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4 The Relationships which Bar arriage.
ot marry any of his wife’s kindred neares
may of his own, nor the woman of her hush
in blood than of her own.” Suffer us h
your attention to four general positions,

1. 1t were a strange thing, to say the least, of Seripture should be
found to utter no authoritative voice, binding Christian countrics and
churches and individuals, as to the relationships which
For the whole subject

. of marriage ligg within the sphere of
religion, and religious law. Tt 1s certain that our blessed Loxd,

while keeping Jjealously aloof from matters purely political,
saying, ¢ Man, who made me a Judge or o divider over you? "’
legislated for his Chureh, and the whole woplq eventually, on
marriage. And it is very noticeabl_e how, in doing 50, he foll hack
on that older Divine law, “Tor this cange shall & man leave his
father and mother, and cleave to his wife; ang they twain shall
be one flesh”—authoritatively adding there (after the Septuagint)
the word ““ fwain,” so as to bring out the foreq and import of the
primeval law in Dholder relief; further, drawing {1q inference
Trom it of the unlawfulness of divoree on any such mingp grounds
as the law of Moses had for a time suffered ; and still further, by
implication drawing the inferenge of the unlawfulness of
polygamy, which thenceforth was to he

diseiples (Mark = 2-1 2). Thus our o
abundantly evident, that it were g sty
iff Seripture should he found to
binding Christian countries and ¢]
the relationships which
the very heart’s o

‘in blood than he
and’s kindred nearer
ere earnestly to invite

bar marriage.
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ore of moral and
: 2 _va_fg?‘é,{fm_ﬂlaf-’ w?w..ﬁfch‘ ﬂ_faem be now a wiitton and definite
aw of Seripture on this subject oy 8, there w
and after the time of Moses.

! YAS one, ab least, from
It is chiefly foung in the eighteenth
and twentieth chapters of T

voice,
and individuals, as to

ering, as these do, into
eligious life,

2 ‘evitions, and thyg opens (xviii. 6),
‘None of you shall approach to any ), g4 is mear of kin to him, fo
uncover their nakedness : T am the T.o

: rd.” Then follow a variety
of examples of the nearness Of kin » which is referred 0. And
three things seem to us clear oL the face of the whole statute.
More generally, first, it is clear that, asin the general prohibition
Just cited, so in the various Plticular ones which follow, the
logislation is not ahout fornication, o adultery, but about for-
bidden sexual connection, undep any circumstances whatever,
between bersons standing in the relations specified, since there
could have heen 1o necessity for Specifying relationships at all, if

disallowed among hig

e e

Voice of Scripture. 5

the sins of fornication and aclu_ltery had‘ been allllt?a:n) fx;g}:geu;;gf;il;i
O' in otherwords, the statute 1s one of incest, I:-:an S0 o
ips whi bar marviage. Second, and more specifically, it i
5]1“133(:"]]5'31’]: fa?t: of :u.he S’Z’ttu’ce, thatits 1]1‘011ibiti01’15‘]:3 belg:lng fggngg
jrais ; relationships by blood, an
. W_”-"“”.ﬁ’f‘??"‘”ﬁ.?fr rfiifl‘iiﬁﬁ?fy’;tgot;: lcziﬁiapters? indged, the larger
1'915113101151';1); ’ Jrc;hibitions belong to affinity ; nor ave they §et
111“3113‘3_1‘ : h Eilc};t classes, as if resting on grounds STiywisa
d?“']l " 1() 51 are intermingled, as if the more plainly to nzftunate
Lhﬂ‘el.'ent; UL7]1(019 matter OF prohibited degrees, consanguinity 'a.nd
ﬂm}ﬁ’- 111 : }e -“ to stand on the same footing—that ¢“ the man nng].‘_nt
- T“C-len 7 c.:f his wife's kindred nearer in blood t-ha‘.n of his
. mm?ﬁﬂe i\'oman of her husband’s kindred mnearer in Dlood
(.:1“-'11; ]i} hel1 own.” It is impossible to m;-ﬂfe sense .of 11;1Le
Ztla?{?ute on any other 1111(161'stincﬁ?g1 (:)i;l 1Ele 'll;llliifi)p ,1 elt-O;E. ab ;E
that t statute is mnot constructec - : i
1:31151L eillzz.uziritve enumeration of forbidden Gt:mr;‘oc?;wmi T\c{l)e%z(;c;i
but on that of a sufficiently large Hll‘{]lb(?;. ?1 9;3 u:ii?l ::eil %hus
mens, from which the whole may eusﬂy_.ﬂe e moﬂlel: C&n‘ie‘;
the prohibition of a son’s marriage with 1{‘ : Ojf e e
with it the analogous case, though not SpE‘fl 104 ,f 7 thers
riage with his daughter. The ]_)1‘0]‘11b1t101‘1 of a neph .
m&}‘l‘{ﬂic T\}it]l his aunt carries with 1t. thie a.nalogous_ case,
ﬁiﬁ;iczot specified, of an uncle’s marriage with his niece—
an%:i?ofg.lemiug our second ]positi(_)n‘, and remll.:;;m‘ % 'fo;lj ];L ]?]i(,?nm;{;
to that equalisation of consanguinity and.a‘u: ¥ _\v ,ui) 1: .
obvious on the face of the Levitical law of ‘mws{ 2 :1(.3‘:11 n;n évlill
passing, that it must have had its root and ground in that primeva.

* Tt may be well to give here a sm:mua,ry‘ of gﬂ;:‘nii::l-d_dm connections

speeified in Leviticns xviii. and xx. They are a :
1 i3 mother, xviiL, 7.

A man with ]122 fn,tlw'l"s, wife (or step-mother), xviii. S_H; xx 11
Lis sister, full or half, xviil. 9, 11 ; xx. 17.
his grand-daughter, by son or daqg'{.hter, x?’m. 10.
his aunt, by father or mother, :‘:\'111.“‘12, 13 ; xx, 19,
his unecle’s wife (or aunt-in-law), xwr:11.l.%4 % xx.. 20,
his son’s wife (or danghter-in-law), xvm: 15 ; xx. 12,
his brother’s wife (or sister-in-law), xviil..ulﬁ 3 Xx 21,
his wife's mother {or mother-in-lasw), xvml.' .l'}' 3 xx. 14,
his wife's danghter (or step-danghter), xviii. 17 D oxx, 192,

his wife’s granddaughter (or step-grandday ghter), xviii, 17,
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day, and in Western countries, from requiring less stringent
rules of marriage than were necessary in the Bast, and in older
times, the mnecessity' lies all the other way, from the freer and
more familiar intercowrse of the sexes which prevails among us.
Nor can it be doubted that it was partly in the view of that
elevation of woman, and more free intercourse in society between
the sexes, which were to result from his blessed Gospel, that
our Lord, so very far from relaxing the previous laws of mar-
riage, made them, in several important respects, more stringent
than before.

Second.—The law of incest in Teviticus could not have been
designed for the Jews only, since it is declared expressly to
have been binding on other nations, and binding before the
Jews as a nation existed. The statute of the eighteenth chapter
thus opens: “ After the doings of the land of Egypt, wherein
ye dwelt, shall ye not do; and after the doings of the land of
Canaan, whither I bring you, shall ye not do; neither shall ye
walk in their ordinances.” And these solemn words close it:
¢ Defile not ¥e yoﬁrselves in any of these things : forin all these
the nations are defiled which T cast out before you. And the
land is defiled : therefore I do visit the iniquily thereof upon it,
and the land itself vomiteth out her inhabitants. Yo shall there-
fore keep my statutes and my judgments, . . . that the land
spue not you out also, when yo defile it, as it spued out the
nations that were before youw.”” But “where no law is, there
is no transgression.” ‘Whence it follows that the Levitical law
of incest must, in the matter of it, have bound the Canaanites
as part of the law of nature, which of course is of universal and
enduring obligation.

Thirdly.—The apostle Paul thus writes: (1 Cor.v. 1, 2) “Tt is
reported commonly that there is fornication among you, and such
fornication as is not so much as named among the Grentiles, that
one should have his father’s wife. And ye are puffed up, and
have not rather mourned, that he that hath dene this deed might
be talen away from among you.”” The bearing of this passage,
not only on the matter now in hand, but on the whole subject
of the present address, seems to us very vital. The case was
one of simple affinity,—that of a step-mother. If it should be
said, as it has been, that the father might possibly have been

alive, wo reckon this ineredible, unless it can be also helieved
that the Corinthian Church had sunk so low as to have retained
In its communion, without compunction, a man guilty of the
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double arime of adultory anq Incest. But supposing it were
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of divoree within limifs unknown under the former_ chfsltaiiig;;c;o:;
Whenece it would appear to us that, even SI-IPI{"OSHIQ’}_L el
remain in any mind as to the permanently bmf 111%' ¢ zu; (El e

the Levitical statute, more strictly.:mc.l tccb_']llu‘:ba}:y (;CE -blelon ,
the whole principles of it, al least, W'll‘fj].l its p1011 1 {on T i_
ing they undoubtedly do, to t.hu_:lgs mora and univ ;

P : d must be held both to bind the Christian conscience
:3:3:01;'2;1'],1;11_(1 to form the regulative P?-inciples a-cccg‘clif]’:l‘g to ;v]uch
the marriage laws of Christian countries ought to be framed.

Butnowitis alleged that, admi t{:iﬁ%;hetl.o‘;\; 01:L ;nii:;;;g{:e;::;i;j
f permanent and universal obligation, am. e s
:?a };}is Oﬁaﬁy of that law itself in i;’:-fz ease af E?&t’:‘a?‘?‘fr’l‘gﬂ te;a:ke :f,]ﬁ;ifgf
wife's sister. The exception is said to be 0?‘:; lr;h - il
verse of chapter eighteenth, as follows— e% hal. ,_d-ednesg
tale a wife to her sister, to vex fer, toluucovel er nal nge,
i : :  life-gime.”  We arve persuaded that the
beside the other, in her lifo-zime. el e
allegation is thoroughly and demonstrably groun 3
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1TI:nlf:f»ili‘:-\;ﬁ:f?:]f’ic'L;‘lIlll:[‘?nFbizjsra,lt-ogefs]Lér 1.111lnteﬂigi‘ble, that consanguinity
:’Eul affinity stand, in the matter of forbldde‘n ,(E-gm_?;’,of- ;ﬂ;?
same footing—so that a man no mere may mmr.:}i .1;'1 “ 1_ ;\ _swd. fes
than he may marry his O\?'—n. And, more ?peeé C'L rii'qi-el;ﬁl J
hibited in the law of the sixteenth '.terse.zll-gd{ 11% r]i.ul thh thése
brother’s wife, the degree of p]_'opn}qmt-y‘ ?(31.11D 11 i i
he same—Dbrother’s wife, ife's 5131,01“{?11? the w
S:}jf: tirtae o;’ the law demanding that the one lJl'O]llbltIOI]i be held
I’;o carry the other along with it, even as, for 11-15t&-l;.ti.3@,t V\ﬂ .en a‘s“oeng
is forbidden to marry his mother, we have seen 1‘1. ‘ 18 t;au; ;
ridably with it the prohibition, -t-hou‘gh not expressed, o_‘ a
117111“’:f L 1‘-31‘1&-1-0'9 with his daughter—which last were otherwise
e -S]Z'Ec{en iLnDt.he statute atall,  Qr, to put the argument other-
llf?t a Tll e prohibitions in Leviticus xviil. and xx. are all masey.
T\.-'}.Fie-‘ 1 1- ‘lform —all, after the manner of the Old Testa.meut,
g tw? the z;a:m. But just as when, in the tenth command-
9»{1‘11‘0-‘55?1&‘:0 | Decalogue, the man is forbidden to covet his
E;?;thb?)ur’s wife, the woman is thel:eby no less ffl‘bidden to
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the face of the whole principles and tenor of a statute should be
given in the form of a mere inference from one of its prohibi-
tions.

(2.) Sccond.—The exceptional permission, if given at all, is
given in a verse confessedly of very peculiar language, and
disputed interpretation. We do not require to remind the
brethren we address that there is a marginal rendering of i,
adopted by distinguished men, which makes it a simple pro-
hibition of polygamy, without reference to the subject of a wife’s
sister at all.

(3.) But, thirdly.—Letit be assumed that the textual rendering
is the correct one, *‘ Neithor shalt thou take a wife to her sister,
to vex her, to uncover her nakedness, beside the other, in her
life-¢ime.”? The argument for the alleged exceptional permission
liesin the closing words, *in her life-time.” But it is well known
to the student of Seripture that when a thing is stated with refer-
ence to a particular time, it does not by any means follow, as a
matter of course, that the reverse holds good after that time,
Everything as to this depends on the particular circumstances.
And thus the inference drawn from the words ““in her life-#4me,”?
in proof of the lawfulness of marriage with a wife's sister after
Ler death, is wholly precm-ious,-—wholly insufficient to establish
a, permission running in the face of the entire pringiples and
tenor of the statute otherwise.

(4.) Fourthly.—Since, according to the hypothesis, this verse
is a restriction placed on polygamy__tolemted at that time among
{he Jews ¢ for the hardness of their hearts ""—the closing words
¢ i her life-time? cannot be shewn to be anything more than a
fullor and more express intimation that it 4s a case of polygamy
which is the subject of legislation in the verse—as if it had been
simply said, * If thou magyest take two wives, yet on no account
ghalt thou take two sisters at the same time.” No doubt, the
obvious objection presents itself—TIf, as you maintain, marriage
with a wife’s sister, under all circumstances, has already been
prohibited by the statute, to what purpose the superfluous and
confusing repetition in verse 18th ¢ A comparizon of verse 11th
with verse 9th furnishes at once an analogous case and a solution
of the difficulty. In legislating for the Tsraelites on the rela-
tionships which bar marriage, two cases might very naturally
receive chuliar prominence, and be guarded with special care.
The pevered fathers of the nation, Abraham and Jaceb, had
married, the one his sister by the father’s side, the other, two
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the two clauses, *to vex Zer,” and, ‘“in her life-tr'me,?’ the words
¢«her” and ¢“time” are written in italics, as expletives. Let
these clauses, then, be read n conneetion .wai- each other (as some
have thought they ought fo be, and it will noii be easy to prove
that thev eannot fairly be), then we have nothing more here than
an injm;ction to the effect, that the first W.ife is not, b-"{' such
incest, to be wvewed OT made miserable for life—thus leaving no
ground for any inference as to marriage with her sister after her
death. Or, taking for granted that the last clause, ““in her life-
time,” is to be read in connection with the first, ¢ :neitl*fer shalt
thou take o wife to her sister,” the prohibition may be viewed as
having reference simply to an additional agg-m-vm{z'm of tll.e viola-~
tion of the general law, by reason of the pecu?u?r vez.catlon anfl
sorrow that might arise from such incest to a living sister—as if
it had been said, Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of thy
wife’s sister, it is the nakedness (by the law of affinity) of thy
sister. Bub least of all—in imitation of t-h(? evil practice of the
heathen, a practice into which even a patriarch was temptec.l to
{fall—shalt thon take her, to uncover her nakedness, in thy wife's
life-time ; since such an alliance, hesides invelving the iu(.ze-stuOus
violation of the law of affinity, in general, would additionally
entail on her a life of aggravated vexation and Jllisel'jn‘—“Te
must be allowed to repeat, what is of high importance in the
argument, that we are not required t<.) make a ch.oi.c-sa among
the different methods of explaining a difficult verse in harmony
with the statute generally—of which other examples might have
heen given, had space allowed. But one and all of ﬂ.\_em m}lgt
he proved wholly inadmissible, else tht? verse can avail nothing
as a sanction for the marriages in guestion. . .

(6.) Sixthly.—1t is impossible to hold that .t.hj.s vf}rso gw‘es an
exceptiona'l pcmnissiou to marry a deceafve‘i wife's SISJE_BI', W'lﬂllout
rendering tle whole statute self-contradictory and unintelligible,
and, more specifically, without placing is_]le Sevent.eenﬂl verse,
running, though it does, without a break into the elghteeuﬂ"l, 1_11
irreconcilable contraviety to it. The seventeenth verse is in
these words, ‘“Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of a woman
and her daughter, neither shalt thou take her son’s danghter, or
lher daughter’s danghter, to uneover her nakedness; 'fO-l‘ they are
hey mear kinswomen: it is wickedness.”! Then, “Neither shalt
thou take” (literally, *“and thou shalt not take ”) ““a wife to her
sister, to vex her, to uncover her nakeflness, heside the other in
Ther lifo-#ime.” In the one verse, that is to say, it is forbidden to
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the esisting law have absolutely and confessedly nothing save
this verse in all the Scriptures on which to rest their cause.
That it is but a foundation of sand, has, wo trust, been made
evident. A single verse, of difficult interpretation, is taken
forth, and, in place of being explained in harmony with the rvest,
is so interpreted as to stand in flat contradiction to the rest,
stultifying the principles and legislation of the chapter. And,
on tho whole, so certain is it that marriage with the sister
of a doceased wife is forbidden by the Levitical statute,. that,
fain as its advocates are to plead this eichteenth verse, as scem-
ing, on a first view of it, to favour their opinions, their only real
ground is the alleged temporary and obsolete character of tho
cntivo statute. They are very willing, in other words, to avail
themselves of the eighteenth verse, and, in using it, to seem as
if they acknowledged the authority of the whole. Dut they are
just as ready, when it seems to thiem more expedient, to exchange
this ground for the assertion, that the authority of the entire
statute has long since passed away. But this ground also has,
we trust, been proved wholly untenable. And thus, bringing
our argument from God’s ~vord to o close, we humbly thinl it has
been demonstrated that the words of the Westminster Confession
rest on jrrefragable grounds of Seripture—Dboth Old Testament
and New—¢The man may not marry any of his wife's kindred
neaver in blood than he may of his own, nor the woman of her
husband’s kindred nearver in blood than of her own.”

IT. And now a much briefer space will be sufficient, aswe hope,
to male it manifest that the proposed change of law would be as
destructive soctally as we hold it to be demonstrably opposed to the
authority of God in his Word, We touch, in the second place,
on the f_luusi'ion of expediency,—the more immediately practical
and social Learings of the legalising of marriage with a deceased
wife’s sister.

1. And fivst, let us assume for o moment, what the advocates
of this change would fain persuade us of, that it need not
carTy any farther changes along with it,—that marriage with a
Jeceased wife's sister might he Io_gulised without the risk of
otherwise unsettling and altering our marriagelaws. Butthisone
alteration would involve & vevolution in the whole domestic
life of the country. It were the abolishing in effect, as has heen

often said, of the entire relation of brothers and sisters-in-law,
A oman who may eventually become a man's wife, never can he
The familiar attentions of a brother he may not shew
c

his sister.
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Withou-t the most painful misunderstandings. And W]Je.l'l atlength
the wife dies, how can there now any lf)nger be.a. medinm C"?ul'se
between the widower’'s at once pro.p'osmg marriage to t.?w Slst?:--’
and Lier retiring out of that very position of usefu]ﬂess'f_bl t-].1;a’ sa e:
of which these marriages are pleaded'fol'? 1'1_11 ex{,m}ju‘ zlnlg]l?
method truly this, of relieving from their self-imposed hards p
the comparatively few persons who ha.ve contracted these Iiaa;‘
riages, to make a change in the law Wh}ch sha;ll not only abolish,
for the country at large, the whole l‘E}Iﬂ.th]l-Of .51stors.and brothers-
in-law, but deprive the overwhelming majority of its househ—dqs
of that very care of the sister-in-law and aunt, for whos.e sahe? it
is affirmed that the change ought to be made! . All tI_us. 0‘11 thg
supposition that, by a change of law, the 1:e1&t1011 of 515_14315 ;1.1_1
brothers-in-law can be so t-hormlghl_'y‘ dlSSC!lV(-}d_ as o p af‘ze
the parties affected in the same COIldlfllﬁIl with utter ziun‘gms_
But is this possible ? Take the casol of the female. ' She is no‘
longer a sister-in-law,—mo longer a sister so .fa\r ﬂ‘ls]tf]to.tamgfé
with her purity, or dream of sexual connection -Wlt ;el, wo 2
involye all the horror of incest. 'But she con’?m‘u'cs o }io.‘_re.n
the same family circle, after this sh].e.hl of ch‘asht‘}_- ]1;3 ;]'.71‘[; c 1:}1;;]];
She may be in constant and familiar intercour ;ci) \\'-'IJE-' T.:a.:e W o
the present law constitutes her -brothers. . 18 may‘t 1; ?t :_.m.md
the same roof. Temptation would come .Wlt:.l op}‘)m u : 3 ,I];i_ch
we can only hint at the widespread demoralisation ‘(}) ; sloe ie yd\-,-‘ ﬂlé
mieht thus ensue—mnot to spea]i; o]f sad 1'2:13;;155, which, under

ire ances supposed, actually have ensued. .
Cll;‘fmrll\?f;l;c;m‘ v.I*EJ have reasoned on the a.ssump‘?mn that max-
viage with a wife’s sister might be Iffga-hsed wlﬂlout ne_ce;m_
ti].&tiallg any further changes on the marriage ]{_L.W ?f the1 0011;:‘1’]11 ry}
The fact, however, we believe to be far Dt-]'lll.’-}l'\'\-l?e 1]_:.dee( A {. d.OSL
who are acquainted with the history of this a.gltatwlr{ (ex .0:11 Elg
now over a period of more than thirty )-‘_eﬂl‘s), are we gwaw t lat
other changes have been again and again 131'0p_c_nse(l1 i the Legls a%
ture, and withdrawn only to give th{s one, wﬁ@ its semblance 0f
gupport in a single clause of the Levitical sta.tute‘, beltter hop@}i o
success;. Jub as the real ground of the ﬂgltaﬁ?]l .has ad
little indeed to do with that statute from the beglm}mg’_-gf’
on the contrary, its manifest dvift has been all along, ‘1‘ pos? e
to get rid of its whole obligation, _and.. to have our mar 1:1.a-ge .a“ts
i'Lencefoj_‘t.h WClg].le and dealt with 11:&clepend_ent1y of .11_,,, 80 ?_t is
certain that the legalising of marriage with a WJ:fG 8 sister
would immediately be found a change much too arbitrary, and

e s
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Roman empire had become professedly Christian, it is well worthy
of note, that the eivil Jaw underwent a change in this matter,
so as to raise it to the Christian standard—Constantins and
Constans, A.D. 355, enacting a law in the following terms,
K Althou'gh the ancients” (the old Romans) ¢ thought it lawful,
when the marriage of the brother was dissolved, fo marry
the brother’s wife, and also, after the woman’s death or divorce,
to confract marriage with her sister—let all abstain from mar-
riages of this sort, mox think that legitimate childven can be
born of this union, for itis agreed that the children are spurious.”
Tt is unquest-ionable that from this period these marriages were
held unlawful throughout the universal Church and Empire.

No doubt, with the advancing tide of superstition and corruption
in the Church, additions came to be made to the prohibitions of the
T evitical law—additions which both fell in with the asceticism of
the time, and furnished a convenient field for the exercise of that
impious dispensing power which was claimed by the Bishops of
Rome. Itis very remarkable, however, that in no single instance
did the Popes venture to dispensedn any of the Levitical degrees, until
tho infamous Alexander VI. (Borgia), so lato as the year 1550,
granted a dispensation to Emmanuel, King of Portugal, to marry
the sister of hisdeceased wife, and afterwards a dispensation to Ter-
dinand II., King of Sicily, to marry hisaunt. Atlength—so far
is it from being true that the prohibition of these marriages came of
the Papacy—the Council of Trent, desirous, as it would seem, of
throwing its shield over Alexander’s audacious use of the dispens-
ing power, and over a like subsequent use of it by Julius IL. in the
case of Henry VIIL., pronounced an anathema on those who
¢ deny that the Church can dispense in some of the Levitical
degrees.” But perhaps it 1s most important of all, in reference
to the alleged human origin of the prohibition in question, to
note the great fact, that the Reformers, while rejecting the entire
authority of the Canon law, and refusing to attach the slightest
weight to the restrictions which it had added to the Levitical ones,
with one woice held marriage with o deveased wife's sister to be for-
bidden by the Seriptures™ In like manner in the seventeenth
century, there was absolutely no difference of opinion about this
question among the Protestant theologians, of all classes, of Eng-
land, of Scotland, and of the Continent. The Synod of Dort con-

- ——

* Zonchins (De sponsalibus, Questio IL., Thesis V.) says :—* Markin
Tauther wag once of a different opinion, hub afterwards changed his mind "

|
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or minutely to deseribe the mould that made it. His own description
of thesze ¢ Horse Biblicee Quotidianze’ was, that they consisted of his first
and readiest thoughts, and he clothed these thou ghts in what, to him at
least, were the first and readiest words.”

Tt is altogether unfair to deal with Dr Chalmers’'s remarl
as if either the great gemeral question liad been before his
mind, or the comment had been the result of mature study.
TUndoubtedly the eighteenth verse, read by itself—apart from
a careful study of the whole series of Hllustrative examples
of prohibited degrees in the passage, with the principle
which pervades them—might well seem, on a first view, to
fayour the interpretation which Dr Chalmers puts on its clos-
ing words. It is a remarkable fact, however, and strongly
confirmatory of his having penned the comment on the eighteenth
verse without close attention to the principles pervading the
entire passage, that when he comes to the twentieth chapter,
he lays down a principle leading directly to the opposite con-
clusion from that which he is 1-e111-esented as having deliberately
arrived at in writing the previous comment. The nineteenth

verse of chapter twentieth Is in these words:—* And thou

shalt not uncover the nalkedness of thy mother’s sister, nor of thy
for he uncovereth his mear kin; they shall bear
their iniquity.”” On this Dr Chalmers saysi—‘* Let me remark
that a mother’s sister is mnot of mearer kin than a sister’s
daughter, nor is a father’s sister of nearer kin than a brother’s
* DBut that is the very priuciple on which we affirm
a wife's sistor is prohibited—namcly, that a
than a wife's sister, while mar-

father’s sister;

daughter.’
that marriage with
brother's wife is not of nearer kin
riage with a brother's wife is expressly prohibited more than once.
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The Agitation, ana s

never had been any doubt among interpreters, as to manying
within the prohibited degrees, till early in last century, when
cortain Jews in Tolland, desirous to legalise marriages with a
deceased wife's sister and mnicce, and also between aunt and
nephew by consengRinity, petitioned the State to legalise such a
connection in the case of Jews. Tho State referred the question

rossors of the three universitics of Holland,

to the theological prof
who gave in an elaborate report, and were unanimous in affirming,

not only that such connections were unlawfnl, but that they
were such as no Christian government should tolerate on the part
of their subjects.” . « . ¢ Bvery one knew,’ Dr Cunningham
added, ¢that the law was a law of the Church from the begin-
ning, grounded upon the Word of God. There wasno difference
of opinion in the Church on this subject until the beginning of
the seventeenth century, when some petty German princes wished
to marry their wives’ sisters. There was no difference among
the Reformers of the Continent, or of England, or of Seotland.
They believed the prohibition to be p art of the nniversal law of
God for men ; and for men to come before the public and pretend
to justify their zeal for the Bill, on the ground that the prohi-
hition is founded on an ecclesinstical canon of the Church of
England, was really an extraordinary exhibition. The beginning
of any doubt on the subject oceurred, as 1@ had stated, from some
German princes wishing to marry the sisters of their wives. In
order to get a justification of the step, they acked some of the pro-
fessors at the universitios to undertake the defence of it. Lwo or
three of them did so, and this was the origin of the discussion,””’

crmitted to touch—though
+_on the sources of the
¢ of popular favour
d in winning for it-

1V. Butmnow, last of all, we may be P
aware of the delicacy of the subjec
present agitation, and the too large measiy
which, in England especially, it 11:;15 succeede
gelf. TIn respect to the sources of the agitation, it has been sedu-
lously attempted to represent this as the cause of the poor, and of
the humbler classes of the community. LWO facts may suffice to
dispose of the representation, Tirst. At the instance of the
advocates of a change of law in the House of Communs, & Royal
(lpmmission of Inquiry was issued in 1848—a Commission which
was strangely and altogether one-sided, both 1n the members of
it (who, 0ne and all, had declared themselves in favour of the

1in the class of witnesse

change), and s whom they summoned to
give evidence. The result nevertheless wasto bring oub this fact,
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marriages a1 NOW brought forward as an argument forlegalising
Lord Campbell's reference was to statements
de by the promoters of a change of law,
that marriage with a deceased

such marriages.”
which had often been ma
in advertisoments and otherwise,
wife's sister could nob be 1}1'01101_11106(1 unlawful by the English
Courts, but was sanctioned by the law of England. After this
matter had been conclusively settled by the Court of Queen’s
Bench in 1847, which found all such mamiages null and
void, it was impossible exactly to repeat the former state-
Tt was still possible to say, however, and it was again

ment. ]
dvertisements of the Marriage Law

and again asserted in the a
Reform Association, that such marriages, if celebrated in a
country in which they were lawful, would certainly be held
valid in Eneland. In confirmation of this, a ¢ judicial opinion”
of Lord Stowell was quoted, in the following words (intro=
duced in the advertisement thus, ¢ The Committee also desirve
to call attention to the following judicial opimion ™), ““ Ene-
lish decisions have established this rule, that a foreign mar-
g to the law of the place where celebrated,
is good everywhere else.” It wasinv ain the advertisers were pub-
licly told, at the time, of the absurdity of quoting Lord Stowell's

words as having the slightest reference to the prohibited degrees
ere outward forms and

of marriage, or to anything except the m

circumstances of mariage. It was in vain the extreme absurdity
was pointed out of supposing that the essential principles of the
law of England should be subject to the legislation of any foreign
stato ; or that it was shewn that the principle in support of which
Lord Stowell’s words were cited would necessavily imply tho law-
fulness of any incestuous marviage colgbrated in any petty German
our of it,—would even imply
nople in accordance

riage, valid accordin

prineipality that might legislate in fav
that, if a man filled his havem in Clonstanti
with the law of Turkey, all his wives would be held to be lawful
wives on his arrival in Englang., The Marriage Law LReform
Association persevered in repeating the statement along with
e ecitation of Lord Stowell's ‘fjudicia-l opinion,” until an end
was put to all doubt on the sulject by the decision of the Court
of Queen’s Benchin the case of Brook v¢75us Brook, in 1858. In
oiving his judgment in that case, the Vice-Chancellor, Siv James
“-étual‘t, said :—*“ The words quoted from Sir William Seott’s
[Lord Qtowell’s) ““judgment in the case of Dalrymple versus
Lave no refevence to anything but the acts and
sary to bind the persons. The words are

Dalrymple
solemmnities neCES
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in the knowledge,
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“This text,”
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ascertained from the morve definite statements of the law, and
especially from the illustrative cases in the Book of Leviticus.
An examination of these cases will shew, in the first p]ac.e,
that, while persons marrying abridge their own Iiblert-y, in
the event of a second mmriage, to this extent, that neither of
them may marry the other's blood relations within the pro-
hibited degrees, yet this act of theirs does not interfere thh
the Iiberty of others—so that the members of their vespective
families may lawfully intermarry. This meets the case of
two brothers marrying two sisters. Tn the second plm‘!e, ‘r1.1es,e
cases teach us that, while a man may not marry any of his wife’s
kindred neaver ¢n blood than he may of his own, heis free .to
marry any of those who are related to Ter by the bond of affinity
alone. In othor words, he is forbidden to marry any within the
two circles of his own near relati ons, by blood or by marriage ;
but he ds not forbidden to marry any within the third ecirvcle O.f
those who are the near relations of his wife by marriage. 'J.j]lfs
answers the question as to tho lawfulnoss of marriage with awife’s
bro.ther’s wife. These are the qualifications or Kmitations with
whufh the more precise legislation of Leviticus requires us to
recerve the general principle, ©“ They twain shall be one flesh.”

.31,5?0) ,f:;ifl:’f?dba amonp the sources ?f populdr ;{’m-o;?uf',l “;2
arZz‘ara'.i'semc’m.’.s- of ‘3 1\};\6 msfdlous sy, detngve c]_m‘w‘,r.:f:er _0 ;01

reference hag whst ];ﬂ]jl.mge Law Reform A.ssomarlonr ‘{0 W 1;](11
most recent one (‘ﬂ‘.lllciij] 10?11 Made more than once. l.ITU? : (:
minenﬂy, over and 0\-', ‘1\0 Tf-s Predecessors, ]L{'{E am?ca.uet Plf.'

of the kined ” e again, j, g1l the leading xewspapers

gdom) opens in {0 ol S R
owing

“MARRIAGE WITH A DRgp,gpp WIFES SISTER.

B F N AT T

By t-‘hmt fake a wife o hey gister to vex I er—heside the other

in her lifetime, "—Liypproos xvitl. 18,7

Of course, this verse, taken forth t}ys from the statute of which
it forms a part,—separated fiom the 16th verse, forbidding
marriage with a hrother’s wifo, ang from the 17th, with which
it stands so intimately connected, 454 which forbids, as wicked-
ness,” all connection with a wife’g Stcp-dnug]lter or step-grand-
daughter, can scarcely fail o he read by pluin' pe:oplfa as a per-
mission to marry a deceased wife's gjster. No hintis given, when
the verse is qmted with inverted gommas from the Authorised
Version, that another rendering is given in the margin, which

e ki At S R

AR AR SA LIRS

b AR




34 The Relationships which Bar M. arriage.

strips the verse of

has the plain reade
among

all reference to the subject in dispute. Nor
r any means of discovering the vital fact, that,
overwhelming majority have never helieved that its closing words
were intended, in the face of the entire statute otherwise, to
convey the permission which, on a first reading of them, they
might seem to mmply.  And, worst of all, this verse is placed at
the head of theiy Jist of authorities . by the very persons who
are quite ready, when it suits their purpose, to take the other
sround, that the entire statute has long been obsolete, and from

the first was intended for the J ewish people alone! Then, i
next line, we read, —

“Rev. Tuoxmas Crarxers, D.D., LL.D.”

whose brief comment on +he same verse (given without any e
ference to thg .

e Posthumous work from which it is taken, and as
lf. it undoubtedly contained what the distineuished author hﬂ_d
SIVen to the world as his matured mind, a;d the result of 18
careful study) cannot fail to confirm the unwary veader in

the imnrese . ; -evse it-
7 lmpTleBgmn he has before received from the isolated verse it
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them gg contrary

J v ——
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F“ gl‘?ﬂﬂ-y esteemed man, undnubtedly, and of greatb dis‘ﬁinct.mn
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You were so gogg ; T consider

as send me on the marrigge question. ;
ge ¢ Ei-gg “Tlth 24

1t clear thaj the 014 Testament dipe ctly permits marri
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sed wife’s gigtey 177 And—qgpe examyple more—
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su ;]:n‘ Lc.d 48 saying; “In my whele life T nover heard
Sgestion againgy these marriages founded on moral 02

those eminent men who prefer the textual rendering, the.
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ga]

considerations.”” An extraordinary fact 1;1'111.}' I.-. IHad f{]u;
American judge never read Dwight’% Hebrew ??f::ﬁ,f, ““‘;t 16 1:0r ot
an American lawyer, in which, while t]le.SGI‘IPf..‘LIIL argumen
i iawe with a deceased wife's sister is certainly the
R o manmo(}q:]:;ants aro far from wanting  founded on
-
i]llcfil tl]r:?eciosleitic considerations ¢ Tad ha? never jeen ’le
articles on this subject which had appeared. in t]?e Ly :a?wcﬂm;
Review? Had he heard nothing .of thoi dISCuES‘lC}HS. 111f ﬂ. 1S
Ameriean Churches? No one acquainted with the ]115‘f301y. of thi
question in America can fail fo be aware that the moqi s;c[ 23:30;1;
opposition was made to the sanctioning of such nl.:al }ifzce. ;‘cmﬁ‘m
moral and domestie considerations, as well as the laf_-lel"P o
of the Divine law, which in itself involves TJ“:LOI'H-]- con ilf ffl ﬂt-; ‘it :
the highest kind. But, as respects Justice S;EC:T}' ?ei‘: .ofrth}i;
the public ought to have been told the w}zoﬁc‘of nst’-’l‘ Debates
subject. The fact is (seo Hansard’s Pa.rha.mel; Ee); b m;
vol. civ., p. 1234), this eminent I&wyel: professes tLImf qfﬁ];i-tv i
natural principle on which any prohjblt.ed clegl‘eet-‘f o t‘c St Watar
maintained at all, or any of consanguinity mere ';"""‘?ﬁ CERBE,
and sister. He would prohibit no mal‘l‘lﬂé’{es ﬂ'l :istel‘s v
tween parents and children, and 'Dl'D_therE’ 804 L';ddl‘egé Moo
not difficult, in short, and if the limits of an}f. i ft]e e —
had allowed, we could have desired, to shew }o; ! tlwem -*:)m:.
on one ground or ﬂ-‘lloﬂlel‘, is due o many o e i B j
remaining names and anthorities. B enoug:h- It is 1111(1}1(35
tionable that the advertisements of the Marriage Law Reform
Association, whatever their veal merits, have, for the last twenty
years, contributed very largely to that measure of popular :[’avo]tjr
with which a change in oue marriage laws has come to be
viewed. - )
(8.) Thirdly, among the sources of the 5272° B We, ‘mlus
include a growing laxity of opinion respect.lng Ehe 0ld Testa-
; Scriptures i " e of the New, our autho-
ment Scriptures, as being, along with those : :
ritative rule of faith and life. Vo are fully persnaded, nldfaet i
and think it has been sufficiently ghewn, thaif t}lo.teaelm}gs
of our Lord and his apostles g5 to the relationships \1-']110]}
bar marriage, if less full and systematic than t-hos‘ﬁ) ,OJ]EJ the‘ Lsm ;
aro yeb in perfect harmony with them. Assured ‘}: ‘ Tm?;" 1]
the continued binding force of the moral precepts which
S ———
% Redssued in this eountry, with an Introductory Recommendation by

Ralph Wardlaw, D.D.
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36 Tee Relationships which Bar I, i,
WEre pive .
held, fﬁ?lﬁa:? God in the old time be denied or doubtfully
must be yery seo‘r'l Ti]fl-c}l i la“fs of the New Testament rest
necessary HliaE T;;O?c v shaken, if not undermined. Tt is not
equally as to mattle‘mmd our _hrethren in the ministry that,
Bhe doaiiinion, L1 - ers of doctrm{a and duty,—faith and life,
where, and o li Lord and his apostles presuppose every-
T, o ,.Mt on, the teachings of the earlier reve-

! overywhere Augustine’s saying holds thoroughly

t]."e 113 ;\.? f t Jgt t 15’526& 1 Nneve

1 “Yovim iﬁs AL EIL LT ’ d !

“"‘ 1 L3 ’l'zr.?chg Lol o vet Ho% o
e 0 n{}t 1190(1 tO 2

of the Lorq (M re,l.nind our brethren of those words
to destroy 1] l1 atf. v. 17-19), “Think not that T am come
bt fufﬁl. 1er1w or -the prophets: T am not come to destroy,
bass, ong ({, ..-01‘ Ver%ly I say unto you, Till heaven and carth
) JOL o one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law,

till all he fulg \
these least cclnlm;i:d. Whosoever therefora ghall break one of

called the least ip ‘;ifﬂ fn . ]mld shall teach men so, he shall be
do and tegeh them, th dngdom of heaven : but whosoever shall
ofheaven.” (p cm;r ’ ﬁ:ﬂme shall be called greatin the kingdom
difficulty may easile bs © “e’ are aware thatquestions of considerable
remains glikg ollwfo ° mlse?l astoall this. But the old distinction
fore enduring ang mu.:i_ a?ld beie, beiaween things moral, and there-
as political ang s A "lel,fal’ and things, on the other han d, which,
things Cel‘em(;n"] 1' vaf » belonged to Tsrael as g commonvwealth, or
Is not this glq iy ‘j’lhlch_ bf—:lon.ged to them as a church under age.
lowing oy, ?:ld vital distinction strangely lost sight of in the fol-
which e quclnf,elIOm { ho same letter of one of your number from
t6o muyen the i‘[a h?.ﬂo 45w :—.“ I do not think it is wise to press
JOur argumen; ?15?_3»110 legu_slatlon,‘ even if that were in favour c’:f
Was not very 1'1:{-]: n](; I .hold. that i is dead against you. T}mt it
case of Levirate 1;1 ) e » 18 evident f‘rom the exception made in the
strongly, T dq o qml{l&go-‘& Ang if you go in for one part very
Test. You Gommitf ’ ,OW.}OT‘} can emancipate yourself from tl'm
Manying youy i E ? glfeat a 811N wearing ¢ linsey-woolsey ’ as in
any commeng g, :‘;g sister (Lev. xix, 19).” ‘We will not offer
made to the Lui-' : s, except that, as vespects the reference
this address ap l;a,te law, we will take leave fo append to
work, Iately g extract fl‘O]_:Ll the late Dr Lindsay’s admi}'a.ble
AW as {o th, 6%@8110F1’ en.tﬂled, “Inquiry into the Christian

also, ag to laft .:Gll‘thlotvn_s‘hIljS which Bay Marriage.” Perhaps
fouowing 1)&-;5 rll : Of opinion respecting Old Testament law, the
dation of B, }L ge from Dr Wardlaw’s Introductory Recommen-
1 Dwvight's woule may carry a weight of its own:—

[

st o - o ; ces. 3
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Says he, “I was delighted with the work in another view

had long been convinced that, on the topics here dlscu;‘sei: :;;
well as on several others—(those, for e}:amp.lbf, of ﬂ%iioiwof )
velaliation and veracity)—the generally prevailing Otbl ity
difference hetween the morality of the Old TG.S A siderate
that of the New, was held with 2 yague a_ud-mcm‘l»_udiml
laxity, of which the tendency Was ex.ceedmgl‘yupi? L
to the immutable principles of gound ethics, as T?gl A .‘md that
evidence of the authority and inspiration of the1 ]?1t it’iotued o
the opinion itself, originating partly in 2 “"eh';llfmé the cha-
motbidly excessive solicitude to vindicato fromlMosaic periods,
racters of certain good men of the pat;mm-chal and ~0 P
had 1eq some wri’?efs, in maintaining it @ ol _orrantable
adopt, principles of Biblical exposition ﬂ‘le o lm\i}tl of moral
and hazardous, and to involve themselves 1 lz?bytl‘léln s
Metaphysios, from ywhich their attempts a8 ext{ma;d o
Mented their porplexity. I was move than 1? ea? e e
Previous convictions so clearly and ably Gonﬁlmf' Ln;e in ttljle con-
tho partioular points argued ; and, ab tho 56 TG ped, by

et of tho argument, cortain genoral PUEOPL e oy lights
Which other Points might be placed in the sami S; of infidelity, 50
and thyg tq see one .of the sarcastic 1'9131‘(}30&1‘-:'3 Sm-ﬂ_ig]'ltfol‘“f'a'rd’
Sliccessfully—by a process of reasoning 50 ({:e f ,G-od.
e manly—yepelled from the blessed Boox 0 of the worls that
“ It was moreover no small 1-ecommm%d&t{02 basis of Divino
Served to settle on 0 well-ELsGCTtmni;d of morals, reSPecfﬂ
‘N . apd thus at onee 0
ot legislators in the framing of their pU ol otbics, and indi-
l? the construction of their systems of 1““::;'5 ;f tomptation; such
Viduals (especially in peculiar civeumsta? iy

it
antg T vk 5 ce
- Lhm”b'; the principles of Junspmdeﬂ
1o
=

ive

c Lli g r c l] ar 118 Q i J.'G::"tvl'alint Of t-hel I
B - | . i
aff. \ ]l entlj. I's} ‘(3111') n i. ‘ot ‘ "
% bb CDnSid Ul‘ﬂ-f: on 18 @ s j ﬂ_jj-iﬂ]‘f’,y TC S]]G('rt

ar A g aret . -hii
‘0 of greqt general intevest. Ther® ¢ whether they are witht

1w . e e
0113 Which doubis have been entertait® ine law iR regard tith .
" iyy ; V. s av

T 1thoyt the line drawn by the ljuqt.a.ncf)g? o might

“rimonial ypion ; and in not a ¥ ay before the straﬂgth‘
Jeen anticipated, such doubts have B saying that T .wfel
o Inclinggjon, ,I need not shrink Dll vers With the sisters
cPecially to mardages on the part it e o, these doubts &1@
of thejy former wlw‘e% TIn the volum® eforfli;t’is consi it
Sottled in ghq only way, as it appears B
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the safet .
Saloty of either the yir

which would, in ma,j;emltue or happiness of domestic life ; hoth of

b i astio Life - hot
;-\tensmn ofthat sacreg 1‘3\"13'5, be awfully endangered bbr ,'3 01 ;
1e decisions of the 1 Pundﬂl‘}’ as some have :Ieal 1 g
be in full harmen T_lsPll‘ed Yolume are satis-i’.. t( 9 for:—and
¥ with the secure maintenan . f? 1']1113" st

ce of that

Of.]?.‘ . only blisg
aradise, that has survived the fall.’

CowPER.”

(4.) But fin

clination towa{’;ﬁi’: among the sources of g prow! )
certain vague desi - C]}ange in our marria: Toiwmg pOpLiE K
other countries Whl'r]e after greater liberty, a;al laws, we! mota &
matter, in the 131:3-1 are aﬂeged to have I;ft 1( :;mt’a,tmn_ of som.e
desire of increas wh_‘)f freedom gnq 1,013‘ ehind, as to this
after the remov;ledfhberty:—‘?&guo anIr; il(;ssé - for.ﬂw
how offen amig tho l‘?s’h‘a’hlts and Prohibitxiloi Eefd T et
due restricting of ﬁze 15 t}“" obvious truth fo.s f, Sk 5
the whole instituti tberty is its only effectu llgé_ten’ iRt he
On Oifﬂ&nﬁage is of the natil‘esggeium‘ﬂ;' ?mt
1at iner 5 a restriction
ot 1'311;(: cased liberty yielded fo the de-
ed on ﬂ;epur(fha%d at the cost of much
ample of {] ‘llllete,._- many! Buf, ‘“we are
whole of GLB. continental states.® Which?
the continoe l’? 1:&11y’ Denmark, and all the
mselves ; a.llji . But these very states do
adopt the full(:,mgt ]c we are invited, by a sort of
class of mam-ig-;, axity used in any of these coun-
them as to the Ogt(}els’ and to retain a strictness nn-
ith the deceaseler“ In France, I am informed,
allowed indiser ; . wife’s sister was, under the
at it was chaneed mu.n ately; then ‘the effects were
ged. Tt was absolutely prohibited by

;‘e&.l OPpression infiet
nlqte{l to copy the ex

not g b states on
o gr‘ee among th
({mposltj‘jn’ by e
]imes on the gpg
ﬂ:luwn to any of
]':‘6 mﬁl'l'iage 5
\JepuinC; ﬁ]_\St

= Her
€ Wwe 1
5 e We lise th
X 10m we diffay widel )
e [ 1 e
g e only witnegg of
0Mmige] .

Anmiace
guage of an em:
F 10 many thing:h;ment and well-known writer from
hi olers of 1g 1y mark opposed | but who, as it happens, havingbeen
f115 evidenee ip 4 48 saw fit to summ, o these marriages whom the Royal
rom whiah v, Separate vol : on before them, afterwards publishcd
S, e, R008. T e With an abl >
) and unqyegti, 11‘3 facts respecting 4] able and lengthened T reface,
; : naly 5 ee 5 ¢
16, and we s m]‘nl? - Elrlitmc_nta% Lciuutues m.’; well
3 e them in the langnageo this

Prag,

ace ag }

AEs being we
eface by T, 4 ;11 and hriefly stateg e«

+ Usey, D ., d.— vidence given,” &e., with
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o admitted by dispensation
in both cases the prohibi-
¢ gnd care was

fl;;;m?t‘ants in the Evidence), both ar
tion f;m;e reasons’ and ¢ grave causes :
to be ti}o be the rule, the dispensation the exeeption ;
exeent; <en that the prohibition was not t0 become 4 sport, the
S boutakuiite plaeiot 415 oo, aud the system of tho 1aw b€
rown.” These ¢ grave causes + are indeed large enough to

make ] : ‘ ; i
take the prohibition a dead letten if men will. They even
Tt is held ouf that dispensatlons

1 piece, mephew and aunt,
£ children, or an establish-
ould hurt importa-nt
btained for omeé of
t or end &
imily

:EEOIE‘:SG ‘meJn to make it so.
whore unglliimed between uncle an
Tent woy ?({J bol- aunt would take.csu'e of ¢
intEl‘est« - & 1)1‘135(31"-'6(1, the TN of Whl(!]l W
the Pﬂl':', or means of subsistence would be © e
la“’s;nﬁt 1]95_, or whe1.1 i.;he union .WOIT.ld tend ’rt‘m ’plfe e
- Wé rnder an injurious division of ProPr¥ acLits
the ﬂ; f‘int:;; these are ]'Jeild out as ‘.mOfl"BS 0
9t ﬂlp\' obation of authorities.’ Motives of n®
6 very misery that where guch marriage 1*
mind, body; O* estate,’ WJ,L
ling in 2 parent’s place,
ted incest.

2t of love, every care of * ;ch uncle or
aunt i can
onl ]f ould personally shew, as stan ¢
¥ be shewn through what even som° heathen 8GCOT=,
Let, wl e, e 200 18 wholly different
fro » Whetlier strict or lax, the law of Franc olly pro-
hibl?l what men wish to introduce inf TEngland: It Gflrlmﬂ )(; 7 the
Wifltug or alloyws, as a rule or 8s 4l gxeeptios fho ToFRES
e's 8] . . .
“ R sister or brother’s wife, the niece 9% =
Lxactly : Wi
Tig f\ﬂcﬂ)' the same is the state of the ]a.\‘- ¢
8 N ‘ 4
l)'r(i] is prohibited,’ but *allowed ult er diSP :
Ner.q s . . 43 a O
r-in-law and sister-in-1aw, legl’f-lm‘}L

o Holland. ¢ Mar-
sation,’ i hetween
Negitimate ; be-
N i t. or great
. 3 yeat 1168 aunt, 0T g
(31001- red 5 : or &F P ey o ¥
aunt, anq great unecle and niece; i of Jllcgltlma{e.
. 1; nephew or great nephew, these SAMO marriages 41°
i P i L
i I. et by r 2 a0
Permitteq s a, on ’Llhe 011101' hand, 3 el  meept between
without dispensafion. = e ntep—pzu‘ents A
ffsprnla ;

13
Parer 8
nts g : i
8 and c¢hildren and their 9% . “pidven; brothers or
gl © :
Jowed, mele

Step :

-cl : .

1alf bhl(}leny O pm'ents—m-law and ! ik 5 &

H Totlerg : ; g 1083 J1KE

op 5 and their sisters. : ]y enough
© Aunt, great uncl great aunt ety guarkelly nf Th:a

ey ? aat uncle or greal aun® B 1 by some of 1
o0 this lay pr ros tl snciples dlspuwd b}. ¢ sband

aw preserves the princif of fhe wife or Liusban

adVOUL
i 't & 1.
es for this change, that the de® Hnity 0nC forme

L Oeg
not g ;
Mary; t at all wealken the relation © o o
apre : s it
g€ union. ‘These ljl‘oh_lblt,l(]}:ls 2 oo stcp-parents
ik Jissolved by

Mgy
iage. i} _
or 1)*1; ge, through which the connectf™ fon8
deaty, ents-in-law and children had its &2 ’«.Ls to the rest of
or g judicial sentence.’ ho eviden®®
L =l b .
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2 Wi g 3
¢ Relationskips which Bar Marriase
SE-

G’el‘mqu 3 .
80y 18 given pener
i erally a
‘under dlSPensatioi it y only. Yet thus much
many for :
z ?;i‘oi an a131101(3 to marry his niece.’
4N appeal is made ¢t e
are . 0 our modes —
all \{1011 lng’Eﬂgland alone rieht aﬁf and humility. ¢ What!
: ronge ¥ But w JTtaTh
A hb ut what if the wh
11050 ver ox ole state of the marri
follow 16? Tet ]_ic}olultl'leﬂ be such that we cannot ;11*}111age
at once say, ¢ Vo 31? laid before Englishmen, sad ’t ] dare uolti
i will not poll : ’ : ey would
nage with sucl, de pollute the honourable es -
by dispensati 0]; i‘“ﬁleiﬁ’ﬂts as this” Weare uotine:ptittzd()f T]T:Jlm‘-
at - — . - BTIAT either
uncle and B T otherwise,-to invade tl ) "
' ] ece. What ¢ 10 i'at-herly relation of
of Fl"ll'lce q to s, then, i . 5
= ollg i , 18 such legislati —1
exactly th’e Qrtm;md, Prussia, which treats inces: iﬁiﬁm = th:rlﬁ
Wl wav o A 1 g 5
to do that with tiy as, upon their authority, we are 1‘0001 mec‘f‘l“?{
Englishmen (T s ]fi wife's sister? We arve e mme:ﬁc ec
- spealk preparved &
marriage g matti 0 not now of the English Ohm{.ll lt re ];13
other ground 4 state policy, and allow of d ) to make
riage is alto Ie!-ﬂan that on which our Tord per (.?'01'813 OrL: EILp
gotler in a degraded state T\r]lt‘,]} ;mlt'[ed - Mari
? arties on mutna

Consent

can have t}

@ e marri o g
anew, a5 they ail] - ope L8 VoW dissolved, and each maty

].OW' W"h{'} this i
ed bond 1 y e TR IS g8 . i
do th d by which they twain } | mERegl e g 0
1 em part. , ., A G g become one flesh, until death
ence as to t} , O an Awyer
i yer employed to procure evi
* Owr divorees § lg‘:lldge of the wife's sis-stof '1}1 it ; ’gj & mch
T T ster, admits thus h:
‘ Our legislatops in %mdn% I regret to say, are too frequ “;l’mh
Rec) G v o i . ? ' : O0be" e 0
@ vUenlo rathey g ik desirous now to rend 1;%_1 i
then, the Grermap 1. difficult; bub it is o diffealt tadk gy S
sTma : : flicult task. al
heathen Rcﬂhg”il h— law is at a lower st - e
P . c;rlng its fivst 52 year 6;5 ° ’;han e
‘ o the T da ars. . . admits laxi
s ond of marriage itself. admits laxity
i T Mot 1 epepprnes 280 1tself, 50 as to allow parties to
h‘l 1, what says our Lm{l ]‘i[“’ In which this permission is acted
18 wife savins i Himself? « o
: saving for 4] ‘Whosoever shall put aw
- she awe
mit adultery . gnq Im cause of fornjeation, causeth hclrt =
committeth g4 Wwhosoever shall marry her that is di ‘ '3011;‘
. oy r her that is divorce
then, sanctiong Whjt This reformeq marriage law of Gerr o
tery; ang avery our Lord Fsolemnly pronon 1t 1‘?11“31'11515
: s ——" pT nces to be adul-
45 an adulterer in Who avails himself of its i ig Jivi
m God’s sight, t} e ]
ght, though under the sanction of the

. = appears that
is
permitted generally throughout Gel‘:

. o T .
divers 131.11'01)6&11 nations

As for g
; he sta
attention 4o . to
Stl‘O]lg-]_yI’ P pa'lﬂ

of things i

gl-aphn?:onlln the TUnited States, We c¢rave
commended, gy < the work of Mr Dwight—so
’ L seen, by the vencrable

Wardlaw :—¢ The effect,” he says,
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¢t of these innovations on

the law of incest, has been to unsettle the minds of the com-

munity on the whole subject, to introduce a 100se and vague
scepticism with rogard to the guilt of incest in all cases whatso-
ever, and to leave a painful uncertainty as to the actual extent
?ri the alterations to which the original la7 has been cubjected.
he people at large rarely consult the statute book. Few of
Fhem, 8o far as my observation extends, appear to be aware, tl}at
inroads have heen made upon the law of jneest by & legislnt-%ve
act; yet, perceiving that marriages are qotually celebrated, which
are among those prohibited at the end of the Old Testament,
%-]my conelude that the law of incest has grow obsolete. Know-
ing propinquity to be the only ground and rule of incest they
naturally place all marriages, where the degree of propmqu'lt'-y is
th_e same, on a level. The consequence has been, fhat marTiages
S.tlll Pronounced incestuous by the sf:atute-hook, have been exten-
sively contracted. The parties have thus ignomr}ﬂy expo.sled
Flenmeh"es to an infamons punishment, and ﬂlCil"Chl]fh‘en]-:s zi(’
i e e o
: peculiarly Lumbling and P2 T

5Wo instances of marriage betwee uncle and mece; °
- So generadl

11‘71,\'0 h Tt
i eard of one .o o half-brotherd ]
of one between & half-bro e fairly ~itribu-

at this uneert

W0Wever. 3 2 ;
over, is the impression, th o
o pligh

table + . e
. *able to the logislature, and t0 the 7g-#35 Nof loss generd

;};iiinccift passes 11n11'10}ested and. nnnd ::\'ce;p
relat(ifg is the improssion, that R ’c ~ These fact
L Ins,‘ cannot be prosecut_ed to. e] same God, ¢ before it
be 18 ‘to leave off’ the revisal of €

© meddled with.’”
; éf;;inf]*}’ further be a]_l(?wecl to giv® P:Et 1;3; g
; ean clergyman, which a8 pubb=t ADDendix

t between linea
s should

o letter from an

iy William Page
y i to his

a: f od (now Tord Chancellor Tiatherley) ﬂl@oJE D e

U;snz'l{mnphlet Dbefore referred to- i t;;(tao say in introducing
i 10 ¢ T ; . e o ;

. d and fair, that Lord Tatherley W& e, o4

e B
» L havo given the ostracts fully 2

ther they
s Th i3

Appeay 3 1115
Pear in any way to press for or agt o 1-@]3101'131)‘31‘ the state
ohb aboub

evidand. :
of Jicint to those of us who are old (3110“% " it has broug
alrgq ?gs previously to this ;pnovatio™ * Al 4 %7
in t£ : )’.a change for the Worse. Tcan ¥ A ¢ their brothers-
'in-lz:e lifotimes of their hushands uSE"IﬂI ‘_3‘ t. o 8CCOT :
all tﬁv wero their own brothers and %0 {.1-0 : hen abroﬁher-in-lm\’:
© unregerve of domestic intercotdse w
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\

after an ab
bsence, w o i
his own sister 'l;l:lv Ou]fd Kies his hrother's wife *in all purity’
s T X ) ) &
ot o7l oo qif(t,gh'l she would confide in him without a 1;]10}1r 0’5_1?5
. v . : © 1
oF ) ol ke llg of (?mbal'rafssment; and when, too, in LZ
family, or 1\-0111(18;3 SRR WOTig Tmgls Ch’al'g@’ of ]J?‘
o move ;0 the bereaved home, to live with thz
; s ke care of hi i . . : :
out a whisper of slande: s children as a thing of course, with-
dren, 0o, Inovw; ;, Or any occasion for i
00, Tttt ot . ion for it; when the chil-
" s g T that their aunt could never fJG in any n(,jul
n, Lo 2 S B
and yielded rea d’il rved and reverenced her, and confided in her
“ But sinee ‘ }Jla most wholesome influence to her i
E such increased - N
PO increased nearness of conmection has been
families a Pel‘ci i lfﬁl and even desirable, there has grown up i
o eptible and painf i et e ey
m.% to laok stk sisian : l?ﬁlllful constraint, the childven learn-
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judgment,

With great regard, we are, Reverend and Dear Sirs, yours in
the bonds of the Gospel, - '
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EXTBACIT TROM DR LINDSAY'S WORK ON THE RELATION-
SHIPS WHICH BAR MARRIAGE.* (See p. 36.)

6 . .
drf\zﬁ ?l?;ci‘g_ tg_i‘()uludctl upon De}lterouomy xxv. 5, to the conclusion
& B ilions Wifel i‘zm‘ ';\ 21, regarding the 111‘1la,\1’fulness of marriage with
g ,me nc} one that has the weight of a feather; and it is
misled byc:,it : I 110 1] ndgment a'{ld sense should allow themselves to be
P ‘dcmonr'_l:‘y ae _TGPC]]Gd in two ways, either of which alone is
the distinetion bet .S- 3 ate its hollowness. Tirst of all, I solicit attention to
T flulda-ment-tlb “" P the mf)re fundamental prineiples of morals and the
eiples which 11':\.-. Piﬁlffplcs of 13101‘&}5-—!;119 distinetion between those prin-
L ]1-;\.-0 i eir f'mmdatx.(:n In the nature of the Divine Being, and
ciples of the f‘;‘ - : ]D‘“‘ foundation in the will of the Divine Being. Prin-
great comman 511101 L(md are _5“‘3'11 as those mentioned by our Lord, the two
shalt Tsve ﬂ;cl'fj;l:ll‘& ?la“‘]-”‘-'l_l hang &‘11 the law and the prophets—thou
with all thy s 1;1‘011"&.1 ¥ God w'xjth all thine heart, and with all thy soul, and
neighbour as tll}'s:[fl’ m\l-’d ‘.v“h - th.y mind ; and thou shalt love thy
Lven God himself—_I. & . G}‘. t-'hcs@ principles are absolutely immutable.
them. The Sovereis I-?e-ah Wl-ﬂl all reverence—cannot alter or suspend
to hate his Creator c,"f:1t0 the 111_1‘11,-‘01‘5.‘(; cannot make it to he 1ight for o man
particular ﬂppl‘imti;}: IO J}mte his neighbour, But when we come down o
come to thoss Inilj.;ﬁte]? 0_' the :i_;'rcat gf&:nm‘nl prineiples of morals—when we
for the gnidance of I—jl' .méfulahws which God has heen pleased to appoint
what they ave juér; ].m‘cmutuf'es_ﬂ-‘e case is widely different, They are
reason we lmo\,\-' orn ]?aum C‘o,d has willed it so. Thab is the highest
constituted society t‘;ft 1;t(-J &ce k‘IOT their existence ; and God might have s0
and reguisite. ]"5; ex'tm\ (fl ’ dlf.rcren_t regulations would have been proper
inherent in the :nLu.’mr;,_c : 1’.16_’ -'i.l.lc iety is so constituted, not by any necessity
required to laligyy wjﬂo- ; mlgf’ ]_J“t by God’s will, that cach individual is
fruits of his gwn 111-7)0111‘1 ! ;]L_j %?Liﬂiute Sphere, and is permitted to enjoy the
thing: but God misht, sulie g oo SHerofirs, iset presont o right
would be a wy ong thi; o I?m .\e such. arrangements that private property
possibly even in the 1}1‘:‘;— =‘;11t1 there is reason to helieve the time will come,
spall be no private W };1; m‘n-ld, bug certainly in the future, when there
SLl}. .« . Then again }ihe ‘?‘IRL_FLH’ but when the very idea of it shall he a
will or positive alspoil’lt.meultL ation between the sexes is the result of God's
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time issue a command directly in the teeth of what He has given forth at

another ; that Flo may lay down a general principle, and in particular cases
and autherise what is in

suspend the obligation of that general principle,

direct contradietion #o it. And in both cases e act rightly when we
follow God’s direction. The very same action may be right or wrong, a sin
Or a virtue, just according as God has sorbidden or authorised ib. Now,
ﬂlfllly these prineiples to the prohibition regarding marriage with a brother's
\_'vlfe: the general law is, you are never to touch her, it is abomination.
But under the old economy there was a special case, where, for a special
DUrpose connected wwith the distribution of inhetitances UmmS the Jews, it
beeame not auly allowable, but a duty to Mty the wife of a brother who
had dieq childless, and whose name would otherwise have perished {from
the land, The general law was Dinding in all cases put one.  In that one
¢ase an act became right which in other circumstances would ].1,'1.‘\-'0‘ been
Wrong, just as the plundering of the Bgyptiass and the extermination of
the Canaanites were commendable deeds when they were commanded, Tmt
¥ould have been infamous villanies if done ab the mere will of the Tsraclifes
'themsgl\.-‘]s‘ )

““The objection to the idea of there being & sin 11 1 Sy ey
Wife, drawn from the ex ceptional case mentioned it Peuteronomy, may be
fepelled in another “‘:L‘y, A parallel casé, of precisely the 5“”—‘;" “;tf“'.e’_
thﬁng reference to the intercourse of the Sexes’-;;fii:eo;qxf}flzics‘e’c(c;', ufﬂtit}o
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