2

The Fcclesiaetical and

Missionary R

ecord,

Hobrew Bible, Exod, xxvi. 17 =¢T'wo ten.
ons shall hie <ot @ sroman against her sicter.”
Euglish Bible—""I'wo tenons shail be st one
aqgainat another,”

“Let us see now how the Helirew speaks of
persons, Hebrew Bilile, Exad, xei, 15,— And
the chililren of Isracl said a man to hisbrother.”
Euglish Bible—** And the children of lsracl
said one to another," Mere, in the Iebvew,
the Israclites ure called hrothers, although of
ditferent families and of ditferent tribes,

Hebrew Bible, Gen, xxvi, 31,—* And Abime-
lech and lsane swear a man to his brother.”
Eunglish Bible—* And Abimeleeh and lsase
swear one o another,”  Note hiere, that though
called in Hebirew, drathers, they were not bro-
thers at all by Lload celationslup,

Now had it been fomales that were spoken
of in theee two verses, the expression<in Hee
hrew would have been, © they said a woman to
her sister'—they swear a woman to her sixter,
and yvet 1o Lload relationship would have been
implied—the Juglish would he—"the women
epoke o one another—they sware fo one
another,” In like manuer, if a married Jow
were to take au additional wife, ‘lthoush <he
were 1o relation at all to the fisst wife, he
would be xaid to fale a waman o ker sister,
which in plain English would sitnply mean,
taking one wife to unather, or taking another
wife.  This may explain the two readings of
Lev. xvi®', 18, and give the trae meaning of
the verse.

Hebirew Dible, Fev, xviil, 18,—" Thou ¢lalt
not take 3 woman o ker sieter.” Eugliciy Bilile
(margin) = Thou shalt not take one wife to
another.”

Thirty-five tines this Kind of expression !

oceurs in the Mebrew 01 Testament, and in
cvery instance it is translated into the English
form, in the English Bible, except in this verse
—Tlev. xviii 18, 1t appears, then, from what
has been sxid, that this verse should have bicen
no exception: that the verse aimply forlids
having more wives than one: and that. conse.
quently the verse has nothing 10 do with the
question under Jiscussion,

We are confirmed in this opinion by a con.
sideration of what we now proceed to show,
namely :—That marriage with a wife's sister is

forbidden in the 16th versc of thischapter. If |

the 18th versa, therefore, hie construed iuto a
prohibition of such a marringe only during the
lifesime of the first wife; then the I5th verse
is not only a fautology, but it permits the law
of the 16th verse to hie broken; and itallows a
nan to marry as many wives as he please dur-
ing the lifetime of his first wife, provided that
the other wives are not literally sisters in tie
English tensc of the word, AN whicli is very
improbable.  We hasten now to the prokibi.
tory law,

Lev. xviil. 18,-+*Thon shalt not uncover
the nakedness of thy brother's wife—it is thy
brother’s nakeducss.”

Lev. xx. 21—~ And if a man shall take his
Lrother's wife, it is an unclean thing—he hath
uncaovered his hrother's nukednesa”

Thete two versesare the foundation of the
Canon Law on this question—a law which ex.
isted long Defure the Reformation  from
Poperv—a law which has ever guided Chris.
tian Churches and goverument, in this matter,
thireughout chitistendom,

But what have these verses to do with the

uestion. This will specdily e geen by con-
eidering twa things, namely:—1. That th
whole of the Maral Taw inthe ible, is ade
dressed 10 the man as the head of the woman,
This may Le iltustrated by Lev. xx, where the
man—the man—the wan is continually ad
dressed by name. Where thisis not the case
in other parts of the Bille, it it the man whoe
iu'-tplo'«; a8 the person addressed ;as inthie Ten
Comniandments, where the reader finds this

form of neddress come out only at last, in these
wor Ine=t Thoy chalt not cavet thy nelehbour’s
wife," ‘The 2nd thiag to be noticed is, that
what ic sin to the maa, is sin {o the woman,
Although the Ten Commandments are, in form,

theless naa rule of duty on the wife, she ' ‘o
“ono flesh” with the hucband,
fore the husband rveads * thou shult not covet
thy neighbours weife, —the wife reads, “ thou
shialt not covet thy ncighbour's husband.”

So with the two verses in question, While
the Law (lev. Xviih 16,) addresses the wmaun,
*“Thou shalt not uncaver the nakeduess of thy

the woman is expected to read therein her
duty thus,—*Thou shalt not uncover the m.
! kedness of thy sixter’s husband ; it isthy sister's
{ nuakednese”  And so with the parallel passage
pindeevoax. 21, Dir, Gibson well remurks here
¢ that, *if the woman cnunot marry the widow-
« er, the widower cannot marry her”
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Most willinzly, would we end the argument
atud this lengthy article, at this point; but feel
constrained to answer as briefly as possible, a

| few plausible objections to the conclusion ut

i which we have arrived.

+ L We cannot see any Wood relationship be.

+ tween a man and his sister-in-law, We auswer,
that in Lev, 18th chapter, there are tiore dis-

. tant, wuch more distant relationships forbidden
in marriage. A man is forbidden (in verse 14th)

| tomarry an anntein-dare: and, in verse 17th, a

grandesicp-daughter,  Yet these far distant re.

: Iations of hisare called (in verse Gth) * neap

of kin"—or in llebrew, “remainder of his
« flesh”
'f\'ife-—-ﬂmt wife being one flesk with hiimeelf,
P2 These marringe lawsin Leviticus belong

to the Jewish Economy which has been abol-

ished,  We have, in eficet, anticipated and an-
{ swered this oljection.  We have only to add,
that if the oljector ean show anytling cere-
monial or tupical about these Jaws, and demon-
strate to us the things typificd—ihe substance
foreshadowed, we shall greatly admire his
theologionl acumen and Lrilliancy of genius,
But, we belicve that that oljeetion arises
mainly from not seriously veading over the
whole of the degrees of velationship fordidden
inmarriage.  Letany onedo so,and he eannot
! but conchide that these laws arve intended for
+ all times and all nations, as well as for the Mo-
saic cconomy, and the Jewish peaple who live
uuder it. D, Gibson, proves by a large in-
duetion of facts, that where these laws of the
Bible are neglected inany community in mod-
crn times, such neglect is followed by the most
ditstrous  contequences, hioth physieal and
moral: which proves that theselawsare found.
cd in divine wizdow, goodness, aud justiee,
aud are intended for universal olservanie.

3. Bint Joes not God hinseli permit, and even
command, when a husband died without issue,
that then his Lrother  should marry the
widow and raise up children to the Jcceased
husband. True, that isan exception to Lev.
xviii, 15—Dbut the cxception vnly woes to es
tablish the rule or general law, * This excep-
tion, of Jaw of Levirate (Deut, xxv. 5, 6,) was
intended for a special purpose in cunnection
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aecexcaridy wull and void. There is nohing
uew in natnre, ot in worals, or in sacial require
ments demanding such a law, God who made
the law in Lev. xviii. 16, had 2 rizht to make
the exception s Wt we hare ne right 1o viead

i general rule.

when hustand dies, ** the wife is released from
the law of her husliand.™  Doce not this prove
that death ruaps asunder the link of relation.
¥hip that Linds a woman to the Lindred of her

addressed to the man, they are bindine nevers

8. tl ‘i HEA
While thee- ! the wife, diwl

bro her's wife: it is thy brother's nakedness — .

How much more the sister of his own l

} notqaite 20 grear as fonnerly.

with the preplicsies which pointed to the coms
ing of the Messial:; and such a Jaw is now

the exeeplion for disreganding or Lreaking the .

4. Lut does not the Aposle Paul tell ue that4

. decensed husband, or that binds a husband to
© the Xindred of his decensed wife? I so, then
»the sicter of a1 decensed wife is no relation at
v all to the surviving hushand, and if he should
" marry the sister, he marries one who is no ve-
Iation to him, The relationship ceased when
This 13 pl:msih’o, but it does

not stand investigation. ‘Ihe Apostle Panl in
+ 1 Cor, 7, i3 referring to wellkvown Jaws of
warriage ;—that n woman is hound to be faith-

i ful to her hinsband while helives—she cannot
marry another. ‘That is the Inw as given in

the Tth commandment—Vinding on the wife,

“as well as the husband.,  To bep it is the Inw
of her husband, or that which bin Is her to be
faithful to him. 1 he die, she may waery
another—but whom?  Though released, by
his death, from the law of her husband, she

,is nat released from thut part of the Law of
God which is to regulate her in marrying
again.  Js her decea<ed husband’s lrother no
velation of hers? Let the Bible itself tell,
Secthelaw of Levirate asillustrated in the Book
of Ruth,  Nzuomi's husband isdead, and Ruth’s
husdand is dead, and yet Boaz, kinsman to
Naomi's hushand is recoguized as the “ near
kinsman” of both Nauomi and her Moabitish
duughterindaw Ruth. Apply the principle
now, The deceased wile's sister—is a sister
still—she isa near kinswoman—the tic of re-
lutionship has not been snapped by death.

1

(The writer, after expressing a most decided
t opinion as to theillegality in the eye of thelaw
. of reripture, and ofour church, of the marriages

rveferred to, concluded with an earnest appeal
in Lichalf of those who have ignorantly married
in this forbidden degree of relationship. As
such plending, however, might have had the
cficet of tending to perpetuate the evil com-
plained of, he hias been induced, reluctantly, to
1 withdraw the plea, and pennit the article to be
published without it. The writer has done
this as a duty to the church and to the com-
munity, and not without decp sympathy for
those who have iynorantly married in the re-
lationship referred to.~gniToR.)

NEW YORK CORRESPONDENCE.

Sir—The Anniveraary week at New York has
Just closed,  The interest in the mectings was
For this thero
are scveral causes, which may be mentionrd. In
; the first place the old ‘Tabernacle which futined
the grand  focus of nterest in the Auniversary
week has becsk torn down, in order to make
; soom for husiness eavablishmenta.  In the second
t place thete had been anuch quiot excitement
! produced by the recent revival which has xo
greatly blegsed the City ; and this excitement has
bhegun 1o subside into gsicady Church actioa.
In the thitd place the question which bas been
1 agitating the Tract Society abisorbed the aten-
"tivn of the relizious puablic. A<l these causes,

1 but especially the last, tagerker with the con.

, tinved rainsof the week, greatly impaired the
interest of the eeason.
Not being a lite-member of the Tract Saciety,
1 did not attempt to gaun admission 10 its meet-
ing, from which indeed all att:ers hut life-mem-
bers were excluded. The question which fusmed
‘ the subject of cunitaversy last year, was the
propicty of ieuing Teacts on Slavery. Itwae
then resulved by 2 unanimous vate, thata tract
* should be prepated  and isaved on the duties of
Masters o thcie Slaves.  “The pablishing com-
; mitiee had one prepared by Dr. Thams  wythe
of Charicsion, 3 man of great leanis,. and
ahility.  The iract was wnderstood 1o consist
chiclly of extracis fiom the wiiting of Southern



