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THE MARRIAGE QUESTION,
MRr Emiror, Inyodrpaperof December 1oth,there
arc certain sematks by the Rev, John Ladag of Dune
dae, on my pamphlet on the masiage ques:ion, e
says at the end, Y 1 Mr, I3, or same other writer will
fairly mee’ vhis fssue, ft will de much ta promote
uni'y f centiment among us” 1 Ltould be happy to
do 1'% in my power to remove ¢ "its and difliculties
from the went of our beloved bir~ ber with regard to
this i poreant subject, but, ftee all my labour, per
haps th-y cannot be done,

1. 1% st of all let we notive Mr, Laing's objection
L3y assuming™ that a wife's sister 1s fuibalden
becai ¢ a bisiher’s - idow is futbidden, while yet at
the same tane he “assumes” what the Sciptures
nowhaee assert, viz, that there is a difference between
“reltives Ly blood * in the collateral line and * vela-
tives by Llvod ™ in the direct tine. 1 hold and believe
that the Scnptures make no diference between them.
“Let Mr, Laing shete the proof and not assume it.”
Or 11t he lawful for hits to assume, my assumption is
as good as his,

2. Mr. Laing does not perceive the force of my ar-
pument on page 235, with reference to a woman
and her daughter and grand daughter, or a wo-
man and her mother, beng near kinswomen, | prove
by verse 13 that a woman and her sister ars also
werr kenswomen ; for if my mother and her sister are
near kinswomen, so are any other two sisters whatever,
And as 1 do not believe in the distinction * assumed *
between relatives by bloed in thie collaser ] e and
thase i the airect line, I maintain that a woman's
sister is 28 much her flesk as hee daoghter an her
mother. And when the daughter and mother of the
wife are forbudden because they are ** shariak,” flesh,
ur her near kKinswomen ; on the same ground | be
licve that a woman's sister is fotbidden because the
one is the near kinswoman or {flesh of the other, as
stated in verse 313. Where is the authority for
making a distinction between * sharrak ” in the direct
and “sheer” in the collateral hne? If it be wicked
ness, * zimmak,” tomarry 2 woman who stands in the
relation of **skarrak” 10 the wife, it must be cqually
wicked to marry a woman who may be called h r
“shes2,” as her sister is denominated in veise 13.
I refer Mr. Laing to what is stated on page 20, hine
24, of my pamphlet, with regasd to the prnciple of
two sisters being one flesh, or near kinswomen,

3. Mr. Laing states in his fourth objection, ¢ Un-
less we assume that the mother and the wile are ‘ one
with the man’ i the samce sense, it is obvious, etc.”
Now every schoolboy knows that 2 man’s mo her 1s
one flesh with hun, 1 a sense which no other woman
on carth can be, unless he enter the second tune into
some mother's womb and be boin.  Accoiding to this
linc of reasoning 2 man may marry any woman he
pleases except hus mother, for *unless we assume
that the mother and the other woman e one with
the man in the same sense, it 1s obvious that the
mother 1s prolubited when the other 1s not, and 1 at
' ¢ probibitton tests on grounds which do not apply
w the otker.” Now, no man will ever attempt o as-
sume what has no existence, for there are no fzv0 svo.
nen in the world that can be one with a man in ke
same sense, except those who are in the same degiee
of relationship, such as two sisters, two daughters,
two aunts, or two neices, or two w.ves if Le has been
marsied a second time.  Each of these relatives are
onc with the man, and yet the relation in which they
all stand to him is not wdentizal. Tie argument,
therefore, fuils to the ground su far as A restson iden.
tny of relationstup.  And as 1t remains to be proven
that the Scrpiures uistinguish between relatines by
biowi i the duect hine and those in the collateral
Ling, I matutam that all the blood 1elations of the
wife are forbidden ; nut only her daugliter, grand-
dauguter and mother, but also her sister, her aunt,
and her ntece.

4. The principic “assumed” by Mr, Laing is not
well-founded when he says, “ The law affects only
telatives by blood of the wife in the direct line, ag
dusa not aifect those in the collateral hine.” He mm
as uell assert that it affects only a man’s own relatives
Ly blood in the ditect ine, but not those in the col-
lateral lin., sv that while he is forbidden to marry his
mother or daughiter, at the same time he is at liberty
tv muary his sister or niece. Now inorder to shew that
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the Holy Scriptures do "not recognire the distinction
beiween blood 1clatives in the direct and collateral
lines, we find {t expressly fosbidden in the ninth and
cleventh verses, for a nun to marry his sister or halfe
sister, legitimate or lllegitimate, because they are his
near kinswomen. In verse 12 he s farbidden to
marry his father’s sister, and in verse t3 his
mother’s aister on the same ground, [t is, therefore,
evident that the distinction between the direct and
collateral lines has no authoriy or sanction from the
Word of God, and the burden of proofrests with those
who asscrt that there s a distincaion an the case of the
blood telations of a wile,

5. In the sccund objection Mr. Lamg usserts to the
“coreelative prolub tion " of a woman mariying her
husband's brother, and yet further on, under objection
W, in hWis “matatis mntandis® of my words, he
cuntradicts himself, and fuigets the proposition to
which he assented, for hie says, * There is not a single
instance of a husband's relatives by blood i the col-
lateral line being forbidden to the wife,”  Naw in
verse 16 it is expressly forbidden that a woman
should be mardied to her husband’s broti.er, because
he is her husband’s relative by blood in the collateral
line. In verse 14 it is forbidden that a woinan shiould
marry the nephew of her husband; he is also hes
husband’s blood selative in the collateral line,  Mr.
Laing or any other writer may explain, if he can, how
that which is sin for .t woman mway be lawful for a man
todo. Ifit besin for a woman to marry her hus-
band’s blood relatives in the collateral line, how can
it be lawful for a man to marry his wife's blood relatives
in the same line?  Mr, Laing says, “if an instance
can be given | will yicld the question.”  As 1 have
now produced two instances, ‘iz, verses 14 and
16, therefore, by his own adinission, he is bound to
yield, which I fondly hope he may do, and come over
to adopt my side of the question.

6. Ncar the end of his article Mr. Laing says,
““I'he law of Muses interdicts a mother’s sister on the
ground that she is included in the phrase near of
kin, but docs not interdict a wife's sister on the
ground that she is near of kin to the wife.” Now,the
real and only ground on which the law of Moses for-
bids any woman is that sh2 is near of kin to the man—
verse 6 None of you shall approach to any that is
near of kin to 4/m.” ‘The father’s and mother’s sisters
are prohibited, because they are near kinswomen of
the father and mbther, and therefore, * near of kin”
to the man himself. The daughter or grand.daughter,
and the mother of a wife, are forbidden on the gro.nd
that they are the wife’s near kinswomen,and so ** near
of kin” to the man, and as we find that therc s no
distinction between lineal and collateral relatives by
blood, the sister of & wife cannot be allowed, because
being the wife's near kinswoman, she is also ** near of
kin ” to the husband, and must be included in the
phrase * near of kin.”

7. Under objection ong, Mr. Laing says, ** The te-
Iation in which they (ie, a brother’s widow aud a
wife's sister) stand 1o a man is aralogous buy not
identical  In opposition to this I maintan that, mwu.
latis mutondis, the relavion in which a brother’s widow
stands to a man, and a sister’s husband stands to a
woman, is adentical and not analogous,; unless it Le
asserted that on the one side the widow, Lezing u fe-
male, and on the other the widower bLeing a male,
makes a difference, so that what is interdicted to the
widow because she happens to be a woman, is lawful
and right for the widower to do because he is a man.
“( d has not promulgated one law for ma‘es and an.
ot er for tanales.” The law is one and the same for
both, \Whatever is forbidden to the man is forbidden
to the woman. The sexes are morally equivalent n
the eye of God. The moral law is binding on men
and women alike. But sume people aigue as if the
law had no reference to women at all, because the
commandments are all masculinen their forn in tle-
brew, Leing all addressed to the man.  But the man
includes the woman. Eve was as much bound to :tb-
stain from the forbidden fruit as Adam was, and yet
it was to Adam that God said * Of the tree of know-
ledge of good and evil thou shalt not eat.”” \We have
no evidence that the woman existed at all when this
command was given, for the prohibiticn s 1 the
second person, singular, masculine, of the future tense
of the verb,

8. The blood relatives of a man or woman within
the forbidden degrees are five, two being in the direct
and three in the collateral line, wviz.: Father, son,
mother, daughter, uncle, brother, nephew, aunt, sister,

nlece. Some of these arc exprassly forhidden to
the than, and some to the woran, and some are not
mentioned at all.  Ofthose forbidden to the wan one
i3 direst and two are collateral, so also of thosa for-
bldden to the woman, two are collateral and one
isdirect. Butthese are notthe same, for the one forbid.
den in the direct line to the man is lus superior, and
of the two forbidden in the collateral hine one is his
superior and one his equal, while those not expressly
forbudden ane both hiv mirnors.  On the other hand
the one forhudden in the duect hine to the woman is
her infenor, and of the two forbidden in the collateral
line one ts her infenor and one her equal, while those
not mientioned at all are both her superiors. A sonis
forbidden to marry hus mother, but not a word is said
of u daughter mareying her father. A mother cannot
marry ber son, but nothing 1s smd of a man marrying
s daughter. A nephew s wnterdicted from marrying
his aunt, but nothing is said of a niece marrying her
uncle. Does not this teach that in the eye of moral
law man and woman are equal? Does it not also
shew that with 1eference to marriage there is no dif-
ference between blood relatives in the direct and col-
lateral hnes?  How are we to decule the question of
the argament from analogy be disallowed?  We have
no rule to guide us in the matter.  Every one may
act as he pleases and make a rule for himselfl  And
if we must allow the argument from analogy in the
one case, how are we to refuse it in the other? On
what ground can we reject it?2 It scems to me that
the only prinaple by which we are guided is that
stated ia the second chapier of my pamphlery, at pages
9—11. [ would carnestly recommend our deat brother,
Me g (and others who (hunk as he doe-), to study
car:fufly the subject of these pages and the Scripture
texi s on which they are founded, and by duing so 1
hope he may bLe led to entertain the s ane view of the
subject, Duxcay 1L BLag,
Darney's River, Dec. 20th, 1850.

DECEASED WIFE'S SISTER.

MR. Evitor,—Will you kindly give space in your
columns for the following, in reply to the communica-
tion on fhe marriage gnestion which appeated in your
issue of December soth?

Mr. Laing holds that the Jaw (Levitical) does not
by fair and necessary inference, prohibit marriage
with a deceased wife'’s sister, cte,

Taking Leviticus xviii, 18, as it stands in our auth-
orized version,and leaving out of view for the present
the vexed question, whether the phrase translated,
“a woman to her sister,” should be given its literal
meaning, instead of the idiomatic sense the same
Hebrew words have given to them in Exodus xxvi. 3,
3, 6, 17, and other passages, viz., “one to another,”
1 would like to ask Mr. Laing, for whose skill as a
logician I have hitherto entertained the highest re-
gard, whether hic docs not admit that it is a won se-
quitur that the wverse in gquestion permils the
marviage of a man with his deceased  wife's
sister. That princeof theologians, the late Dr. Hodge,
in his *Systematic Theology,” vol. iii, page 416,
referring to Leviticus xvni, 18, says :—* All that the
passage teaches is, that if a man chooses to have two
wives at the same time, which the law aliowed, they
must nat be sisters 3 and the reason assigned is, that
it would bring the sisters into a false relatior o each
other. This leaves the question of the propriety of
marrying the sister of & deceased wife just where it
was. This verse has no direct bearing on that sub-
ject.” Fam much mistaken in Mr. Laing asalogician,
ifhe will assert that ths verse either permits or pro-
Inbits marriage with a deceased wife's sister. He
knows 100 well the consequence,to question for a
mowent the transference of the Lavitical Law of mar-
nage to the Chnistian dispensation, and will doubuless
admit at once that Lewviticus xvui. 16, stands fast as a
protubition under the New Testament economy.
Now, whatever the Rabbins may think who reject :
P «l’s authority, or whatever difference may have ex
isted, according to Baumgyarten, from the fact tha,
“undcrthe Old Testament the woman had not attained
to the same degree of personality and independence
as the man,” 1 would like to know how, consistently
with the principle Paul cnurciated in Galatians ui. 20
—*There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither
bond nor free, there 1s neither male nor female ; for
ye are all one in Christ Jesus "—Mr. Laing avoids the
necessity of applying the prolibition of Leviticus
xviii, 16, to the woman, i this form : “Thou shalt




