thoy shalt not
take a wife and her sister- also to vex hep In uncovering
her shame upon her.”

In the edition of Bruceioli’s Ttalian Bible printed by
PFrancesco Durone, 1562 . « Tu non pigliarai la moglia
con la sua sorella, per che ella sia afflitta, per scoprire la
Sua vergogna mentra ch’ ella vivera,”

In like manner the Dutch Bible, printed at Embden
1562: «Du salt oock, dijns wijfs suster niet ne‘mel;
neve_r.ls haer, hare schaemte te blooten, haer te spijt
dewijle sy nock leeft ; ” anq 4 marginal veference is givey
to Gen. xxix. 29, BHer

Thus far, ‘then, from 280 years hefore Christ to 1562
}éiagiczilfte? ffe until within twe years of the close of the
o uuder(s)t.an (lieglt, I ﬁl,ld“al'l'nost”1:.ientity of translation :

& word “sister ” i Tey. xviil. 18 in its

strict and prigar

= 1‘ele;tin 0‘ptnmlaly Sense ; all understang the prohibition
oW, w ] {:;t.le Simultaneous marriage with two sisters
T . . 7 )
» WAt 15 to be gaiq agamst this wondrous unani-
# e Thy wife's
earnal commyp

wife ?

sister, wh

ilst she {5 ali
: ; 8 : ve
100 with hep ¢

¢ marry not, tp have
» Which thing woy] 5

d cause grief to the
T “The sense is

» Whilst she ;

O marry hey g
He

To thy wife add not her
s alive. Af

» e ter the de
18ter. The Lorg kn

;. Was therefore unwill: %
is people. mlhng to

sister, to afflict thy
ath of the wife he gives
¥ how Raele tormented
bermig gy marriages

Leah ,
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mity of men of all ages, countries, and climes—of Jews
before the coming of Christ and after the coming of
Christ—of Bastern Christians and Westeri Christians—
of Romanists and Protestants ? Is it to be believed
that the Jews before Christ, and at the time of Christ,
and ever since, have been ignorant of their own lan-
guage P—that all the gigantic scholars of the age of the
Reformation were unable to learn Hebrew, so as to
translate Lev. xviil. 18 correctly P—or that words, so
wniformly translated for seventeen cen.tm'ies,‘ ahd. by
opposing parties, are equivocal in their signification ?
Yet this is said and argued by some who profess to
have a respect for antiquity. Let such persons, if they
can, weaken this statement by producing testimony as
old and varied, and scholars as competent as those who
have been named. I myself can find no one who gives
o different translation before the year 157 5."‘?* Then
appeared, so far as I can find, fo;‘ t.he ﬁrstrtlme, t}mt
translation found in the Bible of Junius and Tremellius,
“ mulierem unam ad alteram ne assumito.” Kven if we
allow these translators to have had competent + knowledge
of the Hebrew language, yet can we prefer the judgment

# Tt is said by Drusius and Grotius in their Commentaries, 9
given in the “Critici Sacri,” that the Karaites interpreted verse 18
as a prohibition of polygamy; a’r’ld t}%ey refer for Erorof‘ to tl.le
Rabbinic book ¢ Psikta Zutarta,” written by. Rabbf _.[‘oblah in
1104. But Tl‘igla_nd’ with the best, the V:enetmn, efhtmon of t!lflt
book before him, says, that in the Whol'e selctlon there is no meut{on

o e’ qites. Neither is it found in either of two copies which
;f'htil:elgzz:iﬂi‘;ﬂ. Tt ig certain that some Of: the K:u‘aitosr‘ :1_Ilow a
man to take as many wives as he pleases, as is P;:owtzlclj)‘): .f;l‘qglfl]:i
by an extract from one of their most famous boo Ep ‘f; £ rl‘;el(’i’-d
Eliyahu ;” and it is to be remembered that the ri1t.11 es, xlwlt Ob“1—
not exist as a sect before A.D. 751, and whose {Ilfbliancie to?;
Was not written until about 400 years afterwards, cannot be

1s . 4ps O sient Jewish opinion.
received as witnesses of ancie _ = .
+ Which, however, is denied by P. Simon, Carpzov, Le Long,
and others.




of these two men, to the unpiteq
who have preceded them? T¢ ing
them had adopted theiy version

last 280 years g1 the great Hebrew and Rabbinical
scholars haq followed them in 1'ejecting the ancient and
Primitive version, we might have thought that .the
Progress made in Philology had thrown some new light
on these old wq 'ds, and thyt advancing criticism, more
profound study of the Hehyey Bible, and etymological

n students to understand th.e
: vho had preceded.  Bug this
interpreters of the Old Tegtament

ave adopted the modern version, or
followeq J unius and Tremelliys, The most distinguished
Hebrew scholars singe the Council of Trent hz_we adhered
to the Jjudgment of antiquity. Thus the Bishops x'vho
Tevised Cranmey’s Bible in 1568 still retained the ancient
version, “ Thoy shalt not take g wife and her sister alsg to
vex her, that thoy wouldest uncover hep nakednesg upon

her in her lifetime, In the Spanish translation of Cassio-
dore de Reyna (Basil, 1569), the Same senge ;
“ Item, muger cop U hermang Por conenhip
Para descubrir gys Verguencas delapt
And to the Same  purpoge the Jew
translation, mage Perbaps egpliey
Manasseh pey, Israe] apgq other
114

nuger con gy hermap
Por descubyiy g, de

judgment of all those
eed, all that succeeded
> and in the course of the

a 110 tomargs
2 ella en gyq vida.”
S, 1n theip Spanish
> and sipeg corrected by
“ompetent scholapg
& 10 tomeg , Por comblecar,
scobertuypy, sobre ellg ep su vida.”

Miversitieg of Salamaney, and Com-
what ig called Vatablyg’ Bible,
it at Sq Whanca, 1574, altering

ed Protestant CTrors.  But thig verse
-gey leave qq 1t stood .« Uxorem ad soro-
e ducas, g9 l - ili el
. B4 lacessenqyy, ut scilicet retegas
CJus, vivent 3,” anq add Vata-
(28] .l

¢ adhyg il
%
The modeyy Aleals, de Hena,rez.
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blus” note given above .

“ Uxorig demortugs sororem
’ 5 ]
ducere licebat.

Luke Osiander, whose great work appeared at Tilhin-
gen in 1578, and passed through thiteg
very few years, correcting the Vulgat,
S4Y8 :—* Non accipies ad affligendum aq
pitudinem ejus (Z.e., ne affligas uxorem tuam ducendo
1psius Sororem) adhue illg priore tug uxore vivente, quia
ca res Inter sorores acerbissimag emulationeg excitat, id
quod ex matrimonio Patriarchae Jacoh; manifestum est,”

Menochius, in his book, e Lepublicy Judeorum,
1607, says -~ Conceditur tamey ut priore morty4 alte-
ram ducat ; ” * ang, ip hig < Oommenta.ry on Leviticus .
“ ddhuc ill4 vivente, quia. mortus i)j4 Poterant accipere
sororem in conjugem.” +

The profoundly learned, judieious, and pioys authorg
of our own Authorized Version evidently preferyeq this
rendering by inserting it in the text, ang throwing the
other into the margin,

John Lorinus, in his « Commentary to Leviticus
(Antwerp, 1620), says, on Leviticus xyij;. 18— Inter.
dicitur carnglig conjunctio cum SOrore uxoris, dym hec
vivit, tam nomine atrimonii, ip quo soror habeat minus

IS sive concubing, quam

Pracipuum locum, empe pellicis gy

alio nomine, sed et pe ambas quis ducat BqUo jure pri-
Mariarum, vel concubinarum - denique y nullo modg pep,
habeat cum ambabus sororihyg simul Viventibhyg, Quare
dicatyy Posse  gororem defunctp uxoris iy uxorem
accipi,” ¢

1 editions iy g
€ in pellicatum,
revelandum tup.

¥ Tt is allowed, however, w

hen the first ;g dead to marry the
othey,»

.‘I' “ Whilst she i yet Living, because, whep she was dead, they
Might marry the sigtep,

*1!_ “ T

orbidden ig earnal conjunetion with a wife’s sister whilgt
i a8 well undep the name of matrimony-—-in which the
ave a less honourghle place, Bamely, that of inferiop

under any othep name. Byt

it ig €ven




S

T

A e S

e

26
The learned Jesuit, Comeliug 4 Lapide (died 1637),
on Leviticus xviii. 18, says :—« Neg revelabis tm'pitud}-
nem ejus, adhue il4 Vivente, quia 114 mortua potes accl-
Pere uxoris tue soroyem n conjugem. Hoe enim lege
vetert licuit, sed i 10vd jam non leet.”— Concil, Trident.,
8688, Xxiy. ¥
; The learned ang Judicious Protestant, Diodati, preferred
1€ same 1'ender1ng == Non prendere etiandio una donna

msteme con Iy gy, sorella per affliger-la, scoprendo 1a

?md}ta della sua sorella che ty havresti Presa oltre a lei,
n vita gug

. Aln-oth@‘ learned Romanist, Bonfiere (died 1643);
Speaking of t];q Prohibition to take two sisters together,
hoc JAM Nature est, habuit epim Jacob
du-as S0Tores simy] conj .

-+« . conceditur tamen ub

A ‘T” ¥ = t
Antwerp 1639) oo Commentary » o published @

=" Vetatur conjugium cum SOroXe
Viventis, 14
Patet ex Jacohi

en. xxi ' ; SOI0IES
Liam et Rachelg XXX, qui duas s

WSl habuie gt icebat
s 't e, licebd
sororem {ljs " : Mortua uxore, 1
forbiddey fo
: " A0 ong ¢4 g, ! )
Rinariep Wives, op conenl; g hot.h Bisters with the equal right of
CoMmunion vy h

: th twe si:t\l< * Finally, g 5 way to have carnd”
m%:cated that the o r 0?3 ;\’ o oAt Hvi“g' TliBRatare 2 I;:
» ithaig T a cceased wifg may he t;
?;;VE,“P;GN%, el 311:36;6?1é:18rt?han13 whilst th

: e: According W et o AL
the Hew, it is nos lawgyy » - Iz‘tw,
T “Nelther ig gy g, Comnet
Wives at the 8ame tip,
first g dead g t

; ;
i “ Forbidden 13 marp,

18 sty living. Befose 8¢ with £}, sister of the wife whilst sh¢

AeCording 4, s ety this Jay 34 18 clear that it was lawfub
© of Jacoh : two

Xxix.), who had

When the wife wa°

aken as a wife-

e former is stﬂ.
ayest take thy wife's sist€!
this wag lawful, but now, ™
of Trent, sesg, xxiv.

5 " nature, fo; acob had two sister®
ake the o'th. ol s alloweq, however, when the
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In 1649, the Faculty of TLaw at the University of
Rinteln gave a joint and formg] decision on the subject
of marriage with a deceased wife’s sister, which is the
most complete treatise on the subject that I have seen.
With regard to Leviticus xviii. 18, paragraph 224 says :
—*“ Endlich auch dass das matrimonium ecum sorore
uxoris defuncte in dem Gesetze zugelassen sey, Solches
wird ex mente legis per argumentum 4 sensu contrario
fest behauptet. Si enim expressé est prohibitum matyi
IMonium cum Sorore UXOris viventis, sequitur 4 sensu
contrario ex mente legis, matrimonium cum  sorore
uxoris defuncte non esse prohibitum, sed conceéssum,
Nam argumentum 4 sensu contrario in jure usitatum est
et validum.”*—1,, qui testamento, s. mulier, fF. qui
testam. fac. poss., L. cum lex ff do legib. Vult. Marp.
cons. 18, n. 8, vol. 1. Regner. Sixtin. cons. 7, n. 19,
cons. 14, n. 114, vol. 2. Goedd, eons, 28, n. 201,
vol. 8. . _

The profoundly learned Sebastlai.l Schmidt, whose
translation appeared in 1696, also gives the same ver-
sion.  “Mulierem etiam ad sororem cjus mon accipies
ad @mulandum, revelando nuditatem ejus praeter illam
In vita ejus.”

’ igaél](;lsc, in his commentary publisI}Gd about the
Same time, translates, * Uxorem cum ejus sorore non

'riage with a deceased wife’s sister
I that the marriage wi g !
is F]m-llly, alSOl, is unhesitatingly affirmed. For, if marriage
I""'QIHO\;'G(I o thef'L‘“;\,ing wife is expressly prohibited, it follows,
. U SISHEE G 6l i aw, that marriage
4 Sensw contrario according to the mind of t.l-le'tldl‘hbi; permitteg 3
with the‘sister of,a deceased wife iS IJOﬁ'PI'Ol”bl E;ved sl el
for the argument & sensi letmﬁa-]s - 113“"’; Rintelensi elabo-
eSP{}mun? Juris Collegii Jetorum 1n Acac e%.c Rinteln, 1652,
Yatum g Christophoro Joachimo Bucholtz; ud;u;u King of West-
This University was dissolved by the qu
Phalia in 1309,

. e e S~ S hisiyeda ————
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duces, ut dolorem huie ¢y
reveles, hac vivente,” #

Le Maistre de Sa¢
“ Vous ne prendrez
la rendre gy rivale,

ees, adeo ut nuditatem ejus

L, in his Bible (Paris, 1730), has—
point la, sceur de votre ferume powr

: et vous ne decouvrirey point dans
ell.e du vivant de votre femme cq que la pudeur veut qui
solt caché.”

Dathi i 1 ' -
] cllnus (. 1791) « Uxoris sororem ne in matrimo-

m u.cas ad Eemulatlonem gjus excitandam cum hac
propter illam concumbe

T . 1s illa vivente,”

mei}u?rygl??; UE:ID{; b (d. 1757), in his Bible and com-
votre fe;ﬂme i _— ]D Us ne Pl'endr(:;z POillt la sccur de
Couvrireg poirﬂ d 1a rendre sy Tivale: et yous ne de-
CC que Ia pude e BHB_’ d_u Vivant de votre fCl’f}mG:
Ot caché ;” and then, in @
quil n’egg DA permis dflé de cette maniére, ma.rql‘l?
SOWS en map,e temps cmgvml JP_OUI‘ femmes les cleﬂ:l\
0 seulement succes,sivem];;et 2acob eut Rachel et Led,
€ 0 1 Sl . .
Piion of Michae)i 15 we]] known from his

these mqp; VS of Moses, anq his spBG}:a‘I
e 'I’ELWs_ See “ Commentaries
C.VIL  Ang “ Abhandlung von

it 1‘gacéu‘:idche Heyrathen in die }Tf-l_llﬁ
gen- 1768, . % 72' tcond Edition, Gottin-
F. Se > 4d 5qq,

rdinare .
ang“ﬂge tdéml}’ PlOfessor Of Fl‘hCOIOgy a.nd

Sy, ee oD 10 his « Sepolip” (No-
"Pud Arglyes usuy rlt"--“ 2 (conf, 1 Sam. i. 6) cflam
' e d.e.aemUlatione duarum unius
: .lgltur’ qui diserte addit r™>

‘UM uxoris mortum soror®

wife with hep Siste

T thoy
kedIIESS

Shalt, not marry to cause heF

ng hep
na x
Whilst ghe is alive.”
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onmmino non prohibet, sed duntaxqt uxor
gjus sorore matrimonium ne heee {11
excitet.” # :

De Wette (1809). “TFin Wil zu 1hrer Schwester
sollst du nicht nehmen ihre Schaam zu blossen neben
ihr bel ihren Leben.”

Schott and Winzer,+ in their new translation of the
Pentateuch, published 1816, translate thus,— Noli
uxorem (aliam) ducere preeter sororem ejus, ita ut
hujus aemulationem excites, et muditatem illius juxta
hanc viventem retegas.” Then in g note, ¢.e., “ Noli
preeter tuam conjugem aliam nsuper uxorem
quee illins soror est.” }

Adam Clarke, the celebrated Wesleyan, in his com.-
mentary says, “Thou shalt not marry two sisters at the
same time, as Jacob did Rachel and Leah ; but there is
nothing in this law that rendered it legal to mairy a
sister-in-law, when her sister was dead.”

Rosenmiiller.— Uzorem adsororem ¢jus (duas sorores),
he ducas in matrimonivm scil. A3 i wita gjus nt

in fine versus additur, 7.c., uxore tud vivente. Non igitur
prohibet Moses matrimonium cum sorore uxoris mortuse.” §

¢ vivente cum
am ad emulationem

ducere

* Tlhie Hebrew word = (compare 1 Sam.i. 6) is also used
amongst the Arabs of the jealousy of the two wives of one hu§-
band, Moses therefore, who expressly adds rpvrn (Iw}u];,-g she 1;
v 8 rohibit marri ith a decease
living), does not by any means prohibit = 1:11.mfgc f:n 1h.dﬂ s
Wwile’s sister but only whilst the wife is living, forbids marri I

2 . o £ i ;
With her sister, lest the latter should excite the former to jealousy.
T Dr, H. A, Schott Ordinary Professor of Theology at Jena ;

. . » 'y

Dr.J 7 Winzer, Ordinary Professor of Theology at Leipsic.
il :

I« Marry not another wife heside her sister, so as to excite the

; redne " the former
Jealougy of the latter, and uncover the nakedness of

PR ide thy wife marr
eside the latter, whilst she is alive, . . . Beside thy ¥

" . 1
10t another wife who is the sister of the former.

s 5 amely, T2
§ .4 wife to her sister. Two sisters marry not, namely, :

3 ha verse. 4.6, whilst thy wife
i her life, as is added at the end of the "’Glb?ij-&t&z’narriwe ‘.\J:ith a
5 living, Moses, therefore, does not prohibi o

Cceased wife’s sister.”

i L L LS ST
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Gesenius Thesanrug in =g
ad sororem ejus,
aemula sit.” *

Znnz, Arnheim, Fiyy
Hebrew scholays now
1838): Und nimm kei
als Nebenbuhlerin d

“Ne dueito uxorem
ita ut zelotypee fiant, una alterius

st, Sachs, four of the great('iSt
living, in their Bible (Berlin,
n Weib zu ihrer Schwester dazit
ass du aufdeckest ihre Schaam nebfin
ders-e l?e“ bei deren Leben.t This translation exhibits
the joint anq deliberate opinion of the four.
. Bertheau, who has devoted more study to the laws _Of
Moses thay any othep living scholar, has also, «Kein

r Schwestep sollst du nehmen, ihre Schaar®

en ihr, g0 lange sie lohet.”t
. B_aumgarteu, of Ki

hot
der Bhe 1mit dop prgpg o 28— Da das ‘{iligﬁt
auf der ergtopey, 1L brauen scl}jﬁres.ter duth le'RUG \\aﬁs,
v. 18) €oen ausdriicklich bedingt wird (7% !
ie den Rabbaniten schlicssen, 428
ode der Fray gestattet wird.” $

servi;‘gcé?ﬁlim{' Whose- °Pinion on any: subjecs i‘s d;:
remarkahle thntmn"sa}'s’ on Lev. xviij: 2—18 :— It n
the marria{:’:'e ¢ aWhﬂSt there 35 an BXPross interdlﬂ‘t Ois
mO such prohilys: Than With his brother's wife, '131’_1‘31_6{6, :
sister, agamst, hig marriage with his Wi

he Prohibition is only agail®
P dwring the life of the first ¥HO
% HMam'y not g Wife

;| . they
shonlg beCOmEJQa s 0 addition to her sister, so that ¢
Ty N0t ane o Ong

& the riyq] of the other.”
: e A e other.
shame heside her st

18y = . ver 1‘131.
o O Sister ag rival, so as to unco
Ur . 35

.g er ]1 f‘e_”

8lata:

me

as she 1_17 Bllfxlg thou take, to uncover her s-h?;;gr

Zserife. Go ingen, 18401“3- "~Dic sichen Gruppen Mosa®s
Pu‘LNSLA.TION 5 : y p_ 199‘

Sister ig 5'33 the. Prohibition of marriage Wi

‘Ievi hrmted by reference 1o the life !

e st with the Rabbanites conclud®

a

& death of the wife.

I verge
ife’y siste
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which of itself implies a liberty to marry the sister after

her death—heside implying a connivance at polygamy.”
—Daily Scripture LReadings, p. 225,

Professor Robinson, of Palestine fame, than whom a

greater authority can hardly be named in Hebrew and
Biblical literature, has considered the whole subject in
the ¢ Bibliotheca Sacra” for 1843. Op P- 293 he says:
—“Let us look now at the bearing of verse 18 upon the
question. Tt reads as follows in the original ;—

“ Verse 18.—¢ And a wife to her sister thon shalt not
take, to vex, to uncover her nakedness, besides her, in
her life-time.’

“Now, taking this verse in its obvious sense, as it
here stands, nothing could be more appropriate, either
to the usage of the words or the logical connexion. ’I.‘he
words here translated wife and sister arve the same which
are so used and so translated in the preceding verses—
viz., 8,9,11,12,13,14,15,16. And Whel} the 1&\\rgi\rel'
had turned, in verse 17, to speak of the W]fe’slrelatwes,

her mother’s daughter and granddaughtgr, with whom
marriage was to be forbidden, it cerbmn'ly would b,e
emeediugly natural for him t.o proceed, in verse ..1‘6,
to speak of the wife’s sister, with whom the probability
of marriage could not but be tenfold yr.eaz‘er. So
strong, indeed, is here the fitness of the obvlol}s senlfef,;
both in respect to the words and the com‘l'epm;, 1t; E-lt
leading modern commentato‘l"s_ on the itmgma] e_(\m
(Grotius, Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, m]ddot 11015) do n
hesitate to adopt it evgm '(t)? J;hz;eﬁg\lg;l; Sa; (1}1-111;‘5 X
“If this view be admitied, ) .
Would seem to settle the question. 1t ]?(1065‘3;;2,51;1;1;;‘3?
but merely regulate, the martiage o la iy
forbidding only that it should teke place i
1 fets & o ecludes the occurrence of
etime of the former. It precludes o
cases like that of Jacob with Leah and R’tC tb A
Bven Professor Bush, after en‘ne‘rmg mfoe1 Mot
invesﬁg&tion of the words and phrases, leeis

el
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“ constrained to give up the argument drawn f.lolllllhi}]}tg
Hebrew idiom, and to admit that -the E:Jonne}ﬂ; ao-ain,.
forbidden is marriage with a wife’s SISter: A]; -biﬁdeu
on p. 196, col. 1. ; «Jf, then, polygamy is not oLt f sordh
in this Passage, what isp We answer, that _}] Lo
designed to discountenance the practice, which is lltl Ilj-inff
in the plain and literg] terms of the te}:t——*ﬂl_e E;vlf
simultaneously of two sisters to wife.”  (Comm, in
New York, 1857 : ]
The latest, anf% one of the most eareful an_d leﬂljlg)d
commentators on Leviticus, Dr. Knobel (Leipzig, 180@11;
Says on xviii. 18, “Endlich soll man nicht 1‘1ehm6ﬂmm
Weib zu ihyey Schwester, wm gy entblgssen ihre So'i;-s
bei ihrem Leben, ¢ %, nicht die Schwester seines “761'3011;3
50 lange das letztere noch lebet, zur Fran nehmen, 1Eiﬂe
zwel Schwestern zugleich zu Weibern haben. . . S st
nach dey andern, nach dem Tode dep andern zu heirathe
wird. nicht verboten,” % il
I could add the names of otherp distinglliShed _mml,
preters of the Qg TGStament, whose opinions I ]{110“(;
but haye confined myself to thoge whose works I hav

. 1y d
1yself inspecte, Omittmg all to which T have not ba
Immediate aceess,

. ists
But these, comprising Romif'nlid
and Protestants, Lutherang and Calvinists, Qrthodox @
afionaligt, o4

v 10 'Ioﬂt
well qg learned J ews, men of diffe

, 10W
abits of thought, are sufficient to Sll,ﬂ.'@
_ V> Competent 4, form a just judgment, he =
rejected the ney version, and adhered to the ancient, 1

; ©
th,e : obvious and Correct translation of the sact
origing],

inal . 1 the
Having shoyy that the interpretation received in Ecd
%, & o 1 ’
Church fop more thay LEoo years, is also that adof
. I ) ver
nally, o map shall ngy take a wife to her sister, 0 If?i?,ife,
- . lif'e, i &, not to marry the sister of his

ives
Do : S Wwive
T 18 gtil] alive, not to have two sisters as

0 m

#* “F

4 of #1¢
othas 51 .0.° arry one after the other, after the death
81, 15 not forbidden.”

N——

0
thoy

by the greatest Hebrew and B
Reformation, it m
more in defence of an inter
Supported by such weight !
Probably say, Have you consider
on the other sidep T

answer, Yes.
such gy,

ave importance, it jg
objections, which induce som
Persons fo veject hoth

a duty to consider the
€ earnest apg learned

antiquity ang authority, [
- OW proceed, thercfore, 1o notice thoge referring to

the interprefation of Lev. xvit, 18, and to show that
they are jnconclusive, or contrary to Scripture, or
both. e
The first is, that as the prohibition in
marry a brother’s wife, appears by analogy an pa.rit’y
of reason to contain 7 prohibition o many a wife’s
Sister, it cannot he supposed that verse 18 would revert
to the cage already provided for, and tl_lerofm‘ie verse 18
Must mean something else. So says Willett, * “It had
been superfluous to provide by a ]]BW:V law a.gall'lgt the
Marriage of the wife's sister, which 18 as near, if not
Dearer, than the brother’s wife, which is before expressly
orbidden,”” And in like manner, in the Tract already
alludeq to, the author says, “It is not lreasonable'to
Yefer Lev. xviii, 18 to a case ﬂh‘ead‘;'f provided for, viz,
mn.rriage with a wife’s sister, W}:'L.I.CII we l}me se¢1{1
.1'11 rentially forbidden in Lev. xviii. 18. answer,

M the fet place, that this inference is a novelty,

verse 16, to

ent“_-ely unknown to the ancient Church. St. Basil
do

et e a8

® Not uge it as an argument. St. Au:‘%“t’;'?‘; “}‘1

é . it, that he

far  frop, knowing anything about 12 br;ther’s
: oliihits marry

8ht that the prohibition to mary A ghand
"lfe relateq only to the case of the decease

vy : L it piohibi ne
“Wing children behind him, or that it prohibited o

- 31.
¥ Hexapla in Leviticum. London, 163
D

ihlica] scholars sinee the
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brother to marry a woman whom another had dn-‘orcefi,
whilst the latter was alive.* The idea of incest, oren 1,]1
this case, does not appear to have entered Augustines
mind, f
I ansyer, secondly, that according to this mf}ﬂlod 0
ipterpretation, we might say that verse 12, W?"hlGh Jpre-
hibits a father’s sister, by parity of reason, includes 2
mother’s gister, and therefore verse 13 cannot refer to a
case already provided fop : or, that in Deut. xxv. 5 CD_m:
manding a man to marry his brother’s widow, &rofer
cannot mean brother, as that case has been already pro-
vided for in Lev. xviii, 16, and absolutely and totally
forbidden s incestuous. o
Thirdly, even were we to grant that the prohibifion
to marry a brother’s wife includes wife’s sister, still the
inferentjal prohibition eannot he stronger than th?
original and expressed prohibition. But the expressee
prohibition admits of an exception, namely, if the
brother die withont children, when o man may marty
his brother’s wifs, The inferentia] prohibition m:r-z.}'.-
therefore_, admit of ap exception too, and that eXCGPtl'Ol;
be contained 'ill VeIse 18, and therefore verse 18 is 10 ;
;&E\i’;ﬁ;]m;; 11)11;;1111},11011 as it eXprosses an excePtt‘];]t ?1?0
) fel‘énce (h‘agu ilaiSG 16, and was given to pre‘;?:llett"s
assertion that o, 20deIn times ; and R Sy
- 1ﬂl verse 18, if nterpreted of a wife’s sistels
Supertiuons, i not trye,

* Quast, 3 i7d
Quaest. in Loy, 14 . e 16] 9iY
fratre gn I, Quacritur utrum hoe [Lev, xviin 16]

morty i e 4 i fratré
0 sit Prohibitum ¢ | + .+ » Sed rursus st fr

ortuo intellexe

] . T i R

e : 01:11113 Prohibitum egge ducere fratris ukolﬁliis
_ 104 excitgyg; in i i -

i $ “HEL seminis cauga, of ille s ﬁ

defuncig €sset, jubet gop o

¢ collat?
intel”
fratriS

i?tﬁ Prohibitione cnm illﬁ.lptul.‘-EL G fafziertdum 2 BeRE ho‘
'2enda esp gy {tsglon, 1€ Invicem adyersentul,
®st, non ligere cuiquam defunctl lud
5 posteros dereliquit : aut etiam -
€ret dueey b

Ssisset,

eptio, id
» i def'UImtu
> nie lig

; ¢ fratris uxor etiamsl
Gpﬂdlum e LLIS uxorem, €

]1111itz1ti011.

But, fourthly, Willett’s "assertion is not only untrue, it
is built upon two assumptions, directly contradicting the
first principles of interpretation; the first, that wherever
a law occurs the first fime, its meaning and extent are

to be definitively settled without any respect to the

context, or to the subsequent enactmentg or modifica-
tions of the lawgiver; and the second, that a command
cannot be repeated, because it would not be “reasonable
to revert to a case already provided for.” They who
read the Bible with moderate attention know that some
commands, as those respecting the three great feasts, the
paschal abstinence from leaven, the Sabbath, adultery,
and murder, are repeated in various parts of the law;
and also that in subsequent enactments it has pleased
God to modify laws previously given. Thus, the com-
mand to eat the passover in the first month was
modified (Numb. ix. 6—11), and, under certain cireum-
stances, the celebration of the feast permitted i the
second month. Thus, also, the prohibition (Lev. xvii. 3)
to kill animals anywhere but at the door of thg taber-
nacle, suitable whilst in the wilderness, was modlﬁ.ed by
Deut. xii. 15, so as to be adapted to their possession of
the land, And thus the command (Numb. viii, 24) that
the Tevites should begin serﬁcg at the age of twenty-
five was modified (1 Chron. xxiil. 24—28), and t}?e Iﬂge
fixed at twenty. Indeed, this absurd p1'111fj‘1131{e,.that'a t{}z\;r
once given is incapable of c]mnge.or 1110r]1ﬁc‘(zt10u, fl‘S 1
T . rpetuity of the whole Mosaic
Rabbinic argument for the perpetuity oo i 3F i b
law, A Divine law, or the principle mvolve “.1 1‘,. me y by
: . wwoiver. Verse 16, therefore,
Modified by the Divine Lau gi s Sl
“annot he interpreted mthout 1e e1c11§ e e
f no modification or limitation had follo i ek

: . % g from the brother's wite
Willett’s principle, the inference . s i, b
> the wife's sister might hove been atap st R
‘ Bat in verse 18 it has please

st wife. To make
the inference to the lifetime (;f the first wife
D

Sl i il gt

T i i,




e Sy s E T .

R B e

o

e e e

36

the inference from verse 16 unlimited, it would be neces-
sary to prove, by legitimate and independent interpreta-
tion, that verse 18 does not refer to a wife’s sis’?el', or
that the words “in hey lifetime ** are not a limitation.
In what has been Just said, the legitimacy of the
inference from brother’s wife to wife’s sister has been

“conceded for the sake of argument, but, according to

the principles of the Mosaic law, and of the New Testa-
ment also, this inferenee 1s invalid, The eround of t.he
inference is Supposed to be the unjon of man and wife
into one flesh, whenee it ig argued that the relations of
the one become the relations of the other, and in the
same degree. The fallacy of this argument has already

€en pointed out by others, by showing how many
Wartiages now allowed by the Church and civil law
of England woulg thus become incestuous and unlawful
1, therefore, copfine yself to Scripture, and observe
J‘chat, according to the Mosaic law, the wife becomes
meorporated luto the famﬂy, mi&ﬁpacﬁa&, of the husbﬂ-lld
as long ag the husband lives, and aftey 11 death, so long
as she remaing 5 Widow ; but the husband is not incol-
Porated into the fami]y, mishpachah, of the wife. . 1S

relations become hey Yelations, hut hey relations do 1ot
become hig relations,

In the fipgt Place the d
. C 18 w ] . a . an
obtaing of rig] wife loses hey family name

1S 80 entiy 1t that of Jg husband. Tn the next, %;he
entirely 1. 45 part of her hushand’s fnn‘l.llt)i;
the privileges to which bir

ould hgye entitled her. Thus Ruth
cam

that she ig ent;
in that family v
the Moahitess, be

. ) o ol : « of the
e of o, a2 1% i ot o 0
of the Levimtc;, just as much
ended from Judah himself, but her
®me a Moabite. The daughter®
Or any othey heiresses, had they marrie
VI tribe apg family, would have beet

Privileges of the layw
if she had been dege
hushang did not he
of Zelophehad,
out of their ¢
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incorporated into that family and tribe, and their pro.

perty would have passed into the possession of that
tribe.  Their hushands would not }

of Zelophehad’s family or tribe, nop competent to con-
tinue Zelophehad’s name ; and sp universally was this
principle acknowledged, that it Was necessary to make a
general law that heiresses shoulq marry in their own,
family, that a family in Tsrael shoulq not become extinet,
On the same prineiple a priest was not allowed to mourn

lave become part

for his married daughter (Lev. xxi. 3); and the priest’s

danghter, if married to a stranger, 7. e., to one not of g
priestly family, was forbidden to eat an offering of the
holy things. (Lev. xxii, 12.) By her marriage with
the stranger he had not heen incorporated into the
priestly family, but she had so become in(.zolrporated into
the stranger’s family as to lose the privileges of_]n?r
priestly birth. In the same way none of the wife's
relations could be a b3, avenger of blood—nor were they
required to redeem one of the husband’§ relations who
had become poor—nor could a wife’s lsmterfs husballld
marry the widow of a man who had died v.uthc)}lt chil-
dren, even though he had left no male relations to
perform that office. Thus, according to the law of
Moses, the wife’s relations are not regla_rded as the hus-
band’s relations, but the wife ]?erself 15 c(:mmdel'ed a;
having renounced her own family to bff_ 1]1,001‘1,),0?%
into that of her husband; a.n,d, ‘f.hus, the ;13{;1(3‘11{;() 1‘?]:11
the brother’s wife to the wifl'(; s :mf;(ﬂ;l ciosslliuglt;m‘soplﬂu;
i : : ; na 80, ’
gill;lli)sg H‘:ahf{- onI; ;Zsszcg,lre ilir the New Testament, a_ﬂc-i
oy hose who advocate the in
coufidently reforred to by t ife, namely, Ephesians v.
®Tence from the brother’s wife, llﬂ-lT_lﬁﬂy,hody of His
30—89, «Jor we are members F)f His X il ot
- - for this cause sha
flesh, ang of His bones. For il i joined g
®ave his father and mother, and sha e e
Iy wife, and they two shall be one '

e e it
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great mystory : but T speak concerring Christ and the
Church.”  Trom this it ig inferred that the union be-
tween man and wife ig mysterious and real as th.at
between Christ and the Church, Now, granting this,
it does not follow henge that the wife’s kin become the
kin of the husband. The Church united to Chuist
. becomes one hody with the Lord, and is incorporated
info His family—but hep kin does not hecome His kin.
As taken from the human race, she has the whole
human rage, Jews, Mahommedans, and heathen, as
her kin, but by virtue of her union with the
Hf-:eaven]y Bridegroom, these her kin do mot become
His kin, members of Hig body, His ﬂesh, and His bones.
They still remain aliens from Chait anl P familjf,
dfzstitute of those rights and privileges to which thellr
kmsr-.voma.n, the Church, has beep admitted, and are 1M
10 wise, on account of hep union, reckoned as parts of
His bgdy or flesh op family ; and, therefore (Ps. xlv. 10);
Elfhl.g-l“lde is comm.anc_led “. to forget her people and he}l;‘
ather's house, that the ng may desive her beauty-
If we ave to Teason from thig analogy—if by mmriage
the carthly wife’s kindred stanq in the same position t0
;L;Ee carthly hushang pg the heavenly wife’s relations to
.re;Ziiiw?(}fwl-ﬁsg%df—then the' earthly wife’s ]{indl‘zfl
remotej fromllkiida nilng . her union with a hUSbandx;ere
before the lﬂal‘riarfg Wl-]thl the husba'nd as the-y_n‘ e
drawn from i ]?1‘ :ﬂﬂn‘tj, ](:EFIBE},. no 111.]"(?1'331103 ’ca o
her relations . i % 188 wife to the \Ylfe? sister .
Y, s ’14. ‘.,.—1 1“91-efore, bad the 16%181&'3].011 .stop}()m_
t:ione:d, ar Is‘raeli’t viere the last blood—rel.atlon is Hirit
Tegard to % e; m_l.ght haffe made an inference ¥ -
D‘t 10 blood-relatioyg Wives, as they had becom
i;; of_ ‘;he. hushang?g family—but eould have made
ﬁﬁl‘izeflgif?gm,tl te. wife’s blood-relations. But as Hﬁ;
atter jy 'ICHGL_ eht 1 1ave been doubtt:‘ql, and o
Uprobable, the Divine Legislator did not lea¥
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these things to inference, hut specified the persons pro-
hibited in both cases.

A second objection against the ancient mterpretation
of Lev. xviil. 18 is, that the nference from the words,
“In her life-time,” is only an inference, apnd therefore
unsafe.  Thus it is said, Tt Seems strange that the

only indieation of the lawfulness of marrying two sisters _

at all (which is contrary to what we should otherwise
have inferred from analogy), should he found in & pro-
hibition against marrying a second sister during the
life-time of the first.” We might answer in the sime
words : “ It seems strange that the only indication of the
unlawfulness of marrying two sisters should be found in
a prohibition against marrying a brother’s wife,. and that
so Important a matter s.hlould be'left to mere inference,
especially as the prohibition against Marrying a man’s
own sister is three times repeated.” But such argu-
ments are never worth much. We must take the Bible
as we find it; and with regard to infcrences,_we must
either lay down the general principle, that all 111fere1‘1egs
are to be rejected, on the ground that' i theyt are not in
the bond,”—or prove that the part.lcula.r1111fercncc t‘o
which we object lacks vis consequentie. The f?‘rmer is
the gromnd taken by St. 'Bffm- HO 333’_518 ‘_I “"E‘S
“asked, <Is it written (or 1s 1t not written in F?}13ttflﬁez
“that o man may take a woman to (or a.ft.er) her sister
“1 veplied —and this is both a true and safe answer—that
Mo itten. And to infer and conclude from the
e Lo e S vl , 1;]3" yrohibition),something else about

clause added after (the pr D
“ which nothing 1 said, 18 10 fon rinciple, perhaps;
“asit stands,” In accordance W‘lt_]l this Pll‘“"ll' pr' o S’
c : about the inference from brother

- mo . : oz
SF. Basil says nothing «00s aister.  According to his own
Wife, in verse 16, to wife's sister. £ 1 ?to take the
Words, this would be “to legislate, and 1o bandon hi
§ w. i _ o 8
law r1=; it stands.” But his admirers here a ?uc .
as ANUS. ‘ ing. Inference 18
. : recard his reasoning.
f.luthorﬂ:y and disregard his rea 3

N g

L
i

P i T e S E

e ——

ek S W

e eaant T S AN

o g

s ake L LR

2
&




P g

e e s

s

g;
|
b
i

40

their stronghold, and, therefore, i spite of St. Basil,
they holc_l it fast themselves, and only doubt its legiti-
macy when used by those who differ from them. The
truth is, that an inference legitimately drawn is always
351{110.“’16(@6(1 as a legitimate method for arriving at the
meaning of Scripture, By inference our Lord proved
the @Oﬁtl‘ln'e of the Reswrrection, and St. Paul the
d(')ctrl.ne of Justiﬁcation by Faith, and all reasonable
;33-‘:}382181tt(1)11'sr ofh Scrq?ture ha\_re foll_owed 'thcir example.
=L V1ey who object to this particular inference, make

?’m'nmr I]I,fe?"jm@s themselves. They say that Lev. xviii. 18
i:(;cﬁm}} 11?1122? IDE Sl_lllult:.c:m_eous polygamy, and from t!le
iy dea’d o ]1 e_'flme: infer, that when the first wife
i b,ett ,]8. awful t(_; marry another. So Willett:
stand '-m. § tilt?l'Pretmou 18, by the sister to under-
Inea.nin; };hot ' woman, so that this should be the
with an:)’thei Ia .l?lml 51101.11(1 not take one wife together
with regard curing her life” 1 the inference be good
' = Bt seeorid marriage after the death of the
deceased wife’s ssi;)*f : L respect to marriage With 2
the latter case 'tb o M the inference e rejected
case, and then, : .mmt als.:? be rejected in the former
marriage is yy] Wilse 18 will signify that any second
rence ftl:'jom limitjt‘?ful‘ Indeed, the legitimacy of infe-
Parties, 131.01-68;61:2; a}?pears from its general use by all
the words « 1, h e, who calls the inference from
words of Tey X. § l? Same way elsewhere. On the
‘%9 “Do not dyink wine nor strong

drink, thoy
] or th r . .
tabernacle . Sons with thee, when ye go into the

forbidden to b:e 'u](ésj[: ye die,” he says: “ By its b'eill.g
implied that at othese( on & particular occasion, 1t 1?

°F tmes it was not prohibited then.

fo the High Priest not to marry 2
at the High Priest ¢ was exempt
dow of g brother who died without -

f

ll‘om the commang
F:ldow, he infers
rom Marrying the w
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children.” It is certain that in the Law of Moses many |
important things altogether depend upon inference— |
as, for instance, the lawlulness of ma.rryii]g a widow. |

The only place in the law of Moses whereby this mar-
riage is permitted is the prohibition to a High Priest to
marry a widow (Lev. xxi. 18, 14), whence it is legiti-
mately inferred that for other priests and other men such
marriage is lawful. So from Lev. xxi. 7, which forbids
the ordinary priests to marry a harlot or a profane per-
son, it 1s inferved that other persons might do so. From
the prohibition, Numb. xxxv. 32, “Ye shall take no satis-
faction (Hebrew, ransom) for the life of a murderer,” it
may - be inferred that there are other cases in which
ransom. is Jawful, and this 1s confirmed by Ix. xx1. 30.
Trom Ex. xxi. 29— Bat if the ox were wont to push
with his horn in time past, and it hath been testified to
tHe owner, and he hath not kept him in, but that he
hath killed a man or a woman ; the ox shall 1?3 _stoned,
and his owner also shall be put to death »—it is inferred
that, if the owner did keep him in, buf the gored person

had gone and exposed himself to the fury of the ox, then

the owner was not to be put to death. And ]1t nf_&xsm
said generally, when a pl‘o!nbl_tmu is given wit 1‘ ahgllfloiil
. ases the ’
tion, that where the ]imltat.lm? ceases th{) 1}1‘0 1 1d 1 -
conses espegiaﬂy when the limitation 18 ‘Iﬂ-'lth ‘1.cga-1“ s
L et gaid i the case of the Nazarite, © £
Wies, T o 88 tion shall he eat nothing that
Fhe d(? E fotj; hlsinzeiilea All the days of the vow of his
1s made of the VIHb=eme i
separation there shall no razor come .HPO? hﬁuileﬁgz"d ?11;
the days that he sepzu‘ateth himself unto ¢
e CC"—), t no dead body. He shall not mak i
sl corre a his father or his mother, for hl‘S -:lojt Es
unclean _fOl '1tel' when they die.” And‘ hn-,nceure i
or A ;]]’eu the days of his Sepa}'a:ﬁlon ;V\ night
inferred, thfftj\t "+ of the fruit of t:hc vine, 1,b1 ]t'otils
ﬁIHGCL ]h’e kll};i%u h; Emirrht mourn for s nearest relations,
shave his head, =

it
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words, i v life e 2 :
tilatdn:11e11n‘;]1(.1:e] life-time, require the inference also,
the prohibitior euse for nof taking o wife's sister ceases,
The next 01: 'Cetz‘lses i lso, and the marriage is lawful. *
purports - to bge;f}?' ® oo that looks formidable. It
Uil Churc]lo g less than the judgment of the
prefixed to Dy 1’) 311(} 18 t;hus enunciated in the title
deceased wife’s 'S. ES(?Y 8 E‘:’lc_lence, “ Marriage with a
understood by the]SCfljl Pl'Ohlblted by Holy Scripture as
reh for 1,500 years.” Tt is wrged

* In Dr, Robinson’s ap
f“e:usons for rejecting the
in her life-time,”
ever, some w
wife’s sister

ticle above referred to, he assigns his
in the Er?pns?d transposition of the words,
ho, admittine T:E lowlr}g Wwords :—* There are, how-
: , yet give theci at this verse can relate only to the
tion, and Supposebﬂmt . att(?r clause of it a different interpreta-
vex her g/ jep life, or 1t forbids taking one sister to another, to
clause, <pep lif'e-ti, m, e IOD.g as she lives. In other words ’the
more remote verh n}i’ o veferred to the nearer and not tc,- the
. 9 2
of polyg amy, And inliiw.itjlil-]’ no.t a prohibition, but a restriction,
contain the gl , o0 VIeW 1t 18 sald, ¢Thg o
after the deatﬁgol;'tiit mt]'_lmﬂ-'ﬁlon that one’ sister II;‘;S}?&%B i T'IO;
. ried
first pro 1 other” 'Thig ; toi : e marri
Pozed b By / nterpretyt : . ;
Leviticus, anq hfg gmn In hig Commentary ;On S Ape ently
PO ‘I een followeq by Patrick G']u this portion of
: 8 1t proposes 4 1ty % Gilly and a few other
Viz., to refer the clauge, 4o 7; Qifterent grammaggiag) construetion
more remote verh,’ B, tw‘" z@fe‘fi?ne, ‘to the neare ‘ 1 s I :
: : ufy i 2 N "Er, an E c
2 still neaver very, to tlmt, s Prineiple he (:01'1'e(,-,t tlclclrllofht;et ;%
- A n S . - ‘-
nakedness all hep i, 100 o that it wonlg vead, ’
8y —3a meaq

3 : long?
this view would 1 .
1ardly admit
s but W
When thepe

the prineiple, Besides
t]
» by what law of grg,

diate successi
sion
be made to 1
efer 1o the s mmar gp g :
& middie one alone, ratli: Ti;i can this glaus;ﬂ.
1an to either of

the other two ? -
£ The trugy ;
PerFthI.Y simple and obviouh TS’ ﬂfe Meaning of the Hehrew ; here
And 2 wifs to hap . 83 asis algg the litera] ebrew is _rem
ster thou ghyt, it 1? English version :
*58, 10 vex, to uncover

her nakedness, hesides her, ;
pmhibits; the second .1’ 1n hep ]if‘e~time s
ass1gng g Teason ;s +  Here the first verb

words, ®in hep 13fat: 3 t i 3

thou s,lmlt noet1 thlf e-time,” limig the prol’libh‘? third defines ; and the

4o her the qut B, o 5'? @ Souree of rival .

time,”_ p; uty of marriage, besides 0 A Jealousy, so as to
- ibliotheca Sacra, 1843 in the wife’s life-

: Ad, ‘To uncover her
h_ng which the supporters of
.wh Necessarily follows from
Ate here three verbs in imme-

the wife,
» Pp- 296, 297

45

by Dr. Hessey, who says in his Tract, that this sort of
marriage would be a contravention of Scripture, “as
interpreted by all Christendom for 1,500 years.” The
reader of the preceding pages will be ready to demur
to these comprehensive assertions, and to ask, how they
are to be reconciled with the facts already established,
namely, that the marginal version of Lev. xviil. 18 was
first introduced into the Church in the year 1575 ; and
that the translation given in the text of our English
Bible is identical with the ancient version, existing 280
years before the birth of our Blessed Lord, adopted by
the Apostles by adopting the LXX, continued in all
versions for more than 1,500 years, having for many
centuries the Apostolic stamp, semper, ubique, ¢t ab omni-
bus, and interpreted from the days of Philo of marriage
with a deceased wife’s sister? He will be prepared to
ask, Where are the authorities to prove that the Church
ever Interpreted Lev. xviil. 16 as including a pr.f-J‘hibition
of marriage with a deceased wife's sister, or xvili. 18, as
a prohibition of polygamy? I cannot find that Calvin,
or Junius, or Piscator, OT Ainsworth, or Willett, or
Dr. Pusey, or Mr. Badeley, or any of the recent.
writers on this subject, have ad@uced even one example,_
from Father, or Clouncil, or ancient writer, tc? show that
for the Brst 1,500 years these verses were so mterpretec?.
The only evidence, having even the appearance of anti-
i that of the Karaite Jews. But tha.t is, as ]§as been
quity, 1s tha hiful. But were 1t genume and
shown, more than doubtiul. 'action of the
: ;o the testimony of a small ﬁs_l.ctmn of the

ocal, 13 oferred to united testimony of the
le to be pree and the Catholic

I atiomn
f the Jewish natlon, G -
Church ? The fact is that Dr. Pusey has p_{]llttcd {ahe
- idor retation of Lev. XViL 18 alto-

consideration and interp - g e
gethere except as touched upon 1 St. ]?asﬂ ?1 (ljfleettfczg,njﬁlz‘lo
yet thfs verse is the turning pomnt g occupied
versy. His Byidence’

unequiv
Jewish peop
great hody O

+ and the Preface are
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n internvetat;
at?ctu::ilatitiie ”;tellﬂ etation of Seripture, but with the
Eisirn for 1]]12“ testimony as to the practice of the
testimony is sin}riu?ges. But even on this point the
learned author a . ﬂ]l‘ly and fatally defective. This
for the first 1 50%}}1}&1 S 10 the judgment of the Church
witness from t’he ﬁfiars; and yet does no produce one
are just the most st 300 years, the three centuries that
sigmment. . A 'd}mportaut, yea, indispensable to his
asked, “ When E-‘Iasni% to th‘e Evidence, Question 444
Church at which not; e earliost period in the Christian
The reply was f; lcilwas taken of these marriages?”
one who had sc,) n e Apostolic Canons, canon 19,
for ever excl dmalllled’ or had married a niece, was
“ What is ﬂ;ejl]-ldef from the dlergy.”  Quest. 445,
it is an Ante.Nicer °#”  Answer, “ T can only say that
“ Ante-Nicemo * 1g} collection.”  This is a vague reply.
before the Councila {fe bk e L long then
ost-Nic iy ¢ make the for

ook t‘iie-latigcz;(gugm zotthe judgment ofcv{ﬁll ?[gic;n
sl ; st esteemed writers om fhce
is ].ite]i‘: El?;nczllr}zs tffl 1 t?f i SO-ca].led Apostolgcsal 3:11121:2
IR e ex'li Ap{_)stohcal Constitutiong ftﬁ(ll
fourth century.® If tl}i 0 18s present form untii Lthc
t?’ k‘l\?vc been made :fmder]fi(;lf; we admit the collection
of Nice, therc ~HOWD as early as tl i
300 years f:i?shjl?;ﬂd SUll remain an igt@l‘\"ﬂ;eofpgﬁgf
also the questions oY tostimony on the subject 'm?
which they possess % 10 the measure of the &'utk,lo;it(
diffiaglt qusstion of ;S ", collection, and the still mor
the 10th C s date and origin and authrity 5
anon.  Moreover, the 10th Canon only sjiay(sJf

& t} 1 i
1 SEG, &< Gl'lke AdifCiaen- Bnchichte » 01 i
I .h l} 3 + 1, ]l L 3
SLSO, ﬂl(.\ Rgllutll C{.[- ]] i H o Ly : ‘ .02, HSE :
tholic, Alzog, Universgl Geschichte :
del‘

Christlichen 1

f irche,” p. 123, §

A ! ] » P pmee also T

Postolical, with an Introduction,” by the Rey I?sbfflgn; calied
: TE L. Jenking,
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“That he who has married two sisters or a niece [or, as
some translate, a cousin] cannot become a clergyman.”
It contains no prohibition, but testifies to the fact that
such marriages were not unusual. Tn point of fack,
therefore, the Apostolical Canons are valueless as an
authority as to the lawfulness or unlawfnlness of the dis-

even as to the date of the first notice

puted marriage, or
Ferdinand

of the subject in the Christion Church.
Mendoza, who is a very competent authority, says, on
the 61st Canon of the Council of Eliberis :—The first
decree of the Church, as I think, committed to writing,
in which it was enacted that matrimony s hindered by
affinity, appears to be this of the Spanish bishops,
the ancient law of the Romans being abrogated, accord-
ing to which it was lawful to contract marriage with a
deceased wife's sister.” # This Canon is distinet and
express in imposing five years’ excm;nmunication on hil}l
who entered into a marriage of this nature, But t-lus
Council was held about 805, stil leaving the most 1m-

portant period without any notice of the §11bject. It
was, hesides, only a small Provincial 001.11}011, and do{i-‘:‘
not, therefore, express the mind of the universel Church.
Thus, the assertion that, “In matter of fact, the s-a,me
marriages which are forhidd_eu in the Levitical Ia-‘;v]}J ;lg
now interpreted 1 the Engl%sh Church, have been f; A
to bo forbidden in the Christian Church from the Jirs e
is left unproved. T it could be Sl}owu that at th]?} iﬁlms
there were other Provincial_ Cou_nc}ls all over the-h'b;; .
tian world, which, b¥ maling similar cnnonis:mlz; ;—ould
the mind of the universal 1(?]1&1:(_}]-1_’ Slfdlrﬁi’l; Buat this
go far to prove the Church’s original pra 5

. ahs 6.
canon of Bliberis stands absolutely alon

1,

turm literis consigmt.tum,
pediri, hoo Hispa-
gm jure abrogato,
ium contrahere.”

y i clesie decre

# ¢ Ppimunt ubt 0 : r :
t & matrimontt™ affinitate im

quo constitytum &84 27 . i
videtur, antiquo 2 "

 uxoris gorore matrimie

pinor ¢

norum episcoporum
quo licebat cum defunet
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there is not one canon of cither Bastern or W estern,
Greek or Syrian, Roman op African  Council on the
subject. The nearest is that of N co-Ceesarea, in Pontus,
about nine years later (314). But, strange to say, that
speaks only of a woman marrying two brothers; and at
that time there is ng trace of the inference from brother’s
wife to wife’s sister. Byt that neither of thege Councils,
nor hoth together, exhibit the practice or mind of the
Catholic Church at this period is certain from the fact
that both are hostile #o the marriage of the clergy : the
Council of Eliberis absolutely forbidding it, and that of
Neo-Casarea degrading a clergyman who married after
ordination. But whep similar propositions were made
at the first General Council of Nice in 325, the bishops,
assembled from varioys parts of the empire, showed, by
rejecting them, that these Councils had not spoken the
mind of the wniversal Church. Even fifty years later,
when St. Basil wrote his famous letter, and when the
Emperor Constantius had already prohibited such mar-
riages, that Father was not able to speak of the practice
of the universal Clhurch as being opposed to them. Dr.
Pusey seems to think that the language of tha letter is
suffu_:ient to prove “an unipepsy] hereditary Practice to
forbid the marmiage with, the sister of
wife.” ¥ Byt any unprejudiced person looking at the
words, as translated by Dr. Pusey at the end of his
“ Letter,” or in the < Statement > of ], Rev, W,
Palmer, will nterpret them simply of the custom
of his own diocese. According to the former version
the words are, * First of all we allege that which is oi'
the greatest weight in such matters, #e custom esfe.
Uished among us, which is equivalent tq 5 law, inasmuch
as such ordinances have heen handed dowy to us by
holy men.”  According to M. Palmer's statement
“The first argument (and it is the Strongest of gl ir;
# “ Evidence,” p. 11,

— -

e

—————
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such questions) which we have to put forwgrd m this
matter, is that of owr eusfom ; a custom which has the
force of a law, inasmuch as our rules have heen trans.
mitted down to us by holy men.” «“The custom
established among us,” “our custom,” and still more,
the Greek 7o map’ Huiv &os, speak only of that which

was local. There is not the least mark of universality

about them. - Iap’ nulv can never signify “In the whole
Church.” ~ Moreover, Basil does not even speak of
it as a law of the Church, but only a custom, nor of
the custom as having been handed down from the
apostles, but by holy men. THad St. Basil known of
any universal custom, it would haVCf bcen. much more
to his purpose to have urged that universality, as being
necessarily known to the person b }ﬂmm ng
arened. Could he have adduc(?d the practice of the
Ul?iVGl‘Sﬂl Church or the ﬂ-uthomy e APOSﬂ‘eS, i
would hardly have confined himself tO_t‘hat Of’hlS_own
o 1 his predecessors.  8t. Basil's caution is to
diocese ali«( that his custom was not the practice of the
Ime a proo b ;-ch and that he was aware of the fact.* All
s sl f} + St. Basil’s times down to the Couneil
that is alleged after St.

¢ - onolation of the additional c'Lrn-se, in Deut. xxvii. 23,
# The Interp ican copy of the LXX, falls probably abf:)ut
- Va.tlﬂ lorf thinks that the Vatican Manuscript
L TlsehBI.ifo of Jerome. It is of no use, there-
tmlez tween the Apostles and the Council
e enuine, it could only apply to him
lifetime, as curses only fall en

according 0 t'h‘
the time of Basl I
was yritten beforé t l]?iq,tus
fore, in filling up the ‘:te were g
of Eliberis. If the cu's

ister in her } iy
i yife's sister 1 s ifestly an interpolation,
Ty sugERee-H N lf?‘ j] e law. But it is manifestly
* g 0 11! .
the transgressors

1 in the Alexandrian

Gt. Basil. It is ok fo}i?{t;{;iou, nor in the

It was unknown to i1.1 the home of the;_ -';ius seems to point fo a

Manuseript, ert{cen.t Tts citation Py ki latory Letter fo the

Yersions made from fi e “An EXPOSUE‘CHI'SE," by the Rev.
Western parentage. oo, on the Tnterpolate

Right Rev. N. Wisemal,

T don, 1850.
I8 W. Ginfield. TLondo, T
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of Trent, is nothing to the
farther from the apostles
plunging deeper into th

purpose. It is only going
a;}d the Apostolic Church, and
oo " at superstition with recard to
ﬁﬁ;?aézdani celibacy, which prohibited to thf clergy
imposed upos.m;?nces _“honowrable in all men,” and
marriage lll?kno o aley by host of impediments  to
From the first ‘;3 to Scripture and the early Church.
interpretation hay ; years the advocates of the modern
and primitive wf?. nothing to show against the ancient
years of the O(pjl];uon]; .The appeal to the first 1,500
exagoeration of ‘1c11rc 18 thercfore the unconscions
beencirfam.ante 1 };51-1 ot advocates. But even if it had
the conclusion fi g ‘”'a'l'l?d and general testimony,
to the Cllurch’sm-mt the practice or laws of the Church
one. I have ng én E]er retation of Seripture is an unsafe
N Ccopesns ‘0“ ot that the Bishops at Eliberis and

area mterpreted 1 Tim, iy. § an q Heb.simud

correct] - : K
¥, but yet their practice and law were opposed to

theil' intel- 3 . 3
Pretation. ; .. e
certain that even in tIWlth regard to Lev. xviii. 18, it is

BT A St i darkest ages the ancient transla-
the law ;1?36151%;;;;“011 were faithfully preserved, though
to it. The testi;e of the Church were in opposition
that point is 4] ki ony of those times, therefore, on
of the authority Oflno]-e. valuable. Extravagant ideas
sions, imbibed L .Chm'ch-canons and Papal deci-
learned men ¢ Sul; lpfa}]cy , led even thoughtful -and
respects, imag@-wol‘sll?nt m thlS,l as in so many other
opposed to the Scrg )tl e example, to what was directly
from the Fathers l }Llies and the interpretation received
truth, under such .cir 1¢ preservation of the primitive
and the argument q CUmstances, is the more wonderful,
The next obiject “*ved so much the stronger.
Ojection is one suggested by St.DBasil. To

o argued on his own ground
he says that Lev. xviii. 6 of itself would make

take the :
person with w
of the Law, Whom he
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marriage with a deceased wife’s sister unlawful : ¢ None
“ of you shall approach to any that is near of kin to lim,
““ fo uncover their nakedness’ (Lev. xviil. 6), takes in this
« kind of ¢ nearness’ also. For what can be nearer to a
¢« man than his own wife, or, rather, his own flesh ? For
“they are no longer twain, but one flesh. So, then,
“ through the wife, her sister necessarily becomes to be
“ near to the husband.” This is also urged by Dr. Pusey
thus: ¢ The original is still more expressive; it is
« literally, ¢ None of youshall approach to the flesh’ (and
« hence near kin, ) € of his flesh’ (i=iv=). Since, then,
¢ the wife is “bone of his bone,” and  flesh of his flesh’
« (the very word), and again, ‘And they twain shall be
«« one flesh,” one sees not on what plea the ¢ flesh ’ or ¢ near
“kin’ of his wife could be held not to be included in this
« prohibition.” It would be easy to show that the pre-
mises here do not warrant the conclusion. Bub for
the present, for the sake of argument, let it be con-
ceded that the mnear kin of the wife become, by
virtue of the conjugal union, the near kin of the
husband, the question still remains, Who are the near
kin here prohibited? Dr. Pusey has, like many other
translators, omitted the important word “any.” He
says, “None of you shall approach to the flesh (and
hence near kin) of his flesh.”  Our English version has,
“ None of you shall approach to any that is near of kin
to him.” Now, how is this to be inferpreted? Are we
to understand it as a probibition of all near kindred
without exception? Then marriage of first cousins is
forbidden, and also marriage of a husband’s brother with
a wife’s sister, or wife’s brother with husband’s sister,
and many similar marriages,’ allowed by our Church.
Dr. Pusey would, I presume, reply, as Calvin does,
« This name does not include all female relations, for
cousins-german of the father’s or mother’s side are per-
mitted to intermarry ; but it must be restricted to the
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of relationshi ,\x-hfﬁclllmmg that there are certain degrees
all near kin Pﬂ .lc Zenrie ?ﬂal'l’iﬁges incestuous.” Not
those GX[JTGS,SI 131‘1,- E;re fo%‘bldden by verse 6, but only
ing verses, Ty o nially prohibited in the follow-
“mnear kin” i v ow, then, who they are who are the
consulted, and t]fgsefﬁj L following verses must first be
and therefore ), Tetore verse 6 by itself proves nothing,
Dr. Pusey from t? Inference drawn by St. Basil and
the following verg (:e V;Ords of verse 6, independently of
bility. Vel‘:es ?___3_:18138 not even the merit of plausi-
what verse g nea, are necessary in order to show
that verse @ Pl’Ohflil'i, and ’Fhel'efol"e, in order to prove
sister, it must ﬁrwé ]i $ marriage with a deceased wife’s
Where forbidden St be proved that this marriage is some-
saxily forbidde, W verses 7—18. That it is not neces-
Temaing, therefc]).lu verse 16 I have already shown. It
what they ]lavele’ for those who think differently to do
ancient intel‘pretf-l?()t ye a.tteml':»ﬁ .Ed’ t(.) prove that the
B, secondly. é‘;l_l of ;L’ev. xviii. 18 is erroneous.

that “flesh of %1,13 q Ba;s’]l.s and Dr. Pusc_ay’s assumption
unfounde, The ¥ B.Sh . includes the wife’s relations is
the word gugg (EOld sheer (flesh, or near of kin), and
together, are 1 theSh)-’ whether taken separately or
relations, ang nev, \,G Bible used exclusively of blood-
descendeq from {?}11 of the wife’s relations, unless she be
egin with sﬁ;gg. © same stock. To prove this, we
logy makes pq ?1.(1]ea1"°f‘kiﬂ), observing that the ctymo-
difference in the argument. Instead of

: * MOS’G eo .
0 Q. similay ﬁ:ﬁigzatgrs have felt the same difficulty, and solved it
hibey videtusr con: ‘-_[‘hus Cajetan : © Seeundtum hanc legem pro-
Carnem crfug mnt.]‘ug_lurn cum  quicunque propingud secundim
Ippellatione omn. mmu‘m semper factum est, Solutio est quocl
Broping is Pl'olpmqu:n intelliguntyr du.ntaxat il p::rsoniﬁ

psa divinag diffinit propinquas.”  See also

eromelm“la, e T
W Oleagt
il 1"
© and Leonardyg Marius, i loc
s, :
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near-akin, our English Bible has in the margin, “ Re-
mainder,” and this was the sense current in the age of
the Reformation, generally received until lately, and still
advocated by some commentators. So Jerome ab
Oleastro says:™* Hebraice est, Vir vir ad omne residoum
carnis suse, non appropinquabitis ad revelandum nudi-
tatem ejus. Reputat Hebraismus unam cognationem
unam carnem: et guemque illius cognationis, residuum
illius carnis, seu reliquias carnis. A patre enim uno
relinquuntur omnes ab eo descendentes, qui sunt residui
ot reliquize paventum. Bt videtur esse sensus. Ad
residuum carnis stz non accedetis, 1. ad partem carnis suse
non accedetis.” Thisis the sense also given by Michaelis,
and advocated recently by Professor Bush. According
to this, sheer means those descended from one common
stock, pertaining to one common flesh, in technical
Janguage, consanguinei. Dr. Pusey thinks the etymology,
on which the sense ©remainder” is founded, incorrect,
and prefers translating sheer “ flesh,” and in this I agree
with him, because the word ° sheer” signifies flesh of
birds or beasts just as well as of man, as Psalm Ixxviii.
90, 27, “ Can he give flesh, sieer.” < He rained also
flesh, sheer, upon them as dust.” But in sense Dr
Pusey does not differ much from the others, as he
“ flesh ”’ to mean ¢ near-kin,”  which, accord-

interprets .

ing to common usage, signifies “ blood-relations.” But
0 3

whichever etymology may be preferred, the real meaning

is to be fixed by theuse of the word in Scripture ; and an
examination of all the passages where it oceurs will show
that it signifies none but blood-relations—a patre uno

4 «Tn Hebrew it is: Man, man, fo all the remainder of his own
flesh ye ghall not approach to reveal her nakedngs& Hebraism
reckons one kindred one flesh: and every individual of that
Kkindred, the remainder of that flesh, or the relies of flesh. By one
father ave left all descending from him, who are remainders and
relics of the parents. And the sense appears to be: To the
remainder of his own flesh ye shall not approach, that is, to a part

of his own flesh ye shall not approach.”

B
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descendentes. Thus; Ley. xviii. 12,1t is applied to father’s
sister—13, of mother’s sister—1 7, of the relationship
hetween a woman and her danghter, or grand-daughter.
In Lev. xx. 19, of the relationship between a man and
his aunt, whether on the father’s or mother’s side. In
Xxi. 2, of the relationship between a priest and his
mother, or father, or sop or daughter, or brother or
sister. In Numb. xxvii. 11, it is used of any of the
same family, miskpachah. Upon the peculiar case of
Zelophehad’s daughters, the Divine Legislator founded
a general law: “If 5 man die and have no son, then ye
shall cause his inheritance to pass to his daughter, and
if he have no daughter then ye shall give his inheritance
to his brethren. And if he have no hrethren, then ye
shall give his inheritance unto his father’s brethren.
And if his father have no brethren, then ye shall give
his inheritance unto his kinsman, flesh, seer, that is, next
2y to him of his family, mishpackas.” Here the word
simply means kinsman, blood-relation, one of those ¢ patre
uno descendentes. These are all the passages where sheer
oceurs by itself of relations, and in these it signification
is similar to that of the English word « relation,” which,
when used by itself in contradistinetion to relation by
marriage,” signifies one of the same family, descended
from a common stocl, without any determination as to
nearness or remoteness. In the last passage especially,
the word sheer, Einsman, is explained by mishpachal,
Jamily, which means the descendants of one common
head, as may be seen, Numb. i. 2, and following verses.
Now et us twn to the other word, =iz, dasar, which
oceurs oftener. All agree that it signifies flesh, or body,
of man or beast, and that then secondarily it signifies,
like sheer, W, blood-relation, those descended from
one common head, family, as Gen. xxxvil, 27, Judah

says of Joseph, “He is our brother, our flesh 323
Tsaiah des

“ That th

and
cribes one feature of true piety in the words,

ow hide not thyself from thine own flesh.” In
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this' sense it sometimes has “bone” added to it, as
Gen. xxix. 14, Laban said to Jacob, “Surely tl}ou art
my bone and my flesh.”  So Judges ix. 2, Abnnelc_ch
said to his mother’s brethren, and to all the family
(mishpachal) of the house of his mother’s father, « Re-
member also that I am your bone and your flesh.” SO.
in 2 Sam. v. 1, and 1 Chron. xi. 1, All the tribes of
Tsrael said to David, “Behold, we are thy bone and thy
flesh.” And David himself says to the elders of Judah,
“Ye are my bones and my flesh;” and to Amasa, “Art
thou not of my bone and my flesh ? . '.[‘heg:e are all. the
passages in which dasar, flesh, is 'used 1 this second'ary
sense, and in all these it sigmﬁe's b]o_od——.or fa1_1111y-
relationship, even distant—that 1rc]at10nsh1p which e}usf;ed
between David and all the tribes of Isme.l, as'bemg
descended from Abraham, or that near 1‘01&}.‘5101181111) that
existed between Joseph and Judah as being brothers,
sons of the same father—but in every case blood-
relati ip only.

le]a'l‘tllnti)ll']dsll;,l-j—o]i‘r}{;m this use of the words taken sepa-
rately, it would not be difficult to infer the meaning of
the two taken together. Buf inference is unnecessaty,
as they actually occur together, and are (—)xp'lalned n
Lev. xxv. 47—49. There we read, “If a sojourner or
stranger wax rich by thee, a.n.d thy brother that dwelleth
by him wax poor and sell himself unto the stranger {31’
sojourner by thee, or to the stock of the stmngt?rs
family : after that he 1s sold he may be 1'e.c]eemec.3{ again ;
one of his brethren may redeem _hlm ; cither Ills'ullc.lﬂ,
or his uncle’s son, may redeem him, or any that is #igh
of %in unto him (literally, 'of the .jz.’-eszl of his flesh, sheer
of his basar), of his family (mishpachal) may %'edeem
him.” Here the two words oceur together, as in I.JOV'
gviil. 6, and ave explained by mishpaclkal, fa.mﬂ}f, L. e,
the two words, “flesh of flesh” taken togethm:, signify,
persons descended from a common stock, that is, blood-
relations. In Lev. xviil. 6, therefore, they must be taken
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in the same g ;
family, a at(;nse) that is, of the man’s mishpachal, OF
verse ijred?cate b leScendentes; and, therefore, that
tions, near of s nothing at all of the wife or her rela-

3 " 1¢ i}
ey .Ccmo’se: and, consequently, from these
Only one fbj? 1}5' be inferved concerning a wife’s sister.
ction more remai 2, i
4 They who use Tey ]ilole lema_mS:; it 1s thus sta.tfid-
“ sanction to thege g 18, believing that it gives
marriages, are bound to sanction

I polygamy‘ 1t 3 >
%andhiEion 1 18 not possible for any man to draw &

favour :
“after her decezzgm of marriage with a wife’s sister
“ that it I)l'ec'ls 3 Wlth()llt being open to the 1.‘31)131

43 (“)1 1 2% } . 2
IJOIYgamy, with )‘Zheand to the same extent, 3ust1ﬁes

13 R ex 2 : o
the wife’s sigtep” ception of the case of marrylna

18 Teasoni, e
coming of the Seii(;m%ht have heen excellent before the
&D_d : has tﬂ-l‘lgh ¢ u;ﬂ thBut Chl‘iSf}, the LﬂngVGl‘, ig come;
. Origingl Purpose of 4, at Polygamy is contrary to the
the decision fyom, the ‘zlc?l']eatolr, and therehy overrule
aw. He has done the sam®

“’i.th ]_‘ecrr}_l.l ;
gard to divor
e had alsg ¢ Woree ; and if it _ that
0 modified op could be shown the

marry a deceased wife? a’f}rog&ted the old permission to
VAL 18 would (ES sister, the argument from Lev-
think of appealing ffl' i end.  No Christian woul
Oi Moses, Butb qlgon% the Law of Christ to the LoV
of What is sqpori.. LISt has forbi 't

\ an orbidd ne P
forbidden thg ; s by Ley, xviij;f [18181 Oand lllot

: ther 1o .
by the law of &r Part, T infer that that othe!
cause we take opg .

! IJE-l.rli;SJ5 allowed. To argue that e
135 not forbidden, of Lev. xviii. 18, which Chist

: we g ‘
Part of Lev. xviii, 1 e also hound to take the othe”

; 8, whi :

L strange argument ; d Which Christ has forbidden, ¥
t,h(_‘-'S'e Who say that ilf] oed ; just as conclusive as that of
moral and Jou take the prohibitions in Tev-

DU bindj Tié
Punishimepg i I, ding, you must also take the

TessO av. ! -
8 OSROIS. B g so};?, and put to death all trans

= f argument, « g)(.;-rtz'cz_rffm‘?} ao
nvalid,

is Conf@&ssedly
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Here my reconsideration of this subject ends. My
original conviction was that, according to the context
and the grammatical construction * of Lev. xviil. 18, sup-
ported by the most ancient version in existence, marriago
with a deceased wife’s sister was lawful. T have found,
on farther consideration, that the sense of the Hebrew
words, which T believed to be true, is that received by
the Jewish nation, by the Church Universal, Eastern and
Western, for morée than 1,600 years ; that, notwithstand-
ing the jealousy excited by the Reformation between
Romanists and Reformed, all the great Biblical scholars
on both sides were, for fifty years after Luther’s first efforts,
ananimous in their approval of the ancient interpretation ;
that the greatest Hebrew scholars on both sides, since
the new interpretation was introduced, have rejected and
still reject it, and adhere to antiquity ; that the objections
made against the ancient interpretation, even conceding
the principles on which the objectors argue, are inconclu-
sive ; that, therefore, there is nothing to shake, but grave
reasons from antiquity and authority to confirm, the
conviction expressed af the Meeting of the clergy of the
Archdeaconry of Tondon, that marriage with a deceased
wife’s sister s lawful according to the Word of God.
To other authority 1 attach comparatively little weigl'if;.
When God has spoken, man’s wisdom is tc:’ “lay ]1‘18
hand upon his mouth, and proceed no fﬂ-l‘t]’ler: That in
this case God has spoken clearly and_m}mnblguously in
Lev. xviii. 18, 18 not my solitary conviction, but Flmt of
the Church for the first 1,500 years, and that of many
nd suffcient authorities for the last three cen-
You will not, then, condemn me as presumptuous
: that, according to the Word of
ased wife's sistet is lawful.
your opinions may be
able and authority so

grave a
turies. :
if T still continue to think
God, marriage with a dece
1 even venture to hope that
modified Dby antiquity 9 vener
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;\;elgi‘ty-l hI dconfess, t.hat when T entered upon this
\\-'i(sl-;h {l'ch"?n(r TIO.’E Awtthug il case of those who
iy e (11 :}? t111 the present marriage-law was so
1earn§c-1 stude(nt lfo b .that the opinions of grave and
and that as rmt]i o“ Fhe Bible were more equally divided,
o had COI;tl‘ac{Eelgles ‘{wel'e pretty evenly balanced, they

such marriages must bear the incon-

vemences arising from doubtful inter

a } retation,
0 .noif think so now. Confirmed b Pthe t 1]" el
fmthmty, and the judg : ftimony f
interpreters at the Reformation
;;c;né Ibnow believe that there is 10 reasonabl
: dou t-—thf’tt tl_lere 18 10 verse in the Bih] oo
ie Interpretation is more sure thap that of I}, . Of. St
¢ ev. Xviil. 18 ;

and I think it a case of great hapdeh:
E]}; 1:10 cifil Ismf be pufishe: d_ 3;'31‘;111358'5;11‘:(1; St(l)lfy should
arriage, according to the Divine oy ig : ¥ Dige
v.ahd; and’ I}ardcr still, that the chilé’lrm e
1'1ages,-1eglt.n?1atc in the sight of the i;fflii'g;mh Ty
;1)5011,}};1bilwtsﬂ?edti.v.ith civil disabilities, V:Telflrz :ljrlfg?
: » that m this sacred and most j o i,
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POSTSCRIPT.

Ix the Letter T have confined myself to authority to
prove the right interpretation of Lev. xviii. 18; but 1t
may be well here to add briefly the reasons why the mar-
ginal translation must be rejected as incorrect, and the
version in the text of our Authorized Bible received as
the only correct translation of the Hebrew words.

1. The translation, “ Neither shalt thou take one wife
to another,” is contrary to the usage of the IHebrew
language. ‘When the words, ¢ a woman to her sister,”
or in the masculine form, “a man to his brother,” are
used idiomatically to signify “one to another,” they
always have a plural antecedent of the things or persons
spoken of.* Here is no such antecedent ; consequently,
here they cannot be so translated.t

% Gee all the instances, both mascuwline and feminine, given in
Bush’s commentary in loc. '

+ Professor Robinson gives this reason at length, in these words:
—+ The phrase, ‘a woman to her sister, does indeed oceur no less
than eight times elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible, in the general
meaning, ‘one to another, but only of inammate objects in the
feminine gender—viz, of the curtains, loops, and tenons of the
tabernacle.—Exod. xxvi. 3, bis, 5, 6, 17; and of the wings of the
living creatures, Tzek.i.9, 25; iil. 18. The like phrase, ‘a man to
his brother,” occurs in all about twenty times ; mostly of men, but
also in a few instances of inanimate objects or insects, as Exod.
<xv. 20; Joel ii. 8. But it is to be remarked, that in every such
instance, this phrase, whether maseuline or feminine, has a
reciprocal distributive power—that is, a number of persons .or
things are said to do, or be so, one to another, A plural nomina-
tivebinvariab]}' precedes, connected with a plural verb; and then
the action o elation of this verb is by this phrase marked as
1'ecip1'oca1 and mutonal among the m’dividuals comprised in the
plural nominative. "l‘hus: ¢ The children of Israel said one to

.7 Exod. x1v. 15, and often. So Abraham and Lot
?ggﬂj{i;ted themselves one from the other” Gen. xiil. 11;
Ne]f‘ iv. 19; Isa. ix. 19, In the Hebrew: ¢ They shall not

gpare cne another.” Hag. ii. 22: ¢ And the horse? zlqd their riders
shall come dowD, each by the sword of the other’—t.e, rt}‘my shall
destroy one another. So o[" thf. other e:_cvz}m‘pies.; The {ml;y
apparent exception as to f"orm is Ezel,:. xxxviil, 21, ‘Every man’s
sword shall be against his brother;’ but hgre, too, the 1de.9, (?{‘
multitude and of reciprocal ar}d nmtun_l action among the md}_
viduals is fully preserved. This, then, is the idiom; an(}‘to thf-s
idiom the passage in Lev. xviii. 18‘ has‘ no 'relz}tlon. There is
nothing distributive nor !‘BCIPI‘O[‘,&] implied in it .The phrase
here refers only to the object of the verb; upon which objeet no

{ :| _
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IL. The sense obtained by the marginal translation,
namely, a prohibition of polygamy, is contrary to the
testimony of other plain passages of the Old Testament.
The law of B,*'Ioses'presupposes the existence of poly-
gamy, and by regulating the duties of the hushand in
such cases (Exod. xxi, 7—11; Deut. xxi. 15—17)
plainly sanctions it. David’s adultery is denounced by
the prophet, but not his polygamy. (2 Sam. xii. 8.)

ITT. The translation, “Neither shalt thou take a wife
to her sister,” &c., is correct, Ist. Because it is the
literal grammatical senge of the Hebrew words.
2dly. Because it is agreeable to the context, The
immediate context relates to prohibitions respecting
marriage with a wife’s relations, The more remote
context to marriage with blood relations, and the word
“ sister ” has been already taken, in verseg 9,11,12,18,
in its literal and proper meaning—father’s sister, mother’s
sister, own sister. Consistency requires that we should
take it here also in the same sense, Thirdly,—The
prohibition respecting wife’s sister is here required to
preserve the symmetry, or order, observed by Moses
in  these prolubitions. He speaks, 1st, of Blood-
relationships, founded in parentage—mother, father’s or
mother’s daughter, son’s daughter, danghter’s daughter,
half sister, ending with the lransverse or collateral line,
father’s sister, mother’s sister ; 2d, of Blood-relations’
wives, father’s brother’s wife, dauther-in-]aw,mfmfa_
lateral, Brother's wife; 3d, Wife's blobd-re]ations, wife’s’
daughter o mother, wife’s son’s daughter, wife’s
daughter’s daughtel‘,-HCOZme'e;v-a.Z, wife’s sister. Without
the wife’s sister the enumeration would be incomplete.

trace of mutual or reciprocal action passes over. To bring it any
degm'ee under the idiom, it should at least read thus: ¢ Wives
(Bwa na-shim) one to another thoy shalt not take,’ and even then
it would be unlike any other instarce, But, further, the suffixes
attached in tle singalar to the subsequent words (her nakedness,
besid_es fer, in her life-time) show decisively, that even such a
solution is inadmissible ; and these of themsélves limit the words
o two specifie individuals (who have here no mutual action one
upon the other), in the same literal sense ng in the preceding
Verses, viz, o wife éo her sistep.? -

Bacintash, TPrinter, Gr-c.nt Ne\a'~5_t!'vc~r, Eanden.



