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Canadian Erelpsiastival Gasettr;

OR CHURCH REGISTER FOR TIE DIOCESES OF QUEBEC, MONTREAL, TORONTO, AND HURON.

VOLUME VIL

TORONTO,

APRIL 16, 1860.

[The pressing f-rr;porlanr; nj the pv:opo.v.-;i ;llle;a
tnduced s to devote the whole of the Gazetle to w.].
MARRIAGE WITIL A DECEASED WIFE'S SISTER.

MARRIAGE LAW DEFENCE ASSOCIATION —MEETING AT WILLIS'S
ROOMS.

[The following papers are published under the authority of Right Rev
tho Lord Bishop of Toronto, for the guidance of, and to gi\% ncccs%ary ine
formation to, thoso lovers of order and morality who would bo grievously
injured by a chango in the Law of Marriage, which it is the glory of the
reformation to have preserved inviolate, and under which the social and

peaceful family intercourse of Great Britain has been ensured. A mischievous |

and wanton attack has suddenly been made
Canada, aud the people of this country
their moral and social customs which ought not to bo suffered passively.
Fortunately the question is ono which does not in its effects blight the
happiness and shock the religious principles of any onc class of bolicving
christians: on tho contrary, the Church of Eogland and Ircland, the Greek
and Asiatic Branches of tho Church, the Galliean, Spanish, Austrian and
American Churches, the Presbyterians of Scotland, all preservo the same
law, and aro of one voico in forbidding marriage within certain degrees, and
which are therfore called **prohibited degrees.” In Cansda the United
Church of England and Ireland being freo from all state connexions, and

on the Law of Marriage in

having no direct voice in Parliament, is now forced to assume an attitude of " wo:

defence against an invasion of principle, which are sacred. The Chureh is
forced to condemn this proceeding as o wicked nnd sinful act against God,
and agmnst His express law, and is called to protest solcmnl; against a
measure which sanctions the crime of incest. She forther protcslsaagainst
tho measure 23 a wanton and uncalled for iuterference with tho moral law,

endangering the social happiness of families, and utterly subversive of the
peace and cternal welfare of those who may,
violato the law of God; lastly,

enactment, which, inasmuch as it
n a position 1a which it will be impossible to maintai

tho Church must protest against a civi)

n neutral ground.}

Toroxt0, March 81st, 1560.
Revrrevo Sir,—The form of Petitivn, which you will find Sclow, against
the preposed Bill to legalizc snarmiage wath the sster of o deceased wife, bas
my cordial approval, and I would carnestly request you to forward to the
Secretary of the Church Society authority to attach your signature to it.
I am, Rov. Sir,

Yours truly,

To the, §e. JOHN TORONTO.

We, the undersigned, the Bishop aud the Ciergy of tho Diocese of Taronto,

bctg humbly to represent to your Lonourable House, that wo have scen
with great spprehension, the frequent attempts which have been made i
tl.zo Imperisl Parlioment ta relax the Iaws, by which the sancuty of mar
viage and the parity and bappiness of domestic life have so long bccr;
guarded. Your Petitioners deeply regret that a Bill should bave been in-
trqduccd into the Provincial Legislature, duriag the present sessivn, the
object of which is to sanction certain marriages withun the prolul’mcd
degrees, and they humbly Leg suur bunvurable House to withnoid 1ts assent
from any such weasure. And your Petatioucrs, &c.
(Signed)

N.B.—It is requested that signatures may h i i
¥ bo sent in a8 carly as possible,
10 order that the I’etition may b> presented immediately nftgr thgol-}::sler
recess. The above form of Petition will be addressed mutatus nutindis, to
the Governor-Geaeral, and to both Houses of the Legislature. '

»
o

aro threatened with a violation of”

under sanction of human law, ~

clashes with the Word of God, places Her’

.. ’ n - T
tion in the Masniaye Lau, hasy A very full meeting of the Clergy and Laty, including svme of tho lona-

,ing representatives of all shades of opinion in tho Church, was leld last
'y Wednesday, in conneetion with tho Marriago Law Defenco ssociation, to
cu-vperate with its ¢ffurts in upposing the prupused bill for legulicing mar-
|| ringo with a deceased wife's sister.
. The Duke of Marlborough presided ; and upon the platform were the Earl
jj of Shaftesbury, the Bishop of Uxford, the Bishop of St. David’s, the Dean
i of Westministers Arvchdeacons Sinclair, Hale, Burney, and Denison; Vice-
¥ Chancellor Sir W. I, Wood; Revs. Dr. Irons, Dr. Hessey, Ur. Jolf, Principal
of King's College; Ilon. and Rov. R, Liddell; Revs. R. E. Auriol, C. V.
Page, D. Moore, E. Garbett; Hon. F. Lyon, ALL., Mr, Maxwell Close, M.D.,
. Captain Govdon, M.P., Mr., H. Ker Soymer, M.P,, Mr. Kekewich, M.P.,
, Mr. Beresford Hope, Mr. J. C. Colquhoun, Mr. Roundell Palmer, Q C., Mr.
Whatcley, Q. C, &o. In the body of the room there was a considorable
! number of ladics.

The Deax or WesTstssteR opened the proceedings with prayer.

The Cuamnmay, i calhing attention to tho purpose fur wineh thoy wero
met, obsersed that, although it was zcarcely possible tu suppose that all
who cotposed that crowded mecting could bLe of one mind or ono vpinion
with regard to the various aspects i which the questuon of marnago with a
Jdeceased nife’s sister might be viewed and cousidered, he might assume that
they were all influenced in their attendance by one comnnon object—an
object of tho greatest social importance, nud avolsing results of the most
momentous consequences—viz., the preservation of the law of marnage as
it now stood.  As they were wll no doubt aware, tho mecting had been called
together in conseyuence of tho action which he was sorry to see was stiil

. going on year after year by an orgamsation promoted by & small body of
. persons a8 its originators and founders, but which, 1f unchecked, might un-
happily extend 1ts bancful influcnce through tho large an.. important masses
,of the community. They were met to show that the peoplo of England
were determined, by God's help, to maintan the law by which tho purity
.of family life was protected. It would not become him, in the presenco of
su many gentlemen of great ability and such intimate knowledge of all tho
. bearings of tho subject, to detain the mecting with any leugthencd remarks;
he would meroly touch upon the principal or salient points involved in the
. question at issue, and leave tho elicitation of further details to those who

had consented to propose and support the resolutions. Thoy must all admit
| that the question was to be viewed in two aspects—tho ono Scriptural and
;i religious, thoe other social and economio. It scemed to him strange that tho
\ advocates fur the repeal of the marnage law of Eugland as it nuw stood
y should'ventuce to take Scripture for thewr warrant, Lecauso a fair aad im-
, partial view of the Soriptures showed clearly that if such unions a3 thos?
. Who desired to maintain the law folt to be repugnant to tho best feclings of
society wero not actuslly forbwdden in express terms, there was more than
sufficient of implication even in the Old Testament to gatisfy any reasonable
mind that'it was not only marriages of consanguinity that were forbidden,
but marriages of affinity likewise. And even if there was a supposcd per-
|| mission given by implication to the ancient peoplo of God to contract such
mearriages, ho Jenied that that implied permission would be biadisg on us
p Christians. It must be borne in mind that the dispensation under which the
o Jewish Church was placed was of & lower character than that upon which
s our blessed Saviour had raised tho Chnistian Church. conscquently wo
o found suany thiogs permitted by smplication so the Jewish Church, from the
absence of any cxpress prohibition to the cuntrary, which under no circam-
stances could be allowed ar tolerated amongst christinns. Take polygamy
. itself—there was no probibition, on the couutrary, thero wero passages in
., the 01d Testament which might almust bo taken as a warrant for the practico,
» et no une would protend tu argue that pulygamy was tu be permitted in o
,, christian commuuity, muca less that it was snactivned by the law of God.
. Again, there was suicide. Nothing in the Scriptures of the Old Testament
i forbad suicide, yot we all know that if o man fell by his own hand Le com-
"mitted a crimo which tho law of the land and tho sense of socicty stamped
a3 one of tho decpest character. Bat, on the othor hand, ¢very patient and

W
"

. pragerful investigator of the chmstian law would find that by unplication

|

there were ample indications ia the Old Testament that marnisges of tho
nature cuntemplated by the advocates of a ohange 1n our marniago law were
displeasing in the sight of God; that the near cpproach of consunguinity
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in marriage were eyually repuguant to God's law: and, under the eanctify-
ing power of a highor, n more enlightened, nnd & holier dispeusation, we
might be suro that those prohibitory indications which could bo proved to
oxist inthe Old Testament had multiplied an 1 raised themselves to complete
and indubitable prohibition in the Christian Church  DBut in considering
this question there was another ground to be taken It was true that our
blessed Lord had indicated to us that the true state of marringe was the
ancient and primitive one, wherein God made man, both mnle and female,
that they twain might he one flesh  But they might be permitted to take
o lower ground, nnd lock upon the question in its social aspect,
quite surc that, regarding the ubject from this point of view, he should be
well representing the true feeling of every person in that room and hundreds
of thousands who were not present, when be said that such a chango as was
sought lo bo introduced would be regarded with tho greatest displeasure
and alarm by the great majority of fumilies in this country, as imperilling
every domestic tie, and introducing confussion and suspicion where there
ought only to be order, confidence, and love.
proposed by this bill —whether it was in the IHouse of Commons already he
did not knoy, but which, at all events, was impenling? It was in effect to
declare that that per<on who in ll countries, and from all time, had hitherto
been known as tho ‘¢ sister-in law,” should no longer be a sister—that was
to say that when a man was married the sister of his wife was to bo no
looger o sister, nor received into the houso in that character. And for
whoso benefit, or at whose desire, was this chango in the law proposed *—
and this was an important question for consideration in a matter of such
greal social importance. ‘The proposers of this chango were driven toa
variety of expcdients to maintain their case.  First they took tho Scriptural
ground, and when that failed they turned to the social ground, and contended
that, beeause the habits and inchinations of certain peopleled them to contract
such marriages, or to wish to contract them, therefore the law should be
altered in order that these illegal acts might be stamped with the character of
legality. But who were these persons? Not a mnjority, butan infinitesimally
small minority. It was for the sake of this small and inconsiderable minority
that tho feclings of the vast majority wero to be outraged, as well as the
law of England, which had grown up for centuries, which had been confirmed
by a recent enactment, and which was not only the law of England but the
law of the primitive Church, uniformly acknowledged by the Churches of
the cast and of the west from tho foundation of christianity until it was
tarapered with by dispensations from the corrupt Church of Rome. It was
said that when once the boud of marriage was dissolved between 2 man and
his wifo by death, tho man was st liberty to marry the woman who was
nearest in relationship to his deceased wife—viz, her sister.  The dissolu-
tion of the bond here assumed was that caused by tho death of the wife;
but ho would wish the mceting to consider whether there wero not other
ways by which the bond of marringe might be dissolved? We had scen a
great chango in the law introduced of late by the action of the Divorce
Court. Without passing any opinion on the expediency or inexpedicacy of
that change, he would simply remark that divorees scemed now much more
casy of attainment than they formerly were. and it was possible to
obtain the dissolution of the marriage bond in cases in which it could not
under the previous law of divorce have been even expected.  This being so,
ho would ask the promoters of the proposed Wil whether the man whose
marriage was distolved by the action of tho Divorce Court was to be equally
at liberty to marry his wife’s sister with the man whose marringe was dis-
solvod by the death of his wifo® Because, if so, tho result to which the
law, if passed, might bo followed out would be that o man might be married
to two eisters both living at the same time But it was not for him to
dwell longer on such a subject. It must be patent to all that such an
alteration of tho marriage law as was now demanded must bo franght with
incalculable mischief to society, and was opposed to every consideration of
social, religious, and moral feeling. He trusted the measuro would not
pass, but the peoplo of England must stand forward and back up that portion
of the Legislature which had hitherto shown itself sensible of the popular
feeling in regard to this question. It ought not to be left to a contest
between Lords and Commons. The House of Lords had done their duty
honestly and faithfully ; but with o certain section of the House of Commons
the question had become a clap-trap cry, and was employed as o sort of
test of Houso of Commons liberalism. It was for tho peoplo to show the
House of Commons they wero strong in dissenting to this measure, and if
they, by their sympathy and co-opertion, backed up the association and
backed up the House of Peers, ho thought that, although they could not
caleulate upon all scotions being of onc mind on tho subject, they might
safcly caleulate upon such a change of feeling in the Houso of Commons as
would set at 1¢st for cver this important question  (Cheers.)

Vicr-Cnaxcirion S W Page Woon had been requested to move the
following resolution, it having been thought right by tho committee that
after the Chairman’s ablo exposition, a layman should be the first to give
practical effect to the objects of the meeting.  The resolution was—

¢ That this meeting is convinced that any alteration of the marriage law

He was |

Ior what was it that was®

"within the degrees now proliibited, would Lo fraught with grave danger and
'injury to religion, morality, and family life #
He believed that he should have the entire concurrence of the whole of
“that vast nsgembly in the general proposition here =et forth, whatever might
be the individual views entertained upon any one biranch of the question.
There was no one there present, he apprehendeid, who dul not see that there
was great danger to religiou, to morality, and to all the best interests of
family life, if the measure contemplated, and which had bLeen so pertina-
" eiously put forward for two or three sessions, should ever acquire the force
of law.  And what was it that tho advocates of this alteration of the marringe
law were attempting” It was to uproot and sect at nought the deep feelings
“and religious convictions of a vast majority of the people of Euglaud: to
overturn the moral instinets of othiers who would not even admit the religious
view in which many of us and most of us happily in England were accus-
tomed to regard the question: and, further, to rovolutionise and destroy
family ties by breaking down social relations which had existed from tle
very commencement of society It was no hight oceasion, then, upon which
they were now met together, and the numbers he saw before him convinced
him that the people at large were beginning at length to umderstand and
appreciate the importance of the question and the magnitude of the danger.
He believed that was only beeauso thoso who desired to maintain the lny—
the vast majority of the population—had been too languid in their opposition
to these repeated attempts to change it, that a measure so pregnant with
mischief of every kind could ever have been passed by a majority of the
Houso of Commons. But he did not believe, in spite of its having twice
passed the House of Commons, the people of England were in favour of any
“such alteration. He once had tho honour of raising his voice in the Iouse
*of Commons against this fatal measure, and ho was bappy to say that on
that occasion hic was supported by men of all religious views and of every
shade of political opinion. Ia that debate he heard the indiguant eloquence
of Mr. Shicl, thon o Roman Catholic member of the house, denouncing the
measure, and the able advocacy of Mr. Roebuck, who could not, any more
than himsclf, be regarded as entertaining high Conscrvative principles,
“brought to bearagainstit. But this was a matter in which every Englishman
and Englishwoman should be Conservative, for the question at 1ssue was
“whether we should hold religious feelings intact, and whether we wero to
maintain those socinl views which formed the basis of domestio purity in
their full integrity.  After having read almost every pamphlet which had
‘been written, and heard very many of the specches which had been made
upon the subject, it appeared to him that there were certain propositions
which were incontestable. They were these—that the Churel of England
had ever held, and still held, that these marnages were contrary to God's
law, and that the Church of England, mn so holding, only followed the truth
“as laid down by the whole iy of the Catholic Church from the time of its
firat foundation ¢ on the Apostles and Prophets, Jesus Christ being the
Corner-stone.”  Further, that the law of England had been umform n
holding, as the Church held, that all such marnmages were contrary to the
law of God: for in cxpress terms 1t was so cnacled in the Act ot Henry
VIII, and he contended that those who wished to overturn that which had
been sanctioned by the law from the first institution of society—and he now
ailressed those more especinlly who disregarded the authority of the Church
—that which had been sanctioned vniformly by law and by custom. had a
great burden cast upon them, of proving that they were yustified 1 making
such a proposition. His resolution declared that to alter the Iaw for the
‘purpose of * permitting marriage with a wife’s sister, or any other person
within the degrees now prohioited, was fraught with great danger and
‘injury to religion, morality, and family life.” As he hoped to be followed
"by men high in the Church—by his right rev. friend the Bishop of Oxford,
"by the right rev. prelate the Bishop of St. David's, and others, lus comments
upon the religious part of the question should be very brief.  But, said, the
"right hon. and learned Judge, we are miet here to claim not only your
gympathy, upon whick I shail make some demand before I conelude, but
“to claim also the best exercise of your reason upon this mon entous subject.
‘T want to show that we are not afraid to discuss it, be the adversary who
"he may, on grounds of the most deliberate reasomng, apart altogether from
“tho religious ground, and as if every thing connected with it were an open
‘proposition. And at a time when it is discussed, whether man derives his
'being from a spongo or an anemone, it may be advisable, in dealing with
‘such a question, to go back to first principles. I am prepared to argue,
therefore, with him who holds, as 1 hold, that the Scripture is the word of
‘ God—vwith him who holds with mo that tho Church has rightfully expounded
Scripture—I am prepared, also, to argue with him who holds neither of
“those propositions, and with also who says that our social system on this
question is to be argued on first principles.  As regards what the Seripture
'says upon the subject of these marriages, I will bo very brief. .But we rest
‘our caso on this fact, that there is recorded i God's Word a list of unions
"which are denounced as abominable—not merely abomiaable according to
"the Jewish law, which was not then given, but about to be given, but
"abominablo on the part even of the Canaamtes and the Egyptians, who had

which should permit marriage with o wife's sister or any other person iInever any revealed law, and yet were guilty of these abominations. That

[
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was an auswer to those who said this probibition, if it oxisted at all, wnsl.' But why wero they not prohibited Leforo amongst christians®  Decauso
only » Jewish mstitution, and not binding upon others. Tho chapter of , auch things were not thought of.  Show me an_instance of any such union

Loviticus begins in this solemn manner:~+*¢ After the doings of the land of
Egypt, wherein yo dwolt, shall yo not do; neither shall yo walk in their
ordinances; yo shall do my judgments and keep mino ordinances to walk
thorein; I am the Lord your God.” And it concludes—** For all theso
abominations have the men of the land done which were beforo you, and
the land is defiled.  That the land spue not you ont also when yo defilo it,
as it spued out tho nations that were before you.” Looking, then, at this
exordium and to this conclusion, can wo say any thing other than a Divine
Lawgiver pronouncing His Llessing on those who obey His lnw, and His
curse on those who rcject it?  In the cnumeration of forbidden unions,
there occura number of specific cases, many of theso being cases of relation-

being recognised by any christian Church until the dispensation given by
Popo Alexander V1. to tho King of Portugal, and then I will adnut that you
bring somothing like an argument to bear upon tho question.  You cannot
sliow no an instonco of any such tnion down to the period [ have mentioned.
But I can show you this—that tho moment such union was talked of or
mooted in tho christinn Church, tho immediato answer was, ¢ It is ngainst
all our customs.” Theeo nre tho words of tho first letter on the subject.
St. Basil, in the year 350, snys—*¢ Wo have no such customs here; it is
polluted, it is incestuous.” Therefore, I say that from the very first
moment it was broached, you havo the voico of the Church againstit. It
was prohibited by the christian Church as & thing incestuous, and contrary

ship by marriage, and not by blood only; and the first opening of the whole . to the lawof God.  Ilowdid it come about that the Romish Church allowed
legislation, as we find it in the sixth verse of tho chapter, is in effect~—, dispensations for these marringes? Simply from tho growing corruption
* Nono of you shall marry any that is near of kin to you.” Itthen proceeds, of that Church. Sho ndded fresh prohibitions to the word of God in this as
to mention more cnses of aflinity than of relationship by blood. This is o, in many other instances, and then took upon herself to dispenso, but it was
clear explanation of what is meant by the words ¢ any that is near of kin.” |, o long time before she ventured to dispense with this portion of God's word.
Then it montions specific cascs, and says the brother shall not marry his; After a time, growing bold, and finding pecuniary advantage in the paymeont
deceased brother's wife, That is explicitly stated, and there are numcrous, oxacted for theso dispensations—and the amount of payment wus always
other cases mentioned. It is true that at that part the case of the wifo’s, measured by the degreo of jncest—then sho granted dispensations, and the
sister i3 not otherwise provided for, and then it is asked, *Are you justified. number of theso marriages increased.  We havo an ivstanco in the days of
in tho inference that the wife's sister i3 included in the probibition, that, Louis Quatorze, that 20,000 livres was paid to tho Church for permission to
being the converse cnse?”  Why, the affinity is the same, nnd the relation-, marry deceased wifo’s sister.  Weare told, however, that the Jowish Rabbis
ghip is ag near. But here is a conclusive argument. In this code, if you, and the Roman Catholic Church interpret theso things differcatly from our
interpret it otherwise than by implying the converse case, there is no pre-. own Church; thercfore, onr own Church must bo entirely wrong. [ feel
hibition of the father marrying Ins own daughter; the probibition is only, that I have dwelt longer on this question than 1 ought to do, and my con-
against the son marrying his mother. Tho conclusion, then, for our inter- clulding observation on that point shall be this: —With regard to this par-
pretation is gelf—cvident; for if not, there is no prohibition against the ticular matter of dispensation for marrying n deceased wife's sister, the
tather marrying his daughter. But then, say our opponents, pointing to the first that was granted was that which 1 have alrcady alluded to—tho dis-
18th verse, *‘hero is a verse whick throws all into doubt and difliculty.” pensation granted by Alexander Borgia towards the c¢lose of tho fifteenth
My angwer to that is, in the first place, **To override a proposition so sclf-, century to the King of Portugal—a dispcusation granted by a man who
evident, you must havo a very clear verse and a very cleay interpretation of , lived with his own sister—that Pope whose very nawme is an abomination
tl)ut verso,” and it is not too wuch to say that that verse which is said to, in the cars of cvery christian man. DBut the Church of England was firm,
givo inferentially the right to marry the wife's sister rather leads to the and at tho timo of her Reformation, casting aside all the traditions and
opposite conplusnon. Itis, ¢ Neither shalt thou take & wife to her sister to. human figments which had been mingled with God's law, ndhered to the
vex her, beside tho other in her lifetime,” and it is argued that the words,, Scriptures; and in her 99th Canon has laid down tho prohibited degrees
**in her lifetime™ givo an implied permission to marry tho sister after the, taken from Leviticus, including especially the degree now under consider-
wife's death. But if the meaning of this verso were clear aud plain, I, ation in the converse case of tho brother marrying the brother’s wife. But
altogether (_lcny tho assumption. I deny that you can derive, as against a_is the Cburch of England singular in this? Somo persons may not be
olear and direct prohibition, an inference from an exception not introduced willing to adopt our Churcl's viow of the question, Lut how does tho
as such and following that prohibition, but words introduced in a subsequent. Presbyterian Church of Scotland decide? In the year 1643 the Assembly
aod a new commandment. Then comes the question as to the interpre-. of Westminister—ou assembly of divines who well weighed the Scriotures—
tation. Now, strong evidence tends to show us that tho true interpretation, indeed, there never was a timo when the Scriptures wero more seriously and
is “a wife to another wife.” ‘That is tho interprotation given in the; anxiously examined than at the time of tho great rebellion or great revo-
marginal notes of tho Bible. The translators put an interpretation in the,, lution—whichever it may bo called, and what was tho resolution to which
way of marginal note, when it appears to bo reasonable and probable,. they come? ¢ A man may not marry any of his wife's kindred nearer in
althougl} they have adopth the words of the text; and in all cases in which,. blood than he may of his own, nor a woman of her husband’s kindred,
they so illustrato tho meaning they say you are to pause and exercise your, nearer in blood than sho may of her own.” That is the interpretation of
judgment and dnscrphon as to whatis inthe text. Asto the meaning of , the Kirk of Scotland on this 6th section, which says you shall marry none
tho passage, *‘a wifo to her sister,” I will just refer to o statement con-, that arc near of kin. That is tho exact view which bas been adopted by
tained jn an admirable answer to Dr. McCaul's pamphlet, from the pen of Dr. . the Church of England. The Kirk of Scotland and the peoplo of Scotland
I.Icsseg, published by this society, in which these words, ¢ the wifo to her . have been faithful to that teaching, and are so determined on the point,
sister” are shewn to be tho Hebrew expression commonly used for adding,. that if you will follow their example, the bill is gono. In cvery bill that

ono thing to another; so much go thad tho words * the wife to her sister”
and *¢ the brother to his brother ” as meaning two things of tho same kind,
.the ono added to the other, occur in tho Bible no less than forty-one times,
in thirty-two of which they are actually translated as ono thing added to
another, and of the other nine in only one instance arc they tranclated as
in this particular verso. I merely want to show you that that is o verse of |
very doubtful interpretation, for according to all principles of construction;
of law—according to every code of interpretation that I know of, you con-
not get of an ecxplicit enactment by the interpretation of a subsequent
passage of doubtful explanation. Now, wo stand upon that ground, and I
think it is a ground very firm and solid. But, I ask, how has it been inter-
preted.  Dr. '.\IcCaul tells you that all the Jows—the orthodox Jews, the
Talmudists—intepreted it in a way in whick all thoso who wish these
unions to take place contend for. It is rather singular that we, in theso
days, should be called upon as christians to follow the Jewish Rabbis in our

interpretation of Scripture, secing that their interpretation is what was so
dogldcdly dgnouncgd. by our Lord in His sermon upon tbe mount. Tho
object of this prohibition was to conduce to the purity of life. Tho Jewish
Talmudlst§ liked narrowing tho law away, whilst we are told by our Lord,
to extend it. The Jewish Talmudists wished to find an indircct sanction
for polygnmy_. I.Sut, on the other hand, another set of Jews, the Karaite,
who were strict interpreters, interpreted itas a prohibition of polygamy.
Now, as to the Chpr_cp's interpretation, Dr. McCaul says that nobody ever
heard of any Rrphlbltloll about the fourth century. He i3 right. There
was no prohibition until the time of Constantiug, about the middle of the
fourth century. They wero not prohibited beforo the letter of St. Basil.

has yet been introduced they have been obliged to exempt Scotland, cad I
ask you torouse yoursclves, to show the same front as the peoplo of Scot-
land have done, and say, ** We aro not less religious than our forefathers—
wo are not less pious than our Scottish bretbren.”™ If the bill had passed,
we should have been in this predicament—that a Scotchman coming to
England might here marry his wife's sister, and going back to Scotland, ho
would havo been a single man, in the eye of the Scotch law, and might bave
married whom he liked. So much for tho rehigious part of the question. I
now take up the sccond branch of the subject, and proceed to the morality
of the question. It is o grave and scrious matter, and I know it is an
unpleasant question to discuss. Qur adversaries have relied upon this, and
have thought we would not venturo upon bolding a public meeting to dis-
cuss a question the detmls of which might offend the natural delicacy of
female ears. Butit is o question in which the female part of the population
are especially interested, and I trust we shall bo able so to deal with it as
to give offence to no one present.  As to the morality of the case, the strong
ground of our opponents, ag they think, is this. The prohibition is not in
God's law at all; and, further, a large portion of them say that the wholo
of that chapter of Leviticus has nothing to do with us as Christians, but
relates only to tho Jews. That is one proposition. The next propesition
they maintainisthis. Marriage isin itself a thing so sacred and favoured by
tho Almighty, that unless you have an express probibition in God'slaw man
has no right to prohibit it. Put these two propositions together, and what
is the result? Qeneral intercourse is free. A mun may marry his daughter,
be may marry his sister, o any one else, because there is no revealed pro-
bibition. Can that be? Thero is a moral instinct—thero i3 & moral law—
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1 mean that power of deciding what is right and what iv wrong that is given
to the heathen—not in tho same degree, no doubt, as to us—but he hasa
light to walk by until & better is given to him. Tho Roinans, the Greceks,
nnd other civilized nations, wero not without a moral law on this subject.
If you cannot prohibit theso marringes except by revelation, how did the
Romans and the Greeks prohilat them?  Wo find that thogp had their pro.
hibitions,—not identical with thoee in Scripture, but, such as they had, they
adhered to ecrupulously.  The first thing to cousider is this . —Let the pro-
hibition be onco 1aid down, 1t ought never afterwards to be thought of and
diecussed, beeause 1t 19 a subject of 5o delicate a nature that the mornl
inatinct shoull not be shocked.  The way that instinct 18 formed 18 this. —
We liave, first, a rentiment of revolt agninst such unions wiich is after-
wards embodied in o law, snd when once the law has san:tioned the instinet,
tho question «liould never be agnin opened,  1f we cannot rely upon a total
revalsion of the mind, even the possibility of doubt is a most perilous state
to Yo in on such a question in regard to our social hfe in general. It is
that subject which, once settled, should never be tampered with, Itisa
o part of every man's life It is & portion of every man's creed.  Our
social relntious arc founded upon it, and woe to the man who attempts to
shake every moral convictien, every moral instinct, by mooting o question
of this odious and revolting charaoter after it hins been once deliberately
settled  The law anl tho church having sanctioned it, it becoms a part of
every man’s life, and consequently our sister-in-law is our sister, and that is
a name, God permitting, we do not intend to lose.  She is our sister in every
respect.  Who that hag over been marvricd has not felt that when he has
formed an union with the woman of his choice, that atmosplero of love,
which he experiences in his heart towards her hie has taken tu his home,
spreads itsclf out collaterally, envelops all who are connected with her i
the same way that it does those who are conneccted with himself® Her
relations becomo his relations.  Sho is blood of his blood, bone of his bone,
fiesh of his flesh Al her blood relations are his relations.  He welcomes
them to his own heart and bis home. [ asked a geatleman wlho cntertains
o strong oSinion upon the subject, **Can you tell e honestly that any man
in England treats his sistor-in-law in the same way as any other lady of lus
ncquaintanco?  Ts not tho relation of sister established in ail their conduct
aud all theirintorcourse *** Ile could not deny that it was so. 1 then said,
you must destroy that relationship before you give even o thought to tho
alteration of the lnw which you propose. 1 have here a pamphlet, called
Facts and Opinions, which has been largely circulated by those who enter-
tain the opposite viow, and all T can say of it is, that it scems to be a singu-
lorly bappy exemplification of Mr. Canning’s rcmark, that nothing is so
deceptivo as figures escept facts It is stated that such marriages wero
vertually permitted beforo the year 1835. Now, I state, on tho highest
judiciol authority—-that of the House of Lords—that suck marriage was
never lawlul before 1836—was always unlawful, always void by the law of
England. But the only remarkable peint was this—and it certainly isa

gingular one—1that tho ccclesiastical court having the power to declare such:

marriages void, had not the power to cutertain any swit which would effect
the issuc of any incestuous marringe after the death of cither of tho parents.
That was the only difficulty which existed. The same rulo exactly would
apply to a marriago between own brother and eister,  But was it not void ?
Within tho last year tho case has arisen, and it was decided in July last on
appeal in the houso of Lords. Tho case was this. A Scotch gentleman,
baving property in Scotland, bLut domiciled in England, bad married a
wifo’s sister in 1808. That was before the law of 1835. The wife died,
and osfterwards, when ho died, the Scotch heir claimed tho property. There
was o child by the unlawful marriage. Tho legitimato orlawfu! heir denied
the right of such child, and set up his claim, and the question arose
whether it was o void marriage, or only a voidable one. ‘fhere was the
wholo point, for if it was not void, the child of tho marriage would have
succeeded to the preperty. Tho judges who heard the appeal were Lord
Brougham, Lond Wensleydale, Lord Cranworth, and Lord Chelmsford, and
they decided that the law is as I stato it to be, and that the marriage was
not only voidable, but void  Lord Brougham said, ¢ First let us consider

1

tho country of which the partics were subjects, is an exception to the rule
Inid down by Lord Stowell. I say, therefore, that having the law thus
cstablishied, and having this course in our families, surely tho mattor is
deeply smportaut, far beyond the changoe now asked for, beeause, when
once tho the theory is mooted, when once you allow it to Le arguod, the
whole question is open, and there 13 nothing to prohibit other marriages
within tho prohibited degrees of aflinity, as tho marriago of the uncle with
his nicce. It is impossible to say how far we may be ealled upon, ov where
ig the degree of blood at which we are permitted to stop. Are wo to have
polygamny? The example of forcign countries has been referred to. We
are told that Massachusctts is & moral country, and that the law thore
allows o man to marry his deceased wife's sister. But if that is to bo an
argument, why not go to Utah for an example, where polygamy is allowed ?
Lastly, let us come to family life, for wo ought to argue the question out
fully and logically. Tle proposcd alteration in the lnw will introduce into
every homo in England a new rule, and have & most injurious effect on
fawily life. The custom of English life is that a young man and a young
woman canuot live alone in the same house if thoy avo capable of intermar-
rying. I know several cxcellent young women, tho sisters of deconsed
wives, who are hving with and comforting the husband of their deceased
_sister, because they koow that marnage 33 impossible.  But if the proposed
chango should be effected, all theso women will have to leave their present
homes unless they marry their brother-in-law.  And what 13 the argument
used on the other side? Itis said that an aunt is the best guardian of a
deceased wife’s children.,  But are they not guardians now, and will not the
propused change prevent them from remaining guardians?  As Mr, Roe-
buck pitluly remarked, o sister is the best guardian of a deceased wife's
children, but making her a stopmotber would not make her n better guar-
dian.  (**Hear, hear,” and & laugh.) There are many high-minded, pure-
miuded women who will not dream of enteving into such a contract, and
and who, therefore, will be uader the nccessity of doserting their present
homes, wlilst the lady who agrees to such o marringe might havoe children
of her own, and will be temnpted to take care of these children instead of
thuse of tho former wife. Our opponents tell us that the poor dosire this
change, and thatat is 8 puormnan's question. Now, if ever thore was an
untruth, that is onc of tho greatest. (Checrs.) The fact is, that somo
twenty years ago certain gentlemen got themsclves into a difficulty by
mareyiog contrary to the law, and employed two solicitors to stir in the
matter, and that was the origma of the movemeut. That they inay have
talked suine poor men nto their view, I do not deny.  But the poor are the
lungest in maiotaiuing fised impressions.  They are impressed with tho
sanctity of the marriage law as it stands, and we know that the poor do not
desire this change.  Taking the « priort view, even if it is an advantago to
the poor man to bave his wife s sister to look after his family, we find that
the almost umversal rule is fur girls in poor families to marry as soon as
they are marrisgeable, or to go out as servants ta earn theiv living, It
seldom happens, therefore, that the poor man bas the choice of having his
wife s sister in the house to lovk after Lis family, and of afterwards placing
Lier in the position of lus deceased wife. I know gometking of one of the
poor districts of this metropolis, and have takea some pains to ascertain the
feclings of the poor on the subject. Iu the parishes of St. Margaret and
St. John [ instituted inquiries, and found only one case of such umnion, and
in that case the partics who had fonaed the conaection were universally
looked down upon by their neighbours. But the inguiry disclosed other
painful statistics of other unions which were found to exist; that I men-
tioncd in the House of Commons. A city missionary afterwards wroto to
the Twmes, and said he had fouud two other such cases in the parishes of St.
Margaret and St. John. Well, admitting it to bo so, there are threeina
, population of upwards of 40,000, and in the oue 1 discovered the parties, as I
. have told you, were looked down upon by all their neighboars. A clergy-
man wrote to me and eaid, * [ assure you that many of tho poor earncstly
.. desiro this change.” T replied, **I only want to come to the truth; send
, me their names and thewr residencos.” I nover heard another word from
.him. I belicve that if we were to go through tho whole of the case whioh

if the marriage was lawful in the country where it was contracted—which , has been got up by these two solicitors, it would be found that it is only &
was Esgland—and where both tho partics had their domicile. It was small portion of the rich middlo class, and not the poor, who desire this
clearly illegal by the law of England, because that law treated all such , change in the law. I beliovo that in the West Riding of Yorkshire a groat
marriages incestuous " This shows the value of this proposition—the fact, many persons take that view, but I do not believe that to be the case in any
as it is called, No. 13, in this pamphlet—namely, that theeo marringes, other district in England. Now, what grounds are there for such a social
were lawful in Englaad before the Act of 1835. I think 1t very important , revolution as thus change would effect?  Wo have been told of the benefit
to give o caution on this point, for theso parties have done a very cruel | to the poor, aud tho adrantage to the children of tho deceased wifo, I
thing towards many women, for they issued circulars and advertisements , have shown you the fallacy of this argument. Then it is said that a greag
stating that by the decision of Lurd Stowdll, a marriage, good according to , many people who do not entertain these obycctions, «esire to form thege
the law of the country wher it is cclebrated, is good everywhere, and then unions; but is the idiosyneracy of furty, fifty, sixty, or n hundred, or g
adding that all that 8 man had to do who wished to marry his wifo's sister, , thousand if you will, to override and upset our lung-settled, decp rehigious
was to g0 to Altona and get married there, for by the law of Denmark such | conviction, moral fecling, and socinl mstitutions ! And who are they that
warringes were valid.  Now, I eall that o most cruel deception, and I  ask fou this change? Why, the peoplo who have broken tho law. In o))
believe that many an unhiappy woman has been deceived and rendered other cases it 13 not usual for Parliament to legislate on tho ground that the
miserable for life by the publication of that statement. For after the :,law has been broken. It is no ground for altering the law, that certaiy,
peerage ¢ase it was well known that a marriage prohsbited by the law ofa-pcoplc bave broken it.  1f thes bad asked for the law to be changed before

[}
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thoy had broken it, they might have Leen entitled to more attention : but i ngainst the passing of the bill. I can venture to assurc him thatif God
when thoy have committed an offence, thay have no right to ask for such " gives me lifo and_ strength, he will at least see my vote registered agninst
alteration in tholaw. Iu the collection of ovidenco that has been published "it.  (Cheers)  For mo it seems to bo a ruled question even befure 1 go into
in support of the chango, it is stated by one of tho barristers employed " the sacred presence of God's revealed Word, and i€ L thought lier wrang {n
that hio know n most respectable gentleman, who kopt his carringe—I sup-' that, T could not but conscientiously take one uf twwo courses—either seck to
post that was tho test of Lis respectibility—who, beeaunso the law was as it “alter her Inw, or clse leave her community. A¢ one sworn in the nost
was, lived in concubinago with his wifo's sister, aud yet was not locked solemn hour of life to take her interpretation of the Word of Gud and to act
down upon, beeause tho lnw proaibited him from marrying her  Is that the tupon it, I, for one, ns an honest man, could not stamd up in the senate of
morality wo aro to adopt? If any ladies have been deluded into such’ my country and say, ¢ Alter the law of the nation,* when the Inw of the
marriages under the intluonco of the ndvertisements that have been put " Church preclwdes such alteration. TPerhaps you will allow me tu <tamp
forward by tho advocates of this mensure, I sincerely pity them: but that " this conclusion again upon my own mind and upon tho minds of all preseut
is no reason for altering the law. Ono word more. It is our apathy slone " —for it is ull impartant—that we should have ready at cvery momcnt, a8
that hns allowed the question to advance to such w stage, that but for o' an answer to every nssailant, the complete Scripture argument to ther ob

majority of only ten in the House of Lords the bill would have hecomo the " jections  The ebjections appear to me to resolie themselves into the:e
1aw of theJand. On that occasion we had the support of ouly cight of our' separate heads. Tn the first place, when we quote to the objector the
Dishops. [ trust on tho next occasion we shall have the support of the' written word of Qud as contaiged in the 0Ll Testament, he says—** Yoy,
whole of the Episcopal Bonch—at least those who have not committed’ but you must draw ne inference from it, but take it ax it stands,”  What is
thomselves on tho question.  None ought to oppose ug, and thereby put the ™ the simple auswer to that®  That hie proves tuv much upon hiy vwa show=
Chureh and the State in opposition, for I believo that not one of them hae ing, for if we take it us it stands and deaw no inference from it, we charge
yet moved the repeal of tho 99th Canon ; but wo want your power in every the Most High <with allowing to lis own peuple the marnge of the futher
Way, coming forward as you have dono to-day, to say that tho thing shall' with his daughter; and as no one of these gentlemen has yet gouo sv fur
pot bo done. A friend of mine smiled when I said the other day [ wauld “ as that, we have a complete auswwer to the argawent whidy forbids our
rather hear of 300,000 Frenchimen having landed at Dover thau of the " drawing an inference by analogy. The sccond argument we have tu meet
passing of this law, but I said T know wo should goon gl rid of the' is this—« Yes, but suppusing you may argue Ly inference and anology,
Frenchimen, but this law once passed, it wns impossible to say that we and by inference and aualogy you condemn these marriages, yet there i3
should over get rid of its consequences.  Just at the declino of tho Roman another text which seems by one interpretatiun to cuntrudict that pusition.”
Empire oxactly the like caso happened. Tn the decline of Rome, when her' The answer lies in o nutshell It is this—that no law, humau or divioe,
ancient austerc morals bad boen sapped, and Claudius, the third Emperor, " could bind any or, if you may interpret the plain by tho obscure, instead
was on tho throne, he took n fancy to marry his wife’s nicco, a marringo ' of the obscuro by tho plain  We nced not lose our time i proving the
which was forbidden by the Roman Law. At first so strong was tho popu- " great obscurity of tho sccond verse  The Vice-Chancellur just glanced at
lar feeling against it that they scarcely dared to mention the subject, but a " tho high probability that what it intended to forbid was pulygamy. But
few parasites began to whisper it about gradually, to aceustom the people ' there is another view, a construction which has lately come over from
to it; aud at last it came before the Scnate on an address made to them, " America—namely, that that verse is really intended tu be a linntation of
swhich was almost word for word the samo as the arguments of those who' that particular Inw of tho Jewish ritual which, under certain circumstances,
now demand the groat chango in our own law. If you read the speech ' bade the brother marry the widow of his discensed Lrother—thnt it was the
which is put pithily by Tacitus (which I read in the IHouse of Commons,) " limitation of the Levitical Iaw—and that it menat to declare that the law
you will find that the effect of it is—this is an old story ; our ancestors who ' should not apply where such brother hiad already o wife living. It has
made this law wero not enlightened men liko us of the present day—they " been actually argued out in the document that has reached me from America,
once objected to cousins intermarrying—marriages ought to bo free. Every " that in the case of Boaz and Ruth, whero tho nearcr hinsman was challenged
one of these argumonts was urged upon tho Senate. The result was that' to perform the kinsman's duty and refused, he was not, as the law of Muses
the Emperor succeeded—the law was passed—and he married the lady, who' required, struck npon the cheek and branded as refusing to build up his
afterwards poisoned him. That was the declino of the Roman Empire, and ' brother's house, but his refusal was accepted, and the fl‘uty passed on to
1 call attention to it because I believe that tho present movement is a sign' Boaz.  And it is sail he was not allowed to marry ks brother 3 widow, be-
of tho decline of this country. If wo nllow our morals to be sapped in this I cause he was already marriel  This may be the tiue interpretation, or it

direction—if wo do not stand firm on our religious, moral, and social laws,
with regard to the intorcourse between men and women, wo shail be lost
Seo what has already been developed by our Divorce Court. I don’t speak
of the remedy, 1 speak of the evidence it affords of the festering disease—
the proof how our morals arc being sapped at this moment, We are told
that America does this, and that Germany does this. America sanctions
divorce becouge people do not like each other, and Germany the same. TIs
that to bo our own law of divorce? If you look to all these questions

soriously, you will find that as n the decline of tho Roman Empire, the’

Romans who had seen the Gauls in their city, and allowed it to be sacked,
but still upbeld the life of Rome by her Senate—who had seen Hannibal at
their gates, and had ventured to give the full prico of the ground on which

" may not, but if the casc is capable of any such excewding doubt ot every
: kmd,.doos it not come under tho categury in which the law mects those
" faltering consciences which scek, by some miserable subterfuge, to set dark
things against plain, doubtful things against certain, in vtdet ty wilow them
the liberty they seck of gratifying their sensual appetites, as the ruck of
adamant meets the surges of the sea  (Cheers.) The argument next as-
sumes this form—¢ Given, that it is forbidden in this chapter of Lenticus;
" I take my stand upon this position, that it is the law given to the Jews,
and I have nothing to do with it.”" I wish they would bold to that ypinion
throughout T shall have a word to say upon that prescutly, but let me
clear the way as we goon. I say, be ready at once with this answer to
"every such objector—I grant your position, and I do nut suy that it is for-

his army was encamped because they believed in their own moral strength— ' bidden to us because it was forbidden to the Jews, or because it was in the
you sco them in the reign of the Emperor Claudius, when, instead of having "law given to the Jews; but I say it is furbidden to us. The All-wise
their empiro circumseribed by their own walls, as in tho time of Haanibal, " Legislator bas reveajed that there was a prohibiton not grounded on any
they appeared to be ruhng the whole world, 23 we are now supposed to be " thing peculiar to tho Jews, but on the law of universal purity and of
ruling India and half the world, breaking their old moral code of marriage " universal right It was n prohibition not for the Jews only. It was a part
law. Then their morals began to decny, and the doom of Rome was'of that wonderful prescicnce which, as we scan God's Word, meets us in
sealed ; and if we do not firmly, resolutely, ecarnestly maintain the* fresh developmentd in every page It is written for us, the ’cbrist\au men
morals of this country, o greater and more appalling calamity will fall " of this day. who have to wrestle with the enemy upon .t]xis accursed ues-
upon us, for which our decendants will have reason to curse ug, than any. tion It was written for ua that these things God hated in the Caunamte
thing which has befullen tho country before or can befall it in tho direct "and Egyptian, as well as the man who was under the ceremunial law of
shapo of physical chamecter. (The right hon and learned gentleman Moses  This is the distinction—Tt is not forbidden tu the christian because
resumed his seat amidst loud and prolonged cheering.) " it was forbidden to the Jew; but it is forbidden tu the Christian as well as to
Tne Bistior or OxrORD—DMy lord duke, ladies, and gentlemea—I can the Jew, hecause it was an abomination in His sight as to any man.  1f we
only ssy that it 1sa perfeotly frightful thing for any man to have to sccond, ' go a little further with the religious argument, I come ty that code ot the
at such & meeting as this, & rcsolution which had been moved in such n* Gaspel which is binding on every man who ad,mits the truth of revelation
gpeech as that we bave just heard. It we could but hear, aswe do in " Is it in vain, think you—shen you consider in the way in which God’é
another place, where we, my lord duke, often happily agrec together—if Word teaches—that there should be recorded in one of the Epistles one
we could but find any person weak enough or foolish enough to get up and " strong and distinet censure, written, remember, under the dircet gundance
attempt to answer such a speech, I should have tue greatest possible ‘of the Ho'v Ghast, as to one of these ux:clc:m mixtures, n%xd that
pleasure in dealing with that answer: but when o resolution has been that one selected instance should bo an instance of uf'ﬁnilyﬂand not of
moved in o gpecch which has exhausted every argument and touched every ' cousanguinity—actting at rest for ever that otler mnserable argument
string of ‘fcclmg, what remains for the unhappy seconder to say ? The 'that after all, tho law of nature teaches us the cvils of those %onsan:
learned Vice-Chancellor says that he hopes, when tho question comes next guineous unions, but has nothing to do with unions of affimty ! The law
before Parliament, o larger number of the Episcopal votes will be registered ' of nature? Whenever that argument iz used 1 should likg to ask the
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person who uses jt—What do you mean by the Iaw of naturo!—do you' to bo tempered down until it meets the appetites of a degraded sensuality.
mean the law written by the finger of God on our common naturo ? because, The British law, based in this caso upon that law of the church, is to bo
if you “lo, if you are going to quote that, you must prove that 1t agreeswith lowered dowu professedly because people requiro it, and will marry illegally
IHis written lnw, for no two luws of the Alimghty Legislator can thwart one 1f you do not make it lawful so to marry, 1 say that this will sap the very
onolh.cr, and if 1 canshow you that the written law says there was an  foundation of national tnnrality. One thing more tho resolution says—that
abomination in oll men, then the law of nature written by God tn maan’s  any alteration of tho law of marringe which should permit marringe with o
heatrt must say the same,  But what 1s st that people commonly menn when  wale's sister or any other person within the degrees now prohibited would
they talk of tho law of nature? 1 have umformly found that 1t means their  be fraught with grave danger and injury to rehgion, morahty, and _fmmly
own predispositivns—that the conclusion to which they hase como 18 nght. hfe.  Does any man deny that statement?  Docs any man after Lhearing tho
1t incans nothing more.  Men are always this way arguing—always sclect- admirablo way in which the Vice-Chancellor pressed it upon you, doubt
fug parts of Go'a lnw wiuch go agminst their own particular inclinations and  that there are certain things (for tho most part tho deepest laws of our na-
temptations, and endeasouring to wear that law duwn until it suits their ture) which it is not safo to erect in tho fuce of fallen manin tho shapo of
own case, by intruducing hocuses and private dispeusations. This 13 tho & bare and simplo prolubition, bu: which you must fenco round with the
meaning of the **law of nature. It must be God's rule wrnitten m tho feclings which are generated in the mind by education, by religious im-
hcart of man if it is to mean any thing of truth.  And then [ say of thus law  pressions, and by the whole tone of decent society protesting against them
that, iu tho words of the resolution, *1t is dangerous to rehigion to alterthe 8s an abomnation, And not only this. [bescech you to consider this—aro
lnaw of marriage,” as abundontly confirmed by every argument that can bo  such prohibitions as this, part of an unkind denial by God of what, 1f gran-
used.  But there 1s nnother argument which 1 consder most important. ted, would be for man’s happiness; or are they a meraiful hedge, to include
Oue special ground which I have fur wholly detesting the naturo of the ar- a greater nmount of happiness than cor'd in any other way be secured, and
gument by which the advocates for o chango of the law scek to mamtmn  therefore given where strength is mos® required to maintain it and fence it
their opinion is this, that it 13 continunlly shpping back from the Chrisian round? That is the wholo point of tho question. 18 the saying that blood
standing-place into the old Jewish bondage. That 15 a grave chiargo to relations shail not intermarry—putting every thing elso nsue, is the forbid-
bring, but I cen establish it in n singlo word. Amongst the newest argu- ding of blood relations to marry a causo of personal happiness or unbappi-
ments adsanced by the most able, learned, and 1 belicve religious advocates ness in society t  Does not all the sanctity of fumily hfe depend upon this
of tho change, stauds thus, 10 monstrous prominence—** Y ¢s, thisas alt very prolubition?  Does not the fact of 1ts being 1mpossible for a brother and
well, but you are not tu Jdeal with tho two soxes as upon an cquabity ; you sister-in-law to marry, spread the blessed law of holness, hike somo -low
must deal with tho man in one way, and o woman 1a another.” I say that from IHeaven, around cvery tenderly shooting plant in every Enghsh house
that whole argument is a detestable piece of miserablo sophistry. (Clicers.), and home? If all this depends upon the proltition, is not the issuing of
What® stand up in o Christian commumty—namongst men whom Christ has. that profubiion o mark of love?  Whenitis extended to the uear of kin
made free—amongst thuse whe Luse been tsught the pertect ciquahity of i through the wife, 18 it 8 prolibition causing unhappincss or happiness?
man and wuman in the regenerate Church of Christ—and winsper to us that - Does not every man know that 1t 13 just the foundation of the blessedness of
w0 are o gv Lack to those nuserable, half heatben, half Jewash fables, all: family hfo in Englaud that these reserved cases are so strictly enforced, and
of which are Lased in truth of you search 1t out—to teli us that woman 1s that therefore the hiberty Within them may be so periect and 80 unsuspec-
created fur man's use and pleasure and not a8 a sharer with lnm of regene- ted? I not this the chmax of all? I3 1t not the tcacling of our blessed
ration and of cternal ¢ Wsation. (Cheers.) 1can hardly conceive any sct - Lord, that marriage, however debaged by the ignorance of mau’s heart, how-
of argumests more fatal i truth to alt read rehigion, 1n 1ts power and 1u ats - ever Iifted up agan to its truo level—even under the dispensation which
purity amongst us, than thuse winch have been introduced, not by accident, God imself gave to the Jews, because the sprit was not to them given,
but of necessity, s order to support tlus despicable question.  ‘Fhen I may  and because then Christ had not given to those who believo o him the.mar-
tako the ground that this 1s fraught with danger to our rehigion, and 1 agree  vellous gifts 1t has bestowed on them—Jyet, from the beginning, marriage 1o
with the Vice Chancellor in nnhang that 1t fraught with thegreatest danger  God s mstitution was the wmon of the one man with the ons woman, 80 that
tovur muralsalso  Andfor this pian reasun—that 1 know nothing more cer-  they twain mght become one flesh.  Is not that the principle of marnage
tain tv sup the morals of any country than to lower down the requirements . as pubushed by our blessed Lord 2 And if so, how ¢an any man daro to
uf.law to the invitatiuns of appetite. 1t 13 o umversal principle—onco ad-. sy that my wafe’s near blood 13 not my near ki, without gong altogether
it that sour law is to forbsd not what God has forbidden, but what mani1s astray from the first notion of what holy matrimony 18?  Now sce the puo-
able to vbserve, aml y vu sap the very foundation of «ll moral power. And rnility of the argument of those who advocate ting change of the law. We
in this case indulatably what has been smd already 18 perfectly true.  Even  have proved to you that God's Word prolubits these umons-~we bave shown
if you grant this wretched relazation, could you stop there? Does anyman  that the Church, from tho beginning, bas prolubited them. 1 will add one
beliove you could ! Do the advocates of the change themselves even tell you thing, and the only thing the Vice-Chancellor omitted saying on tlus pont.
80? This is thoe deccit commonly used in almost every question which -, How can any man possibly account for the Emperor Constantine, in the
vglvcs downhill progress.  You aro told, ** Concede this one tiung, aud alhy year 363, having prohbited these marnages by the Roman law, except
will be peace.”  But surely in vain the nct isspread.  1¢1s openly stated by« through the influence of the church? They wero allowed by the Roman
the men who want you to take thus step, that mstead of being the final- law, but within thirty years of the crpire becomng christian, the layv was
step, it is only the beginning of n series.  Why, only in the last debate in. altered 1a that respect. Tho Roman empire at that time was increasing in
the Housc of Cummons un the subject, a great statesman stoad up and openly it corruption  The people ware becoming so decayed n morals that jt
declared that if tho alteration of the lnw which he advocated took place, 1t necded the irruption of the northern hordes to restore them to that manhood
would be impussible tv stup short, and that the change must go on to astill . on which morality can alone be grafted ; yet in their decomposing stato of
greater extent.  OL! what o lamentablo utteranco for a Briush statesman! morahity they 1ssued this rescript changing the marriage law, declanng that
How deplerable an cxbibition of & man floating upon the placid edge of the . those marriages which had hitherto been allowed were henceforth unlawful;
mighty cataract which in & mument 1s going to whirl lum nto depths which+ and I challengs any man to a solution of that circumstance excopt on tho
ho canuot fathum: What an wstance of human weaknessis tho mau who: principle that the church had introduced those restrants and had published
gives up the moral privciple for an external cry, and then tells you he does + them through the wnpernal law.  Then, I say that Scripture condemns these
not know how far it may carry lim:  And bo'1s right.  This 13 no theory, » marriages; that the church has condemned them from the beginning; that
it is a certainty. It 1s the result of existingfact.  It1sa frightful fact, that they are contrary to religion, and dangerous to morality. 1ask you tolook
at this monent, in thus lughly fasoured land, there might be found advocates . at the cumulative force of these two arguments, as to their effect on famly
for legalising unions in the “very closest blood relationship, even moro i hfe. What doesit depend on for 1ts blessedness?  Does it not depend upon
numbcg-, if tho violation of the law 1s to bo recerved as an argument for its: the blesaing of God on that umon, which 13 an appointed snstrument of His
alteration. 1 was rejuiced 1o hear the argument of the Vice-Chapceltor. 1 gooduess to man, of His presence bemg with the wedded couple in the trials,
Wway Nj'vlgcd to hear hum say that when theadvocates tor the change contend 1n the sorrows, 1n the distresses, and in the mamifold crosses and troubles of
that Wis is o pour man's yuestiun, they sumply tell as great an untruth as- marred hfe?  And 1f you are now asked to introduce 1nto your marriage law
cguk} be stated.  He tells us that he has made an investigation n a certan « a principle which 1 contrary to rehigon and to morals, what aro you dong 1
district With which ho 13 acquainted in thiy metropohs. 1 felt 1t my duty to- Bidding God’s presence withdraw atself from tho then unhallowed fane.
wake an inquwiry inmy dweese through the parocinal clergy of three large What are you domg but, 50 far as you can, bamshung that which makes
counties, and 1 fuund that there was scarcely throughout the whole of those Christian matnimony biessed 2 Andaf, as I beheve, it is to the purity of
three countics g pour man’s case, butthat the people who desired the change  England’s family hife, above all God's other blessings, sccured to us in the
were the lazy, the wealthy, and the somowhat sensual mmddie class. The unfathomable reservoir of Ins goodness by that boly wnstitution, that we owo
result of the inquiry was that 10 no scnse was it a poor man's question. that moral and rehigious character upon which the position and prosperity
But I also found ono persun after another saying, **Wo lament that the : of tins nation depends, I do beseech you to set a front that no man can mis-
breaches of the moral law, which it 1s pretended would bo provented by this - take agamst the proposition to alter 1t. Yes, when we have doae wath ar-
alteration, are more in number 1n cases of near blood relationship, than they . guments wo may venture to address your feclings, 1tis theapathy of thoso
are in tho marnagoe of a sister toa deceased wife. Look at what you are to - who tehieve this to be contrary to God's law that makes the danger. If
come to. The law of the church, based upon the unchanged word of God, 18 thero was half the zeal amongst those who beliove the change to be contra-
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i see h and very painfully struck, on the last occasion when the subject was
|m“c d in the House of Lords, by one circumstance, which, so far as he was
1’ debate entirely new in the history of this question. Thejr chairman
| aware, wag bly remember that some years ago a night, on which otherwise
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‘ argun:lenhis speech with an expresgion of regret that he was not abie to
opene ith his noble friends around him. He (the Bishop of St. David)
l uEree :rceive d for the first time, with great pain an d' uneasiness, that the
: t ené’on had become & party question, and that, too, in the House of Lords.
| %‘lll]?t was a fact Which he deeply lamented, but he could only say that what-
| er side he might take s & politician, his views on this subject W°“1‘11 not
| be influenced by the political party to which he might happen to belong;
|| be mh tended that those who took the other view forfeited their right to
i and he i n opinion on the question. There was another_ disagreeable
. vote or give ahiclfstruck him during the last debate, though it was by no
occurrence W ne. He should never forget a few words which a noble lord
means & new :tmices connected bim peculiarly with the mercantile interests
whose ql{cm?London and who had on more than one occasion been charged
of the city o s from large bodies in that and other great towns in support of
|| with petmon‘n the law of marrisge which he and those now present prede-
I thatdc}]a}i*%etl noble lord, on the 1ast occasion on which he presented one of
(|cated. T Gonse—n netition in Which, if he (the Bishop of St. David) mis-
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navigation laws, or ozn —he should like to see the expression of counte-
tions of political T:;O‘? N as};umed by that same noble lord who presented that.
nance Which would t of maITisge, Signed, no doubt, by many most res-
petition on the subjec nal opinion on such & question could not be
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| more valuable than that of | and laughter.) The questions would really
economy. (*Hear, hfla? But what was the practical conclusion as ap-
have been exactly paralle ‘was going to propose? It showed the necessity
plied to the resolution he atures of those who understood the subject under
of petit_ioniﬂ& '3“1 a;:ilegnbe as valuable as those of the heads of corpora-
discussion woul ::; Aldermsn Salomon’s himself. (Cheers and laughter.
tions, m-c!udmii efavoul‘ of the bill, and the statement made by the petitioners
The petf::rﬁages did take place, Was a fact to be regretted, but it did not
.thgt cs;u]:] im to change the opinion whlc}l after _mature investigation he had
}n,.,:ed- on the contrary, he had considered it an additiona] argument in
f:vour of the kind of united exertion the}j were now commencing in support
of the law. During the twenty years which he had been connected withhis
diocese, he should be rather going beyond than falling short of the mark if
he were to say that he had never heard of more than three cases where mar-
riage of the description contemplated by the promoters of the change was
desired. He had never heard of more than one such marriage actually ta-
king place, though he had been asked once or twice by clergymen whether
they should comply with the request of parties who wished to contract such
unions, and ke Was by no means satisfied that in the one case he referred to

He was very
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perjury was not committed when tho parties were nsked if they knew of any in the heart of man, and would sny—Men and women of England, if you
legal impediment.  Ho stated this to demonstrate that those supposcd cages  salne the purity of an English hotne, if you love aud cherish tho sanctity of
of violating the lnw by contracting such marriages were exclusively ware, the family hearth, keep eatire that circlo which God has traced by bis di-
though, were the fact otherwise, it ought to hase no weight. There was vine finger, within which is love, and peaco, nnd purity, snd the joyouscon-
anotlier viow which might, perhnpe, havo had n great deal of influence with filence of trusted hearts: but within which, if you ever introduce the ser-
many. llc was told that in advoenting his views he was setting up his' pent tongue of this fatal measure, which will create distrust instead of con-
privato judgmnent nganst tho word of God.  But when they eame to the fidenee, and infuse poison instead of confidence, then twoo to English homes,
poiot, it appearcd there was quite as much of private judgment and just as, and sadness to many & mourning heart.

little of tho expressed word of God on the ono sido ns on the other The  Mn. Ken Skvsor, M I, in supporting tho resolution, remarked that gl-
simple point was, there was a tacit, not an expressed permission.  Neither though the bilkmore than once pagsed the Houso of Comnmoans, it was always
th.o permission nor tho prohibition was expresecd; but there was o great ina com{;nmtivcly thin house, and if a true canvas could now be mado of
difference between the two ns far ns implication was concerned.  The pro- tho members of the Lower House, ho did not beliove that n majority wounld
Libition was in perfect agreement with the whole context, while the pre- * vote in its favour. The IHouse of Commons was led away n great deal by
sumed permission was perfeotly contrary to it, and depended upon the most claptrap, particularly with regand to this question. When certain persons
improbable supposition and the most strained interpretation  Yet the one wished to do any thing, tho interests of the poor wero always put forward,
was saul to depond upon the word of God, and the other simply upon a hu-  but he believed that nothing would hiave been heard on this subject if the
man judgment. I thoy Jooked simply at the merits of the question, waking  poor only had been interested in the question.  The poor did not keep offices
tho truth thewr great object—if they cast nside all theirparty considerations in Parlinment-Street, or adsertise cxtensively in the Zimes, or send lawyers'
and regarded rather authority than numbers as to the opinions of thoso who clerks all over the country, to agitate the question and get sigantures to
wero on the adverse side—if they were not swayed by any corrupt or im-' petitions Who the p~aple were who kept tho offices in Varlinment-street,
proper motive—if they refused to be blinded by sophistry or Jdogmatism, ndserticed in the 73 .es, and sent these lawyer's clerks about, he did not
and if they kept well together, then there need be no doubt or anxiety as  know, for their names were not put forward, but he strongly suspected that
to the result, He lamented that such an association ns the present had not  they were some of those rich persons of whom they had heard, wha, having
heen forned many years ago, for if it hail, the question would have been in broken the Inw, were nnxious to alter it, in order to cover their illegal acts.
a very different posticn.  The Church had been asleep on this question, Another piece of claptrap was the talk about tho disconsolate widower being
while her encmies had been wide awake and bury, sowing the taree  He' 2o deeply attached to his wife, that he was anxious to marry her sister, in
trusted that he mught #ay that tho Church was now awakening to the mag- order that she might take care of his children; but ho bLelieved it wasmuch
nitudo of the danger, and he would call on all present to circulnte petitions less the chilidren of the first marringe that were thought of in these cases,
amongst those who might bo willing to sign, in order to meet that fulse and  than the anticipnted issuo of the second. .

spurious exhibition of public opinion which had imposed on the credulity of ' Mr. &. J B Berssronrv-Hork moved—¢* That this mceting considers tho

many both in and out of Parliament, by a genuine, real, and powerful exhi- Marriage Law Defenee Association wortby of the support of all persons de-
bition. (Applause.)

" sirous of opposing the threstened change in the matrimonial law.” o ob-
Mn. J. C. Corquitotrs zecouded the resolution. Referring to the remark served that the mayor and corporation influence, to which the right rev.
ef Vico Chancellor Pago Wood that 5t was only in the West Riding of York: prelate alluded, he hinself was a sufferer from, He owed to that, in fact,
that there was any desiro on thoe part of the poor ia faveur of o change in Lis exclusion frova tho Parliament iu 1852, He received a notice that in
th((ls lm;-'. h'e nlssured tl;ofmce(in{: that that district was not altogether tain-' consequence of his voto upon the bill for legalising these marrisges ho would
ted. ¢ had recerved from ladies in the West Riding cominunications ex- not be returned.  He veplied that he was very sorry for it, but ho enter-
pressing their sympathy in tho movement of this eoci«gy, and recommending' tained a conscientious vigw upon the qucstion}: and all he could say was,
more active excrtions againat the agitation now going on for an alteration” *¢ Good morning to you, gentlemen.” From his own expericnee, ¢ knew
of the law.  The question was one of such eocial interest both to man and  how the screw was put upon mcmbers of Parliament upon this question.
womaa that lie did not wonder at its stirring up the heart of England, for' Thoso members who had any selfish motive to gratify —those who desired to
it was the punty of female life 1 this country which was the basis of all' oblige the mayors, town clerks, and beer-house keepers, found it convenient
our grentuess.  The punty of our married life consisted 1n this, that man' to come down on the Wednesdays, when, as there was always o thin house
and wife, following, however imperfectly, the Seripturnl law, heeame, in’ on these days, the question was invariably brought on, and vote for
our happy Lomes in England, one in interest, one in sympathy, and one in' the bill; and this was the way in which it bhad hitberto been carried.
fodling.  They felt that God had drawn around them a circle which separa-! Ho knew that feeling of delicacy which prevented the opening of this ques-
ted them indeed from the world without, but within which there was intima-' tion in a public meeting, but after all it was a most important question—it
macy and confidence, nnd tho husband felt that ho had taken to himself by! was the question of the women of England, of tho wives and daughters of
his connection the brotherhood and sisterhood of his wife, and the wife felt Eogland, who, with the natural delicacy of their minds, shrank from any
that sho had taken to hersclf tho brotherhood and sisterhood of hier hus-' thing like public discussion on the subject. This the enemy knew and
band It was true that by the providence of God this blessed relation by * relied upon, and it was o striking instance of might overruling right. Ho
the death of one of the partics nnght be dissolved: but the ties which were altogether denied hat it was the poor man's question, and of this they had
:‘]ormcd wc:lo ir:]dissglgblcz-lhof circle 03 blood whichlwnsb thhus dra:lvn l:}rus' tlgotbe:t avidcnco in the rlfp%rt ofktbelcommissioncrlt:. Theitr silutistitl:)s showed
rawn oy the Ureat Creator of map, and it was a circle whbich spread wher-' that of the marringes which took place, or were known to bave been pre-
over man was found, whether shivering at the North Pole, or bagking in the" vented by the stn.gto of the law, pbetwecn persons within the prohibl;tcd
sunlight of the tropics. FErvery whero thero was the same magic and blessed " degrees, up to 1848 there were 1,848, of which 196 occurred before the
circle, whick created new bopes, new ties, new sympsthics, new joys, and’ act of 1835; sinco then there had been 1,364, and 88 had becn prevented.
now affinitics; and the husband taking to himeelf these affinities, and the " Of these 1,648 marriges, 1,608 were amongst the highor and middle classes,
wife taking to herself these affinities, thoy became one with an extended® and 40 ouly amongst the lower. And yet, with these statistics beforo them
sisterhood and with an extended Urotherhood in the deepest and most inti-! these people who agitated the question had the brazen cffrontery to come
mato conﬁdcucg. Denthb might remove ono of the partics, bt_n death did not'I forward and .cnll that clean which God hod pronouaced uuclcnx}, and call
dissolvo_ theso tice. It did rot make her who was called a sister yesterday " that holy which God had dcnoun'ccd as unhol‘y; and, as they said, all for
less o sister becauso shoe was bereaved.  1v did not make him who ‘_mscaﬂcd' tho sake of tnese poor men who in their soul’s soul they knew were not the
0 brother yesterday less a brother. From the moment of marviage thcy| suffercrs from tho existing state of the law, but really for the sake of thuse
Garth, bt restng in the henvense-Sodhssaioblo Heo, mhich o marmts et | o eneavans 4 micr o on fhor owy pusposen T T MOAEY enougl
’ veus—indi human act {} to 1 r 5
should dissolve. It had been said that there ind been mado incrons’xngma~h The Rrv. Damise Moors sccondc}t)l tge resolution, and from his own
jorities in ono Houso of Parlinment and decreasing majorities in the other ' experience stated that the proposed nlteration of the law was not desired,
But this was not a question to be settled by mnjoritics of men, but by the “ nor conld it t ¢ a boon to the poor, for in poor families it was impossible for
fiat of him who mado man. Passing by the vain and futile judgments of the wife’s sister to be placed in the position of guardian to her sister’s chil-
?g;-'t. ho‘x‘;gggn:‘e& to :mt cnl(iinri‘:lgblnw wbitch;;‘ns vg;itten by (l}gd in ov.;]or)l: ‘ ;]lren, because usd soon as }hc ((llnughters h:s poo;. bfamlhels :ivero mntriagcab};,
an was wmidowe an act of Providence, and bereaved of * the were married, or cployed as servaots. ¢ resolution was agreed to.
tho partner of his hife, the blessed pZovidcncc of God allowed him to take  Dr. JELY, in moving apvo{o of thanks to tho Chairman, could sgxw from
unto himself another.  But he must refrain from entering that circle of a long acquaintance with Germany, that the people of the better clasain.
blood which bad been drawn not by humnan dictate but hy the Divine law  tuat country were surprised that the people of England should be agitating
Ifit shonld bo said « Here is an Act of Parliament which gives s licenco to' for Ppermission to contract these probibited marriages, which in the case of
encroach within that circle” —but he trusted that would never be the case! their own country had been attended with the most pernicious conscquences.
—nature would recoil, for God, who is abovo all Acts of Parliament, had!  The Drax or WesTsusstur scconded the resolution, which was carried

preseribed a lasr which mon dare not defile. Therefore, passing through | by acclamation, the Bishop of St. Dasid pronounced the Beneciction, and.
the slugung pageantry of time, and turning his back on the future majoritics | the mecting then separated.
of Parliament, he would appeal to those eternal counsels which were written —
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