
a<»rooal)lo to His will. That, under those considerations, what-

ever (lod has not prohibited, he has allowed ; and while wo <lo

not deny the right oi" the civil power to limit marriages in any

way which may be recpiired by the civil convenience, as to the

a;'e of the parties, for example, we deny its right to invoke the

name and will of God as prohibiting that which His Word has

lefl oi)cn."

Passing over the consideration of the primasval state of man-

kind, and the universal liberty of marriage which then necessa-

rily existed, and which was restricted exactly as the necessity

for its existence ceased—passing this over, inasmuch as no one

has ever contended for its revival, we may take our stand on

the authority for or against tlu' proposed legislation, as such

authority is contained in the Bible.

Though the prohil/ited degrees are many, yet, for all the

])urposcs of argument—we believe we might say, for all the

]>racti<'al purposes which the advocates for the [)roposed bill

have in view—the change of law in respect to one degree

oidy, and in that degree to one sex only, is the real object.

We contend that it is prohibited l)y Scripture.

It is remarkaltle, but it is incontrovertible as a faet, that

there is not in the whole volume of Scrijjture any one prohil)-

ition or restriction of any kind in respect to the marriage rela-

tion, except in the Hook of Leviticus.* Even polygamy is not

in express terms forbiddiui by the Gospel
;
yet, on that point,

inference is as strong as any direct prohibition, and a formal

veto is not re(piired to exclude jjolygamy from C hristian society,

Ko long as the words of our Lord are heard—" '''or this cause

shall a nuin leave fjither and mother and shall cleave to his

» Kcpeatod in part in Deuteronomy, xx. an-: xxvii. There is a strong paa-

Fat,'0 in tlio late ttcv. Thomas Scott's Miscellaneous Letters, an authority,

which to four, at least, of the Five Divines will appear wtirlhy of some atten-

tion, -jf we reject tlie laws of Leviticus, we have no law of God on the Bub-

ject; no, not ajjainst marrying sisters or brothers, or any relation. Now, can

we think that God inlende'l to set aside these laws in Leviticus, and to yivo

no other in their stead •.' Can we suppose that He meant to leave the Chris-

tian Cliurcli tuithout law in this most important matter ? But, if not without

law, tlie laws in Leviticus, in all general cases, are in full force."—.S'co«'s Let-

ters nvd I'aperif, 8 m, 1811 :
" /.^''ter on Marryirnj a Wfe's Sinter," p. 2U.


